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HE11 Academic Integrity v3

1.0 Introduction

1.1 This policy applies to all campuses delivering Higher Education courses within TEC Partnership. It
applies to all qualifications validated within TEC Partnership awarding powers and Higher Nationals
awarded by Pearson. For qualifications validated by other awarding bodies, but taught at a TEC
Partnership campus, this policy broadly sets out the process of managing academic misconduct and
how TEC Partnership will implement and apply the regulations of the relevant awarding body. Please
refer to your programme handbook for clarification of the awarding body concerned.

1.2 This policy reflects the TEC Partnership’s commitment to ensuring governance over academic
standards and that judgments relating to conduct in summative assessment are carried out with
rigour, fairness and probity in line with the QAA Academic Integrity Charter.

1.3 This policy makes clear the TEC Partnership’s expectation regarding conduct in summative
assessment relating specifically to academic misconduct and maladministration in assessment.
Summative assessment within this policy means any form of assessment that contributes to the final
mark of a module and excludes draft/formative work.

1.4 This policy details the procedures that must be followed in cases of academic misconduct, meaning
acts committed whereby an individual may have attempted or obtained for themselves or for another,
an unpermitted advantage. This policy also covers the maladministration of the assessment process.
Academic integrity cases at TEC Partnership follow civil standards of evidence when making decisions
on cautions and penalties.

1.5 This policy governs matters relating to the criteria and decisions for issuing cautions or penalties
for cases of proven academic misconduct practice for TEC Partnership Awards and Pearson Edexcel
awards, regardless of the site.

1.6 This policy does not govern matters relating to the criteria and decisions for issuing cautions or
penalties for cases of proven academic misconduct practice for programmes awarded by the
University of Hull or the University of Huddersfield; in every instance, the relevant University’s
regulation and/or code of practice will be applied.

1.7 A report will be made of trends, outcomes and proposed enhancements for Academic Integrity
into the Group Higher Education Curriculum Quality and Standards (HECQS).

1.8 All cases must be logged with the HE Quality Officer (HEQA@tecpartnership.ac.uk) who will liaise
with the relevant college management.

1.9 All investigations for TEC Partnership Awards will be led by HEQA with independent academic
panel members drawn from the college who submitted the case for review.

1.10 The investigations for University partner awards and Pearson awards are managed by the campus
at which they occur with support from HEQA where this is requested.
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1.11 All outcomes for Academic integrity must be logged by HEQA and reported within the deliberative
committee structures.

Part 1 Guiding Principle and Good Academic Practice

2.0 Definition of Academic Integrity

2.1 Academic integrity refers to the ethical and honest behaviour expected from all members of the
academic community, including students, researchers, and academics. It encompasses a set of
principles and values that support individuals in their pursuit of knowledge and learning whilst
upholding the credibility and integrity of the educational system.

2.2 Academic integrity is aligned with the development of good academic practice, which is expected
of all members of the academic community.

The following values underpin academic integrity:

o Honesty (being truthful in all academic endeavours, including submitting original work and
acknowledging the sources and contributions of others appropriately)

e Acting ethically (acting in a way which ensures that all the values of academic integrity are
adhered to, and that respect for others is maintained)

e Fairness (not misusing information or materials that may have been developed by others, and
treating all individuals fairly and without discrimination)

e Responsibility (taking personal responsibility for determining the validity and credibility of the
source information and data that are used, and for applying appropriate ethical procedures in
the way in which the information is used and presented)

e Rigour (applying rigour in ensuring that appropriate protocols, standards, and frameworks are
adhered to, and that the interpretation, presentation and communication of information is
undertaken with due care and consideration)

e Accuracy (ensuring that work and data is as accurate as possible so information can be used
by others with confidence)

3.0 Good practice for assessments and academic integrity

3.1 As a degree awarding body, TEC Partnership encourages and supports it academic teams to design
valid assessments at the correct level of the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications. These will
be tested using the processes set out in HEO5 Validation and Amendment of Programmes, and
programme teams must consider how to develop valid assessments that test appropriate knowledge,
skills and behaviours, while maintaining the academic integrity of the overall award.

