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which reviewed the Academic Senate’s policy on Exclusions.

When this Working Party was established in February 2002, it was seen to be operating in the context of:

· the widespread view that the current Exclusion Regulations are too legalistic in their style and too complex, such that there has been a loss of confidence by many parts of the University in them; 

· the numerous unsuccessful attempts over recent years to reform these regulations.  

The Working Party met seven times by videoconference over the period April – August 2002. The interim report was circulated to Faculties for comment in July – August 2002, prior to its final submission to Academic Senate for its September 2002 meeting.

2.
RECONCEPTUALISING EXCLUSION REGULATIONS AS ACADEMIC PROGRESS REGULATIONS

The Working Party is of the view that, as a starting point, exclusion should not be considered in isolation, but rather needs to be located within its broader context of  'academic progress'. The term Academic Progress implies that any regulations would need to address: 

· the front end (issues relating to when a student commences a course);

· the middle (issues relating to students as they progress through a course);

as much as 

· the back end (exclusion or graduation.).  

We see the front end as being critical because if we don't get it right at the beginning, the criteria for satisfactory course progression for example, then we are less likely to get it right at the other end.  Thus the Working Party is proposing the development of a policy on satisfactory course progression, a part of which is to determine what it is that we need to do when we find that there are some students who cannot meet the requirements. 

We note there are currently regulations on Academic Progress included in the Assessment regulations (Assessment Regulation 14); to eliminate unnecessary duplication, we believe  these should be subsumed into the new Academic Progress regulations.

RECOMMENDATION 1:
That the Exclusion Regulations be renamed as Academic Progress Regulations, and subsume the section on Academic Progress in the Assessment Regulations (Assessment Regulation 14).

The basic principle of the procedures emanating from these new regulations would be proactivity, which would replace the predominantly reactive system we currently employ.  There is strong anecdotal evidence that there is widespread ignorance amongst the student population about the current Exclusion Regulations, and that they only become aware of the implications of their poor academic performance too late – after they have been recommended for exclusion.  We advocate the development of an ongoing process of advice to students regarding their academic progress. 

This process would go along the following lines:

· at the time of entry into a course, students are advised of the specific requirements for satisfactory progress through their course, these requirements being set by faculties (see Section 3 of this report for details of these requirements). This information is supplied to students by formal e-box messages, course guides, and in relevant subject outlines;

· whilst enrolled in the course, students receive ongoing advice on course progress. For the majority of students who progress satisfactorily, this is in the form of course guide information, and in relevant Subject Outlines. Students whose academic performance falls below that considered satisfactory are advised by formal e-box message that they are “at risk”. At-risk students are informed of what is required to improve their performance to alleviate the at-risk status; 

· only those students who are unable to rectify deficiencies in their academic progress would be then identified for exclusion from the course in which they are enrolled. 

RECOMMENDATION 2:
That the following principle be enshrined in the Academic Progress Regulations: “ Students have a right to know in advance exactly what constitutes satisfactory progress in their specific course.” 

RECOMMENDATION 3: This information on exactly what constitutes satisfactory progress in their specific course is conveyed to students in course-specific information supplied to all students at the time of their first enrolment in the course.

RECOMMENDATION 4:
That students be  notified of their at-risk status as soon as the student’s academic progress falls below that considered satisfactory.

As a logical corollary of this process of ongoing advice, the Working Party sees no place for probation. Problems we see with probation are as follows:

· the current processes available to identify students for probation are ineffective, and it is usually only used to “rescue” students already recommended for exclusion, rather than being a comprehensive way of identifying all students at risk of exclusion. Indeed, many students currently identified for exclusion have not been previously placed on probation;
· probation is seen by many students as unnecessarily legalistic and punitive. In addition, we are informed that international students perceive the word probation as having misconduct connotations and will automatically appeal their probation status. This creates an unnecessary administrative load for the University;
· setting probation conditions, without any additional ongoing process of academic support, is an ineffective way of rectifying a student’s poor academic performance. Students can be directed to complete certain subjects or a certain number of subjects; however, enrolment is the student’s responsibility, and there is no way of ensuring that they perform their part of the probation contract. Indeed, we are of the view that notifying at-risk students of exactly what is required to rectify their deficiencies will be more effective and efficient than setting probation conditions. 
The following section (entitled Requirements for Satisfactory Academic Progress) spells out ways of identifying at-risk students. Once identified, such students should be: 

· informed of exactly what is required for them to rectify their deficiencies;

· advised to use counselling services supplied by the Division of Student Services to identify and rectify academic and non-academic issues that might be hindering their studies.

