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1 Purpose
1.1 The University is committed to effective learning, teaching and research all of which depend upon the ability of members of the academic community to trust one another and to trust the integrity of the work that is submitted for academic credit or conducted in the arena of scholarly research. 

1.2 The University recognises the importance of creating an atmosphere of mutual trust that fosters the exchange of ideas and enables all members of the University’s academic community to achieve their highest potential. Fundamental to this pursuit is Academic Integrity which is to act with the value of honesty, trust, fairness, respect and responsibility in learning, teaching and research. 
1.3 The objectives of this policy are to —   
(a) promote an institutional culture of Academic Integrity in accordance with the Universities Australia Academic Integrity best practice principles;

(b) assist staff in teaching and supervision roles to understand the Academic Integrity expected of students undertaking coursework and graduates undertaking research study at the University; 
(c) provide guidance on the application of penalties in accordance with the level and severity of academic misconduct; and

(d) educate and support students to develop academic skills and understanding that enable them to avoid breaching academic integrity.
1.4 This policy addresses the following:

· Part 1 – Academic Integrity principles;

· Part 2 – Responsibilities;
· Part 3 – Types of academic misconduct; 
· Part 4 – A framework for managing academic misconduct in coursework units; 
· Part 5 – Managing Alleged HDR student academic misconduct in assessable work leading to / associated with the production of thesis 

· Part 6 – Procedural Fairness; and

· Part 7 – Authority and delegations.
1.5 This Policy should be read in conjunction with the following:

· Regulations for Student Conduct and Discipline;

· Matrix setting out consequences for academic misconduct in coursework units (Schedule 1);

· Matrix setting out consequences for academic misconduct in assessable work leading to / associated with the production of a thesis (Schedule 2);

· Academic Integrity Procedures (Schedule 3);

· Guidelines for student’s declaration on assessment coversheet or equivalent; 
· Thesis Submission Cover Sheet and Guidelines; and

· Guidelines for Editing Research Thesis by Professional Editors.

2 Scope

2.1 The scope of this policy applies to:
(e) all teaching staff, HDR supervisors, school Academic Integrity Officers, Dean of Graduate Research School, and Heads of School
(f) all students of the University including —
(i) Undergraduates and postgraduates enrolled in a course undertaking coursework study;

(ii) Students enrolled in non-award courses including micro-credentials and extension courses, and other entities of the University; and

(iii) Higher Degree by Research students.
3 Part 1 – Academic Integrity Principles
3.1 The University is committed to the development and practice of Academic Integrity as a core academic and institutional value. 
3.2 The University is committed to fostering and maintaining an institutional culture of Academic Integrity that ensures that its reputation, degrees, and its alumni are protected and enhanced, and that the expectation for lifelong learning and ethical behaviour is fostered among all students.
3.3 The University recognises the shared responsibility between staff and students in creating and maintaining a culture of Academic Integrity in which the values of honesty, fairness, respect trustworthiness and responsibility in learning, teaching, and research, scholarship and practice prevail (see Part 2 of this policy).

3.4 The University aims to create and maintain a culture of Academic Integrity through its educative and operational framework which is underpinned by the following principles: 

(g) to teach students skills and practice related to information literacy and Academic Integrity by way of integrating ethical scholarship with other University support systems and resources including the University’s Learning Management System (LMS), learning modules such as, Academic Conduct Essentials (ACE), Academic Conduct and Research Integrity (ACRI 9000) and Communication and Research Skills (CARS), and support units such as Study Smarter; 
(h) to develop staff understanding of how to integrate the principles of Academic Integrity and information literacy into their teaching, and to use relevant data and examples to improve learning and teaching practices;

(i) to be transparent in the transmission of relevant information to staff and students by way of embedding the ethos of ethical scholarship and academic literacy in relevant University documents and policies (such as the University’s strategic plan and the Charter of Student Rights and Responsibilities). 
(j) to ensure that the University community and prospective future students of the University have access to all related information regarding academic literacy and ethical scholarship;

(k) to provide an internal quality assurance mechanism for the University to monitor the way it manages associated processes in terms of consistency, frequency over time, and fairness so that no student is given an unfair advantage or is subject to an unfair disadvantage;
(l) to maintain accountability for academic integrity, through the procedures in Schedule 3.
3.5 The University aims to maintain the highest standard of Academic Integrity in accordance with the following regulatory framework, and ensures that Academic Integrity support structures and processes are continuously improved:

(m) The Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency Act 2011, including all subsequent amendments;
(n) The Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold Standards);

(o) The Education Services for Overseas Students Act 2000 and the related National Code of Practice for Registration Authorities and Providers of Education and Training to Overseas Students 2007; and

(p) The Australian Code for Responsible Conduct of Research 2018. 

