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Meeting Synopsis:  
 
1) Call to order 
2) Approval of the Agenda 
3) Approval of the Minutes from December 10th, 2014 
4) Conducting collaborative/interdisciplinary research and teaching at the UW & associated issues 

5) Sean O'Connor - IPMAC and the UW IP Policy review 

6) Continued discussion of drafting a resolution for an open access UW repository for scholarly works 

7) Adjourn 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
1) Call to Order 

 

Rosenfeld called the meeting to order at 9:09 a.m.  

 

2) Approval of the Agenda 

 

The agenda was approved as written. 

 

3) Approval of the Minutes from December 10th, 2014  

 

The minutes from December 10th, 2014 were approved as written. 

 

4) Conducting collaborative/interdisciplinary research and teaching at the UW & associated issues 

 

Rosenfeld began by explaining that in the spring of 2014 a memorandum from the Board of Deans and 

Chancellors went out saying they strongly encouraged collaborative interdisciplinary research and 

teaching on campus. However, this mandate was unfunded and there are major impediments to doing 

this because of Activity-Based Budgeting (ABB). Rosenfeld noted a classical departmental structure has 

always been the way of the UW.  

 

Historically, Rosenfeld noted, a program called Interdisciplinary Graduate Program in Public Health 

Genetics was begun at the UW under President McCormick. This was the first program of its kind 

nationwide for collaboration in departments on campus. However, the faculties involved were not 

compensated for their work. This fact resulted in the breakdown of the program.  

 

Dave Eaton, Dean and Vice Provost of the Graduate School, explained he was present not to speak but 

largely to garner input. He explained the Graduate School oversees a dozen interdisciplinary graduate 

programs. He continued the ones at the doctorate level and in STEM areas are hugely successful. These 

programs are successful because they get a lot of applications, and admission rates are less than 10 

percent of applications. Eaton explained these programs are also successful because: 



 

1) They are large - 120-130 “superstar” people lead the programs.  

2) They have active cohorts of students; admit 7-15 students every year. 

 

Eaton noted his own Toxicology program is at “sub-critical mass.” He explained there are several other 

graduate programs that have the same problem, and moreover, they are all basically teaching the “same 

science.” He began postulating that perhaps these programs could come together and form their own 

interdisciplinary program. However, Eaton noted there are hurdles to doing this. He explained these 

come in part from ABB. But, they also come from different models paying for graduate teaching. 

 

Eaton explained the Public Health Genetics Program was funded by UIF funds; the faculty were paid to 

teach. Then, when ABB was developed, faculty lines disappeared from the perspective of Deans and 

Chairs. The PHGP program was originally in the Graduate School, but now it is in the School of Public 

Health. Eaton explained the faculty that teach in that department – faculty from Medicine, faculty from 

Arts and Sciences, and more – in the past got paid part of their FTE to teach those programs and now 

they do not, because ABB dollars generated from the program are way less than what it costs to run the 

program. He noted that that is what the UIF money was there for, and if the UIF money is lost, than the 

program cannot afford to sustain and the money needs to come from something else. Eaton noted he is 

concerned about the future of Graduation Education at the UW for two reasons: 

 

1) The question of who pays for interdisciplinary teaching, how is this money allocated? 

2) The demand for doctoral education is not growing, it is shrinking. Quality not quantity needs to 

be pushed for on the whole.  

 

Eaton explained he is wondering whether it would make sense to develop fewer and larger graduate 

programs.  

 

Rosenfeld noted there is no PHD program in Nutritional Sciences (his department), because none of the 

money they earn goes back to support their program - it goes to other programs in the School of Public 

Health. He explained there is no funding to support PHD students in nutritional sciences. All Masters 

Students pay their own way, and nutritional sciences has survived largely because they are one of the 

premier programs for trained dieticians in the State of Washington, and the demand for dieticians is 

healthy. 

