
Durham University – Colleges’ Discipline Working Group 

Discipline and Behaviours’ Review 
Report   Version 4, 26th February 2018 

Edits made following Colleges Board, before WSE 

Summary 

Following Peter Swift (Vice-Master at Grey) being asked to take over chairing the group of 
Vice-Principals looking at Discipline, the group consisting of Anthony Bash (Vice-Master, 
Hatfield), Victoria Brown (Deputy Principal, Van Mildert), Stefan Kildza (Vice-Principal, St. 
Aidans), Grant Slater (Assistant Principal & Senior Tutor, Collingwood) and Andrew Tibbs 
(Vice-Principal, St. Cuthbert’s) with support from Mandy Marlow (Assistant Head of 
Colleges) has met a number of times. Themes coming out of this group’s meetings formed 
the focus of a Divisional Clinic in January.  Since then, work has begun to consider an 
appropriate potential starting point for a Student Code of Conduct, to look at the non-
academic operation and development of SDC, to be more adept at dealing with non-
academic misconduct, and to being to link in with the work that has been undertaken by 
Team Durham on University-level sports teams. 

The discipline group had far-ranging discussions across the whole spectrum of student 
behaviour and misconduct: 

 Within College Residential Communities; 

 Within College Clubs and Societies; 

 Within other Clubs and Societies e.g. Student Union groups; 

 Appropriate reporting of issues that arise on the College sports field (inter-collegiate 
games): it should be noted that separate work has been ongoing looking at the Team 
Durham code of conduct for University Sports’ Teams and their players. 

We concluded: 

 Through the plethora of social events that come as part and parcel of the Wider 
Student Experience, and which take place in the confines of a small city, with around 
a quarter of the population being student, what might be termed as “pack 
behaviours”, can unfortunately come to the fore. This leads to the issues in the City 
on evenings that we have recently had reported to us by the police, and also can 
make the press. 

 Engagement with certain areas of the local community is at a low point. With a 
number of residential areas being student dominated, this leads to tensions with 
local residents when boundaries are crossed. Student and residents’ perception of 
these boundaries can be different. 

 The process of passing serious misconduct through the General Regulations is slow, 
with SDC wishing to consider academic offences as its highest priority, and the dying 
out and complications of utilizing rustication has led to students feeling untouchable 
when not on University premises.  

 At its most general, the University response should centre on the three key themes 
of engendering an appropriate culture in student (and wider community), 
undertaking a process of education of students, and further ensuring institutional-
wide transparency. This should take place through further conversations looking at 
how to generate culture change, communicate with students, the disciplinary 
process itself, including sanctions, and our relationship with external stakeholders.  



A  Divisional Clinic (19th Jan) discussed issues which range from changing the culture within 
the University, to communication, process and policy. At the first Colleges’ Board of term, it 
was felt that on paper, at least, current University procedures are generally good, but there 
are problems with the way they are implemented and the speed at which things happen.  

In-line with the remit from Colleges Board we have thus proposed a number of 
recommendations that can be implemented in both the short and long term. Some first 
steps towards scoping out some of these out (Code of Conduct, SDC function) has begun. 

Report Structure 

1. Initial Group Brief, and short overview of previous work. 
2. Discipline Group’s major findings. 
3. Divisional Clinic discussion overview 
4. Colleges Board comments 
5. Discipline Groups’ Recommendations. 
6. Ongoing work. 
7. Next steps. 

Appendix 1: Full notes from Divisional Clinic. 
Appendix 2: Student Union Discipline Report. 

1. Initial Group Brief and previous work 

Discipline in the student body has come under increasing (and renewed) focus in the most 
recent past. This is unfortunately bringing the University and the Students Union into 
disrepute, and has led the issue moving higher up the University Risk Register. The press can 
be quick to pick up on stories, with claims that we educate a privileged few, and there is a 
feeling in the town that with majority of non-first year students living in private residence, 
students can seem untouchable.  

In 2013 work was done in this general area, which came from the context of student 
misbehaviour in private accommodation. It concluded that most things were ill-defined and 
led to a review of the general regulations, with individual College Regulations being 
abolished and all discipline (academic and conduct) falling under these being dealt with at 
the most appropriate level, by an Authorised University Officer, with the potential for 
onwards transmission to SDC. 

The final Colleges’ Board of 2017 suggested that the following points be considered: 

 Student Volume has increased so the dynamic has changed within the city – this will 
remain a fact we have to work with; 

 Poor behaviour and language has become normalised; 

 There are a high number of clubs, societies and committees which result in large 
quantities of group socials in Colleges and across the city; 

 Drugs are more prevalent; 

 Pre-loading with high ABV spirits is more prevalent; 

 The consequences for poor behaviour are often not clear to students, and thus don’t 
serve as a strong enough deterrent; 

 The police are perceived as being less robust with the students; 

 The difference between individual and corporate (group/pack) responsibility; 

 Education must involve student leaders; 



 Student leaders need education themselves; 

 There is a cultural belief in hedonism; 

 There is a relationship between discipline and welfare; 

 There is a lack of clarity about the roles and responsibilities of staff in this area 
Colleges. 