3.2 Assessment types. In developing an assessment process that fully embeds the concepts of
academic integrity and that promote outcomes that are valid at the point of award and into the future,
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TEC Partnership academic staff could consider the following example types of assessment processes
below.

¢ Unrehearsed assessment components

* Presentations

e Practical Assessments

e Case studies or report-based assessments.

¢ Vivas and Oral Assessments

e Pitch

e Blog

¢ Vlog/Video presentation

e Question and answer type assessments.

e Primary research assessments.

e Annotated Bibliographies

The underpinning guidance is that programme teams should embrace the use of Al, discuss the
appropriate use of Al with students, and actively encourage its use to create authentic, work related
or work-based assessments. There should be a balance of preserving the ethical, personal and human
elements that define the high-quality academic experience provided by TEC Partnership.

3.3 Managing of assessments. This policy and HE09 Assessment of Students, read in conjunction with
HEO1 Academic Regulations, must be consulted in the design, implementation and management of
the assessment process. Programme teams should also consult with External Examiner and student
feedback. Programme teams must ensure that an assessment process is fair, transparent and rigorous,
while also adhering to the Equality Act 2010. In designing assessment programme leaders should:

e Choose diverse assessment types, considering the learning needs and preferences of students.

e Balance between traditional and innovative methods.

e Define assessment criteria.

3.4 Using Artificial Intelligence within assessments. Artificial intelligence and Al tools will form a key
part of work going forward. The tools developed with artificial intelligence such as Al tools and Al
chatbots can become a source of information for students. Al chatbots can perform tasks such as the
following:

e Answering questions

¢ Analysing, improving, and summarising text

e Authoring essays, articles, fiction, and non-fiction

e Writing computer code

e  Generating pictures

e Translating text from one language to another

e Generating new ideas, prompts, or suggestions for a given topic or theme

e  Generating text with specific attributes, such as tone, sentiment, or formality

Text generated by Al is not always reliable as truth, some details may be inaccurate or others may not
be reliable. Whilst this will refine over time it is important to ensure students and staff understand
this when using Al as a tool for research. It is possible to use it for research, but students must
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reference it and do their own critical analysis or evaluation methods that is their own work as part of
the assessment.

3.5 Tutors should ensure that students are informed of the use of Al for non-examination work and
the risks of using it through active promotion of best practice and safe use of Al.

* Students must whenever Al is used make it clear where and how it has been used. As with all
sources of information these must be referenced in their work.

* Students should be trained in how to check sources of information to independently verify Al
generated ideas.

* Students must acknowledge the use of Al and explain clearly how they have used it in any
work they are submitting which has relied on this. For example For example: ChatGPT 3.5
(https://openai.com/ blog/chatgpt/), 25/01/2023. The student must, retain a copy of the
question(s) and computer-generated content for reference and authentication purposes, in a
noneditable format (such as a screenshot) and provide a brief explanation of how it has been
used. This must be submitted with the work so the tutor is able to review the work, the Al-
generated content and how it has been used. Where this is not submitted, and the tutor
suspects that the student has used Al tools, the tutor will need to consult Part 2 of this policy.

4.0 Academic Misconduct Definitions and Processes

4.1 Academic misconduct is defined as any student conduct (successfully or unsuccessfully attempted;
carried out alone or in collusion with others) that may lead to an unfair advantage over another.
Academic Misconduct can take many forms. In its most simple sense, it can be defined as the absence
of quotation marks and inadequate acknowledgement of sources and authorities in text and/or
reference notes in bibliographies or lists of sources.

