
 
 
 
 
From: Rebecca Conry (Colby Academic Integrity Coordinator) on behalf of the Academic 
Honesty Committee 
 
 
Motion: Starting immediately, academic review boards that consider academic dishonesty 
cases would consist of one faculty member and two students from the Academic Honesty 
Committee plus the Academic Integrity Coordinator as voting members and the Disciplinary 
Dean as a nonvoting member. 
 
How is this different from the current policy? The current policy gives the instructor the 
option to attend and vote in the academic dishonesty review board. The difference, then, is that 
the instructor submitting the academic dishonesty report would no longer have the option to 
attend and vote in the academic dishonesty review board for that report. The academic review 
board will continue to solicit and consider the reporting instructor’s evidence and 
recommendations as is the current practice. In addition, the review board will continue to 
contact the reporting instructor for clarifications as needed and communicate the results from 
the review board to that individual in a timely manner. 
 
Rationale: The instructor submitting the academic dishonesty report is often viewed as biased 
towards an academic dishonesty finding by the student whose report is being considered. This 
can make the current process appear unfair to that student and the student’s family. The 
presence of the reporting instructor may also make it more difficult for student members of the 
review board to ask probing questions that they feel might offend the reporting instructor. In 
addition, when students dispute the report of academic dishonesty, some degree of conflict is 
unavoidable and the presence of the reporting instructor on the review board at times 
inadvertently exacerbates the tension. 
 
Why was the current process set up this way? The current process replaced a process in 
which the reporting instructor, upon finding potential evidence for academic dishonesty, decided 
if dishonesty occurred and, if so, what penalty would be applied. The instructor would send a 
letter containing this information to the Dean of Students, who could choose to add additional 
sanctions. A trial-like hearing was invoked if the student appealed the instructor’s conclusion. 
Thus, the current process kept some of the instructor’s power in place if that instructor chose to 
wield it and was meant to encourage reporting of academic dishonesty cases. The current 
process was purposely not meant to be modeled after legal proceedings, with mixed success.  
 
Do most reporting instructors participate in the review board? Actually most do not (last 
year reporting instructors attended academic review boards 11% of the time). 


