
 
LUTHER KING  

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT 2025/26 
 
What are ‘Assessment Irregularities’? 
 
Assessment irregularities are disciplinary major offences which will be dealt with in 
accordance with the University’s General Regulation IV. Assessment irregularities take 
various forms including plagiarism, multiple submission and collusion, as detailed in the list 
below.  All such matters are taken very seriously by Luther King and by Durham University.  
 

• Plagiarism: unacknowledged use, including quotation and close paraphrasing of 
other people’s another’s writing and ideas, amounting to the presentation of the 
other’s person’s writings or thoughts as one’s own. ‘Another’ includes both directly 
human sources and those heavily facilitated by technology, e.g., generative AI. This 
includes using material which is available on the internet, and in any other electronic 
form, and ‘contract cheating’ i.e. obtaining an essay from an essay writing site, or 
equivalent source, and submitting it for marking, as if it were your own work. The use 
of generative AI without due acknowledgement constitutes plagiarism. For more 
detail on uses of generative AI that constitute academic misconduct, see the DUCA 
AI policy and guidance on the DUCA website, here: 
https://www.durham.ac.uk/departments/academic/common-awards/policies-
processes/assessment/academic-misconductai-policy-and-guidance/. 

• Multiple submission: the inappropriate submission of the same or substantially the 
same work of one’s own for summative assessment, in connection with an academic 
award. 

• Collusion: working with one or more other student(s) to produce work which each 
student then presents as their own in a situation in which this is inappropriate or not 
permitted and/or without acknowledging the collaboration of the other student(s). 
Please note – an allegation of collusion is always made against two or more 
students. The submission by one student of another student’s work as if it were their 
own (without the other student’s knowledge) constitutes plagiarism rather than 
collusion. 

• Impersonation: presenting work on behalf of someone else as if it were the work of 
the other individual. 

• Cheating: using any inappropriate or unauthorised means to achieve credit for a 
piece of coursework or an examination answer. 

• Use of inadmissible material: using material which is not permitted to achieve 
credit for a piece of coursework or an examination answer. 

• Inappropriate use of generative Artificial Intelligence: For detailed explanation on 
the uses of generative AI that constitute academic misconduct, see the DUCA AI 
policy and guidance, on their website: 
https://www.durham.ac.uk/departments/academic/common-awards/policies-
processes/assessment/academic-misconductai-policy-and-guidance/  

• Facilitation: it is also an offence for a student to provide work such as essays to 
facilitate plagiarism, for example, by placing work on a website. 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/


Dealing with Suspected Cases 
 
Any student’s work may be uploaded to a plagiarism detection system to check for possible 
academic offences. All students are therefore required to sign a declaration at registration 
each year, and/or when submitting assessed work, authorising the uploading of their work 
onto such systems. 
 
Formative Assessment: 
 
In the case of formative assessments or drafts, plagiarism or collusion will be dealt with 
informally, highlighting the issues to the student concerned, and making clear to the student 
the serious nature of the dishonest practice and the potential consequences of submitting 
summative work which falls into any of the above categories.  
 
Summative Assessment: 
 
In the case of summative assessment, the following procedures will be implemented. The 
first stages of the procedure are part of the examinations process and not a disciplinary 
procedure. 
 
Cases of suspected plagiarism or collusion should be reported immediately. There should 
not be any delay over taking action since the consideration of such allegations at the end of 
the academic year can give rise to additional complications.  
 

1. If it is suspected that a student has breached the regulations, a report detailing the 
evidence should be made immediately to the relevant Programme Leader. The 
Programme Leader should automatically check all the student’s work for the year, to 
see whether there is other evidence for similar behaviour. Where two markers have 
been appointed to examine a piece of work the markers should consult over the 
matter before the submission of a report. In the event of one of the markers being the 
Programme Leader, a deputy should act in his/her place. 
 

2. If an external examiner suspects that a student has breached the regulations, they 
should consult with the marker(s) concerned. The marker(s) concerned should then 
prepare a preliminary report detailing the evidence; the report should be submitted 
immediately to the Programme Leader.  

 
3. If, in the view of the Programme Leader, the report of the marker(s) provides 

sufficient detailed evidence of an offence, a sub-group panel of the Board of 
Examiners, appointed by the Programme Leader, shall be formed comprising the 
Programme Leader and normally one other member of the Board (but excluding the 
reporting marker(s)) to consider the case. The Registrar, or a deputy, will also be 
appointed to attend the meeting, to keep a record of the proceedings. 
 

4. The student(s) concerned shall be required to meet the panel. The reporting markers 
will also be invited to attend but their attendance will not normally be required. The 
student should normally receive at least 5 working days’ notice of the date of the 
meeting and should be told of its purpose. They should be offered the opportunity to 
be accompanied at the panel by a member of Luther King staff (for example, their 
personal tutor). The student may also be accompanied by a non-staff member for the 
purpose of providing support to the student, at the discretion of the panel Chair, but 
the University does not permit legal representation at any academic misconduct 
meetings. The evidence of alleged plagiarism or collusion will be shown to the 
student, and the student will be asked to account for the work that he or she 
submitted. 



