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The Faculty Senate will meet on Friday, March 1, 2024, at 2:00pm
in the State Room (1957 E Street/7™ floor) and via WebEx

AGENDA
Call to order
Approval of the minutes of the meeting held on February 9, 2024
PRESIDENT’S REPORT (Ellen Granberg, President)
Brief Statements and Questions/President’s Report
PROVOST’S REPORT (Chris Bracey, Provost)
Brief Statements and Questions/Provost’s Report
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT (llana Feldman, Chair)
Brief Statements and Questions/Executive Committee Report

RESOLUTION 24/8: To Approve Temporary Changes to the Code of Academic Integrity (Sarah
Wagner, Co-Chair, Educational Policy & Technology Committee)

RESOLUTION 24/9: On Academic Freedom (Katrin Schultheiss, Educational Policy & Technology
Committee)

REPORT: Salary Equity Review (Rumana Riffat, Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs)

REPORT: Core Indicators of Academic Excellence (Chris Bracey, Provost)

INTRODUCTION OF NEW RESOLUTIONS TO BE REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

GENERAL BUSINESS
a) Election of the Nominating Committee for the 2024-2025 Faculty Senate Executive Committee
b) Nominations for membership to Senate Standing Committees

e Professional Ethics & Academic Freedom: Susan Kulp/GWSB
¢) Standing Committee reports received

Brief Statements and Questions/General

Adjournment


https://facultysenate.gwu.edu/minutes/
https://facultysenate.gwu.edu/media/5176
https://facultysenate.gwu.edu/sites/g/files/zaxdzs6626/files/2024-07/240301_faculty_senate_core_indicators_2024_final.pdf
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ARESOLUTION TO APPROVE TEMPORARY CHANGES TO THE CODE OF ACADEMIC
INTEGRITY (24/8)

WHEREAS, The academic integrity process is crucial for educating students at the George Washington
University;

WHEREAS, The Faculty Senate praises faculty, students and staff who participate in academic integrity
panels, which are essential to a successful, community-driven process;

WHEREAS, The current Code of Academic Integrity requires two faculty to serve as panelists for each
case;

WHEREAS, The number of faculty serving on these panels has significantly declined over time;

WHEREAS, Convening a panel is a logistical challenge as it requires a three-hour overlap in the
schedules of the faculty panelists, student panelists, staff, the instructor of record, and the
respondent;

WHEREAS, The Fall 2023 semester saw a sharp increase in cases, primarily driven by the unauthorized
use of generative artificial intelligence in a large course;

WHEREAS, The growing case load and declining number of panelists have made it difficult to schedule
cases in a timely manner;

WHEREAS, The rapid change may result in delayed grades, academic progress, and graduation under
current resolution procedures in the Code of Academic Integrity;

WHEREAS, The possibility that this sharp increase represents either an anomaly of incidents or a new
normal should be evaluated more fully before instituting a permanent change;

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RECOMMENDED BY THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

That the proposed change to the Code of Academic Integrity (detailed in Appendix B “Redline of
Proposed Changes”) be implemented effective as soon as and if approved by all needed entities (including
Faculty Senate, Student Association Senate, and the University President). This change consists of adding
the following at the end of the Code of Academic Integrity:

“ADDENDUM:

Effective for all active cases (meaning cases that have not reached a final determination through to a
resolved appeal) starting on [insert effective date following necessary Senate and Presidential approval]
and expiring for cases submitted after May 31, 2025, a full Academic Integrity Panel (AIP) shall consist
of three members of the University Integrity and Conduct Council. All members of the AIP shall be
voting members. At least one must be a student and at least one must be a faculty member. A student will



serve as the presiding officer. The panel should include at least one member from the school or college of
the course in which the reported violation occurred. A report on this change and its effects (specifying 1)
number of cases, 2) number of faculty willing to serve, and 3) time required to close a case) should be
provided to the Faculty Senate and the Student Association Senate before the beginning of the spring
2025 semester.”

Educational Policy & Technology Committee
February 16, 2024



Appendix A

February 2024
To: Faculty Senate EPT committee
Fr: Student Rights & Responsibilities (SRR), Christy Anthony (Director)

Summary:

A 312.9% rise in academic integrity cases during Fall 2023 compared to the average of the previous two years, coupled
with a 53% decrease in faculty panelists causes significant impact in resolving academic integrity cases. The resulting
delays impact students’ abilities to register appropriately, graduate, and maintain mental health. Faculty have also been
frustrated by delays and rescheduling in resolving cases. Evidence indicates this may be a long-term trend related to
concerns about use of generative artificial intelligence (a 476.2% increase in the “cheating” category). Structural changes
are needed to compensate for this uptick in cases and decrease in faculty participation in panels.

In recent years, Code of Academic Integrity changes have already offered the following mitigation steps:

e Faculty can use the academic integrity process to issue and document an informal warning, reducing the
demand for formal case resolution. This semester 9.77% of cases have resolved via warning.

e Where students and faculty agree on the allegation and the sanction, cases may resolve via agreement. In Fall
2023, 55.47% of cases resolved through agreements. This 238.1% increase from the average of the previous two
years does not keep pace with the overall increase.

o The Code of Academic Integrity allows for a reduced panel size when both faculty and student agree. Lack of
agreement has hampered use of this tool to reduce the panel load.

If no structural mitigation change is implemented, sustaining the current load and process would require an estimated
additional 74 faculty members (incorporating 21% “melt” that occurs during the four-hour training completion)
participating in UICC to return to the sustainability that previously existed. Even in that scenario, we anticipate concerns
about panel resolution time, but that would return to the previously accepted status quo.

