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This Training Manual and Reference Guide benefited from 
the advice of the judicial affairs staffs at the University of 
Maryland and the Pennsylvania State University, and is, in 
part, modeled on similar manuals in use at these institutions. 
Rutgers thanks the University of Maryland and Pennsylvania 
State University for their assistance.  



���

�	
���	�
���
�	�������������
������������������
��� � 

 



���

����
�����	�������	�	�����������	��
���
��	��
The Office of Student Conduct is responsible for disciplinary 

matters and can provide information and advice to students 

facing a charge under the University Code of Student Con-

duct (Code) and to community members bringing a com-

plaint. Ordinarily, this is the first office to contact to file a 

complaint, to respond to a complaint, or merely to seek ad-

vice about the disciplinary process. 

Normally, when a complaint is received in the Office of Stu-

dent Conduct, the Director assigns the matter to a Student 

Conduct Officer who will advise community members of 

their rights and responsibilities under the Code and provide 

information on campus advisers who are trained to assist 

members of the community in navigating the Student Con-

duct process. For full information about the Office of Student 

Conduct visit http://studentconduct.rutgers.edu or call the 

office at 732-932-9414. 

The Office of Student Conduct is part of the university’s Di-

vision of Student Affairs, which is responsible to the Vice 

President for Student Affairs. Ordinarily, the Director of Stu-

dent Conduct serves as the Vice President’s designee in disci-

plinary matters. When the term “Vice President for Student 

Affairs” is used in this manual, it encompasses the Vice Presi-
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dent or his or her designee, usually in the Office of Student 

Conduct. 
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��he University Code of Student Conduct (Code) was de-

veloped by the University Disciplinary Hearing Commit-

tee (Committee) over an eighteen-month period, beginning in 

the fall of 1992. During that time, the Committee received 

advice from students, faculty, and administrators on all three 

campuses of the University as well as from legal experts. The 

Code's essential purpose is to ensure due process to those ac-

cused of violating community standards by providing a fair, 

impartial hearing procedure to resolve complaints. 

The Code was reviewed by the University Senate, which en-

dorsed it on January 21, 1994 and recommended it to the 

Board of Governors. The Code was approved by the Board of 

Governors on February 18, 1994 and went into effect January 

1, 1995. A revised version of the Code, incorporating changes 

approved by the Committee on Student Conduct in 2001 – 

2002, was submitted on April 5, 2002 and took effect January 
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1, 2005.  A further revision of the code, reflecting changes in 

the New Brunswick/Piscataway organizational structure and 

approved through the reorganization process, took effect on 

July 1, 2007. 

While ultimate authority for student discipline is vested with 

the Board of Governors of Rutgers, The State University of 

New Jersey, this disciplinary authority has been delegated to 

University administrators, faculty, students, committees, and 

organizations, as set forth in the Code, or in other appropriate 

policies, rules, or regulations adopted by the Board. 

This manual describes the process by which the Code is im-

plemented and administered. It does not supersede the Code 

in any way. The Code is the authority in matters related to 

student discipline at the University. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 1 and 5. 
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All members of the Rutgers University community are ex-

pected to behave in an ethical and moral fashion, respecting 

the human dignity of all members of the community and re-

sisting behavior that may cause danger or harm to others 

through violence, theft, or bigotry. 
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All members of the Rutgers community are expected to ad-

here to civil and criminal laws of the local community, state, 

and nation, and to regulations promulgated by the University. 

All members of the Rutgers University community are ex-

pected to observe established standards of scholarship and 

academic freedom by respecting the intellectual property of 

others and by honoring the right of all students to pursue their 

education in an environment free from harassment and intimi-

dation. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Preamble. 

�
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The primary purpose of discipline in the University is to fos-

ter the personal, educational, and social development of those 

students who are held accountable for violations of University 

standards, to ensure the orderly functioning of the University, 

and to protect the University community and its members. 

Toward these ends, the University has established the Univer-

sity Code of Student Conduct, which enumerates the types of 

offenses that violate University standards and provides a fair, 

impartial procedure to resolve complaints. Should a student 

be found responsible for violating University standards, the 

Code also provides a mechanism for equitable sanctions to be 

imposed that are intended to educate as well as to discipline 
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the individual found responsible, and to deter others from 

committing similar offenses. 

The University Code of Student Conduct provides students 

general notice of prohibited conduct, but is not written with 

the specificity of a criminal code and is not designed to define 

misconduct in exhaustive terms. Rare occasions may occur 

when conduct is so inherently and patently dangerous to the 

individual or to others that the University must take extraordi-

nary action not specifically covered in the Code.  

The Code addresses the accused student's relationship with 

the University community only. It should be remembered that 

University disciplinary procedures are separate from criminal 

or civil proceedings involving other jurisdictions. Thus, 

criminal and civil court and administrative procedures do not 

supersede procedures under the University Code of Student 

Conduct. In some cases, more than one procedure may be in-

voked for the same offense. For example, a victim of an as-

sault could file University charges against the assailant under 

the Code, and also file charges in criminal court and institute 

a civil suit for the same offense. These actions could proceed 

simultaneously. 

The University will not routinely invoke the disciplinary 

process for student misconduct that occurs off University 
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premises unless another member of the University community 

is the victim of such misconduct (as these offenses may have 

a direct impact on the University community) or the miscon-

duct takes place at a University sponsored activity or event, or 

involves a University recognized organization. However, the 

University reserves the right to take necessary and appropri-

ate steps to protect the safety and well being of the campus 

community. Such steps may include taking disciplinary action 

against those students whose behavior off University prem-

ises indicates that they may pose a substantial danger to oth-

ers in the University community. Normally, substantial dan-

ger will be manifested by a pending criminal charge, usually 

relating to a crime of violence, burglary, sexual assault, sub-

stantial theft or fraud, the distribution of illegal drugs or the 

possession of substantial quantities of illegal drugs.  

The focus of inquiry in any disciplinary proceeding shall be 

to determine whether a student has violated the Code. As the 

disciplinary process is an internal administrative procedure, 

formal rules of evidence are not applicable. However, only 

evidence which reasonable people would rely upon in the 

conduct of their affairs is admissible in the disciplinary proc-

ess. The Hearing Officer will rule on the admissibility of evi-

dence at a hearing. Deviations from prescribed procedures do 

not invalidate a decision or proceeding unless, in the opinion 

��������	��
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of the Hearing Officer, significant prejudice to the accused 

student has resulted from the deviation. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Preamble and Parts 

2, 4, 5, 6 and 15.  

����
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The Committee on Student Conduct (CSC) is a standing Uni-

versity-wide committee responsible for reviewing the Code, 

suggesting appropriate amendments or modifications, and ad-

vising the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Office of 

Student Conduct on issues pertaining to student discipline. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 72 –74.  
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��art 10 of the University Code of Student Conduct de-

scribes the types of conduct that violate University stan-

dards. Such conduct is divided into separable and non-

separable offenses. Separable offenses are those offenses 

serious enough to potentially merit separation (suspension or 

expulsion) from the University upon a finding of responsibil-

ity. Non-separable offenses are of a less serious nature; 

therefore, a finding of responsibility would lead to a sanction 

short of suspension. 

Those who are accused of separable offenses have a right to a 

University Hearing or Disciplinary Conference and the due 

process associated with these procedures. Students accused of 

non-separable conduct offenses have the right to a Discipli-

nary Conference. Students accused of non-separable aca-

demic integrity violations are entitled to the due process de-
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scribed in the Interim Academic Integrity Policy (see Chapter 

3, “The Interim Academic Integrity Policy.”) 

If a student has been found responsible for repeated violations 

of established University rules and regulations, regardless of 

the seriousness of the individual offenses involved, the stu-

dent may face separation from the University. A student who 

attempts to commit an offense, or assists another in commit-

ting an offense, bears the same degree of culpability as if he 

or she committed the violation and is subject to the same 

sanctions. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 10, 11 and 12. 

�� ���!������������
The following are considered separable offenses: 

(a) violations of academic integrity. 
The Interim Academic Integrity Policy (see Chapter 3, “The 
Interim Academic Integrity Policy”) provides the basis for 
considering violations of Part 10 (a). The policy sets forth in 
detail the University’s standards of academic integrity and the 
procedure for adjudicating cases of academic dishonesty. Stu-
dents are responsible for familiarizing themselves with the 
policy. 

(b) forgery, unauthorized alteration or unauthorized use 
of any University documents or records, or any instru-
ment or form of identification. 
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(c) intentionally furnishing false information to the Uni-
versity. 

(d) intentionally initiating or causing to be initiated any 
false report, warning or threat of fire, explosion or other 
emergency. 

(e) use of force against any person or property or the 
threat of such force. 

(f) sexual assault or nonconsensual sexual contact. 

In criminal proceedings in New Jersey, rape victims are pro-
tected by the New Jersey Rape Shield Law, which limits the 
inquiry that can be made about a victim's prior sexual conduct 
(see Appendix 2, “Admissibility of Evidence in Sex Crimes 
Cases”). 

The protections afforded to victims under the Rape Shield 

Law are also afforded victims in University Hearings and 

Disciplinary Conferences. The Hearing Officer will advise all 

hearing participants and the Student Conduct Officer all Dis-

ciplinary Conference participants of the protections of the 

Rape Shield Law in all appropriate cases.�

(g) hazing. 

A person is responsible for hazing under the Code if, in con-
nection with initiation of applicants to or members of an or-
ganization, he or she knowingly or recklessly organizes, pro-
motes, facilitates or engages in any conduct, other than com-
petitive athletic events, which places or may place another 

�����!�	���
���
�	�



���

�	
���	�
���
�	�������������
������������������
��� �

person in danger of bodily injury. The consent of the victim 
shall not be a legitimate defense in hazing incidents. Hazing 
offenses may be committed against initiates, pledges, or 
members of an organization. 

h) violation of the University's Student Life Policy Against 

Verbal Assault, Defamation and Harassment. 

The “University Student Life Policy Against Verbal Assault, 

Defamation and Harassment” (Appendix 4) provides the basis 

for considering violations of Part 10 (h). 

(i) unauthorized entry into, unauthorized use of, or misuse 

of University property, including computers and data and 

voice communication networks. 

All students are required to abide by the “Rutgers University 

Acceptable Use Policy for Computing and Information Tech-

nology Resources” and the “Guidelines for Interpretation and 

Administration of the Acceptable Use Policy for Computing 

and Information Technology Resources.” These policies can 

be found at http://oit.rutgers.edu/acceptable-use.html and 

http://oit.rutgers.edu/acceptable-use-guide.html. Students are 

also required to abide by any supplementary policies issued 

by individual units whose computing facilities students are 

using, and specific instructions from staff supporting comput-

ing facilities being used by a student. 
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(j) intentionally or recklessly endangering the welfare of 

any individual. 

(k) intentionally or recklessly interfering with any Univer-

sity activity. 

(l) intentionally or recklessly interfering with any Univer-

sity sponsored activity. 

Violations of Part 10 (k) and 10 (l) may include any willful 

act which disrupts or obstructs an academic class or lecture, 

an administrative or support function or official University 

event (including studying, teaching, research, meetings, inter-

views, ceremonies, public events, official University busi-

ness, or fire, police or emergency services), other creative or 

productive activities, or public services rendered by the Uni-

versity. The “University Administrative Procedure for Re-

sponding to Disruptions” (Appendix 5) provides a context for 

considering disruptive behavior, but implementing this proce-

dure is not a precondition for taking action against an individ-

ual for violations of Parts 10 (k) or 10 (l). 

(m) use, possession or storage of any weapon, dangerous 

chemical, fireworks, or explosive, whether or not a federal 

or state license to possess the same has been issued to the 

possessor. 

�����!�	���
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The possession and storage of personal protection devices 

such as small containers of Mace, which are permitted under 

New Jersey law, are specifically excluded from this defini-

tion. The legal use of such devices is also excluded from this 

definition. Students who are law enforcement officials and 

authorized by law to carry firearms are also excluded from 

this definition. 

(n) the distribution of alcohol, narcotics or dangerous 

drugs on University property or among members of the 

University community, if such distribution is illegal, or the 

possession of a sufficiently large quantity as to indicate an 

intention to distribute illegally. 

In determining whether a quantity is sufficiently large as to 

indicate an intention to distribute under the Code, the Univer-

sity will rely on the standards used by law enforcement agen-

cies to find presumption of intent to distribute. 

(o) theft of University services or theft of, or intentional or 

reckless damage to, University property, or property in 

the possession of, or owned by, a member of the Univer-

sity community; including the knowing possession of sto-

len property. Intentional or reckless misuse of fire safety 

equipment shall be regarded as damage under this section 

of the Code. 
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The definition of theft includes theft or other abuse of com-

puter time, including but not limited to: 

¨ Unauthorized entry into any computer file. 

¨ Unauthorized transfer of a file. 

¨ Unauthorized use of another individual’s identification 
and password. 

¨ Use of computing facilities to send obscene or abusive 
messages. 

¨ Use of computing facilities to interfere with the work of 
another member of the University community. 

¨ Use of computing facilities to interfere with the operation 
of the University computing system.  

(p) the violation of the ethical code of one's intended pro-

fession either by graduate students enrolled in any of the 

University's professional or graduate schools or by under-

graduate students in clinical courses or settings related to 

their intended profession. 

(q) violations of federal, state or local law where such vio-

lations have an adverse effect on the educational mission 

of the University. 

Ordinarily, a student is not charged with violating Part 10 (q) 
unless he or she has been convicted of violating the applica-
ble law. 

(r) failure to comply with the lawful directions of Univer-

sity officials, including campus police officers, acting in 

performance of their duties. 

�����!�	���
���
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(s) knowingly providing false testimony or evidence, dis-

ruption or interference with the orderly conduct of a Dis-

ciplinary Conference or hearing, violating the terms of 

any disciplinary sanction imposed in accordance with the 

Code, or any other abuse of the University's disciplinary 

procedures. 

Other potential abuses of the University's Hearing proce-

dures include, but are not limited to: 

¨ attempting to discourage an individual's proper partici-
pation in, or use of, the University's Hearing or Disci-
plinary Conference procedures. 

¨ attempting to unduly influence an individual participat-
ing in a Hearing or Disciplinary Conference. 

