Workshop on the Academic Integrity Framework for the Committee of the Chairs of Assessment Boards

Tuesday 12 February

Notes from the Workshop

Issues arising from the discussion of Cases
Members of the Committee were asked to independently rate the level of seriousness of 5 exemplar cases, using the form supplied by Curtin University. The overall results for these ratings are shown below. 

Case 1:   

· It is not adequate to simply say ‘first year’. We need to describe the experience of the student and their experience with this type of assessment: eg first semester, first year student, attempting this type of assessment for the first time.

· In describing the experience of the student we need to consider if they might be graduate entry or undergraduate – these are very different situations

· We also need to consider the preparation and advice the student has or has not received. This preparation needs to be more than just written policy advice as the students need to build skills as well.

· The question remains as to when students should be taking responsibility

So, for the lowest level for criteria 1 on the Curtin form, we would need to say “a first year, first semester undergraduate student who has not attempted this type of assessment before”.

Case 2:

· The use of illustrations and diagrams is a frequently misunderstood area in terms of plagiarism. The members felt that this extended to staff as well as students. Students and staff need clear guidelines in this area
· The members agreed that in this case description it is unclear if the illustrations/graphics were the outcome of the assessment piece or used merely as supporting an argument in the assignment.  This case needs to be re-written if used again as an exemplar.

Case 3:

· One member raised the issue that if two or more students are involved in the incident then it is almost always more serious.  Others raised the situation (eg Case 3, student B) where one student lends another student an assignment for guidance and is unaware that another student has copied their work.  The latter was thought to fall under the definition of misconduct but would attract a low level penalty

· All agreed that student C’s actions were more serious

Case 4:

· One member rated this at low level but this was more to do with an interpretation of the case as written. If it is assumed that separate pieces of work were required, then all agreed this was a serious incident.

· This case needs to be re-written if used again as an example.

· This case raised the issue of the need for clarity in assessment task guidelines.

Case 5:


· Issues here are: whether this was the first attempt as writing at Griffith (ie newly arrived international student) and that this was a preliminary write-up provided to a supervisor rather than a final hand-in. 
· Most agreed that in this situation a supervisor would give the work back to the student with guidance rather than be considered under the new framework as it was work in progress.

· The importance, however, of keeping records was stressed and that one may need to provide written advice to the student with a copy to the Chair of the Assessment Board, if the issue is ongoing.

Committee members’ overall ratings of the level of seriousness of each of the 5 cases presented.

	
	Case 1
	Case 2
	Case 3 -B
	Case 3 -C
	Case 4 -O
	Case 4 -P
	Case 5

	Low 

Level 1


	6


	6 – level 1

1 – level 1 or 2
	5 – level 1

1 -  level 1 or 2
	
	1*
	1*
	

	Medium 

Level 2


	2


	
	2


	1
	1
	1
	3

	High 

Level 3


	
	1
	
	7


	6


	6


	5

(1 after consideration at level 2)


* This judgement resulted from a particular interpretation of the case description and was altered to level 3 after clarification of the case situation.

General issues on the Curtin form re-design:
· The members saw value in having such a form, particularly for new or inexperienced staff. Experienced staff may make a holistic decision without using the 4 criteria.

· The three levels should be renamed and re-designed as: 1. Level I: Course Convenor – may seek advice from PC or HOS / 2. Level II – Course Convenor to discuss with Program Convenor or needs more information / 3. Level III: should be escalated 
· Under the criteria ‘nature of plagiarism’ for the column ‘high level’ replace the word “whole” in ‘whole of works copied’ to ‘significant amount of work copied’.
· Rename ‘nature of plagiarism’ to ‘type of plagiarism’
· Re-order the 4 criteria to: 1. Type; 2. Extent; 3. Experience of student and 4. Intent
· There is value in having exemplar cases for discussion and training. These should be online for staff, with a discourse for each.
· Use the terminology ‘level 1’ ‘level II’ throughout rather then minor/moderate/ serious, as it was felt that all are serious.
General process issues:

· Separate out the decision on the level of seriousness of plagiarism from the decision on the penalty imposed. The latter requires more information to be obtained and considered. This workshop focussed on the decision of the level of seriousness.
· Consistency of judgements within and across disciplines

· How will course convenors find the new process – empowering or a burden? The wide range of experience in course convenors was noted.

· The issue of being the policeman and the judge and the possible need to delegate the decision to another staff member where the Chair was also the course convenor.

· The members raised the tension that exists between the notion of collaborative learning, and the importance placed on working in teams, with the notion of plagiarism. Assessment guidelines need to be clear when team / group work is required and when individual work is required.  Another issue concerning group work and a group submission is where one student in a group plagiarises material but the rest of the group are unaware that this has occurred.

· The privacy aspects were raised – where emails containing student identification were potentially sent to several staff. 
· The need for a section in the policy re: RHD students was discussed. This discussion covered: the need to record incidents, then warn the student and then consider level of intent of the plagiarism if further incidents occur; the conflict for the supervisor in this situation; the need to keep records during the candidature; the need to keep the Head of School informed.

· The need for an educational process for both students and staff was stressed.  The possibility of including the exemplar case studies on the student website was discussed.
· It was acknowledged that the workload for this process will occur in peaks and that load testing would be needed to ensure that the university can cope.

· The use of email as the means of communication was queried in situations where international students may return home during semester breaks.

Actions:

1. Redesign the Curtin form and circulate to members of the Committee of the Chairs of the Assessment Boards by the end of February.

2. Members are encouraged to raise difficult or illustrative cases of plagiarism at meeting of this Committee in the future

3. The issue of compassionate withdrawal being granted in a process that is separate to the academic misconduct process is to be raised as an agenda item at a future meeting of this Committee.

