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I. Executive Summary

According to the Code of Student Conduct and the Council on Student Affairs (CSA) Operating Procedures, CSA is required to review the Code of Student Conduct every 5 years and present revision proposals to the University Senate and Board of Trustees. The Chair of CSA for 2022-2023, Kelsey Lowman, established the Code of Student Conduct Review Committee (CRC) during the Fall Semester of 2022 to review and make changes to the Code of Student Conduct. Care was taken to gather a broad and diverse group of students, faculty, and staff members to conduct the review. The CRC members were:

	Gabe Myers*
	Undergraduate Student Government (USG)

	Ayah Aldosari
	USG

	Kelsey Lowman
	USG

	Peter Carrera*
	Council of Graduate Students (CGS)

	Sophie Chang
	Inter-Professional Council (IPC)

	Piers Turner
	Faculty

	Missy Mayhan
	Office of Institutional Equity (OIE)

	Ryan Lovell
	Office of Student Life

	Anne Schira
	Office of Legal Affairs

	David Ingram
	Office of Legal Affairs

	Kelly Smith
	Office of Student Life – Student Conduct

	Jennifer Whetstone
	Committee on Academic Misconduct (COAM)

	Jen Pelletier
	Office of Student Life – Student Activities

	Em Manier
	Office of Student Life – Student Advocacy Center


       *Chair

The final makeup of the committee was used to inform the review of the CSA Operating Procedures, which was happening simultaneously, to add specific requirements for who should be part of future reviews. The CRC met a total of 16 times (3 during Fall 2022, 12 during Spring 2023, and 1 during Summer 2023) to review the Code.

CSA’s Code review was originally meant to be completed during the 2021-2022 academic year, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic, CSA voted to push the review back to the 2022-2023 academic year on September 27, 2021. CSA also voted to create the Code of Student Conduct Audit Committee to collect data and draft suggestions for the review the following year. The Audit Committee met on April 29, 2022. The 2021-2022 Chair of CSA, Caroline Karwisch, chaired the meeting. The Audit Committee collected data and suggestions and passed them along to the CRC to help start the review. The next review is scheduled to take place during the 2027-‑2028 academic year. The last review was completed during the 2018-2019 academic year with Board approval being given on May 31, 2019.

Highlights of the Code Review:

· [bookmark: _Hlk132365141]Made fixes to inconsistencies on verbs, nominalization, and grammar throughout the Code
· Updated policy numbers and names throughout the Code
· Added an existing accessibility statement to make clear that students are eligible for accommodations from the ADA’s Coordinator’s office
· COAM voted April 25, 2023, to change the definition of quorum to decrease the number of voting members from four to three due to issues with getting four voting members to attend hearings.
· Added animal abuse as prohibited conduct
· Added requirement for a process document on cases involving student organizations was added
· Changed UCB and COAM membership requirements to remove GPA requirements for grad/prof students, no “semester or year” as student requirement
· Expansion of introduction to include the Shared Values Framework and honor pledge
· Clarification on when the use of Artificial Intelligence constitutes academic misconduct
· Clarified the definitions of calendar and business days

II. Background

Article X of CSA’s Operating Procedures charges CSA to conduct a review of the Code of Student Conduct every 5 years. The membership requirements outlined in Article X, Section B of CSA’s Operating Procedures were created after selecting the membership of the CRC to aid in future reviews:

“The committee is to have the following members and shall be chaired by one of its student members:

· Three (3) undergraduate students appointed by the Undergraduate Student Government, at least one of whom is from the Council
· One (1) graduate student appointed by the Council of Graduate Students
· One (1) professional student appointed by the Inter-Professional Council
· One (1) faculty member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair
· One (1) Student Life staff member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair
· One (1) Office Institutional Equity staff member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair
· Two (2) Legal Affairs staff members designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair. (non-voting)
· One (1) Student Activities staff member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair. (non-voting)
· One (1) Student Advocacy Center staff member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair. (non-voting)
· One (1) Housing and Residence Education staff member designated by the Council Administrator in consultation with the Council Chair. (non-voting)
· Director of Student Conduct, or designee (non-voting)
· Committee on Academic Misconduct Coordinator (COAM), or designee (non-voting)”

The Chair of CSA for 2022-2023, Kelsey Lowman, appointed two co-Chairs to the committee, both of whom were students. When selecting members, the Chairs prioritized choosing members who had served on UCB, COAM, or a previous Code Review. The above committee selection guidelines were created by the Chairs and used during the review of CSA’s Operating Procedures. Even though non-voting members were not always present during each meeting, the inclusion of multiple non-voting members gave additional expertise to the committee, which was especially helpful due to the nature of the proposed changes. 

In selecting a faculty member for the CRC, the Chairs began by looking for an expert of ethics or philosophy to help guide the committee in incorporating the Shared Values Initiative to the Code and were fortunate to find Piers Turner, the Director of the Center for Ethics and Human Values at OSU. 

III. Approach

The committee’s approach to completing the review included the following stages and items:

Stage 1: Data Gathering & Brainstorming

· The Chairs met with the previous Chair of the 2018-2019 CRC (Anthony Long, 2022-2023 IPC President), the Director of Student Conduct, and the COAM Coordinator to construct our timeline and review our approach (Stages 1 through 3)
· The Code of Student Conduct Audit Committee’s findings were used to determine the areas of the Code for which review should be prioritized:
· Student organizations as part of the student definition
· How are things similar/different for students and student organizations going through the conduct process?
· Increased focus on diversity, equity, and inclusion in the Code as well as in appointments to UCB and COAM
· Increased reporting and annual statistics on conduct cases
· More plain language and easier accessibility
· Determined committee makeup and invited committee members to join CRC, found a weekly timeframe during which the majority of members were available
· The goals of the initial meeting were to:
· Introduce the committee members
· Review the background of the Code of Student Conduct
· Review the conduct process from start to finish (presented by the Director of Student Conduct and by the COAM Coordinator)
· Introduce CSA’s Audit Committee’s findings
· Prioritize members’ goals in the Code review
· Created and distributed a survey in collaboration with the Center for the Study of Student Life to gather input on the Code of Student Conduct from students, faculty, and staff
· Appendix I details the survey results and a summary of findings 
· Reviewed the Codes of Conduct of other Big 10 Institutions and other large universities in the State of Ohio. Appendix II details the universities reviewed and members’ summaries of their assigned codes. Committee members were charged to find differences, similarities between OSU’s Code and the codes of other universities, as well as language in other codes that addressed areas of interest as determined by the committee in the first meeting and as provided by CSA’s Audit Committee.

Stage 2: Review & Edit

· Once all survey data were gathered and summarized, notes were taken from other university codes, and all members had a baseline understanding of OSU’s Code and conduct processes, the committee began discussing and reviewing each of these relevant data sources in determining which areas of OSU’s Code to change or add
· Individual or small groups of committee members were charged with creating rough drafts of potential changes broken by topic as found above. These rough drafts were introduced during subsequent meetings and the entire committee would work together to finalize and vote on the change, update verbiage, etc.
· A working “to-do” shared document was kept with all changes made. This document served as the outline for the above Highlights of the Code Review 
· A shared “working document” of the new Code of Conduct was kept and shared with the committee, and final changes were directly added into this document 
· Several edits were made to update old or incorrect OSU policies, links, etc.
· Three copies of the new document were made: 

	Title of Document
	Description

	OSU Code of Student Conduct - 2023 Tracked Changes
	Tracked changes in Microsoft Word

	OSU Code of Student Conduct - 2023 Clean
	For eventual inclusion on Ohio State’s website. Contains no substantive changes from the other versions – contains plain language capitalizations that differ from formatting standards in the Ohio Administrative Code. 

	OSU Code of Student Conduct - 2023 Ohio Admin. Code
	Pursuant to formatting standards set by the Ohio Administrative Code



Stage 3: Finalization & Submission

· The Chairs created this document to serve as outline for completing the Code review for all future CRC members
· The CRC met to finalize the document and approve it to go to CSA for a vote
· CSA will meet to approve the document and send it to the University Senate Steering Committee, Office of Academic Affairs, and President’s Office
· Any proposed changes from these groups will be discussed and a finalized document/resolution will be prepared for University Senate
· The University Senate will vote on the document and approve it to be sent to the Board of Trustees
· The Board of Trustees will approve the document and the new Code will come into effect

IV. Suggestions for Future Reviews

Please consider the below:

· The CRC made and approved several changes to Section 3335-23-04 – Prohibited conduct. These changes, in Appendix III, primarily improve the readability and understanding of Section A – Academic Misconduct. CRC decided to not implement these changes in this review due to limitations of COAM’s current legacy technology, which are planned to be updated in the next year. CRC recommends approving these changes in the next review. 
· Take a closer look at the way student organizations are treated in the Code. During this review it was decided to create a process document on organizations instead of splitting them out of the student definition. By the time of the next review however, it may be necessary to split this definition.
· When creating a timeline, take note of the last CSA, University Senate, and Board of Trustees meetings. Plan backwards from the latest meeting you are trying to have the Code ready for to make sure everything gets done on time.
· Update CSA on your approach and progress on the Code review so that they are aware of the changes before voting on it
· If the review cannot make it to the Board by the end of the academic year/early summer, aim to have it at least through. CSA by the end of the academic year so it will be through all the relevant processes to be voted on at University Senate and the Board by fall.

V. Conclusion

The CRC finalized all changes and voted to approve the new Code of Student Conduct on June 30, 2023. Appendix IV includes the new Code of Student Conduct in its entirety. CSA met and approved the new Code of Student Conduct on September 11, 2023. At this point the Chairs send the Code of Student Conduct to the President’s Office, Office of Academic Affairs, and the University Senate Steering Committee. After their approval, CSA submitted and introduced the new Code of Student Conduct to the University Senate.



APPENDIX I – Conducted Student, Faculty, and Staff Survey

Survey Responses (60 students, 56 faculty, 67 staff, and 7 respondents who were one or more of the categories):




Summary of Survey Responses:






APPENDIX II – Reviewed Codes of Conducts of Other Universities

Considered Universities 

	Big Ten
	Link

	Indiana University
	https://studentcode.iu.edu/index.html

	University of Maryland
	https://studentconduct.umd.edu/process

	University of Michigan
	https://oscr.umich.edu/statement

	Michigan State University
	https://ombud.msu.edu/university-policies-guidelines

	Pennsylvania State University
	https://studentaffairs.psu.edu/support-safety-conduct/student-conduct/code-conduct

	Rutgers University
	https://studentconduct.rutgers.edu/processes/university-code-student-conduct

	University of Illinois
	https://studentcode.illinois.edu/

	University of Iowa
	https://dos.uiowa.edu/policies/code-of-student-life/

	University of Minnesota
	https://policy.umn.edu/education/studentconductcode-proc01

	University of Nebraska
	https://studentconduct.unl.edu/student-code-conduct

	Northwestern University
	https://www.northwestern.edu/communitystandards/student-handbook/index.html

	Purdue University
	https://catalog.purdue.edu/content.php?catoid=15&navoid=19004

	University of Wisconsin
	https://conduct.students.wisc.edu/

	

	Ohio Schools
	Link

	Bowling Green State University
	https://www.bgsu.edu/student-handbook/code-of-conduct.html

	University of Cincinnati
	https://www.uc.edu/campus-life/conduct/student-code-of-conduct.html

	Kent State University
	https://www.kent.edu/studentconduct/code-student-conduct

	Miami University
	https://miamioh.edu/policy-library/students/student-code-of-conduct/code-of-conduct.html

	Ohio University
	https://www.ohio.edu/student-affairs/students/notifications/student-code-of-conduct

	University of Toledo
	https://www.utoledo.edu/policies/main_campus/student_life/pdfs/3364_30_04_Student_code_of_conduct.pdf



Summary of notes from each university:





APPENDIX III – Updated Section 3335-23-04

Updated Section 3335-23-04 – Prohibited conduct for subsequent Code of Student Conduct Review for inclusion in the next version of the Code of Student Conduct.








APPENDIX IV – Final 2023 Code of Student Conduct




10

image1.emf
AU2022 Code of  Student Conduct Review Survey_February 1, 2023_13.31.xlsx


AU2022 Code of Student Conduct Review Survey_February 1, 2023_13.31.xlsx
Sheet0

		Q1		Q1_4_TEXT		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5_1		Q5_2		Q5_3		Q5_4		Q5_5		Q5_6		Q6		Q7_1		Q8_1		Q8_2		Q8_3		Q8_4		Q8_5		Q8_6		Q8_7		Q9		Q10		Q11		Q12		Q13		Q14		Q15		Q16

		What is your role at the university? - Selected Choice		What is your role at the university? - Other (please specify): - Text		Do you have any of the following experiences or connections with the Code of Student Conduct? If you have more than one connection or experience, please identify the strongest (the most current, the most recent, etc.)		Which conduct process were you involved in?		Have you read the Code of Student Conduct?		How would you rate the Code's: - Clarity describing student rights		How would you rate the Code's: - Clarity describing prohibited conduct		How would you rate the Code's: - Clarity describing investigation and resolution processes		How would you rate the Code's: - Clarity describing appeal process		How would you rate the Code's: - Clarity describing sanctions		How would you rate the Code's: - Overall readability and accessibility		Are you familiar with the university's Shared Values?		Please rate the degree to which you agree with the following statement: - The current Code is representative of the university's Shared Values.		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating jurisdiction		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating definitions		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating prohibited conduct		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating judicial procedures		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating appeal sanctions		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Changing or updating university sanctions		If you were prioritizing improvements to the Code, how would you rate the following: - Improving overall readability and accessibility		What important updates would improve the Code's general readability or accessibility?		What important updates would improve the Code's jurisdiction?		What important updates would improve the Code's definitions?		What important updates would improve the Code's prohibited conduct?		What important updates would improve the Code's judicial procedures?		What important updates would improve the Code's university sanctions?		What important updates would improve the Code's appeal sanctions?		Please use this space to share any comments you have regarding the Code of Student Conduct based on your involvement in Committee on Academic Misconduct (COAM), University Conduct Board (UCB), student organization, etc.