¨ harassment (verbal or physical) and/or intimidation of 
an individual involved in a Hearing or Disciplinary 
Conference prior to, during, and/or after a Hearing or 
Conference. 

¨ influencing or attempting to influence another person to 
commit an abuse of the Hearing and Disciplinary Confer-
ence provisions of this Code. 

(t) stalking. 

A person is responsible for stalking if he or she purposely and 

repeatedly engages in a course of conduct directed at a spe-

cific person that would cause a reasonable person to fear bod-

ily injury or death to him or herself or a member of his or her 

immediate family. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 10 – 12. 
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In addition to those non-separable offenses defined by the 

Code, other non-separable offenses may be defined by college 

or school policies. The Code defines the following non-

separable offenses: 

(u) disorderly conduct on University premises or at Uni-

versity sponsored activities. 

(v) obstruction of the free flow of pedestrian or vehicular 

traffic on University premises or adjacent to University 

premises, or at University sponsored activities. 

(w) violations of other published University regulations or 

policies. Such regulations or policies may include regula-

tions governing the use of computers and networks, the 

residence hall lease agreement and accompanying regula-

tions, as well as those regulations relating to the use of 

amplifying equipment, parking office rules and regula-

tions, and regulations governing student organizations. 

(x) illegal use or possession of alcohol or any controlled 

substance or illegal drug. 

(y) the willful failure or refusal to testify as a witness at a 

University Hearing or Disciplinary Conference. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 10 –12. 
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Part 11 of the Code specifies that a respondent who repeat-

edly violates the Code or other University regulations may be 

subject to suspension or expulsion, regardless of the serious-

ness of the individual offenses. 

Attempts to violate the Code are treated in the same manner 

as completed violations. Under Part 12 of the Code, an indi-

vidual who attempts to commit an act prohibited by the Code 

or assists another person in violating the Code is equally cul-

pable and subject to the same sanctions. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 11-12. 
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$�iolations of Part 10 (a) of the Code of Student Conduct 
are governed by the Interim Academic Integrity Policy 

(see Appendix 1), implemented September 1, 2008. The Pol-
icy specifies the behaviors that constitute violations of aca-
demic integrity and the procedures for adjudicating allega-
tions of academic dishonesty. 

&���������$����	�����
The Policy categorizes academic integrity violations as Level 
1, 2, 3 or 4. Level 1 and 2 violations are lesser offenses and 
are considered non-separable, which means that a student 
cannot be suspended or expelled for the violation. Examples 
of such violations include unauthorized collaboration on a 
minor homework assignment or failure to cite a source in a 
very limited portion of an assignment. 

Level 3 and 4 violations are more serious and are considered 
separable; sanctions for these violations may include suspen-
sion or expulsion. Cheating on a mid-term or final exam or 
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plagiarizing significant portions of a major assignment are 
examples of Level 3 and 4 violations. 

Under the Policy, individual faculty members may adjudicate 
Level 1 and 2 offenses. Level 3 and 4 violations must be adju-
dicated according to the procedures described in the Code of 
Student Conduct. 

��'
����	�������"���� ���!������������
Under the Policy, academic administrators called Academic 
Integrity Facilitators (AIFs) are appointed to educate faculty 
and students on the Policy and to assist faculty in adjudicating 
non-separable cases. 

If a faculty member, in consultation with an AIF, determines  
that a Level 1 or 2 academic integrity violation may have oc-
curred, he or she must notify the student in writing of the alle-
gations and afford the student the opportunity to meet with 
him or her to discuss the complaint. The student has the right 
to call witnesses and present evidence in his or her defense at 
this meeting. Based upon the meeting, the faculty member 
then determines whether a violation has occurred. If the fac-
ulty member chooses not to meet with the student and adjudi-
cate the case, the AIF can assume these duties (see Appendix 
6B, “Academic Integrity Facilitator Checklist”). 

If the faculty member or AIF finds the student not responsi-
ble, the matter is closed. If he or she finds the student respon-
sible, he or she then sanctions the student. The AIF or faculty 
member may only impose an academic sanction, such as a 
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failing grade for the assignment or course, a make-up assign-
ment, etc. If the student accepts the finding and sanction, and 
the offense is the student’s first, the sanction is implemented. 
If the student has been convicted of previous offenses, he or 
she may receive an increased sanction. 

If the student does not accept the finding and/or the sanction, 
he or she may appeal to the Academic Integrity Review Com-
mittee (AIRC) (see Chapter 8, “Appeals,” for detailed infor-
mation on the workings of the AIRC). The decision of the 
AIRC with regard to the finding is final. The Committee’s 
decision on sanction constitutes a recommendation to the ap-
propriate Chief Academic Officer (CAO) (the Executive Vice 
President for Academic Affairs in New Brunswick/
Piscataway or the Chancellor in Newark and Camden), whose 
decision regarding sanctions for nonseparable academic in-
tegrity violations is final. The CAO may designate his or her 
duties under the Academic Integrity Policy to a Campus Aca-
demic Integrity Designee (CAID). In New Brunswick/
Piscataway, the CAID is the Vice President for Undergradu-
ate Education (for undergraduate students) or the Vice Presi-
dent for Research and Graduate and Professional Education 
(for graduate students). The Chancellor selects the CAIDs for 
all students in Newark and Camden.  

After receiving the AIRC’s recommendation regarding the 
sanction, the CAO or CAID makes the final decision on sanc-
tion, imposes the sanction, and reports the final outcome of 
the case to the Office of Student Conduct. 

����%�	��������������%�	����	���������
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Faculty members may not adjudicate Level 3 or 4 offenses. If 
a faculty member suspects that a Level 3 or 4 violation has 
taken place, the case is referred for a Preliminary Review, in 
accordance with the University Code of Student Conduct. Ei-
ther an AIF or a Student Conduct Officer designated by the 
Office of Student Conduct may conduct the Preliminary Re-
view. The case is then addressed according to the procedure 
for adjudicating separable violations, as described in the Uni-
versity Code of Student Conduct. 



���

����%�	��������������%�	����	���������

Figure 3.1 The Student Conduct Process in 
Academic Integrity Cases Involving Non-

separable Charges (Adjudicated by Faculty 
Member) 
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Figure 3.2 The Student Conduct Process in 
Academic Integrity Cases Involving Non-

separable Charges (Adjudicated by AIF) 
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Figure 3.3 The Student Conduct Process in Academic 
Integrity Cases Involving Separable Charges 
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��ny individual may report a student suspected of violating 
the Code by notifying the Director of Student Conduct. 

Upon receiving a complaint, the Director will assign the mat-
ter to a Student Conduct Officer who will conduct a Prelimi-
nary Review to evaluate the allegation (see Appendix 6,  
“Preliminary Review Checklist”). A Preliminary Review is 
the Student Conduct Officer’s investigation to determine 
whether there is sufficient credible evidence to pursue 
charges against the respondent.  The respondent is the student 
accused of violating the Code. The complainant is the com-
plaining party in a Hearing or Disciplinary Conference. 

%��	��	�������
�� ����	�
When a report comes from a member of the University com-

munity, that person is ordinarily expected to serve as the com-

plainant in the case. Only a member of the University com-

munity, defined as any student, faculty, administration or staff 

member at the University, may serve as a complainant under 

the Code. When a report comes from someone who is not a 
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member of the University community, or if the person report-

ing the alleged offense is otherwise unable or unwilling to 

serve as the complainant,  another member of the University 

community may serve as complainant after consultation with 

the Director of Student Conduct. 

If there are multiple complainants or cross-complaints (two or 

more individuals accusing one another of violations of the 

Code), the Student Conduct Officer conducting the Prelimi-

nary Review will determine and assign the roles of complain-

ant, respondent, and witnesses. The Student Conduct Officer 

will note the fact that cross-complaints have been filed in the 

Preliminary Review report. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 16 and 17.  

�������������������
Upon receipt of a conduct complaint or a separable academic 

integrity complaint, a Student Conduct Officer assigned by 

the Director of Student Conduct conducts a Preliminary Re-

view to collect and assess information and evidence relating 

to the complaint. In nonseparable academic integrity cases, 

the matter is referred to an AIF for investigation (see Chapter 

3, “The Interim Academic Integrity Policy”). 

The Student Conduct Officer conducting the Preliminary Re-

view separately interviews the complainant and respondent to 
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determine the nature of the complaint and whether the evi-

dence presented is sufficiently credible to warrant pursuing 

the matter. The Student Conduct Officer describes the disci-

plinary process and the complainant's role in it, and informs 

the respondent of his or her rights and responsibilities under 

the Code, including the right to remain silent. The Student 

Conduct Officer provides the complainant and respondent 

with the University Code of Student Conduct, the appropriate 

information sheet (Appendix 7, “Information Sheet for Com-

plainants and Campus Advisers” and Appendix 8, 

“Information Sheet for Respondents and Campus Advisers”), 

and a list of Campus Advisers. Matters discussed in the Pre-

liminary Review become part of the record and may be pre-

sented at any proceeding that takes place subsequent to the 

Preliminary Review. 

In most cases, the Preliminary Review consists of interview-

ing relevant witnesses and reviewing available evidence. In 

some cases, the Student Conduct Officer may be unable to 

conduct a comprehensive review for logistical reasons (for 

example, a witness is unavailable or a respondent refuses to 

contact the Student Conduct Officer). In such cases, he or she 

must determine on the evidence available whether to charge 

the respondent with a violation of the Code, to dismiss the 

complaint, or to defer action. 

�������������������������������
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Upon conclusion of the Preliminary Review, the Student Con-

duct Officer prepares a short written summary of the informa-

tion obtained and his or her recommendation and sends a 

copy to the Director of Student Conduct. The Student Con-

duct Officer may: 

¨ dismiss the complaint. 

¨ charge the respondent with a non-separable offense. 

¨ charge the respondent with a separable offense. 

¨ charge the respondent with a combination of sepa-
rable and non-separable offenses. 

¨ defer action pending the availability of additional infor-
mation. 

If the respondent accepts responsibility for the charges 

or declines to contest the charges, the Student Conduct 

Officer may assign any of the sanctions listed in Part 

13 of the Code. If the Student Conduct Officer deter-

mines that suspension or expulsion is the appropriate 

sanction, that decision represents a recommendation to 

the sanctioning official (the Vice President for Student 

Affairs in conduct cases or the Chief Academic Offi-

cer in academic integrity cases). The complainant and 

respondent will then have five working days to submit 

written petitions to the sanctioning official  before he 

or she finalizes the sanction. The respondent may then 

appeal the sanction to the Appeals Committee and the 
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President of the University as described in Parts 56 to 

66 of the Code (see Chapter 8, “Appeals”); however, 

the determination of responsibility is not subject to 

appeal. 

If the respondent denies responsibility for a non-

separable offense, the charges are addressed through a 

Disciplinary Conference.  If the respondent denies re-

sponsibility for a separable offense, or for a combina-

tion of related separable and non-separable offenses, 

the charges are addressed through a Disciplinary Con-

ference or through a University Hearing (see Chapter 

5, “Disciplinary Conferences” and Chapter 6, 

“University Hearings”). 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 18 – 22.  

%�	������
� �������
When a complaint provides a reasonable basis to conclude 

that the accused student poses a substantial and immediate 

threat to him- or herself, to others, or to property, the Senior 

Dean of Students (or the Provost or designee in Newark and 

Camden) may suspend the student on an interim basis.  In 

such cases, no Preliminary Review is conducted. A student 

placed on interim suspension is immediately removed from 

campus and may not attend classes or be present on Univer-
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Figure 4.1 The Student Conduct Process in Cases 
Involving Non-Separable Conduct Charges 
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Figure 4.2 The Student Conduct Process in Cases 
Involving Separable Conduct Charges 
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sity premises. A student placed on interim suspension is enti-

tled to meet with the Vice President for Student Affairs 

within two working days of the interim suspension to discuss 

the reliability of the information concerning the allegations, 

and whether the student’s presence on University premises 

poses a substantial and immediate threat. Based on this meet-

ing, the Vice President may choose to lift or maintain the in-

terim suspension. If the suspension is lifted, the charges 

against the student are not dropped; the charges are addressed 

through the normal Student Conduct process. If the suspen-

sion is maintained, the student is entitled to a University 

Hearing within ten working days of the suspension date. If the 

University is unable to provide a hearing within ten days, the 

interim suspension is lifted and the charges are resolved 

through the normal Student Conduct process. If the Univer-

sity is prepared to provide a hearing within ten days, and the 

accused student requests a postponement, he or she remains 

on interim suspension until the Student Conduct process is 

concluded. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 7 and 8. 

��� �����	(���	
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��
Except in those cases in which a student is under interim sus-

pension, a respondent retains student status until such time as 

he or she is found to be responsible for the allegation. If the 
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Figure 4.3 The Student Conduct Process 
in Cases Involving Interim Suspension 
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student is found responsible and appeals the finding and/or 

sanction, the imposition of sanctions normally will be de-

ferred until the appellate process is complete. 

At the discretion of the Vice President for Student Affairs, a 

hold may be placed on the student’s transcript until the Stu-

dent Conduct process is complete. Should a degree be pend-

ing, the awarding of that degree will be withheld pending the 

final disposition of the case. In certain cases, conditions may 

be placed upon the respondent’s interaction with the alleged 

victim, or other restrictions may be placed upon the accused 

student if the Vice President for Student Affairs perceives 

such restrictions to be necessary to protect the University 

community. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 66 and 70. 
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A Campus Adviser is a member of the University community 

(defined as any Rutgers student, faculty member, or staff 

member) who assists complainants and respondents in negoti-

ating the Rutgers Student Conduct process. Campus advisers 

can offer advice and assist complainants or respondents with 

such tasks as:   
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¨ Reviewing case materials 

¨ Gathering evidence 

¨ Interviewing witnesses 

¨ Preparing opening and closing statements for a hearing 

¨ Conducting questioning during a hearing 

¨ Preparing petitions and appeals. 