4 Part 2 – Responsibilities 

4.1 The University has a responsibility to: 

(a) provide staff and students with professional / educational development opportunities, to maintain Academic Integrity standards in learning and teaching;

(b) develop opportunities for teaching staff to learn best practices in course design, delivery and assessment to deter academic misconduct and tools to detect it; 

(c) take preventative action to mitigate foreseeable risks to Academic Integrity; 

(d) take steps to ensure timely and procedurally fair investigations of alleged academic misconduct, and provide students with access to an appellate process for decisions involving academic misconduct; 

(e) maintain, monitor and act on Academic Integrity data for the purpose of quality assurance and continuous improvement; and 

(f) maintain accountability for Academic Integrity in arrangements with any other onshore or offshore party/institutions involved in the provision of the University’s courses through collaborative teaching and assessments, third-party provider partnerships and articulation agreements. 
4.2 Academic and professional staff, where relevant have a responsibility to: 

(a) be aware of this policy and associated procedures, schedules and proformas; 

(b) model Academic Integrity in their professional practice; 

(c) provide students with learning opportunities, guidance and feedback on ethical scholarship; 

(d) design assessment tasks that minimise the potential for academic misconduct; and 

(e) report suspected violations of Academic Integrity consistently in accordance with this policy. 
4.3 All students have a responsibility to: 

(a) familiarise themselves and act in accordance with this policy and expectations, and those of relevant programs and courses, by using the information and guidance provided by the University and staff; 

(b) meet any University requirements for students to undertake ethical scholarship training made available by the University, and seek additional assistance if needed; 

(c) submit original work for assessment which meets the requirements of Academic Integrity; and 

(d) avoid all intentional and unintentional acts which could be considered or perceived as academic misconduct. 
5 Part 3 – Types of Academic Misconduct
5.1 Academic Integrity breaches encompass any act that compromises the integrity of the University’s educational goals, outcomes, process and standards. Types of academic misconduct include, but are not limited to, the following:
(1) Plagiarism 

(a) Plagiarism occurs when the source of paraphrased material is not cited; quoted material is cited as if it were paraphrased; and quoted material not cited. Types of plagiarism include, but are not limited to, the following:

(i) using material generated by Artificial Intelligence (AI), including Generative AI and related tools in assessments;

(ii) copying exactly any material without acknowledging the source, including internet sources or copying from another student without their knowledge (with their knowledge leads to collusion – see 5.1(2) );
(iii) not acknowledging words/phrases/ideas presented that are quoted or paraphrased from an original source;
(iv) taking the work of one or more sources and failing to adequately distinguish between quoted and paraphrased material, rearranging the text or modifying the presentation of figures and data, and submitting as original work;

(v) submitting the same work, or essentially the same work, for more than one course or unit without explicitly obtaining permission from all instructors. A student must disclose when an assessment item builds on work completed earlier in their academic career;

(vi) copying without attribution in whole or in part non-textual work from others including, but not limited to, visual and digital media, images, computer codes, musical composition and performance, and oral presentations.
(b) To avoid plagiarism, students are expected to be attentive to proper methods of documentation and acknowledgement. To avoid even the suspicion of plagiarism, a student must always:

(i) Enclose every direct quotation in quotation marks and acknowledge its source.

(ii) Cite the source of every summary, paraphrase, abstraction or adaptation of material originally prepared by another person and any factual data that is not considered common knowledge (e.g. use the citation and referencing system relevant to the academic discipline or writing context as directed by the School or unit coordinator).

(iii) Acknowledge material obtained from lectures, interviews or other oral communication by citing the source (name of the speaker, the occasion, the place and the date).

(iv) Cite material in accordance with the citation style as set out in the University Policy on Assessment.
(c) Approved similarity detection software is utilised at the University and may be used to indicate potential academic misconduct relating to plagiarism.