Next steps:
e Following discussions with Faculty Senate and Student Association Senate, SRR is providing a formal proposal for
changes to the Code of Academic Integrity. This will occur in consultation with the Provost and General Counsel.

e Implementation would be sought as soon as possible, including the possibility of a mid-year Code change.



Faculty Feedback on Mitigation Options

EPT Faculty Senate distributed this survey to assess faculty feedback?® on mitigation options. Below are the preferences,
ranked from most supported to least support options.

Mitigation Strategy Average
Approval?

If the student contested the reported violation and the sanction and the recommended sanction was less | 4.05
that suspension, an SRR staff member would resolve the case in place of a panel. Any appeal could be
heard by a community panel of 1 faculty member, 1 staff member, and 1 student to maintain community
involvement. Cases of suspension or higher would still be heard by a panel.

SRR should be able to schedule an ad-hoc panel independently of the parties’ agreement when 3.95
necessary to resolve the case in a timely manner (e.g., within one month).

SRR should be able to schedule an ad-hoc panel independently of the parties’ agreement when 3.91
necessary to resolve the case for a student’s academic progression (i.e., future course registration
based on prerequisite completion) or program completion (e.g., graduation).

Faculty who are reporting should have the option to only submit their case in writing and choose 3.86
whether or not they attend a hearing. If they choose not to attend, the hearing will still occur and
consider the available information, including any documents submitted.

If the student contests the reported violation and the sanction, an SRR staff member would resolve the 3.64
case in place of a panel. Any appeal could be heard by a community panel of 1 faculty member, 1 staff
member, and 1 student to maintain community involvement.

A full panel should be redefined to something like one faculty member, one staff member, and one 3.55
student member.

If the student contests only the sanction, then the sanction would be determined by a staff member in 3.23
SRR. [Note: This offers little mitigation, as it applied to approximately 5 cases in FA23.]

Faculty who are not “full time” should be permitted to serve on panels. [Note: SRR is not optimistic about | 3.05
recruitment from this pool offering significant mitigation, absent additional funding to pay adjunct
instructors for this time.]

1 As of 1/16/2024, 22 faculty responded. Five of those indicated they were voting members of Faculty Senate. Nine indicated they
had direct experience with the academic integrity process, whether as a reporting party or a panelist.
21 to 5 scale, with 5 being highest approval.


https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfAPx8S55rxgrcrihzgRmm24uVPIer950WW-IX5FBhOwjjw4A/viewform?usp=sf_link

Data Analysis

Average of| % Change from last

FA 23 FA22 | FA21 | 22 &21 |two year's average
Total Academic Integrity Reports August 1-
December 13 256 52 72 62 312.90% increase
Percentage of reports alleging "cheating" 84.64% 51.92% |63.89% |57.91%
Number of reports alleging "cheating" 209 27 46 36.50 472.6% increase
Percentage of reports alleging "plagiarism" 15.63% 44.23% |36.11% |40.17% _
Number of reports alleging "plagiarism" 40 23 26 24.50 63.27% increase
Number of cases resolved as warnings 25
Percentage of cases resolved as "warnings" 9.77%
Number of cases resolved as agreements 142 33 51 42 238.1% increase
Percentage of cases resolved as agreements 55.47% 63.46% |70.83% |67.15% _
Number of FA cases open on 12/13 69 32 27 29.5 133.90% increase
Percentage of FA cases on on 12/13 43.95%  |61.54% |44.44% [52.99% _
Number of Faculty Panelists 14 30 30 30 53% decrease

Faculty Recruitment as Sole Mitigation

Faculty: Case ratio average FA22 and FA 21 30 faculty: 62 cases = 0.48
Faculty to Case ratio for FA23 14 faculty: 256 cases 0.05
Faculty to Case ratio needed to return to FA22/21

average 75 faculty: 157 cases 0.48
FA 23 Faculty "melt" during UICC training 4 melt: 19 recruited 0.21

Recruitment needed to reach FA22/FA 21
average ratio

melt

(75 total needed-14 current) x 1.21 percentage of

73.81




Appendix B
Redline of Proposed Changes

Code of Academic Integrity
Preamble

We, the Students, Faculty, Librarians, Staff, and Administration of The George Washington University,
believing academic integrity to be central to the mission of the University, commit ourselves to
promoting high standards for the integrity of academic work. Commitment to academic integrity
upholds educational equity, development, and dissemination of meaningful knowledge, and mutual
respect that our community values and nurtures. The George Washington University Code of Academic
Integrity is established to further this commitment.

Article I: The Authority of the Code of Academic Integrity

Section 1: Application of the Code of Academic Integrity
The Code of Academic Integrity (“Code”) shall apply to students enrolled in all colleges and schools
within the University, except the following schools and programs:
1) The Law School
2) The Medical Doctor Program in the School of Medicine and Health Sciences
3) Students admitted to the University through any Pre-College Programs for the duration of their
enrollment in that Pre-College Program

Section 2: Precedence of the Code of Academic Integrity

This Code takes precedent over all other academic integrity policies of The George Washington
University (except as referenced in Section I). This Code applies to reports of academic integrity
violations that are received by the University on or after the effective date of this Code, regardless of
when the alleged violation occurred. Where the date of the reported violation precedes the effective date
of this Code, the definitions of academic integrity violations in existence at the time of the alleged
incident will be used, except where use of such definition would be contrary to law.

However, the procedures and the accompanying guidance outlined in this Code will be used to resolve
all reports of academic integrity violations subject to the Code made on or after the effective date of the
Code, regardless of when the alleged incident occurred.

Section 3: Interpretation

Conflicts or questions about this Code (including its interaction with other policies of the University)
should be forwarded to the Office of the Provost and Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs
(“Provost”). The Provost or a designee shall be the final interpreter of this Code.