RECOMMENDATION 5:
That probation (Exclusion Regulation 10) be abolished and replaced with an ongoing process of advice to at- risk students (those students whose academic progress falls below that considered to be satisfactory). 

RECOMMENDATION 6:
That all at-risk students will be offered advice on what is required to rectify problems in their academic progress, and informed of the range of support services available to assist them in this process. 

3.
REQUIREMENTS FOR SATISFACTORY ACADEMIC PROGRESS

As a result of the change of focus from Exclusion to Satisfactory Academic Progress, the focus of the section in the current regulations entitled “Grounds for Exclusion” (Exclusion Regulation 2) should be retitled “Requirements for Satisfactory Academic Progress”. Because of the changed philosophy (and thus new policy), the Working Party prefers to present a completely new section, rather than merely suggesting changes to the existing regulation. The key feature of the new regulations is the introduction of four separate Academic Progress Rules. These rules are as follows:

I. Course Progression Rule
This rule (replacing Exclusion Regulation 2 and Assessment Regulations 14.1, 14.2 and 14.3) is to be based entirely on the maximum time to complete a course, with the GPA requirement (Assessment Regulation 14.3) deleted. This step merely completes the process started a couple of years ago by Academic Senate, when they developed Academic progress criteria. Our proposal is for a common maximum time for all courses, but with differences between full-time and part-time modes of study. The Working Party reviewed a number of criteria for determining the maximum time to complete a course. This was complicated by the following issues:

·   How much greater should the maximum time be in comparison to the standard time? Options of 1.5 X or 2 X the standard times (standard time is defined as that set out in the CSU handbook for a particular course) were considered;

·   Should there be differences between part-time courses and full-time courses? If the 1.5 X standard time was applied to both part-time and full-time courses, it would mean that students taking 2 session part-time Graduate Certificate courses would only be able to take one session longer than the standard time. On the other hand,  if the 2 X standard time was applied universally, full-time students enrolled in a 4 year degree course would have 8 years to complete the course. The Working Party was of the view that 2 X standard time for part-time study should apply to part-time courses, but that a case could be made for either 2 X standard time (simpler to understand and apply) or 1.5 X standard time (currency of knowledge) for full-time courses;

RECOMMENDATION 7:
That Academic Senate be requested to make a determination on whether the maximum time for completing a full time course be 1.5 X or  2 X the standard time (as defined in the CSU Handbook for the particular course);

·   For courses that are offered by both full-time and part-times modes (where students are free to change from one mode to the other), what maximum time will apply – that for the part-time rate of study or that for the full-time rate of study? Some members of the Working Party had concerns if the part-time rate was applied universally (and thus allowing full-time students 12 years to complete a 3 year degree). On the other hand, the Working Party appreciated that the Maximum Time Rule would be greatly simplified if there were a single maximum time for a course (based on the part-time rate), irrespective of whether the students were studying full-time or part-time. 

RECOMMENDATION 8:
That Academic Senate be requested to make a determination on whether, for courses offered by both full-time and part-time modes, a common maximum time apply, or whether different maximum times apply for completing the course by the full- time or part-time mode.
If Senate opts for separate maximum times applying to students studying by full-time and part-time modes, we have developed a mechanism for defining whether a student was studying at a full-time or part-time rate;   

·   Do we take into account of leave of absence and for credit gained on entry to a course?  We concluded that the current leave of absence would apply and such sessions of leave of absence would not count towards the maximum time. Also, the maximum time for completing a course would be discounted to account for credit granted on entry to the course;

·   What triggers should be put in place to identify “at risk” students? The Working Party concluded that there should be two:

a) Students who are currently progressing at a rate, which, if this rate is maintained, will not allow the student to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time;

b) Students who are currently progressing at a rate which will require them to increase this rate to a minimum of 48 points per two sessions (full-time) or 24 points per two sessions (part-time), if they are to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time.