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority				Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority								Animal abuse and a spectrum for threatening behavior								

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		No		Disagree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority						I just think the Shared Values sounds like a PR statement; it does not sound "real".										

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority																

		Student				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct meeting in my Residence Hall		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Fair		Fair		Yes		Disagree		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Student				I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Conduct meeting in my Residence Hall		I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Yes		Strongly agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Posting quarterly a description on The Code in the daily On-Campus emails.														No comment

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority																

		Other (please specify):		Staff first and grad student second		I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Poor		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Poor		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		The code is not written in clear language. 														Many students need feedback delivered more quickly than the code of conduct process allows for. This is a disservice to helping students change behavior. 

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Fair		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority								We have noticed an increase in students violating staff members' space and time despite repeated instructions for meeting with staff. We are hoping something could explicitly state something about respecting the space and time of staff.								COAM cases take a very long time to resolve and can significantly impact a students' progress through their degree

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Students often do not well-understand the key concepts in what they read in the Code. Often these concepts need to be translated into more basic language for students to achieve adequate understanding. It is pretty shocking how poorly prepared some students are for meeting expectations for their conduct at the university. Nothing can be taken for granted in terms of what students actually do or do not understand about the boundaries of acceptable behaviors. Much more attention and repeated training/reinforcement needs to be given to this, especially when students are early on at OSU.				See comments for readability/accessibility of the Code. A subset of students do not comprehend key concepts in the Code, which often need to be translated for them using much more basic language. Some students also need some very specific examples of what illustrates a concept/definition, and to have the specific implications of violations of acceptable behavior spelled out for them.										Comments are otherwise covered in Q14. and Q15. 

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it														Yes		Agree																														

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a witness		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority												less harsh - first time should be a warning, not removal from a program				It is too harsh on students - many, particularly international, don't necessarily understand, and the process disproportionately penalizes certain groups of students.

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Poor		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		The language used is very legalistic.  A summary or highlights in more everyday language would help staff to explain the Code to students in a more friendly, accessible way (and they might actually be willing to read it then)														My background is in advising so while I have never participated directly in the process, I have had to help students deal with the aftermath of being referred to COAM.  It is a very stressful, anxiety producing time especially for those students who do not understand what they may have done wrong (unclear citations being plaigiarism for example).  The worst part of their experience is how long it takes for resolution especially if it goes to a hearing.  This was an issue prior to the pandemic but the pandemic has exacerbated the issue with the increase in reports.  I know that committee members have other responsibilities but if there is some way to reduce the time from report to hearing, that would help students a lot.  Also, students get a feeling of guilty until proven innocent in this process which also increases distress. 

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code														Yes																A top priority		A required video/module for new faculty														

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Fair		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Yes		Disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority								racist or antisemitic behavior, hate crimes - how is the recent vandalism on Nov 15 covered in the Code of Ethics?  protection of LGBTQ+ community								

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Include simplified document that references the Code, simplifying ideas that may become unclear due to the nature of legal text. 														

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it														No																																

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Fair		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority																I don't think the code does a good job of explaining OSU's approach to sanctioning. It should make clear that students should expect two sanctions, a standing sanction and an educational sanction. 

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Fair		Neutral		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Excellent		Neutral		Excellent		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority																

		Other (please specify):		Grad Student/Assistant Hall Director		I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct meeting in my Residence Hall		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Fair		Yes		Disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		There are often terms in the code that go undefined and that makes it difficult for students who read the code or are unfamiliar with conduct processes 								We need to look at all the procedure through a lens of equity and ensuring that each student who comes into the conduct process is on the same playing field and receiving the same opportunities 		Remove sanctions with a financial burden (inequitable) and take a more educational/restorative  justice approach. 				

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		Consistency across the document in including examples.						Some sections (academic misconduct, sexual harassment) are written in an abstract way, about the consequences of an action (e.g., pyschological harm to another person, putting other students in a class at a disadvantage) rather than the types of actions that might cause those consequences. Those consequences are important and should be included. But expaending that language to include examples of behaviors to avoid might be clearer to students than asking them to forsee those outcomes. Section B(L) on Hazing is a good example of this.    Section B(K) is troubling, as it potentially places lawful, peaceful protest in conflict with the code of student conduct. Narrower, more specific language would be less chilling.  Further, it seems redundant to section B(O)(2)(e), which explicitly carves out an exception for peaceful demonstrations. 								As a recent COAM member, I find the code easy to apply in retrospect. But students sometimes seem to have difficulty recognizing that an action they're considering taking will cause the outcomes prohibited in the code. That's especially true when they've got other stressful situations affecting their cognition or judgment. Including examples, and updating them frequently, may help students internalize what academic conduct consists of and avoid committing acts in violation of the code when they're under pressure. 

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good				Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Fair		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Yes		Disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Make it available in multiple languages common to ESL students across OSU campuses. 						Provide more examples of prohibited conduct.						Provide an estimated timeline of the appeal process. 		The Code needs to be displayed more prominently on webpages in which students regularly interact (e.g., Student Life, Disability Services, Support Services, etc.). Currently, the Code can be found by searching for it, which may be done after a student is notified of a suspected violation. Displaying the Code more prominently may promote it as a preventive document (i.e., what not to do) rather than a punitive document (i.e., what have I done).  

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Fair		Very good		Neutral		Fair		Neutral		Yes		Disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority								More language around online interactions (civility, respect, what does inappropriate online engagement look like). The only thing listed currently is about sharing photos and videos without consent - there is so much more to online interactions than this. More language on justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion. It would be helpful to provide a more clear definition of how discrimination against identity will play a role in the conduct process. There is no place on our campus for discrimination, microaggressions, and other attacks towards individuals or groups because of their identity. 				Clear mapping of how specific violations will be handled. This will ensure that similar offenses will not be sanctioned to unequal punishment and overall will provide more equity through the conduct process.				The Digital Skills Competencies group out of the Office of Technology and Digital Innovation is interested in discussing how we can support in adding language to the Student Code of Conduct about online interactions. This review has come at a perfect time as we have discussed recently in our monthly meetings about what the update process is for the Student Code of Conduct and how we could be involved in the process. We have a subgroup of individuals who are interested in working with your team to support the update.

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree																														

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																Preparing and submitting the evidence is a very time-consuming and lengthy process - but necessary.  I think that a lot of misconduct goes unreported for this reason.  Wish I had a solution to offer.

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Fair		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority								More on prohibited online activities.								I would like to see more about the conduct faculty can expect from their students.  For example: attend class (it is not the faculty member's responsibility to reteach material from classes you choose not to attend); do not take video recordings, audio recordings, or still pictures of the blackboard without prior permission to do so; let your instructor know in advance, if possible, if you have to miss a class because of illness, travel for interviews, or other legitimate reason for not attending class -- it is still the student's responsibility to make arrangements to get notes from another student for material missed, but faculty members will generally by willing to help if there is a legitimate reason for an absence; ....
Also, it would be helpful if the university policy on any limit on the number of final exams a student can have in one day were clearly spelled out (my understanding is that there is no limit).

		Student				I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Fair		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority						Improve the different between protected free speech and what is hate speech, especially now with the Board of Trustees ruling.										

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Other (please specify):																																																						

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority																Ultimately, continuing to make sure the information is accessible and digestable for student orgs is of the utmost importance. There's a lot of beneficial information in this space, so anything we can do to continue to make it accessible and efficient from the student / student org / university user perspective, the better. 

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree																														

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority																more recent experiences with COAM have been disappointing - lots of effort on part of faculty and the student was not determined to be in violation - no surprising that some people do not bother to file

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Easier language for understanding and comprehension						Easier language for understanding and comprehension		Easier language for understanding and comprehension						N/A

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code														No																																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Fair		No		Disagree		A top priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a witness		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority																												

		Staff				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Yes		Strongly agree																														

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Fair		Very good		Yes		Agree		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority				Have every campus review conduct at that campus. Student should not have a choice to request Columbus Campus review if offense has occured at another campus. This is particularly unfair when none of the committee members are familiar with the regiional campuses.												Code is OK except for review process. Student should not have the option to request review by Columbus campus committee when offense has occurred at regional campuses. I went to some reviews requested by the students to be held at and heard by Columbus Campus committees, none of the members of which were familiar to regional campuses. 

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes				Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		No				Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority								Enforcing 3335-23-04-(M)-2. We often catch students engaging in "Falsification, distortion, or misrepresentation of information before a student conduct body", however I have never seen this enforced as a separate violation								COAM is doing important work, however the sanctions have been watered down over time. The pandemic and shift to online learning clearly played a role; we had additional compassion for students as they navigated this physically / mentally / emotionally challenging environment. As we exit the pandemic and online learning is becoming part of the norms of the campus, however, we should consider returning to prior norms of sanctions.

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority																there are clearly two directives the writers of the code of student conduct were trying to meet. The first is legal clarity, that is that the code stand up to legal scrutiny.  As a result it is very long and very specific.  The writers were also trying to make the code more legible to undergraduates, a goal I believe to be naturally at odds to creating a legal document.  As a result you have a compromise document. 

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		Yes, I have previously read the Code														Yes																																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree																														Regardless of how the code of conduct is written, COAM hearings and decisions are inconsistent. I have experienced both subtle and simple COAM cases adjudicated fairly. But I have also observed clear-cut cases (with direct physical evidence) of academic misconduct in which students were not found responsible for their actions. I have adjusted my grading and enforcement policies because I do not have confidence that I can enforce student conduct in terms of unauthorized collaboration.

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Fair		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		The code doesn't explain what "Disciplinary probation" means.  Placing safety and health related sanctions alongside academic sanctions is confusing.														For COAM, quorum could be reduced to three.

I don't understand the prohibition on expert witness ("Expert witnesses are not permitted.")

For COAM, the Code could include more details on grade sanctions, how these interact with grade forgiveness.

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority																It will be good if COAM could have more staff in order to solve cases faster.

		Staff				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Excellent		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority						Making sure that wording is clear and leaves no room for interpretation.		Making sure that prohibited conduct is current with what students are doing. 								Based on my work with COAM I believe that the code is too short and does not help students clearly understand what academic misconduct is. 

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		The Code could be more succinct but also more prolific. Many students seem to encounter it either as an afterthought or as Pro Forma legalese on tests and syllabi. We need to do a much better job of making this part of student life and culture.										I think the sanctions are mostly commensurate with the violations, although OSU seems relatively lenient in allowing multiple violations before suspension. Students should be made aware that academic misconduct disrespects the effort of everyone involved in a course, students and faculty alike. Finally, because I'm in a humanities discipline, the vast majority of the violations that I have witnessed are hastily plagiarized written assignments, that, even if they were accepted as authentic, would not result in a good grade. I know that other disciplines encounter different forms of cheating, but the code could be clear that sometimes even 'successful' cheating can lead to mediocre--if not poor--grades.  				To reiterate an earlier answer: OSU could do a much better job instilling a broad culture of academic honesty and intellectualism. I know that we are a vast, complex institution. But popularizing principles of intellectual engagement--putting the serious pursuit of knowledge first, rather than external rewards or credentials--can bring together its various parts. 

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Using clear language that is accessible to students, including those whose first language is not English.														In my role as a staff person working with students who receive COAM and other conduct charges, I often observe that students do not understand their disciplinary sanctions, particularly what being on probation really means--this could perhaps be more clearly defined in the Code. 

This may not be directly related to the Code of Conduct itself, but I also see that students are often frustrated during the COAM process that they cannot communicate more freely with their instructors who reported the charges. I understand instructors are reluctant to discuss a case they are not allowed to resolve themselves, and want to avoid a confrontation, but there is often a lost learning opportunity for the student, if they do not understand what they did wrong. If the instructor will not explain why they reported a student, the student is less likely to be able to change their behavior on future assignments in the same course.

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it														No																																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a witness		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Neutral		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A top priority		concrete examples														it reads like a legal document.

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Excellent		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Very good		Yes		Agree		A top priority		A top priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A format other than PDF and perhaps less of a legal feel.		Reexamine online definition to ensure that it encompasses all applicable situations.		Determine if the definition of a student is still appropriate.										

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code														Yes		Strongly agree																														

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Fair		Very good		Fair		Fair		Very good		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		No		Agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		There should be an FAQ and some practical examples associated with each prohibited conduct.						Please consider explicitly addressing AI (ChatGTP for example)								I have had two experiences with COAM that disappointed me. I was shocked with what the students were able to get away with and the level of leniency that was displayed.

		Other (please specify):		Both student and staff		I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Fair		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree																														

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Fair		Poor		Poor		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority				Clarify sanctions 		Examples		Expand updates on OSU website 		Relevant current reviews of process		Examples 		Better website information 		Need more examples and an update method for information so students/faculty/staff can see examples . Better websites 

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code														Yes																																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Fair		Very good		Neutral		Fair		Very good		No		Agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A top priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code														Yes																																

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Fair		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Using language that is framing the Code from a perspective of student growth and development								Framing the judicial procedures from a perspective of student growth and development. That is to say, checking to make sure there aren't bigger issues (such as a lack of financial or other resources) that have led to a Code breach and helping the student while also implementing appropriate consequences based on the infraction.						

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		I would suggest -- just a suggestion! -- removing the legalistic language and replacing it with language that suggests a non-legal internal proceeding that is meant to further the education of all involved. So, for example, terms such as appeal, charges, jurisdiction, and judicial procedures may intimate some groups of students far more than others. They also imply that this is a legal proceeding, which could confuse students. 														Again, I wonder if we could frame this a bit more as an educational process rather than a criminal court.

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it														No		Neither agree nor disagree																														

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				I have not read the Code		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a witness		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Excellent		Excellent		Very good		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority																My one critique of the whole process is that it takes a long time. Understanding the stress that any process like this places on a student with the academic and financial and mental health burdens that accompany it, I wish there was a greater commitment to a fast resolution, with hard deadlines that the university commits to meet.