This Code and any changes to it will be interpreted to comply with applicable legal requirements.
Article 11: Basic Considerations

Students are responsible for the honesty and integrity of their own academic work, which may also

include their applications for admission, in addition to any group or collaborative academic work

attributed to them that is submitted for academic evaluation or credit in an academic course, program, or
credential. Behavior not addressed by this Code may be addressed by another policy at the University.



Section 1: Definition of Academic Integrity Violations
(a) Academic integrity violations are cheating of any kind, including misrepresenting one's own
work, taking credit for the work of others without crediting them and without appropriate
authorization, and the fabrication of information.

(b) For purposes of this Code, an academic exercise can be any student activity, document, record,
or similar submitted for review by an instructor, teaching assistant, or similar course official as
part of a course or course of study in which the student is registered or seeks to register. This
includes but is not limited to graded assignments, drafts submitted for review, discussion board
postings, simulations, comprehensive exams, dissertations, admission applications for academic
programs, or other products in pursuit of any academic credential.

Attempts to commit acts prohibited by this Code constitute a violation of this Code and may be
sanctioned to the same extent as completed violations, even if such attempts are unsuccessful or
incomplete.

(c) Common examples of academic integrity violations include, but are not limited to, the following,
whether they occur in-person or remotely:

1) Cheating: Using or attempting to use unauthorized materials, information, or study aids in
any academic exercise; engaging in unauthorized collaboration in any academic exercise;
submitting work for an in-class examination that has been prepared in advance without
authorization; copying from another student's examination; representing material not
prepared by the student as one’s own work (including contract or paid cheating); violating
rules governing administration of examinations; violating any rules relating to the academic
integrity of a course or program.

2)

3)

Fabrication: Falsifying any data, information, or citation in an academic exercise.

Plagiarism: Misrepresenting words, ideas, or a sequence of ideas as original or one’s own.
Plagiarism can include failure to attribute, improper paraphrase, intentional plagiarism,
and/or self-plagiarism as described below:

Failure to attribute: Use and/or representation of another’s words, ideas, sequence of
ideas, data, and/or other work material without the necessary in-text attribution to credit
the original author of those materials. In-text attributions include, but are not limited to,
parenthetical citations, footnotes, or other notations that attribute academic material to the
original source.

Improper paraphrase: Use of direct language, including phrases or full sentences, from
source material without including quotation marks; the lack of quotation marks
misrepresents those words as belonging to the writer, even when an in-text citation or
equivalent is given. If the writer’s text echoes the word choice of the source material and
that echoed word choice is not in quotation marks, the result is likely improper
paraphrasing, even if an in-text citation is included. Proper paraphrasing requires source
material to be restated in the words of the writer and attributed to the original author via
an in-text citation or equivalent.

Intentional plagiarism: Deliberately or knowingly using and representing words, ideas,
sequence of ideas, data, and/or other work material without proper acknowledgment,
citation, or attribution. Material does not need to be copied verbatim to constitute
intentional plagiarism.



» Self-plagiarism: Submission of work previously submitted for credit, in-whole or in-part
as if the new submission is original work, or the concurrent submission of material to
more than one course. Such submission is prohibited unless the instructor of record
explicitly permits it on a given assignment.

4) Falsification and forgery of University academic documents: Falsification, alteration,
concealing material information, making false statements, or misrepresentation of academic
documents, including but not limited to academic transcripts, academic documentation,
letters of recommendation, admissions applications, or related documents.

5) Facilitating academic integrity violations: Taking any action that a person knows or
reasonably should know will assist another person in violating this Code. This may include
circumstances in which the facilitator is not enrolled in the course.

6) Outcome Violation: Violating the terms of any sanction or other outcome assigned in
accordance with this Code.

Section 2: Reporting violations
It is the communal responsibility of members of The George Washington University to respond to
suspected academic integrity violations by:

1)

2)
3)

Consulting the individual(s) thought to be involved and encouraging them to report it
themselves, and/or

Reporting it to the instructor of record for the course, and/or

Reporting it to Student Rights & Responsibilities. Reporting oneself after committing academic
integrity violations is strongly encouraged and may be considered a mitigating factor in
determining sanctions.

Section 3: Assignments and Examinations

(@)

(b)

(©)

Instructors of record are encouraged to provide clear explanations of their expectations regarding
the completion of assignments and examinations, including permissible collaboration. This
includes detailed examples about what collaboration is and is not permitted and what resources
may and may not be used.

Instructors of record are encouraged to choose assignments and methods of examination believed
to promote academic integrity. Examples of these include opportunities to display critical
thinking around a unique set of issues, creative assessments developed by students, careful
proctoring of examinations, and the regular creation of fresh exams and assignments. Nothing in
this Code is intended to eliminate or prohibit the use of collaborative projects or unproctored
examinations or other assessments. When assigning collaborative projects or using unproctored
examinations, the instructor of record should explicitly state the expectations of performance for
all participants.

Instructors of record are encouraged to provide opportunities for students to affirm their
commitment to academic integrity in various settings, including examinations and other
assignments. The following statement may be used for this purpose: “I, (student's name), affirm
that | have completed this assignment/examination in accordance with the Code of Academic
Integrity.”



Article 111: The University Integrity and Conduct Council
Section 1: Mission of the University Integrity and Conduct Council

(@) The University Integrity and Conduct Council (UICC) will be responsible for promoting
academic integrity and for administering all procedures in this Code.

(b) Administrative and logistical support for the UICC shall be provided by Student Rights &
Responsibilities (SRR), within the Division for Student Affairs. The Office shall be the
repository for records pertaining to this Code and the UICC.

