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Rutgers University Senate 

Academic Standards, Regulations, and Admissions Committee 

Response to Charge S-1714 

February 2018 

 
A - Charge S-1714 - Procedures for Adjudicating Academic Integrity Policy Infractions: Review 

the current status of the educative and adjudication processes and administrative organization and 

support of the Offices of Student Conduct regarding infractions of the University Academic Integrity 

Policy. Identify areas of concern, and provide appropriate recommendations. Include in deliberations 

input received on this issue from the Senate's Student Affairs Committee (SAC) Charge S-1713. 

Respond to the Senate Executive Committee by April 3, 2018. [Issued November 2017] 

B - Background 

At the October 2017 Senate meeting, the Academic Standards, Regulations, and Admissions Committee 

(ASRAC) hosted Mr. Kevin Pitt, director of the Office of Student Conduct in New Brunswick. This 

meeting was slated following the issuing of an email sent on behalf of Mr. Pitt's office that was sent to 

all faculty asking for feedback about their experiences with, and attitudes about, academic integrity and 

the Office of Student Conduct. 

Since ASRAC and Senate have traditionally worked very closely with the administration of, the 

development of, and adjustments to, the Academic Integrity Policy (AIP) we felt it was imperative that 

we meet with Mr. Pitt to discuss his process, the roles of ASRAC and Senate vis a vis the AIP, and ways 

we might work together more closely in the future. 

At that meeting Mr. Pitt presented troubling data and expressed a number of concerns regarding the 

exponential increase in academic integrity (AI) violations, the lack of financial support, and serious 

staffing issues that are causing unacceptably long wait times for adjudication of AIP violations and 

many other issues.  He further indicated that one of the challenges of managing his office is the current 

dual reporting relationship to Student Affairs and Academic Affairs. 

This charge was also issued to SAC (S-1713) with a focus on the student experience regarding these 

issues. 

C - ASRAC and SAC findings 

ASRAC arranged to meet with representatives responsible for administering the AIP on the NWK and 

CMD campuses. During the January 2018 ASRAC meeting representatives from NWK FAS and RBS 

and representatives from the RU-Camden Dean of Students Office discussed their concerns and 

experiences regarding the processes of managing and adjudicating the AIP on their respective campuses.  

These representatives echoed the concerns of Mr. Pitt and discussed the challenges they face due to a 

lack of resources and personnel in their offices. They also made clear the need for a separation of AI 

procedures and resources from other umbrella organizations under Student Affairs. 
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Co-Chair Winkler also met with Dr. Ben Sifuentes, NB Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, to 

discuss the AI Task Force that is currently examining these issues to determine whether  ASRAC’s 

charge is complementary or redundant to their mission. At that meeting  it was enthusiastically agreed 

that the work of ASRAC could only serve to positively support and enhance the findings of the task 

force. 

A review of some of our peer institutions in the Big Ten provided mixed results regarding where AI is 

housed and how it is supervised.   Examples include: 

Indiana - Academic Integrity is housed within Student Affairs. 

University of Michigan - AI infractions are adjudicated by individual schools and colleges. 

Purdue - the Office of Student Rights and Responsibilities is a function of the Dean of Students.   

Penn State - AI is a function of Student Conduct under Student Affairs. PSU is developing an office for 

AI 

Ohio State - AI is a function of the Office of Undergraduate Education and is adjudicated by faculty, 

whereas the student conduct office is housed in the Office of Student Life. 

In all cases, the staffing for support of AI adjudication is robust in comparison with RU. 

 

D – Charge S-1713 (SEE APPENDIX) 

 

Findings from the SAC report on charge S-1713 regarding the student experience in the AI process 

indicated the need for several improvements including: providing a more powerful university-wide 

message as to “why AI is so important to an academic community, such as Rutgers University. It is 

important that students understand, not only what is prohibited, but also why such conduct is 

prohibited”; better and broader education on the AIP and the adjudication process including students’ 

rights and responsibilities in the process; and better clarity of the AIP vis a vis the types of infractions 

for which a student can be brought up on charges 

ASRAC endorses these recommendations. 

