
Student Academic Integrity Committee (SAIC)
November 9, 2022
Minutes of the Meeting

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 reflect the views of, nor
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents.

[In these minutes: Comprehensive review of the Administrative Policy: Resolving Alleged
Student Conduct Code Violations; Update on McCabe Survey;  Office for Community Standards
(OCS) Annual Report; Discussion on Possible Update to OCS Sanctioning Guidelines]

PRESENT: ​Kenneth Leopold (chair), Zornitsa Keremidchieva, Bibhudetta Panda, Stacy
Doepner-Hove, Kevin Wendt, Tracene Marshall, Cynthia Obi, Sharon Dzik, Jessica Kuecker
Grotjohn, Ilene Alexander

REGRETS: Susan O'Conner-Von, Darren LaScotte

ABSENT: Daniela Orza, Ashley Busho, Derrick Cupp

GUESTS: Laura Knudson, assistant vice provost, Student Advocacy and Support, Office for
Student Affairs (OSA); T.J. Ross, director, Residential and Community Life, University of
Minnesota Morris; Marlo Welshons, assistant to the provost, Office of the Executive Vice
President and Provost

OTHERS: Katie Koopmeiners, Christina Kaberline, Brianna Menning

Chair Ken Leopold welcomed the committee, and members introduced themselves.

1. Comprehensive review of the Administrative Policy: Resolving Alleged Student Conduct
Code Violations

Leopold introduced Laura Knudson, assistant vice provost, Student Advocacy and Support,
Office for Student Affairs (OSA), and T.J. Ross, director, Residential and Community Life,
University of Minnesota Morris, who presented information about the comprehensive review of
the Administrative Policy: Resolving Alleged Student Conduct Code Violations. Knudson
explained that a small working group of campus professionals who work with student conduct
policies, in coordination with system colleagues, have worked to update the policy and specific
campus procedures. They are proposing edits that bring this policy in alignment with the updated
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Board of Regents Policy: Student Conduct Code as well as feedback from the Equity Lens Policy
Review Committee of the Diversity Community of Practice. The proposed revisions are intended
to address some of the following areas:

● Educational & DEI updates -- Updated the usage of the term “disciplinary process” with
“student conduct process” to focus on the more education versus punitive response.
Ensure any non-inclusive language is removed. Identify if any new definitions need to be
added to aid in readability and understanding.

● Clarification - This administrative policy applies where an outcome is sought for an
alleged violation of Board of Regents Policy: Student Conduct Code, except that alleged
violations of Section IV, subdivision 9 of the Student Conduct Code are governed by
Administrative Policy: Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, Stalking and Relationship
Violence.

● Campus procedure updates - Ensure the correct provisions of the updated Student
Conduct Code are referenced as well as the correct campus-wide student conduct hearing
bodies, processes, and procedures.

● Technology updates - Ensure the policies reflect today’s updated technology standard in
regard to record keeping.

Ross indicated that the working group is seeking feedback from the committee on the various
revisions. Committee members provided the following feedback:

● Jessica Kuecker Grotjohn provided clarification on the correct contact for the policy.
● Chris Kwapick, senate associate, University Senate Office, offered a suggestion regarding

the status of a student while a hearing is pending where an academic sanction imposed by
an instructor would go into effect even while the student awaits their hearing. He further
added that clarification of the term “appeal” would be beneficial.

● Leopold suggested clarifying the term “advisor” in this process so that it isn’t confused
with an academic advisor.

● Kevin Wendt made a comment that “union representative” should remain included under
the allowed advisors. Knudson clarified that the change was meant to create a more
streamlined definition, but conceded that they did not want to discourage that type of
representative as a support person. Wendt further commented that it makes it seem like it
is specifically non-inclusive. Kwapick suggested including the qualifier “including, but
not limited to” for better clarity and inclusivity.

2. Update on McCabe Survey
Sharon Dzik provided an update on the progress of the University conducting an academic
integrity survey (McCabe Survey) by the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI).
She stated that a meeting with several University and ICAI stakeholders took place on October 7,
2022, which identified multiple questions and issues regarding the process for performing the
survey on all five system campuses. The group was also looking at the types of questions that
can be asked on the survey, including custom questions for each campus. Other topics discussed
included the size and scope of the survey, when it would be sent, and how accessible it will be.
IRB approval will be the next process to finish.

Panda asked if the survey would be sent to all students. Dzik replied that it is likely up to each
campus and suggested that he connects with Peh Ng on the Morris campus to provide further
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input. Stacy Doepner-Hove commented that surveying undergraduate and graduate students
separately would be more beneficial as they are two very different populations. Leopold would
like to get the current list of questions so the committee can suggest other customizable questions
as well. Ilene Alexander commented that the survey cannot only be focused on cheating but must
include an emphasis on academic honesty as a whole.

3. Office for Community Standards (OCS) Annual Report
Dzik then provided an overview of the Office for Community Standards (OCS) Annual Report.
Dzik presented a slide deck and highlights were as follows:

● The Board of Regents Policy: Student Conduct Code was updated over the summer of
2022 and OCS has been working to implement those changes. The most notable changes
included the change in the definitions of scholastic dishonesty to better reflect prohibited
activities related to new technologies.

● OCS saw a total of 483 academic cases over the course of the previous school year. Of
those cases, 17 students violated the conduct code twice. 292 students were domestic
students while 188 were international students. There was no information on three of the
students. Students referred to OCS were overwhelmingly identified as male, with 299
versus 180 female students.

● Academic dishonesty cases were spread across the spectrum of classes as there were 72
cases by freshmen, 102 cases by sophomores, 93 cases among juniors, and 115 cases by
seniors. There were also 98 cases sent to OCS involving graduate or professional
students.

● 247 were found to be responsible for their disciplinary case. 193 additional students
accepted responsibility and participated in the Academic Integrity Matters (AIM)
program to have their records reflected as non-disciplinary.

● Dzik further provided a breakdown of cases by the college and alleged charges.

Panda was surprised to see that there was a high prevalence of academic dishonesty cases among
students who had previously held high GPAs. Alexander commented that it would be interesting
to see where those “high” GPA students were in their academic progression, first-year versus
senior year. Doepner-Hove commented that many students graduate within the 3.0-3.9 GPA
range so it could consist of a bulk of the student population. Leopold further commented that a
drop in cases over the previous year could be linked to a decline in online proctoring. Dzik
concluded that the McCabe survey will help give insights into these numbers.

4. Discussion on Possible Update to OCS Sanctioning Guidelines
Dzik then informed the committee that it had been a while since the academic sanctioning
guideline utilized by OCS was reviewed. She gave a brief overview of the guidelines and asked
for feedback. Alexander commented that under the example of “Significant plagiarism as defined
by the instructor,” to add the words “in the assignment or syllabus” so that the instructor can’t
make up their own definitions after the fact.

Hearing no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Chris Kwapick
University Senate Office
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