4.2 Whilst not an exhaustive list, the following provides examples of academic misconduct:

i) ‘cheating’ in an examination by possessing and/or using unauthorised materials in the
examination room (once a student has officially entered the room regardless as to
whether the exam has started) such as a book, manuscripts, data or loose papers,
information obtained from an electronic device or any other source of prohibited
information

i) impersonating a candidate or allowing oneself to be impersonated during an
examination, assessment or other related event

iii) collusion (some assessments require students to work together. However, collusion
occurs where the assessment submitted involves two or more students working together
without tutor authorisation and where a student submits the work as their own without
acknowledging the contribution of others)

iv) conspiring with another or others to have work completed including offering work,
whether for sale or not, for use by another without acknowledgement

V) falsifying laboratory, field-work, research or other forms of data collection and analysis

vi) falsifying work-based learning logs, records, statements or reports

7|Page



vii)

viii)

ix)
X)

submitting work for assessment which is substantially the same work as submitted for a
previous assessment (sometimes referred to as ‘self-plagiarism’)

using false statements, or presenting false evidence, in support of mitigating
circumstances, a request to withdraw from an examination, obtain an assessment
extension, or explain any form of absence or default

falsifying a transcript or other official document

contract cheating (engaging a third party to complete assessments)

4.3 Plagiarism can exist in differing forms. Whilst not an exhaustive list, the following examples

illustrate the varying forms of plagiarism.

iii)

iv)

Unacknowledged verbatim copying throughout.

Unacknowledged verbatim copying with occasional alteration of word order, omission of
words, phrases or sentences, and insertion of linking words or phrases, over a paragraph
or section of a paragraph, or a number of paragraphs. This method is sometimes referred
to as ‘paraphrasing’.

Paraphrasing which includes unacknowledged verbatim phrases from the other text or
texts.

Substantial and unauthorised use of another person’s ideas without acknowledgement.

4.4 Misuse of Artificial Intelligence in assessment by students could be considered to be academic

misconduct. Student’s work submitted for their assessments must remain a reflection of their

knowledge, skills and understanding of the subject.

Examples of misuse of Al include, but are not limited to, the following:

i)

Copying or paraphrasing sections of Al-generated content so that the work is no longer
the student’s own Copying or paraphrasing whole responses of Al-generated content;
Using Al to complete parts of the assessment so that the work does not reflect the
student’s own work, analysis, evaluation or calculations;

Failing to acknowledge use of Al tools when they have been used as a source of
information

Incomplete or poor acknowledgement of Al tools;

Submitting work with intentionally incomplete or misleading references or
bibliographies.

4.5 Al misuse constitutes academic misconduct, and the sanctions available in Part 2 of this policy are

available. Students’ marks may also be affected if they have relied on Al to complete an assessment

and, as noted above, the attainment that they have demonstrated in relation to the requirements of

the qualification does not accurately reflect their own work.

4.6 Academic Misconduct at the TEC Partnership will operate based on the following model of

Developmental Engagement and Academic Misconduct Boards. A student can enter the process at

any stage, depending on the severity of the allegation.
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i) Developmental Engagement — this is where there is minimal academic misconduct or
there is difficulty proving the case at level 3 or level 4. This is a developmental process to
provide students with a SMART action plan to access support and guidance for further
study skills. This is completed by the tutor of form HE11B Developmental Engagement
Form. No Penalty can be issued. Developmental Engagement only applies to TEC
Partnership and Pearson Awards.

ii) Academic Misconduct Panel — these are held after cases have been referred to the HE
Quality Officer on form HE11A to HEQA@tecpartnership.ac.uk. These are formal panels
which have the powers to determine that academic misconduct has taken place and to

award penalties to students. For TEC Partnership and Pearson Awards this code of
practice defines the penalties. For partner Universities, the relevant University regulation
must be used.

Part 2 Dealing with Academic Misconduct

5.0 Identification of Academic Misconduct

5.1 When a tutor identifies academic misconduct within any summative assessment they must
download or print off the Turnitin originality report or indicate in a manner appropriate to the medium
in which the work was completed (whether computer program, practical piece or essay), indicating
which parts of the work are a cause for concern.

