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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI
Columbia . Kansas City . Rolla . St. Louis

BOARD OF CURATORS

Minutes of the Board of Curators Meeting
Wednesday, November 20, 2024

A Health Affairs Committee meeting was held November 14, 2024 in conjunction with the
November 20, 2024 Board meeting.

BOARD OF CURATORS MEETING - PUBLIC SESSION

A meeting of the Board of Curators was convened in public session at 8:30 A.M. on
Wednesday, November 20, 2024, in Century Rooms A & B of the Millenium Student Center
on the University of Missouri—St. Louis campus, St. Louis, Missouri, pursuant to public
notice given of said meeting. Curator Robin R. Wenneker, Chair of the Board of Curators,
presided over the meeting.

Present

The Honorable Robert D. Blitz

The Honorable Robert W. Fry

The Honorable Todd P. Graves

The Honorable Keith A. Holloway
The Honorable Lyda Krewson

The Honorable Jeffrey L. Layman
The Honorable Jeanne C. Sinquefield
The Honorable Robin R. Wenneker
The Honorable Michael A. Williams

Also Present

Dr. Mun Y. Choi, President, University of Missouri

Mr. Mark A. Menghini, General Counsel

Ms. Valerie Slayton, Secretary of the Board of Curators

Dr. C. Mauli Agrawal, Chancellor, University of Missouri—Kansas City

Dr. Richard Barohn, Executive Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs

Mr. Ben Canlas, Vice President for Information Technology

Dr. Mohammad Dehghani, Chancellor, Missouri University of Science and Technology
Mr. John Denker, Chief Marketing and Communications Officer
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Ms. Marsha Fischer, Vice President for Human Resources and Chief Human Resources
Officer

Mr. Chad Higgins, Vice Chancellor for Extension and Engagement

Ms. Deena King, Interim Chief Audit and Compliance Officer

Dr. John Middleton, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chief of Staff

Mr. Ryan D. Rapp, Executive Vice President for Finance and Operations, Chief Financial

Officer and Treasurer
Dr. Kristin Sobolik, Chancellor for University of Missouri-St. Louis
Media representatives

General Business

Resolution for Executive Session of the Board of Curators Meeting November 20, 2024

It was moved by Curator Holloway and seconded by Curator Fry, that there shall be an
executive session with a closed record and closed vote of the Board of Curators meeting

November 20, 2024 for consideration of:

« Section 610.021(1), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include legal actions, causes of action or litigation, and confidential or privileged
communications with counsel; and

« Section 610.021(2), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include leasing, purchase, or sale of real estate; and

« Section 610.021(3), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include hiring, firing, disciplining, or promoting of particular employees; and

« Section 610.021(12), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include sealed bids and related documents and sealed proposals and related
documents or documents related to a negotiated contract; and

« Section 610.021 (13), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include individually identifiable personnel records, performance ratings, or records
pertaining to employees or applicants for employment.

« Section 610.021 (14), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include records which are protected from disclosure by law.

« Section 610.021 (18), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include confidential or privileged communications between a public governmental
body and its auditor.
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Roll call vote of the Board:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Layman voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Wenneker voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.

Audit, Compliance and Ethics Committee

Resolution for Executive Session of the Audit, Compliance and Ethics Committee,
November 20, 2024

It was moved by Curator Williams and seconded by Curator Krewson, that there shall
be an executive session with a closed record and closed vote of the Audit, Compliance and
Ethics Committee meeting November 20, 2024, for consideration of:

« Section 610.021(1), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which

include legal actions, causes of action or litigation, and confidential or privileged
communications with counsel; and

« Section 610.021(18), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include confidential or privileged communications between a public governmental
body and its auditor.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.
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Finance Committee

Resolution for Executive Session of the Finance Committee, November 20, 2024

It was moved by Curator Fry and seconded by Curator Holloway, that there shall be an

executive session with a closed record and closed vote of the Finance Committee meeting

November 20, 2024, for consideration of:

Section 610.021(1), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include legal actions, causes of action or litigation, and confidential or privileged
communications with counsel; and

Section 610.021(2), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include leasing, purchase, or sale of real estate; and

Section 610.021(12), RSMo, relating to matters identified in that provision, which
include sealed bids and related documents and sealed proposals and related
documents or documents related to a negotiated contract; and

Roll call vote of the Committee:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes
Curator Holloway voted yes.

The motion carried.

BOARD OF CURATORS MEETING - EXECUTIVE SESSION

A meeting of the University of Missouri Board of Curators was convened in executive
session at 8:45 A.M., on Wednesday, November 20, 2024, in Century Room C of the
Millenium Student Center on the University of Missouri—St. Louis campus, pursuant to
public notice given of said meeting. Curator Robin R. Wenneker, Chair of the Board of
Curators, presided over the meeting.

Present

The Honorable Robert D. Blitz
The Honorable Robert W. Fry

The Honorable Todd P. Graves
The Honorable Keith A. Holloway
The Honorable Lyda Krewson
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The Honorable Jeffrey L. Layman
The Honorable Jeanne C. Sinquefield
The Honorable Robin R. Wenneker
The Honorable Michael A. Williams

Also Present

Dr. Mun Y. Choi, President, University of Missouri

Mr. Mark A. Menghini, General Counsel

Ms. Valerie Slayton, Secretary of the Board of Curators

Mr. John Denker, Chief Marketing and Communications Officer
Ms. Deena King, Interim Chief Audit and Compliance Officer
Mr. Ryan D. Rapp, Executive Vice President for Finance and Chief Financial Officer
Mr. Matt Sanford, Executive Director, MURR

Mr. Michael Hoehn, Program Director, NextGen MURR

Mr. Kevin Hogg, Assistant Vice President and Treasurer

Mr. Laird Veatch, MU Athletic Director

Consent Agenda — Executive Session
A. Property Disposition, UMKC
This item is closed and may be given public notice upon completion.

B. Curators’ Distinguished Professor Emeritus Randall Prather, MU

that upon the recommendation of President Mun Y. Choi, the Provost, and the
University of Missouri System Office of Academic Affairs, it is recommended that
Professor Randall Prather be named to the position University of Missouri Curators'
Distinguished Professor Emeritus, effective 11/20/2024.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.

Roll call vote of the Board:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
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Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Layman voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Wenneker voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes

The motion carried.

General Business — Executive Session

President’s Report — Executive Session

No action taken by the Board.

General Counsel’s Report

No action was taken by the Board.

Audit, Compliance and Ethics — Executive Session
Interim Chief Audit and Compliance Officer Deena King joined the meeting.

Report — Attorney Client Privilege Audit

No action taken by the Board.

Ms. King left the meeting.

Finance Committee — Executive Session

Executive Vice President Ryan Rapp, Executive Director Matt Sandford, and Program
Director Michael Hoehn joined the meeting.

MURR RFP Update, MU — presented by Executive Vice President Rapp, Mr. Sanford, and
Mr. Hoehn

No action taken by the Board.
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Mr. Sanford, and Mr. Hoehn left the meeting.

Chancellor Mauli Agrawal, Chancellor Kristen Sobolik, and Assistant Vice President Kevin
Hogg joined the meeting.

KCUR and KWMU Stations, UMKC & UMSL — presented by Executive Vice President
Rapp, Chancellor Agrawal, Chancellor Sobolik, and Assistant Vice President Kevin Hogg

No action taken by the Board.

Property Lease, UMKC

This item is closed and may be given public notice upon completion.

11:40 A.M. — Working Lunch for the Board of Curators, President, and University of
Missouri System Leaders

Location: Century Room C of the Millenium Student Center

Chancellor Agrawal, Chancellor Sobolik, and Assistant Vice President Hogg left the
meeting.

General Business — Executive Session

Chief Marketing and Communications Officer John Denker joined the meeting.

Marketing and Communications Update — presented by Mr. Denker

No action taken by the Board

Vice President for Information Technology Ben Canlas joined the meeting.

Board Security Update — presented by Mr. Canlas and Mr. Denker

No action taken by the Board

Mr. Canlas and Mr. Denker left the meeting.

Athletic Director Laird Veatch joined the meeting.

Memorial Stadium Update — presented by Curator Blitz and Athletic Director Veatch
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No action taken by the Board.

President Choi, General Counsel. Menghini, Vice President Rapp, Mr. Canlas, Mr. Denker,
Mr. Veatch and Ms. Slayton left the meeting.

Curators’ Only Report

No action taken by the Board.

President Choi and General Counsel Menghini joined the meeting.

Board Direct Report Compensation, President Mun Choi

It was recommended by the Executive Committee, moved by Curator Holloway
and seconded by Curator Fry, that based on the review of the performance of President
Mun Y. Choi for the period July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024, the Board of Curators
approves that the base salary of Mun Y. Choi be increased by 5% effective September 1,
2024.

Roll call vote of the Board:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Layman voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Wenneker voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.

Board Direct Report Compensation, General Counsel Mark A. Menghini

It was recommended by the Executive Committee, moved by Curator Layman and
seconded by Curator Blitz, that based on the review of the performance of General Counsel

Mark A. Menghini for the period July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024, the Board of
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Curators approves that the base salary of Mark A. Menghini be increased by 5% effective
September 1, 2024.

In addition, the proposed performance goals for July 1, 2024 through June 30, 2025
for Mark A. Menghini are approved as presented.

Roll call vote of the Board:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Layman voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Wenneker voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.

The Executive Session recessed at 1:20 P.M.

Reconvene Public Session

The meeting of the Board of Curators was reconvened in public session at 1:30 P.M. on
Wednesday, November 20, 2024, in Century Rooms A & B of the Millenium Student Center
on the University of Missouri—St. Louis campus, St. Louis, Missouri, pursuant to public
notice given of said meeting. Curator Robin R. Wenneker, Chair of the Board of Curators,
presided over the meeting.