(d) The following scale for preliminary classification of the extent of plagiarism has been established on the clear understanding that a final classification is determined after consideration of relevant contextual factors (level of study; previous record of academic misconduct; evidence of intent; significance of the plagiarised material, other mitigating factors deemed relevant by the misconduct assessor):

· Classification Level 1 (Minor): plagiarism is less than 10% of the assessable content; 

· Classification Level 2 (Moderate): plagiarism is between 10-25% of the assessable content;

· Classification Level 3 (Major): plagiarism is more than 25% of the assessable content.

(e) The percentages referred to in (5)(d) relate to the substantive content of the work (i.e. word length excluding properly referenced quotes, and footnotes/endnotes except where plagiarism is contained in the latter). The extent of plagiarism is calculated to include both unattributed verbatim copying; work in which minor amendments have been made to unattributed source material (through substitution, transposition or exclusion of words); and the close paraphrasing of the words and/or specific ideas of another person.

(2) Collusion

(a) Collusion occurs when a student, undertaking coursework or HDR study, presents a piece of assessment as independent work when it has in fact been produced in whole or in part with others (including persons external to the University) with the knowledge of the parties involved, unless prior permission for joint or collaborative work has been requested or permitted, where relevant, by the HDR Supervisor or Unit Coordinator as specified in the Unit Outline. 
(b) When a student submits work with their name on it, this is a written statement that credit for the work belongs to that student alone. If the work was a product of collaboration, each student is expected to clearly acknowledge in writing all persons who contributed to its completion and to include attribution statements identifying the primary contributions of each author.
(c) Unless the instructor explicitly states otherwise in writing,  a student must not collaborate with others, including allowing another to access as well as to copy, when completing assessments of any type, including tests, performing/completion of laboratory experiments, writing and/or documenting computer programs, writing papers or reports and completing problem sets.
(d) If the instructor allows group work in some circumstances but not others, it is the student’s responsibility to understand the degree of acceptable collaboration for each assignment and to ask for clarification if necessary.
(e) Collusion may include, but is not limited to, the following: 

(i) a student inappropriately assisting with, or accepting assistance with, the production of an assessment task, including exams and tests; 

(ii) submitting work which is the same as, or substantially similar to another student's work for the same assessment task, including exams and tests;

(iii) sharing answers or giving access to questions and answers to completed assessment task, including exams and tests;

(iv) soliciting materials from other students such as notes, drafts, or completed  assessments;

(v) submitting work as a collaborative effort if the student did not contribute a fair share of the effort (for example, making a negligible contribution to a group assignment and agreeing to look after an inequitably large portion of the next group assignment).
(3) Contract cheating and impersonation
(a) Contract cheating and impersonation occurs when a student submits completed or partially completed assessment task that a third party has completed for the student, regardless of the relationship between the student and the third party or whether the third party is paid or unpaid. 
(b) Contract cheating and impersonation includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

(i) purchasing or exchanging to obtain a completed or partially completed assessment task from a commercial service to submit as original work; 

(ii) submitting an assessment task that has been produced or partially produced by a  family member, private tutor, student or staff member of the University (ghost writing); 

(iii) a student arranging for another person to sit their exam or tests. 

(4) Cheating in examinations/tests (including invigilated, online and take-home) 
(a) Engaging in dishonest practice or violating the rules during or in relation to examinations, includes, but is not limited to: 

(i) communicating in any way during an examination/test with any person who is not an Invigilator; 

(ii) giving or accepting assistance from any person who is not an Invigilator whilst in the examination/test venue; 

(iii) reading, copying from or otherwise using another student’s work in an examination/test or knowingly allowing a student to do so; 

(iv) possessing, referring to or having access to any unauthorised material or devices, incuding Generative Artificial Intelligence, containing information directly or indirectly related to the subject matter under examination/test, other than that explicitly approved in writing by the Unit Coordinator; 

(v) acquiring, or attempting to acquire, possessing or attempting to possess or distribute examination/test materials or information without Unit Coordinator’s approval; 

(vi) a student permitting another person to attend an examination/test on their behalf; 
(vii) breaches of exam rules as set out in the University Policy on Assessment.
(5) Academic Deceit such as fabrication or falsification of data/records or misrepresentation

(a) A student must not present untrue information with the intention of deceiving or misleading the assessor or any other University staff member.

