
[In these minutes: OSCAI Updates, new educational policies, Disciplinary background checks] 
 
STUDENT ACADEMIC INTEGRITY COMMITTEE (SAIC) 
 
MINUTES 
 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 25, 2009 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of 
Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the view of, nor are they binding on the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents.] 
 
PRESENT: Tom Shield (Chair), Lisa Anderson, Dana Davis, Sharon Dzik, Chris Russill, Eric 
Watkins. 
 
REGRETS: Sarah Angerman, Linda Jones, Laura Coffin Koch. 
 
ABSENT: Manami Bhattacharya, Erin West. 
 
1. OSCAI STATUS REPORT AND UPDATES 
 
Sharon Dzik said that most of her time has been occupied lately by the Behavioral Consultation 
Team (BCT), which her office manages. She recently attended a seminar on this topic and is 
developing a protocol. 
 
For scholastic dishonesty, she distributed a report detailing the cases by college from fall 
semester. This report was shared with the Council of Undergraduate Education (CUE), along 
with the names of the faculty who reported. 
 
Q; How do these numbers compare to other years? 
 
A: They are higher than last fall. 
 
Q: Have these numbers been correlated with class sizes? 
 
A: No since OSCAI did not have student credit hours. 
 
Members made the following comments: 
• Numbers are still low 
• Even though cases are handled separately by the professional schools, they should still be 
reporting their numbers to OSCAI 
• Faculty names should not be released to the colleges. Sharon Dzik said that this 
information was requested by the associate deans. 
Sharon Dzik said that her office will be doing a survey of professional schools to determine what 
is considered in their admissions process. She does not believe that one report prevents a 



student’s admission, so she would like this data to share with faculty. She will also be conducting 
a survey for the University’s own professional schools. 
 
Members then made the following comments: 
• This data will be necessary if the committee ever wants to consider the immutable ‘F’ 
again 
• The full picture is needed on why faculty do not report 
• Information needs to be shared with faculty, maybe during orientation or in the handbook 
Sharon Dzik said that she also looked into the Penn State process for scholastic dishonesty. At 
their institution, faculty meet with the students and ask the students to sign-off on the sanction. 
All reporting takes place within each college. This process helped to increase reporting. 
 
Members then made the following comments: 
• This would save time if the faculty met with the student early in the process 
• This would also make faculty comfortable with the process and policy 
• Many faculty are scared to talk with students since they think that students will fight the 
process if presented with that option 
• There is closure for Penn State faculty in their process 
• Faculty educational is still needed first 
• Power differential exists when faculty meets with students 
2. NEW EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
 
Members discussed the new educational policy, Teaching And Learning: Instructor And Unit 
Responsibilities. They noted that ‘suspected’ should be removed since there is a difference 
between a faculty member suspecting scholastic dishonesty and accusing a student.  Only an 
accusation generates a report. Also, the description of the campus office was wordy and not 
necessary since each campus office was listed by title. They suggested the following revision: 
 
F. Responsibility to Report Scholastic Dishonesty 
 
Instructors are obligated to report suspected scholastic dishonesty to their departments and to the 
appropriate office on campus responsible for investigating and adjudicating incidents of 
scholastic dishonesty (on the Twin Cities campus, the Office for Student Conduct and Academic 
Integrity; at Morris, the Committee on Academic Integrity; at Rochester, the Director of the 
Center for Learning Innovation). 
 
3. DISCIPLINARY BACKGROUND CHECKS 
 
Tom Shield that there is no written policy on how disciplinary background checks are handled, 
as compared to transcripts. Some are sent to OSCAI for comment while others might be 
completed by the colleges without checking with OSCAI, which can send an incomplete record 
to an outside agency. 
 
Sharon Dzik said that her office met with college representatives in the fall to review this 
process. 
 



Members noted that this could be an issue for the University if a student gets a position 
somewhere else and gets in trouble, and upon review it is determined that the University did not 
disclose previous violations. 
 
4. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
With no further business, Tom Shield thanked the members for attending and adjourned the 
meeting. 
 
Becky Hippert 
University Senate 
 