We do not, at this time, endorse the recommendation of a “default standard” for plagiarism-based 

concerns as this requires further discussion as to what the faculty would be required to provide and 

should be included in discussion going forward regarding official changes to the AIP. 

We also at this time do not endorse the recommendation regarding “vague language” in definitions of AI 

infractions for the same reasons. 
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E - Resolution: 

Whereas the Academic Standards Regulations and Admissions Committee has conducted a thorough 

review of the current status of the offices responsible for the management and adjudication of the AIP, 

And whereas the committee has also reviewed and endorses the specific recommendations from Charge 

S1713 outlined above, 

And whereas the University Senate endorses the core principle that Rutgers University must maintain 

robust, expedient and effective Academic Integrity policies and procedures that are appropriate for an 

AAU public university. 

Be it resolved that Rutgers University Senate recommends that: 

1 - The offices responsible for maintaining and adjudicating the AIP should be separated from Offices of 

Student Conduct or any other Student Affairs-centered office, and made into stand-alone centers 

reporting to and supported by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs on each campus. 

2 - In the process of creating these offices, the university administration should conduct a thorough 

evaluation of the resources currently provided to the offices that manage and adjudicate the AIP and 

should provide additional staffing and resources to these stand-alone offices at  levels that reflect both 

the University’s commitment to academic integrity as well as a recognition of the recent near 

exponential increase of AI violations and cases. 

3 - Successful completion of a rigorous, appropriate on-line pre-entry Academic Integrity training 

program should be required for all incoming students prior to their arrival on campus.  Such programs 

should be periodically evaluated to ensure effectiveness in training students and preventing academic 

integrity issues. 

4- Training materials and procedural information should be provided to faculty so that they can fulfill 

their critical responsibility to prevent academic integrity violations. 

5 - The existing Academic Integrity procedural information and training materials for faculty should be 

enhanced, streamlined, and more widely disseminated in order to provide a better understanding of the 

policies and the role of faculty in the process. This information should include a guide to best practices 

for prevention and for faculty involvement in Academic Integrity issues.  

6- Further review is needed on Academic Integrity issues related to online courses, including prevention 

and adjudication processes.  This evaluation should be completed as a joint task among the Office of 

Student Conduct, the Senate’s Academic Standards, Regulations, and Admissions Committee and the 

Senate’s Student Affairs Committee, after the full Task Force Report, co-chaired by Mr. Pitts, has been 

completed and presented to the administration. This should be an agenda item for ASRAC in Fall 2018.   
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Academic Standards Regulations and Admissions Committee Members: 

Robert Schwartz, Co-Chair  NJMS, Faculty 

Matthew Winkler, Co-Chair New Brunswick Staff 
Kemal Abayhan RBS:N/NB, Student 

Tuna Artun  SAS-NB Faculty 

LaToya Battle-Brown NCAS Dean Designee 

Sanjib Bhuyan  SEBS, Faculty 

Robert Boikess SAS-NB, Faculty 

Mary Chayko  SCI, Faculty 

Matthew Civile SEBS, Student 

Martha Cotter  Non-Senator (ASRAC Chair Emeritus) 

Anthony Covington Student Charter Trustee 

Babu Dasari  CCAS, Faculty 

Richard Drachtman RWJMS, Faculty 

Cecile Feldman Dean,  RSDM, Administration 

Chon Goh  SB-C, Faculty 

Pheobe Haddon Camden Chancellor, Administration 

Nathan Honeycutt GS-NB, Student 

Fatmata Kabia  RBHS Staff 

Christina Lee   SON Student 

Kriste Lindenmeyer Dean, FAS-C, Administration 

Josephine Marchetta Alumni Association 

Regina Masiello SAS-NB, Faculty 

Bridget Nash  PTL-NB, Faculty 

Suja Patel  Newark Staff 

Philip Patrick  PTL-N, Faculty 

Cathryn Potter  Dean, SSW, Administration 

Susan Salmond Nursing Dean, Administration 

Asha Samant  RSDM, Faculty 

Sue Shapses  SEBS, Faculty 

Gurpreet Singh PTL-N, Faculty 

Ted Szatrowski At-Large Newark, Faculty 

Chelsea Walters RSDM, Student 

Karen Zurlo  SSW, Faculty 
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APPENDIX  