Present

The Honorable Robert D. Blitz

The Honorable Robert W. Fry

The Honorable Todd P. Graves

The Honorable Keith A. Holloway
The Honorable Lyda Krewson

The Honorable Jeffrey L. Layman
The Honorable Jeanne C. Sinquefield
The Honorable Robin R. Wenneker
The Honorable Michael A. Williams

Also Present
Dr. Mun Y. Choi, President, University of Missouri
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Mr. Mark A. Menghini, General Counsel

Ms. Valerie Slayton, Secretary of the Board of Curators

Dr. C. Mauli Agrawal, Chancellor, University of Missouri—Kansas City

Dr. Richard Barohn, Executive Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs

Mr. Ben Canlas, Vice President for Information Technology

Dr. Mohammad Dehghani, Chancellor, Missouri University of Science and Technology

Mr. John Denker, Chief Marketing and Communications Officer

Ms. Marsha Fischer, Vice President for Human Resources and Chief Human Resources
Officer

Mr. Chad Higgins, Vice Chancellor for Extension and Engagement

Ms. Deena King, Interim Chief Audit and Compliance Officer

Dr. John Middleton, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chief of Staff

Mr. Ryan D. Rapp, Executive Vice President for Finance and Operations, Chief Financial

Officer and Treasurer
Dr. Kristin Sobolik, Chancellor for University of Missouri-St. Louis
Media representatives

General Business

University of Missouri Board Chair’s Report — presented by Chair Wenneker (slides on file)

Chair Wenneker recognized the Remington R. Williams awardee Angela Truesdale, UMSL
College of Business Administration, and UMSL Curators’ Distinguished Professors Cody
Ding, David Kimball, Xuemin (Sam) Wang, and Susan Brownell.

University of Missouri System President’s Report — presented by President Choi (slides on
file)

President Choi presented a report that included updates for each university regarding:
e Student and Faculty Success
e Research and Development
e Major Grants from each University

University of Missouri-St. Louis Campus Highlights — presented by Chancellor Sobolik
(slides on file for this information item)

Review of Consent Agenda — No discussion.

Consent Agenda
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It was endorsed by President Choi, moved by Curator Graves and seconded

by Curator Holloway, that the following items be approved by consent agenda:

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Minutes, September 12, 2024 Board of Curators Committee meetings and Board
Meeting — as provided to the Curators for review and approval.

B. Minutes, October 21, 2024 Board of Curators Mizzou Intercollegiate Athletics
Committee Meeting — as provided to the Curators for review and approval.

C. Minutes, October 29, 2024 Board of Curators Finance Committee Meeting — as
provided to the Curators for review and approval.

D. Revised Board of Curators Meeting Dates for 2025
that the revised 2025 Board of Curators meeting calendar be approved as follows:

2025 BOARD OF CURATORS MEETING CALENDAR

DAY(S DATE(S) LOCATION
Thursday February 6 UM - Kansas City
Thursday April 17 Missouri S&T
Thursday June 26 TBD

Thursday September 5 UM - Columbia
Thursday November 20 UM - St. Louis

E. Amendment, 403(b) Tax Deferred Annuity Plan 590.010 and 457(b) Eligible
Deferred Compensation Plan 580.010

that the 403(b) Tax Deferred Annuity Plan (403(b) Plan) be amended as indicated in
the attached document containing proposed language changes, effective November
20, 2024 (unless otherwise noted), and
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that the 457(b) Eligible Deferred Compensation Plan (457(b) Plan) be amended as
indicated in the attached document containing proposed language changes, effective
January 1, 2025 (unless otherwise noted).

F. Amendment, CRR 600.010 Equal Employment/Educational Opportunity and
Nondiscrimination Policy - for matters involving conduct alleged to have occurred
on or after August 14, 2020

that  Collected Rules and Regulations Section  600.010  Equal
Employment/Educational Opportunity and Nondiscrimination Policy be amended as
indicated in the attached documents.

600.010 Equal Employment/Educational Opportunity and Nondiscrimination Policy - for
matters involving conduct alleged to have occurred on or after August 14, 2020

Bd. Min. 2-19-71; Reaffirmed Bd. Min. 10-14-77; Amended Bd. Min. 5-23-80; Amended
Bd. Min. 10-15-82; Amended Bd. Min. 10-16-03; Amended Bd. Min. 6-19-14; Revised 9-
22-14 by Executive Order 41. Revised 2-5-15; Revised 2-9-17 with effective date of 3-1-
17; Revised 7-28-20 with effective date of 8-14-20.

A. Equal Employment/Educational Opportunity Policy and Statement of
Nondiscrimination. The Curators of the University of Missouri does hereby
reaffirm and state the policy of the University of Missouri on Equal
Employment/Educational Opportunity and Nondiscrimination.

1. Equal Opportunity is and shall be provided for all employees
and applicants for employment on the basis of their
demonstrated ability and competence without unlawful
discrimination on the basis of their race, color, national
origin, ancestry, religion, sex, pregnancy, sexual orientation,
gender identity, gender expression, age, disability, protected
veteran status, or any other status protected by applicable
state or federal law. This policy shall not be interpreted in
such a manner as to violate the legal rights of religious
organizations or the recruiting rights of military organizations
associated with the Armed Forces or the Department of
Homeland Security of the United States of America.

2. Equal Opportunity is and shall be provided for all students
and applicants for admission without unlawful discrimination
on the basis of their race, color, national origin, ancestry,
religion, sex, pregnancy, sexual orientation, gender identity,
gender expression, age, disability, protected veteran status, or
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any other status protected by applicable state or federal law.
This policy shall not be interpreted in such a manner as to
violate the legal rights of religious organizations or the
recruiting rights of military organizations associated with the
Armed Forces or the Department of Homeland Security of the
United States of America.

3. The University of Missouri does not discriminate on the basis
of race, color, national origin, ancestry, religion, sex,
pregnancy, sexual orientation, gender identity, gender
expression, age, disability, protected veteran status, and any
other status protected by applicable state or federal law. As
used in this policy, the word “sex” is also inclusive of the
term “gender.”

The University’s Nondiscrimination policies apply to any phase of its
employment process, any phase of its admission or financial aid programs,
other aspects of its educational programs or activities, and instances
occurring in other settings, including off-campus, if there are effects of the
conduct that interfere with or limit any person’s ability to participate in or
benefit from the University’s educational programs, activities or
employment. Notices of Nondiscrimination are posted online and in physical
locations for the UM System and each of the Universities in the System.

The President of the University shall establish affirmative action procedures
to implement this policy.

B. Definition of Discrimination and Harassment. For purposes of
determining whether a particular course of conduct constitutes prohibited
discrimination or harassment under this policy, the following definitions will
be used:

1. Discrimination or Harassment. Conduct that is based upon
an individual’s race, color, national origin, ancestry, religion,
sexual orientation, age, disability, protected veteran status,
including sex discrimination as defined below, or any other
status protected by applicable state or federal law that:

a. Adversely affects a term or condition of
employment, education, living environment or
participation in a University activity; or

b. Creates a hostile environment by being
sufficiently severe or pervasive and objectively
offensive that it interferes with, limits, or
denies the ability to participate in or benefit
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from the University’s educational programs,

activities, or employment; or
Sex Discrimination. Sex discrimination is conduct that is
based upon an individual’s sex, pregnancy, gender identity, or
gender expression that adversely affects a term or condition of
an individual’s employment, education, living environment,
or participation in a University education program or activity.
Sex discrimination under this policy includes the following:

a. Sexual Harassment, as defined in CRR
600.020, is governed exclusively by CRR
600.020 and CRR 600.030. All other forms of
sex-based discrimination are governed by this
policy, including sex-based harassment that
does not rise to the level of Sexual Harassment
as defined in CRR 600.020, and conduct that
meets the substantive definition of Sexual
Harassment as defined in CRR 600.020 that
occurs outside the University’s education
programs, activities, or employment, or occurs
outside the United States, but nonetheless has
an effect that interferes with or limits any
person’s ability to participate in or benefit from
the University’s education programs, activities
or employment;

b. Workplace sexual harassment: Conduct that
creates a hostile environment by being
sufficiently severe or pervasive and objectively
offensive that it interferes with, limits or denies
the ability to participate in or benefit from the
University’s education programs, activities or
employment;

c. Sex discrimination that does not involve
conduct of a sexual nature.

Consent to Sexual Activity. Consent to sexual activity is
knowing and voluntary. Consent to sexual activity requires of
all involved persons a conscious and voluntary agreement to
engage in sexual activity. Each person engaged in the sexual
activity must have met the legal age of consent. It is the
responsibility of each person to ensure they have the consent
of all others engaged in the sexual activity. Consent must be
obtained at the time of the specific activity and can be
withdrawn at any time. Consent, lack of consent, or
withdrawal of consent may be communicated by words or
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non-verbal acts.

Someone who is incapacitated cannot consent. Silence or
absence of resistance does not establish consent. The
existence of a dating relationship or past sexual relations
between the Parties involved should never by itself be
assumed to be an indicator of consent. Further, consent to one
form of sexual activity does not imply consent to other forms
of sexual activity. Consent to engage in sexual activity with
one person does not imply consent to engage in sexual
activity with another. Coercion and force, or threat of either,
invalidates consent.

Incapacitated or incapacitation. A state in which rational
decision-making or the ability to consent is rendered
impossible because of a person’s temporary or permanent
physical or mental impairment, including but not limited to
physical or mental impairment resulting from drugs or
alcohol, disability, sleep, unconsciousness or illness. Consent
does not exist when the Respondent knew or should have
known of the other individual’s incapacitation. Incapacitation
is determined based on the totality of the circumstances.
Incapacitation is more than intoxication but intoxication can
cause incapacitation.

Factors to consider in determining incapacity include, but are
not limited to, the following:

a. Lack of awareness of circumstances or
surroundings (e.g., an inability to understand,
either temporarily or permanently, the who,
what, where, how and/or why of the
circumstances; blackout state)

b. Inability to physically or verbally communicate
coherently, particularly with regard to consent
(e.g., slurred or incoherent speech)

c. Lack of full control over physical movements
(e.g., difficulty walking or standing without
stumbling or assistance)

d. Physical symptoms (e.g., vomiting or
incontinence)

C. Equity Officers. Duties and responsibilities of the University’s Equity
Officers include monitoring and oversight of overall implementation and
compliance with the University’s Equal Employment/Educational
Opportunity and Nondiscrimination Policy, including coordination of
training, education, communications and coordination with the equity
resolution processes for faculty, staff, students and other members of the
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University community and investigation of complaints of discrimination,
harassment, and retaliation.

Any person having inquiries concerning this policy should contact their
respective UM System or University Equity Officer. The following
individuals serve as Equity Officers and are designated to handle inquiries
regarding the Anti-Discrimination policies and to serve as the coordinators
for purposes of compliance with those policies:

University of Missouri System and University of Missouri-Columbia
Andrea Hayes, J.D.