 

Eaton noted this is exactly his concern for other departments. Their departments and the funding for 

their departments is shrinking. He explained most faculty used to have two or three grants, but now 

they are lucky to have one. The small programs are going to suffer because they are already at marginal 

critical mass and will likely have fewer students in the future.  

 

Eaton noted as a solution to this problem, he would be in favor of creating more interdisciplinary 

programs that will be less detrimentally affected by enrollment numbers because there will be more 

support from varying faculty. He explained the challenge is in the cost of creating these programs.  

 

Discussion from the council ensued. There was a question of if this issue is unique to STEM areas. Eaton 

replied there are the same problems in other areas and is it even worse in the Humanities. Eaton 

explained there is currently a process for creating interdisciplinary groups but it is “ad hoc.” Someone 

asked if it makes sense to encourage more of these programs. A member mentioned that endowments 

from a wealthy donor might be used to create a fund every second or third year to create a new 



interdisciplinary program. However, Eaton explained what he would like is a UW fund for 

interdisciplinary program creation. Someone noted this combining of departments/ areas will happen 

anyway, because out of necessity they will need to combine to survive. They noted the point here is to 

encourage proactive moves to make this happen with more organization and forethought.  

 

Deeper discussion on funding the creation of interdisciplinary programs ensued. Someone explained 

that ABB is not necessarily the problem, yet there was rebuttal that departmental stakeholders receive 

the money for a course despite faculty involvement from varying departments. Eaton explained deans 

and chairs in all graduate programs have a stake in creating interdisciplinary programs. However, he 

noted they may not want their faculty involved in interdisciplinary programs because it might hurt their 

own department. Rosenfeld asked how similarly struggling departments can deal with this together. 

Eaton explained the idea of going to the Provost with the hope of garnering support for this could not 

just come from him without support from other deans. This is a problem where plenty of graduate 

schools are in a dilemma of being in sub-critical mass and they may have to change their departments.  

Beauchamp added that to bolster awareness for the issue it could go through the faculty senate.  

 

Rosenfeld noted he would bring this up as an item in the Senate Executive Committee and see where it 

goes. He noted he will invite Dave Eaton to give input on the matter.  

 

Eaton explained he likes the idea of having central support in creating new interdisciplinary programs 

that can be more popular. Rosenfeld added there are models for doing this at other universities 

including Vanderbilt, UC Davis, and Oregon State, which all have interdisciplinary departments. Marwick 

added that PHD student base is shrinking in Anthropology. Some follow up items were discoursed and 

discussion was ended on the topic. 

 

5) Sean O'Connor - IPMAC and the UW IP Policy review 

 

Sean O’Connor, who is the chair of IPMAC (Intellectual Property Management Advisory Committee), was 

present to discuss the review of the UW IP Policy, which the committee is currently undertaking. The IP 

Policy has not been revised since the early 90’s, but is now being reviewed by IPMAC to better reflect 

major technological shifts and advances, and to reflect the precedent set by the recent 2011 US 

Supreme Court case Stanford v. Roche. IPMAC handles matters of IP policy as they relate to the UW, and 

is designated as an advisory body for IP issues and questions. It reports to the President, as well as to 

the Vice-Provost for Innovation.  

 

O’Connor explained that the “outside work consulting form” is a main area of issue in this review. He 

explained that when IPMAC attempted to bring together different constituents on campus to address 

this issue, they found that many groups on campus did not know there was an IP policy, and believed 

that even if there was a policy, they still owned all their Intellectual Property - and, if they wanted, could 

grant it to the University. This is incorrect, according to O’Connor, who explained Executive Order 36 

(EO36) was not written to reflect those ideas. He explained folks likely thought that because there was 

not enough education around campus when the policy was implemented. 

 

O’Connor explained that the Supreme Court case Stanford v. Roche held that ownership rights vest with 

the inventor, unless there is a written contract in place pre-assigning those rights to another party. 