5.2 The tutor should decide whether the part of the assignment which is a cause for concern has
impacted on the academic integrity of the work. If they decide that the impact is negligible, they must
complete the examining process. The tutor may then choose to speak to the student and offer advice
about ways to avoid future misconduct.

5.3 Where the tutor suspects academic misconduct but the balance of evidence would make it difficult
to prove, the tutor should refer the candidate to appropriate sources of guidance, but take no other
action. The tutor does not have powers to issue a penalty, including any formal written warning. The
meeting with the student and outcome of any action should be recorded on the Developmental
Engagement form (HE11B) - see section 9.1. The Developmental Engagement Form should be
submitted to the HE Quality Office for recording.

5.4 If the tutor decides that the academic misconduct has impacted on academic integrity, they must
forward the work to the TEC Partnership’s HE Quality Officer (HEQA@tecpartnership.ac.uk), with
academic misconduct allegation pro-forma HE11A along with supporting evidence as defined in 5.3.

5.5 Tutors may submit sources other than Turnitin to identify academic misconduct. When doing so,
the relevant section within these sources must be highlighted.
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5.6 TEC Partnership recognises that it may not be possible to identify academic misconduct where a
student has employed a form of contract cheating, such as an essay mill. Therefore, there may be
cases where the student has chosen to report their work for academic misconduct where this has not
been detected during TEC Partnership marking processes. Where this has occurred, regardless of level,
it will be treated as a first offence and the relevant penalty applied dependent on size of academic
misconduct within the assessments. The application of this procedure is intended to be used so that
students can avoid situations of criminal exploitation where contract cheating or essay mills have been
used.

6.0 Communicating concerns with Students

6.1 Tutors should provide feedback to students on the assessment, in line with HEO9 Assessment of
Students.

6.2 Tutors should inform the student at the point of giving formal summative feedback that there is a
suspicion of academic misconduct and that the assessment has been referred to the TEC Partnership’s

Academic Misconduct Board for further investigation.

6.3 Tutors should refer students to this Code of Practice for further information relating to the process
and timescale of investigation.

7.0 Presentation of Academic Misconduct Cases for Investigation

7.1 All allegations of academic misconduct must be presented to the TEC Partnership’s HE Quality Officer
(HEQA@tecpartnership.ac.uk).

7.2 All allegations must be presented on the academic misconduct allegation pro-forma (HE11A).

7.3 The following evidence must also be submitted by the tutor:

i) The module tutor’s rationale for the allegation and estimation of the percent of work
affected by the use of academic misconduct.

i) The assessment (student output) alleged to relate to the academic misconduct.

iii) The assessment brief.

iv) An unbiased mark for the piece of work (had the academic misconduct not taken place).

V) A copy of the originality report from Turnitin.

vi) Any other information as appropriate, for example exam invigilator’s report.

7.4 Where an allegation has been made regarding the misuse of Artificial Intelligence, the tutor must
provide sufficient evidence regarding how Al has been misused to the investigating officer. The
Academic Misconduct Panel is empowered to invite the referring tutor in Al cases to act as a subject
specialist observer with no decision making powers.
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8.0 Timescales and Student Notification

8.1 Within the confines of this code, ‘days’ relates to working days and excludes weekends and bank
holidays, and Christmas Closure periods. These timescales are indicative of a normal referral process,
but they may be extended if disaster recovery procedures have been declared to be in effect by the
CEO (or other designated accountable person) of the TEC Partnership.

8.2 Upon receipt of the alleged case and supportive documentation, the TEC Partnership’s HE Quality
Officer will normally notify the student in writing of the suspected academic misconduct within 10
working days.

8.3 The TEC Partnership’s HE Quality Officer will notify the student in writing of the time, date and
venue of the academic misconduct board hearing. This must give the student at least 5 working days’
notice from the first letter that notifies the student of the allegation. Where partner awarding body
regulations require longer notice periods, these will apply.