Equity Officer

Address:

University of Missouri

320 Jesse Hall

Columbia, MO 65211

Telephone: (573) 882-2824

Email: hayesas(@missouri.edu

civilrights.missouri.edu

University of Missouri-Kansas City
KC Atchinson

Equity Officer

Address:

Administrative Center

5115 Oak Street, Room 212D

Kansas City, MO 64112

Telephone: 816-235-6910

Email: atchinsonk@umkec.edu
www.umkc.edu/titleix

Missouri University of Science and Technology
Anitra Rivera

Interim Equity Officer

Address:

605 West 11th Street

Rolla, MO 65409

Telephone: 573-341-4632

Email: riveraac@mst.edu

titleix.mst.edu

University of Missouri-St. Louis
Dana Beteet Daniels

Equity Officer

Address:


mailto:hayesas@missouri.edu
mailto:wyattsb@umkc.edu
http://www.umkc.edu/titleix
mailto:naoutar@mst.edu
https://titleix.mst.edu
https://civilrights.missouri.edu
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One University Boulevard
220 Woods Hall

St. Louis, MO 63121
Telephone: 314-516-4538
Email: dana@umsl.edu
www.umsl.edu/title-ix

University of Missouri Health System

Julia Settles, M.D., J.D., CPHRM, CPPS

Equity Officer

Address:

One Hospital Drive

Columbia, MO 65212

Telephone: 573-882-8187

Email: SettlesJA@health.missouri.edu
https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/dei/titleix/muhc_title_ix_office

NOTE: All references to “Equity Officer” throughout this policy refer to the
Equity Officer or the Equity Officer’s designee.

If the Complaint involves the University’s Equity Officer, reports may be
made to the System Equity Officer. If the Complaint involves the System
Equity Officer, reports may be made to the System President. The contact
information for the System President is:

Office of the President

105 Jesse Hall

Columbia, MO 65211

Telephone: (573) 882-2011

Email: president@umsystem.edu

NOTE: The above-listed contact information for Equity Officers may be
updated as needed and without requiring the approval of the Board of
Curators.

D. Equity Resolution Processes. The University is committed to preventing
and eliminating impermissible discrimination and harassment in its
educational programs, activities and employment. To that end, the
University maintains policies regarding reporting, investigation, and
resolution of complaints of discrimination or harassment. Specifically,
please see:

1. Section 600.040 — Equity Resolution Process for Resolving
Complaints of Discrimination and Harassment Against a
Faculty Member or Student or Student Organization


mailto:dana@umsl.edu
http://www.umsl.edu/title-ix
mailto:SettlesJA@health.missouri.edu
https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/dei/titleix/muhc_title_ix_office
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2. Section 600.050 — Equity Resolution Process for Resolving
Complaints of Discrimination and Harassment Against a Staff
Member or the University of Missouri
E. Reporting Discrimination or Harassment

1. Students, Employees, Volunteers, and Visitors. Students,
employees, volunteers, and visitors of the University who
have experienced any form of discrimination or harassment
are encouraged to report the incident promptly to the
appropriate Equity Officer listed in Section 600.010.C above.
In addition, students, volunteers, and visitors of the University
who have witnessed such conduct are encouraged to report
the incident promptly to the appropriate Equity Officer. The
University will respond to all such reports pursuant to one of
its Title IX or Equity Resolution Processes (see Sections
600.030, 600.040, 600.050).

2. Mandated Reporters. Any employee of the University,
except as noted below, who becomes aware of discrimination
or harassment as defined in this policy is a Mandated
Reporter, regardless of whether the recipient of the behavior
is a student, employee, volunteer, or visitor of the University.

3. Employees with a Legal Obligation or Privilege of
Confidentiality. Employees with a legal obligation or
privilege of confidentiality (including health care providers,
counselors, journalists, lawyers, and their associated staff) are
not considered Mandated Reporters and are not required to
report when the information is learned in the course of a
confidential communication. This also means that the
employee seeking the exemption is employed by the
University for that specific purpose and was acting in that
capacity when the confidential disclosure was made. If the
information is not learned in the course of confidential
communication (for example, behavior is observed in class)
then the employee has the same obligation as a Mandated
Reporter.

4. Designated Confidential Employees. Consistent with the
law and upon approval from the Office of the General
Counsel, a University may also designate non-professional
counselors or advocates as confidential for purposes of this
policy and, therefore, excluded from the definition of
Mandated Reporters.

5. Required Reporting. A Mandated Reporter is required to
promptly report the information to the appropriate Equity
Officer. A mandated report must be made regardless of
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whether the person reporting the information to the Mandated
Reporter requests confidentiality and regardless of how the
Mandated Reporter becomes aware of the offensive behavior
(personal observation, direct information from the subject of
the behavior, indirect information from a third party, etc.). If
the Complainant requests confidentiality or that a report not
be pursued, the Mandated Reporter should warn the
Complainant that, at this stage in the process, the Mandated
Reporter must report all known information to the Equity
Officer.

Content of Mandated Report to Equity Officer. Mandated
Reporters must report all details that they possess. This
includes names of the Parties, if known, and all other
information in the Mandated Reporter’s possession.
Non-compliance. Failure to comply with this policy can
result in disciplinary action under applicable University
policies. Employees also are cautioned that non-compliance
with this policy may increase their risk of personal liability.
Further, an individual who fails to report as required under
this policy may be determined to be ineligible for defense or
protection under Section 490.010 of the University’s
Collected Rules and Regulations for any associated claims,
causes of action, liabilities or damages.

F. Retaliation, False Reporting, and Witness Intimidation or Harassment.

1.

Retaliation is any adverse action taken against a person
because of that person’s participation in protected

activity. The phrase “participation in a protected activity”
includes refusal to participate in proceedings involving sex
discrimination under CRRs 600.040 and 600.050. Any
person who engages in such retaliation shall be subject to
disciplinary action, up to and including expulsion or
termination, in accordance with applicable procedures. Any
person who believes they have been subjected to retaliation is
encouraged to notify the Equity Officer. The University will
promptly respond to all claims of retaliation in accordance
with this policy.

Examples of prohibited retaliation include, but are not limited
to, giving a lesser grade than the student’s academic work
warrants because the student filed a report or Complaint of
discrimination or harassment; giving lower than justified
performance appraisals because a person was a witness in an
investigation of alleged discrimination or harassment; and
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threatening to spread false information about a person for
filing a report or Complaint of discrimination or harassment.

2. False reporting is making an intentional false report or
accusation in relation to this policy as opposed to a report or
accusation, which, even if erroneous, is made in good faith.

3. The University prohibits attempted or actual intimidation or
harassment of any potential Party or witness. No individual
participating in an investigation relating to a report or
Complaint that a violation of this policy has occurred should,
directly or through others, take any action which may
interfere with the investigation.

4. For situations involving alleged retaliation, false reporting,
and witness intimidation or harassment, the Equity Officer
will refer the matter to the appropriate University process.

G. U.S. Department of Education — Office for Civil Rights. Inquiries
concerning discrimination in educational opportunities also may be referred
to the United States Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights. For
further information on notice of nondiscrimination and for the address and
phone number of the U.S. Department of Education office which serves
your area call 1-800-421-3481.

The State of Missouri Regional Office for Civil Rights is located in Kansas
City and is available to provide assistance.

Office for Civil Rights

U.S. Department of Education
One Petticoat Lane

1010 Walnut, 3rd Floor, Suite 320
Kansas City, MO 64106
Telephone: (816) 268-0550

FAX: (816) 268-0559

TDD: (800) 877-8339

Email: OCR.KansasCity@ed.gov
4854-8682-9553, v. 1

G. Project Re-Approval, MURR Lab Expansion, MU

the Project Re-Approval for the MURR Lab Expansion, MU at the maximum

amount of $46,500,000.

Funding of the project budget is from:
MURR Reserves $6,500,000
Third-Party Contracts $40,000,000

Total Funding $46,500,000
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H. Project Approval, Electrical Interconnect, MU — Tentative

the Project Approval, General Site -Electric Substation, MU

Funding of the project budget is from:
Internal $31.000,000
Total Funding $31,000,000

I.  Project Approval, MU-DOE Radioisotope Facility, MU

the Project Approval, Discovery Ridge Radioisotope Science Center, MU
Funding of the project budget is from:

State $20,000,000
Federal $20,000,000
Total Funding $40,000,000

J. Project Approval, BioPlex, S&T
the Project Approval, Bioplex, Missouri S&T
Funding of the project budget is from:

Gifts $130.000,000
Total Funding $130,000,000

K. CRR 420.010, Research Misconduct Revision

that the revisions to Collected Rules and Regulations 420.010: Research
Misconduct as presented, be approved.

420.010 Research Misconduct
Bd. Min. 3-24-06; Amended 11-29-07; Amended 11-20-24

A. Policy for Reviewing Alleged Research Misconduct
1. Statement of Principles

21
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a.

b.

Integrity in scholarship and research is a fundamental value upon
which the University is founded.

It is the shared responsibility of all members of our academic
community to ensure that misconduct in scholarship and research
is dealt with in a timely and effective manner, and that the
reputation of the University for high standards of scholarly and
research integrity is preserved.

The purpose of this policy is to reaffirm the University's
commitment to integrity of research and scholarship and establish
the principles and procedures that will be followed in the
University's review of allegations of research misconduct. The
National Science Foundation, the Public Health Service, and other
federal agencies have published regulations regarding the
investigation of allegations of research misconduct in the context
of activities supported by those agencies. The University will
comply with those statutory and regulatory requirements if
applicable and this policy shall be interpreted so as to conform
with those requirements.

2. Applicability

a.

This policy addresses research misconduct as defined in section
A.3 of this policy in connection with any research conducted at the
University of Missouri, regardless of the presence or absence of
external funding or sponsorship of the specific research project.
Other forms of misconduct that may relate to activities in
scholarship and research are not addressed through this policy but
may be addressed through other applicable University rules and
policies, including but not limited to the Standards of Faculty
Conduct, Section 330.110.

The provisions of this policy apply to:

1) All individuals who hold University appointments who are
engaged in the design or conduct of research or the reporting
of research results, regardless of the presence or absence of
external funding or sponsorship of the specific research
project; and

2) Anyone engaged in the design or conduct of research or the
reporting of research results through a Sponsored Program at
the University of Missouri, to the extent of that research.

