
Faculty Senate, Tuesday, January 15, 2019, 5:00 PM 
Wells Fargo Auditorium (Beatty Center 115) 
 
1. The meeting was called to order at 5:05.  
 
2. The minutes from December 4, 2018 were approved. 
 
3. Announcements and Information/Reports  
 

a. Speaker of the Faculty Elizabeth Jurisich announced that she will not seek another 
term because she will be starting a new appointment as Chair of Mathematics. She asked 
Senators to encourage colleagues to consider running for the position of Speaker.  
 
Incoming President Andrew Hsu will be on campus January 23; he will address the campus 
community and attend a reception with faculty, staff, and students. Speaker Jurisich 
thanked Provost Brian McGee for being an effective academic consultant and “academic 
voice” in the administration. Provost McGee has accepted the position of President of 
Quincy University.  
 
The grade redemption policy that was passed by the Senate last year has not been 
implemented yet, but the Registrar and Academic Affairs are working on it, making sure 
that it does not contradict existing policy.  
 
Curriculog forms will be deactivated on March 1. The Speaker recommended working 
offline after March 1 on any curriculum changes you might be planning for next year; you 
can cut-and-paste when the new forms are available. Associate Vice Provost for the 
Academic Experience Lynne Ford added that March 1 is the last date on which a proposal 
can be considered for next year’s catalog. The forms will change next year because the 
catalog will have changed.  
 
b. Provost Brian McGee reported on leadership transitions, divisional policy development, 
budget proposals for the next fiscal year, and classroom re-allocation. 
 
He thanked Speaker Jurisich for her service over the past two years; announced that 
Associate Provost Lynn Cherry has returned to campus but that, in the interest of 
continuity, Lynne Ford will continue temporarily to manage some of the responsibilities 
she assumed during Lynn Cherry’s absence.  
 
Regarding the naming of an Interim Provost and Dean searches, Provost McGee reported 
the President-Elect Hsu was aware of these situations; he (McGee) is confident we will get 
it right. 
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Minutes_12_4_18__.pdf


The College is dealing with over 100 filed or pre-filed state legislature bills that could 
affect us. At the federal level, there is a possibility that the credit-hour policy for colleges 
and universities, put in place in 2010, might be eliminated.  
 
The Division of Academic Affairs is considering creating or changing policies on password 
security, reading days, and revocation of degrees.  
 
The possibility, raised by Governor McMaster, that South Carolina could freeze tuition for 
next year while increasing funding for state institutions might affect our budgeting 
process this spring.  
 
The Academic Council will consider a draft of classroom reallocation at its February 
meeting. The goal is to make the allocation of classrooms for priority scheduling fairer and 
more equitable. 
 
Regarding the Senate agenda: the Provost has invited faculty and student leaders to 
discuss the issue of Honor Code sanctions in February, so if the new policy is not settled at 
tonight’s meeting, the discussion will continue there and come back to the Senate.  PDF  
 
c. Committee on the By-Laws and the Faculty/Administration Manual (Mike Lee, Chair): 
Gender-neutral language in faculty by-laws. The report was deferred by unanimous 
consent. 
 
d. Committee on Graduate Education (Sandy Slater, Chair): Update on PhD in Math and 
Data Computation (report only, but the proposal in its current form is accessible 
at  https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:899/form  PDF) 
 
Prof. Slater clarified that the proposal has passed the graduate curriculum committee and 
that it will come before the Senate at the next meeting. There have been some changes as 
the proposal has moved through Curriculog, and there are numerous new course 
proposals associated with it.  
 
Senator Richard Nunan (Philosophy) asked if the proposal is facing a deadline that would 
require getting Senate approval at the February meeting.  Prof. Slater responded that the 
program will be implemented in Fall 2020 if approved, so there is no immediate deadline.  
 
Senator Steve Short (HSS) asked how the new program would affect the math 
department’s adjunct dependence, percentage-wise.  
 
Professors Annalisa Calini and Sandra Shields responded that the effect will be marginal.  
The department’s adjunct dependence is large, and the program will allow some sections 
to be taught by well-qualified TA’s rather than adjuncts.  
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Provost%20Report.Faculty%20Senate.January%202019.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:899/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/PhD_Math_and_Data_Comp.pdf


e. Committee on Nominations and Elections (RoxAnn Stalvey, Chair): Senate 
Reapportionment. Prof. Stalvey explained that the FAM requires the Nominations and 
Elections Committee to reapportion Senate seats every three years. The committee used 
the Huntington-Hill method for apportioning seats. The main result is that the School of 
Education, Health, and Human Performance and the School of Humanities and Social 
Sciences each lose an at-large seat, and the School of Business and the School of Sciences 
and Mathematics each gain a seat. Details can be found in the presentation: PDF. 
 
 

5. Old Business  
 
a. Faculty Committee on Academic Standards (Ricard Viñas de Puig, Chair): Proposal to 
revised criteria for Departmental Honors. PDF  The proposal was withdrawn by 
unanimous consent. 
 

6. New Business  
 

a.  Curriculum Committee (Chad Galuska, Chair)  
All motions from the Curriculum Committee were approved by unanimous voice vote, 
with no discussion. 

1. ARTS:  

i. ARTS 235: Special Topics in Studio Practice: New course proposal. PDF 

ii. ARTS 335: Special Topics in Advanced Studio Practice: Course title, description, 
and prerequisite changes PDF   

2. COMM: Credit-hour change for COMM-BA  PDF 

3. COMP: Terminate the Computational Thinking Minor  PDF 

4. PSYC:  

i. PSYC 216: Sensation and Perception: Course description change PDF 

ii. PSYC 318: Comparative Animal Psychology: Course title change PDF 

iii. PSYC 447: Seminar in Neuroscience: Course description and prerequisite 
changes  PDF 

b. Dean of Students Jeri Cabot, Committee on Student on Student Affairs and Athletics 
(Allison Sterrett-Krause, Chair), and Faculty Committee on Academic Standards (Ricard 
Viñas de Puig, Chair): Proposed Revisions to Honor Code Sanctions.  