We thus need to consider: what do we (the institution) stand for?  Who do we attract? How 
do we manage the beliefs that the privileged have extra rights? What is the causality? 

2. Groups’ Major Findings 

There is a perceived lack of ‘appropriate’ sanctions for conduct offences amongst students. 
SDC seems loathed to expel students, which leads to (particularly) livers-out feeling 
untouchable. The language of non-major in the regulations, has the perception of lowering 
the seriousness of alleged offences to students, if treated at a local level. Ten years plus ago, 
the majority of finalists lived back in college, and with the then use and application of local 
regulations (as opposed to License Agreements) Colleges could exclude students from living 
back-in; this was a powerful message and deterrent as if this happened, the student in 
question would be one of the only members of their year not back in the community.  

There needs to be a method whereby students know that the University has powers to 
sanction them in the short-term, whilst still completing their degree in the long-term. Whilst 
it is acknowledged that rustication still exists within the General Regulations, as part of the 
definition of exclusion (2(c) ii), and can still be used as a sanction for both a major and non-
major offences, it can be problematic to use (ensuring a student is able to return to their 
programme of study, with the required support from the academic department) and it is 
also not totally clear if it can be used for a non-major offence 

When Colleges consisted of more balanced communities there was also a normalising 
influence of finalists, combined with the Duty Porter, within the college community. This is 
not present in a street, some of which have become almost student ghettos.  

The majority of the student population are known to be pleasant and well-mannered 
(young) people most of the time. However, this doesn’t stop foolish behaviour of the few, 
especially when on a night out as part of a large group, when playing to the crowd can 
become more attractive in the moment etc. Similarly, large groups of students in the city 
(often being more noisy than they perceive themselves to be) can be an intimidating 
presence). University is a place where students come to learn and grow as individuals, 
therefore when dealing with incidences of misconduct, there needs to be differences 
between the first-time offenders (which should never happen again) and the repeat 
offenders, as per the criminal justice with quick-issue fixed penalties for 
drugs/driving/urinating/drinking etc., mindful of the severity of the alleged offence.  

With changes to data protection and the University policy, further work will be required to 
consider how bringing the University into disrepute is reported back to the institution (when 
is this appropriate, how is this dealt with). This links with the societal shift in attitudes 
towards drinking, and the perception that police treat students differently. How is drunken 
behaviour dealt with in wider society? How has a change in drinking behaviours (larger 
amounts tend to consumed on a more infrequent basis by students now) affected things? 

Within the institution we need to find appropriate methods for the reporting of discipline. 
What are appropriate statistics that should be kept? Where should these be sent? Can and 



should we publish anonymised outcomes (and or good news stories) to the local 
community? 

On certain occasions, it will be appropriate to deal with the individual separately from the 
team or society they are part of. It may be appropriate that various levels of sanctions are 
applied, which can differ across the membership of a team or club. Similarly, a social in the 
name of a college team may actually be made up of the supporters, rather than the 
participants. How is this dealt with? 

What is the procedure for dealing with a group composed of students from across a number 
of Colleges? 

Socials for teams and societies can sometimes consist of more supporters than participants. 
How are issues with these dealt with fairly and transparently? 

In whatever we do, care needs to be taken that events and socials don’t become over 
regulated as this will drive things underground. A culture of mutual respect needs to exist 
between in particular the college staff and students, but particularly their leaders.  

Additionally, there is a perception that things are dealt with consistently across the 
institution. We must be transparent. Ultimately these issues will impact on NSS and league-
table metrics. Losing student respect and buy-in will negatively affect these metrics too. 

3. Divisional Clinic Discussion Overview 

The full discussion is available in appendix 1, but the headlines are as follows 

Cultures – Identifying the Challenge 

This group looked at: 

1) Have student attitudes and behaviours changed over time? Last 10 years?  
2) What are the current behavioural issues? 

a. In the college environment; 
b. Livers’ out residential areas; 
c. In the City. 

3) Are there aspects of our student culture and our University environment that 
enable/facilitate/lead to these behaviours? 

The headline findings were: that there is a self-centred attitude amongst the students, with 
some showing a lack of respect and expecting an entitlement; in wider society extreme 
behaviour is becoming normalised, and things like social media give things more visibility;  
the size and composition of the University has led to issues becoming more noticeable, 
coupled with the our communities growing beyond a manageable scale. 

Cultures – Roles and Responsibilities  

The group looked at the questions below in bold. The headline findings were: that students 
as peers are influential, and they must be empowered to effect positive leadership; work 
needs to be undertake to prevent things take place in the first place; all levels of staff should 
feel empowered to deal with students in appropriate ways. 