Misconduct by undergraduate students shall be addressed through
Sections 200.010, Standard of Conduct; and 200.020, Rules of
Procedures in Student or Student Organization Conduct Matters.
Research misconduct by graduate students generally will be dealt
with under this policy, provided that, after consultation with a
university’s chief academic administrator for graduate studies
(such as Dean of the Graduate School or similar official), the
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Deciding Official as defined in this rule may, determine that an
allegation of research misconduct on the part of a graduate student
is more appropriately addressed under Section 200.010 and
Section 200.020 or duly authorized student honor systems
established pursuant to CRR 200.020.E.9 and refer the allegation
to appropriate officials for action in accordance with such rules or
student honor systems.

3. Definitions

a. Definitions of Research Misconduct

1)

2)

3)

4)

Fabrication: making up data or results and recording them in
the research record.

Falsification: manipulating research materials, equipment, or
processes, and/or changing or omitting data or results such
that the research is not accurately represented in the research
record.

Plagiarism: the appropriation of another person’s ideas,
processes, results, or words without giving appropriate
credit.

Research misconduct does not include honest error, author
disputes, or differences of interpretation inherent in the
scientific and creative processes that are normally corrected
through further research and scholarship.

b. Definitions of Key Roles and Federal Agencies

1)

2)

3)

4)

Complainant: refers to an individual(s) who makes an
allegation of research misconduct.

Respondent: refers to the person against whom an allegation
of research misconduct is directed or the person whose
actions are the subject of the inquiry or investigation. There
can be more than one Respondent in any inquiry or
investigation.

Research Integrity Officer (RIO): refers to the University
official responsible for assessing allegations of research
misconduct and determining whether such allegations
warrant inquiries and for overseeing inquiries and
investigations. This position is appointed by the Chancellor.
Deciding Official (DO): refers to the University official, who
makes final determinations on allegations of research
misconduct and any responsive institutional actions. The
Chancellor may serve as the DO or may designate the
Provost or other individual to serve as the DO, provided that
the DO will not be the same individual as the RIO and
should have no direct prior involvement in the institution's
inquiry, investigation, or allegation assessment.
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6)
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U.S. Public Health Service (PHS): an operating component
of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS).

Office of Research Integrity (ORI): an operating component
of the United States Department of Health and Human
Services (DHSS) that is responsible for research misconduct
proceedings and research integrity activities of the U.S.
Public Health Service (PHS).

c. Definitions of Other Key Terms

1)

2)

3)

4)

S)

Allegation refers to any written or oral statement or other
indication of possible research misconduct made to an
institutional official, including but not limited to department
chairs, deans, Research Integrity Officers (RIOs), the Vice
Chancellor for Research (VCR) or equivalent, the Associate
Vice Chancellor for Research (ACVR) or equivalent, and the
Provost.

Conlflict of interest and commitment refers to a divergence
between an individual’s interests and the individual’s
professional obligations, such that an independent observer
might reasonably question whether the individual’s
professional actions or decisions are determined by
considerations other than the best interests of the University.
Good faith as applied to a Complainant, Respondent, or
witness, means having a belief in the truth of one's allegation
or statement that a reasonable person in the individual’s
position could have based on the information known to the
individual at the time. An allegation or statement in a
research misconduct proceeding is not in good faith if made
with knowing or reckless disregard for information that
would negate the allegation or statement. Good faith as
applied to a committee member means cooperating with the
research misconduct proceeding by carrying out the duties
assigned impartially. A committee member does not act in
good faith if the member’s acts or omissions on the
committee are dishonest or influenced by personal,
professional, or financial conflicts of interest with those
involved in the research misconduct proceeding.

Inquiry refers to the initial process for determining whether
an allegation or apparent instance of research misconduct has
substance and warrants an investigation.

Investigation refers to the formal development of a factual
record and the examination of that record to determine,
based on a preponderance of evidence, whether research
misconduct has occurred and, if so, to determine the
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responsible person and the nature and seriousness of the
research misconduct.

Research refers to any systematic investigation, including
research development, testing, and reporting, designed to
develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge or specific
knowledge. The term encompasses basic research, applied
research, and research training activities in areas such as
biomedical and life sciences, natural sciences, engineering,
humanities and arts, and social and behavioral sciences.

a) Research record means any physical or electronic
record of data or results that embody the facts
resulting from scientific inquiry. It includes, but is
not limited to data, document, computer file,
computer storage device, or any other written or non-
written account or object that reasonably may be
expected to provide evidence or information
regarding the proposed, conducted, or reported
research that constitutes the subject of an allegation
of research misconduct. Examples of research records
include, but are not limited to, research proposals,
grant or contract applications, whether funded or
unfunded; grant or contract progress and other
reports; abstracts; theses; oral presentations; internal
reports; journal articles; laboratory notebooks; notes;
correspondence; videos; photographs; X-ray film;
slides; biological materials; computer files and
printouts; manuscripts and publications; equipment
use logs; laboratory procurement records; animal
facility records; human and animal subject protocols;
consent forms; medical charts; and patient research
files.

Retaliation means any adverse action taken against an
individual because the individual a) has made a good faith
allegation of research misconduct or of inadequate
institutional response thereto; or b) cooperated in good faith
with any action or proceeding under this rule. This includes
adverse action taken by any individual, the University, or
any unit of the University.

Student refers to a person having once been admitted to the
University who has not completed a course of study and who
intends to or does continue a course of study in or through
one of the Universities of the University System. For the
purpose of these rules, student status continues whether or
not the University's academic programs are in session.



Board of Curators Meeting 26

November 20, 2024

4. General Principles

a.

b.

Prohibition: Research misconduct is prohibited and subject to
sanctions pursuant to this rule.

Requirements for findings of research misconduct: A finding of
research misconduct requires a determination that there has been a
significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant
academic community; that the research misconduct was
committed intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly; and that the
allegation has been proved by a preponderance of evidence.
Handling of questionable research practices: Concerns in the
context of research and scholarship that do not constitute research
misconduct as defined in this rule, such as carelessness or
questionable research practices, as well as authorship disputes,
will generally be handled through the appropriate administrative
channels or other applicable processes, including but not limited to
Standards of Faculty Conduct CRR 330.110.

Retaliation is prohibited and is subject to disciplinary action in
accordance with applicable University policies. The University
will take reasonable and practical steps to counter potential or
actual retaliation against individuals participating in proceedings
under this rule.

Good faith participation: Complainants, respondents, and other
participants in the research misconduct review process are
expected to act in good faith throughout. Failure to act in good
faith may lead to disciplinary action in accordance with applicable
University rules and policies.

Conlflicts of Interest Prohibited: No individual responsible for
carrying out proceedings under this rule shall have any unresolved
personal, professional, or financial conflict of interest with the
Complainant, Respondent, or witnesses. An individual having
such a conflict of interest must promptly recuse from participation
in any proceedings.

Responsibility to Report Research Misconduct: All employees or
individuals associated with the University of Missouri must report
observed, suspected, or apparent research misconduct to the RIO.
If an individual is unsure whether a suspected incident falls within
the definition of research misconduct, the individual may contact
the RIO to discuss the suspected misconduct informally. If the
circumstances described by the individual do not meet the
definition of research misconduct, the RIO may refer the
individual or allegation to other offices or officials. At any time,
an employee may have discussions and consultations about
concerns of possible research misconduct with the RIO and will be
counseled about appropriate procedures for reporting allegations.
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h. Protecting the Complainant and Cooperating Individuals: The RIO
will monitor the treatment of individuals who bring allegations of
research misconduct or of inadequate institutional response
thereto, and those who cooperate in inquiries or investigations.
The RIO will attempt to ensure that these persons will not be
retaliated against and will review instances of alleged or apparent
retaliation for appropriate action. Employees or those affiliated
with the University or a PHS grant should immediately report any
alleged or apparent retaliation to the RIO. Also, the University will
maintain confidentiality as required by the terms of this rule. If the
Complainant requests anonymity, the University will make a
reasonable effort to honor the request during the allegation
assessment or inquiry within applicable policies, regulations, and
laws, if any, but the Complainant will be advised that if the matter
is referred to an investigation committee, anonymity will no longer
be guaranteed. The University will take all reasonable and
practical steps to protect the positions and reputations of good
faith Complainants, witnesses and committee members.

1. Protecting the Respondent: Inquiries and investigations will be
conducted in a manner that will ensure fair treatment to the
Respondent and confidentiality as required by the terms of this
rule. The Respondent may have an advisor (who is not a witness
and does not otherwise have a role in the case and who may be,
but is not required to be, an attorney). The Respondent’s advisor
may accompany the Respondent to all interviews, meetings, and
proceedings involved in the case. The advisor may actively
participate and assist the Respondent. The advisor may make
presentations and speak on behalf of the Respondent, request
clarification of a procedural matter or object on the basis of
procedure, ask any witnesses all relevant questions and follow-up
questions, including cross-examination.

J.  Cooperation with Inquiries and Investigations: University
employees and those working on PHS grants will cooperate with
the RIO and other institutional officials involved in the review of
allegations and the conduct of inquiries and investigations.
Employees have an obligation to provide relevant evidence to the
RIO and other University officials involved in review of research
misconduct allegations.

k. Responsibility of Institution to Respond to Credible Reports of
Allegations of Research Misconduct: Because the University of
Missouri values the credibility of its research activities and the
integrity of its community, allegations of research misconduct are
evaluated to determine whether there is specific and credible
information on which to act. Just as the University protects
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Complainants against retaliation, the University is equally
concerned about malicious or frivolous allegations made against
its research community. The university performs a careful
assessment of all allegations brought to the attention of
institutional officials. The RIO, AVCR, VCR, and the DO shall
consider and act upon any specific and credible information that
comes to their attention indicating that research misconduct may
have occurred. The RIO and other institutional officials assigned
responsibility for handling allegations of research misconduct
ensure that:

1) The allegation assessment, inquiry, and investigation are
completed in a timely, fair, objective, thorough, and
competent manner; and

2) Reasonable precautions are taken to avoid bias and conflict
of interest on the part of those involved in conducting the
inquiry and investigation.

l. At any time during the assessment period or research misconduct
proceedings, the University of Missouri will notify the appropriate
funding and oversight agencies if:

1) Public health or safety is at risk;

2) Agency resources or interests are threatened;

3) Research activities should be suspended;

4) There is reasonable indication of possible violations of civil
or criminal law;

5) Federal action is required to protect the interests of those
involved in the investigation;

6) The University believes the research misconduct proceeding
may be made public prematurely, so the agency may take
appropriate steps to safeguard evidence and protect the rights
of those involved or

7) The research community or public should be informed.

m. Confidentiality:

1) Disclosure of the identity of Respondents and Complainants
in research misconduct proceedings is limited, to the extent
possible, to those who need to know, consistent with a
thorough, competent, objective, and fair research misconduct
proceeding, and as allowed by law. The applicable laws and
regulations may require the institution to disclose the identity
of Respondents and Complainants to federal oversight
agencies pursuant to the agency’s review of institutional
research misconduct proceedings.