(b) It is academic misconduct to fabricate or falsify data in laboratory experiments, research papers, reports or in any other circumstances; to fabricate source material in a bibliography or “works cited” list; or to provide false information on a résumé or other document in connection with academic efforts. 
(c) It is also academic misconduct to take data developed by someone else and present them as one’s own. 

(d) Examples of falsification / misrepresentation include, but are not limited to, the following:

(i) altering information on any assessment item being re-submitted for a re-grade;
(ii) altering or falsifying any document or record for the purposes of gaining academic advantage;
(iii) altering, omitting or fabricating laboratory data to submit as one’s own findings. This includes copying laboratory data or analyses from another student to present as one’s own; modifying data in a write-up; and providing data to another student to submit as their own.
(iv) submitting falsified, copied or improperly obtained data relating to results of laboratory work, clinical placements, practicums, field trips or other assessment work; 

(v) deliberate attempts to deceive the assessor(s) about assessment submission times, word counts, attendance or participation in learning activities; 

(vi) inclusion of citations to non-existent or incorrect sources;
(vii) any conduct that is deceptive in nature and aimed to bypass the educational aims of an assessment such as textual or technological manipulation (e.g. the use of Artificial Intelligence) that is designed to disguise unoriginal work;
(viii) inappropriate electronic data sourcing/collection;

(ix) submission of assessment that is downloaded from an internet source and/or uses Artificial Intelligence generated content without authorisation from the Unit Coordinator.  
(e) Academic deceit occurring in research activity may also be considered as research misconduct and investigated as a possible breach of the Australian Code for Responsible Conduct of Research 2007.
(6) Use of file sharing sites and sharing copyright course material

(a) Sharing copyright course material that may enable academic misconduct by another student is a violation of Academic Integrity.

(b) Engaging in file sharing activities of one’s academic work, including downloading one’s lecture notes, or piece of work for assessment, through various online platforms, for profit or not for profit, is prohibited and is treated as a form of academic misconduct. 
(7) Solicitation

(a) Academic misconduct occurs when a student solicits by way of accepting, offering (financial or non-financial reward), inducing, encouraging or advertising for a student or any other person including University staff member to gain academic advantage in any assessment item within a unit or across several units.
(8) Unauthorised editorial assistance
(a) The University recognises that the use of editorial assistance by students can circumvent the need for them to develop their own skills and can mask their true level of expertise. The University therefore, does not permit students to use editorial assistance, paid or unpaid, except in the following limited authorised circumstances,:

(i) The University permits students to use editorial assistance, subject to procedural rules, in a particular coursework unit assessment task at the discretion of the Unit Coordinator. The Unit Outline must explicitly state whether the use of editorial assistance is permitted in the prepration of any assessment item/task in the unit. Where the use of editorial assistance is permitted, the limits to this permission, must be explicit in the Unit Outline. The Unit Outline must also make clear that any such permission is confined to that particular unit/assessment item/task;

(ii) Higher degree by research students may, with the permission of their Coordinating Supervisor, accept editorial assistance in the preparation of their theses for examination, subject to the following requirements:

1 The editorial assistance, paid or unpaid, must be restricted to Standard D, Language and Illustrations, and Standard E, completeness and consistency, as outlined in the Australian Standards for Editing Practice (refer to Guidelines for Editing of Research Thesis by Professional Editors).
2 Use of paid editorial assistance must be in accordance with the Institute of Professional Editors’ Guidelines for Editing Theses, as approved by the Australian Council of Graduate Research.
3 The student must acknowledge this assistance properly and clearly in the work.
(b) Where the use of editorial assistance is permitted, as provided in (8)(a)(ii):

(i) the intent of the editorial assistance must be to develop the skills of the student;

(ii) editorial intervention, which is the act of requiring, as opposed to advising, a person to make specific editorial change on a piece of work, is not permitted;

(iii) assistance that meets the definition of contract cheating is not permitted;

(iv) coversheets and forms for coursework assignments, thesis submission forms and other documents relating to submission of written work for assessment must make clear that the requirement for the work to be the student’s own applies to language and style as well as content, and that editorial assistance is not permitted except as outlined in this policy; and
(v) the student must properly and clearly acknowledge this in their work.
(c) Subject to (8)(b)(i):

(i) higher degree by research students are not permitted to use editorial assistance in the preparation of assignments for coursework units. 