 

Rutgers University Senate 

Student Affairs Committee 

Response to Charge S-1713:  

Procedures for Adjudicating Academic Integrity Policy Infractions 

January 2018 

 

Charge S-1713: Procedures for Adjudicating Academic Integrity Policy Infractions: Review the current 

status of the educative and adjudication processes of the Offices of Student Conduct regarding 

infractions of the University Academic Integrity Policy. Identify areas of concern, and provide 

appropriate recommendations. Provide a response which will be forwarded to the Senate's Academic 

Standards, Regulations and Admissions Committee on this same issue (Charge S-1714). Respond to the 

Senate Executive Committee by February 20, 2018. 

 

Background 

This committee was charged to investigate the Academic Integrity Policy Infraction process, with a 

stress on the student experience. The committee views the responses here as an overview of the issue as 

it concerns students. We hope our response will be helpful for the Academic Standards, Regulations and 

Admissions Committee (ASRAC) in evaluating this charge and forming a report that adequately 

addresses this issue from the point of view of the entire university community. 

 

In the next section, we discuss important issues that should be considered in the context of academic 

integrity and students. Afterwards, we identify areas of concern and then discuss potential solutions. We 

conclude with a reflection of the broader issues raised in this report and urge the members of the 

ASRAC to consider the issues raised in the appropriate context necessary for the broader university 

community. 

 

Special Circumstances Concerning Students 

In assessing the academic integrity policy and how to fix outstanding issues, it is important to consider 

the transient nature of students. According to the last official set of data available on the Office of 

Institutional Research and Academic Planning (OIRAP) website, about 76% of students graduate 

Rutgers within six years1. Generally, the majority of students graduate within four years. Many faculty 

and staff members are present at Rutgers University for sufficiently longer periods of time. For these 

reasons, staff and faculty generally have a better understanding of Academic Integrity at Rutgers 

University and the policies and procedures in place. While most faculty (or their colleagues) have had 

experience with students violating the code of Academic Integrity at Rutgers University, students 

                                                           
1 https://oirap.rutgers.edu/disclosure_files/2008%202007%202006%20Cohort%206-Year%20grad%20rates%20-%20BA%20RU-Uwide-v2.pdf 

 

https://oirap.rutgers.edu/disclosure_files/2008%202007%202006%20Cohort%206-Year%20grad%20rates%20-%20BA%20RU-Uwide-v2.pdf
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generally do not receive training on this issue, do not understand the procedures, and are generally 

unaware of the resources available to understand the policies or procedures on campus.  

 

Additionally, a sizeable population of students at Rutgers University are international students, who 

were raised with different customs and cultures. In this context, it is also part of the university’s 

educational mission to educate students on how to do academic work in a responsible and honest way. 

We as a university must explain the reasons behind attribution of sources, the right way to write a paper, 

and the value of a Rutgers degree. In contrast to some international students, many domestic students 

will have an understanding of the general guiding principles behind the formulation of an Academic 

Integrity Policy (AIP), but due to differing practices among domestic high schools, may not understand 

the seriousness of potential violations. This context is recognized in the AIP through the use of separable 

and nonseparable offenses, but the opportunity to educate students on why Academic Integrity (AI) is 

always an opportunity we as a university should seize. 

 

Students come to this university for a world class education. A Rutgers University degree is valuable 

and graduation is a substantial achievement for many students. First and foremost academic dishonesty 

devalues the students’ degrees. Clear and concise explanation of this fact may be sufficient to convince 

most students to support the university in its mission to promote AI. For this reason we outline methods 

of increasing legitimacy and reach of organizations that exist at the university that promote the AIP 

among students. 

 

Areas of Concern 

After consulting with student leaders on campus, with knowledge of the process, as well as student 

members of the hearing boards, we have identified issues of concern for students. It is important to 

understand that these are not the only stakeholders, nor should only these concerns be used in the 

formulation of the final response to this issue. The concerns identified here should be used to start a 

conversation on how to best address this issue. Another issue with the confidential process of these 

situations is that qualitative data can be easily obtained by discussing these issues with various 

individuals on campus, but more quantitative data is more difficult to obtain. 