·   What automated processes can be put in place to allow the identification of “at risk” students, and those students who cannot meet the prescribed maximum time? Student Administration members of the Working Party are confident that this can be achieved. We have asked Student Administration to develop such processes and to present these to Academic Senate as a separate paper. 

RECOMMENDATION 9:
That Academic Senate receive the separate paper from Student Administration outlining the automated processes available for administering the proposed Course Progression Rule.

II. Key Subjects Rule
The Working Party concluded that the current multiple fail rule applying to all compulsory subjects (Exclusion Regulation 2.1) does not work – it has wide net and thus recommends far too many students for exclusion, and thus confers a large administrative load on the University. Also, it is not universally applied (some Faculties rarely if ever invoke this rule), and thus students are never sure when it will be applied to them. However, the Working Party recognises that there is a place for a multiple fail rule (we have opted for only double fails) for some subjects within a narrow range of courses. Thus, we are proposing that the new key subjects rule would have three features:

a. Faculties would be required to select (and thus justify) those courses where a double fail rule would apply. The principle would thus change to an “opt in” arrangement, rather than the current “opt out” arrangement. It is our intention that only a limited number of courses would be chosen to fall under this category, with some faculties not using this rule at all;

b. within the courses selected, Faculties select “ key subjects” for which double fails would constitute unsatisfactory academic progress. These key subjects would fit into two categories: (a) subjects in professional courses, which are very good indicators of professional suitability; and  (b) subjects which are key indicators of a student’s academic capacity to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time. Once again, it is our intention that only a limited number of subjects would be chosen within the selected courses. In this connection, the Working Party recommends that Faculties select subjects that are early in a course, and are preferably only taken by students in that particular course;

c. all students within such identified courses are formally notified at the commencement of their enrolment of such key subjects used as a criterion for satisfactory academic progress.

III. Professional Experience Rule
This rule (based on Exclusion Regulation 2.3) is largely unchanged, except for the change in wording for the at-risk group, taking the wording out of the Assessment Regulation 14.4.3.

IV. Bachelor (Honours) Rule
Failure of subjects in a Bachelor Honours course (Exclusion Regulation 2.6) would remain, as in the current regulations, to constitute Unsatisfactory Academic Progress;

· Since we have proposed the removal of probation, Exclusion Regulation 2.4  is to be removed. We also propose the removal of Exclusion Regulation 2.5.

RECOMMENDATION 10:
That Exclusion Regulation 2 “Grounds for Exclusion” be removed and replaced with a new section entitled “Requirements for Satisfactory Academic Progress”, as follows:

REQUIREMENTS FOR SATISFACTORY ACADEMIC PROGRESS

Students’ academic progress will be evaluated using the following four rules:

I. Satisfactory course progression (applicable to all courses), judged by the capacity to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time;

II. Satisfactory completion of key subjects within selected courses.


III. Satisfactory completion of professional experience components of courses;

IV. Satisfactory completion of Bachelor Honours subjects.

Students whose academic progress is unsatisfactory will be subject to Faculty review processes to ascertain whether they will be required to show cause why they should not be excluded from the course in which they are enrolled.

I. Course Progression Rule – Maximum Time for completion of a course

Prescribed maximum time to complete all courses:

For students studying full-time:  (1.5 OR 2) times the standard time to complete that course by the full-time mode











For students studying part-time:  2 times the standard time to complete that course by the part-time mode



Periods of authorised leave of absence do not count towards maximum time.

Students granted credit on entry to a course will have their maximum time discounted on a pro rata basis

How are students classified as studying by full-time or part-time mode? (optional clause, dependent on the outcome of Recommendation 8) 

At the completion of two sessions of enrolment in a course (not including any sessions of authorised leave of absence), students will be classified as full-time or part-time on the basis of the number of subject points in which they have been enrolled in the past year: 


Students enrolled in 48 points or more are classed as full-time;




Students enrolled in less that 48 points are classified as part-time. 