Section 2: Composition of the UICC and Academic Integrity Panels (AIPs)

(a) The UICC shall include student and faculty members from each of the schools whose students
are subject to this Code. The terms of all members shall be one academic year. Members may be
renewed for additional terms. The process for identifying and selecting candidates to serve on the
UICC shall be determined by Student Rights & Responsibilities, pursuant to Article 111, Section
3, below. Recruitment should yield broad and diverse representation of the University
community.

(b) The Academic Integrity Panels (AIP), which are selected from members of the UICC, shall
adjudicate cases referred to a hearing under this Code. The Director of Student Rights &
Responsibilities or a designee (the “Director”) will select and convene AIPs as needed. An AIP
shall be comprised of three student members (one of whom serves as presiding officer) and two
faculty members. At least one member should be from the school or college of the course in
which the violation was reported. If UICC members from the school or college of the course are
unavailable to adjudicate a case, the Director may appoint other UICC members as substitutes.

(c) The presiding officer for an individual case shall be a student member of the AIP and shall be
selected by the Director or designee prior to the start of an AIP. The presiding officer may
participate but will have no vote in the deliberations or recommending a sanction at the hearing,
except in the circumstances outlined below.

(d) In the event a full AIP cannot be convened in a timely manner, a case may be heard by an Ad-
Hoc AIP, consisting of at least one student and one faculty member, so long as both the
instructor of record and the respondent agree. In such an event, a student will serve as the
presiding officer and all students (including the presiding officer) and faculty members will have
the ability to vote to resolve the case.

(e) Any case that arises before or during a summer, academic, or holiday break period may be heard
during that same break period providing that members of the UICC are available. Otherwise, the
case will be adjudicated during the following academic term.

(F) All members of the UICC shall participate in training organized by the Director or designee.

Section 3: Selection and Removal of UICC Members

(a) Annually and typically by July 1 preceding a new academic year, SRR will handle the

4



nomination, application, and selection processes of the UICC members who will serve in the

next academic year. SRR may confer with the following entities in the nomination and selection

process:

1) the Chair of the Faculty Senate Committee on Educational Policy and Technology;

2) GW’s academic deans of schools or colleges subject to this Code;

3) the President of the Student Association and student associations of the schools and colleges
subject to the Code or a designee; and

4) other offices and student leaders at the University to promote diverse membership that
represents the academic and demographic identities of the University communities.

(b) The following criteria shall be used in the selection of the student members:

1) They must be students registered for at least three credit hours in a degree-granting program
of a school or college subject to this Code;

2) They must have made satisfactory academic progress and be in good academic standing;

3) Students with a pending case or incomplete sanctions may not be selected for the UICC.
Students with resolved cases and who have completed all sanctions may be selected at the
discretion of the Director or designee;

4) They may not hold any executive position, either elected or appointed, in the Student
Association.

(c) The following criteria shall be used in the selection of the faculty members:
1) They must be full-time faculty members in a school or college subject to this Code;
2) They may not be elected members of the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate.

(d) Current members of the UICC who are alleged to have committed any violation of this Code, the
Code of Student Conduct, or any other university policy shall be suspended from participation
during the pendency of any investigation or proceeding into the alleged violation. Members
found in violation of this Code or the Code of Student Conduct shall be disqualified from any
further participation in the UICC until all sanctions are completed and with the approval of the
Director. Faculty members serving as an instructor of record or witness in a pending case under
this Code shall not participate on an AIP until that case is resolved.

(e) The UICC, by a two-thirds vote of the membership, or the Director may remove a member for
non-participation. SRR may define additional expectations of participation for the UICC
membership.

(f) Vacancies, as they occur, shall be filled by the Director.

Section 4: Case Procedures

(a) All attendant procedures and records of the UICC and its AlIPs, from the initial allegation to the
final resolution, shall be confidential, to the extent allowed by applicable law and university policy.

(b) In any circumstance where the matter is referred to the department chair or other comparable
official, that person may assume the role of instructor of record for purposes of the academic
integrity case process.

(c) Allegations involving violations of this Code may be initiated by instructors of record, students,
librarians, or administrators. Anyone with awareness of a violation may report it to the instructor
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of record or SRR. Any allegations should be made as expeditiously as is reasonably possible
(normally within ten business days except in the summer or during academic breaks and
holidays) from the discovery of the alleged violation. Allegations may be initiated as follows:

1) A student may initiate an allegation of academic integrity violations against another student,
by referring the case to the instructor of record and/or to SRR. If the case is brought directly
to SRR for action, then the Director or their designee shall promptly notify the instructor of
record. If the instructor of record will not or is unable to address the case in any way,
including proposing a sanction, the matter will be referred to the department chair or other
comparable official.

2) When an instructor of record reports an allegation or is made aware of a violation that the
instructor of record determines to be substantive, the instructor of record shall contact SRR in
order to discover whether the student has ever been found in violation of this Code.

3) However reported, the instructor of record is encouraged to present the student with specific
allegations and may propose a sanction. The instructor of record may consult with SRR on
sanctioning considerations. Sanctions will be determined in accordance with the relevant
sections of this Code.

4) In the event a student withdraws or drops the relevant course while a case is pending, the
case may still proceed under this Code.

