	AGENDA/MINUTES

	Team Name
	Academic Integrity Council 

	Date
	7/16/2024

	Time
	2:45 – 3:45 pm 

	Location
	Zoom https://zoom.us/my/elainesimmons 



	Facilitator
	Elaine Simmons
	Recorder
	Sarah Riegel

	Team members
	Present  X
Absent   O

	x
	Paulia Bailey
	o
	Deanna Heier
	x
	Kathy Kottas
	x
	Megan Schiffelbein

	x
	Janet Balk
	x
	Darren Ivey
	x
	Karly Little
	x
	Andrea Thompson

	x
	Jenn Bernatis
	x
	Erika Jenkins-Moss
	o
	Angie Maddy
	x
	Josh Winkler

	x
	Angela Campbell
	x
	Stephanie Joiner
	x
	Claudia Mather 
	
	

	x
	Nolan Esfeld
	x
	Sam Kline-Martin
	x
	Lee Miller
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk162419808]Topics/Notes
	Reporter

	2024-2025 Council Goals
· [bookmark: _Hlk165359705]Promote an institutional culture and reputation of respect, responsible conduct, and integrity
· Sponsor professional development activities and communication mechanisms across the institution to create awareness, exchange information, convey academic expectations, and identify best practices to support faculty, staff, and students
· Identify course design, teaching practices, and assessment systems to deter cheating
· Research, develop, and communicate a college-wide standard regarding the use of Artificial Intelligence
· Address policy/procedures considerations and develop and/or modify as applicable

	All

	Integrity Tools (AI Detectors and Proctoring Options)
Sent to Faculty November, 2023



Examity Discussion
· Examity in the the process of making changes to their product 
· Claudia is working with faculty who are heavy Examity users and dong a demo Wednesday (5/1) 
· KBOR is moving away from Examity and moving to Honor Lock 
· June 24th Message from Claudia – Examity is moving to Meazure; increase cost by 20%; won’t work well for math faculty (will need to use live proctoring); we will not use Meazure and we are looking for new tools due to this 



Publisher Proctoring in Conjunction with Access Codes
· There could be additional costs for students
· We can’t investigate academic integrity violations with these publishers 

Artificial Intelligence Detector
· Some faculty are using TurnItIn, some are using other products 

What is Our Position on Integrity Tools?
1. Open Usage or Limited Identified/Supported Tools
2. Department Guidelines – Paulia would like integrity detection required for English courses; Elaine will send an email to all faculty to gather their feedback on the idea 

· Claudia and The Center will keep working with faculty and provide the committee with some recommendations
· Student Authenticity Committee feedback (11 members): two would like to see tools required and others want to require best practices to combat cheating; looking at Examity and waiting to demo 
· Committee update?

	

	Advisory Baord Meeting Request
· Email sent 7/15 to Advisory Board leaders requesting an inquiry to advisory board members this fall – asking if they use AI for their operations and if so, in what capacities.  I’ve asked for feedback for the council’s review after the fall meetings.

	

	Syllabus Language
· The updated language will appear in spring 2025 syllabi.

	

	Artificial Intelligence Subcommittee
· Stephanie, Lee, Paulia, Erika, Jenn, Karly, Darren, Josh, Deanna, Andrea
· What is our tolerance, hard no’s, what do we want to teach students about AI, what do faculty need to help support students, etc.
· Faculty Survey
· Have a draft statement by June 4 meeting