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Allocation_of_Senators.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/DepartmentalHonorsProposal_Fall2018_FCASApproved.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1094/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/ARTS%20235.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1138/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/ARTS%20335.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1143/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/COMM-BA.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1137/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/Computational%20Thinking%20Minor%20COMP.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1176/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/PSYC%20216.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1096/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/PSYC%20318.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1120/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Curriculum%20Comm/PSYC%20447.pdf


Background    Revisions    Presentation    Deans’ Response  
 
Using the attached slide presentation, Dean Cabot and Profs. Sterrett-Krause and Viñas de 
Puig provided an overview of the issue and the proposal. They emphasized the goals of 
the proposal, which are to provide more flexibility in regard to sanctions and to provide 
more opportunity to educate students in the process. They noted that other South 
Carolina schools and peer institutions use various approaches to sanctions for Honor Code 
violations. Dean Cabot also clarified that this policy resides in the student handbook; 
that’s where any approved changes will appear.  
 
Senator Lauren Hetrovicz (Adjunct Senator, Hispanic Studies) asked how much education 
about plagiarism C of C students receive in their first semester.  
 
Dean Cabot replied that in addition to what individual instructors do in class, during 
orientation, students are read a definition of plagiarism, cheating, and lying; they sign a 
statement indicating that they understand it.   
 
Senator Jolanda Van Arnhem (Library) added that embedded librarians provide instruction 
in information literacy for FYE classes and other classes if faculty want them; but in her 
experience the only students assured of receiving this instruction are SPECTRA students. 
She pointed out that many students do not take English 110 (where they are likely to 
receive instruction on documentation practices) until their second semester. There needs 
to be a remediation policy so that students who plagiarize can learn what they did wrong. 
Dean Cabot and Prof. Sterrett-Krause said that further education usually accompanies the 
XXF sanction.  
 
Senator Anthony Bishara (HSS) noted approvingly the ability to assign a variety of grades 
along with the XX. Faculty often don’t want to turn a case over to the Honor Board when 
the violation occurred on a minor assignment. He asked if the XX+grade is also a way to 
address the underreporting problem. Prof. Sterrett-Krause first clarified that the Honor 
Board does not assign course grades, only the sanction of the XX and a zero on the 
assignment. She said that while she was not sure that the XX+grade would improve 
reporting rates, she believes we need a policy that allows for a more developmental 
approach, with a level of punishment between the extremes of “a slap on the wrist” and 
“cut[ting] your head off.”  
 
Senator Tom Carroll (EHHP) asked for the percentage of successful petitions to remove 
the XX from the transcript. Dean Cabot reported that it’s 99.6; nearly every petition to 
remove the XX is accepted.  
 
Speaker Jurisich displayed a letter from the academic deans, outlining their concerns with 
the proposal (attached).  
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Honor_Code_Sanctions_Update-Background.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/XXF_Revisions_for_2019-Proposal.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Honor_Code_Proposal.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Proposed%20Honor%20Code%20Violation%20Policy_Deans.pdf


Sen. Hetrovicz expressed concern that our students are not being taught adequately 
about plagiarism and academic integrity, and that they are being punished for violating 
rules that haven’t been explained to them. Dean Cabot responded that faculty do in fact 
teach the meaning and importance of academic integrity and include language about it in 
their syllabi. Prof. Sterrett-Krause added that the revised system would add more 
opportunity to educate students about these issues.  
 
Registrar Mary Bergstrom pointed out that the transcript is a legal document, and her 
office will have to answer questions from other institutions about the meaning of the 
XX+grade on individual transcripts. She also pointed out that the XX-grade will count the 
same as the same grade without the XX in calculating GPA for awards and honors. She was 
also concerned about the possibility of having to certify (if asked) that a transcript, from 
which XXs have been removed, never had any grades affected by cheating. She had 
already expressed these concerns to the committee working on the proposal. 
 
Prof. Sterrett-Krause acknowledged that the Registrar had shared these concerns 
previously and that the committee took them seriously. They felt that since the XXs on an 
XX-F grade can already be removed after two years, the removal of XXs from other grades 
after one year would not create a significant problem.  
 
Senator Susan Kattwinkel (Theatre and Dance) pointed out that there is a required class 
session in FYE synthesis seminars on academic integrity. She asked about the deans’ 
objection to grades changing through the removal of XXs.  Since we already do that with 
XX-Fs, why would doing the same thing for XX+grades (other than F) be problematic? 
Having the XXs removed from non-failing course grades that were affected by a zero on a 
single assignment is not significantly different from our current practice, where professors 
often assign a zero to the assignment on which a student cheated without going to the 
Honor Board, allowing the student to pass but with a lower grade.  She likened it to 
students who earn lower course grades for laziness or neglect --- there are many reasons 
a student receives a lower course grade than they are capable of earning.  
 
The discussion turned to the degree of discretion individual faculty members would have 
in this more flexible system. Sen. Idee Winfield (HSS) expressed concern that the variance 
among professors’ policies in determining the grade that goes along with the XX could put 
us back where we are, with a disincentive to report. She added that students might be 
more willing to risk cheating if they perceive that the penalty is less severe, with the XX 
stigma disappearing after a year. Prof. Sterrett-Krause pointed out that the XX-F sanction 
remains a possibility for Class 2 as well as Class 1 violations, but it would be less likely to 
be imposed on cases involving minor assignments. The XX-F would be a more likely 
sanction for second offenses.   
 
Prof. Jon Hakkila (Guest) described the gradual process of learning how academic writing 
works, suggesting that acquiring the skill of responsibly integrating others’ ideas into 



one’s own prose is taught over the course of a college career; it’s not something you learn 
to do with one lesson.   
 
