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To:   Professor Mark Lovewell, Interim Secretary of Senate 

From:  Dr. Avner Levin, Chair, Policy 60 Review Committee 

Object: Streamlining of Process to Deal with Suspicions of Academic Misconduct 

 
The Principles of Academic Integrity 

As members of the Ryerson community we stand on the shoulders of those who have taught us 

what they know so that we can move forward on our own. Showing respect for the ideas of 

others by recognizing their contribution to our learning and demonstrating how they have 

influenced our thinking is essential to academic honesty and the integrity of the Ryerson 

community.  

 

Society can be confident that the professional services provided by Ryerson alumni will stand the 

test of time only if the individuals who contribute to their creation and delivery are capable of 

doing so on the basis of their own knowledge and expertise. Ethical behaviour predicated on 

academic integrity must therefore be the norm for all members of the Ryerson community 

whether student, staff, faculty or alumnus. This behaviour should be based on honesty, trust, 

fairness, respect and responsibility – the five values that underpin academic integrity and ethical 

behaviour (The Center for Academic Integrity, “The Fundamental Values of Academic Integrity” 

October, 1999). 

 

Academic Integrity at Ryerson 

The University’s Academic Integrity Policy emphasizes the importance of educating community 

members on ways and means of achieving the highest level of academic integrity. It delineates 

two means for fostering an environment where academic honesty flourishes, setting out the 

standards required for demonstrating academic integrity, and demarcating all community 

members’ responsibility for understanding how to achieve the highest level of academic integrity 

and the importance of orienting students on how to do so. 

 

The policy also defines academic dishonesty and misconduct and the consequences which flow 

from such behaviour. It describes the process for dealing with suspicions of academic dishonesty 

and subsequent determinations. Consistent with the educational mission of the University, this 

policy must always be applied in a fashion reflective of our commitment to supporting individual 

learning and personal development; and treating academic dishonesty with the seriousness it 

deserves based on the principles of natural justice. This means University personnel should 

understand the impact of both an accusation and a finding of academic misconduct and make 

every effort to ensure the procedures that flow from the policy are handled in a fair, sensitive and 

timely manner.  

 

These principles of natural justice must apply to all decision-making points. This means giving 

students the opportunity to be fully informed of the nature of the suspicion and the right to 

respond; and if a finding of academic misconduct is made, ensuring it be done so on an impartial 
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basis. In addition, all appeal mechanisms must be conducted in a timely manner and with the 

degree of formality that is required to maintain the principles of natural justice.  

 

The Committee’s Deliberations 

Policy 60 was scheduled for review in Fall 2011, and a Policy 60 Review Committee has been 

meeting since January 2012. The committee’s ongoing review has focused on how to streamline 

the way the University deals with suspicions of academic dishonesty, making the application of 

Policy 60 more consistent and timely for all parties, while maintaining the University’s emphasis 

on education and our strong commitment to fostering an environment where academic honesty 

and freedom flourish.  

 

We are submitting to Senate an overview of our streamlining proposal. Based on Senate’s 

feedback, we can then proceed to a detailed revision of the wording of the policy. We believe our 

proposal aligns with the University’s educational mission by ensuring Policy 60 would continue 

to be reflective of the University’s commitment to supporting individual learning and personal 

development, while treating academic misconduct with the seriousness it deserves.  

 

Current Process 

It is useful first to summarize the present process. According to Policy 60, when suspected 

academic misconduct is brought to the attention of the Academic Integrity Office, the student 

engages in either a facilitated or non-facilitated discussion with the relevant faculty member 

decision-maker. If, as a result of this discussion, it is deemed that academic misconduct has 

occurred, the Registrar assigns a disciplinary notice. For course-specific cases, at a minimum a 

grade of zero is assigned for the relevant work. A course grade of zero might also be assigned.  

 

At the second level of the current process, students have the right to appeal the faculty member’s 

decision to an Academic Integrity Council Hearing Panel. In cases where a decision-maker 

recommends a disciplinary withdrawal or suspension, the appeal to the Academic Integrity 

Council Hearing Panel is automatic. At the next and final level, the student may appeal the 

Academic Integrity Council Hearing Panel’s decision to a Senate Appeals Committee Panel. In 

cases where the faculty member has recommended expulsion or where the Academic Integrity 

Council Hearing Panel recommends disciplinary withdrawal or suspension, the appeal to the 

Senate Appeals Committee Panel is automatic. 