Lee’s comments on the draft: 
I did want to note a little about the process we took so that the committee understand how we got to this draft:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]This is a challenging topic with a spectrum of opinions. Therefore, to help move through that spectrum we initiated the sub-team conversation by laying our opinions out on the table so that we can discuss our thoughts, were everyone can feel heard and that their opinion was factored in, as well as build toward how we could narrow down to what we needed to create. Thus, we had three sub-groups representing No AI, Mid AI, and High AI use in courses. Each team member was assigned a group with their anticipated preference and all team members were given the option to move to a different sub-group if they so choose. Once sub-groups were established, we utilized these sub-groups to complete different task that would be submitted for the rest of the team to review and discuss in the next meeting. Over the course of 6 sub-team meetings these tasks included:
· List initial concerns, needs, and interests. 
· Generate overarching themes that are of note across sub-groups (ex. Critical thinking, Appropriate use, etc.). These themes provided direction as to what we would identify for standards.
· At this time, we also completed a faculty AI survey to garner insights as to what faculty may find interesting or concerning and these were factored in to identifying these themes and subsequent standards.
· From the identified standards sub-groups wrote an opening to put the standards within context for instruction. 
With feedback from the committee, we will refine and update this draft statement as needed. For future steps, we see this statement providing direction to construct faculty best practice guides and training on AI for how they may integrate prevention strategies or utilize AI in course design.

· Faculty Council review/feedback at their retreat this summer



Subcommittee’s Feedback



	

	Maxient AIVR Data


· Stephanie wants to update the AIVR form to include the nature of the violation, if there was AI usage, and the sanction 

	Stephanie

	Professional Development
Cougar TALEs – August 13 @ 9:00a.m.
Academic Integrity Council: Generative AI and What It Means to You – present AI standards
Lee will facilitate 

Other Professional Development Projects
· Faculty Forums
· Student Sessions (ADC)

	

	Integrity Website

https://www.bartonccc.edu/integrity

	

	Integrity Ambassadors
· Need to decide if we still want to do integrity ambassadors and who will facilitate it
· Purposeful with engagement

	

	Action Items


	

	Next Meeting: August 12, 2024
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Barton Community College  

Student Authenticity 

 

· Integrity Tools Inventory 

· Examity 

· Provides automated and live proctoring. 

· Students can access other tools/browsers while using Examity 

· Turn-It-In 

· Provides instructors with the tools to engage students in the writing process, provides personalized feedback, and assesses student progress over time. 

· Respondus – Monitor/Lockdown Browser 

· Lockdown Browser is a custom browser that locks down the testing environment within a learning management system. 

· Respondus Monitor is a fully automated proctoring service. 

· Usage Definition & Guidelines 

· Faculty Expectations – Communicate to your students what is and what is not expected when it comes to academic integrity in your course(s). Communication with academic integrity expectations should occur through the course syllabus, welcome letters, first day of class information, etc. (Ex. Do not use Grammarly in this course.) 

· Examity, Lockdown Browser, and Respondus Monitor 

· If your style of assessment is heavy in M/C, T/F quizzes, and exams, it is suggested to use a proctoring tool. 

· If faculty use other tools for their quizzes and exams, such as MyMathLab, Examity will allow students to access other tools/browsers while Examity proctors the student where Lockdown Browser and Respondus Monitor will not.  

· Respondus Lockdown Browser/Monitor are accessible via Chromebooks and iPad (Exam settings must be changed to allow iPads). 

· Examity is accessible via Chromebooks. 

· Turn-It-In 

· If your style of assessment is heavy in papers, reports, essays, short/long-answer, etc., it is suggested to use Turn-It-In. 

· A best practice could include proctoring with either Respondus Monitor or Examity the first draft of a writing assignment to verify the first essay and use as a baseline to identify the student’s writing.  

· H5P – could be used for Music & Art- Please only use for formative assessment (low stakes), not summative (high stakes) assessments.  