 
5. If the allegation is collusion, both students should normally be seen together, to 

enable them to hear the other student’s evidence against him/herself. Each student 
may say his/her mitigation in private before the panel, with the proviso that the other 
student will be given the opportunity to respond to any reference to him/her in the 
mitigation statement.  
 

6. In the case of final year students where the case of alleged plagiarism or collusion is 
brought to light at the end of the degree programme it may be necessary to hold a 
meeting without the 5 days’ notice, provided that the student concerned agrees in 
writing to this procedure. This course of action may be necessary in order to permit 
the Board of Examiners the opportunity of considering the case without necessarily 
causing any delay to the normal process of consideration for the award of a degree 
to the student concerned. 

 
7. If a student is unable to attend the meeting in person, they will be offered the 

opportunity to have their interview conducted via video or teleconferencing facilities 
(or equivalent). If this is not possible, or the opportunity is declined, or no response is 
received within a reasonable time frame (normally a maximum of 5 working days), 
the case will be heard ‘in absentia’. The normal procedure will be followed, but 
instead of requiring the student to attend for interview, they will be asked to respond 
to the allegation in writing, prior to the date of the arranged panel. They will be 
informed that if they do not respond a decision will be made on the basis of the 
evidence available to the panel. Once a decision has been made it will be 
communicated to the student in writing (which will include details of the penalty 
applied and any likely impact of the penalty). 
 

8. Possible outcomes: 
 

At the end of the meeting, the panel (excluding the reporting marker(s) if they were in 
attendance) must decide upon the quantitative and qualitative extent of alleged 
plagiarism or collusion. This decision must be made in the light of:  
(a) the evidence presented; and  
(b) the account given by the student including any mitigation offered.  
Based on this decision, the panel must agree on the appropriate action to be taken.  
 
The panel’s recommendation may be as follows: 

1) that no further action be taken, because, on the balance of 
probabilities, plagiarism or collusion or multiple submission had not 
taken place;  

2) that the Board apply for a concession or grace period on the student’s behalf, 
because, whilst there is clear evidence of plagiarism/collusion/multiple 
submission, due to exceptional mitigating factors, a punishment is 
inappropriate; 

3) that there is clear evidence of plagiarism/collusion/multiple submission 
and that the Board apply one of the following punishments: 

A. mark only the student’s own contribution to the work, or in the case of 
multiple submission, mark only the proportion of the work which 
complies with the Luther King guidance. (This may be most 
appropriate where the plagiarism/collusion/multiple submission is not 
extensive or it is a first-offence, or a first-year student; or the panel 
accepts the student’s mitigation); 

B. award a mark of 0 for the work (this may be appropriate where the 
plagiarism/collusion/multiple submission is more extensive, the work 
makes a significant contribution to the module/programme as a whole, 



or it is a repeat offence or there is clear evidence of dishonesty) and 
permit the student to resit/resubmit the piece of work with a mark 
capped for that piece of work at the pass mark (within the resit 
limitations set out in the Core Regulations for the Common Awards 
programmes); 

C. award a mark of 0 for the entire module in which the 
plagiarism/collusion/ 
multiple submission occurred. The student will be required to resit the 
entire module with a mark capped at the pass mark (within the resit 
limitations set out in the Core Regulations for the Common Awards 
programmes). In the case of students in Level 6 of the BA programme, 
at which level resits are not permitted, this may result in the student 
failing their programme. This is the most severe punishment open to 
the Board of Examiners, and it should be used only in the most 
serious cases. 

D. that the level of misconduct goes beyond the examples cited in A-C 
and, therefore, it should be referred to the University as a possible 
major offence under the University’s discipline regulations. In this 
case, the plagiarism panel should choose an academic outcome from 
A-C (above), and should contact the Common Awards Team as soon 
as possible to receive advice on progressing the case under the 
University's discipline regulations. 

 
9. A written record of the meeting, and the panel's recommendation, must be made 

immediately and sent electronically to the Common Awards Team as soon as 
possible. The Common Awards Team will forward the report to the relevant 
University Liaison Officer, and will use the report to monitor practice within and 
across the TEIs.  
 

10. The panel's recommendation must also be communicated to the student in writing by 
the Registrar, the Chair of the panel, or a deputy. 
 

11. Where one of the above recommendations (A-C) is applied, a written report of the 
work submitted together with the student’s explanation and the Panel’s 
recommendation will be presented to a meeting of the Board of Examiners for 
consideration. The Board should consult the external examiner(s) before making a 
decision about cases involving work submitted for final honours. 
 

12. In all cases in which the student is not in the final Level of their programme of study 
or has other summatively assessed work to complete, an appropriate member of 
teaching staff (e.g. the student’s Programme Leader) must arrange a meeting with 
the student, preferably in person, to counsel him or her on how to avoid infringing the 
assessment regulations in future. A note of the date and time of the meeting is to be 
kept in the student’s file. 

 
Rights of Appeal 
 
A student may exercise the right to appeal a confirmed, academic decision of a Board of 
Examiners under General Regulation VII – Academic Appeals. See the Luther King 
Academic Appeals policy.  
 
A student may exercise the right to appeal a confirmed, disciplinary decision of Durham 
University, in accordance with Durham University’s Senate Discipline Committee 
procedures. 
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