(ii) students engaged in the preparation of theses or dissertations other than for Higher Degrees by Research (e.g. for Honours, Graduate Diplomas and Master by Coursework and Dissertation) are not permitted to use editorial assistance.

(d) The University recognises that acquiring expertise in writing and editing is an important aspect of professional development for students that must be monitored and assessed. Therefore, provision of editorial assistance as developmental feedback by UWA staff and/or related professional staff whose role is to provide such feedback, for example relevant academic staff, Learning Skills Advisors and Graduate Education Officers, is acceptable. In such instances:
(i) editorial assistance must be provided as developmental feedback and must not be given as editorial intervention or ghost writing.

(ii) consequent revisions of the work must be undertaken by the student and not by the provider or another party;

(iii) editorial assistance may be provided electronically, but the student must individually consider each change or suggestion prior to acceptance or removal; the use of bulk-acceptance tools would generally constitute academic misconduct.

(9) Improper use of Artificial Intelligence

(a) The use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) is permitted only as an educational/study tool to assist students in their research and in their writing as an editorial assistance tool to be used in accordance with 5.1(8), and not as a replacement of their critical thinking and analysis. 

(b) Where any AI-generated material is used in assessments;

(i) they must be appropriately cited and referenced, along with any other sources used;

(ii) there must be a clear indication of where in an assignment AI-generated material is used;

(iii) it is the responsibility of the student to check the accuracy of all information generated by AI study tools; 

(iv) students must ensure that the final product is their own work, creation and analysis, and not just copied from an AI generator.
(c) Improper use of AI-generated material in assessment may lead to occurrence of academic misconduct referred to in this policy and a penalty or penalties for a proven incident or incidents of academic misconduct may be imposed in accordance with the relevant penalty matrix.    

(d) Unit Coordinators may use AI in an assessment within a unit, subject to publishing clearly the intent and the limitations of the use of AI in the unit outline.

5.2 Staff must adhere to the definitions that have been adopted within the University, and the types of academic misconduct referred to in 5.1, for inclusion in the University’s documents, websites and associated information provided to staff and students.

6 Part 4 – A Framework for Managing Alleged Academic Misconduct in Coursework Units
6.1 This framework must be used as a standard within all schools and teaching staff / supervision units in cases of academic misconduct in assessment item(s) within any coursework unit or across a range of units (undergraduate, postgraduate, honours students in dissertation units, or students undertaking coursework units as part of HDR candidature). It provides for:
· handling of academic misconduct cases;
· provision of academic counselling and issuing of official warning; and

· consequences for academic misconduct.

6.2 Handling of Academic Misconduct Cases 

(1) Academic misconduct cases must be handled in accordance with the procedures set out in Section 1 of Schedule 3. 

(2) Cases of alleged and proven breaches of Academic Integrity must be treated confidentially and may be referred to with discretion in formal University discussions by staff.  Discussion of cases must be limited to those who have a direct line of procedural responsibility in such matters (the relevant Unit Coordinator, Head of School, School Academic Integrity Officer, and those Officers of the University beyond the school and teaching staff / supervision units who are responsible for overseeing procedures, in accordance with Schedule 3).
(3) It is the University’s responsibility to prove or disprove  an allegation of academic misconduct.  It is not the student’s responsibility to prove that they did not engage in academic misconduct.  However, a student may be asked to provide relevant information in some cases – e.g. where the allegation is collusion and each student has an opportunity to show information about their assessment item such as version dates and notes.

(4) An allegation is considered proven on what is known as a civil standard of proof.  This means that the University Officer, based on evidence, has found that it is more likely than not that the incident has occurred.  

(5) The responsibility for investigating a case of alleged academic misconduct is set out in Part 2 of Schedule 3. The responsibilities and thresholds for authority are developed in accordance with the Regulations on Student Conduct and Discipline and must be adhered to.

(6) The Unit Coordinator must advise a student that they are suspected of committing academic misconduct no later than when assessment items are returned to other students in accordance with the University Policy on Assessment.  This advice must be confidential and coupled with procedural information so that the student understands what occurs next.
(7) A student or students alleged to have committed academic misconduct must be given a right to be heard by way of giving them an opportunity to attend an interview(Schedule 2 details the procedures to be followed).