The Student Conduct Officer conducting the Preliminary Re-

view will provide respondents and complainants with a list of 

individuals who have been trained to serve as Campus Advis-

ers. Complainants and respondents are free to choose an ad-

viser from the list or to recruit any member of the University 

community to serve as their adviser. However, only Campus 

Advisers on the list have been trained in the specifics of the 

University student disciplinary process. For this reason, re-

spondents and complainants are encouraged to consider 

choosing a Campus Adviser from the list provided by the Stu-

dent Conduct Officer. Should a respondent choose a member 

of the University community with a law degree as his or her 

Campus Adviser, the complainant is also free to have a Cam-

pus Adviser who holds a law degree, but not otherwise. 

Campus Advisers may accompany complainants and respon-

dents to the Preliminary Review and other meetings. How-

ever, the discussion at these conferences is generally directed 

to the complainant and respondent (except when a respondent 

elects to remain silent), although Campus Advisers will be 

�������������������������������



���

�	
���	�
���
�	�������������
������������������
��� �

free to speak and participate as well. Any correspondence re-

lated to the case will be sent to the complainant and respon-

dent and their advisers. 

The University treats any discussions between Campus Ad-

visers and their advisees as confidential. However, the Uni-

versity cannot guarantee that external authorities will likewise 

respect this privilege. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 34, 54 and 55. 

�		�������
Under the Code, an attorney is defined as a person who holds 

a J.D., LL.B. or LL.M. degree from an accredited college or 

university, has passed a bar exam, and is not a member of the 

University community. Members of the University commu-

nity who hold law degrees are permitted to serve as Campus 

Advisers; attorneys as defined above are not. 

Respondents and complainants may, at their own expense, 

seek the advice of an attorney in addition to that of a Campus 

Adviser. Attorneys may advise students and assist in the 

preparation of their cases and may accompany their clients to 

the Preliminary Review and other meetings related to the 

case. However, the University considers disciplinary matters 
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to be between the student and the University community. 

Therefore, all correspondence is addressed to the student, 

who is then free to copy his or her attorney. Likewise, discus-

sion at the Preliminary Review is between the Student Con-

duct Officer and student. At the Preliminary Review and any 

Disciplinary Conference or hearing, the attorney may be pre-

sent to advise his or her client, but may not otherwise partici-

pate in the proceedings. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 53-54.  
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)�isciplinary Conferences are designed to resolve com-

plaints through an informal meeting between a Student 

Conduct Officer and respondent. In cases where multiple re-

spondents in a single incident opt for a Disciplinary Confer-

ence, the Director of Student Conduct will assign the confer-

ence to one Student Conduct Officer. 

Disciplinary Conferences are not as formal as University 

Hearings and the Student Conduct Officer determines the or-

der of the presentations, always assuring the respondent a full 

opportunity to respond to any allegations and to present evi-

dence on his or her behalf. 

A respondent contesting the charges against him or her for 

suspension or expulsion offenses may request a Disciplinary 

Conference in place of a University Hearing, with the com-

plainant’s consent.  If the complainant objects, a University 

hearing is held.  When a respondent is contesting non-
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separable charges, the matter will be resolved at a Discipli-

nary Conference. 

A complainant is not required to attend a Disciplinary Confer-

ence unless cross-examination is necessary to resolve dispari-

ties in factual matters before the Student Conduct Officer. 

Otherwise, documentary and written evidence can be relied 

upon, so long as the respondent has had the opportunity to 

review this evidence in advance and is allowed to respond at 

the conference. The respondent is allowed to call witnesses 

on his or her behalf at the conference. If necessary, the com-

plainant, in consultation with the Student Conduct Officer, 

may also call witnesses. 

A respondent choosing a Disciplinary Conference is accorded 

the following rights: 

¨ written notice of the charges at least five working days 
prior to the scheduled conference; 

¨ reasonable access to the case file prior to and during the 
conference; 

¨ the opportunity to respond to evidence against him or her; 

¨ the opportunity to call appropriate witnesses on his or her 
behalf; 

¨ the right to be represented by a Campus Adviser; 

¨ the right to be advised (but not represented) by an attor-
ney. 



���

Upon a finding of responsibility at a Disciplinary Conference, 

the Student Conduct Officer may assign any sanction avail-

able under the Code. If the Student Conduct Officer deter-

mines suspension or expulsion to be the sanction, that deter-

mination constitutes a recommendation to the Vice President 

for Student Affairs or Chief Academic Officer. The complain-

ant and respondent will then have five working days to sub-

mit written petitions to the sanctioning official  before he or 

she finalizes the sanction. The respondent may then appeal 

the finding and/or sanction to the Appeals Committee and the 

President of the University. 

For non-separable offenses heard at a Disciplinary Confer-

ence, the respondent has the right to appeal to the Director of 

Student Conduct. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, parts 49-55. 
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�� niversity hearings are fact-finding proceedings in which 

a University Hearing Board considers allegations of stu-

dent misconduct. University Hearings should not be confused 

with criminal or civil court proceedings. A University Hear-

ing serves a different purpose and follows different proce-

dures. 

*	���������+����������	��� ��	��
All members of the University who are involved in a discipli-

nary proceeding are expected to: 

¨ be truthful and fair; 

¨ cooperate and fully participate in any proceeding in which   
they are involved (respondents may remain silent); 

¨ treat all participants with respect; 

¨ adhere to the directives and rulings of the Hearing Offi-
cer; 

¨ keep all disciplinary matters confidential. 

��������	��+��������
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Confidentiality is meant to protect the privacy of the respon-

dent and complainant, and to comply with the Family Educa-

tional Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). All participants are 

encouraged to keep disciplinary matters confidential. Hearing 

Officers, Hearing Board members, and Campus Advisers 

have a particular responsibility to do so. While a respondent 

does not bear the same degree of responsibility for maintain-

ing confidentiality as the other parties to the proceedings, the 

University reserves the right to correct the record if the re-

spondent makes public statements which inaccurately repre-

sent the Student Conduct process in any way. 

Hearing Officers and Hearing Boards have the authority to 

conduct hearings for students charged with violations of the 

Code. This authority carries particular responsibilities. In ad-

dition to fulfilling the ethical duties expected of all University 

members, Hearing Officers and Hearing Board members must 

be committed to the standards of objectivity, impartiality, and 

confidentiality. 

Each board member must carefully and impartially review the 

evidence presented at the hearing and render a decision based 

on the weight and credibility of that evidence. Board mem-

bers should consider only the evidence presented at the hear-

ing and refrain from reaching a conclusion until all the evi-

dence has been presented. 
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A board member who is involved with any of the parties to a 

case in such a way that may prejudice his or her judgment (or 

present an appearance of prejudice) should inform the Hear-

ing Officer, who will decide whether the board member 

should continue or not. 

Hearing Officers and board members should not discuss any 

aspect of the case with each other or other participants in the 

hearing during any recesses in the hearing. Discussion should 

be confined to the appropriate stages of the hearing itself. All 

aspects of a disciplinary case, including the names of the 

complainant and respondent, testimony, evidence, board de-

liberations, and the decision or vote of any board member, are 

confidential and are not to be discussed outside the hearing 

process.  

Hearing Officers and board members are expected to adhere 

to the community standards described on page []. Conviction 

of any violation of the Code may render a student ineligible to 

serve in future disciplinary proceedings as a Hearing Officer, 

Hearing Board member, or Campus Adviser. Hearing Offi-

cers and board members must behave in a professional man-

ner and treat all participants in the Student Conduct process 

with dignity and respect. Hearing Officers and Hearing Board 

��������	��+��������
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members are also expected to fully and actively participate in 

training and continuing education sessions. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 28. 

"�	����
The Director of Student Conduct will notify the respondent of 

the hearing a minimum of ten working days before the hear-

ing is to be held. The Director will also notify the complain-

ant, Student Conduct Officer, Campus Advisers, Hearing Of-

ficer, and Hearing Board. 

The respondent’s hearing notice will contain the charges in 

sufficient detail to describe the alleged offense and a list of 

witnesses who may be called to testify on behalf of the com-

plainant. The witness list will include a brief summary of the 

facts to which each witness will testify. Witnesses whose 

names have not been submitted to the respondent will be al-

lowed to testify only at the discretion of the Hearing Officer. 

The notice of hearing will contain the names of the Hearing 

Officer and Hearing Board and the time and place of the hear-

ing. The respondent will receive a copy of the Code and a list 

of trained Campus Advisers available to assist with his or her 

case. 

Should a respondent fail to appear at a scheduled hearing, af-

ter receiving proper notice of the hearing, he or she will be 
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deemed to have pled no contest to the charges. The presenta-

tion of the case will go forward, and a decision will be ren-

dered according to the evidence presented. 

Within five working days of receiving notice of the hearing, 

the respondent must provide the Director of Student Conduct 

with a list of the names of his or her witnesses and a brief 

summary of their testimony. The Director will transmit the 

information to the Preliminary Review Student Conduct Offi-

cer, Hearing Officer, and the complainant. Failure to provide 

this list may result in the exclusion of the respondent's wit-

nesses from the hearing. The Hearing Officer's decision on 

the permissibility of witnesses is not subject to appeal. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 29 and 36. 

���	 ������	��
Hearings are difficult to schedule and therefore are rarely re-

scheduled once a hearing date has been established. If either 

the complainant or the respondent wishes to request a post-

ponement, that request must be submitted in writing to the 

Director of Student Conduct at least five working days before 

the scheduled hearing. The request must set forth good cause 

for the postponement. Inconvenience does not constitute good 

cause. The Director will transmit the request to the Hearing 
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Officer, whose decision on the question of postponement is 

not subject to appeal. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 33. 


��������	���+��������
When more than one respondent is charged with an offense 

arising from a single occurrence, or out of connected occur-

rences, a single consolidated hearing will ordinarily be held 

for all respondents. For logistical reasons, respondents are 

rarely given separate hearings in such cases, unless it can be 

demonstrated that a consolidated hearing would make it im-

possible to have a fair hearing or would be unmanageable due 

to the number of students involved. If a respondent believes 

that he or she would be disadvantaged by a consolidated hear-

ing, the respondent can petition the Director of Student Con-

duct for a separate hearing. Requests for a separate hearing 

must be made at least five working days before the scheduled 

hearing and must set forth, in writing, good cause for the 

separation. The Director’s decision on the question of separa-

tion is not subject to appeal. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 31. 

�������	��%������	����
A University Hearing is not the same as a criminal or civil 

proceeding and thus does not allow for formal discovery (for 
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example, depositions and written interrogatories). However, 

the Director of Student Conduct will allow both respondent 

and complainant (or their campus advisers) reasonable access 

to the case file and any relevant documents contained therein. 

In the case of police reports, if a police report is unavailable 

to the respondent, it cannot be used as evidence in a hearing 

or Disciplinary Conference. However, the exclusion of a po-

lice report will not prevent witnesses who have been identi-

fied to the complainant and respondent from testifying to mat-

ters contained in the report. 

In addition, the Student Conduct Officer and the Director of 

Student Conduct are available to answer questions from either 

party about the Code and the Student Conduct process. Spe-

cific information concerning the charges, the witnesses and a 

summary of the facts to which they will testify is provided 

with notice of the hearing. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 32. 

�		���������	�+��������
University hearings are normally closed to the public except 

for the following participants: the respondent, the respon-

dent's Campus Adviser and attorney, the complainant, the 

complainant's Campus Adviser and attorney, the victim, the 

Director of Student Conduct (or his or her designee), and the 
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Student Conduct Officer who conducted the Preliminary Re-

view. The respondent, complainant, and victim may each pe-

tition the Hearing Officer to admit one additional support per-

son (a parent, for example). Support persons may not address 

the board or participate in the hearing in any way. Occasion-

ally, new members of the Hearing Board pool or Campus Ad-

visors may attend the hearing for training purposes. 

The respondent may request that the hearing be open to the 

public. If the respondent requests an open hearing, the request 

will be granted, provided that the victim and complainant do 

not object. If an objection is raised, the Director of Student 

Conduct will determine whether the hearing is to be open or 

closed. The Director’s decision is not subject to appeal. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 37. 

������������	���+�������������������+�������,�����
As noted earlier, a University hearing is a fact-finding proc-

ess. The Hearing Board and the Hearing Officer, working to-

gether, play the principal investigatory and adjudicative role. 

In University Hearings, the Hearing Board and Hearing Offi-

cer are primarily responsible for questioning the complainant, 

respondent, and witnesses. The questions of the Hearing 

Board and the Hearing Officer may be supplemented by ques-
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tions from the complainant and respondent (or their respec-

tive Campus Advisers). 

The Hearing Officer oversees the hearing, ensuring that each 

participant is aware of his or her rights and responsibilities, 

that each participant is treated fairly and given the best oppor-

tunity to present his or her testimony, and that order is main-

tained (see Appendix 9, “Hearing Officer Checklist”). In con-

ducting the hearing, the Hearing Officer rules on whether tes-

timony is relevant, preStudent Conduct, or overly repetitive. 

The Hearing Officer rules on all motions and responds to all 

questions of procedure. In cases in which there is a potential 

for criminal as well as University charges, the Hearing Offi-

cer will possess a law degree (if the Hearing Officer is not a 

member of the University community, he or she must be a 

member of the New Jersey Bar).  

In responding to questions of procedure, the Hearing Officer 

may consult with the Director of Student Conduct, who keeps 

a record of the hearing. The Director may respond to any 

questions related to the Code and the procedures described in 

this manual, but may not otherwise participate in the discus-

sions of the hearing. 

A Hearing Board is made up of three students and two faculty 

members chosen from the Hearing Board pool. Should a 
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Hearing Board member be unavailable to serve, a University 

hearing may go forward with a minimum of two students and 

one faculty member. In cases in which there are four board 

members (rather than five or three), a tie vote will be the 

equivalent of a finding of not responsible. 

The Hearing Board determines whether or not a respondent is 

responsible for a violation of the Code of Student Conduct. At 

the end of the hearing, the Hearing Board retires to deliberate 

in closed session. The board will try to reach its decision by 

consensus. If consensus is not achieved, a vote will be taken, 

in which no board member may abstain, and a decision 

achieved by majority vote. Should the respondent be found 

responsible, the Hearing Board will again deliberate in closed 

session to determine an appropriate sanction recommenda-

tion. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 23 – 35, 38, 

and 44. 
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The respondent and complainant or their Campus Advisers 

may challenge the Hearing Officer or any member of the 

Hearing Board on the basis of personal bias (animosity or fa-

voritism toward any party in the hearing). Such challenge 

must be made in writing to the Director of Student Conduct  
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at least five working days prior to the hearing, and must set 

forth the facts upon which the challenge is based. A Univer-

sity community is relatively small and the fact that two par-

ties have met or were in the same class is not in itself grounds 

for disqualification. 