		Other (please specify):		Graduate Student and Part-Time Staff		I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Conduct meeting in my Residence Hall		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Excellent		Excellent		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		Utilizing hyperlinks in the code of conduct form to jump to other sections quickly would help tremendously.						Additions related to the prohibited act of sending unwanted nude photos of any kind must be implemented (including air-dropping, texting, and/or other means) - because only prohibiting this activity over WiFi is not inclusive enough of prohibited behavior. 								

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Fair		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		Include accessibility statement, rights, and resources for participants and respondents of all processes regarding disability access and accommodations.  Ensure timelines are able to be adjusted to ensure reasonable accommodations. Ensure expectations are achievable by different abilities.  If something states it must be "in writing", make it clear that can also be submitted electronically "in writing" if someone cannot physically hand write. 								Judicial section refers to several policies and offices (e.g. COAM), but doesn't link to any of them in either version.  Assumption that student will know how to find these resources. Update titles (VP of SL is really Sr. VP of SL).		Should community service still be listed?  Is this used?  Is 'service as sanction' still in line with research and SL philosophy?				

		Student				I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Committee on Academic Misconduct		I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree								A mid-level priority		A top priority																		more detailed information on the online processes - more accessible for students who are remote to go through the appeals process.		Communication was clear and easily understood. Offering support for the students who are part of the process would be a nice addition to the process. I do not remember being offered any educational or mental support after the decision. It was stressful and it would have been nice to talk with someone about the situation that be empathetic. 

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Fair		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		Process for Student Conduct Officers delivering the code (especially as it applies to graduate schools)								n/a						Concerns with students judicial record as it applies to how it reflects on their applications to graduate schools. 

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																NA

		Student				I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Conduct process at a regional campus other than Columbus		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		Poor		No		Strongly disagree		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		Being more clear in your punishment 				Instead of you violated rule bla bla bla make it to where it’s states what you did wrong on the same spot where it says you violated the following 										So basically I was a witness along with a victim I felt very unsafe in the way the cops handled the circumstances in both situations the cops name was officer Chad Stanton if I believe correctly very badly handled the situation would not recommend anyone going to campus because of him. 

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority																I don't see any problems with the code - I strongly support clear messages about acceptable and community-centered behavior in our community & I strongly support clear and meaningful consequences for violations of such standards

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority																

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Excellent		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Yes		Strongly agree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority				Not a priority		A top priority																this is a difficult line, trying to make a legal document readable to a non-legal audience.  I would tend toward the readability more than legality.

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as the leader or co-leader of a registered student organization																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student																																																						

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I went through the conduct process as a respondent		Conduct process in Student Conduct (Columbus campus)		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Very good		Fair		Fair		Poor		Poor		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		A top priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff																																																						

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Neutral		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Neutral		Yes		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		Not a priority		Not a priority		A top priority																

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Other (please specify):		student / GTA		I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Fair		Fair		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority																

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct				I am familiar with the Code but have not completely read it		Fair		Very good		Fair		Poor		Fair		Neutral		No		Neither agree nor disagree		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority																

		Staff				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint		Committee on Academic Misconduct		Yes, I have previously read the Code		Neutral		Very good		Neutral		Fair		Fair		Fair		No		Neither agree nor disagree		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A top priority																

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Other (please specify):		parent		I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board																																																		

		Student				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Staff				I serve or have served on the University Conduct Board				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Very good		Yes		Disagree		Not a priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		Not a priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																

		Staff				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Staff				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I participated in the conduct process as a person who submitted a report or made a complaint																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I serve or have served on the Committee on Academic Misconduct																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Faculty/instructor				I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Other (please specify):		staff and student		I have not participated in a conduct process																																																		

		Student				I have not participated in a conduct process				Yes, I have previously read the Code		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Yes		Agree		A mid-level priority		A top priority		A top priority		A top priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority		A mid-level priority																
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Gabe Myers’s Code Survey Summary

Faculty

· Increase readability

· “...these concepts need to be translated into more basic language for students to achieve adequate understanding.”

· “this is a difficult line, trying to make a legal document readable to a non-legal audience.  I would tend toward the readability more than legality.”

· Increase accessibility

· “Make it available in multiple languages common to ESL students across OSU campuses.”

· “The Code needs to be displayed more prominently on webpages in which students regularly interact (e.g., Student Life, Disability Services, Support Services, etc.). Currently, the Code can be found by searching for it, which may be done after a student is notified of a suspected violation. Displaying the Code more prominently may promote it as a preventive document (i.e., what not to do) rather than a punitive document (i.e., what have I done).”

· “There should be an FAQ and some practical examples associated with each prohibited conduct.”

· Too harsh

· “It is too harsh on students - many, particularly international, don't necessarily understand, and the process disproportionately penalizes certain groups of students.”

· Training

· “A required video/module for new faculty”

· “Much more attention and repeated training/reinforcement needs to be given to this, especially when students are early on at OSU.”

· Demonstration

· “Section B(K) is troubling, as it potentially places lawful, peaceful protest in conflict with the code of student conduct. Narrower, more specific language would be less chilling.  Further, it seems redundant to section B(O)(2)(e), which explicitly carves out an exception for peaceful demonstrations.”

· COAM

· “more recent experiences with COAM have been disappointing - lots of effort on part of faculty and the student was not determined to be in violation - no surprising that some people do not bother to file”

· “COAM is doing important work, however the sanctions have been watered down over time. The pandemic and shift to online learning clearly played a role; we had additional compassion for students as they navigated this physically / mentally / emotionally challenging environment. As we exit the pandemic and online learning is becoming part of the norms of the campus, however, we should consider returning to prior norms of sanctions.”

· “Regardless of how the code of conduct is written, COAM hearings and decisions are inconsistent. I have experienced both subtle and simple COAM cases adjudicated fairly. But I have also observed clear-cut cases (with direct physical evidence) of academic misconduct in which students were not found responsible for their actions. I have adjusted my grading and enforcement policies because I do not have confidence that I can enforce student conduct in terms of unauthorized collaboration.”

· “For COAM, quorum could be reduced to three.”

· “For COAM, the Code could include more details on grade sanctions, how these interact with grade forgiveness.”

· “I have had two experiences with COAM that disappointed me. I was shocked with what the students were able to get away with and the level of leniency that was displayed.”

· Witnesses

· “I don't understand the prohibition on expert witness ("Expert witnesses are not permitted.")”

· Regional Campus

· “Have every campus review conduct at that campus. Student should not have a choice to request Columbus Campus review if offense has occured at another campus. This is particularly unfair when none of the committee members are familiar with the regional campuses.”

· Enforcement

· “Enforcing 3335-23-04-(M)-2. We often catch students engaging in "Falsification, distortion, or misrepresentation of information before a student conduct body", however I have never seen this enforced as a separate violation”

· Misc

· “I would like to see more about the conduct faculty can expect from their students.  For example: attend class (it is not the faculty member's responsibility to reteach material from classes you choose not to attend); do not take video recordings, audio recordings, or still pictures of the blackboard without prior permission to do so; let your instructor know in advance, if possible, if you have to miss a class because of illness, travel for interviews, or other legitimate reason for not attending class -- it is still the student's responsibility to make arrangements to get notes from another student for material missed, but faculty members will generally by willing to help if there is a legitimate reason for an absence”

· “Also, it would be helpful if the university policy on any limit on the number of final exams a student can have in one day were clearly spelled out (my understanding is that there is no limit).”

· “Please consider explicitly addressing AI (ChatGTP for example)”



Staff

· Increase readability

· “The language used is very legalistic.  A summary or highlights in more everyday language would help staff to explain the Code to students in a more friendly, accessible way (and they might actually be willing to read it then)”

· “Include simplified document that references the Code, simplifying ideas that may become unclear due to the nature of legal text. “

· “Easier language for understanding and comprehension”

· Increase accessibility

· “In my role as a staff person working with students who receive COAM and other conduct charges, I often observe that students do not understand their disciplinary sanctions, particularly what being on probation really means--this could perhaps be more clearly defined in the Code. “

· “Using clear language that is accessible to students, including those whose first language is not English.”

· “Include accessibility statement, rights, and resources for participants and respondents of all processes regarding disability access and accommodations.  Ensure timelines are able to be adjusted to ensure reasonable accommodations. Ensure expectations are achievable by different abilities.  If something states it must be "in writing", make it clear that can also be submitted electronically "in writing" if someone cannot physically hand write.”

· Animal Abuse and Threatening Behavior

· “Animal abuse and a spectrum for threatening behavior”

· Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

· “racist or antisemitic behavior, hate crimes - how is the recent vandalism on Nov 15 covered in the Code of Ethics?  protection of LGBTQ+ community”

· “More language on justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion. It would be helpful to provide a more clear definition of how discrimination against identity will play a role in the conduct process. There is no place on our campus for discrimination, microaggressions, and other attacks towards individuals or groups because of their identity.”

· Digital Presence

· “More language around online interactions (civility, respect, what does inappropriate online engagement look like). The only thing listed currently is about sharing photos and videos without consent - there is so much more to online interactions than this.”

· “The Digital Skills Competencies group out of the Office of Technology and Digital Innovation is interested in discussing how we can support in adding language to the Student Code of Conduct about online interactions. This review has come at a perfect time as we have discussed recently in our monthly meetings about what the update process is for the Student Code of Conduct and how we could be involved in the process. We have a subgroup of individuals who are interested in working with your team to support the update.”

· “Reexamine online definition to ensure that it encompasses all applicable situations.”

· Code Length

· “Based on my work with COAM I believe that the code is too short and does not help students clearly understand what academic misconduct is.”

· Misc

· “Determine if the definition of a student is still appropriate.”

· “Clear mapping of how specific violations will be handled. This will ensure that similar offenses will not be sanctioned to unequal punishment and overall will provide more equity through the conduct process.”

· “Judicial section refers to several policies and offices (e.g. COAM), but doesn't link to any of them in either version.  Assumption that student will know how to find these resources. Update titles (VP of SL is really Sr. VP of SL).”

· “Concerns with students judicial record as it applies to how it reflects on their applications to graduate schools.”

· “We have noticed an increase in students violating staff members' space and time despite repeated instructions for meeting with staff. We are hoping something could explicitly state something about respecting the space and time of staff.”



Student

· Shared Values

· “I just think the Shared Values sounds like a PR statement; it does not sound "real".”

· Free Speech/Hate Speech

· “Improve the different between protected free speech and what is hate speech, especially now with the Board of Trustees ruling.”

· Student Experience

· “Using language that is framing the Code from a perspective of student growth and development”

· “Framing the judicial procedures from a perspective of student growth and development. That is to say, checking to make sure there aren't bigger issues (such as a lack of financial or other resources) that have led to a Code breach and helping the student while also implementing appropriate consequences based on the infraction.”

· “Communication was clear and easily understood. Offering support for the students who are part of the process would be a nice addition to the process. I do not remember being offered any educational or mental support after the decision. It was stressful and it would have been nice to talk with someone about the situation that be empathetic.”



Other

· “There are often terms in the code that go undefined and that makes it difficult for students who read the code or are unfamiliar with conduct processes”

· “Additions related to the prohibited act of sending unwanted nude photos of any kind must be implemented (including air-dropping, texting, and/or other means) - because only prohibiting this activity over WiFi is not inclusive enough of prohibited behavior. “
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Big Ten University Codes of Student Conduct

University of Maryland

· Inclusion of an Honor Pledge “The Honor Pledge is a statement undergraduate and graduate students should be asked to write by hand and sign on examinations, papers, or other academic assignments.

· “academic integrity” vs academic misconduct

· Our prohibited conduct list is extensive compared to theirs

· Section which explains students rights and responsibilities (right to an advocate point 21)
[image: Graphical user interface, text, application

Description automatically generated]

· Self-referral?

· Reporting academic dishonesty / Responsibility to report academic dishonesty

· Student Honor Council (similar to COAM in that they serve but they also increase awareness, advise / consult faculty & admin officers on academic integrity matters)

· Written out procedures detailing all outcomes (conference board, honor review, disciplinary conference...

University of Michigan

· Hearings for misconduct. Procedures for investigation are separate. Same for sexual misconduct

· Panel – VP of student life randomly determines student panelist (method approved by student governments)

· Grounds of appeal: “clearly does not support the findings” included, not at OSU

· Endangering behavior language: physically harming or directly threating harm to another person (Rutgers includes animals, OSU needs to consider abuse of animals)

· Prohibited conduct (“O-Charge” other charges at OSU): Mich talks about convictions, only prohibited when convicted

· Michigan has amnesty in code as OSU does

· Adaptable outcome – records are not recorded

· Hazing definition is different (state laws differ)

· Definition of a student is clean (consider looking at Mich)

· No clean or plain language version

Michigan State

· Ombudsperson walked Jennifer through it. It was very disjointed. 4 different offices work on it.

· Spartan code of honor academic pledge

· Decentralized, faculty member talks to the students directly. If the student disagrees then they appeal to the chair, dean, and up etc. Faculty decides the sanction, completes an academic dishonesty report (report to dean of student to help track / repeat offenses, etc.)

· Registration holds if students don’t respond

· Spelled out hearings. Names of all those on the hearing are provided to the student so the student can point out conflicts of interest

· Witnesses may submit written statements with the permission of the hearing body as opposed to being in person

· “Advisor” can be present but they must be a member of the university community (if criminal charges or sexual abuse charge, then an attorney can be present)

· Sanctions are notified in advance

· Restitution in academic misconduct

· If there is only one ADR and the student completes an academic dishonesty course then the charge can be removed from their record

· No endangering behaviors, etc...

Pennsylvania State University

· More details under potential violations less on procedures compared to ours

· Misconduct in the virtual space. On university sponsored virtual platforms. Academic space on the university.

