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NOTE – Proposed changes are in underlined italics. 
 
• Appointments to the Community Standards Board 

o Appointments made by College Judicial Board chair for Community Standards Board appointments are 
done in consultation with the Dean of Student Affairs or his/her designee (e.g. Conduct Board 
Coordinator/Assistant Dean). This change reflects the Dean’s ability to delegate their authority to a 
designee.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XII, Letter B(1)(i)) - Two Students from each undergraduate 
College’s Judicial Board appointed by the College Judicial Board Chair, in consultation with the 
College Dean of Student Affairs or his/her designee. 
 

o GSA asked to clarify that graduate student members of the Community Standards board are appointed 
by GSA in consultation with the Dean of Graduate Studies or his/her designee. The current version of 
the Code describes this as a joint appointment process.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XII, Letter B(1)(ii)(1)) - Graduate Students will be appointed 
by the Graduate Student Association in consultation with the Dean of Graduate Studies or 
her/his designee. 
 

• Assigning sanctions vs. imposing sanctions 
o Sanctions are assigned by Student Conduct Officers rather than imposed. There are numerous places 

where the term “imposed” is used rather than “assigned” and the proposed changes help to make the 
term the consistent throughout the document.  

 PROPOSED CHANGES (Numerous sections throughout Code) – Change “imposed” to 
“assigned”.  

 
• Hazing definition 

o Director of Student Legal Services Jon Carlos Senour pointed out that the current standard of “hazing” 
is too narrow. While it covers registered student organizations and college student organizations, it 
does not appear to apply to intercollegiate athletics teams. The proposed language is similar to the 
previous version of the Code and closes this potential loophole.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section VII, Letter K) - Participation in hazing or any method of 
initiation or pre-initiation of potential, new, or active members into a registered Student or other 
campus organization or other activity engaged in by the organization or its members at any 
time that causes, or is likely to cause, physical injury or personal degradation or disgrace 
resulting in psychological harm to any Student or other person. 

 
• Information to be presented at the Review 

o In reviewing the Code, I noticed there is no language requiring that information presented at the 
Student Conduct Review be submitted prior to the Review. In order to allow the Respondent, University 
Representative, and Board/Review Officer properly time to prepare, all information should be submitted 
prior to the Review. The Conduct Board Coordinator or Director of Student Conduct would then ensure 
that all parties receive copies of submitted information.  

 PROPOSED LANGUAGE (Section XIII, Letter M)– All information to be presented at the 
Review by the University Representative and the Respondent must be submitted to the 
Conduct Board Coordinator or Director of Student Conduct at least three days prior to the 
Review. The Conduct Board Coordinator or Director of Student Conduct will provide copies of 
submitted information to the University Representative, Respondent, and Board/Review Officer 
prior to the Review.  

 
• Interim suspensions 

o The Associated Students Council and Office of Student Advocacy have expressed concern about the 
potential applicability and use of Section XVI, Letter (A)(4) for interim suspensions in relation to 
expressive activity on campus. The proposed change links this section to the  UC San Diego Policy on 
Speech, Advocacy and Distribution of Literature on University Grounds (Policy and Procedure Manual, 
Section 510-1 IX & XII), which sets forth the controlling guidelines for expressive activity on University 



Grounds and Facilities. This provides additional protections for student expressive activity while 
showing that such activity is regulated through the controlling campus policy.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XVI, Letter A(4)) – Other disruptive activity incompatible with 
the orderly operation of the campus (see UC San Diego Policy on Speech, Advocacy and 
Distribution of Literature on University Grounds (Policy and Procedure Manual, Section 510-1 
IX & XII) for guidelines related to expressive activity on University Grounds and Facilities).  

 
• Multiple students participating in a Review 

o We have seen at least three situations this past year where more than one student requested a Review 
in the same case. The Code is silent on how to handle such situations. In order to expedite such 
situations, I consulted with UCLA and UC Irvine as to how they handle such situations. The new 
language allows us to handle such situations and informs students that these types of Reviews may 
occur. 

 PROPOSED LANGUAGE (Section XIII, Letter E) - Multiple Respondents may participate in a 
Student Conduct Review when the alleged violations result from the same underlying incident 
at the discretion of the Conduct Board Coordinator or the Director of Student Conduct or 
his/her designee. 

 
• Student advocates for graduate students 

o The Graduate Student Association would like to have graduate-level Student Advocates to assist 
graduate students with their cases. 

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section II, Letter B) - “Advisor” means a person chosen by the 
Respondent or Complainant to assist him/her with an Administrative Resolution meeting or 
Student Conduct Review.  Advisors include UC San Diego students, faculty, or staff, 
Associated Students (A.S.) or Graduate Student Association (GSA) Student Advocates, and 
attorneys. 

 
 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section VI, Letter G(2))  - The Associated Students (A.S.) Office of 

Student Advocacy and the Graduate Student Association (GSA) appoints Student Advocates 
who are available to serve as Advisors. Student Advocates will be jointly trained by the Office 
of Student Conduct and Office of Student Legal Services. Student Advocates may speak on 
behalf of their advisee so long as all procedural requirements are followed. 

