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Catch-all Terminology – The University currently employs catch-all 
terminology such as “includes but is not limited to” in its list of disciplinary 
infractions. This practice permits the University to punish literally any 
behavior. As such, it grossly violates the rights of students subjected to the 
policy. The University’s task force on disciplinary procedures concluded 
that the current terminology is needed “for addressing all possible 
situations.” However, we believe that a policy that avoids arbitrarily 
punishing people for normal and harmless behavior is more important than 
a policy that fully covers infractions of unstated rules that the University is 
unable to think of until after they are broken. We recommend that the 
policy be limited to examples and descriptions of minimum violations that 
warrant a disciplinary procedure.  
 
Composition of the Hearing Body - The composition and method of 
selection of members of the hearing body should be explicitly specified. 
We believe that allowing the Dean to appoint faculty members to the 
hearing body inherently compromises the hearing body's ability to render 
an independent evaluation of a case to the Dean. If it were necessary to 
have faculty members on a hearing body, they should be selected 
randomly for each case or, failing that, elected by the faculty at large. 
Hearing bodies should be composed of students selected by a lottery 
system, similar to the American trial by jury of peers system. RWJMS, one 
of the UMDNJ schools has demonstrated the viability of this system in its 
Student Professional Conduct Committee, which ought to be a model for 
hearing bodies convened by University policy. We believe that this change 
would not only produce fairer assessments, but it would also support a 
culture of greater student community empowerment, responsibility, and 
professionalism. 
 
Size of the Hearing Body – The University policy sets a three-person 
minimum required to function as a hearing body, with only one member 
required to be a student.  We believe that a 3-person committee, with only 
one student, is an insufficient number and a poor representation of the 
school community.  Additionally, among the UMDNJ schools, seven is the 
smallest size hearing body explicitly allowed.  We believe University policy 
should be changed to reflect this minimum with a significant percentage of 
student representation for all schools. 
  
Confidentiality – The University’s policies forbid accused students from 



discussing any and all proceedings of the disciplinary committee. Such a 
broad restraint prevents students from discussing the fairness of 
proceedings and violations of their rights. Students should be given the 
option to consult a therapist, mental health professional, or any close 
confidant that he or she chooses to seek for advice. We believe that such 
an exception should be made in the interest of student well-being and due 
process. We maintain that confidentiality is appropriate only insofar as it 
protects students from violations of their rights and privacy. We ask that 
the current policy be changed so that it cannot be used to threaten the 
accused and to shield administrative actions from public discourse. We 
recommend that it should be explicitly written that all interested and neutral 
parties involved cannot use any part of the proceedings, in any communicable 
form, for any purpose to damage or exploit either the accuser’s or accused’s 
reputation at any time thereafter.  

 
Role of Student Affairs – The Associate Deans of Student Affairs are 
presented to students as student advocates and confidantes. Their explicit 
functions include “offering moral support and encouragement,” “personal 
counseling,” and “”advocacy and guidance” [Source: njms.umdnj.edu, 
rwjms.umdnj.edu, som.umdnj.edu]. However, a Student Affairs Dean can 
be chosen as the “Dean’s designate” with the responsibility to investigate a 
disciplinary violation. It would be inappropriate for a Student Affairs Dean, 
who was at one time an advisor and counselor to a student, to then be in 
charge of a disciplinary investigation of the accused student. These 
conflicting roles of Student Affairs should be placed in separate offices 
because the current procedure alienates accused students from their 
institutional support. The potential for Student Affairs to take an adversarial 
role additionally diminishes the trust all students can place in Student 
Affairs. 
  
Questioning of Witnesses - The truth in a disciplinary hearing is best 
ensured when the accused is given the right to question witnesses and 
elicit information (s)he deems pertinent to his/her case. That UMDNJ does 
not grant the right to question witnesses is plainly unfair to the accused 
and severely compromises the hearing body's ability to uncover the truth.  
  
The University's task force on disciplinary procedures has stated that "the 
current practice of allowing the accused to question witnesses through the 
committee chair is the most effective method." We have read the 
University's policy on Student Rights, Responsibilities, and Disciplinary 
Procedures and found no stipulation that the committee chair must ask 
witnesses any and all questions the accused wishes to have asked at 
hearings. If this requirement were explicitly stated in the policy, we would 



consider it an adequate solution to the current problem of the accused not 
having the right to question witnesses. 
 
Open Timelines on Notification of Charges and Decision - 
 
The current policy provides an unlimited amount of time for a decision to 
be made regarding the discipline of a student. Considering the weight of a 
disciplinary decision, the stresses of uncertainty, and the untenable 
situations students may be forced into by manipulation of the timeline, the 
Senate believes that it is important that the timeline be limited.  

 
Students should be promptly informed of complaints lodged against them 
and not subjected to the possibility of secret investigations. This 
notification should ideally take place on the same day as the complaint is 
filed. At the July 8th meeting, a number of reasons were suggested as to 
why this would not be feasible.  Discussions of these reasons are included 
here: 
 
1. A member of the Dean’s office can rapidly notify a student of any 
complaint lodged against them. A formal email to the student’s school 
email address would be sufficient. This is simple, cheap, and reliable to 
implement despite objections raised in the July 8th meeting that the Dean 
(or some member of staff) may be on vacation, rendering the Dean’s Office 
unable to notify students of complaints being processed. 
 
2. Members of the University’s task force on disciplinary action suggested 
that students should not be notified, since not all complaints result in full 
proceedings, and the knowledge of charges would be “unnecessary” and 
“stressful” to students. We believe that in a professional environment such 
as UMDNJ, in which the disciplinary system is meant in part to be 
educational, it is essential for students to be made aware about concerns 
with their behavior even if they do not result in charges. Students would 
then have the opportunity to learn and prevent future occurrences of 
disciplinary complaints. Additionally, many students would be relieved to 
actually know the existence and status of disciplinary charges against 
them.  
 
3. Members of the University’s task force suggested that Deans would be 
forced to pursue sanctions if students were aware of the complaints 
against them. We believe our Deans have better judgment than to be 
bound by ego or politics to pursue charges against students simply 
because they are aware that someone asked for charges to be considered. 