Communication 

This group considered: 

1) How do we make the regulations accessible and digestible to students? 



2) How do we develop a mutually agreed and effective student discipline charter? 
3) How can the messages of a good citizenship be reinforced throughout a student’s 

time at Durham? Are there opportunities that we are missing? 
4) How should sanctions effectively be communicated, to maintain relationships with 

students? 

Headline findings were that any code must be short and not able to be picked apart, and 
perhaps focus on our common purpose. The University is also risk averse, how does this 
affect what we do? 

Community Liaison 

This group considered: 

1) How can external partners most effectively support work around student 
behaviour and misconduct in DU? 

2) Are there new partnerships that could be established? 
3) Is there a difference between our approach to dealing with incidents perpetrated 

by groups carrying the DU name and incidents perpetrated by more informal 
social groups? 

Headline findings were we need to make a decision of where and how we might take a 
proportionate amount of responsibility back and communicate what we are doing with the 
community. This requires greater transparency, and would portray the University as a Force 
for good, raising aspirations. 

Policy, Process and Sanctions 

This group considered: 

1) What makes for good sanctions? What should be avoided? 
2) What are the current challenges in implementing sanctions at the various stages of 

our current processes? 
3) What are the arguments in favour of or against: 

a. a new stage in the disciplinary process for non-academic discipline, cases 
sitting between the College and SDC; 

b. formally splitting SDC into academic and non-academic committees? 

Key findings were that we need more clarity between “Major” and “Other offences; 

restorative justice doesn’t work if one party is not happy with it, and similarly training won’t 

affect change if someone doesn’t believe they are wrong; fines were generally believed to 

be inappropriate; adding a new level between the College and SDC would need very careful 

consideration, but some form of central body to deal with cases of conflicts of interest, or 

when students come from multiple-colleges would be welcomed. 

4.  Colleges Board Discussion 

Two reports were presented at Colleges’ Board (25th Jan and 22nd Feb), and concerns have 
been addressed in this final version for WSE. In particular Colleges Board commented: 

 Current university procedures are generally good in principle, though their 
implementation can be slow and cumbersome; 

 A lot of the work that needs to be done should take an education focus to engender a 
change in our culture (and values); 



 Times (and societal norms) are changing ; 

 That SDC is not fit for purpose for non-academic misconduct; 

 Any working group would need terms of reference. Note this idea has been put on hold, 
instead additional work has commenced to begin to further scope out two key areas for 
further consultation: 

o Development of principles that may go into a draft Code of Conduct, which will 
then be stressed tested through appropriate bodies and focus groups of 
students; 

o The wider function of SDC 

 Whilst our procedures and sanctions overall need to consistent, there must still remain a 
degree of flexibility. However: 

o Students from multiple colleges involved in the same incident must be treated in 
the same way; 

o Do we, or how do we deal, with reports from students acting in a “private” 
capacity? 

o Clear procedures need to be in place for dealing with incidents which are out of 
the College and not associated with a College (e.g. students on a Society social). 

Concerns were raised regarding: 

 How do we respond to reports from the police if action has already been taken? 

 If we assume more ownership of problems, how do we draw appropriate boundaries? 

 How might conduct offences that take place on department fieldwork be dealt with – 
are these purely departmental, or can college experience come into play? 

5. Recommendations of the Discipline Group 

We have suggested a large number of points for further consideration and implementation. 
Section 6 highlights where some further work has (just) begun towards further scoping 
some of them so that concrete ideas can be brought forward as part of the next steps. 

Quick wins - Now and until the commencement of the next academic year 

 Change the language involved in our policies, or at the least in their publicity to 
students, away from discipline to misconduct or even better student conduct. 
Consider whether sanction is an appropriate term, or would penalty or something 
else be better? 

 Clear statements (in user friendly language) should be made available on websites, 
both College and University on what is (in)appropriate (mis)conduct of students, this 
may include reference to things like drinking games and initiations as well. These 
need carefully linking to the general regulations so that we don’t tie ourselves in 
knots. Develop publicity of these for induction. 

 Develop a Student Code of Conduct for implementation from October 2018. This 
would be signed up to as part of registration, and used as a publicity: 

o Each College can still brand their own, but they should carry the same key 
messages. 

 Education for students on sanctions for misconduct that may be imposed, giving 
clear explanations. 

 Sanctions used should, where possible, be educational to the students, rather than 
just punitive. Fines are often inappropriate in the current climate for many students. 



 All allegations of non-academic misconduct that involve an individual student be 
dealt with, in the first instance, via the College route, with the AUO, or their nominee 
commencing the investigation. This may of course lead to onwards referral to SDC. 