5) Cases may be resolved by one of the following:

e When the Instructor of Record determines that the circumstances calls for a low-level
educational sanction and a warning status sanction against similar future behavior is
the maximum appropriate outcome, a warning may be issued. This warning does not
constitute a student conduct or an academic conduct record and will typically not be
included in a general release. The respondent may request a fact-finding process to
refute the assignment of a warning status and any attending educational sanction. In
that event, the Instructor of Record will have the option to move forward with the
Academic Integrity Panel (AIP) process.

e Academic Integrity Agreements, in which both the respondent and the instructor of
record agree to the finding of violation for all allegations and sanctions, in
accordance with Section 5 of this Code. The written agreement will be provided to
SRR to advise regarding sanctioning consistency, with the final determination being
the mutual agreement of the instructor of record and respondent, evidenced by the
respondent’s signature.

e Determination by the AIPs when the respondent does not accept responsibility for the
alleged violations or does not accept the proposed sanction. In such cases, the AIP
will review the case in accordance with the procedural guidelines outlined below.

6) All actions, on any level, shall be recorded with SRR. Instructors of record must notify and
submit the appropriate documentation about any violation of this Code to SRR for proper
retention of records.

(d) The following procedures shall guide AIP Hearings. These procedures exist to establish
standards of fundamental fairness, and minor deviations from procedural guidelines for
proceedings suggested in this Code shall not invalidate a decision or proceeding unless
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significant prejudice to the participating parties, including the university, may result, as

determined by the Provost & Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs or their designee.

1) Respondents and instructors of record shall be given notice of the hearing date and the
specific allegations at least five business days in advance and shall be accorded reasonable
access to the case file, which will be retained in SRR. The timeline for collection and
distribution of documents from instructors of record and respondents will be in accordance
with published procedures developed by the Director of SRR or their designee.

2) Any party may challenge an AIP member when a conflict of interest may exist. In such cases,
AIP members may be disqualified from the hearing at the determination of the Director.

3) Hearings will be closed to the public, without exception. Prospective witnesses, other than
the instructor of record and respondent, shall be excluded from the hearing except while
providing their statements. All parties and witnesses shall be excluded from AIP
deliberations.

4) Hearings will occur in the absence of respondents who fail to appear after proper notice. If
the respondent fails to appear, the instructor of record will still be required to present a case.

5) The presiding officer shall exercise control over the proceedings to achieve orderly and
timely completion of the hearing. Any person, including the instructor of record and
respondent, who disrupts a hearing may be excluded by the presiding officer. The presiding
officer shall direct the hearing through the following stages: statements from both the
instructor of record and respondent, questioning of witnesses by both the instructor of record
and respondent, the questioning of the instructor of record, respondent, and any witnesses by
panel members, and concluding statements by the instructor of record and respondent.

6) Hearings shall be conducted in accordance with the investigatory model of administrative
hearings, in which the AIP assumes responsibility for eliciting relevant evidence. The
purpose of the hearing is to establish the facts. The standard of proof for making a finding of
in violation will be the preponderance of evidence standard (i.e., based on the evidence
presented, it is more likely than not that a violation occurred). Where the AIP vote outcome
is tied, the preponderance of evidence standard has not been met and the AIP’s decision is
that the respondent will be found not in violation.

7) Formal rules of evidence shall not be applicable in proceedings conducted pursuant to this
Code. The presiding officer and the Director or their designee shall have the discretion to
admit all matters into evidence that reasonable persons would accept as relevant.

8) Hearings will be recorded and the recording will be retained as part of the record.

9) SRR or the presiding officer may request the attendance of witnesses upon request by any
AIP member or of either party. Only witnesses who can provide direct knowledge about the
given case shall be called. Requests must be approved by the Director or their designee.
University students and employees are expected to comply with such requests. Instructors of
record and respondents shall be accorded an opportunity to question those witnesses who
participate for either party at the hearing. Failure of witnesses to appear will not invalidate
the proceedings.

10) Witnesses shall be asked to affirm that their statement is truthful. Any student, faculty, or
staff member who knowingly provides false information during this process will be referred
to Student Rights & Responsibilities, Human Resources, and/or the Office of the Provost as
appropriate for review and appropriate disposition.

11) Statements regarding the character of respondents, instructors, and witnesses will not be
considered unless deemed relevant to specific facts of the case by the presiding officer or the
Director or their designee.

12) Instead of verbal statements, written statements whose author is confirmed or other forms of
participation may be accepted at the discretion of the Director of SRR or designee.
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13) The presiding officer and the Director or their designee may limit the presentation or number
of witnesses to prevent repetition or delay or the presentation of irrelevant or immaterial
information.

14) The university will not compel any student to participate. The university will not require
student participants to answer questions.

15) AIP’s deliberation following the hearing shall occur in two stages: the determination
regarding responsibility and if applicable, recommendation of sanctions. To find a
respondent in violation of the Code, a majority of the voting AIP members must agree. If the
AIP finds a respondent in violation, they shall also make a sanctioning recommendation. A
sanction other than expulsion can be recommended by the affirmative vote of three-quarters
of the voting AIP members. In the event of a tie regarding sanctions other than expulsion, the
presiding officer casts the deciding vote. A sanction of expulsion can be recommended only
by an affirmative vote of all voting AIP members.

16) Following the hearing, a report will be written. Reports of the AIP shall include a
determination of the responsibility of the respondent. If the respondent is found in violation,
then the report will also include a recommendation of sanctions. Sanctions will be
recommended and determined in accordance with the relevant sections of this Code. If an
AIP determines that a respondent is in violation of the Code, the report shall be forwarded to
the dean of the school in which the academic integrity violation occurred or a designee
without a conflict of interest in the case, as determined by the dean. If in the judgment of the
dean or designee the sanction recommended by the AIP is a significant deviation from the
sanctions imposed in closely similar cases, the dean or designee may revise the sanction
before notifying the respondent of the determination and sanction. The dean or designee may
not modify or revise the AIP’s determination of responsibility. The instructor of record and
department chair of the course shall receive a copy of the determination and sanction.