· Student organizations are covered but not listed within the definition of a student

· No broad statement about diversity

· “Hearing officer” is present. Implies it's an employee

· Refers to university housing regulations but no other codes of conduct are referenced

· No plain language version. They have ADA accessibility

· Medical amnesty policy (separate from primary code of conduct) -- specifically for drug or alcohol overdoses

· Adaptive resolution process – mediation (doesn’t result in a student conduct record)

Rutgers University

· The Rutgers code contained the following that was not in the OSU code: table of contents, expansive definitions, university interest, rights of each party, some violations that are more specifically detailed than the OSU code, such as: "bullying, intimidation, and harassment" (page 12), child abuse, defamation, invasion of privacy (page 13). 

· Page of definitions. They define conduct off campus that influences university interests

· Rutgers has a section that defines the rights of each party

· “Safety violation” -- restricting flow of traffic, etc. Child abuse. Invasion of privacy (OSU has public urination / riot misbehavior)

· Rutgers covers stalking, sexual intimidation, title 9 in a different section

University of Minnesota

· Extensive definitions, which students could be charged under the code, specific based on type of graduation. Policies a student can violate vs a student group.

· Guiding principles at the start of the code

· Amnesty: sexual misconduct, vaguely written. Medical amnesty for alcohol violations

· Not much on non academic misconduct

· 5 appeal grounds: procedural, rules misinterpreted, new evidence, sanction grossly inappropriate, disciplinary not based on substantial information

· Shorter overall, delegating power to campuses to add additional policies

Board of Regents Policy: Student Conduct Code

Student Conduct Code Procedure: Twin Cities

· Structure

· Main code for all campuses that lays foundation and allows for each campus to add additional rules/procedures to carry it out

· Lots of definitions on what certain words mean and what are prohibited behaviors

· Includes language on protected classes

· Has a “Guiding Principles” section that could be good to replicate as a way to incorporate some of the Shared Values language into the OSU Code

· References other documents and policies such as housing, student activities, etc. that a student could also break

· Has separate definitions for “student” and “student group”

· Student shall mean any person taking courses at the University or enrolled in a University academic program; any person who has taken courses or enrolled in a University academic program within the past three terms (including summer) and who has not withdrawn, transferred, or graduated; any individual who has registered for classes or has been approved for readmission to the University; any person participating as a student in University activities, even if prior to the start of classes; any person previously enrolled within the last three terms (including summer) and who has a continuing relationship with the University through active participation in student groups or University-sponsored activities; any person on an official leave of absence with an intent to return; any person who withdraws, transfers, or graduates after an alleged violation of the Student Conduct Code and before the allegation is resolved; and any already graduated person when the conduct at issue implicates the validity of the person’s earned University degree.

· Student group	shall mean any group of students that is or has been registered as a University student group under applicable University policies or procedures.

· Under the “Jurisdiction” section has language about when a violation is considered the conduct of an individual student or of a student group

· “Conduct of a student who is a member of a student group will not be considered to be conduct of the student group unless the facts and circumstances surrounding the conduct suggest that the student group sponsored, organized, or otherwise endorsed the conduct.”

· Section on Amnesty has 2 subsections: Medical Amnesty and Sexual-Misconduct related amnesty

· Gives very specific guidance for when medical amnesty may be offered

· Appeal grounds

· There was significant procedural error sufficient to affect the outcome (e.g., lack of notice, opportunity to be heard, or opportunity to challenge information). A procedural error is not a basis for sustaining an appeal unless it was significant enough to affect the outcome.

· The rule found to have been violated was misapplied, misinterpreted, or contrary to law.

· New evidence exists that was not previously available to the appealing party and that is sufficient to affect the outcome.

· The sanction was grossly disproportionate to the offense.

· The disciplinary decision was not based on substantial information. Substantial information means relevant information that a reasonable person might accept as adequate to support a conclusion. In making this determination, the appellate officer must respect the credibility determinations of the hearing body and must not substitute the officer's judgment for the hearing body. Rather, the appellate officer must determine whether the hearing body’s disciplinary decision was unreasonable (i.e., arbitrary) in light of the information presented.	

Northwestern University

· 130 page. 260 page student policy

· Office is called community standards. Repair harm. Reasonable and responsible person in our community

· Small section of academic misconduct (external policies)

· Student organizations: 11 bullet points (can we hold a student orgs responsible for the actions of its members, engaging with unrecognized  organizations (private university))

· Amnesty through responsible actions: 3 guidelines

· Student involvement in a board is nonexistent (only on certain cases are students involved in adjudication)

Considerations from committee:

· Shared Values

· Many foundational references to Community Values, very strong thread in the document

· Relevant language - academic misconduct, GroupMe, Slack, Discord

· Academic conduct and integrity info included at the beginning of the Handbook, not the full policy

· Information Technology section does not refer to social sites

· Interaction with student organizations

· Expected to comply with the Student Code of Conduct

· May be held responsible for the actions and behaviors of its members and guests

· 11 considerations about whether to hold an organization responsible including involvement of officers, number of members involved, at org-sponsored event, result of org policy or practice, etc.

· Orgs and their members and officers may be collectively or individually held responsible

· Also related to students affiliating with or supporting unrecognized orgs

· Diversity - broad statements about student designees representing the student body

· Only one student panelist may be appointed, only in non-equity cases

· Hearing officers

· Interaction with other conduct codes - res halls, IPC, other student groups, athletics?

· Plain language to make it more understandable/ accessible, glossary

· Grounds of appeal

· Endangering Behavior definition

· Endangering Self or Others

· Relatively short section (1/3 of a page), only 4 bullet points

· Amnesty - medical, alcohol/ drug, reporters, good Samaritan

· Statement that informal resolution or deferred charge does appear on student record

 

Jen's observations and notes:

· Housed within Community Standards in Student Affairs

· Named Student Handbook

· 246 pages total (130+ pages of the first section with Student Code of Conduct)

· Website subsections:

· Groups, Organizations & Collective Responsibility

· Amnesty Through Responsible Action

· Sanctions

· Sexual Misconduct

· Prohibited & Restricted Conduct

· Website has "archive" of Student Handbooks - every year dating back to 2013-2014

· Opening line: NU considers you a valued member of our community.

· Community Values included in document, but not explicitly connected to student behaviors under the code

· Other sources of responsibility:

· Undergraduate Catalog, Graduate School Bulletin, undergraduate and graduate housing bulletins, residence hall contract, university website, notices disseminated from the university/ schools/ departments

· Section on Academic Conduct Policies - references academic documents, this is not the primary source

· Student Code of Conduct  - section starts with Statement of Expectations

· Basically…behave well and report violations of our expectations

· Scope of the code

· Applies to students, group of students, student org

· Inclusive from time of application through awarding of degree

· On or off campus

· Student groups and student orgs

· Factors for holding a group responsible rather than an individual

· Listing of prohibited/ restricted conduct

· Contains Demonstration Policy

· Endangering Self or Others (p.32)

· Lengthy section on Hazing

· Amnesty through responsible action

· University will not hold students or student groups accountable for violations of alcohol and other drug policy

· 3 eligibility guidelines for amnesty - call for help, stay with the person, cooperate with responders

· Student groups and orgs sanctions

· Reestablish alignment with community standards and common good

· Repair harm

· Restore to good standing within the community

· Address the cause of the violation

· Sanctions

· Listing of disciplinary sanctions for individual and for group, housing sanctions for individual and group, listing of educational/ interventional/ restorative sanctions for individual and group

· Section on Resident Hall Policies and Procedures

· Section on Other University Policies and Procedures

· Section on Equity Policies

· Institutional Equity - Discrimination and harassment, sexual misconduct

· Interim Policy on Title IX Sexual Harassment



Purdue University

· The Purdue code is divided into a Bill of Rights (covering students’ rights) and an Honor Code (covering students’ responsibilities). The introductions to both sections do a nice job of including more values-driven language than Ohio State’s text. (See example in #3 below.)

· As far as I could tell, the Honor Code covers a lot of the same ground as Ohio State’s code of conduct and in broadly similar terms.

· The “Purdue University Bill of Student Rights” is the main difference. Here is the preamble: 

· At an institution of higher learning, the pursuit of knowledge and the attainment of mature attitudes will be greatly facilitated by freedom of expression and decision making as enumerated in the following Bill of Rights. In exercising these rights, however, students must bear the responsibility to act in accordance with local, state, and national laws, and University rules. No right specified by this bill is meant to be construed as enabling students to infringe upon the individual rights of another member of the aca-demic community. We, the students, thereby endorse the Purdue Honor Code and the following Bill of Rights, expecting in all instances to accept these documents with maturity and a level of responsibility that enables the University to retain its academic excellence and to foster an atmosphere conducive to thoughtful and productive individual and collaborative inquiry.”

· The bill of rights has “articles” that lay out a student’s rights. For example, here is Article 1:

· “Article 1 The student has the right to accurately and plainly stated information that enables the student to under-stand clearly:
A. The general qualifications for establishing and maintaining acceptable academic standing within a particular major and at all other levels within the University.

· B. The graduation requirements for the student’s specific curriculum and major.

· C. The course objectives, requirements, and grading policies set by individual instructors for their courses.”

· Other articles concern things like student privacy rights, rights to freedom of thought and expression, and a range of fairness-related considerations in terms of academic assessment and opportunities to engage in certain campus activities.

· Some of the enumerated rights just reinforce rights we believe any citizen to have, i.e. against unreasonable search and seizure and other due process considerations.

· I am attaching it to this email. I could imagine students appreciating having their rights laid out like this, but it would be a significant undertaking to write something like this ourselves.

University of Wisconsin

Academic Misconduct and Non-Academic Misconduct

· https://conduct.students.wisc.edu/nonacademic-misconduct/

· https://conduct.students.wisc.edu/academic-misconduct/

· Student academic/non-academic disciplinary process is rooted in the state’s administrative code

Academic Misconduct

· Academic integrity and fairness – plagiarism, cheating, exam stealing. 

· Upon allegation, the student meets with instructor and are provided a chance to respond

· If the faculty member determines no misconduct, the matter is closed. If the faculty member confirms misconduct, the faculty member selects a sanction and sends a written finding to OSCCS (office of student conduct and community standards)

· Student has 10 days to request a formal hearing with a hearing panel or examiner. If no hearing is requested, sanctions are imposed. At the hearing, the faculty member presents the rationale for the finding and the student responds. The hearing panel decides.

· If a sanction results from the instructor or the hearing body, the sanctions are applied. There is also an option to appeal the decision.

Non-Academic Misconduct 

· A report is made, the allegations are recorded, and a record is created in the campus student conduct database, the case is assigned to an investigating officer, and the accused is notified

· Investigation, which includes meeting with the students is conducted, the outcomes is decided and findings are shared. The student has the ability to challenge the outcome.

· The student may request a hearing to challenge the findings. The hearing is before an examiner (faculty or staff) or a misconduct committee (one student and at least two faculty staff) to contest the findings or outcome. 

· Appeal

· Chancellor – (1) Sexual assault, stalking, dating violence, sexual harassment or (2) sanctions involving enrollment restrictions, suspension, or expulsion.

· Board of Regents -Final institutional decisions in both nonacademic and academic cases.  

· Different appeal process for residence hall specific outcome

· Suspension and expulsion recommendations are automatically referred to a hearing unless student waives their right. 

User-friendly

· Layout

· Look readability

· Summary option with link to a more in-depth option

· What’s on this page and what you might be looking for

· Flow charts

· Attorney information


Ohio University Codes of Student Conduct

Bowling Green State University

· Two policies, one for academic misconduct and then one for everything else (Code of Conduct)

Code of Academic Conduct

· Academic is interesting in that it starts with the instructor having jurisdiction of violations for their course.  

· Escalates from there to Dean in cases of dismissal or more severe outcomes

· Does have an academic honesty committee, which is VERY large (30 people) which is the appeal body

· Very focused on specific timelines (number of days is very specific)

· Very different criteria for who can be an advisor (has to be a member of the university community in most cases).  In severe outcome cases, can be an external advisor 

· Same as Ohio state in that they don’t directly participate

· Does allow an appeal for “error in interpretation of the evidence”

· Provides a grid of sanction ranges for a violation (minimum and maximum).

Code of Student Conduct

· Significant introductory (Policy and Purpose) section outlining the need for the policy, how it aligns with university values, how conduct process is different than criminal process, etc.

· Makes specific mention to Student Organizations and Student Group (differentiating between the two)

· Terms section is extensive (19 different terms are defined)

· Though they have a Title IX policy, they make reference to that policy several times in this document

· Explain the jurisdictional overlaps, etc.  

· They categorize their violations:

· Offenses Against the University Community

· Offenses Against Persons

· Including threatening behaviors and unwanted conduct

· This also includes discrimination and harassment and reference to that policy

· Hazing section is extensive

· Sexual Assault is also referenced in this section with nod to overlap with Title IX policy 

· Offenses Against Property

· Includes extensive technology violation section

· Offenses Disrupting Order or Disregarding Health and Safety

· Failure of a Student Group to ensure underage drinking is not happening

· They have gambling in this section

· Any act that interferes with freedom of speech is specifically called out

· A specific section of that is basically “how can you determine if this is an activity of a specific group or organization”

· They have interim actions and interim suspension

· Directives are specifically outlined (we have directives but not sure we are as specific about them)

· Again, very much built on specific timelines (number of days)

· They have a Conduct Administrator, the person who does the investigation.

· They also have a Hearing Officer, different than the conduct administrator, who hears cases

· They do have an informal resolution process if you accept responsibility

· Allows for the discussion of possible sanctions

· Must accept responsibility

· Formal Resolution Process is an Administrative Hearing

· Single decision maker

· Administrative Review for Res Life Community Standards Violations ONLY

· Sanctions include a loss of privileges including the ability to ever hold an officer position in any student organization or the ability to represent the university in any outside function

· Same rational for appeal that we have



University of Cincinnati

· Shared Values

· Begins with a “Bearcat bond” – intention is to state shared values across campus explicitly, not anything actionable within it but “the spirit of the bearcat bond is incorporated in university policy”

· Relevant language

· “conduct that occurs during remote or online learning”

· Interaction with student organizations

· “Student organizations that violate the S.C.O.C. are subject to appropriate disciplinary action. Groups of students who are not registered or recognized as an organization, or who are actively seeking registration and recognition from the university, may be charged as individuals or as a group under the S.C.O.C.”