Senator John Huddleston (Religious Studies) questioned the possibility that students 
might still be getting As and Bs after having cheated even on a small assignment. A 
professor should be able to take the position that cheating is cheating, that its wrongness 
is not relative to the magnitude of the assignment.  
 
Senator Julia Eichelberger (HSS) sought clarity on the degree to which a faculty member 
has control over the grade, specifically the prerogative to assign an F if the policy on the 
syllabus indicates that the instructor will assign an F to any student who cheats. Members 
of the committee affirmed that faculty do have that control. Sen. Eichelberger then 
questioned the deans’ claim that faculty would have inadequate input under the new 
system; Dean Cabot responded that the deans were concerned about the lack of faculty 
input when it comes to expunging the XX from the grade.  
 
Senator Steve Litvin (Hospitality and Tourism Mgmt.) asked if this proposal allows for 
negotiation between instructor and student, whereby the student can either accept the 
instructor’s penalty without an Honor Board hearing or have the case turned over to the 
Honor Board and risk receiving a penalty that appears on the transcript. Dean Cabot 
replied that the power imbalance between the two parties in such cases makes 
“negotiation” problematic. Sen. Litvin asserted that this practice is happening 
nonetheless.  
 
Sen. Irina Erman (German and Russian Studies) noted the effectiveness of the Class 3 
sanctions, in which the instructor determines the penalty and grade but records the 
incident with the Honor Board. In light of that, she asked what problem the XX+grade is 
intended to solve; wouldn’t the kinds of sanctions that would allow a passing grade 
currently be treated as Class 3 violations? Prof. Sterrett-Krause responded that deliberate 
acts of dishonesty are Class 2 violations, but some are not as serious as others. Sen. Erman 
suggested revising the categories rather than having a subcategory of less serious Class 2 
violations with less serious sanctions. Defending the current categories, Prof. Sterrett-
Krause maintained that there is a distinction to be made between Class 1 and Class 2, and 
that there is already a range of violations within Class 2.  
 
Provost McGee pointed out that the implementation of the current system twelve years 
ago was itself controversial; and that many of those present have worked at institutions 
with policies that allow instructors more discretion than we have here, and others have 
worked at institutions with policies that allow less discretion. We are not likely to reach 
unanimity on this issue, but we can improve the system. He suggested that, given the 
level of discomfort with the current proposal, the committee could meet with him and the 
deans “to talk about options that go potentially beyond what’s here.” He suggested 
tabling the proposal until the March meeting and said he would invite committee 



members to the February Academic Council meeting to discuss it further with Student 
Affairs leadership; he would move to table if called on again by the Speaker. 
 
Senator Richard Nunan (Philosophy) objected to the Provost making motions.  Speaker 
Jurisich said that he is allowed to do so under the Senate rules. Sen. Nunan reiterated that 
it is not a good practice. Responding to an earlier comment, he said he did not think it was 
a good idea to have faculty assigning XX grades on their own. He also said that the 
language in the proposal is unclear, making it difficult to answer some earlier questions 
such as Sen. Winfield’s. He suggested thinking through the language more carefully.  
 
After consulting with the Parliamentarian, Sen. Van Arnhem moved that the Senate 
postpone indefinitely the motion to adopt the revised Honor Code sanctions. Speaker 
Jurisich explained that the motion as currently written would be reintroduced at a future 
meeting, but amendments that had been prepared ahead of time, and possibly approved 
by the committee, could be introduced at that time. The motion to postpone indefinitely 
passed by unanimous voice vote. 
 
c. Committee on the By-Laws and the Faculty/Administration Manual (Mike Lee, Chair): 
Proposal to revise the composition of the Adjunct Oversight Committee in the By-Laws. 
PDF The proposal was postponed until the February meeting without objection. 
 

6. Constituents’ General Concerns: Sen. Nunan commented on Cougar Mall electronic signage, 
which had been discussed during CIO Mark Staples’s report to the Senate in December. Mr. 
Staples had reported that the electronic sign would be updated frequently with useful 
information. Sen. Nunan said that he has checked the sign a few times since then. He believes it 
is still ugly and does not contain the substantive information promised by Mr. Staples.   
 
Sen. Nunan’s second comment was one of concern for the state of faculty governance in light 
of the Senate’s handling of the recent engineering proposal. He said the program was 
announced at the November meeting and that people were not expecting it to be voted on at 
the next meeting, where we were told that the CHE deadline made it necessary to decide 
“now.” It bothered Sen. Nunan that the Senate went along with that; the Senate tends to sign 
off on anything that the Curriculum Committee has approved. The Senate is capable of 
thoughtful deliberation, such as the one that had just taken place about Honor Code sanctions, 
but he did not believe the Senate took its responsibility for the curriculum seriously in regard to 
the proposal for the engineering majors.  
 
Prof. Bill Olejniczak (Guest) followed up on his request at the October 2018 meeting concerning 
the Compensation Committee’s update on faculty salaries. The deadline for this report was 
September 2018. He asked what came of that. Speaker Jurisich promised to follow up with the 
Compensation Committee.  
 
7. The meeting adjourned at 7:02.  
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Jan-2019/Adjunct.oversight.senate.submission.pdf


Appendix  
 
 



Allocation of Faculty 
Senators for 2019 - 2022 

Susan Farrell, Merissa Ferrara, Renée McCauley, 
Bob Mignone, Jared Seay, Julie Swanson, and 

RoxAnn Stalvey (chair)



Why and what’s the process?