The Director of Student Conduct will determine whether 

there are sufficient grounds to warrant disqualification and 

the Director’s decision is not subject to appeal. In the case of 

disqualification, the Director will assign another member of 

the Hearing Board pool to serve in the place of the disquali-

fied individual. 

Should either respondent or complainant feel there is cause to 

challenge a Hearing Board member at the hearing itself, that 

challenge is made to the Hearing Officer, whose decision on 

the matter is not subject to appeal. The Hearing Officer, act-

ing on his or her own, may also remove a Hearing Board 

member for bias. Should a Hearing Board member be re-

moved, the hearing may continue so long as a quorum (a 

minimum of two students and one faculty member) of the 

Hearing Board remains. If a quorum does not exist, the hear-

ing may not continue until a quorum is reached. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 30. 
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A respondent is presumed to be not responsible for the 

charges presented at the hearing. In order for a Hearing Board 

to find a respondent responsible for violating the Code, the 

proof presented in support of a complainant's allegations must 

be clear and convincing. Clear and convincing is an interme-

diate standard between that used in the civil courts 

(preponderance of the evidence, meaning more likely than not 

to have occurred) and that used by the criminal courts 

(beyond a reasonable doubt). Clear and convincing requires 

that a Hearing Board (or in Disciplinary Conferences, the Stu-

dent Conduct Officer) be persuaded that there is a high degree 

of probability that the allegations against a respondent are 

true. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 45. 

*��������
Formal rules of evidence do not apply in University Hearings. 

In determining whether evidence is admissible, the principle 

of fundamental fairness will apply. The Hearing Officer will 

determine whether evidence is relevant, unduly preStudent 

Conduct, or unduly repetitious. The Hearing Board will only 

consider evidence which reasonable persons would rely upon 

as having probative value in the conduct of their normal af-
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fairs. The board may take Student Conduct notice of matters 

that would be within the general experience of members of 

the University community. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 35(d) and 43. 

-�	�������
The complainant and respondent provide their witness lists to 

the Office of Student Conduct in advance of the hearing.  The 

Student Conduct Officer may supplement these lists with wit-

nesses that he or she feels may shed further light on the mat-

ter at hand. 

If a witness cannot appear at a hearing, an affidavit from that 

witness may be submitted into evidence. Affidavits are admit-

ted into evidence only if signed by the affiant and witnessed 

by a notary or by the Student Conduct Officer conducting the 

Preliminary Review. If the witness does not appear at the 

hearing, his or her affidavit can be used only to supplement or 

explain other evidence; it cannot be used to support a finding 

by itself. 

If the Hearing Officer and Hearing Board determine that a 

witness has not been called who is essential in order to reach 

a finding, the Hearing Officer will request that person be 

summoned through the Office of Student Conduct. A hearing 
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may proceed even if a witness is unavailable, so long as a just 

finding can be rendered. 

The Hearing Officer has the discretion of eliminating or limit-

ing testimony of any witness whose testimony is not relevant 

to the matter at hand or whose testimony is unduly repeti-

tious. Ordinarily, character witnesses do not testify during the 

fact-finding stage of the hearing, but may testify or submit 

written statements at the sanctioning stage if the respondent is 

found to have violated the Code. Character witnesses who can 

testify to verifiable character traits relevant to the issues under 

contention in a case are an exception to this guideline. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 35(c) and 42.  

������������
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Respondents and complainants who choose to be assisted by a 

Campus Adviser must inform the Director of Student Con-

duct of their choice of Campus Adviser at least five working 

days before the scheduled hearing. Failure to do so may ren-

der the Campus Adviser ineligible to assist the student at the 

hearing. 

Campus Advisers may present cases on behalf of complain-

ants and respondents, or they may assist complainants and 

respondents in the presentation of their cases. The complain-

ant and respondent must decide at the start of a hearing 
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whether they or their Campus Advisers will make opening 

and closing statements and question witnesses. This decision 

will hold throughout the proceeding, unless the Hearing Offi-

cer permits a change during the hearing. While Campus Ad-

visers may present cases on behalf of complainants and re-

spondents, they may not testify on their behalf or present nar-

ratives. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 34 and 54 – 

55. 

�������������		�������
Complainants and respondents have a right to hire, at their 

own expense, an attorney to assist and advise them. Attorneys 

may attend hearings and advise their clients during the proc-

ess. However, they may not speak on behalf of their clients or 

otherwise address the hearing. Their role in the hearing proc-

ess is a purely advisory one. Failure to comply with this ex-

pectation may result in the attorney being excluded from the 

hearing. 

Complainants and respondents who will be assisted by an at-

torney at the hearing must notify the Director of Student Con-

duct of their choice of attorney at least five working days 

prior to the hearing. Failure to notify the Director may result 

in the attorney being excluded from the hearing. 
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See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 34 and 53. 

����+���������������
Thirty minutes before the scheduled start of the hearing, the 

Hearing Officer and Hearing Board meet to review the Pre-

liminary Review report prepared by the Student Conduct Of-

ficer. At this time, the board considers the issues in conten-

tion and outlines areas of questioning to pursue at the hearing. 

The hearing opens with the Hearing Officer addressing all 

parties. Witnesses may be present for this address, but are 

otherwise sequestered* (except when a witness is also the vic-

tim of the alleged offense). At this time, the Hearing Officer 

describes the purpose of the hearing process and the steps to 

be followed at the hearing (see Appendix 9, “Hearing Officer 

Checklist”). The Hearing Officer will ask the parties present 

to introduce themselves and to state their role in the process. 

The Hearing Officer informs the participants of the standard 

of proof used in these proceedings and informs the respondent 

of his or her right to remain silent and that no negative infer-

ence is to be drawn if a respondent does not testify. The Hear-

ing Officer asks each witness to affirm the truthfulness of his 

or her testimony, and notes that failure to be truthful may re-

* A sequestered witness is pre-

sent at the hearing only for his or 

her own testimony. This prevents 
witnesses from being influenced 

by other testimony or events at 

the hearing. 
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sult in disciplinary charges being leveled. The Hearing Offi-

cer repeats this statement before each witness testifies. 

The Hearing Officer reads the charges and asks the respon-

dent to enter a plea of responsible or not responsible. The 

Hearing Officer notes that the respondent is presumed to be 

not responsible, unless, at the conclusion of the hearing, the 

Hearing Board determines the evidence to be clear and con-

vincing that the respondent is responsible for violating the 

University Code of Student Conduct as charged. 

The Hearing Officer reminds the parties of the need to treat 

each participant with respect and civility. Individuals who 

become abusive or who disrupt the proceeding may be ex-

cluded from the hearing at the discretion of the Hearing Offi-

cer. At this point, the Hearing Officer asks if there are any 

questions or concerns. 

The Student Conduct Officer is asked to present the results of 

the Preliminary Review. The Student Conduct Officer may 

read the Preliminary Review report verbatim, or merely sum-

marize the information. The Preliminary Review report estab-

lishes the issue before the Hearing Board and describes what 

has been learned from the Student Conduct Officer’s investi-

gation. Questions asked of the Student Conduct Officer 

should be limited to the Preliminary Review. As noted earlier, 
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statements made in the Preliminary Review by any of the par-

ties are admissible at the hearing. 

The complainant or his or her Campus Adviser may make an 

opening statement outlining what the complainant will seek to 

establish at the hearing. This statement is optional and should 

be brief (usually less than five minutes). The opening state-

ment, if any, is followed immediately by the complainant's 

narrative describing in detail the events surrounding the al-

leged violation of the Code. The complainant's narrative 

statement can only be made by the complainant and not by his 

or her adviser. If the complainant is not the victim or a wit-

ness to the events, he or she is not permitted to provide a nar-

rative. 

The complainant's opening statement and narrative are fol-

lowed by the respondent’s opening statement. Should the re-

spondent opt to remain silent and not testify, the respondent 

should have his or her Campus Adviser make the opening 

statement on his or her behalf. When a respondent elects to 

remain silent, it is particularly important for him or her to 

have a Campus Adviser to assist at the hearing. 

The respondent’s opening statement is followed by the re-

spondent’s narrative. A Campus Adviser cannot present the 

narrative for the respondent. If a respondent remains silent, no 
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narrative is presented. If there are multiple respondents, their 

narratives will be taken in the order recommended by the 

Hearing Officer. 

After the opening statements and narratives are concluded, 

questioning of the complainant proceeds in the following or-

der: 

¨ the Hearing Board 

¨ the Hearing Officer 

¨ the complainant's Campus Adviser (or, if the complainant 
has no Campus Adviser, the complainant may make clarifica-
tions at this point) 

¨ the respondent or the respondent's Campus Adviser. 

Follow-up questions may be asked by any party to clarify any 

matters left unsettled by the initial round of testimony. 

Unless the respondent has elected not to testify, questioning 

of the respondent then proceeds in the following order: 

¨ the Hearing Board 

¨ the Hearing Officer 

¨ the respondent’s Campus Adviser (or, if the respondent 
has no Campus Advisor, the respondent may make clarifica-
tions at this point) 

¨ the complainant or the complainant's Campus Adviser. 

Once questioning of the complainant and respondent is com-

plete, witnesses for the complainant are presented. Each wit-

ness provides his or her narrative in turn and is questioned by 
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the Hearing Board, the Hearing Officer, the complainant (or 

Campus Adviser), and the respondent (or Campus Adviser). 

Follow-up questions are asked as needed in the same se-

quence. If the complainant is presenting any written witness 

statements, those affidavits are read into the record at this 

time. However, affidavits are not subject to questioning.  

The complainant's witnesses are followed by witnesses for the 

respondent. Each witness provides his or her narrative and is 

questioned by the Hearing Board, Hearing Officer, the re-

spondent (or Campus Adviser) and the complainant (or Cam-

pus Adviser). Follow-up questions are asked as needed in the 

same sequence. Any affidavits offered by the respondent are 

presented at this time. 

Upon conclusion of testimony, the respondent (or his or her 

Campus Adviser) is permitted to make a brief closing state-

ment summarizing the case. Following the respondent’s clos-

ing statement, the complainant (or his or her adviser) is per-

mitted to make a closing statement. 

After closing statements, the Hearing Officer charges the 

Hearing Board. The charge to the Hearing Board will de-

scribe the standard of proof to be met and the manner in 

which deliberations should be conducted. 
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The Hearing Officer recesses the hearing, and the Hearing 

Board retires to deliberate in closed session. The Hearing 

Board elects a spokesperson. Should the board have any ques-

tions for the Hearing Officer, the hearing is reconvened and 

those questions addressed. The board then continues its delib-

erations in closed session. No record is made of the board's 

deliberations. 

The respondent is presumed to be not responsible unless, us-

ing the standard of clear and convincing, the Hearing Board 

determines otherwise based on the facts presented at the hear-

ing. The Hearing Board determines whether the respondent is 

responsible or not responsible for each charge, based only 

upon the evidence and testimony introduced at the hearing. If 

consensus is not achievable, the board takes a vote, in which 

no member may abstain, and reaches its decision by majority. 

Once the board reaches a decision, the Hearing Officer recon-

venes the hearing and the board’s spokesperson reads the de-

cision. The decision includes a brief written summary of the 

reasons for the finding. The decision and summary of find-

ings are placed in the case file maintained by the Office of 

Student Conduct. If the Hearing Board returns a finding of 

not responsible, the hearing is concluded. If the board returns 

a finding of responsibility, a sanctioning proceeding takes 

place. 
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If the respondent is found responsible, the Hearing Officer 

will immediately (time permitting) reconvene the hearing to 

consider statements and evidence concerning an appropriate 

sanction. In opening this portion of the hearing, the Hearing 

Officer will describe the balance of interests to be served in 

fashioning a just sanction, the sanctions available for the 

Hearing Board to consider, and mitigating and aggravating 

circumstances which might warrant lesser or greater sanc-

tions. 

During the sanctioning proceeding, the participants present 

character witnesses, statements, and supporting materials in 

the following order: the respondent (or adviser), the victim (if 

not the complainant), the complainant (or adviser), and the 

Preliminary Review Student Conduct Officer. At this time, 

the Student Conduct Officer will introduce the respondent’s 

prior disciplinary record (if any).  A respondent’s disciplinary 

record includes only those incidents where the student admit-

ted responsibility or was found responsible for a previous vio-

lation of the Code or other University regulations or policies. 

The Hearing Officer will advise the parties on the process and 

rule on the relevance and appropriateness of any statement, 

witness, or evidence. 

The Hearing Board then retires to closed deliberations to rec-

ommend a sanction. If the board cannot achieve consensus, a 
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vote is taken, with no member abstaining, and the recom-

mended sanction is determined by majority vote. 

The hearing is reconvened and the sanction recommendation 

read by the board’s spokesperson.  The decision includes a 

brief written summary of the rationale for the sanction. Both 

the complainant and respondent are given copies of the 

board’s finding and sanction recommendation. If either the 

respondent or complainant is not present to receive the deci-

sion, the Director of Student Conduct will mail a copy of the 

decision to the absent party. The sanctioning proceeding con-

cludes the hearing. 

The recommended sanction and the finding of the Hearing 

Board are forwarded to the appropriate sanctioning official 

(in conduct cases, the Vice President for Student Affairs or in 

academic integrity cases, the Chief Academic Officer).  The 

board’s sanction represents a recommendation to the sanc-

tioning official. The complainant and respondent will have 

five working days to submit written petitions to the sanction-

ing official before he or she finalizes the sanction. The re-

spondent may then appeal the finding and/or sanction to the 

Appeals Committee and the President of the University as 

described in Parts 56-66 of the Code (See Chapter 8, 

“Appeals”).  
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1. Hearing Board briefing 

2. Hearing Officer’s address 

3. Preliminary Review Report 

4. Complainant’s opening statement 

5.  Complainant’s narrative 

6. Respondent’s opening statement 

7. Respondent’s narrative 

8. Questioning of the complainant 

9. Questioning of the respondent 

10. Presentation and questioning of the complainant’s 
 witnesses 

11. Presentation and questioning of the respondent’s 
 witnesses 

12. Respondent’s closing statement 

13.  Complainant’s closing statement 

14. Hearing Officer’s charge to the Hearing Board 

15. Hearing Board’s deliberations 

16. Finding 

17. Statements on sanction from complainant,  
 respondent, and Student Conduct Officer; presentation of 
 charac- ter witnesses 

18.  Hearing Board’s deliberations 

19. Sanction 

Figure 6.1 Order of Events at a University Hearing 
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%�n crafting a sanction recommendation, the Student Conduct 

Officer or Hearing Board must carefully consider the com-

munity's interest in deterrence, the impact of the offense on 

the victim, and the education and rehabilitation of the respon-

dent. Apart from these concerns, a sanction also serves to 

demonstrate to the respondent that actions have conse-

quences. 

