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Academic Standards Committee  
(ASC) Minutes 

March 15, 2019 

1:40 pm   

BAC 206 

Meeting called by: Ian 
Wischmeier, Chair  

Academic Standards Committee Type of meeting: ASC 

Facilitators: Ian Wischmeier Note taker:  Daniella 
Watson 

Attendees: Daniella Watson, Calvin Legassie, Ian Wischmeier, John Masserini, Kathy Savage, Kyle Winfree, Luke 
Plonsky, Margaret Dunfee, Michael Kallsen, Mohamed Mohamed, Pam Anastassiou, Patty Horn, Terry Crites  
 
Participated by phone: Amanda Cornelius, Jamie Smith, Pete Yanka, Rosalicia Cordova, Samantha Callahan and 
Stephanie Jerome 
 
Excused by email:  Cindy Anderson, Courtney Jacobson, Glenn Hansen, John Georgas, Tarang Jain, Nicole Hampton,  
 
Guests: Katie Burke representing ASNAU (for Ronnie Marks) 
               Calvin Legassie representing SPAC (for Dan Stoffel) 
                
 

Call to Order 

Agenda Item: 1 Call To Order Presenter: Ian 
Wischmeier 

Ian Wischmeier called the meeting to order at 1:40 p.m. He asked everyone present to introduce themselves. He 
announced the topics on the agenda for review, approval and discussion. 

• Approval of October Minutes 

• Grade Appeals Policy 100105 

• Academic Integrity Policy 100601 
 

ASC Business 

Agenda Item: 2  Approval of Minutes Presenter:   Ian 
Wischmeier 

Ian asked if everyone had any feedback on the October 27 minutes. No feedback. Minutes approved 

Agenda Item: 3 Grade Appeal Policy 100105 Presenter John Masserini 

John Masserini revised the Grade Appeal Policy 100105.  
Overview of Changes: 

1. Reformatted to match University Policies template. 
2. Appeal process only applies to students. Faculty may not appeal subsequent decisions made by entities 

that represent the institution, as the faculty’s decision represents an institutional decision. These changes 
were made after careful consideration and consultation with NAU’s Office of General Counsel. 

3. “Steps” were changed to “Level 1 Review”, “level 2 Review”, etc. 
4. Streamlined the ASC appeal process, where different procedures involving “invited participants” vs. no 

outside parties are present” eliminated. Each ASC appeal hearing will be conducted in the same manner in 
order to ensure fairness and consistency for all students. 

John Masserini said that all NAU policies need to be cleaned up that say “faculty can appeal”. He pointed out how 
it was explained to him by the General Counsel’s office as follows: 
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• Faculty represent the university when it comes to a decision that a faculty makes involving a student. 

• The Dean represents the University. 

• The Provost represents the University. 

• One cannot appeal a decision against an entity which one represents.  

• The student is the only person in this situation who is allowed to appeal. 

• The student is the entity against in which the action is being taken. 

• Faculty tenure promotion faculty member is the only one who has the right to appeal because the action is 
taken upon them. 

• The Chair cannot appeal the Dean’s decision. 

• The Dean cannot appeal the Provost’s decision. 
 
Ian asked for thoughts and feedback on the Grade Appeal Policy 100105. It needs to be communicated clearly to 
the faculty. Once the policy gets approved it’s important the ASC members distribute to their faculty. John 
Masserini will send to associate deans, ACC (Roy St. Laurent). 
 
Ian said that if everybody present and the members on the phone approve:  

• The policy can be vetted today to start the process. 

• An email could be sent out to all the ASC members to vote and a time limit will be given to vote on it. 

• The email needs to point out the specifics stated by the Legal Counsel and the appeal and we need to 
make sure it’s a good, strong vote. 

 
 In a past meeting, (October 27, 2018), the policy was approved without vetting on the basis of those changes. The 
only new piece in there is the piece about the faculty not being able to appeal.  
 
Decision was to send out the vote to say “this a change that is bringing us into compliance with the State of 
Arizona”.  
 
John will work with Michelle Parker, General Counsel, on some more wording. Note to say “this is being dictated 
from Legal”. He will clean up the grammar and write a summary to attach to the document indicating the changes 
made and explanation as to why the changes were made. An email will be sent to the ASC members indicating a 
voting deadline. It needs to go to a vote without a huge vetting process.  
 
After the policy gets approved, John will go through the process of making sure it is updated in the Catalog.  
 
Ian asked if anyone on the phone had any feedback. No feedback. 
 
Grade Appeal Policy: We are voting to approve it. Motion to approve? Motion passed. 
 
Question on the Faculty Handbook. John will clean up the links.  Wording should say “this may progress the 
appeal”.  A faculty driven appeal path was part of the old language. It was taken out. After he cleans up the 
communication piece he will work with Ian to craft a communication and send to Audrey Alicee in the Provost’s 
office to send out via the faculty share link. 
  
Ian – given the cleanup of this language can we vote on it? All in favor? Motion passed.  
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Agenda Item:  3 Academic Integrity Policy 

100601 

Presenter: John 

Masserini 
John Masserini made the revisions to the Academic Integrity Policy. 
Overview of changes below: 

1. Reformatted to match University Policies. 
2. Definitions of violations revised and combined with examples. 
3. Clearer instructions on collaborations with Office of Student Life. 
4. Responsibilities for faculty, academic administrators, and students are clarified. 
5. Academic Integrity form will be an On Base, online form that can be routed to individuals. 
6. The academic college will decide if the initial meeting can be between the student and faculty or student, 

faculty, and chair/director. 
7. Appeal process only applies to students. Faculty may not appeal subsequent decisions made by entities 

that represent the institution, as the faculty’s decision represents an institutional decision. These changes 
were made after careful consideration and consultation with NAU’s Office of General Counsel. 

