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Appendix 1.  Health Sciences Academic Appeal Form

Student Name:  _______________________________________________
Date:  ____________

College/Degree Program:  ____________________________________________________________

Type of appeal (check one):
(  Grade    
(  Academic progression

Level of appeal (check one): 
(  Faculty  
(  Department Chair or Associate Dean 

(  Dean
(  Assistant/Associate Provost
(  Provost
Faculty Member Involved:  ____________________________________________________________

If grade appeal, course name/number:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​__________________________________________________

Criteria for appeal (check all that apply):

· Terms of the syllabus were violated
· Terms of the student handbook or catalog were violated
· Error was made in calculating or recording a grade
· University policy was violated in an assignment, administered exam, technical standard, or assigned grade
· Inconsistent grading standard was applied among students
· Written agreement between the faculty member/program/college and student was violated
Required documentation (check that each is attached):

· Explanation of what occurred and how the criteria above applies to the situation
· Timeline of events relevant to the appeal
· College/program handbook section related to academic progression and technical standards (if applicable)
· Correspondence from the faculty member and Health Sciences Academic Performance and Standards Committee / dean indicating that the appeal has been denied at those levels (if applicable)
· Assignment or exam in question (if applicable)
· Excerpt from online catalog of university regulation (if applicable)
· Correspondence with faculty member (if applicable)
· Any other documentation supporting the appeal
Student Signature:  _______________________________________________
Date:  ____________
�Should we add a section containing definitions of terms such as “upheld”, “denied”, and “business day”?


�(1) UPHELD – I don’t see the use of this word in the policies.  (2) DENIED – It is my opinion that the policies do not need to define “denied.”  Maybe the group thought of a good reason to define it of which I’m not thinking.  (3)  BUSINESS DAY.  I assume the concern is what happens if HU is closed on a business day.  If so, a sentence explaining, e.g., that such a day is not a business day, would be helpful.


�Should we insert a section explaining whether or not a student can move forward in the curriculum or to a subsequent course during the appeal?  This is not explained in the current policy but could occasionally be an issue.


�Is it possible that HU would let a student move forward under one set of circumstances but not under another set?  If so, I suggest not including such a section.


�What if the chair or associate dean is the person in charge of the course?


�Is the concern that if the chair or associate dean is teaching, the student will have to appeal to the same person at two levels?   If so, you could insert a new paragraph after the current Paragraph 3 that reads:  “If the faculty member in charge of the course is the department chair (College of Allied Health and College of Pharmacy) or associate dean (Carr College of Nursing), the student must skip Paragraph 5 and proceed to Paragraph 6 to continue the appeal.”  (That’s the current Paragraphs 4 and 5.) First, you could put a second sentence in Paragraph 4 after the new sentence mentioned in comment 6 above   TRia  was unavailabl


�What if the dean is the person in charge of the course?


�I assume the concern is twofold.  First, a chair or associate dean might find it difficult to objectively judge and, if necessary, rule against his or her supervisor. Second, it could create chain of command issues if the chair/associate dean rules against the dean.  A solution would be to allow the student to appeal directly to the dean not in his or her capacity as faculty member but as dean (or perhaps to the Associate/Assistant Provost) for the sole purpose of convening the committee without the restrictions in current Paragraphs 6 and 7.  In other words, the dean (or Associate/Assistant Provost) must convene the committee.  If the committee denies the appeal, the usual process would resume with the current Paragraph 11.  If you take this approach, possible language to include at the end of the new Paragraph 4 (see my previous comment) is something like this:  “If the faculty member in charge of the course is the dean, the student must skip Paragraphs 5 and 6 and appeal in writing to the dean [or Associate/Assistant Provost] as required in Paragraph 6 to continue the appeal.  In that case, Paragraphs 7 and 8 do not apply, and the dean [or Associate/Assistant Provost] must convene the Health Sciences Academic Performance and Standards Committee, which will consider the documentation submitted in compliance with Paragraph 9.”


�There may have been new information unavailable to the faculty, not just the student.


�This originally read “unavailable to the Health Sciences Academic Performance and Standards Committee at the time of its determination.”  To avoid a student holding back on information until the Assistant/Associate Provost level, I changed it to “information that was unavailable to the student.”  If you want to include faculty as well, I suggest having it read “to the student or the faculty member.”  If you stop it at “unavailable,” it creates an ambiguity.  Most information will have been available, the key is to whom was it unavailable.  By limiting unavailability to students and faculty, it encourages earlier disclosure by all involved.  I’ve inserted “to the student or the faculty member.”


�What if the faculty member from whom notification of dismissal comes is the department chair or associate dean?


�See comment 6 above.


�What if the dean is the person from whom notification of dismissal comes?


�See comment 8 above.


�There may have been new information unavailable to the faculty, not just the student.


�See comment 10 above.
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