Report of the Committee on Instruction
Regarding a proposal for change in the Academic Integrity Policy.
April 13, 2016.
In December of last year (12/7/2015) the Committee on Instruction was
informed by Margaret Usdansky, Director of the Academic Integrity Office that a
review and revision of the Academic Integrity policy was underway and that it
would receive a proposal for revising the policy.
The current Academic Integrity system was put in place in 2005 on the basis
of a proposal endorsed by the University Senate. The initial 2005 proposal was
developed by a Provost-appointed task force. It was then considered by the
Committee on Instruction, which reported on it to the Senate, and made a multi-part
motion that endorsed the basic proposal. The Senate in turn endorsed the proposal
in a resolution that prescribed an ongoing role for the Senate Committee on
Instruction in Academic Integrity matters:
“6. That the Senate Committee on Instruction be charged with reviewing the periodic
assessment reports generated by the AIO, receiving input from the University
community regarding University and school and college academic integrity related
policies and procedures, making recommendation for modifications to the ViceChancellor when needed”
The Committee on Instruction received the AI proposal in January of this
year (1/24/16). The proposal was developed by the Academic Integrity Office (AIO)
working with an AI Policy Review Advisory Committee (AIPRAC). The Advisory
Committee was formed by the AIO. The Director of AIO determined the
membership, which included the AI coordinators for each of the schools and
colleges as well as faculty members from many units. The Advisory Committee was
co-chaired by Professors Ramesh Raina (A&S) and James Henderson (ECS). The
complete membership of the AI Advisory Committee is included in attached
proposal.
The Committee on Instruction received the proposal at the time it was
completing its review and report to the Senate on the Academic Strategic Plan,
which was presented and acted on at the February 2016 Senate meeting. Time was
tight, but an extra meeting of the Committee was scheduled in February, and thus
the Committee has been able to devote two full meetings to discussing and
considering the proposed revisions in the AI Policy. At the first meeting, the
Committee met with Margaret Usdansky AIO Director, and at the second it met with
her again as well as with the co-chairs of the Advisory Committee. Also between the
two meetings, a set of written questions were sent to the AIO and the Advisory
Committee and answers were received (Q&A included at the end of this report).

The full set of proposed changes is explained in the attached documents from
the Academic Integrity Office and the Advisory Committee. Some of the major
differences from current policy include:
• Eliminating the distinction between how undergraduate students and
graduate students are treated. The current policy specifies harsher
penalties and higher expectations for graduate students. The proposed
policy would not do so.
• Eliminating the distinction between non-intentional violations (negligence)
and intentional violations in favor of a single charge of violation of academic
integrity policy.
• Introducing three levels of violations based on severity - basically small,
medium and large violations - with differing and proportional sanctions.
The bigger the violation, the more severe the sanction.
• Introducing the option of a written-only no-hearing appeal process for
students who admit their violation but wish only to appeal the sanction and
request its reduction.
• Introducing a procedural step in which all students accused of a violation
will meet with some academic integrity representative at the school or
college level before deciding how to respond to the charge against them.
• Returning the main role of adjudicating cases and appeals to the schools
and colleges, which had historically had that responsibility prior to 2005.
Many topics were discussed at the two meetings. Various concerns were
raised and replies were offered. Some concerns were addressed by making small
changes in the proposal; others were not. At the end of the second discussion, the
Committee met to consider making a recommendation. A concern was raised that
the matter before the Committee was not a complete proposal, but a set of proposed
changes that would still need to be developed into an actual stated policy. Since the
AIO proposes a quick timetable and aims to have the changes implemented for the
Fall 2016 term, a detailed specific statement of the policy and procedures would be
needed soon. Important matters remain to be defined and specified (e.g., what
would the newly introduced sanction of probation amount to? What role, if any,
does the faculty member who files the charge have in cases where the student files
written appeals?).
The vote of the committee (by a large majority) was to endorse the principles
of the proposal with the understanding that the Instruction Committee, or at least
some of its members and its chair, would be involved in the drafting of the actual
policy and would report back to the Committee on that, as would the Instruction
Committee report back to the Senate.