In determining the appropriate sanction for an offense, aggra-

vating and mitigating circumstances, if any, should be consid-

ered and weighed against one another. The presence of aggra-

vating circumstances usually increases the sanction given for 

an offense, while the presence of mitigating circumstances 

usually decreases the sanction given for an offense. See the 

section titled “The Sanctioning Process” for a discussion of 

factors to consider in determining an appropriate sanction. 

�����!�������	�����
Depending upon the circumstances of a particular case, more 
than one sanction may be imposed for the same offense. For 
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example, a student may be suspended and assigned commu-
nity service, or a student may be placed on disciplinary proba-
tion after returning from a suspension. Any of the following 
sanctions can be imposed for violations of the Code: 

(a) Warning:  Notice, orally or in writing, that continuation 

or repetition of prohibited conduct may be cause for addi-

tional disciplinary action. Notice of this action may appear on 

the student's academic transcript for up to one year. 

(b) Disciplinary Probation: A student who is placed on dis-

ciplinary probation may continue to participate in student ac-

tivities but shall be ineligible to represent the university in 

any official function or leadership position, including but not 

limited to: varsity athletics, student leadership position, cheer-

leader, standing committee chairperson, university senator, 

officer of a student government association, or an elected of-

fice in any registered student organization. After at least one 

semester free of behavioral violations, the student may peti-

tion the senior student affairs officer for the campus, or desig-

nee, for the restriction on participation to be removed as a 

condition of the probation.  

 (c) Restitution: Repayment to the University or to an af-

fected party for damages resulting from a violation of this 

Code. 
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(d) Suspension: Exclusion from University premises, and 

other privileges or activities, as set forth in the suspension 

notice. Suspension is of two types, term and/or conditional. A 

term suspension shall be for a stipulated period of time after 

which the student may return to the University community at 

the commencement of a regular period of study for which he 

or she is eligible. A conditional separation shall condition re-

entry of the student into the University community upon ful-

fillment of specified requirements. The suspension shall con-

tinue until the Director of Student Conduct determines that 

the conditions have been satisfied. Notice of this action shall 

appear on the student's academic transcript for the term of the 

suspension and may appear on the student's academic tran-

script for up to five years. 

(e) Expulsion: Permanent termination of student status, and 

exclusion from University premises, privileges and activities. 

This action shall be permanently recorded on the student's 

academic transcript. 

(f) Other Sanctions: Other sanctions may be imposed instead 

of, or in addition to, those specified in sections (a) through (f) 

of Part 13 of the Code. For example, students may be subject 

to removal from University housing for disciplinary viola-

tions that occur in the residence halls. Likewise, students may 

be subject to restrictions upon or denials of University park-
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ing privileges for violations involving the registration of mo-

tor vehicles on campus. Students who violate regulations gov-

erning the use of computers and networks may lose their 

privileges for access to University computers and networks. 

Community service or research projects may also be assigned, 

or the student may be required to attend a University class or 

workshop at his or her own expense. A counseling evaluation 

may be mandated for some violations. For violations of aca-

demic integrity, appropriate academic penalties may be ap-

plied. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 13.  

��������	���������������
In developing a sanction recommendation, the Hearing Board 

or Student Conduct Officer must weigh aggravating and miti-

gating circumstances in order to arrive at the appropriate 

sanction. The following factors (when supported by the infor-

mation provided at the hearing or Disciplinary Conference) 

may be considered when deciding upon the appropriate sanc-

tion: 

¨ Does the case at hand significantly differ from other cases 
involving a similar charge? If so, how? The Office of Stu-
dent Conduct will provide information about similar of-
fenses and the sanctions applied. The purpose of this in-
formation on prior sanctions is to encourage predictability 
in sanctioning and to avoid arbitrary results. At the same 
time, it must be noted that each case is unique and factors 



	��

specific to each case may influence sanctioning decisions. 

¨ Has the student been found responsible for other viola-
tions in the past? 

¨ Were there multiple offenses arising out of a single set of 
events? 

¨ What were the actual or potential consequences of the of-
fense to the individual victim (if any)? To the community 
as a whole? 

¨ What are the community's interests in deterring others 
from committing similar offenses? 

¨ What was the respondent’s intent? For example, did the 
student act maliciously, carelessly, or under provocation? 

¨ Was the student cooperative and truthful in the hearing 
process? Does the student accept responsibility for his or 
her behavior? 

¨ Does the student demonstrate empathy for the victim? Is 
the student likely to repeat the violation? 

¨ Did the student take advantage of a position of trust? 

¨ Was the offense committed against an individual acting in 
an official capacity, for example, a residence counselor or 
police officer? 

The sanction recommendation of the Hearing Board is for-

warded to the appropriate sanctioning official. When a Stu-

dent Conduct Officer conducting a Disciplinary Conference 

decides that the appropriate sanction is suspension or expul-

sion, that sanction is also a recommendation to the sanction-

ing official.  Before issuing any sanction, the sanctioning offi-

cial will give the respondent and complainant at least five 

working days to submit written comments concerning the rec-

ommended sanction. The sanctioning official may also solicit 
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comments from the Hearing Officer assigned to the case, and 

from the Student Conduct Officer who conducted the Prelimi-

nary Review. 

In determining the sanction, the sanctioning official will give 

full consideration to the recommendation of the Hearing 

Board or Student Conduct Officer. The sanctioning official 

may alter the sanction recommendation in light of any addi-

tional information submitted by the parties or if he or she de-

termines that the recommendation is inconsistent with past 

practice or that the interests of fairness indicate another sanc-

tion is more appropriate. When the sanctioning official issues 

a sanction other than that indicated by the board or Student 

Conduct Officer, he or she will set forth in writing the reasons 

for departing from the recommendation. 

The sanctioning official is responsible for determining when a 

sanction will be applied, i.e., whether it is to be imposed im-

mediately or deferred to the following semester. Normally a 

suspension will be implemented for the following semester. 

However, in making this decision, the sanctioning official 

will consider the effect the timing of a sanction may have on 

the student’s academic progress, the seriousness of the of-

fense, the length of the sanction, and especially the danger to 

the community represented by the student's continued pres-

ence on campus. 



	��

The sanctioning official will mail notice of his or her decision 

and the rationale for it to the respondent, complainant, victim 

(if not the complainant), and to the Student Conduct Officer. 

In accordance with the Family Educational Rights and Pri-

vacy Act (FERPA), the complainant and the victim will be 

informed that this information is confidential. Information on 

the right to appeal the decision or sanction and the deadlines 

for filing an appeal will be included in the notice of the sanc-

tioning official’s sanction decision. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 47, 48 and 51. 
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The following list describes issues to consider in determining 

the appropriate sanction for specific violations of the Code of 

Student Conduct (the list is a general one and not inclusive of 

all considerations for any given offense). 

(a) violations of academic integrity. 

Academic values and standards are central to the purpose of 

the University – what would be the consequence to the Uni-

versity of widespread behavior of this kind? Did the violation 

involve other forms of misconduct such as theft? What are 

college and campus policies on academic integrity? Did the 

respondent act with intent? Is the student academically ex-
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perienced (first-year undergraduate vs. graduate student)? 

What was the level of the violation? 

(b) forgery, unauthorized alteration or unauthorized use 

of any University documents or records, or any instru-

ment or form of identification. 

Was there academic or financial gain? Was another 

member of the community victimized? What would be 

the consequence to the University community of 

widespread behavior of this kind? 

(c) intentionally furnishing false information to the Uni-

versity. 

Was there academic or financial gain? What was the result 

or the potential result of such false information? What 

would be the consequence to the University community of 

widespread behavior of this kind? 

(d) intentionally initiating or causing to be initiated any false 

report, warning or threat of fire, explosion or other emer-

gency. 

What was the result or the potential result of such a false re-

port? What would be the consequence to the University com-

munity of widespread behavior of this kind? 

(e) use of force against any person or property or the 

threat of such force. 
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How much violence was involved? Was the victim injured 

and how severe were those injuries? What were the potential 

injuries? How many people assaulted the victim? Was there 

provocation? Was a weapon used? What was the nature of 

the threat? Violence is antithetical to the values of the Uni-

versity community – how do acts of violence affect the com-

munity as a whole? 

(f) sexual assault or non-consensual sexual contact. 

What was the effect on the victim? Apart from the sexual as-

sault or contact, was other physical assault involved? How 

much violence was involved? What were the actual or poten-

tial injuries and how severe were those injuries? Was a 

weapon used? 

(g) hazing. 

Was there violence or physical abuse? What were the actual 

or potential injuries and how severe were those injuries? Was 

alcohol or drug use forced or encouraged? What was the po-

tential harm to individuals and/or the community? 

(h) violation of the University's Student Life Policy 

Against Verbal Assault, Defamation and Harassment. 

What was the impact or potential impact on the victim? Was 

the behavior repeated? Did the student act out of ignorance or 

hatred? 
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(i) unauthorized entry into, unauthorized use of, or misuse 

of University property, including computers and data and 

voice communication networks. 

Why was the student on the property? What was the result or 

potential result of the violation? How was access gained? 

Was there damage? 

(j) intentionally or recklessly endangering the welfare of 

any individual. 

Was the victim injured and how severe were those injuries? 

What were the potential injuries? What was the effect on the 

victim? 

(k)  intentionally or recklessly interfering with any Univer-

sity activity. 

What was the potential harm to community members? What 

would be the consequence to the University community of 

widespread behavior of this kind? Was there violence or dam-

age? Was there abuse to persons acting in an official capacity 

(for example, deans or police officers)? Were official requests 

ignored? 

(l) intentionally or recklessly interfering with any Univer-

sity sponsored activity. 

What was the potential harm to community members? What 

would be the consequence to the University community of 
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widespread behavior of this kind? Was there violence or dam-

age? Was there abuse to persons acting in an official capacity 

(for example, deans or police officers)? Were official requests 

ignored? 

(m) use, possession or storage of any weapon, dangerous 

chemical, fireworks, or explosive, whether or not a federal 

or state license to possess the same has been issued to the 

possessor. 

Exactly what was possessed? What is the potential harm to 

the community? Was there harm to anyone? For what pur-

pose did the student possess such an item? 

(n) the distribution of alcohol, narcotics or dangerous 

drugs on University property or among the members of 

the University community, if such distribution is illegal, 

or the possession of a sufficiently large quantity as to indi-

cate an intention to distribute illegally. 

How large a quantity was involved? Did the student seek to 

profit from the situation? What was the potential danger to 

individuals and the community?  

(o) theft of University services or theft of, or intentional 

or reckless damage to, University property, or property 

in the possession of, or owned by, a member of the Uni-

versity community; including the knowing possession of 

stolen property. Intentional or reckless misuse of fire 
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safety equipment shall be regarded as damage under this 

section of the Code. 

What was the value of the stolen and/or damaged items? 

What was the reason for the theft? What was the potential or 

actual effect on the victim? Was the violation premeditated? 

Did the violation involve more than one item or incident? 

Did the respondent take advantage of a position of trust? 

(p) the violation of the ethical code of one's intended pro-

fession either by graduate students enrolled in any of the 

University's professional or graduate schools or by under-

graduate students in clinical courses or settings related to 

his or her intended profession. 

Does this violation make the student unfit for his or her in-

tended field, as indicated by professional standards? Was 

someone victimized by the act? What would be the conse-

quence to the University community, any patient or client, or 

the student's intended profession, of widespread behavior of 

this kind? 

(q) violations of federal, state or local law where such vio-

lations have an adverse effect on the educational mission 

of the University. 

What is the potential danger to the community? How does 

the violation affect the University’s educational mission? 
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(r) failure to comply with the lawful directions of Univer-

sity officials, including campus police officers, acting in 

the performance of their duties. 

What effect or potential effect did the non-compliance have? 

What would be the consequence to the University community 

of widespread behavior of this kind? 

(s) knowingly providing false testimony or evidence; dis-

ruption or interference with the orderly conduct of a Dis-

ciplinary Conference or hearing; violating the terms of 

any disciplinary sanction imposed in accordance with the 

Code; or any abuse of the University disciplinary proce-

dures. 

What effect or potential effect did the violation have? Did the 

respondent’s conduct deprive another student of the opportu-

nity for a fair conference or hearing? What would be the con-

sequence to the University community of widespread behav-

ior of this kind? 

(t) stalking. 

What was the effect on the victim? Was violence involved? 

How much violence was involved? Was the victim injured 

and how severe were those injuries? What were the potential 

injuries? 
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.�indings or sanctions for nonseparable conduct offenses 

can be appealed to the Director of Student Conduct in 

New Brunswick or to the Provost for cases involving students 

registered in Newark or in Camden.  Appeals must be filed 

within ten working days of receiving notice of the sanction 

and must be based on new evidence and/or sanction consid-

erations that were not raised during the original disciplinary 

proceeding. The individual hearing the appeal will consider 

only the written record and the respondent’s written appeal 

statement. The decision of the Director or Provost is final and 

not subject to further appeal. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 57-58. 