8.4 Notification of the academic misconduct board hearing will be made to the student by email and
will:

i) detail any witness or other party to be called to the hearing;

ii) include a copy of the assessment alleged to relate to academic misconduct; and
iii) include a copy of any relevant Code of Practice and regulations as appropriate;
iv) upon request, this information can be provided in an accessible format.

8.5 Upon a decision being made by an academic misconduct board the student must be notified in
writing by the TEC Partnership’s HE Quality Officer within 5 working days of the board convening and
agreeing an outcome.

8.6 A copy of the letter must also be supplied to the student’s programme leader.

9.0 Operation of the Academic Misconduct board for TEC Partnership
programmes.

9.1 All board hearings (subject to partner University regulations) will be chaired by a senior HE
academic member of staff, an academic manager or a senior member of the HE Quality Office.

9.2 The HE Quality office will maintain a list of TEC Partnership staff who are approved to chair
academic misconduct boards.

9.3 Membership of the academic misconduct panel must include a member of staff from the TEC

Partnership’s HE Quality office and one member of academic staff from another school to the one the
student is studying in.
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9.4 All board hearings will be constructed in line with awarding body regulations and will be formally
minuted.

9.5 The student has the right to not attend and should notify the TEC Partnership’s HE Quality Officer
accordingly. The academic misconduct board has the right to convene and proceed in a student’s
absence.

9.6 The student can request a postponement of the academic misconduct board on one occasion only,
in writing to the HE Quality Officer. After this the academic misconduct board has the right to convene
and proceed in a student’s absence.

9.7 The student has the right to be heard in person and to be accompanied by a third party (such as a
friend, relative, tutor or success coach); however, the third party must not speak on behalf or advocate
for the student unless invited to do so by the chair of the board and subject to partner University
regulations.

9.8 The board can call any witness or other individual to the hearing that it deems suitably equipped
to supply evidence.

9.9 The student is entitled to be present through the presentation of evidence unless exceptional
circumstances exist and the chair of the board approves the presentation of evidence in a ‘closed’
hearing and asks the student to temporarily leave the board hearing.

9.10 The student has the right to present any evidence by way of mitigation. Mitigation is not a
defence for academic misconduct; however, this can be used as evidence by an academic misconduct
board to lessen the penalty given.

9.11 The chair will determine when satisfactory evidence has been received following which the board
must make their decision in private. The decision will require the board to consider whether the
allegation is proven or unproven. If proven, the board must determine what penalties will be imposed.
9.12 The board must consider the unintended impact of its decisions and avoid imposing penalties,

where possible, that severely impact the student more than the severity of the misconduct committed.

10.0 Cautions and Penalties for TEC Partnership awards

Development Engagement

10.1 For students studying at foundation year (level 3) or level 4, where academic misconduct is not
extensive (does not represent more than 20% of the element of the assessment) and is a first offence,
the programme leader can deal with this through developmental engagement and will inform the
student of the details of the academic misconduct that may have occurred.
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10.2 The programme leader will inform the student that if academic misconduct occurs in the future
it will be dealt with through a formal meeting: the Academic Misconduct Board.

10.3 As the developmental engagement meeting with the programme leader is developmental in
nature, students should be advised how to avoid academic misconduct in the future, should be
referred to material on the website or should be referred to the Academic Achievement Coach.

10.4 At the meeting the programme leader must complete a Developmental Engagement proforma
(HE11B) which will outline the advice given, and be signed by both the student and programme leader.
The completed HE11B must be submitted to HEQA for logging and must be recorded on the students
ILP record (Promonitor HE).

10.5 A log of each developmental engagement will be maintained in order to take appropriate action
if further offences occur. The element of assessment will be marked and no cap will be applied.

Academic Misconduct Board

10.6 Where an allegation of academic misconduct falls outside of Developmental Engagement, the
matter shall be investigated and determined by the Academic Misconduct Board.