(8) A finding of academic misconduct must be made with regards to the current and/or concurrent allegations of academic misconduct.  Reference must not be made to prior proven or unproven incidents to reach a finding.
(9) Established protocols for recording academic misconduct must be adhered to in all schools and teaching/supervision units in accordance with Part 1 of Schedule 3.

6.3 Academic Counselling and Official Warning
(1) Academic Counselling entails two types, as follows:

(a) Formal academic counselling by way of issuing a Notice of Academic Counselling (NAC). Where academic misconduct is proven to have occurred in the first instance and in the first 48 points of a student’s study at UWA, a NAC is formally issued, but no grading penalty is applied. In such an event, the NAC, which is strictly confidential, is placed on the student’s record but not registered on the official transcript. The NAC record enables the University to track and monitor any recurrence of misconduct and the ongoing effectiveness of its academic literacy and Academic Integrity strategies. A Notice of Academic Counselling may involve one or more of the following activities:
(i) Advice and provision of materials by the assessor;

(ii) Referral to UWA online programs to develop skills in academic literacy;

(iii) Referral to another UWA support program to develop skills in academic literacy.
(b) Educational academic counselling is provided at any level of academic misconduct through the offer of an interview, as part of the review process of the academic misconduct.

(2) An official warning is normally issued in addition to the imposition of a penalty in accordance with Schedule 1 and the Regulations for Student Conduct and Discipline. 
6.4 Application of Penalties for Academic Misconduct and Appeals for coursework students
(1) The severity of academic misconduct, for both undergraduate and postgraduate coursework students is defined according to a system of three levels and determined at the sole discretion of the decision-maker, as follows:

· Level 1: Minor Academic Misconduct

· Level 2: Moderate Academic Misconduct

· Level 3: Major Academic Misconduct 

(2) A penalty or penalties for a proven incident or incidents of academic misconduct must:

(a) be imposed in accordance with Schedule 1 for coursework units; 

(b) take into account the scope of the proven academic misconduct, the level of experience and longevity of study of a student, and previous reported instances (factors that are not not relevant to the determination of misconduct level, includes personal circumstances, university or external workload, or other considerations which the University Policy on Special Consideration is designed to explicitly address); 
(c) take into account aggravating circumstances (that is, prior proven incidents of academic misconduct, a prior Notice of Academic Counselling for the same type of academic misconduct, the student’s progression point in their course); and
(d) take into account the order of Academic Integrity breaches, which may relate to:

(i) subsequent instances – If a student who has committed a higher-level academic misconduct then commits a subsequent academic misconduct at a lower level, that subsequent breach is not considered as a first offence.  In such cases, the subsequent breach is automatically treated as at least a second academic misconduct for that higher-level and attracts the appropriate penalty.  For example, a student who has committed Level 2 plagiarism in their first 48 points of study at UWA and has been afforded the opportunity of rewriting and resubmitting their work, subject to not receiving more than 50 per cent of the mark for the assessment item, without penalty on that occasion would not then be afforded the same opportunity in relation to a subsequent Level 1 instance.  Such a subsequent breach would automatically be classified as at least a Level 2 violation, and would result in a deduction of marks consistent with a subsequent breach at that level; or

(ii) concurrent instances – In cases where students submit items for assessment concurrently in different units, and those items are found to exhibit evidence of violation of Academic Integrity, such collective violations are, for the purposes of a penalty, treated as a single instance only.  Such leniency only occurs if it is clear that the student as a result of a concurrent or near concurrent submission has not been in a position to benefit from remedial counselling, has not previously received counselling for an earlier instance, and is likely to have committed the violations without intent.

(3) In the process of determining the severity of the academic misconduct that has occurred and the appropriate penalty to be applied once a case has been established, the decision-maker may take into account mitigating circumstances (such as level of experience and longevity of study) that are deemed to bear upon the case.
(4) Where academic misconduct by an identifiable student (or students) occurs in a formal group work required for assessment, one or more of the following with regard to actions and approach to applying penalty may apply:
(a) Actions, but not limited to the following, that may be taken by the assessor:

(i) a statement defining expected contributions from each team member may be required to structure the task to build in individual accountability; 
(ii) students may be asked to provide evidence of their individual contributions to the final product and/or process;

