
[In these minutes: UMD Academic Integrity Policy, Feedback from presentations and publicity, 
further issues] 
 
STUDENT ACADEMIC INTEGRITY COMMITTEE (SAIC) 
 
MINUTES 
 
TUESDAY, MAY 10, 2005 
1:30 – 3:00 PM 
300 MORRILL HALL 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of 
Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or 
actions reported in these minutes represent the view of, nor are they binding on the Senate or 
Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT: Micky Trent (Chair), Shawn Curley, Sharon Dzik, Linda Jones, Laura Coffin Koch, 
Paul Myers, Robert Pepin. 
 
REGRETS: Dorothy Anderson, Lizette Barthodhi, , Jeremy Deitz, Derek Johnson, Meghan 
Keil, David Sullivan-Nightengale. 
 
GUESTS: Kathy Skelton. 
 
1. DISCUSSION OF THE UMD ACADEMIC INTEGRITY POLICY 
 
Kathy Skelton said that the UMD Academic Integrity Policy has been a five-year process. 
Previously, the collegiate units collected reports but there was no central reporting. The new 
policy, which calls for central reporting, was approved April 12 by the UMD Assembly and will 
be effective fall semester. 
 
Under the new policy, faculty will have to centrally report scholastic dishonesty. For first 
offenses, a letter will be sent to the student from the Academic Integrity Office Director. For a 
second offense, a student will be required to meet with the office and will receive a sanction 
from warning to expulsion. For a third violation, a student will receive a permanent expulsion. A 
committee will monitor the actions of the office. 
 
Q: Is the UMD policy modeled after the Twin Cities? 
 
A: The Twin Cities policy was used for research, as well as policies from many other campuses. 
The UMD policy takes the parts that will work best on that campus. 
 
Q: Does the policy call for prescriptive sanctions? 
 
A: Sanctions will be determined on a case by case basis. Student due process rights will be 
protected by having a hearing option available to students. 



 
2. RESPONSES TO THE PRESENTATIONS AND SURVEY PUBLICITY 
 
Micky Trent said that articles on the survey and academic integrity have been published in the 
Star Tribune and Pioneer Press, Craig Swan appeared on WCCO, she was on a radio interview, 
and a memo has been sent to all faculty. She has met with the Educational Policy Committee, 
while the meeting with the Senate Consultative Committee has been postponed and the meeting 
with the Council of Undergraduate Deans (CUD) still needs to be scheduled. 
 
The next step is to determine what other groups need to be consulted. A reminder should also be 
sent to all faculty at the beginning of the next academic year and the information should be 
worked into the Center for Teaching and Learning Services orientation for graduate students. 
 
Committee members then made the following suggestions: 

• Information should be added to the freshmen seminar web page portal 
• Suggestions should be requested from CUD 
• Graduate and professional schools also needed to be a target 
• Student Affairs officers should also be scheduled 
• Meetings with each college to collect information could also be done at the same time as 

meetings to disseminate information 

 
3. FURTHER ISSUES TO RAISE 
 
Committee members suggested the following additional issues to raise and questions to answer: 

• Effectiveness of policy dissemination and increased knowledge of the policy 
• Severity of the penalties 
• MN faculty sited the department chair as a low source of information; how can these 

people be targeted and become a source of information 
• Frequency of policy discussion is low for graduate students 
• People needed at the department level who can explain the policy and its implications to 

faculty 
• Faculty need someone in the department to talk to 
• Cooperative learning and how it is explained by faculty to students; students get 

conflicting messages between classes and assignments 
• Lack of discussion of research and lab data 
• It is hard to make too many determinations from this data, which is why more 

information is needed 
• Students and faculty need to be made aware of the policy 
• Best practice list should be developed 
• Student self-reporting should be discussed 

 
The committee then discussed focus groups as a next step. It was noted that training for the focus 



group leader is needed to get valuable feedback, and incentives should be offered to participants. 
Participants need to perceive the focus groups as a formal effort. 
 
4. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
With no further business, Micky Trent thanked the members for their service this year and 
adjourned the meeting. 
 
Becky Hippert 
University Senate 