• “Every three years, beginning in the fall semester of 2015, the 
Committee on Nominations and Elections shall…report, at the 
January meeting of the Faculty Senate, the allocation of Faculty 
Senators for each School to be effective at the start of the next fall 
semester.“ ~ Faculty/Administration Manual 

• Process:
1. Acquire numbers from Academic Affairs
2. Apply Huntington-Hill method to the data
3. Determine new senator count for each school
4. Report at January meeting



The numbers as reported by Academic Affairs

School Number of 
Faculty

EHHP 35.5
HSS 146.5
LCWA 63.5
LIBR 25
SBE 68.0
SOTA 47
SSM 128.5

Total 514



The Huntington-Hill Method

1. Find the divisor
2. Find the school quota
3. Compare the school quota to the geometric mean
4. If the school quota exceeds the geometric mean, give that school an 

extra seat
5. Adjust the divisor as necessary to make sure all seats are 

apportioned

https://sites.google.com/site/huntingtonhillmethod/the-huntington-hill-method

https://sites.google.com/site/huntingtonhillmethod/the-huntington-hill-method


Allocated Senators for Fall 2019 – Spring 2022

School Number of 
Faculty

2019-22 
Number of 
Senators

Departmental
Senators

At-large
Senators

EHHP 35.5 3 2 1
HSS 146.5 14 8 6

LCWA 63.5 6 4 2
LIBR 25 2 1 1
SBE 68.0 7 6 1

SOTA 47 5 4 1
SSM 128.5 13 6 7



Resulting Changes

School
2019-22 

Number of 
Senators

2015-19 
Number of 
Senators 

Change

EHHP 3 4 -1
HSS 14 15 -1

LCWA 6 6
LIBR 2 2
SBE 7 6 +1

SOTA 5 5
SSM 13 12 +1



Questions?



To:   Jeri Cabot, Dean of Students 
 
From: Sean Stivaletta, Chairperson, Honor Board 
 
Re: Honor Code Review Committee Update 
 
Date: November 15, 2015 
 
Committee Members 
 
Jasmine Gill, SGA and Honor Board 
Zachery Sturman, SGA  
David Ahnen, Honor Board 
Sean Stivaletta, Honor Board 
Emily Beck, Honor Board 
David Boucher, Faculty 
Iana Anguelova, Faculty 
John Chadwick, Faculty 
 
 
After reviewing my notes from the meetings we had last year, I was able to pick up where we left 
off. There are still several unanswered questions, but we were working toward a consensus on 
other topics.  
 
To begin, in order to make the new system work, faculty members must be educated about 
mandatory reporting. Even if the professor and the student agree to their own repercussions (most 
commonly a 0 on the assignment), the information must be passed along to the Office of Student 
Affairs for communication purposes so that we can see if there are trends. It is all together too 
unlikely that all students would report incidents even if it were school policy, but they need to be 
educated on upholding the integrity of the College. These educational aspects could be done 
through orientation, first year experience courses, and letters to department chairs for 
distribution.  
 
The Honor Code Review Committee had reached a working consensus to recommend the 
following changes: 
  
1. The Code should now include Faculty / Student “resolutions” for first offenses. This would give 
professors the opportunity to handle the situation themselves and  pass their sanctions along to 
the Honor Board. Unless the faculty member or a member of the Office of Student Affairs finds 
that the incident needs additional attention, as would be the case in more serious offenses, the 
sanctions will likely be upheld or only slightly adjusted to add educational requirements. The 
language of seriousness of offense, or some similar language, will be put in place to give Faculty 
members and Student Affairs officials more discretion.  
   
  A. It should be noted that faculty members cannot sanction an XF. 



  B. If a faculty member chooses to use this new option, but the student disagrees 
with the recommended sanction, the student has the right to appeal.  
  C. Prior offenses shall NOT be shared with faculty members. In such a case, the 
Office of Student Affairs will handle the incident as a second offense in   
 accordance with the Student Handbook 
 
In terms of the XF Policy, the following recommendations had been made in order to make our 
system more flexible and responsive to mitigating and aggravating circumstances. There would now 
be two types of XF sanctions: 
 
 1. XF(a): an XF would be put in place until the completion of additional educational or 
disciplinary sanctions and then removed upon successful petition. 
  Question: Does this mean the student fails the course, or could they hypothetically 
complete the sanctions prior to the end of the semester and be able to   
 complete the course? 
 
 2. XF(b): The three class system would remain in place, using levels of intent to deceive to 
determine which class, but additional sanction options would make the    Board 
more flexible for class II violations in particular and occasionally class I incidents as well. XF’s 
would now be able to be applied for 1 year, 2 years, or    three years, before a 
petition to remove the X would be allowed.  
 
Lingering questions:  
 

1. Should there be an amnesty policy for students who self report? Is this problem solved by 
allowing Faculty / Student resolutions?  

2. Would giving decisional authority to faculty members lead us back to a wide variety of 
results for similar incidents? Is this really a problem since faculty members should be 
trusted to make their own decisions for first offenses?  

--  
Sean P. Stivaletta ‘16 
Honor Board Chair 
Office of the Dean of Students 
Division of Student Affairs  
College of Charleston 
 



Office of the Dean of Students      College of Charleston 
 

Honor Code Statistics 
Formal Reports 

 
Academic Year  Plagiarism Attempted Cheating/ Lying              Total 
     Cheating 

Number of Reports 
1997-1998  26                  26   
2002-2003  31  16   08              55 
2003-2004  52  13   02              67 
2004-2005  37  08   09              54 
2005-2006  39  08   00              47 
2006-2007  43  11   02              56  XF Policy Starts 
2007-2008  30  14   05             49   
2008-2009  43  28   09             80 
2009-2010  30  15   00             45 
2010-2011  28  12   01             40 
2011-2012  51  23   02             76 
2012-2013  41  12   02             55 
2013-2014  53  13   00             66 
2014-2015                        41                         12                                      03                      56 
2015-2016                        47                         18                                      04                      69 
2016-2017                        46                         20                                      04                      70 
2017-2018                        44                         39                                      04                      87 
 

 

Year   Class 1  Class 2  Class 3 

2017-2018                        5                           24                        47 

2016-2017  4  23  40 

2015-2016  4  27  32 

2014-2015  1  31  23 

2013-2014  1  26  39 

2012-2013  0  26  29 

2011-2012  4  33  37 

Class 1 = XXF + Suspension; Class 2 = XXF + Other sanction; Class 3 = Instructor sets outcome (usually zero on assignment). The 
totals under Class sanctions do not equal the totals under reports because some students are found not in violation or there is 
insufficient evidence to charge.          
  