· Important: Be aware that it is possible for computer-savvy learners to cheat in H5P and always get full scores. H5P should not be used for exams. We are working on an exam mode. https://help.h5p.com/hc/en-us/articles/7505544691101--Information-About-Grading-Per-LMS  
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Examity - Now Meazure

		From

		Mather, Claudia

		To

		Howe, Brian; Joiner, Stephanie; Bernatis, Jennifer; Kottas, Kathleen; Winkler, Joshua; Foley, Mary; Baker, Chris; Teal, Kurtis; Balk, Janet; Jenkins-Moss, Erika; Kujath, Abby

		Cc

		Simmons, Elaine; Rose, Curtis; Schiffelbein, Megan; Eggers, Erin

		Recipients

		HoweB@bartonccc.edu; JoinerS@bartonccc.edu; BernatisJ@bartonccc.edu; KottasK@bartonccc.edu; WinklerJ@bartonccc.edu; FoleyM@bartonccc.edu; BakerC@bartonccc.edu; TealK@bartonccc.edu; BalkJ@bartonccc.edu; MossE@bartonccc.edu; KujathA@bartonccc.edu; SimmonsE@bartonccc.edu; RoseC@bartonccc.edu; SchiffelbeinM@bartonccc.edu; eggerse@bartonccc.edu



Good morning all,



 



As you may or may not know Examity has been purchased by ProctorU under the name of Meazure. My team and I have been working with faculty that use Examity extensively (all Math faculty) to gain insight into the changes and challenges this new platform might bring. We have participated in a demo and have had several discussions via email regarding this change. Curtis Rose has also been working one on one and in a group setting assisting faculty with other tools, such as Respondus.



 



With this change, there will be a 20% hick in the price of their services. In demoing and testing, we have discovered that the faculty that are using external applications will require live proctoring in order for those applications to work. Obviously this will be costly due to the rate in which Meazure charges for live proctoring. All in all this will result in an estimated $20,000+ additional cost on top of the $30,000 – $35,000 that we currently pay annually. For context, we pay $21,150.00 for Respondus.



 



Through many discussions, it has been decided to not continue with Meazure. I will be asking Meazure to keep us going until August 18th as we currently have faculty using it for their summer courses. We will continue to work with and support the Math faculty as they work to find academic integrity measures that work for them. 



 



Please let me know if you have any questions. 



 



Thank you. 



 



Claudia Mather



Associate Dean of Instruction



Center for Innovation & Excellence



Barton Community College – Barton Online



(620).796.4895



 



Learner – Achiever – Relator – Input – Self-Assurance



 



Have feedback for the Center? Please fill out this form to let us know how we're doing.
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[Draft] Instructional AI Statement:



The mission of Barton Community College is to offer “exceptional and affordable learning opportunities supporting student, community, and employee needs.” Therefore, the institution prioritizes achieving outcomes and competencies for student learning and recognizes the impact of generative artificial intelligence (AI) on higher education and job preparation. 



The institution embraces academic freedom, the development of essential skills, and the opportunity for experiential course design. Student and instructor use of generative AI remains at the discretion of the course instructor.



Instructors will research and assess the applicability of AI in the support of their course competencies and outcomes. The following Instructional AI Standards articulate recommendations and tenets for the ethical, positive, and safe use of generative AI tools by both students and employees.

Standards:

Critical Thinking:

· Artificial Intelligence (AI) may enhance or hinder outcomes. AI should not supplant or subvert critical, creative, and collaborative thinking outcomes or competencies. 

Appropriate Use/Ethics:

· College procedure #2470, Intellectual Property, outlines the college’s right to ensure student work authenticity, with consideration to student concerns regarding personal information, while protecting institutional rigor and maintaining integrity. Instructors cannot require students to submit FERPA protected information to generative AI software for the purposes of assignment completion.

AI Detection / Faculty Investigation:

· Turnitin Software is the approved institutional software for plagiarism and AI-generation detection. 

· As subject matter experts, instructors are empowered to use the preponderance of evidence standard.

· Turnitin is an initial point of investigation, and faculty review is also required.

Syllabus Communication:

· Instructors will permit or prohibit generative AI within their course by selecting the appropriate syllabus statement.

Citation:

· Instructors must provide clear guidelines to students regarding the appropriate use of AI, limitations of use, and identify citations of generative AI if used for the completion of assignments.