· No specific language used to determine length of time since dissolution of a group

· Diversity – not much of ANYTHING

· Re pool for review committee: “This pool will consist of no fewer than five faculty and staff selected by the director of S.C.C.S. in consultation with academic colleges, no fewer than ten student representatives selected by S.C.C.S. in consultation with student government association, and no fewer than four graduate or professional students selected by S.C.C.S. in consultation with the graduate student governance association.”

· Hearing officer

· NOTHING in the code! Consistently lists “SCCS director or designee” and the office has 5 staff (director, 2 assistant directors, program manager and graduate assistant)

· Other conduct codes

· “students enrolled in the university’s college of law or college of medicine are subject to their respective honor codes”

· Plain language version

· Not one that I could find

· Grounds of appeal

· Generally the same as ours BUT “Sanction of suspension or dismissal: a sanction of suspension or dismissal from the university was imposed and is not commensurate with the violation” INTERESTING

· Endangering behavior definition

· “Acts which cause or reasonably could cause physical harm to any person are prohibited. Actions that specifically threaten or cause a person to reasonably believe that the offender may cause physical harm are also prohibited.”

· “Public endangerment” also mentioned, specific examples: dropping objects from buildings, activating a false fire alarm, or tampering with safety equipment

· Amnesty clauses

· Contains general clause using similar language as ours, BUT includes “Students receiving amnesty may still be required to participate in an educational conference.”

· Records of misconduct?

· They simply direct to FERPA

· Other random things

· “To determine whether student behavior in question is academic or nonacademic misconduct, the dean of the student’s home college (or designee) and the dean of students (or designee) must consult to determine whether the matter shall be handled as academic or nonacademic misconduct, and shall notify the appropriate administrator and all parties” speaks to the capacity of the school

· “Instances of academic misconduct must be reported to the college conduct administrator as well as to S.C.C.S.”

· Regarding academic misconduct, INSTRUCTORS begin the process of outlining alleged misconduct and proposing sanctions! Only hits an independent review if resolution not reached

Ohio University

· 65 pages long (something to be said for length, rather than lengthen lets help students understood)

· No statement of purpose or diversity

· Appeal grounds are very similar to OSU (seems to be consistent across state)

· Nice definition of physical harm

· Hazing policy is good (OU, BGSU are good for comparison when we get there)

· Definitions of students are good (consider for OSU (ours are very specific, for specifically on offer of admission, Mich has currently enrolled))

University of Toledo

· Translation services offered

· Prehearing session: breaking down student rights, report filed, responsibilities

· Amnesty was very narrow. Treatment for self or narrow (drug use and sexual misconduct)

· Sanctions (bar expulsion, etc.) would be removed after 7 years

· No groupme/covid era type language

· Appeals: procedural error or new findings
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Student Rights

4. The Office of Student Conduct provides a fair and balanced internal University process for resolving allegations
of student misconduct. Students will be treated fairly and with dignity and respect without regard to race, color,
sex, gender identity or expression, sexual orientation, marital status, age, national origin, political affiliation,
physical or mental disability, religion, protected veteran status, genetic information, personal appearance, or any
other legally protected status, as outlined in the Non-Discrimination Policy.

Student Responsibilities

5. Balancing students’ rights with their responsibilities as members of the University community is imperative to
creating mature and engaged citizens. All students are expected to understand and follow University policies and
procedures as well as to comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws. Due to the high expectations the
University has of its community members, responsibilties set forth in University policies may exceed federal,
state, or local requirements.

6. University email is the primary means by which the Office of Student Conduct communicates with students.
Students are responsible for reading all official communications delivered to their University email address and
are advised to check their email regularly for University communications, including those from the Office of
Student Conduct. Standard of Evidence

7. The focus of disciplinary proceedingsis to resolve allegations of student misconduct. Students have the right to
be notified of the allegations and specific charges against them, to have access to the information underlying the
charges, and to have an opportunity to respond. The preponderance of the evidence standard will be used to
determine responsibility for Code violations. Preponderance of the evidence means that based on the totality of
the evidence, it is more likely than not that the violation occurred. Sanctions are imposed according to the nature
and severity of the violation.
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(A) Academic misconduct.	Comment by Chang, Sophie: Consider changing the verbs and nominalizations so that they are consistent. e.g., "Violating," "Knowingly requesting," "Possessing and/or using," etc. 



Any activity that tends to compromise the academic integrity of the university, or subvert the educational process. Examples of academic misconduct include, but are not limited to:



(1) Violationg of course rules and/or assignment guidelines as contained in the course syllabus or other information provided to the student;



(2) Knowingly requesting, providing, and/or receiving unauthorized information, materials, and/or assistance during academic activitiesexaminations such as course examinations and candidacy examinations; or the 


(3) pPossessiong and/or usinge of unauthorized information, materials, and/or assistance during academic activitiesthose examinations;



(4) Knowingly providing or using unauthorized assistance in the laboratory, on field work, in scholarship or on a course assignment;

(5) 

(6) Submitting plagiarized work for an academic requirement. Plagiarism is the representation, including but not limited to copying, of another’s work or ideas as one’s own; it includes the unacknowledged word-for-word use and/or paraphrasing of another person’s work, and/or the inappropriate unacknowledged use of another person’s ideas;



(7) UUsinge in an unauthorized mannerof generative artificial intelligence systems or similar technologies to complete academic activitiesa course or academic requirement is prohibited without permission of the instructor of the course for which the work is being submitted.;	Comment by Carrera, Peter T.: New



(8) Submitting substantially the same work to satisfy requirements for one course or academic requirement that has been submitted in satisfaction of requirements for another course or academic requirement, without permission of the instructor of the course for which the work is being submitted or supervising authority for the academic requirement. This includes submitting the same work for courses that the student is retaking pursuant to the university’s grade forgiveness rule;



(9) Falsifyingication, fabricationg, or dishonestly in creating or reporting laboratory results, research results, and/or any other assignmentsacademic activities;



(10) Serving as, or enlisting the assistance of a substitute for a student in academic activitiesany graded assignments;



(11) Alterationg of grades or marks by the student in an effort to change the earned grade or credit;



(12) Alterationg of academically-related university forms or records, or unauthorized usinge of those forms or records in an unauthorized manner;



(13) Engaging in activities that unfairly place other students at a disadvantage, including but not limited to such as taking, hiding, or altering resource material, or manipulating a grading system;



(14) Violationg of program regulations and/or policies as established by departmental committees and made available to students; and



(15) Providing falsified materials, documents, or records to a university official in order toto meet academic qualifications, criteria, or requirements, including but not limited to submitting falsified doctor’s notes and/or falsified transcripts.



(B) Endangering health or safety.



(1) Endangering behavior: Taking or threatening action that endangers the safety, physical or mental health, or life of any person, or creates a reasonable fear of such action.

(2) Stalking: Engaging in a pattern of unwanted conduct directed at another person that threatens or endangers the safety, physical or mental health, or life or property of that person, or creates a reasonable fear of such a threat or action. When stalking is sex- or gender-based, it falls under the university’s Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct  sexual misconduct, university policy 1.15.



(3) Operating a vehicle while impaired by alcohol or drugs in a manner that endangers the safety of the university community.



(C) Destruction of property.



Actual or threatened damage to or destruction of university property or property of others, whether done intentionally or with reckless disregard.



(D) Dangerous weapons or devices.



Storage, or possession of dangerous weapons, devices, or substances including, but not limited to, firearms, ammunition, or fireworks, unless authorized by an appropriate university official or permitted by a university policy, even if otherwise permitted by law. Use or misuse of weapons, devices, or substances in a manner that causes or threatens serious harm to the safety or security of others. As required by Ohio Revised Code Section 2923.1210, this section does not prohibit a student who has been issued a valid concealed handgun license from transporting or storing a firearm or ammunition when both of the following conditions are met:



(1) Each firearm and all of the ammunition remains inside the person’s privately- owned motor vehicle while the person is physically present inside the motor vehicle, or each firearm and all of the ammunition is locked within the trunk, glove box, or other enclosed compartment or container within or on the person’s privately- owned motor vehicle;



(2) The vehicle is in a location where it is otherwise permitted to be.



(E) Dishonest conduct.



Dishonest conduct, including, but not limited to, knowingly reporting a false emergency; knowingly making false accusation of misconduct; misuse or falsification of university or related documents by actions such as forgery, alteration, or improper transfer; possession, use or manufacturing of a false identification document; submission of information known by the submitter to be false to a university official.



(F) Theft or unauthorized use of property.



Theft or the unauthorized use or possession of university property, services, resources, or the property of others.



(G) Failure to comply with university or civil authority.



Failure to comply with legitimate directives of authorized university officials, law enforcement or emergency personnel, identified as such, in the performance of their duties, including failure to identify oneself when so requested; or violation of the terms of a disciplinary sanction.



(H) Drugs.



Use, being under the influence of, production, distribution, sale, or possession of drugs and/or drug paraphernalia in a manner prohibited under law or applicable university policy or university facility policy, such as within the Ohio Stadium and the Schottenstein Center. This includes, but is not limited to, the misuse of prescription drugs.



(I) Alcohol.



Use, underage intoxication, production, distribution, sale, or possession of alcohol in a manner prohibited under law or applicable university policy or university facility policy, such as within the Ohio Stadium and the Schottenstein Center.



(J) Unauthorized presence.



Unauthorized entrance to or presence in or on university premises.



(K) Disorderly or disruptive conduct.



Disorderly or disruptive conduct that unreasonably interferes with university activities or with the legitimate activities of any member of the university community.



(L) Hazing.



Doing, requiring, or encouraging any act, whether or not the act is voluntarily agreed upon, in conjunction  tied to with initiation, or  continued membership, or participation in any group, that causes or creates a substantial risk of causing mental or physical harm or humiliation. Such acts may include, but are not limited to, usinge of alcohol, creatingion of excessive fatigue, and paddling, punching, or kicking in any form. Failure to intervene, prevent, or report acts of hazing may constitute a violation of this section.	Comment by Chang, Sophie: together?



(M) Student conduct system abuse.	Comment by Carrera, Peter T.: New language



Abuse of any university student conduct system, including but not limited to:



(1) Failingure to obey the summons or directives of a hearing student conduct body, as defined in 3335-23-10, or university official;



(2) Falsifyingcation, distortiong, or misrepresentingation of information before a hearing student conduct body, as defined in 3335-23-10, or university official;



(3) Disruptiong or interferingence with the orderly conduct of a student conduct proceeding;



(4) Knowingly instituting a student conduct proceeding without cause;



(5) Discouraging an individual’s proper participation in, or use of, a university student conduct system;



(6) Influencing the impartiality of a member of a hearing student conduct body, as defined in 3335-23-10, prior to, and/or during the course of a student conduct proceeding;



(7) Harassingment and/or intimidationg of a member of a hearing student conduct body, as defined in 3335-23-10, or university official prior to, during, and/or after a student conduct proceeding;



(8) Failingure to comply with one or more sanctions imposed under the code of student conduct; and



(9) Influencing another person to commit an abuse of a university student conduct system.



(N) Violatingon of university rules or federal, state, and local laws.



(1) Violatingon of other published university rules, policies, standards, and/or guidelines, or behavior that could violate federal, state, or local law. University rules, policies, standards, or guidelines includeing, but are  not limited to, those which prohibit the misuse of computing resources, rules for student groups or organizations, and residence hall rules and regulations. Students may be held accountable under the procedures described in other published rules, policies, standards and guidelines and under the provisions of this Code regardless of whether action is undertaken under this Code. Students are responsible for reviewing and understanding the rules, standards and guidelines provided to them by their academic programs and colleges. Policies applicable to students are found at policies.osu.edu.

(O) Being convicted or accepting responsibility – including a judicial finding of guilt, pleas of no contest or “no-lo contendere” – for state, local or federal crimes when the underlying behavior has a substantial connection or relationship to the university’s property, programs or could reasonably impact the health, safety, or security of members of the university community.

(P) Riotous behavior.



(1) Participationg in a disturbance with the purpose to commit or incite any action that presents a clear and present danger to others, causes physical harm to others, or damages property.



(2) Proscribed behavior in the context of a riot includes, but is not limited to:



(a) Knowingly engaging in conduct designed to incite another to engage in riotous behavior; and



(b) Actually damaging or threatening toed damage to or destroyuction of university property or property of others, whether done intentionally or with reckless disregard; and



(c) Failing to comply with a directive to disperse by university officials, law enforcement or emergency personnel; and



(d) Making explicit or implied threats in a manner that causes a reasonable fear of harm in another; and



(e) Impeding, hindering, or obstructing a university official, law enforcement, or emergency personnel in the performance of their duties.



(3) This rule shall not be interpreted as proscribing peaceful demonstrations, peaceful picketing, a call for a peaceful boycott, or other forms of peaceful dissent.



(Q) Recording or distribution without knowledge.



Using electronic or other means to make or distribute a video, audio, or photographic record of any person in a location where there is a reasonable expectation of privacy without the person’s prior knowledge, when such a recording is likely to cause injury, distress, or damage to reputation. This includes, but is not limited to, taking video, audio, or photographic records in shower/locker rooms, residence hall rooms, and restrooms. The storing, sharing, and/or distributing of such unauthorized records by any means is also prohibited.



(R) Public urination or defecation.



Urination or defecation in a place such as a sidewalk, street, park, alley or yard, residence hall space, or on any other place or physical property that is not intended for use as a restroom.



(S) Retaliation.



Any intentional adverse action against any individual who makes an allegation, files a report, serves as a witness, assists a complainant or respondent, or participates in any university investigation or proceeding.



(T) Harm to Animals	Comment by Carrera, Peter T.: Harm to animals



Any intentional adverse action against any individual who makes an allegation, files a report, serves as a witness, assists a complainant or respondent, or participates in any university investigation or proceeding.Intentional physical harm or threats of harm to animals, including but not limited to companion animals, service animals, or emotional support animals. Lawful hunting and fishing is not prohibited by this Code. The care and use of animals involved in research activities is governed by the Office of Responsible Research Practices Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee and not this Code.
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Code of Student Conduct

Updated August ??, 2023

CHAPTER 3335-23 CODE OF STUDENT CONDUCT

As of August ??, 2023



3335-23-01 Introduction and purpose.