 
• Student conduct records relating to suspensions and dismissals 

o Warren College Dean of Student Affairs Paul DeWine suggested clarifying that records of suspensions 
and dismissals are retained permanently. This language was already in Section XVII(D) of the current 
Code.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XVII (E)) - The last sentence of Section XVII (D) (“The record 
of a student conduct matter resulting in a student or Student Organization’s suspension or 
dismissal will be retained permanently.”) now stands alone as Section XVII (E).  
 

• Student Conduct Reviews vs. Conduct Board Reviews 
o Our process refers to “formal hearings” as “Student Conduct Reviews”, which are conducted by a 

Board or Review Officer. There is one section in the Code where the term is referenced as a “Conduct 
Board Review” rather than “Student Conduct Review”.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section X, Letter G) - Alleged violations not resolved through the 
Administrative Resolution process or through alternative resolution options will be referred to a 
Student Conduct Review. 

 
• University Representatives  

o Most institutions have a University staff member present information and witnesses supporting the 
alleged violations at a formal hearing or review. However, the Student Conduct Work Group decided to 
eliminate University Representatives under the new Code. Part of the reason for this change was to 
make the formal review process less adversarial and more educational.  
 

o However, Section XIII(A) and UCOP Student Conduct Policies state that the University has the burden 
of proof and that the University is responsible for presenting evidence and witnesses at the Review. 
Without a University Representative, the Conduct Board Coordinator has a greater responsibility to 
coordinate witnesses and collect information for the Board to consider at the Review. With this, there is 



no actual presentation of the University’s information and witnesses, which is not in alignment with 
Section XIII(A) and the UCOP policies.  

 
o In the past, University Representatives at UC San Diego are typically student affairs staff members and 

trained by the Office of Student Conduct. Their purpose is not to act as a prosecutor but rather as 
facilitating the information and witnesses supporting the allegations. They help to provide context for 
the alleged violations while allowing the Board or Review Officer to focus on the facts of the case.  

 PROPOSED LANGUAGE (NEW) (Section II, Letter AA) - “University Representative” means 
a University Official authorized on a continuing basis by the Director of Student Conduct or 
his/her designee to present information and question witnesses on behalf of the University at 
Student Conduct Reviews. 
 

 PROPOSED LANGUAGE (NEW) (Section VI, Letter F) - The duties and responsibilities of 
University Representatives include: 

1. Presents relevant information (e.g. incident reports and other relevant documents) 
and witnesses on behalf of the University at Student Conduct Reviews.  

2. Coordinates the appearance of witnesses supporting the alleged violations at 
Student Conduct Reviews.  

3. Asks questions of the Respondent and witnesses at Student Conduct Reviews.  
4. Maintains confidentiality related to all aspects of the Student Conduct Review 

process. 
5. Participates in training sessions facilitated by the Office of Student Conduct. 

 
 PROPOSED LANGUAGE (NEW) (Section XIII, Letter D) - The Director of Student Conduct or 

his/her designee will select a University Official to serve as the University Representative for 
the Review. The role of the University Representative will be to present information from the 
incident report(s) and other relevant documents supporting the alleged violations. The 
University Representative will also coordinate the appearance of witnesses supporting the 
alleged violations and ask questions of the Respondent and witnesses. 
 

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XIII, Letter F) - At least ten business days prior to the 
Review, the Conduct Board Coordinator or Director of Student Conduct or his/her designee will 
provide the Respondent in writing with the following information:… 

• The name(s) of the Board members or Review Officer and the University 
Representative. 
 

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XIII, Letter J) - All Reviews will be closed to the public. Only 
members of the Conduct Board, the Review Officer, the Conduct Board Coordinator, the 
University Representative, the Respondent (and his/her Advisor, if any), the Complainant (and 
his/her Advisor, if any), and witnesses will typically be permitted to participate in the Review. 
 

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XIII, Letter N(2)) - Witness lists must be provided by the 
University Representative and the Respondent to the Conduct Board Coordinator or Director of 
Student Conduct at least three business days prior to the Review. The Conduct Board 
Coordinator or Director of Student Conduct will provide the University Representative and 
Respondent with a complete witness list prior to the Review. 

 
 PROPOSED CHANGE – (Section XIII, Letter T) - At the Review, the Chair or Review Officer 

will explain the Review process to the Respondent, University Representative, and other 
participants. The Conduct Board or Review Officer will hear and receive information and 
witnesses presented by the University Representative supporting the alleged violations. The 
Board will then hear and receive the Respondent’s information, witnesses, and perspective 
about the incident, review the applicable report(s) and other evidence, and ask questions of the 
Respondent and witnesses. The Respondent will also have the opportunity to ask questions of 
participating witnesses and the University Representative will have the opportunity to ask 
questions of the Respondent. The Chair or Review Officer will conclude the Review by 
explaining the next steps in the process. 
 
 



• Witness statements 
o We have had some issues with the validity of witness statements in past academic years. Due to that, 

we made it extremely difficult to introduce witness statements if the witnesses were not available at the 
Review. However, we have also seen that due to scheduling conflicts some witnesses are not able to 
participate and their information would be helpful to the Board or Review Officer. The below language 
allows witness statements but provides that the statement must be signed by the witness in the 
presence of an Office of Student Conduct staff member.  

 PROPOSED CHANGE (Section XIII, Letter O) - Written witness statements will not be 
reviewed by the Conduct Board or Review Officer unless they are signed by the witness and 
witnessed by the Director of Student Conduct or his/her designee or a certified notary public.  

 
 


