
University of Calgary (October 29, 2014)
In accordance with Section 90.30 – Conduct and Enforcement: Complaints, Investigation and Discipline Policy of the 2014 Canadian Interuniversity Sport (CIS) Policies and Procedures, CIS has considered a self-disclosure by the University of Calgary acknowledging breaches of CIS Regulation 40.10.3.3.4 (Academic Standing), specifically with respect to the participation of two men’s football players in one regular season game (September 5 against Alberta).    
Upon reviewing the Record for the matter, CIS determined that there were grounds for a formal charge; specifically that the University of Calgary breached CIS regulations as noted above.  

Details

· The University of Calgary (Calgary) has not experienced a CIS violation in the preceding 24 months.
· Calgary has a multi-step eligibility verification system to identify potential issues and to ensure compliance with Academic Standing Requirements.
· Step 1 involves a Fall Semester Review where the academic performance of all 450 student-athletes is monitored.  Very specific follow-up and information (in writing) is made if an individual did not successfully complete 9 credit hours, or did not achieve a minimum GPA of 2.0, or dropped to part-time.  In all instances, the student-athletes are encouraged to follow-up with their coach and to make an appointment with the student success office.  The follow-up letters are forwarded in late January.
· For both individuals in this instance, they were accurately reviewed to be on track to successfully complete 18 credit hours.  Incidentally, it is noted that one of the individuals was notified that his fall term GPA was below 2.0 and that he would not qualify for an athletic scholarship unless his GPA increased to 2.0 or higher.
· Step 2 involves a Fall & Winter Review, which replicates the Fall Review.  Follow-up (in writing) is made if an individual did not successfully complete 18 credit hours, or did not achieve a minimum GPA of 2.0, or dropped to part-time.  The follow-up letters are forwarded in mid May.
· On May 13, the Review indicated one of the individuals had not yet completed 18 credit hours, which the Athletic Department attributed to a deferred exam that had yet to be taken.  On account that he was awaiting a deferred exam, he was not notified or provided a letter about his status since it was understood to be a timing issue with respect to completing his final course.  For reference purposes, this individual will be referenced as student #1.
· The Athletic Department continues to run additional reports as required through the spring and summer terms to continue to monitor academic progress.  In the current matter, another Review and report was generated on May 20 specifically for football, again identifying student #1 who had a deferred exam that was now awaiting confirmation of a final grade. 
· On June 3, another Review and report was run on all Calgary student-athletes.  Student #1 with the deferred exam remained on the report, indicating he had completed 15 credit hours.  Believing the student had completed 18 credit hours, the Athletic Department cross-referenced the information with the individual’s “student status summary”, which confirmed he passed six courses.  For information, the “student status summary” indicates all courses registered for and the grade obtained, but does not specify the associated credit hours attributed to each course.  As such, student #1’s summary report included the 2014 winter course that he had originally taken in the fall 2010 term, and which he obtained a lower grade the second time around in 2014.  However, as per University policy, if a course is repeated but the individual does not earn a higher grade than in the first instance of taking the course (as was the case here), the course is not recognized for credit and will not appear for credit on the student’s transcript, which is a CIS requirement.  The University acknowledged its error in interpreting the repeated course as being able to contribute to Academic Standing Requirements, despite it not appearing for credit on his transcript or on their system Review and report.
· On August 6, another Review and report was generated.  Player #1 continued to be identified on the report but as referenced above, was mistakenly interpreted to have satisfied Academic Standing Requirements.  Student #2 was now also identified as having only successfully completed 15 credit hours.  The individual had repeated and passed a course in the 2014 winter term that he had also passed in the 2013 fall term.  The Athletic Department again consulted the individual’s “student status summary”, which was interpreted as successfully completing 18 credit hours of course work in 2013-14.  Calgary again acknowledges its error in interpreting the student’s academic record.
· For information, Calgary believes the earlier Reviews and reports (May 13, 20, and June 3) did not identify student #2 as having only completed 15 credit hours due to the fact that transcript grade postings were significantly delayed due to a large number of final exam deferrals related to the tragic on-campus stabbings in April.  The August 6 report accurately did not count for credit both instances of the same course taken within the academic year, however as noted, the Athletic Department erred in cross-referencing the individuals “student status summary” and effectively double-counted the repeated course.
· The final component of Calgary’s academic eligibility verification system involves a review by the Registrar’s Office prior to the start of the football season that verifies the successful completion of 18 credit hours in the preceding academic year, and the enrollment in the minimum 9 credit hours for continuing participation in the current academic term.   Unfortunately, the Registrar’s Office focused exclusively on 2014-15 enrollment and neglected to verify the total number of credit hours completed in 2013-14.  Particularly as the Registrar’s Office was undergoing some transition, the Athletic Department acknowledges that it should have provided greater direction to the Registrar’s Office.  The Department had forwarded individual cases for academic performance review by the Registrar’s Office, however a complete review of the football team was not conducted.
· Student #2 acknowledged that he was not aware that his repeated course in the winter term would not count towards CIS’ 18 credit hour requirement.  He indicated that he did not achieve a high enough grade in the fall term to be able to take higher levels of that stream of courses, which necessitated his repeating of the course.  Further, as an Open Studies student, he was limited to taking 3 courses in each of the fall and winter terms.  He further indicates that had he been aware or notified that he needed to pass one more course, he would have done so over the summer.
· Student #1 acknowledged that he inadvertently repeated the course in the 2014 winter term that he had previously passed in the 2010 fall term.  The course was taken as an option course towards his degree and he regrets having made the mistake, not just for the ramifications to his ability to play football and the football team this season, but that it was an unnecessary cost and ultimately will not contribute to his degree requirements.
· On September 24, Calgary self-identified the issues following review of an academic report that had been requested by the football program.  The University immediately disclosed the breaches associated with how it monitors and checks for repeat courses and has already conducted a review of all current student-athletes; it has a high level of confidence that the current two students are the extent of any potential eligibility issues.
· For information, neither individual participated in competition subsequent to September 5 due to either (i) injury, or (ii) the fact the subsequent games were “away” games and one of the players was precluded from participation due to the smaller travel roster relative to “home” games.
· The Athletic Department has also initiated a review to upgrade its eligibility verification system with the Registrar’s Office and has indicated it will share details of its review and its enhanced system in the coming weeks.
Determination