Common Practices at Regional and Peer Institutions 
Compiled by members of the Faculty Committee on Student Affairs and Athletics, 2016-2017 
 
Flexible or Mandatory Sanctions 
 

• Faculty work with students to decide penalties for all non-major and/or first offenses. 
(suspension/expulsion not an option). 

o Coastal Carolina 
o UNC-Greensboro 
o James Madison 
o Maryland 
o William and Mary 
o UNC-Wilmington 
o Hofstra 
o Clemson 

• Mandatory sanctions based on nature of cheating/number of violations. 
o UNC-Greensboro (mandatory suspension/expulsion for second offense) 
o James Madison (mandatory suspension for second offense, expulsion for third offense) 
o William and Mary (very structured list of sanctions) 
o Maryland 
o Hofstra 
o Clemson 

• List a suite of sanctions and allow honor board to pick and choose. 
o Coastal Carolina 
o UNC-Greensboro (for first offenses decided by the honor board) 
o UC-San Diego 
o UNC-Wilmington 
o South Carolina 

 
Educational/academic integrity workshop. 

• List of website 
o Coastal Carolina 
o UNC Greensboro 
o UC-San Diego 
o South Carolina 

 
Transcript notation or not. 

• Should there be an “X” on the transcript. 
o Coastal Carolina 
o UC-San Diego 
o James Madison 
o Maryland 
o South Carolina 

 
Additional Sanctions/Considerations 
 
Allow faculty member to recommend sanctions to the honor board. 



• Would provide flexibility for honor board.  Coastal Carolina does this. 
 
Separate course grade from “X” notation. 

• For example, cheating on a homework assignment may result in a “0” for the assignment and an 
“X” on the transcript but the student may still earn an “XB” for the course.  South Carolina does 
this. 

 
Create an additional offense category that is informally adjudicated between the faculty member and 
the student for all non-serious, first offense violations.   

• Any second offense violation, no matter the severity, would automatically go to the honor 
board. 

 
 



Proposed changes to Honor Code violations
Faculty Committees on Academic Standards & 

Student Affairs and Athletics
Faculty Senate Meeting

15 January 2019



1. What we propose
Violation Examples Possible Sanctions

CLASS 1 – Severe

Act involves significant 
premeditation; conspiracy 
and/or intent to deceive.

• Buying, or otherwise acquiring, a research paper or unadministered 
exam.

• Cheating on a test with significant premeditation and conspiracy of 
effort.

• Intentional plagiarizing, where majority of submitted work was 
created by another.

• All second Class 2 offenses.

XX-F and expulsion

XX-F and suspension

CLASS 2 – Serious

Act involves deliberate failure 
to comply with assignment 
directions, some conspiracy
and/or intent to deceive.

• Cheating on a test with minimal premeditation.
• Copying, or allowing one to copy, from another’s exam.
• Intentional plagiarizing, where a moderate portion of submitted work 

was created by another.
• Unauthorized reuse of previously graded work.
• Copying, or allowing one to copy, homework assignments.
• Use of internet when explicitly prohibited. 
• All second Class 3 offenses.

XX-F and disciplinary probation

XX-F, probation, and educational 
sanctions

XX-Grade with “0” on assignment

XX-Grade with “0” on assignment 
and educational sanctions

CLASS 3 – Cautionary

Act mostly due to ignorance,
misunderstanding, confusion, 
and/or poor communication 
between instructor and class.

• Unintentional violation of class rules on collaboration.
• Unintentional possession of a study aid.
• Unintentionally failing to cite information from proper source.
• Reusing and/or building upon coursework already submitted for 

another class without permission from the instructor.

Instructor sets penalty and 
discusses with student. Both 
instructor and student sign a form, 
which is forwarded to the Office of 
the Dean of Students and stored in 
student’s file.



1. What we propose

• Class 1 and Class 3 will effectively remain the same.

• Class 2 violations will have more options. The Honor Board will 
keep the right to assign XX-F for a Class 2 violation, but will also 
be able to assign XX-Grade. The student would receive a “zero” 
on the assignment and the instructor will determine an 
appropriate grade for the overall course. 

• Student can petition to have XX-Grade sanction removed after 1 
year.

• We anticipate faculty will be more willing to report minor to 
moderate infractions if they can have a say in the overall 
student grade.



2. What are the current sanctions?
CLASS 1 – act involves significant premeditation; conspiracy and/or intent to deceive, e.g., 
purchasing a research paper.

Penalties: XX-F and either suspension or expulsion assigned if student found responsible 
by Honor Board or other decisional authority.

CLASS 2 – act involves deliberate failure to comply with assignment directions, some 
conspiracy and/or intent to deceive, e.g., use of the Internet when prohibited, some fabricated 
endnotes or data, copying several answers from another student’s test.

Penalties: XX-F and other sanctions assigned if student found responsible by Honor 
Board or other decisional authority.

CLASS 3 – act mostly due to ignorance, misunderstanding, confusion and/or poor 
communication between instructor and class, e.g., unintentional violation of the class rules on 
collaboration or the rules of citation.

Penalties: The instructor sets the penalty and discusses it with the student. Both the 
instructor and student sign a form. The form is forwarded to the Office of the Dean of 
Students. See “Class 3 Report Form” on the Honor System website.

Note: XX-F means course failure and “XX” dishonesty mark on transcript for a minimum of 2 years before it can be petitioned.  



2. Why revisit the sanctions?

• Honor Board members report they feel constrained by the 
severity of the XX-F sanction, particularly for Class 2 
violations. Many cases involve low-stakes assignments, but 
Class 2 violations require a severe penalty.