8. Moving the “Academic Integrity Module” out of the “sanctions” category, and having it up front as part of 
the responsibilities and educational opportunities offered by faculty to students. This is in response to 
several people asking for that to be treated as something that we would want all our students to engage 
in, but not as a “punishment.” 

9. Associate Dean makes the decision that might be appealed by students. Student will be able to request 
“reviews” up to that point. All other decisions up to this point are recommendations from faculty and 
chair/directors. 

10. Time limit on appeals are now in place and align with grade appeal timelines. 
11. Appeal Board is University-wide. Representatives from the Colleges are elected or chosen in the same 

manner, but the VPAA will organize the board and assign people to each hearing. 
12. VPAA office will handle the training of the board, including previous training slides and information from 

different colleges and information from Equity and Access (forthcoming). 
13. Linked relevant policies. 

 
The Academic Integrity Policy will be part of the University Policy Library. It will live on the Academic side. 
 
Who does what? Violation of Academic Integrity:  We want to get to the point to where there is only one appeal 
point instead of 3. Student appeals once and the final decision comes from the associate dean.  
 
Outlining responsibilities: 

• Instructor recommends. 

• Goes to the chair. 

• Chair makes recommendation to the associate dean. 

• Associate dean make the “yes” or “no” decision. 

• All academic Integrity students should be treated the same. 

•  John added a paragraph about what if the Academic Integrity Policy is violated in conjunction with 
another policy?  

• Students can appeal a sanction if they can show that it was overly harsh.  
 
John is working with Equity and Access and office of the General Counsel and all the individual folks who have 
done trainings for their college and to have one robust training that addresses everything. Everyone consistently 
trains rather than having each college do its own training.  

• He would like to get a faculty work group together.  

• An instructional designer from e-Learning will put a training module together.  

• John has the time limit on appeals in place and aligned with grade appeals time-line. 
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• John will do all the training and will build an on base form.  

• Faculty fills out the form and sends to the chair. 

• Chair sends to the associate dean. 

• Associate dean sends to John. 

• Process will make sure that everyone is recorded accurately. 

• Students will get the form On-Base. 

• John has presented it to the chairs and associate deans.  
 
The training is to make sure that the policy is applied evenly and everyone is on the same page. It’s not about a 
policy. It’s about a foundation of what we are as Academics and a foundation of what the University is. 
 
Question: will this policy apply to misconduct/behavior? This policy is about the instruction. Misconduct/behavior 
is a Code of Conduct issue. It would go to the Office of Student Life. We need to make sure faculty use the right 
policies. 
 
Question: Will there be a large scale communication to all the part time faculty for training? Yes. 
 
Question: 

• Does this idea of combining the faculty/student meeting with a chair (there), as well, seem supportive 
within your own college? 

•  What about the silent witness that is in the current policy?  There has to be a recommendation at some 
point. Whether it will be from the faculty first or the chair first doesn’t matter. There has to be a formal 
recommendation.  

• Student makes the recommendation to the faculty.  

• Faculty makes recommendation to the chair. 

• Chair makes recommendation to the associate dean. 
 
 Academic Hearing Board: Composition of the Board: 

• 1 faculty member and 1 student from the college but not the department. 

• 1 faculty member and 1 student completely from a different college. 

• Chair (will be there to vote in the event of a tie). 
• 1 ASNAU leadership. 

• 1 GSG leadership. 

• 1 official record keeper. 
 

Do we have a motion to vet the Academic Integrity Policy? Motion passed. 
 

Agenda Item:  4 Announcements Presenter: Ian Wischmeier 
 

• Pam spoke about the academic calendars. They will be using calendar days moving forward, not class days 
or week days because, any given term or exam could now theoretically (ex: on-line classes) fall on a week 
end or even start on a holiday. It’s fair and more consistent and more predictable. Students and faculty 
will know when these deadlines will occur. 

• For our next meeting, Ian would like to have nominations for next year’s chair (1 year term). We would 
like to give the opportunity to others who may want to serve as Chair. 

• We would like to have a Vice Chair, as well. It would be nice to have one in the event the chair is not 
available. 
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• John mentioned that the ASC has a new website. He will have it streamlined with all the ASC members’ 
emails and he will send it out to everyone when it is finished. If anything is missing please let him know 
and revision will be made. 

• Ian said that he would like to put all the ASC meetings on the website, along with agenda, notes, 
PowerPoint presentation and other materials. If we can get those on the website prior to the meeting, 
Daniella can send out an email to the ASC committee members that the materials are posted and 
members can go directly to the website. 

• Ian asked if the committee members have any suggestions on ASC meeting time. Maybe we want to pick a 
different day other than Friday. No suggestions. ASC meeting will stay on Fridays. 

 

Agenda Item: 5 Good Of the Order Presenter: Ian Wischmeier 

 

Agenda Item: 6 Adjournment Presenter: Ian Wischmeier 

Motion to adjourn the meeting. Approved. Meeting adjourned at 1:35pm. Ian thanked everyone for coming and 
those on the phone. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