O’Connor explained that things become confusing in the university setting, because sometimes these 

sort of “pre-assignments” can be created in obscure places (i.e. an appointment letter, or in a clause 

stating that a faculty member must abide by all university policies). He explained there is an “outside 



work consulting form” (Form 1460) that many people believed was a “sort of a grab” from the university 

to garner patent rights when academic personnel work with a group outside the UW. In order to combat 

this belief, O’Connor and IPMAC met with different groups around campus (i.e. SCIPC) to get to a 

compromise position. He reported that IPMAC and SCIPC agreed to develop an “interim form” to 

combat the Stanford v. Roche problem in how it relates to students (not faculty) unknowingly forfeiting 

their patent rights to third parties. O’Connor noted that this effort was a precondition to reviewing the 

entire university IP policy.  

 

O’Connor noted he wanted to be clear that what he and IPMAC are doing is first and foremost a review 

of the current IP policy.  

 

O’Connor reported that the president has authorized IPMAC to work with a “blank slate” in reviewing 

current IP policy. He noted IPMAC decided to start with “listening sessions,” which focus on hot button 

issues and can drive discussion. These issues include distance learning and online education materials as 

well as others. He noted that before these listening sessions, IPMAC tries to identify any constituents 

with a vested interest in the discussion and invite them. He noted that IPMAC does have good cross-

campus representation in itself. Once IPMAC gets through the series of three or four listening sessions (a 

completion might occur sometime in the spring) the committee is going to look through those notes to 

determine possible “high-level principles” of a new IP policy, based on all-campus input. He noted once 

high-level principles are gleaned from their research and notes, they will decide whether or not drafting 

a new version of EO36 itself is necessary. He noted a blanket email will be sent across campus, listing the 

three or four different sessions. Then, IPMAC will follow up on all who respond - departmental units, 

board of Deans, and the like. O’Connor noted finding ways to get this out to everyone on campus is their 

aim.  

 

Rosenfeld asked O’Connor what the executive order should include in respond to software. O’Connor 

noted he wants to stay open on that question considering that IPMAC is still garnering input from 

campus. He noted there are discrepancies between software developed on state money vs. soft money. 

O’Connor noted the tricky issue with software is that it seems to sit on the divide between scholarly 

work and inventive work, the latter which may have commercialization capacities. O’Connor noted he 

wants to wait to pass judgment on this question while IPMAC is still gathering information from campus. 

 

6) Continued discussion of drafting a resolution for an open access UW repository for scholarly works 

 

The discussion turned to Ben Marwick who is giving an update to the council on drafting a resolution for 

open access at the UW. He noted himself and Faculty Senate Chair Kate O’Neill are narrowing the scope 

of the policy. They are basing this on the University of California’s open access system. He noted they 

would like to restrict the resolution to peer-reviewed scholarly articles, and specifically exclude 

monographs, books, and anything else that is not a peer-reviewed scholarly article. The council noted 

UC system alludes to “scholarly articles.” Marwick noted they wanted to narrow the field so that 

publishers would have a clear understanding of what can be deposited into a repository and what 

cannot. Marwick also explained that the open access policy would have an “opt-out feature.” This being, 

that if a publisher did not want to submit their work to a repository they could “opt-out” of the 

agreement to do so with no questions asked.  

 

O’Connor explained that if OA is done through a resolution, it will not be legally binding in any way upon 

the faculty. He further noted that you have to make sure that when someone submits to a repository, 

that they do need a license at that point. Marwick noted that according to the other policies that have 



been used to adopt OA at other universities, the agreement between the faculty and the university is 

struck when the resolution is passed in the Faculty Senate. O’Connor explained that at this point, that is 

not a legal agreement. He further explained that in his experience with the “outside work form,” when 

faculty do not want to file “opt-out” agreements for every published work they submit, many may 

simply become non-compliant with the new policy.  

