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SUBJECT: Academic Code of Conduct – Implementation of Board Policy 3:4 

In December, the system’s Academic Affairs and Student Affairs Councils once again 
spent time discussing implementation of Board Policy 3:4.  After the meeting there were some 
follow up communications by e-mail.  These are attached. 

As was discussed during the meeting in December, institutions may wish to consider 
training academic officers to qualify them to serve as hearing officers in cases where students 
appeal an alleged violation of the institution’s academic code of conduct. 

Members of the Council should be prepared to discuss this and to raise issues or 
concerns. 
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From: Gingerich, Sam  
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2013 11:40 AM 
To: Custer, Rod; Card, Curtis; Dittman, Judy; Hawley, Tom; Hrncir, Duane C.; Nichols, Laurie; Helling, 
Mary Kay; Staben, Chuck A; Hackemer, Kurt 
Cc: Bartunek, Sydney; Weisgram, Molly; Shekleton, Jim 
Subject: FW: Student Conduct Review Process 

Members of AAC, 

After the joint AAC/SAC meeting last week, I was approached by Marysz and Mike who asked for 
clarification about some of the comments that had been made.  I agreed to revisit these issues here in 
the office and this was done. 

To help move this along, I’m passing this along to all of you.  Hopefully you continue to discuss this with 
your colleagues on campus.  I’ll ask for updates when we meet in February. 

Let me know if you have questions or comments. 

Sam 

_____________________________________________ 
From: Gingerich, Sam  
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2013 11:00 AM 
To: Isaacson, Michael; Rames, Marysz 
Cc: Shekleton, Jim; Weisgram, Molly 
Subject: FW: Student Conduct Review Process 

Marysz and Mike, 

Last week when Molly and I had the joint AAC/SAC meeting, we did discuss the system’s approach to 
violations of the institution’s academic code of conduct.  There was general understanding that 
violations of this, as with all code of conducts, are based on facts and that the student has a right to 
challenge a claim following processes established as the campuses to operationalize Board Policy 3:4.  
However, as the group discussed this further, we did arrive quickly at a point where there was lack of 
common understanding. 

Specifically, I stated that it was my understanding that faculty, and in particular administrators holding 
faculty rank could be engaged in the finding of fact hearings required under policy 3:4.  The two of you, 
serving as voices for SAC, stated that Jim had said this shouldn’t be considered.  I said I’d follow up with 
him and then get back in touch.   

Jim, Molly, and I talked about this briefly and I believe that there is agreement that trained faculty can 
serve as judicial officers in the processes outlined in Policy 3:4.  Further, if additional capacity is needed 
as institutions begin to better track honor code violations, they can consider training academic 
administrators to serve as hearing officers.  Regardless, while Jim did say students should not be 
engaged in these processes, he did not intend to say that faculty and administrators with faculty rank 
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also needed to be excluded.  As this plays forward there is a differentiation in faculty roles that needs to 
be stressed.  As envisioned here, this role of a faculty member or academic administrator trained to 
serve as a judicial officer for purposes of Board Policy No. 3:4 is different than the role of the faculty 
member who concludes that a student has engaged in academic misconduct.  Stating the obvious, a 
faculty member who has charged a student with misconduct can only serve as a witness in any judicial 
process.   

With all of that said, I want to reinforce one of the other issues the Councils discussed when we met last 
week.  Faculty need to consider how they address honor code violations on their syllabus.  If statements 
are made that violations lead to a narrowly specified action, this seems contrary to claims that these are 
situations requiring academic judgment.  Further, faculty also need to be aware that disciplinary action 
should not be taken until the student has been informed that the faculty member believes the student 
has violated the honor code and the student has either agreed that a violation occurred or has had a 
hearing that upheld the claim.  In sum, faculty need to be made aware that they shouldn’t immediately 
take disciplinary action and, if a student appeals, the assignment of grades may be delayed for some 
time.    

Finally, we’ve also reviewed the form used at Mines that Pat circulated yesterday.  As others consider 
this option, Jim offered the following for consideration, 

These are Jim’s comments about the statement on the form used by Mines: 

The mechanism certainly could be useful.  I might tweak some of the introductory text to 
make it clear that (a) allegations involving academic integrity are to be addressed 
informally and (b) that the form is to be used to document both the factual allegations and 
the academic measures that will be constitute the informal resolution if the factual 
charges are admitted.  I’d also indicate that any appeal from the proffered informal 
resolution will be focused solely on the factual matters, not the academic judgment, and 
that the professor will reconsider the academic judgment on the basis of the facts as 
ultimately determined through disciplinary proceedings. I’d also indicate that findings of 
academic misconduct reached through the appeal process will leave the academic 
judgment in place and may result, additionally, in disciplinary measures. 

 

This is the statement:  

This form may be used to resolve allegations of academic integrity through informal disposition. 
Informal disposition requires the student to admit misconduct and accept proposed 
consequences. Informal disposition is final and there shall be no subsequent Student Conduct 
hearings. The Professor of Record should meet with the student and attempt to resolve the 
below matter through informal disposition. If professor and student do not agree on informal 
disposition, conduct hearings will be scheduled. A copy of this form should go to the student, 
professor, and Student Conduct Office. 
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I’ve copied in Jim and Molly to make sure we’re all tracking along.  Both Molly and I will be passing this 
along to and will continue to work with our Councils. 

Hope this helps, 

Sam 

_____________________________________________ 
From: Mahon, Patricia G.  
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2013 3:09 PM 
To: Baylor, Jeffrey S; Flagstad, Lois; Gunn, Michael C.; Isaacson, Michael; Lohsandt, Marie; Phillips, 
Calvin D; Rames, Marysz; Weisgram, Molly; Gingerich, Sam; Grieve, Kimberly 
Subject: Student Conduct Review Process 

This is in follow-up to our SAC meeting and the student conduct conversation –attached below is the 
academic integrity form used by the School of Mines. Once a faculty member reports possible academic 
integrity through the Advocate on-line reporting system, the student conduct officer sends the faculty 
member this document as a starting point…the faculty member meets and tries to resolve, per 
instructions on the form.  If agreement is not reached, a formal conduct hearing, through the Student 
Conduct Office is scheduled.  

Let me know if you have any questions. Sincerely, Pat (605-394-2416) 

 << File: Academic Integrity Form.pdf >>  
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