· Instructor use of generative AI requires an appropriate citation. 
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[Draft] Instructional AI Statement:



The mission of Barton Community College is to offer “exceptional and affordable learning opportunities supporting student, community, and employee needs.” Therefore, the institution prioritizes achieving outcomes and competencies for student learning and recognizes the impact of generative artificial intelligence (AI) on higher education and job preparation. 



The institution embraces academic freedom, the development of essential skills, and the opportunity for experiential course design. Student and instructor use of generative AI remains at the discretion of the course instructor.



Instructors will research and assess the applicability of AI in the support of their course competencies and outcomes. The following Instructional AI Standards articulate recommendations and tenets for the ethical, positive, and safe use of generative AI tools by both students and employees.

Standards:

Critical Thinking:

· Artificial Intelligence (AI) may enhance or hinder outcomes. AI should not supplant or subvert critical, creative, and collaborative thinking outcomes or competencies. 

Appropriate Use/Ethics:

· College procedure #2470, Intellectual Property, outlines the college’s right to ensure student work authenticity, with consideration to student concerns regarding personal information, while protecting institutional rigor and maintaining integrity. Instructors cannot require students to submit FERPA protected information to generative AI software for the purposes of assignment completion.

AI Detection / Faculty Investigation:

· Turnitin Software is the approved institutional software for plagiarism and AI-generation detection. 	Comment by Solie, Peter: I’m happy with Turnitin.  Should the policy reference a specific program?  It seems better to me that a generic term that includes Turnitin and other similar products would be better.  Plagiarism and AI detection software.	Comment by Matt Connell: I don’t think we should be using the name TII. Also, I don’t see it stated, but want to stress that TII is not an accurate source to identify AI generated material. It can easily be faked. It is a good detection source, but thats all. 


· As subject matter experts, instructors are empowered to use the preponderance of evidence standard.

· Turnitin is an initial point of investigation, and faculty review is also required.	Comment by Solie, Peter: Required is the appropriate term.  I never just assume that a problematic score from Turnitin is “proof.”  

Syllabus Communication:

· Instructors will permit or prohibit generative AI within their course by selecting the appropriate syllabus statement.	Comment by Solie, Peter: AI syllabus statement(s) need to be developed for instructors to select from.  Instructors need clear directions regarding their freedom to edit those statements.

Citation:

· Instructors must provide clear guidelines to students regarding the appropriate use of AI, limitations of use, and identify citations of generative AI if used for the completion of assignments.

· Instructor use of generative AI requires an appropriate citation. 	Comment by Solie, Peter: I’m good with this.  We need a Cougar Tails or other training to inform us about the boundaries for these statements.  	Comment by Matt Connell: I have concerns with this. It does not clearly articulate / define “appropriate citations” for example, I use GenAI often to edit, proof, craft my student feedback. They are my comments/feedback - in most cases I need to do some modifications before turning it in to a student. Do I need to cite that I used AI to proof read and alter my student feedback? I have also used it to filter and alter content I am adding to a page. It will proof read, alter, and enhance what I already have. Still my work. I have never cited when I use a spell checker or a search engine to look something up. 

I think this statement needs some work.
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Updated AI Statement and Faculty Council Response

		From

		Miller, Leanne

		To

		Simmons, Elaine

		Cc

		Ivey, Darren; Thompson, Andrea; Winkler, Joshua; Heier, Deanna; Joiner, Stephanie; Little, Karly; Bailey, Paulia; Jenkins-Moss, Erika; Bernatis, Jennifer

		Recipients

		SimmonsE@bartonccc.edu; IveyD@bartonccc.edu; ThompsonA@bartonccc.edu; WinklerJ@bartonccc.edu; HeierD@bartonccc.edu; JoinerS@bartonccc.edu; littlek@bartonccc.edu; BaileyP@bartonccc.edu; MossE@bartonccc.edu; BernatisJ@bartonccc.edu



Good morning,



I have attached the updated statement for further discussion at tomorrow’s meeting. The sub-team openly discussed and concluded adding one piece for clarification to the statement, but we opted to not make any additional changes. 