 The first level of (informal) action against minor misconduct, utilised by Colleges, 
needs to be firmed-up. In the medium term this should be coupled with an outline 
standard process for dealing with College discipline via e.g. a flow chart. This would 
concentrate on explaining the stages of the process to students as opposed to giving 
indicative examples, which should be steered away from. 

 Collection of disciplinary statistics for issues of misconduct, these can be both when 
allegations have been dealt with informally and formally. Presentation already takes 
place to a number of College Councils. Should they be collated centrally? 

 Membership of SDC, where possible, needs more experience of dealing with non-
academic offences, when appropriate. 

Medium Term i.e., From October 2018 over a ~ 3 year time period 

 Review the student Code of Conduct, implemented in Oct 2018 after one year, and 
annually to check the messages being given by it. 

 Develop a rationale for good behaviour and the community affect it has which 
overtime becomes inherent to our students’ way of thinking and behaviours: 

o This could be some form of student sign-up (hard-copy) that lists our 
responsibilities “The institution will” and the student responsibilities “I agree 
to” and these would be based upon University policies; 

 Along with the Alcohol Group, develop further (pre)-induction materials on alcohol 
awareness – e.g. a course to be completed on DUO. This should be linked with the 
work done by the Alcohol Policy Implementation Group and note the report of David 
Held (See Appendix 3). The language used to get the message of the alcohol policy 
publicity out there, particularly around the dangers of over consumption, and what 
behaviours are inappropriate (drinking games), needs to be stronger. The 
implementation of the policy, through the Alcohol implementation and Review 
group, and its effectiveness needs appropriate and further monitoring. 

 Get student buy-in throughout the process. Institution memory is typically three 
years, so we need peer-led work to enable this with current students and make it the 
norm over time. Buy-in has to begin at the earliest stages in the process and requires 
good relationships between JCR and College staff. 

 Look at the appropriateness of the terms “Major” and “Other” offences in the 
general regulations and what their connotations are. 

 Senate Discipline Committee should have College representation amongst its 
membership in its own right, rather than those on Boards of Studies filling vacant 
faculty positions as they arise 

 Investigate the potential of having more serious sanctions available for conduct 
offences that are appropriate. For example: 

o clarification around the use of rustication as an exclusion mechanism for up-
to a year, without the need for SDC referral; 

o the application and enforcement of bans from sports teams for a (term/year) 
that can be applied in a timely fashion, without the need for SDC. 



 Link with the work that has gone on at Team Durham to co-ordinate both process 
and how individuals from University teams are disciplined, to ensure clarity and 
standards. 

 Develop greater clarity over the responsibility of reporting and dealing with issues 
taking place within College Sports team, in all contexts (both the sporting and social 
sides), between the Colleges and Team Durham. 

 Further clarify our relationship with the police. We do value the relationship we 
have.  We acknowledge that students and the local community need to be treated in 
an equal, fair and transparent manner. 

 Appropriate liaison with the community of e.g. good news stories. 

 Training of college bar-staff and porters, and security. 

Longer Term i.e., 3 – 5 year time period 

 Tackle the culture and our values, commencing now to make slow but steady 
change, through education of student leaders over the three year student life-cycle  

 Further enhance how we communicate with applicants, students, alumni, the 
general public  

 With the new Trinitarian structure to Senate (Education, Research and Teaching) 
development of either some form of mid-level discipline arrangements where more 
serious offences/offenders can go (couldn’t exclude students, but could e.g. send 
down for a year…) which would mirror the Sexual Violence and Harassment routes. 
Alternatively look at splitting SDC so that, whilst process is the same, both academic 
and conduct panels can take place as appropriate. 

 To build further our relationships with the Police, local community and reporting. 

6. Ongoing Work 

Sam Dale and Peter Swift are developing some simple principles for a Code of Conduct. 

Initially look to broaden the membership of SDC as currently constituted. The recent call to 
fill vacant positions has encouraged those with WSE experience (from Colleges) who are 
eligible to stand for them. 

A meeting has taken place with the Chair of SDC to consider how non-academic cases can be 
fed through the current structures in a more timely fashion. Further work is beginning to 
scope out a potential model for the future operation of SDC. 

7. Next Steps 

A subgroup to work on developing a draft Code of Conduct from the simple principles that 
can be stress tested by appropriate constituents (Colleges, students, focus groups, academic 
departments that utilize fieldwork) 

Develop a draft for the future operation of SDC (misconduct) for further consideration 

This (or a modified form of this) group, including student representation, to begin to look at 
how the Education side can be taken forward in the sort to medium term, focussing on the 
themes of engendering culture change and communication.  

Turn the above into a paper for UEC ahead of Easter, with two outputs: 

 Recommendations of things that can (and will be) done in the division (to note)  
 Recommendations that require approval to be taken forward.   