(A) The Code of Student Conduct, a part of the Ohio Administrative Code, is established to foster and protect the core mission of the university; to foster the scholarly and civic development of the university’s students in a safe and secure learning environment, and to protect the people, properties and processes that support the university and its mission. The core mission of the Ohio State University is to be the model public university dedicated to research, teaching and learning, and service. The university’s Shared Values define our ethical culture – for all students, faculty, and staff – in support of that mission. These values are: 



· Excellence and Impact: Demonstrating leadership in pursuit of our vision and mission 

· Diversity and Innovation: Welcoming differences and making connections among people and ideas 

· Inclusion and Equity: Upholding equal rights and advancing institutional fairness 

· Care and Compassion: Attending to the well-being of individuals and communities 

· Integrity and Respect: Acting responsibly and being accountable 



Our Shared Values support principles of open-minded exploration and freedom of expression, respectful and inclusive community, and caring relationships built on trust through honesty, transparency, and authentic engagement. Additional information can be found at www.osu.edu/shared-values.



(B) As members of the Ohio State University community, we strive to embody these Shared Values through our actions and conduct. The Ohio State University/Buckeye Honor Pledge’s purpose is to motivate reflection on our Shared Values and emphasize the importance of one’s personal commitment to ethics in education and learning. Instructors have the discretion to ask students to include a signed version of the pledge with examinations, papers, or other academic assignments/requirements. Additional information can be found at www.osu.edu/buckeye‑honor‑pledge.



The Buckeye Honor Pledge



As a Buckeye I pledge to act with responsibility and care. I will build trust through honesty, transparency, and authentic engagement. I will demonstrate integrity through my original contributions and respectful collaboration with others. I will act in accordance with the Code of Student Conduct. Time and change will surely show, I will uphold these values wherever I go.



(C) The ADA Coordinator’s office can provide accommodations based on the impact of a disability to students during the Student Conduct Process. Students are responsible for requesting these accommodations when they feel they are needed. Please contact the university’s ADA Coordinator’s office at ada-osu@osu.edu, or visit ada.osu.edu.



(Board approval dates: 4/6/2012, 2/22/2019)





3335-23-02 Jurisdiction.



(A) The Code applies to the on-campus conduct of all students and registered student organizations, including conduct using university computing or network resources. The Code also applies to the off‑campus conduct of students and registered student organizations directly connected to:



(1) Academic course requirements or any credit-bearing experiences, such as internships, field trips, study abroad or student teaching;



(2) Any activity supporting pursuit of a degree, such as research at another institution or a professional practice assignment;



(3) Any activity sponsored, conducted, or authorized by the university or by registered student organizations;



(4) Any activity that causes substantial destruction of property belonging to the university or members of the university community, or causes or threatens serious harm to the safety or security of members of the university community; or



(5) Any activity which could constitute a criminal offense as defined by local, state or federal law, regardless of the existence or outcome of any criminal proceeding.



(B) The Code may be applied to behavior conducted online, via e-mail, text, or other electronic medium. Students should also be aware that online postings such as web postings and posts on social networking sites and applications are in the public sphere and are not private. These postings can subject a student to allegations of conduct violations if evidence of policy violations is posted online. The university does not routinely search for Code violations, but may take action if and when such information comes to the attention of university officials.



Students and/or registered student organizations may also be held accountable for the behavior of their guests or members when the student or members of the registered student organization has knowledge of, facilitates or contributes to the guest's or member's misconduct.



The Code governs all campuses of the university. Students attending regional campuses, centers, or institutes are advised to consult their local resources for additional information or rules pertaining to those locations.



The university reserves the right to administer the Code and proceed with the hearing process even if the student withdraws from the university, is no longer enrolled in classes, or subsequently fails to meet the definition of a student while a disciplinary matter is pending. The university may, within its discretion, place a hold or other notation on the student’s transcript while the matter is pending.



Students continue to be subject to federal, state, and local laws while at the university, and violations of those laws may also constitute Code violations. In such instances, the university may proceed with university disciplinary action under the Code independently of any criminal proceeding involving the same conduct and may impose sanctions for the Code violation even if such criminal proceeding is not yet resolved or is resolved in the student’s favor.



(C) Discrimination and harassment, including, but not limited to sexual misconduct, based on a protected class in any form, is never acceptable. Students are responsible to know and adhere to the university’s Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct found at www.policies.osu.edu. This policy, and not this code, govern the investigation, adjudication, and resolution of protected class discrimination and harassment complaints.
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3335-23-03 Definitions.



As used in the Code:



(A) “University premises” includes all lands, buildings, facilities, and resources owned, leased, managed, or operated by the university.



(B) “Student” includes an individual to whom an offer of admission has been extended, paid an acceptance fee, registered for classes, or otherwise entered into another agreement with the university to take instruction.



(1) Student status lasts until an individual graduates, is permanently dismissed, or is not in attendance for two complete, consecutive terms. Student status also lasts while they have a continuing educational relationship with the university.



(2) “Student” also includes registered student organizations. A student organization remains a student” for purposes of this Code for one calendar year following the expiration of the organization’s most recent registration.



(3) This Code also applies within the discretion of an appropriate university official to former students for violations committed while a student.



(C) “Members of the university community” includes, but are not limited to, students, faculty, staff, and visitors to the campus.



(D) “Complaint” includes information alleging a Code violation or other published rule, policy, standard, or guideline applicable to students, provided to the university, per paragraph (A) of rule 3335-23-05 of the Administrative Code.


(E) “Academic activities” includes any assignment, quiz, examination, candidacy examinations, laboratory, paper, report, field or placement work, submission, reading, seminar, presentation, or other educational activity that is required for a course or degree program.


(F) “Calendar days” refers to all seven days of the week without regard to whether classes are in session or university offices are open or closed.


(G) “Business days” include any day other than Saturday, Sunday, or days when university offices are closed as scheduled according to the university's academic calendar found at registrar.osu.edu/staff/bigcal.asp.
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3335-23-04 Prohibited conduct.



Any student found to have engaged, or attempted to engage, in any of the following conduct while within the university’s jurisdiction, as set forth in rule 3335-23-02 of the Administrative Code, will be subject to disciplinary action by the university. For the purposes of this section, attempt shall be defined as conduct that, if successful, would constitute or result in the prohibited conduct.



(B) Academic misconduct.



Any activity that tends to compromise the academic integrity of the university or subvert the educational process. Examples of academic misconduct include, but are not limited to:



(1) Violation of course rules and/or assignment guidelines as contained in the course syllabus or other information provided to the student;



(2) Knowingly requesting, providing, and/or receiving unauthorized information, materials, and/or assistance during academic activities;



(3) Possession and/or use of unauthorized information, materials, and/or assistance during academic activities;



(4) Submitting plagiarized work for an academic requirement. Plagiarism is the representation, including but not limited to copying, of another’s work or ideas as one’s own; it includes the unacknowledged word-for-word use and/or paraphrasing of another person’s work, and/or the inappropriate unacknowledged use of another person’s ideas;



(5) Unauthorized use of generative artificial intelligence systems or similar technologies to complete academic activities;



(6) Submitting substantially the same work to satisfy requirements for one course or academic requirement that has been submitted in satisfaction of requirements for another course or academic requirement, without permission of the instructor of the course for which the work is being submitted or supervising authority for the academic requirement. This includes submitting the same work for courses that the student is retaking pursuant to the university’s grade forgiveness rule;



(7) Falsification, fabrication, or dishonesty in creating or reporting laboratory results, research results, and/or academic activities;



(8) Serving as, or enlisting the assistance of a substitute for a student in academic activities;



(9) Alteration of grades or marks by the student in an effort to change the earned grade or credit;



(10) Alteration of academically-related university forms or records, or unauthorized use of those forms or records;



(11) Engaging in activities that unfairly place other students at a disadvantage, including but not limited to taking, hiding, or altering resource material, or manipulating a grading system;



(12) Violation of program regulations and/or policies as established by departmental committees and made available to students; and



(13) Providing falsified materials, documents, or records to a university official to meet academic qualifications, criteria, or requirements, including but not limited to submitting falsified doctor’s notes and/or falsified transcripts.




(C) Endangering health or safety.



(1) Endangering behavior: Taking or threatening action that endangers the safety, physical or mental health, or life of any person, or creates a reasonable fear of such action.



(2) Stalking: Engaging in a pattern of unwanted conduct directed at another person that threatens or endangers the safety, physical or mental health, or life or property of that person, or creates a reasonable fear of such a threat or action. When stalking is sex- or gender-based, it falls under the university’s Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct policy.



(3) Operating a vehicle while impaired by alcohol or drugs in a manner that endangers the safety of the university community.



(D) Destruction of property.



Actual or threatened damage to or destruction of university property or property of others, whether done intentionally or with reckless disregard.



(E) Dangerous weapons or devices.



Storage, or possession of dangerous weapons, devices, or substances including, but not limited to, firearms, ammunition, or fireworks, unless authorized by an appropriate university official or permitted by a university policy, even if otherwise permitted by law. Use or misuse of weapons, devices, or substances in a manner that causes or threatens serious harm to the safety or security of others. As required by Ohio Revised Code Section 2923.1210, this section does not prohibit a student who has been issued a valid concealed handgun license from transporting or storing a firearm or ammunition when both of the following conditions are met:



(1) Each firearm and all of the ammunition remains inside the person’s privately-owned motor vehicle while the person is physically present inside the motor vehicle, or each firearm and all of the ammunition is locked within the trunk, glove box, or other enclosed compartment or container within or on the person’s privately-owned motor vehicle;



(2) The vehicle is in a location where it is otherwise permitted to be.



(F) Dishonest conduct.



Dishonest conduct, including, but not limited to, knowingly reporting a false emergency; knowingly making false accusation of misconduct; misuse or falsification of university or related documents by actions such as forgery, alteration, or improper transfer; possession, use or manufacturing of a false identification document; submission of information known by the submitter to be false to a university official.



(G) Theft or unauthorized use of property.



Theft or the unauthorized use or possession of university property, services, resources, or the property of others.



(H) Failure to comply with university or civil authority.



Failure to comply with legitimate directives of authorized university officials, law enforcement or emergency personnel, identified as such, in the performance of their duties, including failure to identify oneself when so requested; or violation of the terms of a disciplinary sanction.



(I) Drugs.



Use, being under the influence of, production, distribution, sale, or possession of drugs, and/or drug paraphernalia in a manner prohibited under law or applicable university policy or university facility policy, such as within the Ohio Stadium and the Schottenstein Center. This includes, but is not limited to, the misuse of prescription drugs.

(J) Alcohol.



Use, underage intoxication, production, distribution, sale, or possession of alcohol in a manner prohibited under law or applicable university policy or university facility policy, such as within the Ohio Stadium and the Schottenstein Center.



(K) Unauthorized presence.



Unauthorized entrance to or presence in or on university premises.



(L) Disorderly or disruptive conduct.



Disorderly or disruptive conduct that unreasonably interferes with university activities or with the legitimate activities of any member of the university community.



(M) Hazing.



Doing, requiring, or encouraging any act, whether or not the act is voluntarily agreed upon, tied to initiation, continued membership, or participation in any group, that causes or creates a substantial risk of causing mental or physical harm or humiliation. Such acts may include, but are not limited to, using alcohol, creating excessive fatigue, and paddling, punching, or kicking in any form. Failure to intervene, prevent, or report acts of hazing may constitute a violation of this section.



(N) Student conduct system abuse.



Abuse of any university student conduct system, including, but not limited to:



(1) Failure to obey the summons or directives of a hearing body, as defined in 3335-23-10, or university official;



(2) Falsification, distortion, or misrepresentation of information before a hearing body, as defined in 3335-23-10, or university official;



(3) Disruption or interference with the orderly conduct of a student conduct proceeding;



(4) Knowingly instituting a student conduct proceeding without cause;



(5) Discouraging an individual’s proper participation in, or use of, a university student conduct system;



(6) Influencing the impartiality of a member of a hearing body, as defined in 3335-23-10, prior to, and/or during the course of a student conduct proceeding;



(7) Harassment and/or intimidation of a member of a hearing body, as defined in 3335‑23‑10, or university official prior to, during, and/or after a student conduct proceeding;



(8) Failure to comply with one or more sanctions imposed under the code of student conduct; and



(9) Influencing another person to commit an abuse of a university student conduct system.



(O) Violation of university rules or federal, state, and local laws.



Violation of other published university rules, policies, standards, and/or guidelines, including, but  not limited to, those which prohibit the misuse of computing resources, rules for student groups or organizations, and residence hall rules and regulations. Students may be held accountable under the procedures described in other published rules, policies, standards and guidelines and under the provisions of this Code regardless of whether action is undertaken under this Code. Students are responsible for reviewing and understanding the rules, standards and guidelines provided to them by their academic programs and colleges. Applicable policies are found at www.policies.osu.edu.



Conviction or acceptance of responsibility – including a judicial finding of guilt, pleas of no contest or “no-lo contendere” – for state, local or federal crimes when the underlying behavior has a substantial connection or relationship to the university’s property, programs or could reasonably impact the health, safety, or security of members of the university community.



(P) Riotous behavior.



(1) Participation in a disturbance with the purpose to commit or incite any action that presents a clear and present danger to others, causes physical harm to others, or damages property.



(2) Proscribed behavior in the context of a riot includes, but is not limited to:



(a) Knowingly engaging in conduct designed to incite another to engage in riotous behavior; and



(b) Actual or threatened damage to or destruction of university property or property of others, whether done intentionally or with reckless disregard; and



(c) Failing to comply with a directive to disperse by university officials, law enforcement or emergency personnel; and



(d) Making explicit or implied threats in a manner that causes a reasonable fear of harm in another; and



(e) Impeding, hindering, or obstructing a university official, law enforcement, or emergency personnel in the performance of their duties.