 



Below is the sub-team response to the feedback received from Faculty Council:



Thank you for reviewing and providing feedback on the proposed draft of the Instructional AI Statement. The Academic Integrity Council wanted to provide a response to Faculty Council’s concerns and provide some additional context and information. 



 



AI Detection:



While we understand the concerns regarding selecting one specific AI detection software, it is important that we have consistency in AI detection methods. Identifying an approved detector creates transparency for our students, procedural support for Academic Integrity (2502) and Student Problem Resolution (2615) and allows for consistent data collection and analysis regarding AI use and faculty sanctions. No AI detector is infallible. As an institution, we have a subscription to Turnitin. Turnitin publishes data regarding its detection processes and its false-positive rates. In short, we know what we are getting. We are not opposed to adding additional detectors to the approved list in the future but wish to establish criteria for the approval process to ensure consistency, transparency, and student privacy.



 



Syllabus Statement:



Yes, we agree that syllabus statements need to be developed and provided for faculty to select from in Concourse. They are in development.



 



Citation:



The need to provide a citation for AI use provides transparency and matches the expectation students are held to. Our institutional pillars of integrity apply to students, faculty, and staff. Expecting citations aligns and reinforces our values of honesty, fairness, trust, respect, courage, and responsibility. The “appropriate citation” is applicable depending on instructor’s AI perimeters and is based on the definitive use of artificial intelligence (not all AI is the same). Essentially, this is practicing what we preach.  



 



Faculty artificial intelligence syllabi statements and future AI guides will be in development. More training and professional development opportunities will also be available. If there are topics that you would like more training or information on, please reach out to the Academic Integrity Council or Jenna Wornkey to get those topics added to our list. 



 



Please let us know if you have any questions. Thank you!



 



Kind Regards,



Lee



 



Lee Miller 



Director of Innovation & Compliance



Center for Innovation & Excellence



Barton Community College



millerle@bartonccc.edu



620.786.7453



 



Input – Connectedness – Learner – Ideation - Intellection 
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Updated - 7-15-24 - AI statement.docx

[Draft] Instructional AI Statement:





The mission of Barton Community College is to offer “exceptional and affordable learning opportunities supporting student, community, and employee needs.” Therefore, the institution prioritizes achieving outcomes and competencies for student learning and recognizes the impact of generative artificial intelligence (AI) on higher education and job preparation. 





The institution embraces academic freedom, the development of essential skills, and the opportunity for experiential course design. Student and instructor use of generative AI remains at the discretion of the course instructor.





Instructors will research and assess the applicability of AI in the support of their course competencies and outcomes. The following Instructional AI Standards articulate recommendations and tenets for the ethical, positive, and safe use of generative AI tools by both students and employees.


Standards:


Critical Thinking:


· Artificial Intelligence (AI) may enhance or hinder outcomes. AI should not supplant or subvert critical, creative, and collaborative thinking outcomes or competencies. 


Appropriate Use/Ethics:


· [bookmark: _Int_O8r5cAJM]College procedure #2470, Intellectual Property, outlines the college’s right to ensure student work authenticity, with consideration to student concerns regarding personal information, while protecting institutional rigor and maintaining integrity. Instructors cannot require students to submit FERPA protected information to generative AI software for the purposes of assignment completion. Due to student privacy concerns, faculty will not submit student work to generative AI software. 


AI Detection:


· Turnitin Software is the approved institutional software for plagiarism and AI-generation detection.





Faculty Investigation:


· Turnitin is an initial point of investigation; faculty review is also required.


· As subject matter experts, instructors are empowered to use the preponderance of evidence standard.


Syllabus Communication:


· Instructors will permit or prohibit generative AI within their course by selecting the appropriate syllabus statement.


Citation:


· Instructors must provide clear guidelines to students regarding the appropriate use of AI, limitations of use, and identify citations of generative AI if used for the completion of assignments.