Appendix 1: Full Notes from Divisional Clinic 

Cultures- Identifying the Challenge (Facilitator - Martyn Evans) 

The group looked at the questions below in bold. The headline findings were: that there is a 
self-centred attitude amongst the students, with some showing a lack of respect and 
expecting an entitlement; in wider society extreme behaviour is becoming normalised, and 
things like social media give things more visibility;  the size and composition of the 
University has led to issues becoming more noticeable, coupled with the our communities 
growing beyond a manageable scale. 

ASPECTS OF STUDENT CULTURE/UNI ENVIRONMENT THAT LEAD TO THESE BEHAVIOURS 

 Sports Cultures, Livers Out Groups, Colleges →Same problems don’t happen with 

music/theatre …..a cultural problem 

 Fashion Shows, Champagne Society 

 Initiation’s/Socials where there is pressure to drink/do certain things →normalises 

dangerous behaviours, breaks down boundaries, peer pressure. 

 Need for systems for flagging concerns/anonymous reporting  

 How the University communicates with students before their arrival → the problem 

isn’t BORN here. 

 Alcohol related – social side particularly sport 

 Present alternative normal eg. non-alcohol flats, events 

 Freshers Week? Residential Open Days → perception that drinking prevails, culture 

set. 

 Institutional memory needs changing 

 Early sorts arrivals for sport → embeds culture. 

 Colleges are less mixed environments, Freshers predominate 

 Bars quiet → drinking in blocks, pre-drinking, going out. 

 National University culture, indoctrinated and expected prior to university. 

 Present as positive different, healthy 

 Particular sports have issues, not all – ban rugby 

CURRENT BEHAVIOUR ISSUES – College  

 Entitlement, distain for others  → lack of consideration, arrogance 

 Feeling that they will get away with it → untouchable, ‘not my fault’ 

 Feeling that they will get away with it 

 Initiations 

 Inappropriate social themes 

 Noise in accommodation 

 Behaviour on bar crawls 

 Drinking games 

 ‘Invitation only’ groups 

 Intimidation of porters 

 Staff community → packs 



CURRENT BEHAVIOUR ISSUES – Livers Out 

 Entitlement, distain for others  → lack of consideration, arrogance 

 Feeling that they will get away with it → untouchable, ‘not my fault’ 

 Sexual Violence & Misconduct 

 Drinking Culture and drugs 

CURRENT BEHAVIOUR ISSUES – City 

 Feeling that Durham bubble is above the law. 

ARE THERE ASPECTS OF STUDENT CULTURE & OUR UNI ENVIRONMENT THAT ENABLE 
THESE BEHAVIOURS? 

 Police Attitude 

 The ‘Bubble’ effect 

 Drinking Culture 

 Culture of entitlement and lack of respect 

 Feeling that people can ‘push back’ against authority 

 Returner influence 

 Entitlement for paying fees 

 ‘There is nothing you can do to get kicked out of Durham’ 

 Student-led, can lead to a lack of partnership between students and the Uni 

 Lack of consistency between college discipline 

HAS STUDENT BEHAVIOUR CHANGED? 

 Was plenty of bad behaviour before 

 ‘How do we make this event/social/etc. bigger and better than last year?’ 

 Entitlement from paying fees → students are students/consumers as and when it 

suits the University.  Are they customers or not? 

 Good culture change in areas, e.g. racism. 

 Student/University relationship more transactional 

 Lack of respect for staff and fellow students 

 Sense of entitlement 

 Increased use of drugs 

 Greater awareness of sexual violence/willingness to call out inappropriate behaviour 

 Students ‘play harder’ 

 Social media 

 Students more likely/willing to speak with College staff 

 The extreme end of behaviour has become more extreme 

 Sense of anonymity in College/University Community 

 Have pressure on students increased?  Pressure cooker environment? 

 Rate of increase in size of College community/residential community 

 Is the problem with sports teams specifically? 

 Is ‘pushing boundaries’/transgressing an integral part of maturation/development? 

 Clubs have become more important than the Colleges. 



 Peer pressure/bullying discourages students from speaking up against poor conduct 

 Alcohol is not an excuse 

 Colleges cease to function as intended when they grow beyond a certain size. 

 

Cultures: Roles and Responsibilities (Facilitator: Ann MacLarnon) 

The group looked at: 

1) What is the role of student leadership in tackling unacceptable behaviours and 
promoting cultural change? 

2) How can we empower staff to effectively manage cases of misconduct at a range of 
levels? 

3) How could we objectively measure behaviour and changes in behaviour over time? 

The headline findings were: that students as peers are influential, and they must be 
empowered to effect positive leadership; work needs to be undertake to prevent things 
take place in the first place; all levels of staff should feel empowered to deal with students 
in appropriate ways. 

What is the role of student leadership in tackling unacceptable behaviours and promoting 
cultural change? 