(3) This rule shall not be interpreted as proscribing peaceful demonstrations, peaceful picketing, a call for a peaceful boycott, or other forms of peaceful dissent.



(Q) Recording or distribution without knowledge.



Using electronic or other means to make or distribute a video, audio, or photographic record of any person in a location where there is a reasonable expectation of privacy without the person’s prior knowledge, when such a recording is likely to cause injury, distress, or damage to reputation. This includes, but is not limited to, taking video, audio, or photographic records in shower/locker rooms, residence hall rooms, and restrooms. The storing, sharing, and/or distributing of such unauthorized records by any means is also prohibited.



(R) Public urination or defecation.



Urination or defecation in a place such as a sidewalk, street, park, alley or yard, residence hall space, or on any other place or physical property that is not intended for use as a restroom.



(S) Retaliation.



Any intentional adverse action against any individual who makes an allegation, files a report, serves as a witness, assists a complainant or respondent, or participates in any university investigation or proceeding.



(T) Harm to Animals



Intentional physical harm or threats of harm to animals, including but not limited to companion animals, service animals, or emotional support animals. Lawful hunting and fishing is not prohibited by this Code. The care and use of animals involved in research activities is governed by the Office of Responsible Research Practices Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee and not this Code.
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Student Conduct Procedures 3335-23-05 Initiation, inquiry and investigation of code violations.

(A) Initiation.



Person(s) who witness, experience or become aware of what they believe to be a possible Code violation should provide information to the following officials or offices.



(1) Complaints about possible Code violations occurring in residence halls should be reported to the residence hall director;



(2) Complaints about possible non-residence-hall-related Code violations should be reported to the Office of Student Conduct, or chief student conduct officer for the regional campuses;



(3) Complaints about possible sexual misconduct should be reported pursuant to the Non‑Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct Policy;



(4) Complaints about possible protected class discrimination or harassment should be reported pursuant to Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct Policy;



(5) Complaints regarding academic misconduct should be reported to the Committee on Academic Misconduct; and



(6) In cases when the alleged activity may involve a violation of criminal law in addition to a Code violation, complaints should be reported to the university police division or other appropriate law enforcement agency.



(B) Preliminary inquiry.



The university conducts a preliminary inquiry into the nature of the incident, complaint or notice, jurisdiction, available information, and involved parties. Within the university’s discretion, the preliminary inquiry may lead to:



(1) A determination that there is insufficient information to pursue the investigation, or the behavior alleged, even if proven, would not violate the Code;



(2) An informal resolution such as an educational discussion or mediation. An educational discussion is a discussion about the student’s behavior and its impact. Informal resolution is not available in cases of academic misconduct.



(3) An investigation and/or initiation charges.



Typically, an informal resolution will end the conduct process, but if more information is shared during an educational discussion or informal resolution that warrants additional inquiry, an investigation may be initiated.



(C) Investigation.



(1) Role of the university.



(a) The director of student conduct, the chief conduct officer for the regional campuses, residence hall directors, assistant hall directors and other designated university personnel are authorized to investigate alleged violations other than those involving subsections (b) and (c) of this paragraph;



(b) The coordinator of the committee on academic misconduct and other designated university personnel are authorized to investigate allegations involving academic misconduct;



(c) Only those personnel designated by the Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct Policy, shall investigate charges involving sexual misconduct.



(d) Only those personnel designated by the Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct Policy shall investigate charges involving protected class discrimination or harassment.



(e) The Ohio State University police or other appropriate law enforcement agency shall have primary responsibility for the criminal investigation of acts that involve suspected criminal violation of federal, state or local laws. Such investigation does not replace any other university investigation.



(f) The university may conduct concurrent investigations regarding potential violations of institutional policy or federal, state and local law.



(2) Role of participants.



(a) During the investigation, the student allegedly involved in misconduct may be:



i. Notified of the alleged violation;



ii. Requested to make an appointment to discuss the matter; and



iii. Provided a date by which the appointment must be made.



(b) Any person believed to have information relevant to an investigation may also be contacted and requested to make an appointment to discuss the matter.



(3) Failure to comply with a request to make and/or keep an appointment relevant to an investigation may result in a disciplinary hold being placed on a respondent’s registration and records and/or the initiation of charges for student conduct system abuse.



(4) Upon completion of an investigation, the investigator will decide upon an appropriate course of action, which may include, but is not limited to:



(a) Taking no further action and closing the case;



(b) Deferring initiation of charges with or without conditions;



(c) Seeking informal resolution; or



(d) Initiating charges by the appropriate university official when a finding of jurisdiction has been made and there is reasonable cause to believe that a violation of the code may have occurred. Reasonable cause is defined as some credible information to support each element of the violation, even if that information is merely a credible witness or a victim’s statement. Charges will not be issued where a complaint is unsupported by any credible information or does not meet the elements of a Code violation.
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3335-23-06 Amnesty.



At the university’s discretion, amnesty may be extended to students who may be hesitant to report a Code violation to university officials because they fear that they themselves may be accused of minor policy violations, including but not limited to underage drinking, at the time of the incident. If a student is granted amnesty, an educational discussion or other informal resolution may be considered, but no university conduct proceedings under this code will result.



At the university’s discretion, amnesty may also be extended on a case-by-case basis for minor policy violations when students request assistance for others in need, including the person receiving assistance. If a student is granted amnesty, an educational discussion or other informal resolution may be considered, but no university conduct proceedings under this Code will result. In cases of academic misconduct, need does not include a student’s inability to complete an assignment without assistance.
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3335-23-07 Filing of complaint and initiation of charges.



A complaint alleging a Code violation should be made to the university as soon as practicable in accordance with paragraph (A) of Rule 3335-23-05 of the Administrative Code. Absent extraordinary circumstances, the university will not take action on complaints filed more than six months from the discovery of non-academic misconduct (paragraphs (B) to (S) of rule 3335-23-04 of the Administrative Code) or thirty business days for academic misconduct (paragraph (A) of rule 3335-23-04 (A) of the Administrative Code). These time limitations do not apply to complaints of sexual misconduct or other protected class discrimination and harassment.



Absent extraordinary circumstances, the university must initiate charges, if any, within one year of the filing of the complaint. This time limitation does not apply to complaints of sexual misconduct or other protected class discrimination and harassment. In all cases, a student charged with one or more Code violations has the right to be heard, subject to the student conduct procedures.
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3335-23-08 Notice of charges and options for resolution.



(A) Notification.



Students shall be notified of university charges in writing. Written charges may be presented in person, by placement in the respondent’s residence hall mailbox, by email to the respondent’s official university email address (which may direct the student to view the notice on a secure website), by text message, by other form of electronic communication specific to the student on file with the university registrar, or by mail to the respondent’s local or permanent address on file in the office of the university registrar.



(B) Current address.



All students are required to maintain an accurate and current permanent address and phone number with the university registrar.



(C) Meeting with university official.



Following notification of charges, respondents are strongly encouraged to and shall be given the opportunity to meet with a university official for the purpose of explaining the university student conduct process and discussion of the charges.



(D) Options for resolution.



Charges may be resolved by administrative decision pursuant to 3335-23-09 or a hearing pursuant to 3335-23-10.




(E) Failure to respond.



Failure of the respondent to respond to the initiation of charges or schedule a preliminary meeting within the deadlines provided by the university shall in no way prevent the university from scheduling and conducting a hearing in the absence of the respondent.
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3335-23-09 Administrative decision.



In a case where a respondent admits to a violation(s) in writing, the student may request in writing to have a decision as to appropriate sanction made administratively by a hearing officer rather than have the charges referred to a hearing body. In such situations, the student waives the right to a hearing and the related procedural guarantees provided by a hearing body. Administrative decisions in academic misconduct cases involving graduate students may be made in consultation with the graduate school. Following an administrative decision, the student retains the right to request an appeal (see Administrative Code Section 3335-23-18) of the original decision. Appeals following an administrative decision may only be requested on the ground that the sanction is grossly disproportionate to the violation committed.



When a respondent fails to respond to the initiation of charges and information exists to support finding a violation, the hearing officer may issue an administrative decision so long as sanctions do not include suspension or dismissal. In this circumstance, the respondent retains the right to request an appeal of the decision under all grounds found in Administrative Code Section 3335-23-18. If the respondent is suspended or dismissed in a subsequent case, the respondent may appeal both the outcome in the subsequent case and an administrative decision issued due to a failure to respond.
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3335-23-10 Hearing bodies.



(A) The respondent has the right to accept responsibility for the charges, which will result in an administrative decision, or choose to have a hearing.



(B) In addition to the Committee on Academic Misconduct and the University Conduct Board, the following university employees/officials are considered official university hearing bodies and may conduct administrative hearings of alleged Code violations affording the respondent the same procedural guarantees as provided in the hearings conducted by a committee or board:



(1) The director of student conduct, or designee;



(2) The coordinator of the committee on academic misconduct, or designee;



(3) University housing professional staff; and



(4) The chief conduct officer for the regional campuses.



(C) Students will be afforded the right to request a separate hearing and choose an administrative or board hearing, except under special circumstances when, in order to ensure a fair and just process, the hearing officer may determine the appropriate hearing body. Special circumstances include but are not limited to situations when multiple respondents are charged arising from the same factual circumstances or in multiple incidents involving the same respondent. The university reserves the right to combine hearings for respondents.
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3335-23-11 Notice of hearing and request for postponement.



(C) Notice.



If a hearing is to be held, written notification will be provided to the respondent. The notice may be delivered, placed into a student’s residence hall mailbox, sent by email to the student’s official university email address or sent by text message, which may direct the student to view the notice on a secure website, or mailed to the last known address of the student, by first-class mail, no fewer than ten calendar days prior to the hearing. Unless already provided to the student, the notification will include the charge(s), date, time, and location of the hearing, the designated hearing body, a statement of the student’s rights, and information on the hearing procedures.



(D) Postponement.



The respondent may request a postponement for reasonable cause, which may be granted at the university’s discretion. A request for a postponement for reasonable cause must be made in writing, include supporting rationale and be received by the person sending the hearing notification at least two business days before the scheduled hearing. The university reserves the right to reschedule a hearing for the first appropriate available date.
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3335-23-12 Hearing procedures.



Although the procedural requirements are not as formal as those existing in criminal or civil courts of law, to ensure fairness, the following procedures will apply and, unless already provided to the student, be included within the hearing notice:



(A) Attendance.



Attendance at hearings is limited to those directly involved or those requested by the hearing body to attend. The hearing body will take reasonable measures to assure an orderly hearing, including removal of persons who impede or disrupt proceedings.



(B) Timelines.



Except as expressly provided by this Code, the university may set deadlines related to the investigation and hearing process. Absent extraordinary circumstances, respondents must submit all witness names and evidence for submission at least two business days prior to a scheduled hearing.



(C) Advisor.



The respondent may choose to bring an advisor for support throughout the disciplinary process. The advisor (i.e., support person) may be any person other than a witness. The advisor may only counsel the student and may not actively participate in the disciplinary process, unless the hearing body determines that clarification is needed.



(D) Witnesses.



(1) The respondent may invite relevant factual witnesses to attend, ask questions of witnesses called by others, and will be notified of potential witnesses to be called.



(2) The university may present witnesses, question those presented by the respondent and will notify the respondent of invited witnesses.



(3) Respondents may also invite up to three character witnesses to submit written statements for the hearing body’s review. A character witness is a person who attests to another's moral conduct and reputation. Character witness statements will only be considered during sanctioning process if a violation is found.



(4) Expert witnesses are not permitted. In cases requiring special expertise, the hearing body may appoint individuals with appropriate expertise to serve as consultants to the hearing body. The consultant may be present and provide information as called upon during the hearing but will not vote.



(E) Standard of evidence.



A student will only be found in violation if a preponderance of evidence supports the charges.



(F) Majority vote required.



A student will not be found in violation unless a majority of the hearing body finds the student in violation. In the event of a tie, the hearing body will continue to deliberate. If after the hearing body determines that exhaustive deliberations have occurred and a majority decision is not reached, the student will be found not in violation.



(G) In cases where prompt review is essential (e.g., when graduation or the end of the academic year is imminent) the respondent may be offered the option of an administrative review consisting of an administrative decision or administrative hearing. The respondent may decline such expedited review without the expectation that the process can be completed on an expedited timeline.
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3335-23-13 Attendance.



Because the most accurate and fair review of the facts can best be accomplished when all parties are present, the respondent and invited witnesses are strongly encouraged to attend and participate. If an individual does not choose to attend a hearing, the charges will be reviewed as scheduled based on the available information, and a decision will be made. Although no inference may be drawn against a student for failing to attend a hearing or remaining silent, the hearing will proceed and the conclusion will be based on the evidence presented. No decision shall be based solely on the respondent’s failure to attend the hearing or answer the charges. In special circumstances, written statements may be considered by the hearing body when a respondent or witness does not attend or fully participate in a hearing.
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3335-23-14 Record of proceedings.



A single record consisting of written notes, audio recording, or other method selected by the hearing body, will be made of all hearings. Such record will remain university property but will be made available to the respondent for review during the appeal period. A written notice of the decision will be provided to the respondent. If the respondent is found in violation, information regarding appeal procedures will be provided to the respondent.
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3335-23-15 Committee on academic misconduct.



(A) On behalf of the committee, the coordinator may investigate and resolve all reported cases of student academic misconduct that fall under the committee’s jurisdiction. The coordinator and chair shall establish procedure for the investigation and resolution of cases. The committee does not hear cases involving academic misconduct in professional colleges having a published honor code. These colleges shall follow their own codes and procedures which can be obtained in their respective central offices. Some allegations against graduate students that fall under the committee’s jurisdiction may also implicate the university policy and procedures concerning research misconduct and/or graduate school policy on the investigation of allegations of research misconduct by a graduate student. Upon receipt of such an allegation, the coordinator shall meet with the dean of the graduate school or designee, and/or the senior vice president for research or designee, and these parties shall mutually agree on the appropriate procedure for adjudicating the case. Notice of this decision and a description of the procedure to be used shall promptly be given to the student who has been charged. The coordinator or chair may refer complaints to the student conduct system if it is determined that the academic misconduct allegation is incidental to some other misconduct.