 

Proposed Process 
The Policy 60 Review Committee’s proposed process begins with the option of a faculty-student 

discussion, which in some instances will result in a resolution. Cases with no resolution would be 

referred to the Academic Integrity Office.  Faculty members would have the option of sending a 

case directly to the Academic Integrity Office without an initial discussion with the student. 

Regardless of the particular path chosen, faculty members and students could consult with the 

Academic Integrity Office at any time. 

 

In cases where faculty members elected to discuss matters directly with the student, they could 

impose penalties of at most x% of the total course grade (with x yet to be determined), and only 

if the student admitted to having committed the academic misconduct.  All other cases would be 

referred to the Academic Integrity Office.  However, even in cases resolved in the context of the 
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faculty-student discussion, the instance of academic misconduct would be sent to the Academic 

Integrity Office and recorded in a confidential and secure central data base which would enable 

the Academic Integrity Office to track individual students and thus deal with repeat offenders.  

If and when a case reached the level of an interview with the Academic Integrity Office, the 

student would have the right to have an advocate (ie. support person, student advocate or legal 

counsel). If students did not agree with either the finding of misconduct or the particular penalty 

imposed (or both), they would have the right to appeal to a Senate Appeals Committee Panel. At 

this stage, students would again have the right to a support person, student advocate or legal 

counsel. Where a student’s disciplinary suspension, withdrawal or expulsion was the imposed 

penalty, there would be a final appeal to the Provost or Provost’s designate. While this process 

explicitly recognizes a possible role for legal counsel, we are committed to establishing 

procedures that will establish the facts of the case and are as nonadversarial as possible.  

 

This entire process would be overseen by a Senate Committee on Academic Integrity, which 

would receive and review an annual report from the Academic Integrity Office, appoint the 

Senate Appeals Committee Panel members and ensure they were adequately trained. The Senate 

Committee on Academic Integrity would also receive all panel hearing outcomes and report 

annually to Senate.  

 

Education would be an important component of the policy, with a requirement for mandatory 

education on the policy and on academic integrity in general for the Ryerson community.  

 

Similarities and Differences 

One similarity between the current and proposed processes is that both could begin with 

faculty/student interaction. Another is that both processes involve the same form of Senate 

appeal. Finally, both processes stress the importance of education of both students and faculty 

members by the Academic Integrity Office, with the Office’s role also including the provision of 

advice on policy and procedures to the community and keeping records. 

An important difference is that in the proposed process there would be a wide range of penalties, 

from reprimand to expulsion. However, even in instances of the most minor penalties, there 

would be a record of the case. In some instances, a discussion between faculty member and 

student would result in a resolution. All cases still contested after this discussion, as well as those 

cases where the faculty member or the student waived the right of the discussion, would be 

referred to the Academic Integrity Office. In the proposed process, the faculty member would not 

be able to decide unilaterally on a student’s “guilt” or “innocence”, and in instances where 

resolution was found could impose penalties only less than a certain percentage of the total 

course grade. The facilitated discussion of the current process would be replaced by a formal 

interview in which the Academic Integrity Office would have the authority to determine if the 

allegation of academic misconduct was founded and, if so, what the penalty should be, and with 

a process that explicitly allows for a student to have a support person, student advocate or legal 

counsel. 

Unlike the current process, the proposed process would be overseen by a Senate Committee on 

Academic Integrity, with this body issuing annual reports to the community. Moreover, in the 

proposed process only instances of disciplinary suspension, withdrawal and expulsion would be 

on the student record, while the current disciplinary notice penalty would disappear. The 
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Academic Integrity Office would gain a more central role, conducting a formal interview with 

the faculty member and student in contested cases, and with decision-making authority over 

“guilt” or “innocence” as well as the right to determine all penalties more than a certain 

percentage of the total course grade.  In addition, the Academic Integrity Office would track all 

findings and penalties in a private and confidential central database. 

Motion 

The Policy 60 Review Committee sees these proposed new features as significant and beneficial 

to the University's implementation of principles of Academic Integrity. At the Committee's May 

12
th

 meeting it was unanimously agreed that Senate approve this streamlined procedural 

framework, which would then serve as the basis for the Committee's ongoing review of Senate 

Policy 60. 

 