· Instructor use of generative AI requires an appropriate citation.  
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Maxient Data Comparisons AY21-24.xlsx
AY21-Y24

		AY2021								AY2022								AY2023								AY2024 (to 6/19/24)

		Total Number of Reports:		81						Total Number of Reports:		122						Total Number of Reports:		104						Total Number of Reports:		167



		Total Basic Violations		75						Total Basic Violations		102						Total Basic Violations*		86						Total Basic Violations*		162

																		*one report was for witness, one report was for student no longer enrolled								*One Basic was found to be not responsible, one basic was for informational purposes only

		Total Capital Violations		4						Total Capital Violations		18						Total Capital Violations		18						Total Capital Violations*		3

																										*One Capital was found to be not responsible.

		Total Not Responsible*		2						Total Not Responsible*		2						Unique Course Codes		21						Unique Course Codes		19

										*Academic Misconduct investigation for 1										ARTS		3						ARTS		2

		Unique Course Codes		16						Unique Course Codes		17								BSTC		3						BSTC		5

				ACCT		2						ACCT		5						BUSI		5						BUSI		13

				ARTS		24						AGRI		1						CHEM		6						CHEM		14

				BSTC		1						ARTS		7						CHLD		1						COMM		3

				BUSI		8						BSTC		5						COMM		3						DIET		2

				CHEM		3						CHEM		17						EDUC		3						ECON		1

				COMM		3						CHLD		1						EMTS		2						EDUC		3

				EDUC		1						COMM		4						ENGL		40						ENGL		105

				ENGL		20						ECON		1						HIST		3						HIST		8

				HIST		1						ENGL		43						LANG		1						LEAD		2

				HZMT		1						HIST		7						LIFE		6						LIFE		2

				JOUR		1						LITR		1						LITR		2						LITR		1

				LANG		2						MATH		7						MATH		7						MLTC		4

				MATH		3						MLTC		14						MDAS		1						PHED		2

				MLTC		5						PHYS		3						MLTC		7						PHYS		5

				OFTC		3						PLMB		2						NAID		3						PSYC		2

				RELI		1						PSYC		1						PHYS		24						SOCI		1

												STAT		3						POLS		2						STAT		1

																				PSYC		1

		Notes:																		STAT		4

		**Maxient defines AY as August 1 - July 31; thus, AY24 is not complete, pulled/analyzed through 6/19/24

		**AY21 does not include all cases as it was first year of Maxient use.																Unique Nature		6						Unique Nature		6

		**Nature and sanctions are currently added by hand - only started reviewing AY23																		Collusion		11						Collusion		15

		**AY24 had use of form when no grade-based sanction occurred 																		Contract Cheating		12						Contract Cheating		5

																				Hidden Notes		10						Hidden Notes		4

																				Plagiarism		47						Plagiarism		140

																				Repeated Acts		2						Unauthorized Resources		3

																				Unauthorized resources		18						Unclear		3



																		AI Usage		20						AI Usage		125



																		Types of Sanctions		10						Types of Sanctions		9

																				Drop of Letter Grade		1						Drop of Letter Grade		1

																				Expulsion		9						Expulsion		2

																				Failed		1						Failed		1

																				Grade of 0		61						Grade of 0		79

																				N/A		2						N/A		2

																				Negative Points		2						Partial Credit		45

																				Partial Credit		2						Redo		28

																				Probation		2						Warning		13

																				Redo		2						XF		4

																				XF		29

		9





Demographics

		Case Type		Ethnicity		Gender		Number								Ages		#				Major		#

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Not Listed		20		ay24						17-21		116				Agriculture Business Mgmt		2

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		11								22-25		157				Bus Management & Leadership		13

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		11								26+		93				Business Admin Technology		2

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Female		18														Dietary Manager		1

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Male		27														EMT		2

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Female		9														General Studies		9

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Male		5								Degree 		#				Liberal Studies		160

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Hispanic or		Male		2								AA		23				Medical Lab Technology		10