• There is a hesitancy for instructors to report less-severe 
violations. Even in situations where the act was intentional, 
it may have been a spur-of-the-moment decision. Instructors 
should have a say in the student’s final grade.

• Flexibility for misunderstandings in online courses.



3. Recent data – violation types at CofC

Year Plagiarism Cheating Lying

13-14 80.3% 19.7% 0.0%

14-15 73.2% 21.4% 5.4%

15-16 68.1% 26.1% 5.8%

16-17 65.7% 28.6% 5.7%

17-18 50.6% 44.8% 4.6%

Most violations are due to 
plagiarism, but cheating 
violations are increasing.



3. Recent data – sanctions
XX-F

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3
19 190 247

Since 2011, 10x more
Class 2 XX-Fs than 
Class 1 XX-Fs



3. Recent data – Center for Academic Integrity
Graduate Undergrads Undergraduates*

Number responding ~17,000 ~71,300 ~71,300
% who admit cheating 
on tests: 17% 39% 39%

% who admit cheating 
on written 
assignments:

40% 62% 62%

% total who admit 
written or test cheating: 43 % 68% 68%

*Excluding first year students, code schools, and two year schools
This basic dataset was compiled based upon surveys that were conducted between Fall 2002 and Spring 2015, by Dr. Donald 
McCabe and the International Center for Academic Integrity.



4. Proposal Development Process

• In prior years, the Student Affairs and Athletics Committee 
looked at common practices at regional and peer 
institutions: 

• USC: already has a policy similar to the XX-Grade policy. A student 
may receive an “X” on their transcript but can still receive a non-
failing grade for the course. The “X” is only given in the most serious 
cases or if it is a second violation.

• Clemson: severity of sanction depends on the number of offenses. 
No “X” designations are used whatsoever, and the most extreme 
sanction for a first-time offender is a “F” final grade for the course. A 
second offense results in suspension or dismissal. 



4. Proposal Development Process
Other peer institutions
• Faculty have complete autonomy over all cases of academic 

dishonesty.
Inconsistency in penalties for similar offenses; possible unfair 
treatment/bias.

• Faculty impose penalty for non-major offenses
Limited/no reporting of minor offenses; lacks developmental-
educational approach to academic integrity

• Range of sanctions/mandatory sanctions
Consistent across offenses; some involve faculty or honor board in 
decision process; second-third offenses typically incur severe 
penalties (suspension/expulsion)

• X-Grade sanction (or similar) available at Coastal Carolina, 
UC-San Diego, James Madison, Maryland, South Carolina



5. Potential Objections, Considered
• Grade integrity

XX-Grade sanction provides a more transparent means of 
communication about academic dishonesty and student 
performance.

Due to current underreporting, even “clean” grades could mask 
minor instances of academic dishonesty.

• Differing treatment of Class 2 infractions
XXF grade granted in recent years for assignments worth 
approximately 3.5% to 30% of total grade.

XX-Grade sanction allows for more consistent treatment of 
violations depending on the weight of the assignment.



Faculty input – When a faculty member determines a student has committed academic dishonesty, he or she will 
fill out the appropriate Honor Code Report form.  The faculty member has the option of designateding whether 
he/she believes that the offense warrants the grade of XXF. 

Schedule of Sanctions for Violations of Academic Dishonesty Honesty  

A.  Class 1. The most severe serious breaches of academic honesty fall into this category, as well as all second or 
more offenses of any Class 2 violations class.  Class I violations must be found to involve significant premeditation, 
conspiracy, and/or intent to deceive.   

If the Honor Board or other decisional authority sanctions a student with a status indicator and grade of 
XXF, and this sanction is not appealed by the student, the Dean of Students and the faculty member shall 
notify the Registrar to place a grade of XXF for the applicable course on the student's academic record. The 
grade XXF shall be recorded on the student's transcript with the notation "failure due to academic 
dishonesty." 

Student appeals of the XXF grade follow the procedure for all other appeals of academic dishonesty 
sanctions, as outlined in the Student Handbook. If the Appellate Board [Authority] denies the right to 
another hearing, or another hearing is granted and the Honor Board decides to uphold the XXF grade 
sanction, the dean of students and the faculty member shall notify the Registrar to assign the XXF grade to 
the student's academic record.  

If grades are due but an academic dishonesty hearing is still in progress, a grade of 'I' shall be applied to the 
course until the hearing process is complete.  

An XXF grade shall maintain a quality point value of 0.0. The grade "XXF" shall be treated in the same 
way as an "F" for the purposes of Grade Point Average, course repeatability, and determination of 
academic standing. 

The XXF must stay on the transcript for at least two years from the date student is found in violation.  

After two years, a student may petition the Honor Board to exchange the XXF for an F. The petition must 
be in written form and provide the reason for removal of the XXF. Additionally, the petitioner must appear 
before the Honor Board to explain the request (appearance may be through electronic means if necessary). 
If the student petitions and a majority of the Honor Board agree to remove the XXF, the Honor Board 
outlines conditions under which the XXF is removed. The conditions may include giving testimony of 
dishonesty during freshman orientation or other organized Honor Board events, and/or performing specific 
tasks aimed at increasing the education of the violator and/or campus on the value of academic integrity. 
When these conditions are met, the XXF is removed entirely from the transcript, leaving no past evidence 
of the XXF on the transcript. A grade of F is recorded in its place. Evidence of Honor Code violations is 
maintained in student files of the Office of the Dean of Students in accordance with College document 
retention procedures. 

If a petition to change an XXF grade to an F has been made and denied, another petition may not be made 
for another year from the date of denial. This stipulation applies after graduation as well.  
 

If the student is/has been found responsible of an additional violation of academic honesty, either in the 
past or future, the XXF remains. For cases where the XXF was changed to an F and the student is later 
found responsible of an additional act of academic dishonesty, the XXF grade is restored for the course. In 
these cases, the XXF remains permanent. The student may not petition for an F in exchange for the XXF in 
these cases.  