2) Except as may otherwise be prescribed by applicable law,
confidentiality must be maintained for any records or
evidence from which research subjects might be identified.
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Disclosure is limited to those who have a need to know to
carry out a research misconduct proceeding.
Restoration of Reputations: The University of Missouri takes all
reasonable and practical efforts, if requested and as appropriate, to
restore the reputations of individuals alleged to have engaged in
research misconduct but against whom no finding of research
misconduct is made.
Referrals: If the University’s review of the allegations identifies
misconduct other than research misconduct, the RIO refers these
matters to the proper institutional or federal office for action.

5. Sanctions
The University may take disciplinary action, up to and including
termination of employment, upon a finding of research misconduct.
Applicable sanctions may include, but are not limited to:

a.

Warning. A notice in writing to the Respondent and included in
the Respondent’s personnel file indicating that there is a finding of
research misconduct.

Loss of Privileges. Denial of specified privileges of Respondent
for a designated period of time. This may include but is not limited
to suspending travel privileges and/or payment of travel or
conference expenses, restricting use of laboratories or offices,
limiting contact with students, or suspending access to teaching or
research assistance or grant accounts, service on University
committees or representation of the University on official
business. The loss of privileges sanction may not be applied in a
manner to create a constructive suspension.

Education or Training. Respondent may be required to complete
education or training.

Restitution. Compensation by Respondent for loss, damage or
injury to the University or University property. This may take the
form of appropriate service and/or monetary or material
replacement.

Suspension. Separation of the Respondent from the University for
a definite period of time, after which the Respondent is eligible to
return. Conditions for return should be specified. Suspension may
be with or without salary (full or partial) for a period not to exceed
one-half of the individual’s normal appointment period. During
the suspension period, health and retirement benefits shall be
maintained.

Termination. Termination of an appointment with tenure will be
pursuant to Section 310.060.

B. Procedure for Reviewing Alleged Research Misconduct
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1.

Statement of Purpose: It is the policy of the University of Missouri to
inquire into and, if necessary, investigate and resolve promptly and fairly all
instances of alleged research misconduct. As a recipient of federal research
funds, the University of Missouri must have institutional policies and
procedures in place to handle allegations of research misconduct.

2. Procedures for Conduct of Research Misconduct Proceedings

a. In conducting a research misconduct proceeding:

1) the procedures shall be those best suited to achieve a fair and
equitable review of the Allegation;

2) the procedures shall reflect a spirit of mutual respect and
collegiality, and may, therefore, be as informal as agreed by
the Respondent under the circumstances;

3) the Respondent shall have the right to have an advisor as
stated in this rule;

4) 1in all preliminary assessments, inquiries, and investigations,
the Respondent shall have the right to present evidence and
to identify persons who might have evidence about the
allegation;

5) formal rules of evidence shall not apply;

6) to the extent that a published regulation of a federal funding
source requires a specific procedural element in the review
and adjudication of an Allegation concerning a proposal to or
an award from that federal funding source, that procedural
element shall be included in the procedures adopted.

b. General Counsel Advice: The Office of the General Counsel shall,

when so requested, provide legal advice regarding the
implementation of these procedures and other aspects of the
University's review of an allegation under these procedures to the
RIO, the Inquiry Committee, the Investigative Committee, the
VCR, the DO, the Chancellor, and the Appellate Officer.
Admission of Misconduct: When the case involves PHS funds, the
University cannot accept an admission of research misconduct as a
basis for closing a case or not undertaking an investigation without
prior approval from ORI. For non-PHS funding, the DO shall have
authority to terminate the University's review of any allegation
upon the admission by the Respondent that research misconduct
occurred and that the Respondent was responsible for it, if the
termination of the review of that allegation would not prejudice
the University's review of another allegation against that
Respondent or a different Respondent or the University's ability to
assess the extent and consequences of the research misconduct and
what action should be taken in response to it.

. Additional Respondents. If, during the course of any research

misconduct proceeding, additional Respondents are identified,
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they shall be notified immediately, and the RIO shall, to the
degree feasible, attempt to coordinate the research misconduct
proceedings against all the Respondents with respect to the same
or related research misconduct.
3. Allegations of Misconduct and Preliminary Assessments
a. Allegation of Research Misconduct

1) Any member of the University community or other person
who wishes to make an allegation shall contact the RIO or
other institutional official who will promptly notify the RIO.

2) The RIO shall notify the Respondent promptly of an
allegation.

3) The RIO shall advise the VCR of all allegations.

b. Preliminary Assessment of Allegations

1) Promptly after receiving an allegation, the RIO shall assess
the allegation to determine if:

a) it meets the definition of research misconduct;

b) it involves either the PHS funded research,
applications for PHS research funding, or research
records specified in U.S. Code of Federal Regulations
or other non-PHS funding; and,

c) the allegation is sufficiently credible and specific so
that potential evidence of research misconduct may
be identified.

c. Inquiry Not Warranted

1) Preliminary Assessment Report: If the RIO determines that
an inquiry is not warranted because the allegation is not
sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence
of research misconduct may be identified, the RIO shall
prepare a written preliminary assessment report that states
the basis and rationale for the RIO’s determination. The RIO
shall provide a copy of the preliminary assessment report to
the VCR.

2) End of Review: If the VCR concurs with the RIO's
determination that an inquiry is not warranted, the
University's review of that allegation shall be concluded.
The Complainant and Respondent shall be notified in writing
that the matter has been closed after preliminary assessment.

4. Conducting the Inquiry
a. Initiation and Purpose of the Inquiry: Following the preliminary
assessment, if the RIO determines that the allegation provides
sufficient information to allow specific follow-up and falls under
the definition of research misconduct, the RIO will initiate the
inquiry process whether it involves PHS funding or not. In
initiating the inquiry, the RIO should clearly identify the original
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allegation and any related issues that should be evaluated. The
purpose of the inquiry is to make a preliminary evaluation of the
available evidence and testimony of the Respondent, Complainant,
and key witnesses to determine whether there is sufficient
evidence of possible research misconduct to warrant an
investigation. The purpose of the inquiry is not to reach a final
conclusion about whether misconduct definitely occurred and
therefore does not require a full review of all the evidence related
to the allegation.

b. Timeframe: The inquiry committee is generally convened within
30 days of the determination to convene an inquiry. The inquiry,
including the final report of the inquiry committee and decision of
whether an investigation is warranted, should generally be
completed within 60 days of the convening of the inquiry.

c. Notice to Respondent:

1) Within 15 days of the determination to convene an inquiry,
the RIO will notify the Respondent in writing of the
allegation(s). Respondent notification includes:

a) The specific allegation(s);

b) The rights and responsibilities of the Respondent;

c) The role of the inquiry committee;

d) A description of the inquiry process; and

e) A copy of this rule.

2) The RIO also will notify the dean and department chair, or
equivalent in the Respondent’s department, in writing of the
determination to convene an inquiry.

d. Sequestration of the Research Records:

1) After determining that an allegation falls within the
definition of research misconduct, the RIO must ensure that
all original research records and materials relevant to the
allegation are secured. The RIO may consult with ORI for
advice and assistance in this regard.

2) The RIO shall take the following specific steps to obtain,
secure, and maintain the research records and evidence
pertinent to the research misconduct proceeding:

a) Either before or when the RIO notifies the
Respondent of the allegation, the RIO shall promptly
take all reasonable and practical steps to obtain
custody of all research records and evidence needed
to conduct the research misconduct proceeding,
inventory those materials, and sequester them in a
secure manner. Provided that in those cases where
the research records or evidence encompass scientific
instruments shared by a number of users, custody
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may be limited to copies of the data or evidence on
such instruments, so long as those copies are
substantially equivalent to the evidentiary value of
the instruments.

b) Where appropriate, give the Respondent copies of, or
as reasonable, supervised access to the research
records.

e. Appointment of the Inquiry Committee:

1))

2)

The RIO, in consultation with other University officials
(Deans, Chairs, VCR) as appropriate, will appoint an inquiry
committee and committee chair. The inquiry committee
should consist of at least 3 individuals who do not have real
or apparent conflicts of interest in the case, are unbiased, and
have the necessary expertise to evaluate the evidence and
issues related to the allegation, interview the principals and
key witnesses, and conduct the inquiry. These individuals
may be scientists, subject matter experts, administrators,
lawyers, or other qualified persons, and they may be from
inside or outside the University. The majority of the
committee will consist of tenured faculty.

The RIO will notify the Respondent of the proposed
committee membership in writing. If the Respondent submits
a written objection to any appointed member of the inquiry
committee or expert based on bias or conflict of interest
within 5 days, the RIO will determine whether to replace the
challenged member or expert with a qualified substitute.

f. Charge to the Committee and the First Meeting:

1)

2)

Charge to the Committee: The RIO will prepare a charge for
the inquiry committee that describes the allegations and any
related issues identified during the allegation assessment and
states that the purpose of the inquiry is to make a preliminary
evaluation of the evidence and testimony of the Respondent,
Complainant, and key witnesses to determine whether there
is sufficient evidence of possible research misconduct to
warrant an investigation.

The First Meeting: At the committee's first meeting, the RIO
will review the charge with the committee, discuss the
allegations, any related issues, and the appropriate
procedures for conducting the inquiry, assist the committee
with organizing plans for the inquiry, and answer any
questions raised by the committee. The RIO and the Office
of the General Counsel will be available throughout the
inquiry to advise the committee as needed.
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g. Inquiry Process: The inquiry committee will normally interview
the Complainant, the Respondent and key witnesses as well as
review relevant research records and materials. Then the inquiry
committee will evaluate the evidence and testimony obtained
during the inquiry. After consultation with the RIO and the Office
of the General Counsel as needed, the committee members will
decide whether there is sufficient evidence of possible research
misconduct to recommend further investigation. The inquiry
committee then prepares a report and submits it to the RIO.