 Students, as peers, are particularly influential and powerful 

 Student leaders have varied senses of motivation – some see themselves as aligned with 
college leadership/management, and others as more separate (them and us). This isn’t 
simply related to sabbatical/non-sabbatical JCR Presidents and may vary year to year, as 
well as college to college 

 We need to empower, train from the start, and support student leaders, e.g. making 
clear that when they assert their authority on behalf of the community in general we will 
back them. Many actions, formal and informal, encompassed here from college staff. 

 Many colleges report student leaders clearly buying into, and promoting citizenship, 
community-living, membership of a community – i.e. purposes of behavioural 
expectations and sanctions 

 Social media are very important as sources of information, views among students, 
including pre-arrival – how might we influence this? 

 Team captains/social secretaries should to some extent be held responsible for the 
behaviour of their teams in team situations, socials etc . e.g. expected to lead by 
example, to challenge misconduct,  to inform on bad behaviour, and to inform on who 
was responsible for incidents – otherwise ‘team punishment’ may ensue 

 Student leaders need to have accurate information on the behaviours that attract 
sanctions, what levels of sanctions etc, so they can pass on the threat, including the 
lasting impact on careers etc of any criminal record 

 Overall, college staff need to work together with student leaders to promote the 
purpose of behavioural norms and expectations 

 Bystander training provided by DSU has been very well received and, anecdotally, made 
use of in a number of reported incidents 



 The low numbers of returners living in college mean different generations of students 
are less well interconnected and leadership is not so embedded in the broader 
community 

How can we empower staff to effectively manage cases of misconduct at a range of 
levels? 

 At the disciplinary end of managing misconduct, greater consistency, clarity of 
procedures and commonality in punishments would be helpful. E.g. some colleges 
impose fines and others don’t, though requiring costs of clearing up is normal 

 We need to empower, train and support all staff. E.g. porters, cleaners, food services 
staff all engage frequently with students, and often do a very good job of dealing with 
low level misbehaviour, and of taking preventive action. Some can be over assertive, and 
others timid, and more support would be helpful. 

 We need to communicate to staff about the misconduct proceedings and outcomes. 
Staff report incidents, and it is useful that they know the outcome – to see that action 
has been taken, or why it has not. Trust in the systems is very useful, promoting a sense 
of working together, community norms etc. There were some concerns raised about the 
impact of the new Data Protection legislation and/or the way in which it is being 
interpreted by some advisors. We need clear and effective guidelines enabling 
appropriate communication 

 Separate or distinctive routes for academic and non-academic misconduct hearing etc 
would be helpful as there is a sense that academically strong students are dealt with 
leniently by current processes. Again communication about outcomes would be helpful  

 Increase in size of colleges has made promoting a broad sense of colleges harder – e.g. 
cannot get a whole community together (or one year group) in most colleges. Chad’s has 
obligatory attendance at JCR meetings but presumably no other colleges, except 
possibly John’s, could manage this because of space, never mind any other factors 

 Sports teams coaches are very important influences and role models 

 Should staff confront student misbehaviour ‘out of hours’, e.g. in pubs, around Durham? 
Most saw this as a matter of citizenship more broadly among staff. Some voiced concern 
over ‘always being on duty’ 

How could we objectively measure behaviour and changes in behaviour over time? 

 As a minimum we should collate regular data on misconduct hearings and outcomes – 
this cannot be simplistically interpreted but is a start. 

 Behavioural issues falling outside/below this threshold are harder to measure, may need 
some qualitative data collection 

Other points noted: 

 Should we shorten Freshers’ Week to reduce the partying atmosphere? 

 Sense of entitlement because of tuition fees and some family backgrounds are 
problematic 

 Students laugh at us, don’t find punishments effective,  and don’t read emails 

 Code of Conduct – you will do/we will do – for students would be helpful. As members 
of the university/college 

 



Code of Conduct and Communication (Facilitator: Dave Harper) 

This group considered: 

5) How do we make the regulations accessible and digestible to students? 
6) How do we develop a mutually agreed and effective student discipline charter? 
7) How can the messages of a good citizenship be reinforced throughout a student’s 

time at Durham? Are there opportunities that we are missing? 
8) How should sanctions effectively be communicated, to maintain relationships with 

students? 

Headline findings were that any code must be short and not able to be picked apart, and 
perhaps focus on our common purpose. The University is also risk averse, how is this 
considered?  

 One page Code of Conduct (bomb proof) 

 Independent reviews 

 Ethos statement 

 Repetitive 

 Unification of procedures (communication) 

 Commonality of Penalties (communication), Discipline Charter?. 

 Common purpose 

 Better education of consequence. 

 Student-led controller 

 Exec – JCR key link to communication. 

 Social media 

 Personal engagement year-to- year 

 JCR communicate sanctions – help formulate principles for independent living in 

communication, student leaders. 