Such a classification would stand for the remainder of the student’s course, save that Course Co-ordinators may recommend transfer of students from full-time to part-time mode, should the circumstances warrant such a change.

Identification and notification of at-risk students

Students’ academic progress will be monitored at the end of each session, except for the first session of enrolment in the course. Two triggers are used for identifying students who are not progressing at a satisfactory rate:

c) Students who are currently progressing at a rate, which, if this rate is maintained, will not allow the student to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time;

d) Students who are currently progressing at a rate which will require them to increase this rate to a minimum of 48 points per year (full-time) or 24 points per year (part-time), if they are to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time.


At risk students are formally notified (by e-box or letter) that their progress is falling below a satisfactory level, and are informed of what is required to rectify their problem.

Identification of students whose progress is unsatisfactory

This process will be performed at the end of each session. Students whose academic progress is such that they cannot complete the course within the prescribed maximum time, even if they progress at the normal maximum rate (64 points per year for full-time mode; 32 points per year for part-time), will be identified as having unsatisfactory academic progress.

II. Key Subjects Rule 

What is a key subject?

Key subjects fall into two categories:

· Subjects in professional courses, which are very good indicators of professional suitability;

· Subjects which are key indicators of a student’s academic capacity to complete the course within the prescribed maximum time.

Double fails in such key subjects constitute unsatisfactory academic progress.

Identification and approval of key subjects

Faculty Boards are responsible for the approval of key subjects, these would also be identified in course approval and course review documents. This is a two stage process:

· Faculty Boards approve those courses in which the application of key subjects are relevant;

· Once such courses are identified, key subjects within those courses are identified and approved by Faculty Board. 

All students enrolled in relevant courses are formally notified of these key subjects at the time of enrolment in the course. In addition, Subject Outlines for such key subjects would also indicate their status for the relevant courses.  

Identification and notification of at-risk students

At the end of each session, students who have failed such key subjects will be identified. They are formally notified (by e-box or letter) that they have failed a key subject, and that a second failure in that subject will constitute unsatisfactory academic progress.



III. Professional Experience Rule

Students must meet mandated professional standards in the compulsory fieldwork or professional experience components of the course to indicate that they are professionally suitable to complete the course.

Identification and notification of at-risk students

Students who are determined to be at risk of failing professional experience or compulsory fieldwork requirements shall be advised of their “at risk” status and counselled as soon as practicable upon deficiencies being detected and normally prior to the halfway point of the professional experience or compulsory fieldwork requirement.

Identification of students whose performance in professional experience is unsatisfactory

The Faculty is responsible for identifying students who have failed professional experience or compulsory fieldwork requirements, which involve an assessment of the student's professional competency and/or suitability. 

Processes applying to students whose performance in professional experience is unsatisfactory

The Dean of Faculty may:

· Fail such students in the relevant subject at any time during the period of professional experience or compulsory fieldwork.  If failure is invoked prior to the end of the period, the Dean of Faculty shall prohibit the student from completing the remainder of the professional experience or compulsory fieldwork program. 

· In addition invite such students to show cause why he/she should not be excluded from the course immediately upon notification of such failure. The Dean of Faculty is not obliged to wait for the end of session review to do this.

IV. Bachelor Honours Rule

Failure to pass, at the first or subsequent attempts: 

· a subject in an add-on Bachelor Honours subject, or 

· a subject that is part of the honours component of an integrated honours course;

constitute unsatisfactory academic progress.

4. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES APPLYING TO STUDENTS WHOSE ACADEMIC PROGRESS IS UNSATISFACTORY

This section of our report refers to the current Exclusion Regulations 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8. One of  the major concerns identified to us in relation to the current regulations is the timelines required to exhaust the appeal process. Often these are so long that the student has completed the following session of study before a final decision is made on the student’s appeal. Yet, for legal reasons, it is clear that a two stage appeal process must be retained. We are proposing the following changes with the aim of shortening timelines for the appeal process, yet retaining a two stage appeal process:

· A slightly more flexible approach is taken to deadlines for students to show cause. Often, students cannot meet the 14 day deadline for appealing – documents are not available in time, or Faculty staff are on leave and thus are unavailable for consultation. For Australian students operating on a semester timetable (where the bulk of the appeals would be lodged in the January – March period), a preferable approach may be to set a later deadline for responding to show cause letters – 1 March would seem to be an appropriate date. For Australian students operating on trimesters, and for offshore cohorts, shorter deadlines may well have to apply.

· Much more responsibility should be vested in faculty committees. To reflect this increased responsibility and changed role, the Faculty Show Cause Panel should be renamed as the Faculty Academic Progress Review Panel (APRP). The APRP has to be seen by all students as the major (and possibly only) place where they can appeal any decision on their exclusion. Is this connection, it is clear to us that only where student interviews are available will students take their exclusion seriously; waiting until the University Academic Appeals Committee for interviews often delays such realisation.

· We see that the Presiding Officer of each Faculty APRP should play a pivotal role – they should preside over all meetings of the panel, and would be empowered to receive confidential materials from students, akin to the role currently played by the Chair of the Academic Appeals Committee 

· Separate APRPs for offshore student cohorts are essential for the operation of this committee. However, to ensure that offshore students cohorts receive consistency of decision making on review of exclusion, only one Presiding Officer is appointed for all of the APRP’s within one faculty.
· To reduce time delays, APRPs would be authorised to notify students immediately of the outcome of their appeal. Therefore, responsibility for the final decision in relation to the show cause would thus need to be transferred from the Dean to the APRP.
· the Academic Appeals Committee  needs to have a much more limited (and thus not time consuming) role as the final arbiter. They would not interview students, would not receive any new material from students, and would only arbitrate on procedural grounds  - this would include consideration of a dispute between the student and the faculty.  
As a result of these proposed changes, the processes of review available to a student who is identified for exclusion would go along the following lines:

i. the Faculty Assessment Committee (on the recommendation of the Course Co-ordinator) decides on those students who are to be invited to show cause. This authority is delegated to the Dean of Faculty in the case of failure of professional experience; 

ii. the student is formally invited to show cause (via e-box or letter)

iii. the student is given time to respond to the invitation to show cause letter. The timelines are as follows:

· Australian students studying on a semester timetable would be required to respond by 1 March (or 1 August for mid-year processes);

· Australian students studying on a trimester timetable (where there is a time imperative) have a single response date;

· For offshore students, the dates are set according to the requirements of the offshore provider;

iv. the relevant Faculty  Academic Progress Review Panel (APRP)) consists of about 5 members. The Presiding Officer is a senior member of Faculty staff who has no perceived conflict of interest; i.e. not a Course Coordinator, Head of School, nor member of the Faculty Assessment Committee. A minimum of 3 members are present on any panel, and may be convened on at least two campuses;

v. Faculties may establish additional APRPs to facilitate show cause review for offshore student cohorts (especially where the course is offered by a third party provider), in the country in which the student resides. To ensure consistency in decision making, there is one Presiding Officer for all of the Faculty’s APRPs.

vi. the presiding officer of the APRP may: 

· grant a student further time to collect the necessary supporting documentation, if requested by the student;

· receive confidential material from a student. 

vii. all students have the right to be interviewed (either in person or by telephone) by the APRP, who will notify the student of their decision immediately. The APRP will make one of two recommendations; that a student may continue in their course unconditionally, or that the student has their exclusion confirmed.

viii. The only basis of appeal to the Academic Appeals Committee (AAC) should be on procedural grounds (this should include consideration of a dispute between the student and the faculty).  There will be no provision for the student to be interviewed by the AAC. The AAC will make one of two recommendations; that a student may continue in their course unconditionally, or that the student has their exclusion by the APRP confirmed.

Because these proposed changes will necessitate detailed changes in many parts of the Exclusion (Academic Progress) Regulations, it is not realistic for the Working Party to recommend specific changes at this time. If the general principles proposed here are accepted by Academic Senate, only then will it be possible to redraft the relevant regulations.  