�  ��������"���� ���!������������%�	����	��
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Findings or sanctions for nonseparable academic integrity of-
fenses can be appealed to the Academic Integrity Review 
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 Committee (AIRC). Appeals must be filed within ten working 
days of receiving notice of the finding and sanction. The 
AIRC consists of one faculty member, two student members, 
and a nonvoting staff member called the staff investigator. 
Prior to the AIRC review, the staff investigator gathers infor-
mation on the complaint and the student’s appeal. Based on 
this information, he or she writes a preliminary report, which 
is submitted to the faculty member or AIF and to the respon-
dent. Both parties may provide written responses to the pre-
liminary report. Taking  any responses into account, the staff 
investigator then writes a final report, which is submitted to 
the AIRC, along with the responses from the faculty or AIF 
and the respondent. Based on the staff investigator’s final re-
port, the AIRC reaches a decision on the student’s appeal. 
The Committee’s decision on sanction constitutes a recom-
mendation to the appropriate Chief Academic Officer or 
Campus Academic Integrity Designee, whose decision re-
garding sanctions for nonseparable academic integrity viola-
tions is final.  

See Interim Academic Integrity Policy, Section V:A, “Review 
by the Academic Integrity Review Committee.” 

�  ���������� ���!���
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Any finding or sanction for a separable offense, whether con-

duct or academic integrity, may be appealed to the Appeals 

Committee of the respondent’s regional campus. The Appeals 

committee is composed of one faculty member, one adminis-

trative member, and one student member. The student repre-




��

sentative must be an undergraduate if the respondent is an 

undergraduate, and must be a graduate student if the respon-

dent is a graduate student. 

Requests for appeals must be submitted in writing to the Di-

rector of Student Conduct, who will transmit the appeal to the 

appropriate appeals venue. Such requests must be received 

within ten working days from the date of the letter notifying 

the respondent of the outcome. Respondents may appeal on 

any or all of the following grounds: (a) the finding that the 

respondent violated the Code; (b) the sanction imposed; and 

(c) specified procedural errors in the disciplinary process. 

Failure to appeal within the allotted time will render the origi-

nal decision final and conclusive. 

The Appeals Committee may solicit written clarification on 

any issue raised on appeal from the Hearing Officer assigned 

to the case, the Student Conduct Officer who conducted the 

Preliminary Review or Disciplinary Conference, the sanction-

ing official, the Director of Student Conduct, the respondent, 

and/or the complainant. Such written comments is be retained 

as part of the case record. 

In the preparation of an appeal, the respondent may have ac-

cess to the tape of the proceedings of the University Hearing 

or Disciplinary Conference. The respondent may not have 

�  �����
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custody of the original tape, but may obtain a copy from the 

Director of Student Conduct. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 56 – 60 and 

75 — 76. 

�
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Appeals are decided on the basis of the record and upon writ-

ten submissions. An appeal does not entail a new hearing or 

conference on the merits of the case or the taking of addi-

tional testimony; rather, it is an opportunity for a review of 

those parts of the disciplinary process challenged by the re-

spondent. Only respondents may appeal a finding or sanction. 

In appeals, deference will be given to the decisions of the 

Hearing Board or Student Conduct Officer regarding findings 

and of the sanctioning official regarding sanctions, barring 

convincing arguments that they erred in some significant 

manner. It is the respondent's responsibility to prove to the 

satisfaction of the party hearing the appeal that an error or 

omission sufficient to affect the fairness of the finding or 

sanction has occurred. 

Appeals are more likely to be successful if they raise specific 

rather than general points, and if these points are extensively 

documented and supported. Appeals that can demonstrate any 

of the following factors have a potential for success: 
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¨ demonstrable prejudice 

¨ arbitrary or capricious treatment 

¨ failure to adhere to established University regulations 
such that an opportunity for a fair hearing or conference 
was compromised 

¨ imposition of a sanction inconsistent with the range of 
sanctions described in the Code or Academic Integrity 
Policy 

¨ imposition of a sanction that resulted in a secondary effect 
more harsh than intended by the sanctioning official 

¨ material evidence unavailable at the time of the original 
hearing or conference. 

Appeals based on the following factors have little potential 

for success: 

¨ general statements of innocence unsupported by evidence 

¨ unsupported claims of bias 

¨ failure to follow University procedures when it cannot be 
demonstrated that such failure resulted in a lack of oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing or conference 

· criminal charges pending during the University Student 
Conduct process 

¨ character references. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 61 and 63. 

�  �����
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The Appeals Committee (in separable cases) and the Director 

of Student Conduct (in non-separable conduct cases) may: 
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¨ affirm the finding of the Hearing Board or Student 
Conduct Officer and the sanction of the sanctioning 
official. 

¨ affirm the finding and remand the determination of 
sanction to the sanctioning official. The sanctioning 
official will then reconsider the sanction and either 
affirm or decrease the sanction. The sanction cannot 
be increased at this stage. Sanctions are remanded 
only if found to be grossly disproportionate to the of-
fense. 

¨ remand the case to the original Hearing Board or 
Student Conduct Officer. Cases are remanded if new 
and significant evidence has become available and this 
evidence was not available and discoverable by the 
respondent before or during the original hearing or 
Disciplinary Conference. Cases are also remanded to 
the original board or Student Conduct Officer if speci-
fied procedural errors or errors in the interpretation of 
University regulations substantial enough to deny the 
respondent a fair hearing or conference are determined 
to have occurred. 

¨ Remand the case to a new Hearing Board or Stu-
dent Conduct Officer. Cases in which the person or 
committee hearing the appeal finds the original deci-
sion to be arbitrary and capricious are assigned to a 
new Hearing Board or Student Conduct Officer and a 
new hearing or conference is held. 

Ordinarily, notice of the results of appeal will be 

mailed to the respondent within fifteen working days 

of the filing of the appeal.  A copy is sent to the sanc-

tioning official, the Preliminary Review Student Con-

duct Officer, the complainant, and the victim (if not 

the complainant). 
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The Academic Integrity Review Committee (in non-

separable academic integrity cases) may: 

¨ affirm the finding of the faculty complainant or 
AIF. 

¨ reverse the finding. The Committee’s decision on 
the finding is final. 

¨ recommend to the CAO or CAID that the original 
sanction be upheld. 

¨ recommend to the CAO or CAID that the original 
sanction be altered. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 62 – 

66 and Interim Academic Integrity Policy, Section 

V:A, “Review by the Academic Integrity Review Com-

mittee.” 

���������
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If a case is remanded for error in the original process, the 

Hearing Board or Student Conduct Officer will be instructed 

not to  repeat the original error(s). If the case is remanded for 

new evidence, the original Hearing Board or Student Conduct 

Officer will review the new evidence at a reconvened hearing 

or Disciplinary Conference and reach a decision on the basis 

of that new evidence and the evidence presented at the origi-

nal proceeding. 

If the finding of the original board or Student Conduct Officer 

is found to be arbitrary and capricious, the case will be re-
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manded to a new Hearing Board or Student Conduct Officer. 

In these cases the original record of the hearing or conference 

will not be introduced except, at the discretion of the Hearing 

Officer or Student Conduct Officer, as necessary to impeach 

contradictory testimony. The original Preliminary Review, 

however, still serves as the basis for the new proceeding. 

��	�	����	��	�����������	����	�����������	��
Within ten working days of the Appeals Committee’s deci-

sion, the respondent may petition the President of the Univer-

sity, in writing, to review the finding and/or sanction. The de-

cision to review the case rests solely with the President and 

his or her decision is final. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Part 65. 
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)�isciplinary files at the University are covered under the 

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 

which, as currently interpreted by the United States Depart-

ment of Education, requires institutions to keep disciplinary 

records according to the same privacy considerations due to 

all other educational records an institution maintains on stu-

dents. Information on FERPA is available from the Office of 

Compliance, Student Policy, Research and Assessment (732-

932-7109). 

Subject to exceptions cited in FERPA, disciplinary records 

are not released to third parties without the consent of the 

subject of the record. Complainants and victims are informed 

of the outcomes of disciplinary cases in which they are in-

volved, but advised that this information is confidential. 

However, disciplinary records may be subpoenaed in civil or 

criminal cases. If this occurs, the respondent will be notified 
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so that he or she may challenge the subpoena if he or she 

chooses. While disciplinary records are confidential, it should 

be noted that students applying to other institutions and agen-

cies may be required to authorize those institutions and agen-

cies to have access to their education records as part of the 

application process. 

Once a complaint is made, a disciplinary file is created. This 

file is voided if the student is found not to be responsible for 

the offense, and permanently destroyed after three years. Files 

of students who are found to be responsible for an offense are 

retained for ten years from the date of the notice of final ac-

tion, except for expulsion files, which are kept permanently.  

After all terms and conditions of any sanction have been met, 

disciplinary records may be voided by the Vice President for 

Student Affairs or the appropriate Chief Academic Officer. 

Records may be voided for good cause upon receipt of a writ-

ten petition from the subject of the record. 

Sanctions that students receive as a result of disciplinary pro-

ceedings may be noted on the academic transcript. The fol-

lowing guidelines apply: 

¨ a warning may appear on the transcript for up to one year 

¨ disciplinary probation may appear on the transcript for up 
to two years 
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¨ a suspension will be noted on the transcript for the term of 
the suspension at a minimum, and may be noted up to five 
years 

¨ expulsion will be noted on the transcript permanently. 

While no notation will be placed upon a student’s transcript 

while charges are pending, the University may place a hold 

on the respondent's transcript pending the resolution of those 

charges. In like manner, no degree or certificate will be 

awarded until the resolution of pending charges. 

See University Code of Student Conduct, Parts 67 – 71.  
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 Deadline Due 

Disciplinary Conference At least 5 working days before 
conference date 

Respondent’s notice of charges 

University Hearing At least 10 working days 
before hearing date 

Respondent’s notice of hearing 

 No later than 5 working days after re-
spondent has received notice of hearing 

Respondent’s witness list 

 At least 5 working days before hearing 
date 

¨ Challenge to Hearing Board or Hear-
ing Officer 

¨ Respondent’s & complainant’s choice 
of adviser, attorney, and support per-
son 

¨ Request for severance of consolidated 
hearing 

¨ Request for open hearing 

Interim Suspension No later than 2 working days after  
interim suspension date 

Respondent’s meeting with VPSA 

 No later than 10 working days  
after interim suspension date 

University Hearing 

 At least 5 working days before  
hearing date 

Respondent’s notice of hearing 

 At least 2 working days before  
hearing date 

¨ Challenge to Hearing Board or Hear-
ing Officer 

¨ Respondent’s & complainant’s choice 
of adviser, attorney, and support per-
son 

¨ Request for severance of consolidated 
hearing 

¨ Request for open hearing 

Appeals No later than 5 working days after  

receipt of sanction recommendation 

Sanction petition to sanctioning official 

 No later than 10 working days from 

date of  sanction decision 

Appeal to Appeal Committee 

Appeal to AIRC 

 No later than 10 working days after 

receipt of Appeal Committee’s decision 

Petition to President of the University 
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��cademic integrity is essential to the success of the educa-
tional enterprise and breaches of academic integrity con-

stitute serious offenses against the academic community. 
Every member of that community bears a responsibility for 
ensuring that the highest standards of academic integrity are 
upheld. Only through a genuine partnership among students, 
faculty, staff, and administrators will the University be able to 
maintain the necessary commitment to academic integrity. 

The University administration is responsible for making aca-
demic integrity an institutional priority and for providing stu-
dents and faculty with effective educational programs and 
support services to help them fully understand and address 
issues of academic integrity.  The administration is also re-
sponsible for working with other members of the academic 
community to establish equitable and effective procedures to 
deal with violations of academic integrity. 

The faculty shares the responsibility for educating students 
about the importance and principles of academic integrity. 
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1 This interim academic integ-

rity policy was approved by the 

Rutgers University Senate for 
adoption for a period of two 

years. After the two-year pe-

riod, the policy will cease to be 

in force unless reapproved by 
the Senate for an additional 

period.  
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Individual faculty members2 are also responsible for inform-
ing students of the particular expectations regarding academic 
integrity within individual courses, including permissible lim-
its of student collaboration and, where relevant, acceptable 
citation format. Finally, all members of the faculty should re-
port all violations of academic integrity they encounter. 

Students are responsible for understanding the principles of 
academic integrity fully and abiding by them in all their work 
at the University. Students are also encouraged to report al-
leged violations of academic integrity to the faculty member 
teaching the course in which the violation is alleged to have 
occurred. 

%%0� $����	�����������������%�	����	��
Various ways in which academic integrity can be violated are 
described below. The comments and examples within each 
section provide explanations and illustrative material, but do 
not exhaust the scope of possible violations.  For context and 
specific details, the University Code of Student Conduct as 
well as the Student Conduct website 

(http: //studentconduct.rutgers.edu) should be consulted. 

A. Cheating 
Cheating is the use of impermissible and/or unacknowledged 
materials, information, or study aids in any academic activity. 
Using books, notes, calculators, conversations with others, 
etc. when their use is restricted or forbidden, constitutes 
cheating. Similarly, students may not request others 
(including commercial term paper companies) to conduct re-

2For purposes of the Academic 

Integrity Policy, the term fac-

ulty member includes not only 
tenured, tenure-track, and non-

tenure-track faculty members, 

but also part-time lecturers, 

TAs, staff members, and ad-
ministrators who are serving as 

the instructor of record in a 

course; i.e., the instructor re-

sponsible for assigning final 

course grades.  
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search or prepare any work for them. Students may not sub-
mit identical work, or portions thereof, for credit or honors 
more than once without prior approval of the instructor to 
whom the work is being submitted for the second or subse-
quent time. 

B. Fabrication 
Fabrication is the falsification or invention of any information 
or citation in an academic work. "Invented" information may 
not be used in any laboratory report or other academic work 
without authorization from the instructor.  It is improper, for 
example, to analyze one sample in an experiment and 
"invent" data based on that single experiment for several 
more required analyses. Students must also acknowledge the 
actual source from which cited information was obtained.  A 
student should not, for example, reproduce a quotation from a 
book review and claim that the quotation was obtained from 
the book itself. 