Thus, Committee on Instruction brings the attached proposal before the
Senate for discussion and possible action, with its endorsement subject to the
qualification of continuing participation by the Committee on Instruction in the
drafting of the statement of AI policies and procedures that would be implemented.
Written Q&A between Committee on Instruction and AIO & AIPRAC.
All members of the Committee on Instruction were invited to submit written
question between the two meetings, The questions received were forwarded to the
the AIO and AIPRAC, and replies were received. Both appear below.
1. Clarification on Written Appeals -- ability of AI subpanels to change faculty
grade penalties:
QUESTION: There is some confusion about the status of CASE RESOLUTION, in
particular item 6b “Written Review”. In the revised version on March 4, it
read, “Student admits a Level 1 or 2 violation but submits a written request for
reduction in the proposed non-grade sanction. This request will be considered by a
School/College subpanel, which will issue a written decision. No hearing will be
held” (red added)
This appeared to reflect a change made after the last meeting with the Instruction
Committee where concerns were raised about the scope of such reviews and which
were now limited to the non-grade sanction. However, the most recent documents
sent on March 24 revert to the problematic original wording, "Student admits a
Level 1 or 2 violation but submits a written request for reduction in the
proposed grade or non-grade sanction. This request will be considered by a
School/College subpanel, which will issue a written decision. No hearing will be
held.” (red added).
Which is actually being proposed? There are some strong reservations about
allowing the grade sanction imposed by the Instructor to be reduced by a
subpanel. Instructors should have the right to determine grades given in their
courses, and if there were to be any possibility of changing the grade sanction, the
instructor should definitely have to be involved, as is the case with current appeal
hearings. Instructors get to appear at hearings and hear any case made by the
student and can reply.
REPLY: The proposed policy substantially increases faculty authority over grade
penalties. Under current policy, hearing panels have the authority to change – and
do change – faculty members’ proposed grade penalties during deliberations
without consulting faculty. The Violation Sanction Rubric now specifies that faculty
have the authority to impose a course grade of F regardless of violation level. This
establishes an extremely high – indeed almost insurmountable – bar for a student to
successfully appeal a faculty grade while preserving students’ appeal rights. This
language reflects the consensus of the Academic Integrity Policy Review Advisory
Committee and meets standards of the University’s General Counsel.

2. Result in More Appeals?
QUESTION: One of the goals of the reform is to reduce the number of hearings, but
isn’t the introduction of the written appeal option likely to increase the number of
appeals. Indeed isn’t it likely that almost every case that is not already at the lowest
level with the lowest sanction likely to lead a student to file a written appeal that
will have to be considered by a school or college panel/subpanel. Granted a written
appeal is a lot less work to deal with than hearing, but if there are a great deal of
them, it will still be a lot of work for the school or college panels. Does the proposed
change set the threshold too low and thus encourage almost all students to appeal?
REPLY: Results of the ongoing pilot program provide support for the Advisory
Committee’s expectation that the introduction of written appeals will improve
effectiveness, fairness and efficiency by reducing the number of hearings without
creating an undue burden on Schools and Colleges. The pilot results underscore the
critical importance of the faculty interview. The interview allows students to
understand how their case is perceived by an impartial faculty member. Hearing
why the evidence appears credible in the eyes of the faculty member – and is likely
to appear credible to hearing panel members – lead all students in the pilot charged
with Level 2 violations to accept their Level 2 violations. Written reviews require far
less time from subpanel members than hearings and can be scheduled much more
quickly.
3. Levels of Offenses.
QUESTION: One of the goals of the reform is supposed simplification and efficiency,
which supposedly motivates having just one possible charge rather than two as in
the current system, but does the introduction of the levels of offenses mean that we
are really moving to a system with three possible sorts of violations, - small, medium
and large – thus adding a greater number of types of violations rather than fewer.
It seems likely to lead to a more complicated process in dealing with student
violators. As things now stand, the only issue to be decided is whether or not the
violation was intentional, and as the current policy states such decisions can be
made on a common sense basis in most cases. However, with the issue of now
deciding the level of the offense, the process threatens to become a lot more
complicated, and students will have more basis to argue that the violation though
intentional was not all that bad.
The specifics of the violation – “How much did you plagiarize?”- -seem less
important than the fact the student knowingly violated the code of academic
integrity – whether it was a small, medium or large amount of plagiarism does not
seem especially relevant. What matters is the student knowingly did what he/she
knew was an academic integrity violation. "Commit plagiarism in my course, and
you get an F for the course." That has always been very clearly communicated policy
in many courses, and some faculty will want to keep it because they believe it
communicates the right message about the importance of academic integrity.