RECOMMENDATION 11:
That Exclusion Regulations 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8  be amended as required to reflect the following:

· Authority for identifying students to show cause is vested in the Faculty Assessment Committee;
· More flexible dates, as appropriate, for students to respond to show cause notifications;
· The Faculty committee is named the Faculty Academic Progress Review Committee (APRP);
· A single Presiding Officer is appointed for all APRPs within a single Faculty, including any that are offshore;
· The Presiding Officer is empowered to receive confidential material from students, and approve the receipt of late appeals;
· Student interviews are held by the relevant Faculty APRP;
· The Faculty APRPs are authorised to notify students of the outcome of their hearings;
· The role of the Academic Appeals Committee is that of final arbiter, normally with no student interviews, and normally prohibiting of the presentation of any new material.
5. EXCLUSION CONDITIONS

This section of our report refers to the current Exclusion Regulations 6 and 9. The Working Party identified two issues – the period of exclusion and study whilst on exclusion.

A.
Period of Exclusion

The currently prescribed periods of exclusion (apart from failure of professional experience) were seen by the Working Party as being unnecessarily punitive and should be shortened. In addition, in the case of a second exclusion, the barring of such students from all of the University’s courses did not serve any useful purpose. In both cases, the provisions for readmission (the student supplying evidence that the circumstances operating at the time of exclusion no longer operate) provide sufficient safeguards to prevent students being readmitted (or admitted to another course) before they have rectified the problems causing their exclusion.  









RECOMMENDATION 12:
That Exclusion Regulation 6.1 Period of Exclusion be amended as follows:

· Regulation 6.1.1  the period of exclusion for grounds other than failure of professional experience be reduced from two years to one year;
· Deletion of the power of the Academic Appeals Committee to reduce the period of exclusion;
· Regulation 6.1.2 be renamed Second Exclusion and the period of such exclusion for grounds other than failure of professional experience be reduced from five years to three years;
·  Exclusion for a second time only apply to the course from which the student has been excluded, not all courses.
RECOMMENDATION 13:
That the Working Party strongly supports retention of the following statement (in the current Exclusion Regulation 6.2.1)  regarding readmission of excluded students: “Students  should provided evidence that the circumstances operating at the time of exclusion no longer apply and/or that they have taken action during the period of their exclusion to improve the likelihood of success in the course or research program.”
B.
Study whilst on exclusion

The Working Party saw this issue as being central to what Exclusion was all about – was a student barred from studying in a particular course, or was the student merely denied a HECS place in the course from which they were excluded? In the latter case, students may study any subject in the course as an Associate Student, and then subject completed in this way are immediately credited to the student’s progress towards their requirements for graduation.  

The Working Party spent considerable time reviewing this issue, with divergent views on the extent to which a student can study as an Associate Student whilst under exclusion. It was concluded that this issue was best dealt with under regulations controlling Associate Student study, rather than the Exclusion (Academic Progress) Regulations themselves. Indeed, the Working Party concluded that faculties may wish to impose conditions on excluded students taking subjects under the Associate Student program:

· Faculties may wish to bar students from studying any subject that may be later contribute to the requirements of the course from which they are excluded;

· Such barring may be limited to professional subjects, or to student who have been excluded as a result of failure of professional experience;

· Faculties may place no limits on Associate Student study.

The current regulations are silent on this issue; there needs to be an explicit statement in the regulations.

RECOMMENDATION 14:
That an additional clause be placed in Exclusion Regulation 6 entitled Study whilst under exclusion. This would read as follows:

“Subject to restrictions from faculties, students may enrol in subjects as an Associate Student whilst under exclusion.”
There was also divergent views amongst the Working Party on the issue of the granting of credit for subject studied whilst under exclusion. One opinion was that such credit was granted automatically, and the other was that the credit would only be granted when the student is readmitted into the course from which he/she was excluded. 