10.7 Where there is evidence of academic misconduct in multiple assignments that were submitted
at the same time, this type of practice shall be treated as a single occurrence.

10.8 Where academic misconduct has occurred at level 3 and level 4 and is a first offence, once the
investigation has been completed by the HE Quality Officer, the penalty can be delegated to a chair’s
action of the Academic Misconduct Board. This cannot be used for formal written invigilated exams.

10.9 Where the procedure in 9.8 has been implemented, a student who wishes to appeal the decision
will have their case referred to a full Academic Misconduct Board where the full range of penalties
could be applied.

10.10 All chair’s actions must be formally reported into TEC Partnership Group HECQS.

10.11 The following tariff of penalties is to be applied to students found to have committed acts of
academic misconduct in assessed work other than examinations. The Chair of the Academic
Misconduct Board or equivalent can consider whether or not a particular penalty should be applied
or lessened in the light of any statement of mitigation submitted by a student and/or any other factors
deemed relevant.

10.12 It is not necessary for intent to be proven. It is sufficient that the particular act has occurred. A
case will be considered on the base of evidence.

10.13 Where academic misconduct has occurred at level 3 (foundation year) and 4 (except in formal
written invigilated examination) the following penalties must be awarded:
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iii)

iv)

For a first offence where the academic misconduct is not extensive (i.e. normally less than
20% of the element of assessment), a written warning with no reduction in marks can be
given. The warning will be carried forward to the module board of examiners.

For a first offence where the academic misconduct is extensive (i.e. normally greater than
20% of the element of assessment) a written warning and a mark of 0 for the element will
be given. The mark of 0 will be carried forward to the module board of examiners. The
student will be able to resit the work at the next available opportunity.

For a second offence in any module within the same programme of study a further
warning and a mark of 0 for the module in which the second offence occurred will be
given. The mark of 0 will be carried forward to the module board of examiners. The
student will be able to resit the work at the next available opportunity.

For any subsequent offence anywhere within the same programme of study the student
will be terminated from programme.

10.14 Where academic misconduct has occurred at level 5 or level 6 (except in formal written

invigilated examination) the following penalties must be awarded:

i)

iii)

Where there is no previous record in any academic level of academic misconduct and
normally where it represents not more than 20% of the element of assessment; a mark of
0 for the element will be given. The student will be able to resit the work at the next
available opportunity.

Where there is no previous record in any academic level of academic misconduct and
normally where it represents more than 20% of the element of assessment a mark of 0
for the module will be given. The student will be able to resit the work at the next available
opportunity.

Normally, for any subsequent offence anywhere within the same programme of study the
student will be terminated from programme.

10.15 Where academic misconduct has occurred during a formal written invigilated examination at

any level of the programme the following penalties must be awarded:

Where there is no previous record of in any level of academic misconduct within the same
programme of study a mark of O will be awarded to the module in which the examination
sits. The student will be able to resit the examination at the next available opportunity.

For any subsequent offence anywhere within the same programme of study the student
will be terminated from programme.

11.0 Pearson awards
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11.1 For Pearson provision the following will also apply:

i) Where the conduct is a first offence, minimal and the student is studying on the first year
of the programme, a caution letter may be issued and no other penalty applied.

ii) Where the conduct ranges from minimum to moderate, the penalty must be imposed via
a reduction of the mark to the module for example Distinction to Merit, Merit to Pass or
Pass to Fail. However, where the conduct is extensive and exact, the penalty must be a
fail.

iii) Where a previous breach has been committed (and has not occurred at the same time as
the second, or the student has not had notification of the first breach before committing

the second), the board must begin with the presumption of a maximum penalty.

iv) The maximum penalty is a termination of the programme of study.

12.0 University Partners

12.1 Penalties for offences under the University of Hull awards are stored in their handbook. Click on
Assessment and Academic Misconduct.