 

Marwick explained there is a lot of belief among the faculty that this is the right thing to do when it 

comes to the public dissemination of research. O’Connor explained he likes the dissemination of 

research, as well as the idea of a repository, but that he is not in favor of an “opt-out” policy because it 

only targets people who are not interested in open access in the first place. He explained in the Law 

School, a good amount of professors use “SSRN” – a similar repository-like web system. He added that 

those professors who did not want to use SSRN simply just did not have to use it because it was a 

voluntary procedure to submit their works to the repository. 

 

Marwick would like to see how many faculty members think that this might be a good idea, and 

something that they might support, rather than assume most would rather “opt-in” than “opt-out.” 

O’Connor noted that if IPMAC is going to go through with a review of the IP policy, the OA issue is likely 

to gather controversy and stall the process of IP policy review, as well as hurt a more comprehensive IP 

policy review. Marwick explained he does not expect a great deal of controversy around the issue, and 

noted he would like to see what the faculty think. Rosenfeld noted he believes that pushing OA through 

the faculty senate might bolster discussion around an issue that is much more relevant throughout 

campus than software or online learning tools, and might give IPMAC a good insight into how people 

feel about it. He is in favor of a campus-wide discussion. Norm Beauchamp, Faculty Vice Chair, noted 

that he believes a panel discussion of the issue might be good for spreading awareness and answering 

questions about OA. Rosenfeld noted a resolution might also meet those ends. Yet, Beauchamp noted a 

panel is better for socializing and spreading awareness of the issues to faculty senate members, and the 

units they represent. O’Connor noted that though faculty members may be in support of OA they may 

not understand the legal issues behind its implementation. O’Connor noted he is raising flags so that a 

defective process is not created, that does not address licensing, and is not legally binding. O’Connor 

explained that “license” in this context means, if someone owns their work, than they have to give their 

permission for someone else to use it; the second party cannot just use that person’s work without 

permission. He explained on SSRN – every time someone submits a work to the repository, they give a 

non-exclusive license to the site to use their work. The license must be granted by the inventor in order 

for the work to be legally used. O’Connor continued that if this was to go through, and was 

implemented through EO36, and the faculty member signed an agreement with a journal being none 

the wiser to the changes in EO36, that faculty member would be in legal liability. O’Connor noted that 

he does not want that to happen because a faculty member simply forgot to opt-out of OA.  

 

O’Connor’s idea for OA is for the Faculty Senate to strongly encourage it to every faculty member 

through a resolution, make sure there is a repository that faculty can submit their works to, and make 

sure that there is a license granted when the works are submitted to the repository.  

 

Marwick asked O’Connor to summarize the concerns/questions he had concerning OA. O’Connor replied 

they were: 

 

 Faculty resolution does not grant a license, repository must do this each time a work is 

submitted 



 What is the exact form/document where everyone agrees to the OA policy and the rights it 

bestows upon the university in regards to their works. Is this in EO36? Or where? 

 

O’Connor noted he would like to work together with the Faculty Senate on this, although he realizes 

that it will slow down the process. He believes it to be for the good of the initiative. He is open to 

revising IPMAC listening sessions to include open access discussion. 

 

Rosenfeld moved to table this item until the spring. He noted he is interested in seeing how the faculty 

senate can bolster discussion on this item.  

 

7) Adjourn  

 

Chair Rosenfeld adjourned the meeting at 10:25 a.m. 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Minutes by Joey Burgess, jmbg@uw.edu, council support analyst  

 

 

Present:   Faculty: Gina-Anne Levow, Benjamin Marwick, Michael Rosenfeld (chair),  
Ex-Officio representatives: Diana Louden, Tom Gebert 

 
 
Absent:   Faculty: Cecilia Aragon, Mark Haselkorn, Todd Scheuer, Tueng Shen, 

Juliet Shields, John Slattery, Daniel Vogt  
Ex-Officio representatives: Mary Lidstrom (president’s designee), Steve Carlin, 
JoAnne Taricani 