(B) The Committee on Academic Misconduct is constituted according to rule 3335-5-48.7 of the Administrative Code.



(C) All complaints of academic misconduct shall be reported to the coordinator of the committee.



(D) Students have an obligation to report suspected misconduct.



(E) A quorum for a hearing shall be no fewer than three voting members of the committee which shall include no fewer than one student member and two faculty members.



For cases involving graduate students, reasonable efforts will be made to have graduate students serve as the student members of the hearing committee.



(F)	Eligibility.



(1) To be eligible for appointment, an undergraduate student must possess a minimum 2.5 cumulative grade point average, and all students must maintain a 2.5 cumulative grade point average to continue serving. To be appointed or serve, a student should not be under current disciplinary sanction or probation or suspension. A student found in violation of the Code who receives a formal reprimand may continue service upon review and determination by the coordinator of the committee.



(2) Removal.



The coordinator of the committee may remove committee members under certain circumstances, including but not limited to, not attending training, falling below the minimum grade point average, repeated absences, violating the Code or other applicable laws or rules, policies, standards, or guidelines, or not responding to repeated attempts at communication. Whenever possible, notification shall be made in writing to the committee member prior to removal.
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3335-23-16 University conduct board.



(A) Membership.



The respondent may elect for the University Conduct Board to adjudicate charges involving prohibited behaviors listed in rule 3335-23-04 of the Administrative Code, except paragraph (A) (academic misconduct). The director of student conduct will recommend members for approval as follows:



(1) Fifteen faculty and/or staff members appointed by the Vice President of Student Life for three-year terms;



(2) Fifteen undergraduate student members, appointed by Undergraduate Student Government for two-year terms;



(3) Six graduate student members, appointed by the Council of Graduate Students for two-year terms;



(4) Four professional student members, appointed by the Inter-Professional Council, for two-year terms; and



(5) The director of student conduct or designee shall serve as board coordinator ex-officio without vote.



(B) Quorum.



A quorum for a hearing shall be no fewer than four voting members of the board which shall include no fewer than two student members, unless the respondent elects not to include student members. A hearing board shall consist of no more than eight voting members.



(C) Eligibility and alternates.



(1) To be eligible for appointment, an undergraduate student must possess a minimum 2.5 cumulative grade point average, and all students must maintain a 2.5 cumulative grade point average to continue serving. To be appointed or serve, a student should not be under current disciplinary sanction of probation or suspension. A student found in violation of the Code who receives a formal reprimand may continue service upon review and determination by the Director of Student Conduct.



(2) Additional alternate members may be appointed as needed.



(3) Removal.



The director of student conduct may remove University Conduct Board members under certain circumstances, including but not limited to, not attending training, falling below the minimum grade point average, repeated absences, violating the Code or other applicable laws or rules, policies, standards, or guidelines, or not responding to repeated attempts at communication. Whenever possible, notification shall be made in writing to the University Conduct Board member prior to removal.
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University Sanctions 3335-23-17 General guidelines for sanctions.

If a student is found to be in violation of the Code, sanctions should be commensurate with the violations found to have occurred. In determining the sanction(s) to be imposed, the hearing body should take into account any mitigating circumstances and any aggravating factors including, but not limited to, any provocation by the subject of the conduct that constituted the violation, any past misconduct by the student, any failure of the student to comply fully with previous sanctions, the actual and potential harm caused by the violation, the degree of intent and motivation of the student in committing the violation, and the severity and pervasiveness of the conduct that constituted the violation. Misconduct motivated by bias for classes protected by university policy, other than constitutionally protected expression, may be considered an aggravating factor for sanctioning. Impairment resulting from voluntary use of alcohol or drugs (i.e., other than medically necessary) will also be considered an aggravating, and not a mitigating, factor. One or more of the following courses of action may be taken when a student has been found to have violated the Code.



(A) Disciplinary sanctions.



(1) Formal reprimand.



A written letter of reprimand resulting from a student’s misconduct.



(2) Disciplinary probation.



This probationary condition is in effect for a specified time period and may involve the loss of specified privileges. Further violation of university rules, policies, standards, or guidelines during the probationary period will additionally be viewed as a violation of the probation, which shall result in further action up to and including suspension or dismissal.



(3) Suspension.



Suspension is a sanction that terminates the student’s enrollment at the university for a specified time period. Satisfactory completion of specified stipulations may be required for reenrollment at the end of the suspension period. Under special circumstances, the hearing body may hold the imposition of suspension in abeyance, which would allow for the student’s continued enrollment so long as the student adheres to all stipulations, restrictions, or conditions imposed by the hearing body.



(4) Dismissal.



Dismissal is a sanction which permanently separates a student from the university without opportunity to re-enroll in the future.



(B) Conditions of suspension and dismissal.



Unless a student is otherwise notified in writing, a suspension or dismissal will not take effect until after the appeal period. A student who has been dismissed or suspended from the university shall be denied all privileges afforded a student (including, but not limited to, participation in university sponsored or sanctioned events and activities) and shall be required to vacate campus as determined by the hearing body. In addition, after vacating campus property, a suspended or dismissed student may not enter upon campus and/or other university property at any time, for any purpose, in the absence of expressed written permission from the vice president for student life or designee. To seek such permission, a suspended or dismissed student must file a written petition to the vice president for student life for entrance to the campus for a limited, specified purpose or to have the terms of this condition modified or reduced.



(C) Failing or lowered grades.



In cases of academic misconduct, a hearing body may authorize the instructor to award a failing or lowered grade in the course and a loss of credit on the graded coursework.



(D) Other sanctions.



Other appropriate sanctions may be imposed by a hearing body singularly or in combination with any of the above-listed sanctions. Examples include, but are not limited to, making restitution for property damage or misappropriation of university property or services, or the property of any person, residence hall contract termination or reassignment to another room, restriction of access to specified campus facilities and/or property, research assignments, community service projects, special workshop participation, referral to medical resources or counseling personnel, and/or educational sanctions.
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Appeal Process



3335-23-18 Appellate process.



(A) Right to appeal.



(1) A student found to have violated the Code has the right to appeal the original decision. The appeal is not intended to re-hear or re-argue the same case and is limited to the specific grounds outlined in this rule. The appeal must state the specific grounds for the appeal and should include all supporting documentation. The appeal must be postmarked, delivered, sent via email or online form, to the appropriate appeal officer listed below, within five business days after the date on which notice of the decision is sent to the student. Each student shall be limited to one appeal of a decision of a hearing body. The decision of the appeal officer is final.



(2) Any extensions to the appeal date may be made at the discretion of the director of student conduct, residence life, or the office of academic affairs or their designee.



(3) A student who has accepted responsibility for violating the Code waives the right to appeal, except on the basis that the disciplinary sanction is grossly disproportionate to the violation(s) committed.



(4) When found in violation of the Code, a respondent shall be limited to one appeal. The decision of the appeal officer is final.



(B) Grounds for appeal.



(1) An appeal may be based only upon one or more of the following grounds:



(a) Procedural error that resulted in material harm or prejudice to the student (i.e., by preventing a fair, impartial, or proper hearing). Deviations from the designated procedures will not be a basis for sustaining an appeal unless material harm or prejudice results; or



(b) Discovery of substantial new evidence that was unavailable at the time of the hearing and which reasonably could have affected the decision of the hearing body;



(c) Disciplinary sanction imposed is grossly disproportionate to the violation(s) committed, considering the relevant aggravating and/or mitigating factors.



(2) Non-attendance by the respondent or the complainant may not be the sole grounds for an appeal.




(C) Appropriate appeal officers.



(1) Appeals from residence hall hearings:



(a) All appeals from residence hall hearings other than contract terminations, shall be submitted to the director of residence life or designee;



(b) All appeals, when the sanction imposed by the residence hall hearing is contract termination, shall be submitted to the director of student conduct or designee.



(2) Appeals of a decision of a hearing body other than those described in the previous section will be submitted for decision to the vice president of student life or designee.



(3) Appeals of decisions of the committee on academic misconduct or its coordinator will be submitted for decision to the executive vice president and provost or designee.



(D) Appeal proceedings.



(1) The appeal officer will dismiss the appeal if the appeal is not based upon one or more of the grounds set forth in paragraph (B) of this rule.



(2) The appeal officer will decide the appeal based upon a review of the record and supporting documents (e.g., prior disciplinary history).



(E) Possible dispositions by the appeal officer.



The appeal officer may, after a review of the record:



(1) Uphold the original decision and/or sanction(s);



(2) Dismiss the case or individual charge(s) against the student and vacate any portion or all of the sanction(s);



(3) Modify or reduce the sanction(s); or



(4) Remand the case to the original hearing body to consider a specific issue as directed by the appeal officer or refer the case to a new hearing body to be reheard. If possible, a new hearing body should be different from the one that originally decided the case. If a case is reheard by a hearing body, the sanction imposed can be greater than that imposed at the original hearing.
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3335-23-19 Deviations and other procedures.



A student and hearing officer may agree in advance to deviations from procedure. Such deviations are not then subject to appeal. Other deviations are acceptable as long as such deviations are not found upon appeal to be materially harmful to the respondent. The office of student life, student conduct and the committee on academic misconduct may create additional procedures, such as record retention and reporting, in alignment with this code. Student Conduct will publish standards used to review, investigate, and adjudicate allegations involving registered student organizations. These procedures must be publicly available on the appropriate Ohio State University’s website.
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3335-23-20 Interim suspension.



(A)	When the vice president for student life or designee has reasonable cause to believe that the student's presence on university premises or at a university-related or registered student organization activity poses a significant risk of substantial harm to the safety or security of themselves, others, or to property, the student may be immediately suspended from all or any portion of university premises, university-related activities or registered student organization activities. The interim suspension will be confirmed by a written statement.



(D) The interim suspension shall remain in effect until:



(1) The conclusion of the student conduct process, including any appeal;



(2) The vice president of student life or designee terminates the interim suspension in writing; or



(3) The vice president of student life or designee terminates the interim suspension upon written request by the student where a determination is made that reasonable cause for the interim suspension no longer exists.



(a) The request from the student must be in writing and must include supporting documentation or evidence that the student does not pose, or no longer poses, a significant risk of substantial harm to the safety or security of themselves, others or to property.



(b) A decision on such a request will be made without undue delay by the vice president of student life or designee.
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3335-23-21 Administrative disenrollment and other restrictions.



A student may be: disenrolled from the university; prohibited from all or any portion of university premises, university-related activities or registered student organization activities; and/or permitted to remain only under specified conditions when the vice president for student life or designee finds that there is clear and convincing evidence that the student’s continued presence poses a significant risk of substantial harm to the health or safety of themselves, others, or to property.



(A) In those cases under paragraph (A) of this rule in which it appears that the risk posed by the student is a result of a health condition or a disability as defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act, the vice president for student life or designee shall also determine whether the risk or disruption can be eliminated or sufficiently reduced through reasonable accommodation and, if so, shall take appropriate steps to ensure that accommodation is made. The vice president for student life or designee may request the student to undergo an appropriate examination, as specified by the vice president for student life or designee, to determine whether any such condition exists and whether any such accommodation is possible. If the student fails to undergo such an examination, and if the other available evidence supports a finding under paragraph (A) of this rule, the vice president for student life or designee shall, to the extent reasonably possible, take the least restrictive measure or combination of measures necessary to resolve the risk or disruption.



(B) A student who has been disenrolled; prohibited from university premises, university-related activities or registered student organization activities; or permitted to remain only under specified conditions may petition the vice president for student life for revision of that status. The petition must include supporting documentation or evidence that:



(1) The conditions found to have existed under paragraph (A) of this rule no longer exist and will not recur, and



(2) The student meets all normal and appropriate standards for admission and enrollment in any academic unit in which the student seeks to re-enroll. Upon receipt of such a petition, the vice president for student life or designee shall evaluate the evidence and may consult with the student, any appropriate university personnel, and any other persons whom the vice president for student life or designee deems appropriate. The vice president for student life or designee may deny the petition, grant the petition in whole or in part under specified conditions, or grant the petition in whole or in part without condition.
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3335-23-22 Authority.



The bylaws of the university board of trustees and rules of the university faculty provide that the university president shall have the final responsibility and authority for the discipline of all students of the university (see paragraph (A) of rule 3335-11-01 of the Administrative Code). This responsibility and authority has been delegated by the president to the vice president for student life, whose office is also charged with responsibility for promulgation of rules governing student conduct (see paragraph (H) of rule 3335-1-03 of the Administrative Code).



The deans of colleges and of the graduate school, the directors of schools, and the chairpersons of departments, respectively, are responsible to the president through regular disciplinary channels for the discipline of all students in the activities of their respective colleges, schools, and departments (see paragraph (B) of rule 3335-11-01 of the Administrative Code). Likewise, the deans and directors of the regional campuses are responsible to the president through the executive vice president and provost for the discipline of all students in the activities of their respective campuses.



The Ohio State University Code of Student Conduct is an official publication of the university board of Trustees. All petitions for revision and amendment of this Code should be submitted through the office of the vice president for student life. The Code shall remain consistent with the university’s Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct policy; any Code changes related to these policies shall be done in consultation with the appropriate official designated under the Non-Discrimination, Harassment, and Sexual Misconduct policy Proposed revisions to the Code shall be reviewed, in draft form, by the office of the president, the office of academic affairs, and the steering committee of the university senate before being presented for approval to the university senate by the council on student affairs. No revision shall become effective unless approved by the university board of trustees and until printed notice of such revisions is made available to students.



This Code shall take effect upon approval by the board of trustees. It shall govern all procedures in matters brought after it first takes effect and also all further procedures in matters then pending, except to the extent that in the discretion of the university the application in a particular action pending would not be feasible, in which event the former version of this Code shall be used. The definitions of prohibited conduct used in a particular matter will be the definitions found in the version of section 3335-23-04 in effect at the time the alleged conduct occurred.
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