17) These proceedings should be concluded as expeditiously as possible. The AlIPs should strive
to have proceedings concluded within four weeks of the report of the violation. However,
failure to do so shall not constitute improper procedure under the Code.

18) Further, the following rights shall be provided to a respondent through the Academic
Integrity Panel Hearing Process:

e The right to question and respond to information that will be used to make a decision.

e The right to a decision based on relevant evidence. However, formal rules of
evidence shall not be applicable in proceedings conducted pursuant to this Code as in
a court of law. The reliance upon relevant evidence shall be determined by principles
of fundamental fairness.

e The right not to be sanctioned unless the hearing body finds by a preponderance of
the evidence, that the respondent is in violation.

e The right to be accompanied by a support person. The role of the support person shall
be limited to consultation with the respondent they are supporting. Under no
circumstances is the support person permitted to address the AlP, speak on behalf of
the respondent, or question other participants. At the discretion of the presiding
officer, violations of this limitation will result in the support person being removed
from the hearing. The University retains the right to have legal counsel present at any
hearing.

e The right to the appeal and review processes, as described in this Code.

Section 5: Sanctions
a) Ineach case, the following factors may be considered in determining an appropriate sanction:
1) the nature of the violation and the incident itself;
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b)

f)

2) the significance of the assignment(s) in question to the academic course or program;

3) evidence of intent or lack thereof by the respondent in committing the violation;

4) the impact or implications of the conduct on the University community and its learning
environments;

5) prior misconduct by the respondent, including the respondent’s relevant prior academic
integrity or behavioral misconduct history or lack thereof, both at the University and
elsewhere;

6) maintenance of an environment conducive to the integrity of learning and knowledge

7) protection of the University community;

8) necessary outcomes in order to eliminate the prohibited conduct, prevent its recurrence, and
remedy its effects on members of the University community; and,

9) any mitigating, aggravating, or compelling circumstances in order to reach a just and
appropriate resolution in each case, including the respondent’s demonstration of the
understanding and impact of the violation.

Possible sanctions include, but are not limited to, the following:

1) Warning - An initial directive against similar behavior in the future. For purposes of external
reporting, cases resulting in a warning do not create a student conduct or academic conduct
record that is subject to a typical release unless a subsequent violation occurs. No grade-
related sanction should be issued in conjunction with a Warning.

2) educational sanctions intended to improve the respondent’s understanding and
implementation of academic integrity. This may be assigned in combination with any other
sanction. If the respondent fails to complete these sanctions, a registration hold may be
placed on their student account.

3) reduction in academic credit for the assignment or course.

4) failure of assignment (generally recommended for first violation).

5) failure of course, including a transcript notation, until graduation and successful petition for
removal (generally recommended for second violations or egregious first violations).

6) suspension from the University for a specified period of time, including a transcript notation
until seven (7) years from the date of the incident and successful petition for removal.
Suspension may include requirements the student will need to complete in order to return or
upon return.

7) expulsion (permanent removal from the University), including a permanent transcript
notation.

Neither suspensions nor expulsions may be imposed through an Academic Integrity Agreement.

Transcript notations for failure of course or suspensions may be removed upon expiration of the
dates set forth above and only after successful petition of the respondent to the Provost or
designee.

Records shall be maintained and released by Student Rights & Responsibilities in accordance
with University policy and applicable law.

Following graduation or removal of transcript notation, whichever is later, the respondent’s
record will be transferred to an administrative archive status and therefore become internal and
administrative (i.e. non-conduct) records. Such files are not part of general third-party releases,
even with authorization from the respondent. Such records may be released to third parties upon
specific request of the respondent or as required by law.

9



g) For purposes of this Code, “graduation,” means the completion of degree requirements at any
post-secondary institution, not solely the George Washington University.

h) Respondents found in violation of this Code may also be removed from or determined to be
ineligible for certain University programs or activities, in accordance with the policies, rules, or
eligibility criteria of that program or activity.

i) No outcome shall prohibit any program, department, college, or school of the University from
retaining records of violations and reporting violations as required by their professional
standards. The University may retain, for appropriate administrative purposes, records of all
proceedings regarding violations of this Code.

J) Sanctions assigned to a respondent found in violation of this Code may also have subsequent
ramifications upon their academic standing in an academic course or academic program in
accordance with the faculty member’s syllabus or in the academic college, school, or department
regulations and bylaws.

Section 6: Appeals
(a) A Respondent found in violation of this Code as a result of an Academic Integrity Panel and
sanctioned by the applicable dean or designee may submit a written appeal to Student Rights &
Responsibilities within five (5) business days of being notified of the outcome.

(b) Appeals of the decision of the AIP or of the sanction imposed by the relevant dean or designee
may be based only on the following grounds:
1) There was a material deviation from the procedures of this Code that affected the outcome.
2) There is new and relevant information that was unavailable at the time of the proceeding,
with reasonable diligence and effort that could materially affect the outcome.

(c) Appeals will be reviewed by the Provost & Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs or a
designee. The Provost or a designee will then decide on the appeal, based on the written appeal
and the reports of the AIP and the relevant dean or designee. The appeal decision of the Provost
will typically be rendered and provided to the instructor of record and the respondent within ten
(10) business days of the appeal materials being received by the Provost.

(d) The decision of the Provost or designee in connection with the appeal shall be final and

conclusive and no further appeals will be permitted. The dean of the respondent’s home school at
the University shall also receive final notice of the case outcome.