A student who has received an XXF in a course and needs to pass the course for a requirement may retake 
the course. If the student passes the course, the requirement is met, but the original course grade will 
remain as an XXF unless the XX is removed by an accepted petition for removal.  

See listing table of sanctions and examples at the end of this policy. 

Sanction options: 

      XXF grade and suspension 

      XXF grade and expulsion   

B.  Class 2.  This class includes serious acts that are found to involve deliberate failure to comply with assignment(s) 
directions, some conspiracy, and/or intent to deceive, as well as all second Class 3 offenses.   

In determining whether a violation is Class 1 (severe) or Class 2 (serious) and the appropriate sanctions, factors such 
as the weight of the assignment, the nature of the deception, and student admission of responsibility may be 
considered.   

In cases of a Class 2 (“serious”) violation, the Honor Board or other decisional authority  
will have the authority to issue a grade of XXF or to issue the XX-indicator as a sanction without assigning 
a failing grade for the course. 
 
A student receiving the sanction of an XX-marked grade through the Honor process will receive 
a grade of “0” on the assignment. Faculty will calculate the final course grade according to their published 
practices and then inform the Dean of Students in writing of the student’s calculated final grade in the 
course.  The Dean of Students will direct the Registrar to assign the appropriate XX-marked grade to the 
student. Final authority over the student’s calculated grade lies with the faculty member, but only the 
Office of the Dean of Students may direct the Registrar to place an XX-indicator on the student’s transcript. 
The XX-indicator shall appear on the transcript with a notation of “responsible for academic dishonesty.” 

The XX-marked grade will be treated as a credit- and quality point-bearing grade for the purposes of Grade 
Point Average, course repeatability, and determination of academic standing. The assignment of the XX-
marked grade indicates that, despite the lapse in judgment leading to the Honor violation, the student has 
demonstrated knowledge and skills in the course commensurate with the assigned grade. The XX-marked 
grade must stay on the transcript for at least one year from the date student is found in violation.  

After one year, a student may petition the Honor Board to exchange the XX-marked grade for an unmarked 
grade. The petition must be in written form and provide the reason for removal of the XX-indicator and 
notation of academic dishonesty. Additionally, the petitioner must appear before the Honor Board to 
explain the request (appearance may be through electronic means if necessary). If the student petitions and 
a majority of the Honor Board agree to remove the XX-indicator, the Honor Board outlines conditions 
under which the XX-indicator is removed. The conditions may include giving testimony of dishonesty 
during freshman orientation or other organized Honor Board events, and/or performing specific tasks aimed 
at increasing the education of the violator and/or campus on the value of academic integrity. When these 
conditions are met, the XX-marked grade is removed entirely from the transcript, leaving no past evidence 
of the XX-indicator. An equivalent unmarked grade is recorded in its place. Evidence of Honor Code 
violations is maintained in student files of the Office of the Dean of Students in accordance with College 
document retention procedures. 

If a petition to change an XX-marked grade to an unmarked grade has been made and denied, another 
petition may not be made for another year from the date of denial. This stipulation applies after graduation 
as well.  
 



XX-marked grades are not eligible for grade forgiveness or redemption while the XX-indicator remains on 
the student’s transcript. XX-marked grades may only be redeemed after a successful petition to remove the 
XX-indicator. 

If grades are due but an academic dishonesty hearing is still in progress, a grade of 'I' shall be applied to the 
course until the hearing process is complete.  

See listing table of sanctions and examples at the end of this policy. 

 

Sanction options: 

XXF grade and disciplinary probation 

XXF grade and disciplinary probation and/or other educational sanctions 

XXF grade and some form of suspension   
 

C.  Class 3.  This class includes violations for which cautionary action is warranted.  The violation may be due to 
student confusion; ignorance; and/or miscommunication or incomplete communication between the instructor or 
their his/her designee and the class. Additionally, factors such as the weight of the assignment, the nature of the 
violation, and student admission of responsibility may be considered.  See table of examples at the end of this 
policy. 

Class 1 and 2 Violations 

        
Class 3 Violations 

 
When a faculty member suspects an Honor Code violation is a result of student confusion, ignorance, or 
miscommunication, they he/she should arrange a conference with the student as soon as possible to discuss 
the matter. 

 
Together, the faculty member and student review all materials.  

 
The faculty member proposes a response which is discussed with the student, e.g., zero on the assignment, 
written warning, resubmission of the work, research on relevant topic, etc. 

 
The faculty member and student agree upon a response and commit the agreement to a form provided by 
the Dean of Students. 

 
A written record of the educational response with the signatures of both the faculty member and the student 
is forwarded to the Dean of Students.  The record will remain in the Dean of Students office until the 
student graduates. 

 
The record of the educational response for this violation will be introduced in subsequent hearings during 
the sanctioning phase should the same student be found in violation of the Honor Code at a later point in 
time. 

 
The student has the right to contest the allegation and/or the suggested response and request that the matter 
be forwarded immediately to the Dean of Students for adjudication under the procedures outlined in the 
Student Handbook. 



 

Changes to the operation of the XXF grade as a sanction option within the Honor System must go through the 
Faculty Committee on Academic Standards and the Faculty Senate. 

Sanctions for and examples of violations for Classes 1-3.  The example violation lists below are not meant to be 
comprehensive but illustrative of the types of acts that generally will be before the Honor Board and faculty 
members. 