 

One of the primary areas of concern is the availability of resources for students during all steps of the 

academic integrity policy. Generally more resources should be available during all steps of the process, 

before a student has committed a violation of the AIP, during the investigative process, during the 

hearing process, and after the adjudication. 

 

Many instructors and faculty members assume uniform knowledge of academic integrity among the 

undergraduates. While this is generally true among junior and senior undergraduates as well as graduate 

students, there may be a gap in knowledge for first and second year students. AI violations are not 

limited to plagiarism and cheating. The University AIP also prohibits Facilitation of Dishonesty, 

Academic Sabotage, etc. Many students might be aware that they should not do work for others or allow 

others to copy from them, but may not be aware that negligently allowing someone to use their work 

also constitutes an AI violation. Some AI violations occur due to lack of knowledge. While some steps 
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have been taken to educate all students across the board on this issue, the current procedures do not fully 

educate the average student on many aspects of the AI policy. Additionally, each faculty member may 

have different policies on instruction in their classroom. Students may not understand that while it is 

okay to work together in one class, the same may not be true for another class. 

 

During the AI process, for minor assignments, the faculty member or instructor makes a decision on the 

case. Such a process puts an interested party as responsible for deciding the outcome, which can be 

inherently unfair (any appeal from the process is done to a separate Appeals Committee). During this 

process, students may have no knowledge of the role of campus advisors in the process. For major 

assignments, the accusations of a faculty member are investigated by Academic Integrity Facilitator 

(AIF). At the start of this process the accused member of the community may not be informed of (or 

fully understand) their rights to not speak on the AI matter; however, the respondent student will be 

informed of these rights and their understanding confirmed during any formal hearing process. 

 

During the hearing board or disciplinary conference process, some of the parties that can speak are the 

complainant, accused, hearing board officers, members of the hearing board, and any applicable 

witnesses. Any counsel or advisor of the complainant or the accused cannot participate in the hearing 

except for passing of notes to the party they represent. In such a situation, a complainant party, such as a 

faculty member or instructor, may have substantially more experience with the process than the 

respondent student. 

 

While the office of student conduct is organized differently across the multiple campuses, one case study 

of interest is the New Brunswick campus. One area of the conduct process that promotes AI is the 

Scarlet Honor Council, an organization under the Department of Student Conduct. This organization 

consists of several boards, each with their own membership. Under the current organization scheme, 

many of these boards do not have effective communication among each other. 

 

Recommendations 

A big step the University can take in resolving Academic Integrity(AI) issues among students is to 

explain why AI is so important to an academic community, such as Rutgers University. It is important 

that students understand, not only what is prohibited, but also why such conduct is prohibited. By 

encouraging these conversations and ensuring that students understand the mentality behind these issues, 

students may more likely “self-police” and create a culture which discourages others from violating the 

AIP. 

 

Additionally, in order to improve student support of AI, it is important that appropriate organizations 

empower student leaders to educate their peers about the importance of AI. For logistical reasons, there 

is a need to have several different groups of people trained to adjudicate or be part of the process for 

different types of conduct violations. In order for student members, who are part of the various hearing 

boards, to be more effective in promoting AI, it is important that those students have an ability to engage 

and work with each other. An organization that brings students interested in promoting AI together, will 

only help to increase the legitimacy of AI. Several student leaders, involved in promoting AI on the New 
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Brunswick campus, have indicated that better communication will lead to a stronger organization 

dedicated to peer education of AI issues. 

 

Another part of the AIP that should be addressed is the vagueness present in certain parts of the policy. 

This vagueness could be addressed by providing default standards and then a different standard for that 

class could be set in the course syllabus or through other forms of communication. For example, on page 

two of the current AIP, in order for a student to avoid plagiarism, “both direct quotation and 

paraphrasing must be cited properly according to the accepted format for the particular discipline or as 

required by the instructor in a course.” By indicating a default standard that applies, such as MLA, APA, 

or other, the average student could be aware of what is expected of them. This default standard could be 

changed by the course instructor, but would prevent ambiguous circumstances from arising when no 

standard is communicated. A similar default standard should be adopted for collaboration between 

students on coursework. Students should be, by default, either permitted or prohibited to collaborate on 

class assignments, but the instructor should be able to set course specific policies. 