 Where discipline implemented?  Impact 

 Additional resources 

 More clarity on DSO’s. 

Liaison with the Local Community (Facilitator: Sam Dale) 

This group considered: 

1) How can external partners most effectively support work around student 
behaviour and misconduct in DU? 

2) Are there new partnerships that could be established? 

3) Is there a difference between our approach to dealing with incidents perpetrated 
by groups carrying the DU name and incidents perpetrated by more informal 
social groups? 

Headline findings were we need to make a decision of where and how we might take a 
proportionate amount of responsibility back and communicate what we are doing with the 
community. This requires greater transparency, and would portray the University as a Force 
for good, raising aspirations  



LOCAL COMMUNITY 

 Who can lead on discipline?  Need to be able to work across colleges/university 

 Policy not fit for purpose? Shared houses with multiple College members 

 Supportive of change to taking ownership of Student behaviour in community 

 Engagement with Landlords.  Recognise this is difficult.  Identify Responsibilities 

 Engagement with neighbourhood watch 

 DURF 

 Sanctions: Community service in the community 

 Sense of leniency; students ‘getting away with it’ 

 Police powers have increased but not known about. 

 Publicise outcomes of disciplinary outcome. 

 Police ‘letting students off lightly’ 

 Sense of entitlement 

 Local people are frightened 

 Lack of interaction – build on Ustinov, work on engaging with the community. 

 JCR Position ‘Community Engagement’/Student Mediators 

 Student code of conduct.  Root and branch review of ‘Livers Out’ guide. 

 Lack of Info/ access into University. 

 Challenge of knowing where students at -  Addresses not always updated. 

 D Entry into University 

 Set of webpages 

 Colleges still picking up some local residency issue 

 College liaison with the community 

 Representation at DURF?? 

 Support for JCR ‘Community Engagement’ role.  Student Mediators 

 Everyone agrees with direction of travel 

 Addressing patterns of behaviour 

 Educate students pre-arrival 

 VM ‘Code of Conduct’ going through the motions, good tool in the box 

 Peer education by student leaders  

 Recruitment messages: social responsibility. 

 Ustinov Community email. 

 Membership of FB groups.  Social media monitoring. 

 Communication of what the University does for the community. 

 Building relationships. 

 Even the most amazing students can get dragged into this behaviour – peer 

influence. 

 ISC Students in Durham. As far as residents are concerned, they are Durham 

students. 

 The bubble effect – feeling that being in Durham makes you ‘above the law’ 

 Protective feeling of College in past – keeping students away from the police. 

 The way students treat roads and pavements 



 Impact on users of the city, roads, waste 

 Proactive approach from College, e.g. Sheraton Park 

 DURF – not particularly welcoming to students 

 JCRs – community engagement role? 

 SU housing talks – bring in a resident to chat to students 

 Students living in the city are also negatively impacted – not all students are part of 

this noise/partying problem. 

 Live in exec – reduced because of cost – less older students to police. 

 Pay returners to keep an eye/reduced accommodation fees to encourage older 

students to live in. 

 DO we train staff in PBSAs?? 

 Impact of University security not going round anymore? Police might not come until 

severity has increased.  Police might take longer to respond. 

 Public don’t necessarily know where to go with a problem 

 Encourage students to develop relationships with neighbours 

TRANSPARENCY OF WHAT WE DO: 

 More transparent about action taken 

 Expectation of what we will do – event/incident- publicise what we did. 

 Communication of positive stories?  Newsletter?? 

The following were also mentioned: 

 Back responsibility; reasonable, proportionate, evidence based: Ustinov case study 

 Greater transparency about our engagement with the community 

 Articulate positive impact 

 Dedicated website/community communications.  

 Publish disciplinary outcomes 

 Point of contact/entry to the University. ‘CLO’ 

 Ideas 

 New policy 

 Greater interaction with community groups 

 JCR ‘Community Engagement’ role/peer education. 

 

Processes and Sanctions (Facilitator: Tom Allen) 

This group considered: 

4) What makes for good sanctions? What should be avoided? 
5) What are the current challenges in implementing sanctions at the various stages of 

our current processes? 
6) What are the arguments in favour of or against: 

a. a new stage in the disciplinary process for non-academic discipline, cases 
sitting between the College and SDC; 

b. formally splitting SDC into academic and non-academic committees? 



Key findings were that we need more clarity between “Major” and “Other offences; 

restorative justice doesn’t work if one party is not happy with it, and similarly training won’t 

affect change if someone doesn’t believe they are wrong; fines were generally believed to 

be inappropriate; adding a new level between the College and SDC would need very careful 

consideration, but some form of central body to deal with cases of conflicts of interest, or 

when students come from multiple-colleges would be welcomed. 

 What happens when incident is students from more than one College?  Sport Team?  

Department Field Trip?  E.g.  Jan being asked to investigate because incident 

majority Hild Bede. 