We do not want to create an environment in which students think, “Well, yes I
cheated but it was only a little cheating.” That attitude is already too widespread in
our larger culture, and we should not unintentionally encourage it here, especially
since the Academic Strategic Plan now elevates Integrity to a core central value.
Given the new levels of offenses and the rubrics, one can imagine students arguing
that it is unfair or contrary to official policy to give a course F for plagiarism if
it wasn't so much that they plagiarized (e.g. like the “one paragraph” metric
proposed in the rubrics for the lowest level offense). Instructors who wish to do so,
should be able to have a zero tolerance for cheating/plagiarism policy in their
course which – if plainly announced on the syllabus and elsewhere – leads to an F in
the course for cheating/plagiarism, which is just the presumptive penalty that is
stated in our existing policy.
REPLY: Differentiation by violation level is standard practice at institutions with
well-regarded AI policies and addresses a key disincentive to case reporting at SU,
concern among faculty that the current penalties are too harsh to merit reporting of
lesser violations. Increased reporting of all violations would send a clear message to
students of the value placed on academic integrity at SU and support the Instruction
Committee’s stated desire to foster a climate of academic integrity on campus. As
noted in #3 of the “Goals Underlying the Consensus Recommendations with Early
Pilot Outcomes,” although 96% or more of cases are upheld, less than a third of
cases result in the presumptive penalty. It is also important to keep in mind that
only about half of cases involve plagiarism charges. Faculty often tell AIO they are
reluctant to report small or isolated instances of plagiarism for fear that these cases
will result in the presumptive penalties. As discussed in response to question 1
above, faculty who wish to impose a grade of course failure for plagiarism will have
greater ability to do so regardless of violation level under the proposed policy than
under the current one.
4. Implementation Timetable:
QUESTION: If the proposal is adopted, is the goal of putting the new system in place
for August 2016, reasonable? It does not seem it is, and I don’t see any urgent need
to have it in place by then. Better to do it right rather than quickly. It seems
a successful transition would be better achieved with more time for orienting
everyone including faculty and students on the new system. Will faculty arriving
back in August for the Fall 16 term (many of whom may have been away for the
summer on research or otherwise) likely to be adequately informed and
knowledgeable about the new systems including the newly introduced levels of
offenses and sanctions etc.? It does not seem likely. Time will be needed next year
to get faculty oriented before the system is put in the place. Similarly getting all the
school and college panels constituted and organized will likely require more lead
time. For a start there is question of who will appoint these panels? In A&S for
example, some committees are appointed by the Faculty Council and other by the
Dean, with lots of additional conditions of how this is to be done, who can serve and

what the demographics of the committees should be, all of which is in the A&S
Faculty Bylaws, which need to be worked out by the Faculty Council and voted on by
the Faculty. Hard to see how this could be in place for the start of the Fall '16
semester, nor does there seem any urgency for doing so.
REPLY: The pilot program has been very favorably received at ECS, Falk, and the
iSchool, and its success demonstrates the feasibility of adopting the new policy by
August 2016. The School/College Deans discussed the proposed policy revisions and
timeline at their January 2016 meeting. The Academic Integrity Coordinators of all
the Schools and Colleges served as members of the Academic Integrity Policy
Review Advisory Committee and are also aware of the timeline. There will be ample
time for faculty and student education, orientation and training in August and
September as almost no cases are reported before midterms. The appointment of AI
panel members within schools and colleges is done by the AI Coordinators.
5. Assessment.
QUESTION: It seems there needs to be an assessment plan. What are the specific
goals of the proposed changes, and what data will be collected to see how well those
goals are being met, and also whether there are unintended costs or negative effects
of the changes? Who will collect this data and make the assessment, and with whom
will the results of that assessment process be shared and on what timetable?
REPLY: Assessment will occur as part of the policy revision, with a focus on trends
in case reporting and the tracking and publication of case outcomes and time to
outcome. Surveys will be used to seek comments from faculty who report cases as
well as from School/College panel members and students who are charged. The
assessment would likely have to be performed by the AIO just as each department
and unit consult self- assessment now. Given the 1.6 FTE staffing of the AIO, it would
be best to compile results annually in conjunction with the publication of the annual
reports on our website. Results would be shared with the Committee on Instruction.
I also hope to form a standing advisory committee for the AIO, including a member
of Instruction, which whom the assessment could also be shared.

Robert Van Gulick, Chair
Senate Committee on Instruction