Examples of Class 1 violations: 

All second offences of any class, 

cheating on a test which involves significant premeditation and conspiracy of effort,  

taking a test for someone else, or permitting someone else to take a test or course in one's place,  

intentional plagiarizing, where the majority of the submitted work was written or created by another,  

obtaining, stealing, or buying all or a significant part of an unadministered exam,  

selling, or giving away all or a significant part of an unadministered test,  

bribing, or attempting to bribe any other person to obtain an unadministered test or any information about 
the test,  

buying, or otherwise acquiring, another's course paper and resubmitting it as one's own work, whether 
altered or not  

entering a building, office, or computer for the purpose of changing a grade in a grade book, on a test , or 
on other work for which a grade is given,  

changing, altering, or being an accessory to changing and/or altering a grade in a grade book, on a test, 
on a "Change of Grade" form, or other official academic college record which relates to grades, and  

entering a building, office, or computer for the purpose of obtaining an un-administered test.  

Examples of Class 2 violations: 

cheating on an exam which involves some premeditation,  

copying from another's test or allowing another student to copy from your test, where some plans were 
made for such collaboration,  

intentional plagiarizing, where a moderate portion of the submitted work was written or created by 
another,  

unauthorized reuse of previously graded work, 

intentionally failing to cite information from the correct source,  



intentionally listing sources in a bibliography/work cited page that were not used in the paper, 

copying, or allowing one to copy, homework assignments that are to be submitted for credit, when 
unauthorized,   

intentionally opening an officially sealed envelope containing an exam, test or other class-related 
material, 

unauthorized and intentional collaboration on an assignment, and 

unauthorized and intentional use or possession of a study aid. 

Examples of Class 3 violations: 

record of same offense made on other similar assignments and no feedback provided by the instructor 
prior to allegation, 

reusing and/or building upon coursework already submitted for another class without permission of the 
professor, 

unintentionally failing to cite information from the correct source,  

unintentional violation of the class rules on collaboration, and 

unintentional possession of a study aid. 

Violation Examples Possible Sanctions 
 

Class 1—Severe 
Act involves significant 
premeditation; conspiracy 
and/or intent to deceive. 

Buying, or otherwise acquiring, a 
research paper or unadministered exam. 
 
Cheating on a test with significant 
premeditation and conspiracy of effort. 
 
Intentional plagiarizing, where majority 
of submitted work was created by 
another. 
 
All second Class 2 offences. 
 

XX-F grade and suspension 
 
XX-F grade and expulsion 
 

Class 2—Serious 
Act involves deliberate failure 
to comply with assignment 
directions, some conspiracy 
and/or intent to deceive. 

Cheating on a test with minimal 
premeditation. 
 
Copying, or allowing one to copy, from 
another’s test. 
 
Intentional plagiarizing, where a 
moderate portion of submitted work was 
created by another. 
 
Unauthorized reuse of previously graded 
work. 
 

XX-F and disciplinary probation 
 
XX-F and disciplinary probation 
and other educational sanctions 
 
XX-F and some form of suspension 
 
XX-marked Grade with “0” on 
assignment 
 
XX-marked Grade with “0” on 
assignment and other educational 
sanctions 



Copying, or allowing one to copy, 
homework assignments. 
 
Use of Internet when prohibited. 
All second Class 3 offences. 
 

 

Class 3—Cautionary  
Act mostly due to ignorance, 
misunderstanding, confusion, 
and/or poor communication 
between instructor and class 

Unintentional violation of the class rules 
on collaboration. 

Unintentional possession of a study aid. 

Unintentionally failing to cite 
information from the correct source. 

Reusing and/or building upon 
coursework already submitted for 
another class without permission of the 
professor. 

The instructor sets the penalty and 
discusses it with the student. Both 
the instructor and student sign a 
form. The form is forwarded to the 
Office of the Dean of Students and 
stored in student’s file.  
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January 11, 2019 
 
TO: Dr. Elizabeth Jurisich, Speaker of the Faculty Senate 
 Members of the Faculty Senate, 2018-2019 
 
From:  Sebastian van Delden, Interim Dean, School of Sciences and Mathematics 
 Trisha Folds-Bennett, Dean, Honors College 
 Jerry Hale, Dean, School of Humanities and Social Sciences 
 Tim Johnson, Dean, School of Languages, Cultures and World Affairs (Moderator Deans’ Council) 
 Valerie Morris, Dean, School of the Arts 
 Alan Shao, Dean, School of Business 
 Fran Welch, Dean, School of Education, Health and Human Performance 
 John White, Dean, School of Libraries 
 
We appreciate this opportunity to express our concerns about the proposed revision to the Schedule of Sanctions 
for Violations of Academic Dishonesty that would introduce XX-marked grades for Class 2 violations. 
 
After careful consideration and conversation, we are in unanimous agreement that the proposed measure will 
result in too many complications to be effective. Our primary concerns are as follows: 
 
 Since Class 2 is a serious violation of academic honesty, an XX-marked grade, which could be 
 expunged after one year, does not reflect the gravity of the offense. Further, it is questionable whether the 
 weight/nature of the assignment should be considered in the determination of Class 1 versus Class 2, 
 since the question at hand concerns whether academic dishonesty in fact occurred.  
 
 The process of assigning XX-marked grades, as outlined here, does not give the course-instructor 
 adequate input on the expungement.  
 
 The potential for XX-A and XX-B grades, when the quality-point granted for the grade is unaffected, 
 sends mixed messages about the value of the grade earned, as if academic dishonesty does not taint 
 student learning. 
 
 The transcript is a legal document and must have clarity. An XX-marked grade introduces ambiguity 
 about the value of the grade, and will be subject to varied interpretations by externals who are unused to 
 the designation. 
 
 Once externals become aware that XX-grades may have been assigned and then expunged, they will stop 
 trusting the overall grade-value of the transcripts. It is likely, then, that they will begin sending requests 
 to verify whether a student ever had XX-marked grades, raising numerous management issues. 
 
Although we are sympathetic to the Honor Board’s desire for flexibility in assigning punitive yet constructive 
measures, we think it ill-advised to adopt the proposed measure. We further suggest that any reconsideration of 
this measure wait until on-going work on the course repeat/grade redemption policy is completed, since they 
likely will be related. 
 
Highest Regards, 
 
Your Colleagues 
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