 

Additionally, for students to understand what is expected of them, the definition of “Facilitation of 

Dishonesty” on page 3 of the policy should not include vague language such as “negligently allowing”. 

Instead this language should be precisely defined to include the conduct expected of a student. Does the 

university wish to prohibit self publication by a student? Can a student post substantial work that student 

performs as part of a class on a social media website, on their website, or provide access to it as a part of 

their resume? If another student were to gain access to this material, would it be facilitation of 

dishonesty? The less vague and more understandable a policy is, the more legitimacy it has among the 

group of people who must follow it. 

 

In addition to the definitions used in the policy, the university should take particular care in educating 

students, who are found responsible, about academic integrity. The university should continue to issue 

appropriate punitive sanctions associated with violating the AIP, but, additionally, work to insure that 

students do not continue to violate the policy. Great care should be taken in devising activities and other 

educative steps that can be taken (in addition to punitive sanctions) to explain AI and employ methods to 

ensure that these educative steps result in increased understanding of the AIP.  

 

In a larger sense, we believe that methods of education on AI issues is a topic the university should 

explore. It may be of use to recommend the Student Affairs Committee (SAC) or the ASRAC 

investigate the issue of how to best educate students on AI inside and outside the classroom. 

 

Another concern identified by the committee was the potential disparity in the experience with AI of the 

complainant and the respondent. While the committee does not believe that there is necessarily cause for 

concern at the current moment, it is important to consider that the current standard of proof, clear and 

convincing evidence, appropriately addresses this issue. In the future, a different standard should be 

cause for reexamination of this issue. 

 

Conclusion 

https://slwordpress.rutgers.edu/academicintegrity/wp-content/uploads/sites/41/2014/11/AI_Policy_2013.pdf
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Academic Integrity is an important issue for the university to set high expectations on. Students should 

be taught about the importance of complying with these policies and educated on the reasons why the 

Academic Integrity Policy exists. It is important that uniform knowledge not be assumed for students 

just entering the university as undergraduates. 

 

We hope that the areas for concern identified in this report serve a points of debate and discussion for 

the ASRAC. The issues and potential solutions identified in this report continue to require deliberation. 

The Student Affairs Committee welcomes continued discussion of this issue and notes the considerable 

expertise the ASRAC committee has with this issue. We hope this report aids the committee in this 

regard.
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Student Affairs Committee 2017-18 

 

Krapivin, Viktor SAS-NB (S) Co-Chair 

Rabinowitz, Samuel, SB-C (F) Co-Chair 

Ahmed, Adeel, SAS-NB (S) 

Balaguru, Perumalsam, Engineering (F) 

Booth, Samantha, SAS-NB (S) 

Chen, Ronald, Law-N Dean (A) 

Conway, Francine, GSAPP Dean (A) 

Deshpande, Aneesh, RBS:UNB (S) 

Dixon, Joseph, SGS (F) 

Emmons, Robert, At-Large Camden (F) 

Eng, Emily, MGSA (S) 

Fletcher, Natasha, Camden Staff 

Gonzalez, Jonathan, Law-N (S) 

Iannini, Christopher, SGS (F) 

James, Sybil, Ombudsperson for Students (non-Senator) 

Johnson, Antoinette, RBHS Staff 

Kasichainula, Svikriti, Engineering (S) 

Khattab, Aladdin, SPH (S) 

Lee, Barbara, SVP Academic Affairs (A) 

Matto, Elizabeth, Other Units-NB (F) 

Molello, Parker, SAS-NB (S) 

Murphy, Kyle, SEBS (F) 

Nicklaus, April, Non-Senator 

Nitzsche, Michael, Engineering (S) 

Parvathaneni, Sindu, RBS:Grad N/NB (S) 

Patel, Shivane, SEBS (S) 

Phadke, Jaidev, SAS-NB (S) 

Resnick, Jessica, SAS-NB (S) 

Sen, Meheli, SGS (F) 

Settimo, Natalie, SAS-NB (S) 

Wilde, Tyler, CCAS (S) 

 