 C. Plagiarism 
Plagiarism is the representation of the words or ideas of an-
other as one's own in any academic work. To avoid plagia-
rism, every direct quotation must be identified by quotation 
marks, or by appropriate indentation, and must be cited prop-
erly according to the accepted format for the particular disci-
pline.  Acknowledgment is also required when material from 
any source is paraphrased or summarized in whole or in part 
in one's own words.  To acknowledge a paraphrase properly, 
one might state: to paraphrase Plato's comment... and con-
clude with a footnote or appropriate citation to identify the 
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exact reference.  A footnote acknowledging only a directly 
quoted statement does not suffice to notify the reader of any 
preceding or succeeding paraphrased material. Information 
that is common knowledge, such as names of leaders of 
prominent nations, basic scientific laws, etc, need not be 
cited; however, the sources of all facts or information ob-
tained in reading or research that are not common knowledge 
among students in the course must be acknowledged.  In addi-
tion to materials specifically cited in the text, other materials 
that contribute to one's general understanding of the subject 
may be acknowledged in the bibliography. 

Sometimes, plagiarism can be a subtle issue. Students should 
be encouraged to discuss any questions about what constitutes 
plagiarism with the faculty member teaching the course. 

D. Denying Others Access to Information or Material 
It is a violation of academic integrity to deny others access to 
scholarly resources or to deliberately impede the progress of 
another student or scholar.  Examples of violations of this 
type include giving other students false or misleading infor-
mation; making library material unavailable to others by 
stealing or defacing books or journals; deliberately misplac-
ing or destroying reserve materials; and altering someone 
else’s computer files. 

E. Facilitating Violations of Academic Integrity 
It is a violation of academic integrity for a student to aid oth-
ers in violating academic integrity.  A student who knowingly 
or negligently facilitates a violation of academic integrity is 
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as culpable as the student who receives the impermissible aid, 
even if the former student does not benefit from the violation. 

%%%0�� ���������%�	����	��$����	�������������	�����
A. Levels of Violations and Recommended Sanctions 
Any violation of academic integrity is a serious offense and is 
therefore subject to an appropriate penalty or sanction.  Aca-
demic integrity violations at Rutgers University are classified 
into four levels according to the nature of the violation.  For 
each level of violation a corresponding set of sanctions is rec-
ommended. Level Three and Level Four violations are called 
“separable,” since the recommended sanctions are temporary 
or permanent separation from the University.  Level One and 
Level Two violations are called “nonseparable” since separa-
tion from the University is not a possible sanction for first 
offenses at those levels. However, separation is a possible 
sanction for repeat violations at Level One or Level Two. 

The recommended sanctions at each level are not binding, but 
are intended as general guidelines for the academic commu-
nity. Moreover, due to mitigating circumstances, a recom-
mended sanction is not always imposed, even when a student 
is found responsible for a given violation.  Culpability may be 
assessed and sanctions imposed differentially for those with 
more or with less experience as members of the academic 
community.  Therefore, violations of academic integrity by 
graduate and professional students3 will normally be penal-
ized more severely than violations by first-year undergraduate 
students. 

3In this policy, the term gradu-

ate and professional students 

refers to post-baccalaureate 
students pursuing Masters or 

Doctoral degrees of any type, 

as well as Law students. The 

term does not refer to students 
in the undergraduate phase of a 

joint undergraduate-graduate 

degree program.  
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Examples are cited below for each level of violation.  These 
examples are meant to be illustrations and should not be con-
sidered all inclusive.  

Level One Violations 
Level One violations may occur because of inexperience or 
lack of knowledge of the principles of academic integrity and 
are often characterized by the absence of dishonest intent on 
the part of the student committing the violation. These viola-
tions generally are quite limited in extent, occur on a minor 
assignment, and represent a small fraction of the total course 
work. Examples include: 

¨ Working with another student on a minor laboratory exer-
cise or homework assignment when such collaboration is 
prohibited. 

¨ Failure to footnote or give proper acknowledgment in a 
very limited section of an assignment. 

Sanctions for Level One violations ordinarily include one or 
more of the following, although this list is not all inclusive: 

¨ Required participation in a noncredit workshop or seminar 
on ethics or academic integrity. 

¨ An assigned paper or research project related to ethics or 
academic integrity. 

¨ A make-up assignment that is more difficult than the 
original assignment. 

¨ No credit for the original assignment 

¨ Disciplinary warning. 

Level Two Violations 
Level Two violations are breaches of academic integrity that 
are more serious or that affect a more significant aspect or 
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portion of the course work compared with Level One viola-
tions.  Examples include: 

¨ Quoting directly or paraphrasing, to a moderate extent, 
without acknowledging the source. 

¨ Submitting the same work, or major portions thereof, to 
satisfy the requirements of more than one course without 
permission from the instructor to whom the work is sub-
mitted for the second or subsequent time. 

¨ Using data or interpretative material for a laboratory re-
port without acknowledging the sources or the collabora-
tors. All contributors to the acquisition of data and/or to 
the writing of the report must be acknowledged. 

¨ Failure to acknowledge assistance from others, such as 
help with research, statistical analysis, computer program-
ming, or field data collection, in a paper, examination, or 
project report. 

Sanctions for Level Two violations ordinarily include one or 
more of the following, although this list is not all inclusive: 

¨ A failing grade on the assignment. 

¨ A failing grade for the course. 

¨ Disciplinary warning or probation. 

Level Three Violations 
Level Three violations are breaches of academic integrity that 
are more serious in nature or that affect a more significant 
aspect or portion of the course work compared with Level 
Two violations.  Examples include: 

¨ Repeat Level Two violations. 

¨ Presenting the work of another as one's own. 

¨ Copying work on hourly exams or final exams. 

�  ����1�2/��
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¨ Plagiarizing major portions of a written assignment. 

¨ Acting to facilitate copying during an exam. 

¨ Using prohibited materials, such as books, notes, or calcu-
lators during an examination. 

¨ Conspiring before an exam to develop methods of illicitly 
exchanging information during the exam. 

¨ Altering examinations for the purposes of regrading. 

¨ Acquiring or distributing copies of an examination from 
an unauthorized source prior to the examination period. 

¨ Submitting purchased materials such as a term paper. 

¨ Removing or damaging posted or reserve material, or pre-
venting other students from having access to the material. 

¨ Fabricating data by inventing or deliberately altering ma-
terial.  Fabrication includes citing "sources" that are not, 
in fact, sources. 

¨ Using unethical or improper means of acquiring data. 

The sanction for Level Three violations ordinarily is an F for 
the course and suspension for one or more semesters, depend-
ing on the seriousness of the violation. 

Level Four Violations 
Level Four violations represent the most serious breaches of 
academic integrity.   Examples include: 

¨  Committing a violation of academic integrity after return-
ing from suspension for a previous violation of academic 
integrity. 

¨ Committing a violation of academic integrity that breaks 
the law or resembles criminal activity (such as forging a 
grade form, stealing an examination from a professor or 
from a university office, buying a stolen examination, fal-
sifying a transcript to gain access to the University or its 



����

resources, or altering the record of work done at the Uni-
versity). 

¨ Having a substitute take an examination or taking an ex-
amination for someone else. 

¨ Fabricating evidence, falsifying data, quoting directly or 
paraphrasing without acknowledging the source, and/or 
presenting the ideas of another as one's own in a senior 
thesis, a master's thesis, a doctoral dissertation, a schol-
arly article submitted for publication, or any other work 
represented as his or her own by a graduate or profes-
sional student. 

¨ Sabotaging another student's work through actions de-
signed to prevent the student from successfully complet-
ing an assignment. 

¨ Knowingly violating a canon of the ethical code of the 
profession for which a graduate or professional student is 
preparing. 

The sanction for Level Four violations ordinarily is perma-
nent expulsion from the University with a permanent notation 
of disciplinary expulsion on the student’s Rutgers transcript. 

Repeat Offenses 
As stated above, a repeat violation at Level Two will ordinar-
ily be treated as a Level Three, and hence separable, viola-
tion. Likewise, any violation of academic integrity committed 
after returning from suspension for a Level Three violation 
will be treated as a Level Four violation. A repeat violation at 
Level One will ordinarily be treated as a Level Two violation, 
although it may, under certain circumstances, be treated as a 
Level Three violation. 
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B. Other Consequences of Violating the Academic In-
tegrity Policy 

A student who commits a violation of academic integrity not 
only faces university censure and sanctions but also runs a 
serious risk of harming his or her future educational and em-
ployment opportunities. The notation of a specific sanction 
placed on the student's transcript remains for the term of the 
sanction.  In all closed cases in which a grade of "F" is as-
signed for disciplinary reasons, the "F" remains on the stu-
dent's transcript and be included in the GPA, even if the stu-
dent retakes the course and achieves a passing grade.  More-
over, prospective employers and other educational institutions 
frequently use recommendation forms that ask for judgment 
and comment on an individual's moral or ethical behavior. 
Since such forms are sent with the permission of the student, 
who thereby waives any right he or she may have under the 
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act to keep discipli-
nary sanctions confidential, University faculty and adminis-
trators with knowledge of academic integrity violations are 
ethically bound to report such violations. 

%$0� �������	��	���� ��� 	��� ��������� %�	����	���
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The Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) on each campus; i.e., 
the Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs in New 
Brunswick/Piscataway and the Chancellor in Newark and in 
Camden, have the ultimate responsibility for implementing 
and overseeing the Academic Integrity Policy on their respec-
tive campuses. The CAO is responsible for deciding the sanc-
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tion for students found responsible for separable violations of 
academic integrity on the campus.  The CAO shall either ex-
ercise this responsibility personally or delegate it to one or 
more academic administrators called Campus Academic In-
tegrity Designees (CAIDs).  In addition, the CAO shall ap-
point an appropriate number of Academic Integrity Facilita-
tors (see below) for each school, college, or group of schools/
colleges on the campus, with the concurrence of the deans of 
the respective schools/colleges. 

Academic Integrity Facilitators (AIFs) shall ordinarily be aca-
demic staff or faculty members. The AIFs shall help to edu-
cate students and faculty concerning academic integrity, shall 
advise faculty concerning academic integrity policies and pro-
cedures, and shall investigate and adjudicate allegations of 
nonseparable violations of academic integrity that faculty 
members do not wish to handle themselves. The AIF may 
also carry out the preliminary review of cases of alleged sepa-
rable violations of the Academic Integrity Policy, as de-
scribed in the University Code of Student Conduct. The work 
of the AIFs shall be overseen by the CAIDs to make sure that 
the Academic Integrity Policy is implemented consistently 
and fairly across all the University’s schools and colleges. 

The Office of Student Conduct handles cases of alleged sepa-
rable violations of academic integrity under the University 
Code of Student Conduct.  In addition, the Office of Student 
Conduct helps to educate students and faculty about academic 
integrity and provides training for the AIFs, together with the 
CAO or CAIDs. 
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As explained more fully below, faculty members have the 
option of handling allegations of nonseparable violations of 
the Academic Integrity Policy under the guidelines provided 
in the Policy. 
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Any member of the Rutgers University community may re-
port an alleged violation of the Academic Integrity Policy to 
the faculty member teaching the course, to the Chair of the 
department offering the course, to the AIF of the school or 
college to which the department belongs, or to the Office of 
Student Conduct. Whatever the source of the allegation or the 
manner in which it is reported, the matter should be handled 
as specified in this Academic Integrity Policy. 

Cases of alleged nonseparable violations of academic integ-
rity by undergraduate students shall either be adjudicated by 
the faculty member teaching the course or referred for adjudi-
cation to the AIF of the school or college offering the course.  
Cases of alleged separable violations must be referred to the 
AIF of the school or college offering the course or to the Of-
fice of Student Conduct for adjudication under the procedures 
of the University Code of Student Conduct. 

Since all violations of academic integrity by a graduate or 
professional student are potentially separable under the Aca-
demic Integrity Policy, faculty members should not adjudi-
cate alleged academic integrity violations by graduate and 
professional students, but should refer such allegations to the 
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appropriate AIF or to the Office of Student Conduct. The fac-
ulty member may recommend a sanction should the student 
be found responsible for the violation; this recommendation 
shall be given serious consideration.  

Whatever the level of the violation and whoever adjudicates 
the allegation, it is essential for the integrity of the student 
Student Conduct system that all instances of alleged viola-
tions of academic integrity be adjudicated in accordance with 
the Academic Integrity Policy.  Neither faculty members, 
staff members, nor administrators may handle alleged viola-
tions of academic integrity other than according to the proce-
dures specified in the Policy. The final disposition of all aca-
demic integrity cases should be reported to the Office of Stu-
dent Conduct, which will serve as the central record-keeping 
agency for all violations of academic integrity. 

As required by the University Records Management Policy, 
all Student Conduct units must maintain judicial records, in-
cluding records of academic integrity violations, in the Office 
of Student Conduct.  Expulsion files are considered active 
permanently and shall be retained indefinitely.  All other files 
are considered active until the student graduates and shall be 
retained for ten years after adjudication of the violation. 

A. Adjudication of Alleged Nonseparable Violations 
A faculty member who has reason to believe that an under-
graduate student has committed a nonseparable violation of 
academic integrity has two options under this Policy: (1) in-
vestigate and adjudicate the matter as described below; or (2) 
refer the matter for adjudication to the AIF of the school or 
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college offering the course.  A faculty member who chooses 
to adjudicate an alleged violation should consult informally 
with an AIF before meeting with the student, to verify that the 
alleged violation is indeed nonseparable and to obtain infor-
mation about normal sanctions for such a violation. 

Members of the university community other than faculty 
members should ordinarily report evidence of nonseparable 
violations of academic integrity to the instructor of record in 
the given course, to the Chair of the department offering the 
course, or to the AIF of the school or college to which the de-
partment belongs. 

Faculty Adjudication of Allegations 
A faculty member who chooses to investigate and adjudicate 
an alleged nonseparable violation of academic integrity shall 
notify the student respondent4 in writing of the allegation, by 
e-mail or hand delivery, and shall provide the student with an 
opportunity to respond.  This notification shall take place 
within ten working days5 of the time the faculty member 
identifies or is advised of an alleged nonseparable violation. 
The student shall then have 10 working days from the time of 
notification to respond.  Once a student has been notified of 
the allegation, the student may not drop the course or with-
draw from school until the adjudication process is completed. 

The faculty member shall meet with the student6, review all 
available evidence, interview any material witnesses, and 
make a decision regarding the allegation. The faculty member 
shall then take one of the following actions: 

4The respondent is the student 

who is alleged to have commit-

ted a violation of the Academic 
Integrity Policy.  

5A working day is a day in 

which Rutgers offices are open 

for business.  