5. The Inquiry Report

a. Elements of the Inquiry Report: The written inquiry report shall
contain the following information:

1) The name and position of the Respondent(s);

2) A description of the allegations of research misconduct;

3) Research sponsorship, including, for example, grant
numbers, grant applications, contracts, and publications
listing PHS funding or other non-PHS funding;

4) The basis for recommending that the alleged conduct does or
does not warrant an investigation; and

5) Any comments on the report by the Respondent or the
Complainant. The report also should include
recommendations on whether any other actions should be
taken if an investigation is not recommended. The Office of
the General Counsel will review the report for legal
sufficiency.

b. Comments on the Report by the Respondent and Complainant:
The RIO will provide the Respondent with a copy of the inquiry
report for comment and rebuttal. At the RIO’s discretion, the RIO
also may provide the Complainant with a copy of the inquiry
report for comment and rebuttal.

1) Confidentiality: The RIO may establish reasonable
conditions for review to protect the confidentiality of the
report.

2) Receipt of Comments: Within 10 days of receipt of the
report or summary, the Respondent and Complainant will
provide their respective comments, if any, to the inquiry
committee. For good cause, the Respondent or Complainant
may request an extension of time from the RIO, which shall
be granted whenever reasonable.

3) Any comments that the Complainant or Respondent submits
on the report will be shared with the inquiry committee and
will become part of the final inquiry report and record. Based
on the comments, the inquiry committee may revise the
report as appropriate.
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c. Inquiry Decision and Notification:

1)

2)

Decision by VCR: The RIO will transmit the final report of
the inquiry committee and any comments to the VCR, who
will make the determination of whether findings from the
inquiry provide sufficient evidence of possible research
misconduct to warrant conducting an investigation. The
inquiry is completed when the VCR makes this
determination.

Notification: The RIO will notify the Respondent and may
notify the Complainant in writing of the VCR’s decision of
whether to proceed to an investigation. If an investigation is
opened, the notice will include a reminder of the obligation
to cooperate. The RIO also will notify all appropriate
University officials and ORI (as applicable) of the VCR’s
decision.

d. Time for Completing the Inquiry Report:

1))

2)

3)

The inquiry committee will normally complete the inquiry
and submit its report in writing to the RIO no more than 60
days following its first meeting, unless the RIO approves an
extension because circumstances warrant a longer period. If
the RIO approves an extension, the reason for the extension
will be entered into the record of the proceeding. The
Respondent also will be notified of the extension.

For allegations that involve PHS funding, within 30 days of
the VCR’s decision that an investigation is warranted the
RIO shall provide ORI with the written finding and a copy of
the inquiry report containing the information required by the
U.S. Code of Federal Regulations. Upon a request from ORI,
the RIO shall promptly send to ORI:

a) a copy of institutional policies and procedures under
which the inquiry was conducted;

b) the research records and evidence reviewed,
transcripts or recordings of any interviews, and
copies of all relevant documents; and

c) the charges for the investigation to consider.

Inquiry reports of allegations that do not involve PHS
funding in accordance with the definition of research
misconduct will not be forwarded to ORI, but will otherwise
be in accordance with this rule.

e. Documentation of Decision Not to Investigate: If the VCR decides
that an investigation is not warranted, the RIO shall secure and
maintain for 7 years after the termination of the inquiry
sufficiently detailed documentation of the inquiry to permit a later
assessment by ORI of the reasons why an investigation was not
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conducted. These documents must be provided to ORI or other
authorized HHS personnel upon request.

6. Initiation and Purpose of the Investigation

a. Purpose of the Investigation: The investigation must begin within

30 days after the determination by the VCR that an investigation is
warranted. The purpose of the investigation is to explore in detail
the allegations; to examine the evidence in depth; to determine
specifically whether research misconduct has been committed, by
whom, and to what extent; and, if research misconduct has been
committed, to recommend appropriate sanctions. The investigation
also will determine whether there are additional instances of
possible research misconduct that would justify broadening the
scope beyond the initial allegations. This is particularly important
where the alleged research misconduct involves clinical trials or
potential harm to human subjects, animals, or the general public or
if it affects research that forms the basis for public policy, clinical
practice, or public health practice. The findings of the
investigation will be set forth in an investigation report.
Sequestration of the Research Records: The RIO will promptly
sequester any additional pertinent research records and evidence
that were not previously sequestered during the inquiry. This
sequestration should occur before or at the time the Respondent is
notified that an investigation has begun and whenever additional
items become known or relevant to the investigation. The need for
additional sequestration of records may occur for any number of
reasons, including the University's decision to investigate
additional allegations not considered during the inquiry stage or
the identification of records during the inquiry process that had not
been previously secured. Sequestration during the investigation
will proceed in the same manner as during the inquiry outlined in
Section 4.d of this rule.

Appointment of the Investigation Committee: The committee will
consist of at least three tenured professors appointed by the
Faculty Council/Senate and optionally two members appointed by
the RIO. This appointment will occur as soon as practicable after
the Respondent has been notified that an investigation is planned.
The investigation committee should consist of individuals who do
not have real or apparent conflicts of interest in the case, are
unbiased, and have the necessary expertise to evaluate the
evidence and issues related to the allegations, interview the
principals and key witnesses, and conduct the investigation.
Individuals appointed by the RIO, as well as additional consultants
to the committee, may be scientists, administrators, subject matter
experts, lawyers, or other qualified persons, and they may be from



Board of Curators Meeting
November 20, 2024

37

inside or outside the University. Individuals appointed to the
investigation committee may also have served on the inquiry
committee. The RIO will notify the Respondent of the proposed
committee membership. If the Respondent submits a written
objection to any appointed member of the investigation
committee, the RIO will determine whether to replace the
challenged member with a qualified substitute.

d. Charge to the Committee and the First Meeting:

1))

2)

Charge to the Committee: The RIO will define the subject
matter of the investigation in a written charge to the
committee that describes the allegations and related issues
identified during the inquiry, defines research misconduct,
and identifies the name of the Respondent. The charge will
state that the committee is to evaluate the evidence and
testimony of the Respondent, Complainant, and key
witnesses to determine whether, based on a preponderance of
the evidence, research misconduct occurred and, if so, to
what extent, who was responsible, and its seriousness.
During the investigation, if additional information becomes
available that substantially changes the subject matter of the
investigation or would suggest additional Respondents, the
committee will notify the RIO, who will determine whether
it is necessary to notify the Respondent of the new subject
matter or to provide notice to additional Respondents.

The First Meeting: The RIO, with the Office of the General
Counsel, will convene the first meeting of the investigation
committee to review the charge, the inquiry report, and the
prescribed procedures and standards for the conduct of the
investigation, including the necessity for confidentiality and
for developing a specific investigation plan. The
investigation committee will be provided with a copy of this
rule and, where PHS funding is involved, the PHS
regulation.

e. Investigation Process: In conducting all investigations, the
University shall:

1)

2)

Use diligent efforts to ensure that the investigation is
thorough and sufficiently documented and includes
examination of all research records and evidence relevant to
reaching a decision on the merits of the allegations;
Interview each Respondent, Complainant, and any other
available person who has been reasonably identified as
having information regarding any relevant aspects of the
investigation, including witnesses identified by the
Respondent, and record or transcribe each interview, provide
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the recording or transcript to the interviewee for correction,
and include the recording or transcript in the record of
investigation;

Pursue diligently all significant issues and leads discovered
that are determined relevant to the investigation, including
any evidence of additional instances of possible research
misconduct, and continue the investigation to completion;
and

Otherwise comply with the requirements for conducting a
research misconduct investigation in the U.S. Code of
Federal Regulations.

The Respondent will be notified sufficiently in advance of
the scheduling his or her interview so that the Respondent
may prepare for the interview and arrange for the attendance
of an advisor, if the Respondent wishes.

7. The Investigation Report
a. Elements of the Investigation Report: The RIO, in conjunction
with the investigation committee, shall prepare the draft and final
institutional investigation reports in writing and provide the draft
report for comment as provided elsewhere in this rule and the U.S.
Code of Federal Regulations. The final investigation report shall:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Describe the nature of the allegations of research
misconduct;
Describe and document the PHS funding (if applicable),
including, for example any grant numbers, grant
applications, contracts, and publications listing PHS funding;
Describe the specific allegations of research misconduct
considered in the investigation and the charge to the
Investigation Committee;
If reporting to ORI is required and not already provided to
ORI, include the institutional policies and procedures under
which the investigation was conducted;
Identify and summarize the research records and evidence
reviewed, and identify any evidence taken into custody, but
not reviewed. The report should also describe any relevant
records and evidence not taken into custody and explain
why.
Provide a finding as to whether research misconduct did or
did not occur for each separate allegation of research
misconduct identified during the investigation. For each
instance where research misconduct was found, the
Investigation Committee’s report shall do the following:

a) identify it as falsification, fabrication, or plagiarism;
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b) identify the basis for determining that it was a
significant
departure from accepted practices, that it was
committed intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly,
and that it was proved b a preponderance of the
evidence;

¢) summarize the facts and the analysis supporting the
conclusion and consider the merits of any reasonable
explanation by the Respondent and any evidence that
rebuts the Respondent's explanations;

d) identify the specific PHS funding or other support (if
applicable);

e) identify any publications that need correction or
retraction;

f) identify the person(s) responsible for the research
misconduct; and

g) list any current support or known applications or
proposals for support that the Respondent(s) has
pending with non-PHS Federal agencies or other
funding entities; and

h) Include and consider any comments made by the
Respondent and Complainant on the draft
investigation report.

Recommend one or more sanctions to be imposed on each
Respondent found responsible for research misconduct.

b. Comments on the Draft Report

1))

2)

Respondent: The RIO will provide the Respondent with a
copy of the draft investigation report, and concurrently, a
copy of, or supervised access to, the evidence on which the
report is based and notify the Respondent that any comments
must be submitted within 14 days of the date on which the
Respondent received the draft report. For good cause, the
Respondent may request an extension of time from the RIO,
which shall be granted whenever reasonable. The
Respondent's comments will be attached to the final report
and are considered in the final investigation report.
Complainant: At the RIO’s discretion, the RIO may provide
the Complainant a copy of the draft investigation report or
relevant portions of that report and notify the Complainant
that any comments must be submitted within 14 days of the
date on which the Complainant received the draft report or
relevant portions of it. For good cause, the Complainant
may request an extension of time from the RIO, which shall
be granted whenever reasonable. The Complainant’s
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comments will be attached to the final report and are
considered in the final investigation report.

3) Review by Office of the General Counsel: The draft
investigation report will be transmitted to the Office of the
General Counsel for a review of its legal sufficiency.
Comments should be incorporated into the report as
appropriate.