RECOMMENDATION 15: 
That Academic Senate be requested to make a determination on which of the following clauses should be added to the regulations: 

 “No subject studied as an Associate Student whilst under exclusion may be used for credit towards an award until the term of exclusion has been served.”

OR

“Credit for study as an Associate Student whilst under exclusion will only be granted after a student has been readmitted into the course from which he/she is excluded.”  

6.
ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES

Under this scheme, it would be the responsibility of Faculties to

· define and justify the requirements of course progression, especially the identification of key subjects;

· address the requirements of course progression during course development and course review [viz. these requirements to be listed, and justified, within course documentation];

· publicise the requirements in course information, both written and electronic;

· inform students of the specific requirements, in writing, upon enrolling in the course through Course Co-ordinator;

· inform students about specific subject requirements through the Subject Outline [eg. Satisfactory Course Progression: Failing this first year subject for a second time constitutes unsatisfactory progression in both the Bachelor of Education [Primary] and the Bachelor of Education [Early Childhood] courses.  You need to keep in mind that failing this subject for a second time may mean that you will be required to make out a case why you should not be excluded from your course.  If you have failed this subject previously, it is strongly recommended that you seek advice and assistance from the Course Co-ordinator (extn 84xxx), Subject Co-ordinator (extn 84xxx), Study Skills Advisers (extn 84159) and the Student Union Adviser (84896).];
· monitor, through the Course Co-ordinator, the correct issuing of 'at risk advice' and 'show cause' notices by Student Administration;

· conduct show cause hearings [students to have the right of interview] on the basis of their own course progression requirements;

· monitor the outcomes of show cause actions through the Faculty Assessment Committee.

It would be the responsibility of Course Co-ordinators to

· inform students of the specific requirements, in writing, when they enrol in the course;

· inform students about specific subject requirements through the Subject Outline, negotiated with Subject Co-ordinators;

· advise 'at risk' students about impending exclusion;

· advise students about potential sources of assistance and support;

· recommend, with a substantiated case, to the Faculty Assessment Committee the issuing of show cause notices;

· monitor the correct issuing of 'advice' and 'show cause' notices by Student Administration;

· provide the Show Cause Panel with the case for exclusion for each student.

It would be the responsibility of the Students to

· monitor their course progression given the advice communicated by the University/Faculties about satisfactory course progression;

· notify University staff as appropriate about issues affecting their studies;

· withdraw from subjects when studies are adversely affected by unforeseen circumstances;

· take leave of absence from the course when it is known that circumstances will adversely affect future studies;

· seek advice and assistance from University academic staff about matters of course progression; and

· seek assistance from Study Skills and Student Advisers as appropriate about specific course progression issues.

It would be the responsibility of Student Administration to

· produce 'advice' and 'show cause' schedules for Course Co-ordinators each session

· issue 'advice' and 'show cause' notices to students as required [electronic release of results to notify students that they will be required to show cause].

The responsibilities of the Faculty Academic Progress Review Panel would be enlarged, giving the only opportunity for the student to provide evidence, and it would allow the student the right of 'appearing' before the Panel to make personal representation.

The responsibilities of the Academic Appeals Committee would remain as the final step in the appeal process, except that it would rule only on matters of process and on the case as submitted to the Faculty Academic Progress Review Panel.  Normally, no new evidence would be admissible.

It would be the responsibility of the Faculty Assessment Committee to rule on the show cause recommendations of Course Co-ordinators.  This would be a crucial step in the procedure which would assist in ensuring consistency across the Faculty, and add support to the actions of the Co-ordinators.

The responsibilities of the Dean would remain unchanged, except that show cause recommendations from Course Co-ordinators would be referred to the Faculty Assessment Committee for decision rather than directly to the Dean.

It would be the responsibility of Student Union Reps to ensure that students are aware of their right to advanced notice about the requirements of satisfactory course progress, and advice about impending problems.

The responsibilities of the Academic Secretariat would remain unchanged with respect to show cause and appeals to the Academic Appeals Committee.  The Secretariat's involvement with probation would disappear.

RECOMMENDATION 16: 
The Working Party recommends the adoption of the administrative responsibilities listed above.

21 August 2002