6If the student does not respond 

to the allegation within the pre-

scribed time limit or chooses 
not to meet with the faculty 

member, the faculty member 

shall reach a decision regarding 

responsibility based on all 

available evidence, including 
any written response from the 

student.  
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1. If the faculty member determines that the student has 
not violated the Academic Integrity Policy, the faculty mem-
ber shall notify the student in writing, by e-mail or hand de-
livery, within ten working days after meeting with the stu-
dent. The matter shall then be closed. 

2. If the faculty member determines that the student has 
committed a nonseparable violation of academic integrity, the 
faculty member shall notify the student in writing of this de-
termination and of the recommended sanction, using a stan-
dard letter provided to all faculty members. The letter shall 
also notify the student of the opportunity to file a written ap-
peal of either or both the finding of responsibility and the 
sanction to the Academic Integrity Review Committee (see 
below) within ten working days of the date of the notice to 
the student.  This notification shall be provided to the student, 
by e-mail or in person, by the faculty member within ten 
working days after the meeting with the student. 

If the student accepts responsibility for the violation and 
agrees to the recommended sanction, the faculty member 
shall impose the sanction and shall report the disposition of 
the case to the Office of Student Conduct.  If the student does 
not accept responsibility and the recommended sanction but 
fails to appeal to the Academic Integrity Review Committee 
within ten (10) working days of the date of notice to the stu-
dent, the faculty member’s determination shall be final. The 
recommended sanction shall be imposed and the disposition 
of the matter shall be reported to the Office of Student Con-
duct. 
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If, upon receipt of the report from the faculty member, the 
Office of Student Conduct determines that the student has 
previously committed an academic integrity violation and the 
cumulative record is sufficiently serious, the case shall be 
treated as a separable offense under the procedures of the 
University Code of Student Conduct. If the cumulative record 
does not rise to the level of a separable violation, the Office 
of Student Conduct may add disciplinary warning or discipli-
nary probation to the academic sanction imposed by the fac-
ulty member.  

Faculty members may impose only educational sanctions for 
nonseparable violations, such as grade penalties for assign-
ments or the course, make-up assignments of a more difficult 
nature, assignments pertaining to academic integrity, and re-
quired attendance at a noncredit workshop or seminar on aca-
demic integrity. Faculty members may also recommend to the 
Office of Student Conduct that the student be subject to disci-
plinary warning or probation. 

If the faculty member must submit a final course grade before 
the case is resolved, the student shall be given a temporary 
grade of  Incomplete or TZ, which does not affect the stu-
dent’s GPA, until the adjudication process is completed. 

Adjudication by an Academic Integrity Facilitator 
A faculty member who does not choose to adjudicate an alle-
gation of a nonseparable violation of academic integrity shall 
refer the matter for adjudication to the AIF of the school or 
college offering the course. The faculty member shall report 
the allegation using a standard form provided to all faculty 
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members and shall supply the AIF with all relevant evidence 
and information regarding the matter.  The faculty member 
may recommend a sanction should the student be found re-
sponsible for the violation. 

The faculty member shall also notify the student respondent 
in writing, by e-mail or hand delivery, of the alleged violation 
and of the fact that the matter has been referred to the AIF for 
adjudication. This notification shall take place within ten 
working days of the time the faculty member identifies or is 
advised of the alleged nonseparable violation.  Once the stu-
dent has been notified of the allegation, the student may not 
drop the course or withdraw from school until the adjudica-
tion process is completed. 

Alleged violations of academic integrity may also be referred 
to an AIF for adjudication by a member of the University 
community who is not a faculty member as defined in this 
Policy. The procedure to be followed by the AIF in such in-
stances shall be the same as that followed when the referring 
party is a faculty member with one exception. If the violation 
of academic integrity is alleged to have occurred in a Rutgers 
course, the AIF shall interview the instructor of record of the 
course at the outset of the investigation and shall notify the 
instructor of record of the outcome of the adjudication. 

When an AIF receives a report of an alleged nonseparable 
violation of academic integrity, the AIF shall notify the stu-
dent respondent of the allegation by e-mail and request the 
student to respond to the allegation by meeting with the AIF. 
This notification shall take place within five working days of 
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receipt of the report of the allegation. The student shall then 
have 10 working days from the time of notification to re-
spond. The AIF shall review the evidence submitted and in-
terview the referring party and any material witnesses. The 
AIF shall meet with the student7 and shall then determine 
whether a violation of academic integrity has occurred and, if 
so, at what level. 

If the AIF determines that the student has not violated the 
Academic Integrity Policy, the AIF shall notify the student 
and the referring party in writing and the matter shall be 
closed. If the AIF determines that the student has committed a 
nonseparable violation of academic integrity, the AIF shall 
check with the Office of Student Conduct to determine if the 
student has previously committed a violation of academic in-
tegrity.  If there has been a previous violation and the cumula-
tive record is sufficiently serious, the case shall be treated as a 
separable offense under the procedures of the University 
Code of Student Conduct.  Otherwise, the AIF shall recom-
mend an appropriate sanction and notify the student and the 
referring party of the decision and recommended sanction in 
writing, using a standard letter. The letter shall also notify the 
student of the opportunity to file a written appeal of either or 
both the finding of responsibility and the sanction to the Aca-
demic Integrity Review Committee (see below) within ten 
working days of the date of the notice to the student. This 
written notification shall be provided to the student by e-mail 
within 15 working days after the AIF’s meeting with the stu-
dent. 

7If the student does not respond 

to the allegation within the pre-

scribed time limit or chooses 
not to meet with the AIF, the 

AIF shall reach a decision re-

garding responsibility based on 

all available evidence, includ-
ing any written response from 

the student.   
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 If the student accepts responsibility and agrees to the sanc-
tion, the AIF shall impose the sanction and report the disposi-
tion of the case to the Office of Student Conduct.  If the stu-
dent does not accept responsibility and agree to the sanction, 
but fails to appeal to the Academic Integrity Review Commit-
tee within ten (10) working days of the date of the notice to 
the student, the AIF’s determination shall be final.  The rec-
ommended sanction shall be imposed and the disposition of 
the case reported to the Office of Student Conduct. 

If the instructor of record in the course must submit a final 
course grade before the case is resolved, the student respon-
dent shall be given a temporary grade of Incomplete or TZ, 
which does not affect the student’s GPA, until the adjudica-
tion process is completed. 

Review by the Academic Integrity Review Committee 
The Academic Integrity Review Committee (AIRC) shall be a 
standing committee of trained faculty members, students, and 
staff members appointed by the CAO on each campus. The 
AIRC shall only consider student appeals of a determination 
of responsibility and/or recommended sanction for nonsepa-
rable violations of academic integrity. All such student ap-
peals shall be referred to the AIRC. 

AIRC reviews shall be conducted by a four-person panel con-
sisting of one faculty member from the AIRC, two student 
members from the AIRC, and a nonvoting staff member from 
the AIRC called the staff investigator8.  Prior to the AIRC 
review, the staff investigator shall gather information pertain-
ing to the allegation as necessary to permit the AIRC panel to 
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make an informed decision. The panel shall review the appeal 
on the basis of the written information presented through the 
staff investigator and shall not take direct testimony.  Voting 
members of a panel may not abstain and simple majority vote 
shall determine the outcome on all matters before the panel. 

The decision of an AIRC panel on an appeal of a finding of 
responsibility shall be final. The decision of a panel on an ap-
peal of a sanction shall constitute a recommendation to the 
appropriate CAO or CAID, whose decision regarding sanc-
tion in cases of nonseparable violations shall be final. The 
AIRC panel shall change the finding of responsibility only if 
it finds that the decision of the faculty member or AIF is in-
consistent with the evidence or if new significant and material 
evidence is presented to the AIRC. The panel shall recom-
mend changing the sanction recommended by the faculty 
member or AIF only if the faculty member’s or AIF’s recom-
mended sanction falls well outside the range of sanctions or-
dinarily imposed for similar offenses. 

The investigation by the staff investigator shall ordinarily in-
clude meeting with the faculty member or AIF who adjudi-
cated the case and with the student respondent, as well as a 
review of other relevant information. When the staff investi-
gator has concluded the fact-finding process, he or she shall 
prepare a preliminary written report that shall be shared with 
the faculty member or AIF and the student respondent. The 
fact-finding shall be completed and the preliminary report 
provided within 15 working days of the receipt of the stu-
dent’s appeal.  The faculty member or AIF and the student 

8When the student respondent 

requesting review is a graduate 

or professional student, at least 
one student member of the 

AIRC panel should be a gradu-

ate or professional student from 

the respondent’s school.  
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respondent may submit written responses to the preliminary 
report within five working days of its receipt. The staff inves-
tigator shall consider the responses received and then submit 
a final report to the voting members of the AIRC panel within 
five working days. Any written responses to the preliminary 
report shall also be provided to the panel. 

The AIRC panel shall meet to consider an appeal within ten 
working days of receipt of the final report of the staff investi-
gator. If the panel needs more information in order to reach a 
decision, the staff investigator shall continue fact-finding and 
a decision shall be deferred for up to ten working days. When 
it makes a decision the AIRC shall notify the faculty member 
or AIF and the student respondent within five working days. 
If the panel does not overturn the finding of responsibility, it 
will transmit its recommendation concerning sanction to the 
CAO or CAID. The CAO or CAID shall make the final deci-
sion regarding sanction, impose the sanction, and report the 
disposition of the case to the Office of Student Conduct. 

Time Limits  
The time limits or deadlines specified on actions by faculty 
members, AIFs, the AIRC, and student respondents in cases 
of alleged nonseparable violations of academic integrity are 
designed to ensure that the adjudication process proceeds in a 
timely and efficient manner for the benefit of all concerned.  
Any of the deadlines may be extended by mutual consent of 
the parties concerned. The consequences of failure by a stu-
dent respondent to meet the relevant deadlines are made clear 
above. When a faculty member, an AIF, or the AIRC fails to 
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meet a deadline, the student respondent may file a complaint 
with the campus CAO or appropriate CAID. The CAO or 
CAID shall consider the complaint and act, if necessary, to 
bring the adjudication process to completion as rapidly as 
possible. 

B. Adjudication of Alleged Separable Offenses 
Allegations of separable academic integrity violations; i.e., 
violations at Level Three or Level Four, must be adjudicated 
according to the procedures of the University Code of Stu-
dent Conduct.  Allegations of separable violations may not be 
adjudicated by a faculty member but must be referred either 
to the appropriate AIF or to the Office of  Student Conduct.   
A faculty member may recommend a sanction should the stu-
dent respondent be found responsible for the violation. The 
faculty member’s recommendation shall be given serious con-
sideration9. 

The procedures for handling allegations of separable aca-
demic integrity violations are the same as the procedures for 
handling allegations of other types of student conduct falling 
within the separable category with the following exceptions: 

1. The administrator responsible for making the decision 
with regard to the sanction10 to be imposed when the respon-
dent has been found responsible for a separable academic in-
tegrity violation shall be either the CAO or one of the CAIDs 
to whom the CAO delegates this responsibility.  For viola-
tions by New Brunswick undergraduates, the CAID shall be 
the Vice President for Undergraduate Education.  For viola-
tions by New Brunswick graduate and professional students, 
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the CAID shall be the Vice President for Research and 
Graduate and Professional Education.  The Chancellor shall 
select the appropriate CAIDs for all students in Newark and 
Camden. 

2. When an alleged separable academic integrity viola-
tion is referred to an Academic Integrity Facilitator, the AIF 
may carry out the preliminary review, as described in the 
University Code of Student Conduct. If the student respon-
dent admits responsibility for the violation or does not contest 
the charge, the AIF may recommend an appropriate sanction 
to the CAO or CAID. 

�������������	��
This academic integrity policy was developed by three par-
tially overlapping groups of faculty, students, staff, and ad-
ministrators from all three Rutgers campuses: an Ad Hoc 
Academic Integrity Committee chaired by Professor Donald 
McCabe (McCabe Committee); the Academic Standards, 
Regulations, and Admissions Committee of the University 
Senate (ASRAC); and an ad hoc academic integrity working 
group (AIWG) consisting of members of the McCabe Com-
mittee, members of ASRAC, and representatives of several 
constituencies not represented on the McCabe Committee. 
The AIWG was appointed by Executive Vice President 
Furmanski after the McCabe Committee and ASRAC failed 
to reach agreement on major aspects of a proposed new aca-
demic integrity policy. The AIWG reached consensus on a 
number of recommended changes to the Rutgers University 
Academic Integrity Policy. This interim policy incorporates 

9The faculty member must refer 

the alleged violation for adjudi-

cation as a separable offense 
even if he or she recommends 

that the student not be sus-

pended or expelled if found 

responsible for the violation.  

10The decision of the CAO or 

CAID with regard to sanction 
may be appealed to the Appeals 

Committee on the campus 

where the respondent is regis-

tered and ultimately to the 
President of the University.  
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those changes but leaves unchanged aspects of the previous 
academic integrity policy on which there was no broad con-
sensus for change. The policy was drafted by members of the 
AIWG and revised by members of ASRAC. 

This interim academic integrity policy is designed to make a 
number of improvements to the way in which violations of 
academic integrity are adjudicated and reported, particularly 
nonseparable violations, for which temporary or permanent 
separation from the University is not a possible sanction. It 
largely leaves unchanged the procedures for handling separa-
ble violations of academic integrity under the University 
Code of Student Conduct. The interim policy has been ap-
proved for a period of two years, during which time a new 
and more comprehensive “permanent” academic integrity 
policy will be developed with extensive input from students, 
faculty, staff, and administrators. 

Two of the major new provisions of this policy, the provision 
for faculty adjudication of alleged nonseparable violations of 
academic integrity and the provision of an Academic Integrity 
Review Committee to consider appeals from students found 
responsible for such violations, were taken from the draft aca-
demic integrity policy proposed by the McCabe Committee, 
with minor modifications by the AIWG and ASRAC. Parts of 
this document were taken nearly verbatim from the McCabe 
Committee proposal. As was acknowledged by the McCabe 
Committee, the new procedures for handling nonseparable 
academic integrity violations are based on elements of the 
academic integrity policies of Pennsylvania State University 
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and the University of Maryland at College Park. The guid-
ance obtained from those policies is gratefully acknowledged.
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