 Need a Formal Process 

 Current inconsistency between College 

 Different severity of sanctions 

 To what extent do Team Durham get involved?  College Staff don’t know about this. 

 Colleges unaware of things that go on outside of College, e.g. investigations, 

incidents in town, Team Durham sanctions. 

 Confidentiality complication → can’t publicise = no deterrent effect. 

 Bias→ students and staff see very often (either for the reason that they frequently 

misbehave, never because they are really engaged, fantastic student) may be treated 

differently. 

 Inconsistency in College of SV cases→ process has not been properly embedded yet 

= very distressing for student who reports. 

 Anyone investigating needs to have knowledge of College, who can support but also 

investigate/discipline → we have procedure but it can become complex in cases. 

 Tariff System → sliding scale, potentially publish?  Although could tie you up in knots 

 Incidents dealt with in College → should be able to discuss with counterpart in 

another College to ensure consistency. 

 Inconsistency in whether students can have a student rep with them in a disciplinary. 

 Academic disciplinaries often more straightforward; cheating in an exam = expulsion, 

not mirrored for behavioural offences. 

 Publish anonymised information as a deterrent? 

 What happens when something is criminal but is kept in College, i.e. doesn’t get to 

SDC? 

 Currently not using full range of sanctions. 

 When College thinks it was se3vere enough for SDC 

 SDC → Panel/triage →SDC 

 Give range of sanctions → examples but not exhaustive. 

 Does SDC give out enough sanctions for minor offences or are these too frequently 

passed back to College. 

 

 

  



Appendix 2: Durham SU Statement on Behaviour, Dec 17 

You will be aware of the several incidents of poor student behaviour which have been 
reported publicly this term, as well as many more incidents which have not. As Student 
Officers we have responded to some of these cases separately, but given the appalling and 
systemic nature of some of these incidents, we feel that a broader response is required. For 
the sake of clarity, we absolutely condemn behaviour that damages the student community 
and the wider community in which we are situated, and want to see a strong, coherent and 
coordinated response to this from all parties, because we all have the right to live in a 
Durham free from harassment, bullying, and sexual violence and misconduct. 

The following are required urgently: 

● A renewed statement on the responsibilities and behaviour expected of anyone in 
the Durham University and City community, and particularly of student, university 
and community leaders:  
This needs to be a single, consistent, living document co-created with student 
leaders, the local community, and the university. We see the collaborative process of 
building this document to be just as important as the output, and Durham SU is keen 
to be involved in shaping this process. This should include across the board 
recognition, public discussion and condemnation of the common cultural elements 
behind the incidents and poor behaviour we see.  The goal of this work is to build a 
shared understanding and agreement that while individuals are responsible for their 
own actions, it is our joint responsibility to shape the culture in which these actions 
happen, and to create a diverse student community in which we have the awareness 
necessary to live together in a spirit of tolerance and respect. 

● A review of culture and leadership within student communities, especially those 
where we see higher levels of disrespectful behaviours:  
We need to understand, in our own context, the pre-conditions, behaviours and 
contributing factors that create a culture where the values of respect and tolerance 
aren’t being upheld. This needs to be done rapidly, and include recommendations on 
key points for intervention, and what those actions should be to enable culture 
change.  The goal of this work is to form an evidenced understanding of how culture 
is formed and upheld within Durham’s student groups, and how we can take a values 
led approach to changing it.  

● A review and setting of expectations, including students as equal partners, of how 
disciplinary proceedings are applied across departments and colleges resulting in 
actions to ensure consistency: 
The first part of this should be a review of the process when an offence is deemed to 
be ‘non-major’ and ‘major’ by the college or department, to ensure that this 
standard is consistently applied. Even the appearance that a situation is being dealt 
with ‘in-house’ in order to protect reputations threatens to undermine the process 
and our wider efforts to promote cultural change. It is necessary that no 
consideration other than the severity of the offence is allowed to form part of that 
decision.  
The second part should be creating a place in the process of dealing with individual 
disciplinary cases where student leaders are consistently included. This must be 
across colleges, departments and the University, so that student leaders have the 



power and understanding to protect and shape their communities in the interests of 
students.  
Thirdly, Senate must set the expectation to Senate Discipline Committee that it takes 
offences against student and local communities as seriously as academic offences, 
and ask the PVC Colleges & Student Experience to keep this under continuous 
review. We cannot tolerate a situation in which students are regularly expelled for 
cheating in exams but serious damage to our community and its reputation is 
treated as the place for controlling the damage to that reputation, while neglecting 
to take seriously the cultural change we need across Durham. The goal of these three 
discipline related pieces of work is to afford legitimacy to these processes through 
collaborative critical review and improvement, because we all have the right to live 
in a university community free from harassment, bullying, and sexual violence and 
misconduct. 

  

 