4) Confidentiality: In distributing the draft report, or portions
thereof, to the Respondent and Complainant, the RIO will
inform the recipient of the confidentiality under which the
draft report is made available and may establish reasonable
conditions to ensure such confidentiality. For example, the
RIO may request the recipient to sign a confidentiality
statement or to come to RIO’s office to review the report.

5) Transmittal of the Final Investigation Report: After
comments have been received and the necessary changes
have been made to the draft report, the investigation
committee will transmit the final report with attachments,
including the Respondent's comments, to the DO, through
the VCR.

c. University Review and Decision

1) Based on a preponderance of the evidence, the DO will make
the final determination whether to accept the investigation
report, its findings, and the recommended University actions,
including sanctions to be imposed on each Respondent
determined to be responsible for research misconduct. A
preponderance of the evidence means proof by information
that, compared with that opposing it, leads to the conclusion
that the fact at issue is more probably true than not. If this
determination varies from that of the investigation
committee, the DO will explain in detail the basis for
rendering a decision different from that of the investigation
committee, and will include such explanation in the
institution's letter transmitting the report to ORI (if
applicable). The DO's explanation should be consistent with
the PHS definition of research misconduct, this rule, and the
evidence reviewed and analyzed by the investigation
committee. The DO may also return the report to the
investigation committee with a request for further fact-
finding or analysis. The DO's determination, together with
the investigation committee's report, constitutes the final
investigation report for purposes of ORI review.

2) When a final decision on the case has been reached, the RIO
will notify the Respondent in writing of the decision. In
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d.

8. Appeals
a.

addition, the DO will determine whether law enforcement
agencies, professional societies, professional licensing
boards, editors of journals in which falsified reports may
have been published, collaborators of the Respondent in the
work, or other relevant parties should be notified of the
outcome of the case. The RIO is responsible for ensuring
compliance with all notification requirements of funding or
sponsoring agencies.
Time Limit for Completing the Investigation Report: An
investigation should ordinarily be completed within 120 days of its
initiation, with the initiation ordinarily beginning with the first
meeting of the investigation committee. This includes conducting
the investigation, preparing the report of findings, making the draft
report available to the subject of the investigation for comment,
submitting the report to the DO for approval, and submitting the
report to the ORI (if applicable). If the University will not be able
to complete the investigation in 120 days and the matter involve
PHS funding, it will submit to ORI a written request for an
extension and an explanation for the need for an extension.

The Respondent may appeal the decision by the DO to the
appropriate Appellate Officer. If the Provost or other official
served as the DO, the Appellate Officer will be the Chancellor or
designee; if the Chancellor served as the DO, the Appellate
Officer will be the President or designee. An appeal must state the
reasons for appeal in detail and must be submitted to the Appellate
Officer within seven days after receipt of notification of the
decision. The appeal shall be limited to the following grounds:

1) A procedural error occurred that significantly impacted the
outcome of the finding or sanctions, e.g., substantiated bias
or material deviation from established procedures.

2) To consider new evidence, unavailable during the
investigation, that could substantially impact the original
findings or sanction.

3) The sanction falls outside the range typically imposed for
this offense, or for the cumulative disciplinary record of
Respondent.

Within seven days of receipt of the appeal from Respondent, the
Appellate Officer shall provide a copy of the appeal to the DO.
Within seven days of receiving a copy of the appeal, the DO may
file a response to the appeal.

Within 14 days of receiving the DO’s response to the appeal, the
Appellate Officer shall provide a determination in writing to the
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DO and Respondent. The Appellate Officer can affirm, modify or
reverse the decision of the DO.

e. The determination of the Appellate Officer is final and not subject
to further review, including under the Academic Grievance
Procedure in Section 370.010 of the Collected Rules and
Regulations.

f. Status during appeal — The Respondent may petition the Appellate
Officer in writing for permission to stay the imposed sanction
pending final determination of the appeal. The Appellate Officer
may permit the stay of sanctions under such conditions as may be
designated pending completion of the appeal, provided such
continuance will not seriously disrupt the University or constitute
a danger to the health, safety or welfare of members of the
University community. If a stay is granted, any final sanctions
imposed shall be effective from the date of the final decision.

g. An appeal must be completed within 120 days of its filing. If
additional time is needed, the Appellate Officer may extend this
deadline for good cause. If the matter involves PHS support, the
deadline may be extended only if an extension is requested from
and granted by ORL

9. Requirements for Reporting to ORI:

a. In cases involving Respondents who receive funding from the
PHS, the University shall promptly provide the following
information to ORI after the investigation has concluded:

1) A copy of the investigation report and all attachments;

2) A statement of whether the institution found research
misconduct and, if so, who committed it;

3) A statement of whether the institution accepts the findings in
the investigation report; and

4) A description of any pending or completed administrative
actions against the Respondent.

b. The University shall maintain and provide to ORI upon request all
relevant research records and records of its research misconduct
proceeding, including results of all interviews and the transcripts
or recordings of such interviews.

c. Ifthe University plans to terminate an inquiry or investigation for
any reason without completing all relevant requirements of the
PHS regulation, the RIO will submit a report of the planned
termination to ORI, including a description of the reasons for the
proposed termination.

d. If the University determines that it will not be able to complete the
investigation in 120 days, the RIO will submit to ORI a written
request for an extension that explains the delay, reports on the
progress to date, estimates the date of completion of the report,
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and describes other necessary steps to be taken. If the request is
granted, the RIO will file periodic progress reports as requested by
the ORI

e. When the case involves PHS funds, the University cannot accept
an admission of research misconduct as a basis for closing a case
or not undertaking an investigation without prior approval from

ORI

f. At any time during a research misconduct proceeding, the
University shall notify ORI immediately if it has reason to believe
that any of the following conditions exist:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

Health or safety of the public is at risk, including an
immediate need to protect human or animal subjects.

HHS resources or interests are threatened.

Research activities should be suspended.

There is a reasonable indication of violations of civil or
criminal law.

Federal action is required to protect the interests of those
involved in the research misconduct proceeding.

The University believes the research misconduct proceeding
may be made public prematurely, so that HHS may take
appropriate steps to safeguard evidence and protect the rights
of those involved.

The University believes the research community or public
should be informed.

10. Other Considerations
a. Termination of University Employment or Resignation Prior to
Completing Inquiry or Investigation

1)

The termination of the Respondent's employment with the
University, by resignation or otherwise, before or after an
allegation of possible research misconduct has been reported,
ordinarily will not preclude or terminate the misconduct
proceedings. If the Respondent, without admitting to the
misconduct, elects to resign the Respondent’s position prior
to the initiation of an inquiry, but after an allegation has been
reported, or during an inquiry or investigation, the inquiry or
investigation ordinarily will proceed. If the Respondent
refuses to participate in the process after resignation, the
committee will use its best efforts to reach a conclusion
concerning the allegations, noting in its report the
Respondent's failure to cooperate and its effect on the
committee's review of all the evidence.

11. Notice: All communication, including notices, decisions, and appeals may
be sent via University e-mail. Notice sent to a University email account
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shall be deemed to have been received on the day following the day it was
sent.

L. Amendment, CRR 430.010 Industrial Security

Collected Rules and Regulations Section 430.010 Industrial Security Program be
amended as indicated in the attached documents.

430.010 Industrial Security Program
Bd. Min. 06-27-24; Amended Bd. Min. 11-20-24.

A. Statement of Purpose

1. This rule addresses The Curators of the University of Missouri (a.k.a.,
the University of Missouri System (UM System)) compliance with U.S.
industrial security policy, including applicable federal statutes, Executive
Orders (E.O.), Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Department of
Defense Instructions (DoDI), and other applicable authorities. UM
System is committed to compliance for the protection of classified
information disclosed to or developed by contractors of the U.S.
Government (USG), employed or the responsibility of UM System
(contractors).

2. This rule will be applied to achieve compliance with applicable federal
authorities, including:

o

E.O. 12829, National Industrial Security Program

b. E.O. 10865, Safeguarding Classified Information within
Industry

c. 32 CFR Part 2004, National Industrial Security Program
d. DoDI 5220.22, National Industrial Security Program

e. 32 CFR Part 117, National Industrial Security Program
Operating Manual (NISPOM)


https://www.umsystem.edu/sites/default/files/media/curators/crr-amendments/crr-430.010-20241120.pdf
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3. This rule implements policy, assigns responsibilities, and establishes
requirements for the protection of classified information disclosed to, or
developed by contractors across the UM System.

B. Scope and Compliance Policy

1. This rule applies to all cleared facilities (i.e., Facility Clearances or
FCLs) within the UM System holding a FCL, to all personnel whose
personnel security clearances are held by a UM System or subsidiary
FCL, and to all personnel who hold roles related to ensuring compliance
with the authorities outlined in subsection A.2 (e.g., Key Management
Personnel or KMPs).

2. The UM System is the “corporate family” for all classified work taking
place at any FCL within the System. Individual universities may have
subsidiary Facility Clearances under the UM System Facility Clearance
if they have federal authorization to hold classified materials on-site, a
secondary place-of- performance, or flow down to a sub-tier contractor.

3. The UM System shall implement a corporate-wide Insider Threat
Program to address insider threats throughout the UM System.

4. The President will appoint the following personnel to oversee and
implement the UM System industrial security program (ISP) (System
ISP):

a. Senior Management Official (SMO)

b. Insider Threat Program Senior Management Official
(ITPSO)

c. Facility Security Officer (FSO)

5. The personnel identified in subsection B.4 must:

a. Oversee the implementation of the requirements of the
NISPOM,;

b. Undergo the same security training that is required of all
contractors, in addition to any position specific training;
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Be designated in writing; and

d. Undergo a personnel security investigation and national

security eligibility determination for access to classified
information at the level of the entity’s eligibility
determination for access to classified information.

6. SMO: The President of the UM System is the SMO for the UM System
FCL and for all subsidiary FCLs held by an individual university within
the UM System. The SMO will:

Ensure a system of security controls in accordance with
the NISPOM;

Appoint an UM System ITPSO and FSO in writing;

Remain fully informed of the UM System ISP classified
operations;

Make decisions based on the threat reporting and
information and the potential impacts to the UM System
ISP; and

Retain accountability for the management and operations
of the System’s ISP without delegating that accountability.