(b) Approach to applying penalty where academic misconduct by an identifiable student (or students) is proven: 
(i) Award separate marks to each student in the group (guided by action(s) taken in 6.4(4)(a));
(ii) Provide alternative assessment to those identified to be not involved in the misconduct. The alternative assessment need not be comparable to the group work.
7 Part 5 – Managing Alleged HDR Academic Misconduct in assessable work leading to / associated with the production of thesis 
(1) All higher degree by research (HDR) students are subject to this policy on academic integrity and the standards of research conduct as set out in the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (2018) (Australian Code 2018) and the University Policy on Research Integrity. It is important for HDR students to follow the principles of research conduct set out in the Australian Code 2018 and to be aware of how the Code informs the core values of academic integrity in the context of higher degrees by research.
(2) Alleged academic misconduct in coursework units undertaken as part of HDR candidature are dealt in accordance with Part 4 of this policy.

(3) HDR “work for assessment, or assessable work”, includes work submitted (such as research proposals, chapter drafts and thesis drafts) to supervisors, Advisory Panels and/or Graduate Research Coordinators in the context of: admission; milestones such as research proposals, Confirmation of Candidature, annual progress and interim reports; and other reviews of candidature. 

(4) The severity of HDR student academic misconduct in the production of chapters for feedback and/or submission of thesis for examination is defined according to a system of two levels and determined at the sole discretion of the relevant decision-maker (as set out in Schedule 2), as follows:

· Level 1: Less serious HDR academic misconduct; and

· Level 2: Serious HDR academic misconduct

(5) A penalty or penalties for a proven incident or incidents of HDR academic misconduct in production/submission of thesis must:

(a) be imposed in accordance with Schedule 2 for HDR candidature; 

(b) take account of the following considerations, balanced with any mitigating circumstances which may have a bearing on the decision: 
(i) the intent of the HDR student; 

(ii) the seriousness of the academic misconduct including the type and extent of misconduct engaged in by the student as well as its impact on others; 

(iii) the HDR student's explanation of the situation; 

(iv) the extent of the affected work and its importance in the context of the research project; 

(v) the stage of the HDR student in their program; and 

(vi) the extent of the HDR student's knowledge of the concept of academic misconduct (experience of the student). 
(6) HDR academic misconduct cases must be handled in accordance with the procedures set out in Section 2 of Schedule 3. 

8 Part 6 – Procedural Fairness 

(1) The University’s Academic Misconduct process ensures a coursework student or HDR student alleged to have engaged in academic misconduct is afforded procedural fairness. Procedural fairness involves: 

(a) a student’s right to know the details of any allegation against them;
(b) the opportunity to present their case;
(c) the right to be treated without bias; and 

(d) a decision made on an objective and unbiased assessment of the evidence. 

(2) Coursework students / HDR students are given the opportunity to respond to any concerns raised, to be advised of any information or material available to the decision.
9 Part 7 – Authority and Delegations
(1) The authority of decision-makers for imposing a penalty for an academic misconduct is aligned with the powers prescribed in the 'Regulations for Student Conduct and Discipline - Section 19: Appeals'. 
(2) A decision-maker may delegate the investigation of an alleged academic misconduct case, and the powers of decision-making to a delegated nominee. 

(3) The decision-makers for imposing a penalty for academic misconduct and for considering an appeal are set out in the table below (Table 1).
(4) Where the decision-maker has a real or perceived conflict of interest (e.g., decision-maker is a friend, supervisor, or family member of the student or the School Academic Integrity Officer is the Unit Coordinator for a unit where there is an alleged Level 2 academic misconduct in the first or second instance), alternative arrangements for decision-making may occur subject to approval by the Head of School or delegate.
(5) In relation to an appeal against findings of academic misconduct, and/or the penalty imposed in such cases, the existing 'Regulations for Student Conduct and Discipline - Section 19: Appeals',  details a student's right of appeal against a decision of a staff member. A written appeal must be submitted within ten University working days of notification to the next most senior staff member or body as set out in the table above. 

(6) An appeal may be referred to an external authority (such as the WA Ombudsman) for further consideration in accordance with the 'Regulations for Student Conduct and Discipline - Section 19: Appeals’. 