12.2 Penalties for offences under the University of Huddersfield awards are stored in their handbook.
12.3 When determining what cautions or penalties must be imposed, the academic misconduct board

will adhere to the relevant awarding body regulations and take into account the nature and severity
of the conduct, the number of breaches, stage of study and any mitigating circumstances.

13.0 Appeals
13.1 A student may lodge an appeal against the decision of the academic misconduct board within 10

working days of the date on which the outcome of the board’s decision is served to the student (served
meaning posted using email).

13.2 Appeals must be made under the provision of HE16 Academic Appeals. Details of this policy and
how to lodge an appeal can be found on the college website.

Part 3 Maladministration

14.0 Maladministration

14.1 Maladministration refers to a situation where there has been mismanagement or faults in the
way assessment or academic misconduct has been handled. This occurs when staff responsible for
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assessing students, or investigating and adjudicating the potential misconduct have failed to follow
the correct procedures or have made significant errors during the process. This may impact student
outcomes or impacted the outcome or fairness of the investigation.

Examples of maladministration could include:

e Failure to conduct a fair and impartial investigation: If staff show bias, do not consider all the
evidence or fail to provide the student the chance to respond in a timely manner, it can be
considered maladministration.

e Procedural irregularities: If established procedures and policies are not followed correctly,
such as not adhering to specified timelines or failing to offer correct appeals processes, this
could be considered maladministration.

e lack of transparency: If staff fail to communicate clearly with students regarding the
assessment process or academic misconduct process and the evidence, it can be seen as a lack
of transparency and may constitute maladministration.

e Mishandling of evidence: If the evidence related to the misconduct case is mishandled it could
impact the integrity of the investigation.

e Inadequate training of staff: If staff responsible for handling academic misconduct cases are
not adequately trained, this may lead to mistakes and unfair treatment towards students.

e Conflicts of interest: If there are conflicts of interest within assessment, or the investigation
or adjudication process, such as a person being involved who has a personal or professional
relationship with one of the parties involved, it may raise concerns of maladministration.

If maladministration is suspected or identified in an academic misconduct case, this must be addressed

promptly and appropriate corrective action taken to ensure fairness and equity.

Reporting Maladministration

14.2 Any party, including students and staff, who believes that maladministration has occurred in an
academic misconduct case may report their concerns to the Group Academic Registrar.

14.3 The Group Academic Registrar will conduct a preliminary review of the reported concerns to
determine if there are reasonable grounds to initiate a formal investigation.

Investigation

14.4 The Group Academic Registrar will promptly initiate a thorough and impartial investigation into
the alleged maladministration.

14.5 The investigation may include interviewing relevant parties, examining evidence, and assessing
the conduct of individuals involved in the assessment or academic misconduct case.

14.6 The Group Academic Registrar will ensure that the investigation remains confidential.
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Actions and Remedies

14.7 If maladministration is substantiated, the Academic Registrar will take appropriate corrective

actions, which may include:

Appeals

Reopening the assessment process by offering a new deadline.

Seeking a third marker in accordance with HEQ9 Assessment of Students.

Seeking the permission of HECQS for another remedy for the students impacted.

Reopening the academic misconduct case and conducting a new investigation.

Reversing any disciplinary actions or penalties imposed upon the student unfairly due to
maladministration.

Reviewing and revising institutional processes and policies to prevent similar instances of
maladministration in the future.

14.8 If any party is dissatisfied with the outcome of the maladministration investigation, they may

appeal the decision by making an application under HE16 Academic Appeals and Student Case

Committee, completing form HE16A. This must be sent to the Group Academic Registrar at

hegqa@tecpartnership.ac.uk, who will then allocate an investigating officer.

14.9 The appeals process should be independent and impartial and consider all relevant evidence.

Training and Awareness

14.10 TEC Partnership will provide regular training to all individuals involved in assessment and

academic misconduct processes to ensure they are aware of their responsibilities and uphold the

highest standards of integrity and fairness.
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