7. ITPSO: The Director, Research Security and Compliance is the ITPSO
and will be designated in writing by the SMO. The ITPSO will:

a. Ensure the FSO(s) is part of the insider threat program;

b. Complete training in accordance with the NISPOM; and

C.

Develop an insider threat program that meets the
requirements of the NISPOM.

8. FSO: An FSO will be appointed in writing by the SMO for any
University with an active FCL. Each FSO will:
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a. Supervise and direct security measures necessary for
implementing the NISPOM to ensure the protection of
classified information.

b. Complete security training as deemed appropriate by the
Cognizant Security Agency (CSA) who accredits the FCL.
Both direct and reciprocity CSAs training must be met.

c. Appoint an Information System Security Manager (ISSM)
if classified information will be processed on an
information system at a University with an FCL.

ISSM: If classified information will be processed on an information
system at a University with an FCL, the FSO will appoint an ISSM.
Each ISSM will:

a. Be adequately trained and possess the technical
competence required to operate, maintain, and secure the
contractor’s classified information system; and

b. Oversee development, implementation, and evaluation of
the University's classified information system program.

C. University of Missouri Research Security and Compliance Team

1.

UM Research Security and Compliance Team

Each FCL within the UM System will have an appointed FSO who
reports to the UM System Director of Research Security and
Compliance. Each FSO shall be a member of the University of Missouri
Research Security and Compliance Team (“UM RSC Team”).

Collaboration

Recognizing both the necessity and administrative efficiencies gained,
the UM RSC Team shall work in collaboration with each other and with
those also holding responsibilities for compliance with the authorities
outlined in subsection A.2. to ensure that no single point of failure exists
within the System.

Accountability and Alignment
To ensure the accountability and alignment of the UM RSC Team, each
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D. Strategies

Chancellor shall designate one of that University's Vice Chancellors to
work with the UM System Director for Research Security and
Compliance, who will jointly approve the following as it relates to the
FSO at each institution:

a. Recruitment and hiring decisions;
b. Disciplinary and termination decisions; and,

c. Annual performance evaluations and compensation
decisions.

For situations in which concurrence is not reached, the collective
decision will be made with the President.

The FSO(s) will develop the industrial security strategies for the UM
System to establish, document, and implement processes and procedures
to ensure the System remains in compliance with the authorities outlined
in subsection A.2. These strategies will be brought before the UM RSC
Team for approval before implementation.

. A Standard Practice Procedures (SPP) is developed and maintained by

the UM RSC Team and maintained. This SPP documents the current
processes and procedures used across the System. The SPP will contain

information describing acceptable structures for the Security Executive
Committee (SEC).

. University-specific appendices will be maintained within the SPP as

needed.

. At least once annually, the Board of Curators will review and ratify a

Security Resolution outlining the members of the SEC and those who
are excluded from the SEC in alignment with the structure outlined in
the SPP.

E. Implementation
The FSOs and Insider Threat Program Senior Official on the UM RSC Team are
responsible for the implementation of the industrial security programs and the Insider
Threat Program for the UM System.
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M. Project Re-Approval, Schrenk Hall East Renovation, S&T

the Project Re-Approval, Schrenk Hall East Renovation, Missouri S&T

Funding of the project budget is from:

Gifts $15,600,000
Internal $2,508,000
State $17.500,000
Total Funding $35,608,000

N. Project Re-Approval, Applied Research Center, S&T

the Project Re-Approval, Applied Research Center, Missouri S&T

Funding of the project budget is from:

Gifts $16,382,500
Internal $15,628,977
State $23.032,500
Total Funding $55,043,977

O. Sole Source — Radiochemical Processing Hot Cell

that the University of Missouri — Columbia be authorized to purchase one
additional Radiochemical Processing Hot Cell from Tema Sinergie S.P.A.,
Faenza,ltaly, at a total estimated cost of $4,000,000.

Funding is as follows:
Funded by Novartis

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Academic, Student Affairs, Research and Economic Development
Curator Sinquefield provided time for discussion of committee business.

UMSL Annual Intercollegiate Athletics Report — presented by UM Athletic Executive
Director Holly Sheilley (slides on file for this information only item)
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PhD in Applied Psychology, Missouri University of Science and Technology

It was recommended by Chancellor Mohammad Dehghani, endorsed by President of

the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student Affairs

and Research & Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator Williams, seconded

by Curator Blitz that the following action be approved:

that the Missouri University of Science and Technology be authorized to submit the
attached proposal fora Ph.D. in Applied Psychology to the Coordinating Board for
Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

It was recommended by Chancellor Mohammad Dehghani, endorsed by President of

the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student Affairs

and Research & Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator Sinquefield,

seconded by Curator Graves that the following action be approved:

that the Missouri University of Science and Technology be authorized to submit the
attached proposal for a Ph.D. in Applied Psychology to the Coordinating Board for

Higher Education for approval.
Roll call vote of the Board:

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

MS in Economics and Innovation, Missouri University of Science and Technology

It was recommended by Chancellor Mohammad Dehghani, endorsed by
President of the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the
Academic, Student Affairs and Research & Economic Development Committee,
moved by Curator Williams, seconded by Curator Blitz that the following action be

approved:
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that the Missouri University of Science and Technology be authorized to
submit the attached proposal for a MS in Economics and Innovation to the
Coordinating Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

It was recommended by Chancellor Mohammad Dehghani, endorsed by
President of the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the
Academic, Student Affairs and Research & Economic Development Committee,
moved by Curator Sinquefield, seconded by Curator Graves that the following action

be approved:

that the Missouri University of Science and Technology be authorized to
submit the attached proposal for a MS in Economics and Innovation to the
Coordinating Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Board:

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Bachelor of Science in Criminal and Justice Studies, University of Missouri-
Columbia

It was recommended and endorsed by President of the University of Missouri
Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student Affairs and Research &
Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator Williams, seconded by
Curator Blitz that the following action be approved:

that the University of Missouri-Columbia be authorized to submit the
attached proposal for a Bachelor of Science in Criminal and Justice Studies
to the Coordinating Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

51
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It was recommended and endorsed by President of the University of Missouri
Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student Affairs and Research &
Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator Sinquefield, seconded by
Curator Graves that the following action be approved:

that the University of Missouri-Columbia be authorized to submit the
attached proposal for a Bachelor of Science in Criminal and Justice Studies
to the Coordinating Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Board:

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

MBA in Business Analvytics, University of Missouri-Kansas City

It was recommended by Chancellor C. Mauli Agrawal, endorsed by President
of the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student
Affairs and Research & Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator
Williams, seconded by Curator Blitz that the following action be approved:

that the University of Missouri-Kansas City be authorized to submit the
attached proposal for a MBA in Business Analytics to the Coordinating
Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

It was recommended by Chancellor C. Mauli Agrawal, endorsed by President
of the University of Missouri Mun Y. Choi, recommended by the Academic, Student
Affairs and Research & Economic Development Committee, moved by Curator
Sinquefield, seconded by Curator Graves that the following action be approved:

that the University of Missouri-Kansas City be authorized to submit the
attached proposal for a MBA in Business Analytics to the Coordinating
Board for Higher Education for approval.

Roll call vote of the Board:

52
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The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Finance
Curator Graves provided time for discussion of committee business.

Fiscal Year 2024 Financial Status Report, UM — presented by Executive Vice President
Rapp (slides and information on file)

Fiscal Year 2026 Student Housing and Dining Rates, UM presented by Executive Vice
President Rapp (slides and information on file)

It was recommended by the respective Chancellors, endorsed by President Choi,
recommended by the Finance Committee, moved by Curator Holloway and seconded by
Curator Blitz, that the attached schedule of rates for the Residence Halls and Family Student
Housing at MU, UMKC, Missouri S&T, and UMSL be approved effective beginning with
the 2025 Summer Session.

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

It was recommended by the respective Chancellors, endorsed by President Choi,
recommended by the Finance Committee, moved by Curator Graves and seconded by
Curator Layman, that the attached schedule of rates for the Residence Halls and Family
Student Housing at MU, UMKC, Missouri S&T, and UMSL be approved effective

beginning with the 2025 Summer Session.

Roll call vote of the Board:

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Naming of Arrival District to The Havener Arrival Complex, located at Missouri
S&T — presented by Executive Vice President Rapp (slides and information on file)
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It was recommended by Chancellor Dehghani, endorsed President Choi,
recommended by the Finance Committee, moved by Curator Holloway and seconded by
Curator Blitz, that the following action be approved:

To name the Arrival District at Missouri S&T to The Havener Arrival Complex

Roll call vote of the Committee:

The motion carried unanimously (4-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

It was recommended by Chancellor Dehghani, endorsed President Choi,
recommended by the Finance Committee, moved by Curator Graves and seconded by
Curator Williams, that the following action be approved:

To name the Arrival District at Missouri S&T to The Havener Arrival Complex

Roll call vote of the Board:

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Health Affairs Committee Chair Report

Executive Vice Chancellor and Dean Report — presented by Richard Barohn, MD
(information and slides on file)

General Business

Election of Board of Curators Chair, 2025

Upon the motion of Curator Sinquefield, Curator Todd Graves was nominated to
serve as Chair of the Board of Curators for the term January 1, 2025 through December 31,
2025. The nomination was seconded by Curator Blitz.

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.
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FElection of Board of Curators Vice Chair, 2025

Upon the motion of Curator Wenneker, Curator Michael Williams was
nominated to serve as Vice Chair of the Board of Curators for the term January 1,

2025 through December 31, 2025. The nomination was seconded by Curator Fry.

The motion carried unanimously (9-0) by voice vote with no abstentions.

Good and Welfare of the Board — Draft of the February 2025 Board of Curators meeting
agenda — no discussion (on file)

Adjourn, Board of Curators Meeting and Committee Meetings, November 20. 2024.

It was moved by Curator Fry and seconded by Curator Sinquefield that the Board of

Curators meeting and committee meetings, November 20, 2024, be adjourned.

Roll call vote of the Board:

Curator Blitz voted yes.
Curator Fry voted yes.
Curator Graves voted yes.
Curator Holloway voted yes.
Curator Krewson voted yes.
Curator Layman voted yes.
Curator Sinquefield voted yes.
Curator Wenneker voted yes.
Curator Williams voted yes.

The motion carried.

There being no other business to come before the Board of Curators, the meeting was

adjourned at 4:30 P.M. on Wednesday, November 20, 2024.
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Respectfully submitted,

?é@@

Valerie M. Slayton
Secretary of the Board of Curators
University of Missouri System

Approved by the Board of Curators on February 6, 2025.
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