Table 1: Decision-Makers for Academic Misconduct in coursework units 
	Levels of Academic Misconduct – 

see Schedule 1
	Decision-maker for imposing penalty:
	Decision-maker for an appeal:

	(a) All alleged Level 1 (Minor) academic misconduct cases occurring in the first, second and third instances, as set out in Schedule 1
	Unit Coordinator
	School Academic Integrity Officer

	(b) All alleged Level 2 (Moderate) academic misconduct cases occurring in the first and second instances, as set out in Schedule 1
	School Academic Integrity Officer
	Head of School

	(c) All alleged Level 2 (Moderate) academic misconduct cases occurring in the third instance, as set out in Schedule 1
	Head of School 
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Education)

	(d) All alleged Level 3 (Major) academic misconduct cases occurring in the first instance, as set out in Schedule 1
	School Academic Integrity Officer
	Head of School

	(e) All alleged Level 3 (Major) academic misconduct cases occurring in the second and third instances, as set out in Schedule 1
	Head of School 
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Education)

	(f) All alleged Level 3 (Major) academic misconduct cases occurring in the third instance, as set out in Schedule 1
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Education) 
	Vice-Chancellor 


Table 2: Decision-Makers for HDR Academic Misconduct 

	Levels of HDR Academic Misconduct – 

see Schedule 2
	Decision-maker for imposing penalty:
	Decision-maker for an appeal:

	(a) All alleged Level 1 (less serious), as set out in Schedule 2
	Graduate Research Coordinator
	Dean, Graduate Research School

	(b) All alleged Level 2 (Serious) academic misconduct cases, as set out in Schedule 2
	Dean, Graduate Research School
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research)


10 Definitions – 
Commonly defined terms are in the UWA Policy Library Glossary. 
In this policy and any associated procedures, 

the University means The University of Western Australia

academic integrity means honest, ethical and responsible scholarship

academic literacy may be defined as the capacity to undertake study and research, and to communicate findings and knowledge, in a manner appropriate to the particular disciplinary conventions and scholarly standards expected at university level
assessment refers to all assessable formative and summative submissions made by both coursework and HDR students 

course material includes teaching material and subject content created and shared with students through the University’s Learning Management System (LMS) and other means (e.g. lecture notes, Power-Point presentations, examination papers marking rubrics). It also includes scholarly information resources such as books, e-books, manuscripts, journal articles, and other print and electronic scholarly material

editorial assistance is detailed correction of problems of writing style and mechanical accuracy.  Types of editorial assistance include, but are not limited to: proof-reading; line editing; and detailed correcting or advising on language, style or substance of a specific piece of work. (Note: Giving general advice or guidelines about style and accuracy without marking up the work either electronically or on paper, is not editing and does not constitute giving editorial assistance)
editorial intervention is the act of requiring, as opposed to advising, a person to make specific editorial changes on a piece of work
ethical scholarship entails the pursuit of scholarly enquiry marked by honesty and integrity. It is reflected both in individual and group approaches to study and assessment tasks, and is part of a broader institutional commitment to maintain and extend robust, defensible and transparent educational standards and practices

Generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a type of AI that uses deep learning algorithms to generate new data or content from existing data sources. It is a form of machine learning that is able to autonomously create data, such as images, text, and audio, that is indistinguishable from data created by humans.
ghost writing is unattributed authoring in the form of re-writing or writing on behalf of another person

levels of violations of Academic Integrity relate to the severity of the violation and are defined as Minor Violation of Academic Integrity (Level 1); Moderate Violation of Academic Integrity (Level 2); and Major Violation of Academic Integrity (Level 3)
School Academic Integrity Officer (SAIO) is the staff member within each school tasked with managing the implementation and procedural aspects of the policy. Roles include monitoring the levels of reported violations of Academic Integrity within the school; liaising with SAIOs from other schools at least twice yearly at meetings convened by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Education); and providing relevant information and advice to staff in relation to this policy
sharing of course material is the practice of distributing or providing access to University course material outside of the University’s Learning Management System (LMS), and to those who do not have access to LMS, without explicitly obtaining the permission of the copyright owners (either the University, or UWA staff owning the copyright in the course material they create, or third-party owners, where relevant)
teaching staff refers to all those involved in the delivery of teaching which includes sessional staff, casual staff, staff on adjunct / honorary/ visiting appointments  

violation of Academic Integrity / academic misconduct is any activity or practice engaged in by a student that compromises Academic Integrity.
****************************
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