Article 1V: Changes and Reports Regarding the Code of Academic Integrity
Section 1: Changes to the Code of Academic Integrity
(a) Substantial changes to this Code shall be referred to or initiated by the Provost or designee.
Changes may also be initiated by either the Faculty Senate or the Student Association.
Substantial changes must be approved by a majority vote of both the Faculty Senate and the

Student Association.

(b) The Vice Provost for Student Affairs and Dean of Students shall coordinate with the Joint
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Committee of Faculty and Students through the Provost to conduct a review of the Code of
Academic Integrity at least once every five years.

(c) Substantial changes will then be forwarded to the President of the University for approval.

ADDENDUM:

Effective for all active cases (meaning cases that have not reached a final determination through to a
resolved appeal) starting on [insert effective date following necessary Senate and Presidential approval]
and expiring for cases submitted after May 31, 2025, a full Academic Integrity Panel (AIP) shall consist
of three members of the University Integrity and Conduct Council. All members of the AIP shall be
voting members. At least one must be a student and at least one must be a faculty member. A student
will serve as the presiding officer. The panel should include at least one member from the school or
college of the course in which the reported violation occurred. A report on this change and its effects
(specifying 1) number of cases, 2) number of faculty willing to serve, and 3) time required to close a
case) should be provided to Faculty Senate and Student Association Senate before the beginning of the
spring 2025 semester.

11



(GW | Faculty Senate

A RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM (24/9)

WHEREAS, The academic freedom of students and faculty is essential to the spirit of inquiry, debate, and
tolerance characteristic of university communities and is necessary for their educational
missions;

WHEREAS The George Washington University is extraordinarily proud of its ability to attract large
numbers of talented students who come to the university specifically to study politics and live
at the heart of the capital, and academic freedom is essential to providing opportunities for
them to flourish;

WHEREAS, The Faculty Senate of The George Washington University has consistently underlined the
importance of academic freedom to the proper functioning of universities, as described in the
American Association of University Professors’ 1940 statement of Principles on Academic
Freedom and Tenure;!

WHEREAS, The George Washington University has existing, robust guidelines on Academic Freedom
(Appendix A) for all members of its community affirmed by the Senate by unanimous
consent in Resolution 17/4 and unanimously reaffirmed in Resolution 18/5;

WHEREAS, The establishment of these academic freedom guidelines was completed through a
collaborative partnership between the faculty and administration;

WHEREAS, in Resolution 18/5 the Senate declared that it must be involved in changes related to the
Guidelines on Academic Freedom;

WHEREAS, The Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom Committee of the Faculty Senate is tasked
with providing input and advice on matters pertaining to Academic Freedom and traditionally
has worked in collaboration with university leadership in developing these guidelines, their
interpretation and associated policies;

WHEREAS, The Educational Policies and Technology Committee of the Faculty Senate is tasked with
developing and approving guidelines related to the educational mission of the university
including the student code of conduct and policies through which the university implements
the code;

WHEREAS, the Faculty Code specifies the faculty role in encouraging freedom of inquiry for students;
WHEREAS, The Faculty Senate, has affirmed the faculty code and principles of academic freedom by

“resolutely rejecting any attempts by bodies external to the faculty to restrict or dictate
university curriculum on any matter...””

! Recently, Senate Resolution 22/11 affirmed the AAUP 1940 statement.
2 Senate Resolution 22/11.


https://web.archive.org/web/20240125161134/https:/www.aaup.org/report/1940-statement-principles-academic-freedom-and-tenure
https://web.archive.org/web/20240125161134/https:/www.aaup.org/report/1940-statement-principles-academic-freedom-and-tenure
https://web.archive.org/web/20240125161134/https:/www.aaup.org/report/1940-statement-principles-academic-freedom-and-tenure

WHEREAS, President Granberg has asserted that various regulations across the university are not

harmonized with the student code of conduct, and has said that there may be “revisions to
the code to provide more clarity around its very strong free speech provisions™’; and

WHEREAS, In the recently unveiled university plan on “Strengthening the Community in Challenging

Times,™ its section on “Reviewing Policy & Procedures” notes that, “In an effort to

harmonize, streamline, and clarify university guidelines, we have begun a review of university
policies that pertain to speech, conduct, and reporting concerns™;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE
GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

1.

Reaffirms the significance of academic freedom and freedom of speech of students and faculty as
central to the mission of the university;

Affirms that all university communication and policies about freedom of speech and academic
freedom should be a product of collaborative effort and all should explicitly reference the guidelines
on academic freedom to fully inform the university community of our commitment to liberal
educational values

Recommends whoever designed the “Strengthening the Community in Challenging Times” initiative
explicitly reference the guidelines on academic freedom to fully inform the university community of
our commitment to liberal educational values;

Recommends that university leadership follows the established practice by working with the
Educational Policy and Technology and the Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom Committees
of the Faculty Senate on the development, interpretation, or implementation of all policies that impact
academic freedom and freedom of speech at the George Washington University for all members of its
community, including but not limited to policies on protests, speech, and other forms of expression;
and

Recommends that when the university leadership or university security learns there may be a protest at
a specific time and place, faculty in the possibly affected classes should be notified of the time and
place of the expected protest.

Educational Policy & Technology Committee
February 16, 2024

3 Faculty Senate minutes January 2024, p. 3

4 https:

ourcommitment.owu.edu/.

5 https:/ourcommitment.
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Appendix A

THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY GUIDELINES FOR EXERCISING AND
DEFENDING ACADEMIC FREEDOM®

1. As recognized in Article II of the University’s Faculty Code, the University is committed to the principles of
academic freedom, including free inquiry, free expression, and the vigorous discussion and debate on which the
advancement of the University’s educational mission depends. Consistent with these Guidelines and University
policies referred to below, faculty members and other members of the University community enjoy the broadest
possible latitude to inquire, speak, write, listen, challenge, and learn, except insofar as viewpoint-neutral and
content-neutral limitations on that freedom are demonstrably necessary to permit the University to perform its
academic and educational functions (including, for example, the holding of classes and the conduct of authorized
research activities without interference or disruption by individuals or groups inside or outside the University
community) and to fulfill its administrative responsibilities.