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Not Hispanic		Female		3								AAS		29				Networking Specialist		4

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Not Hispanic		Male		2								AGS		9				Non-Degree Seeking		87

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Female		3								AS		137				Nursing - PN		5

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Male		2								CERT 1		5				Pharmacy Technician		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		29								CERT 3		2				Registered Nursing		2

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		27								NDS		85				Blank(s)		91

		TOTALS						169								PREP		5

																SAPP		2

		Case Type		Ethnicity		Gender		Number								BLANKS		94				Student Type		#

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Not Listed		29		ay23												Continuing/Former Student		192

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		2								GPA Range		# 				First Time/First Year		37

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		9								< 2.0		71				Transfer Student		69

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Hisp		Male		1								2.0 - 2.49		85				Blank(s)		94

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Female		11								2.5 - 2.99		83

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Male		9								3.0 -3.49		73

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Female		3								3.5 - 4.0 		77

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Male		2

		Academic Integrity		Nonresident Alien,Hispanic or		Female		1

		Academic Integrity		Race/Ethnicity Unknown,Not His		Male		3

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Hispanic or		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Female		5

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		19

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		8

		TOTALS						104



		Case Type		Ethnicity		Gender		Number

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Not Listed		9		ay22

		Academic Integrity		Asian or Pacific Islander		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		3

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		8

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Hisp		Male		2

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Female		15

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Male		14

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Female		6

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Male		5

		Academic Integrity		Nonresident Alien,Not Hispanic		Male		3

		Academic Integrity		Race/Ethnicity Unknown,Not His		Female		2

		Academic Integrity		Race/Ethnicity Unknown,Not His		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Hispanic or		Female		1

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Hispanic or		Male		3

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Female		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		29

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		18

		TOTALS						122



		Case Type		Ethnicity		Gender		Number

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Not Listed		10		ay21

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Female		1

		Academic Integrity		Not Listed		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		2

		Academic Integrity		Asian,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		6

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Female		8

		Academic Integrity		Black or African American,Not		Male		13

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Female		5

		Academic Integrity		Hispanic of any race,Hispanic		Male		4

		Academic Integrity		Nonresident Alien,Not Hispanic		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		Other/No Response		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Not Hispanic		Female		1

		Academic Integrity		Two or more races,Not Hispanic		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Hispanic or Latino		Male		1

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Female		13

		Academic Integrity		White,Not Hispanic or Latino		Male		13

		TOTALS						81







Turnitin Stats

		AI Scores																		Similarity Scores

		AY22-23		May and June 2023 only						AY23-24		July 23 to June 27, 2024								AY22-23		July 2023 to Jun 2024						AY23-24		July 2023 to June 27, 2024

		AI Percentage Score		Number		Percentage of all Submissions				AI Percentage Score		Number		Percentage of all Submissions						Percent of Similarity		Number		Percentage of all Submissions				Percent of Similarity		Number		Percentage of all Submissions

		0		2436		88.10%				0		23131		82.21%						0		12247		45.25%				0		11791		30.01%

		1-10		58		2.10%				1-10		488		1.73%						1-24		11644		43.02%				1-24		20603		52.43%

		11-20		44		1.59%				11-20		633		2.25%						25-49		2013		7.44%				25-49		4458		11.34%

		21-30		36		1.30%				21-30		647		2.30%						50-74		719		2.66%				50-74		1281		3.26%

		31-40		29		1.05%				31-40		539		1.92%						75-100		442		1.63%				75-100		1162		2.96%

		41-50		24		0.87%				41-50		454		1.61%						Total		27065						Total		39295

		51-60		21		0.76%				51-60		319		1.13%

		61-70		20		0.72%				61-70		279		0.99%

		71-80		11		0.40%				71-80		252		0.90%

		81-90		11		0.40%				81-90		221		0.79%

		91-100		75		2.71%				91-100		1172		4.17%

		Total		2765						Total		28135






