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Overview:

The Senate’s charge to the Academic Conduct Committee (ACC) is “to review, propose, and implement policies concerning academic dishonesty.” The committee as a whole acts on this charge by hearing cases of possible academic misconduct, determining guilt where evidence supports such a finding, and imposing sanctions on those found guilty.  The chair also addresses cases of academic misconduct where the student pleads guilty through an Administrative Academic Conduct Hearing, in which the chair, together with the dean, the accusing professor, the guilty student and his or her advisor, determines a sanction in consultation with all of the parties and thereby avoids the full hearing.  In cases where all parties cannot agree on a sanction, the case proceeds through a full committee hearing.

The data included in this report comes from the August 15 memorandum of Karen Lloyd, Assistant Dean of Students.  During the academic year 2005-2006, a total of 75 cases involving 107 students were submitted; this reflects a continuing trend of increased cases submitted over the past several years.  

Year

Cases

Students
1997-1998
12

19

1998-1999
19 

28

1999-2000 
22 

37 

2000-2001 
32 

44

2001-2002
48

55

2002-2003
66

94

2003-2004
63

82

2004-2005
71
          112


Of these 107 students, 19 cases were withdrawn, either because insufficient evidence supported the charge, or at the request of the charging professor.  In the remaining cases, students were found to be responsible for academic misconduct in 84 cases, and students were found to be not responsible in just 2.  As of this date, 2 cases are still pending.

An unusual—and, to this chair’s mind, disconcerting—development in the Committee’s work this year involved the appeals process for Academic Conduct cases.  In cases which proceed through Administrative Academic Conduct Hearings (those in which the student accepts responsibility for the academic misconduct), students waive their right to appeal as a condition for proceeding through the Administrative Hearing.  In all other cases—that is, those in which the students do not accept responsibility for the alleged misconduct (essentially, the “not guilty” plea), all students are informed of the appeals process, in which appeals can be based only on a significant procedural error or on new evidence that was not available at the time of the hearing.  
The established procedure for the dispensation of appeals is as follows: an appeal is directed to the OU Senate via the Office of the Provost.  From there, the appeal will either be denied by the Office of the Provost or forwarded to the Steering Committee of the University Senate for further review.  In one very troubling case this past year, an appeal was granted to the student by the Office of the Provost without any consultation with the Steering Committee.  The student was granted a new hearing, based on evidence that, in this chair’s opinion, did not meet the established criteria for re-review.  Nevertheless, the new hearing, which did not include any members of the original hearing committee, decidedly found the student to be responsible for academic misconduct, and thus the integrity of the original committee’s findings was upheld.

There were 59 Academic Administrative  Hearings, and 10 Academic Conduct Committee Hearings.  Due to the increased caseload of Administrative Hearings, and the logistical impossibility of the Chair presiding over each of these, experienced committee members accepted responsibility for helping to chair some Administrative hearings.  The chair wishes to especially note and thank these colleagues: Anne Becker, Cynthia Miree and Rachel Smydra, all of whom were especially generous with their time and conscientious with their charge.

Committee Caseload:

Offense


         Cases

Number of Students
Plagiarism



48


52

Cheating



25


50

Forgery



1


1

Unauthorized collaboration

1


4

Department or School


Number of Cases

Number of Students
Accounting




  1



  1

American Studies



  1



  1

Art/Art History



  1



  1

Biological Sciences



  2



  3

Center for International Programs

  4



  4

Chemistry




  2



  2

Economics




  1



  2

Electrical Engineering



  2



  4

Engineering/Computer Science

  2



  4

English




  7


            10

Finance




  1



  2

Health Sciences



  1



  2

History




10



11

Linguistics




  1



  3

Management/Marketing


  1



  1

Mathematics/Statistics


  4



  8

MBA





  1



  1

Mechanical Engineering


  5



13

Nursing




  3



  7

Philosophy




  4



  5

Political Science



  2



  2

Psychology




  5



  6

Physics




  1



  2

Reading and Language Arts

  
  1



  1

Rhetoric, Communication, Journalism
11  



12

School of Education/Field Services
 
  1



  1

Term Distribution
Summer 2005

 4

Fall 2005

36

Winter 2006

32

Spring 2006

  3
Class Status




Number of Students
Freshman






     24
Sophomore






     19
Junior







     21
Senior







     29
Graduate 






       7
Post-Baccalaureate





       2
Doctoral






       2
Non matriculating





       1 
Guest 







       1
GPA Range by Class Standing
Class



GPA Range


Number of Students
Freshman


0.0 - 1.9



       3





2.0 - 2.9



       9





3.0 - 3.9



       9

Sophomore


0.0 -1.9



       3





2.0 - 2.9



     10





3.0 - 3.9



       6

Junior



0.0 - 1.9


   
       2

2.0 - 2.9



     12 

3.0 - 3.9



       7

Senior



0.0 - 1.9



       1





2.0 - 2.9


                11





3.0 - 3.9



     16





4.0



   
       1

Sanctions
All sanctions were determined on a case by case basis, though committee deliberations often considered other, similar cases in determining a sanction; thus the committee strove to maintain consistency among relative cases.  In some instances the sanctions of suspension and academic probation may overlap or run concurrently.  All suspended students remain on academic probation for the duration of their time at Oakland.
Committee Sanctions by Number of Students
Sanction


Number of Students

Expulsion



1

Suspension



48

Deferred Suspension 


24

Probation



11

Pending



  2

Recommendations for Future Action
As has already been noted, clarification of and attention to the appeals process is essential to maintaining the integrity of this committee.  As a member of the Oakland University governance syetem, the Academic Conduct Committee’s work must proceed through the structure established and regulated by the Senate Steering Committee, without unauthorized administrative interference.

In the same spirit, it has come to the attention of this chair and of  several committee members that some confusion exists among faculty members about the intake procedure for Academic Conduct cases.  During the course of the year, several faculty members from across campus have approached me with confusion about the dispensation of their cases.  These faculty members have felt pressured to withdraw their cases before those cases ever proceeded through the committee.  I urge the Senate Steering Committee, in consultation with the current ACC Chair, to close this loophole by revising the intake procedure.  Specifically, I recommend that all cases of suspected academic misconduct must proceed through the current system; the dismissal or suggested withdrawal of a case shall proceed only through consultation with the chair of the Academic Conduct Committee and never through the discretion of the Office of the Dean of Students alone.
. 
Comments

The Dean of Students Office, particularly Roxanne Kolar Knudsen, Karen Lloyd and Glenn McIntosh, provided invaluable support throughout the semester.  As past annual reports have noted, it is not only their excellent administrative support that keeps this committee functioning smoothly, but their compassion for students, availability to faculty, and their calm, reassuring presence.  In addition, Dean Lloyd’s deft touch at assigning or recommending academic advisors to students has been an essential part of the committee’s work.  A number of experienced, compassionate and principled faculty and staff members have ably guided students through the Academic Conduct process in the past year, and their participation in the process deserves particular mention.