Upon review of the Record and submissions of the University, CIS considered the two violations to have been unintentional and not a willful breach of CIS regulations.  As such, and as per CIS Policy 90.30.4.11, the infractions were classified as Level 2 infractions. 
As noted already, Calgary has acknowledged its culpability with respect to the infractions. 

With respect to the student-athletes, the Panel did not consider either to have willfully and/or intentionally circumvented Academic Standing Requirements.  Although both individual’s could be expected to know that they did not earn 18 credit hours in 2013-14, as evidenced by their own transcript, the Panel acknowledges that their mark summary’s indicated the passing of 6 courses for the academic year, and there was no notice or appropriate direction being provided by the institution that there was an issue.  Further, unlike most other eligibility infractions, the individuals did not exceed the participation thresholds to be charged one year of eligibility in 2014-15, and although it is understood that the institution should have had mechanisms and procedures in place to identify the issue, the Committee gave careful consideration to additional sanctions to the student-athletes.  
In consideration of the above, and as dictated by CIS Policy 90.30.6.1, Calgary is automatically subject to the following sanctions, and which are not subject to appeal:

a) Probation for a period of 24 months, during which time a member may continue to participate in a particular sport or sports, but will be subject to a higher level of violation if another violation occurs;

b) Requiring that the member undertake any procedural, structural or other changes in order to minimize the chance of future violations, and provide a reporting thereof;

c) Forfeiture of all competitions contested in the sport in which the ineligible student-athlete participated, which will be reflected in season standings / results;

d) Ordering that letters of apology be sent to members or individuals of CIS institutions affected by the breaches;

e) Rescind any CIS or Regional Association team or individual records or titles awarded to the team or the ineligible student-athletes; and,

f) The levying of costs of the hearing against the Respondent, which may include but not limited to all travel and accommodation costs incurred by CIS and Regional Associations, and all disbursements relating to the investigation, preparation of the charge, hearing and distribution of the decision including meeting space rental, long-distance telephone and fax charges, postage and courier costs, photocopying costs, legal consultation and other directly-related administrative expenses.  For this matter, these costs have been approximated to be $250.
g) Levying a CIS fine of $2,000 for each infraction; $4,000 total.
Further, based upon the circumstances of the current matter, the CIS Discipline Panel considered additional discretionary sanctions to be warranted, specifically:
a) As the violations impacted regular season competition, the Panel considered an additional $500 fine to be warranted.  Further, and within the context of Calgary’s eligibility verification and education system, the Panel considered the omission of a review of Academic Standing Requirements by the Registrar’s Office for returning students for 2014-15, as well as the Athletic Department’s double-counting of repeat courses (both within an academic year and from different academic years), to be such that an additional $500 fine was warranted.
b) Typically in instances such as this where the student-athletes have not exceeded participation thresholds, and thus not assessed eligibility on that basis, the Panel has imposed an additional fine to the institution rather than sanction the student-athletes by assessing one year of eligibility.  Given the totality of the fines already imposed, the Panel was satisfied that no additional fines needed to be levied.
c) The Panel did not consider a claim for costs by other institutions to be waranted, and thus there is no requirement for the institution to make restitution for any costs by other institutions.  
d) Suspension of the ineligible individuals from further participation in any or all CIS or Regional Association sports or activities for the remainder of the season is not necessary as the individuals were not eligible in any event. 
The above statements and determinations are made without prejudice and subject to change should subsequently discovered facts or evidence suggest otherwise.  
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