2. The ideas of different faculty members and of various other members of the University community will often
and quite naturally conflict. But it is not the proper role of the University to attempt to shield individuals within
or outside the University from ideas and opinions they find unwelcome, disagreeable, or even deeply offensive.
Although the University greatly values civility, and although all members of the University community should
show mutual respect (as recognized in Article I1.C of the Faculty Code), concerns about civility and mutual respect
cannot justify closing off the discussion of ideas protected by academic freedom and freedom of expression and
inquiry, however offensive or disagreeable those ideas may be to some persons within or outside the University
community. Indeed, fostering the ability of faculty members and other members of the University community
to exercise their rights to engage in free inquiry, expression, debate, and deliberation is an essential part of the
University’s educational mission. Where there appears to be a conflict between the rights of free expression and
free inquiry, on one hand, and concerns about potentially offensive statements, on the other, the University’s
educational mission requires it to give priority to the rights of free expression and free inquiry.

3. The freedom to debate and discuss the merits of competing ideas does not, of course, mean that faculty
members and other members of the University community may say whatever they wish, whenever and wherever
they wish, while carrying out their duties and fulfilling their respective roles within the University. In carrying
out such duties and fulfilling such roles, faculty members and other members of the University community do
not have the right to engage in expression that (1) violates cleatly established law (for example, by making
criminal or tortious threats or by engaging in tortious defamation or prohibited sexual harassment as defined by
University policy), (2) constitutes a genuine threat to the safety of members of the University community or
other persons, or (3) violates University policies that are viewpoint-neutral and content-neutral and are
demonstrably necessary (A) to enable the University to maintain the integrity of scholarly standards of teaching
and research, or (B) to regulate the time, place, and manner of expression in order to prevent disruptions of the
University’s academic and educational functions, or (C) to enable the University to comply with applicable
federal and local laws and otherwise fulfill its administrative responsibilities.

4. Article ILA of the Faaulty Code provides that “[ijn speaking and writing outside the University, a faculty
member shall not attribute his or her personal views to the University.” To comply with Internal Revenue
Service restrictions, the University’s Policy on Political Activity provides that University employees “may not
speak for or on behalf of the university when expressing support for or opposition to a candidate for public
Oftice.”

6 Office of the Provost website
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5. Faculty members and other members of the University community are free to criticize and contest the views
expressed on campus, and to criticize and contest the views of speakers who have been invited to express their
views on campus. However, faculty members and other members of the University community may not obstruct
or interfere with the rights of others on campus to express their views (for example, by blocking access to a
University-sanctioned forum or by attempting to silence or shout down a speaker at such a forum). Appropriate
disciplinary action may be taken under applicable University policies against members of the University
community who intentionally obstruct or interfere with the exercise of academic freedom and freedom of
expression and inquiry that are protected under these Guidelines as well as the University’s Policies on
Demonstrations and Disruptions of University Functions.

0. If faculty members believe that their right to exercise academic freedom under Article II of the Faculty Code
and these Guidelines has been restricted or impaired by actions or threats from persons within or outside the
University, those faculty members may contact the Chair of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, the Chair
of the Faculty Senate Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom, or the Office of the Provost
to obtain assistance. The University will take reasonable, customary, and lawful measures it deems appropriate
under these Guidelines to protect faculty members against non-trivial impairments of their right to exercise
academic freedom, including threats from persons within or outside the University community.

7. Nothing in these Guidelines shall be construed to modify or interfere with the University’s administrative
employment relationships with University administrators and staff.



Faculty Senate Executive Committee Nominating Committee Slate

The Nominating Committee will convene to nominate the 2024-2025 Faculty

Senate Executive Committee slate.

CCAS: Guillermo Orti
ESTA: Eric Kramon
GSEHD: Sylvia Marotta-Walters
GWSB: Brian Henderson
GWSPH: Jim Tielsch
LAW: Don Clarke
SEAS: Matt Kay
SMHS: Robert Zeman
SON: Rhonda Schwindt
CPS: Natalie Houghtby-Haddon



	1-Senate Agenda 3-1-2024
	2-24-8 for agenda
	3-24-8 Appendix A
	Appendix A

	4-24-8 Appendix B
	Preamble
	Article I: The Authority of the Code of Academic Integrity
	Section 1: Application of the Code of Academic Integrity
	Section 2: Precedence of the Code of Academic Integrity
	Section 3: Interpretation
	Article II: Basic Considerations
	Section 1: Definition of Academic Integrity Violations
	Section 2: Reporting violations
	Section 3: Assignments and Examinations
	Article III: The University Integrity and Conduct Council
	Section 1: Mission of the University Integrity and Conduct Council
	Section 2: Composition of the UICC and Academic Integrity Panels (AIPs)
	Section 3: Selection and Removal of UICC Members
	Section 4: Case Procedures
	Section 5: Sanctions
	Section 6: Appeals
	Article IV: Changes and Reports Regarding the Code of Academic Integrity
	Section 1: Changes to the Code of Academic Integrity

	5-24-9 for agenda
	A RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM (24/9)
	NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
	Appendix A
	THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY GUIDELINES FOR EXERCISING AND DEFENDING ACADEMIC FREEDOM


	7-2024-2025 FSEC Nominating Committee Slate.A2

