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                                 Shaped by the past,  creating the future  
 
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Annual Report of Senate Discipline Committee 2012/13 
 
Purpose of Communication: The report sets out the number and nature of student discipline cases 
investigated by Senate Discipline Committee in accordance with General Regulation IV — Discipline 
during the 2012/13 academic year.  It also reports on key issues emerging from the cases considered 
and makes recommendations for improved practice. 
 
Consultation to date:  The report was considered at the 28 April 2014 meeting of SESC and the 28 
May 2014 meeting of Education Committee, which endorsed the recommendation in the report. The 
report was originally approved by the Chair of Senate Discipline Committee (Professor Madeline 
Eacott).  Comments received from the Deputy Academic Registrar were factored into the final version 
of the report.   
 
Action Requested: Senate is asked to consider the action requested in paragraph 23.  
 
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 24 June 2014.   
 
Contact for further information:  Mr Joshua McKim, Assistant Registrar, Academic Support Office, 
joshua.mckim@durham.ac.uk, ext: 46488  
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Annual report of Senate Discipline Committee (SDC) 2012/13 

Background 

1. The University’s Senate Discipline Committee operates in accordance with General 
Regulations IV — Discipline 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/. Central to the Discipline 
Regulations are section 5 which sets out the types of “major” offences, section 6 on the “other” 
offences procedure, and section 4 which identifies the Authorised University Officers (AUO) 
responsible for assessing whether an alleged offence could be “major” and should therefore be 
referred to the Chair/Deputy Chair of SDC for further consideration.  It is important to note that 
for any case heard by SDC, if the allegation of a major offence is proved, the normal penalty is 
expulsion from the University.  If a student is found to have committed a major offence, they 
may submit an appeal against this judgment to the Council Student Appeals Committee 
(CSAC) under section 8.  If a student remains dissatisfied with the outcome of the disciplinary 
process after the CSAC stage, they may complain to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator 
(OIA) for Higher Education. 

2. This report provides an overview of the operation of the Discipline Regulations and cases 
referred to SDC during 2012/13, and identifies issues of University policy or practice that 
require further consideration by the University.  The report was submitted to the 28 April 2014 
meeting of SESC and the 28 May 2014 meeting of Education Committee (which endorsed the 
recommendation in paragraph 23). This final version of the report will also be submitted to the 
15 July 2014 meeting of Council for information. 

Methodology 

3. This report is based on the operation of the Discipline Regulations and any student discipline 
cases considered, referred or heard in relation to them during the 2012/13 academic year.  The 
time required to conclude some discipline issues may stretch over two or more academic years.  
For the purposes of reporting, such discipline cases are normally included in the report for the 
academic year in which the discipline issue arose (although in some cases where there are 
general issues raised by the nature or outcome of the discipline process they may be discussed 
in subsequent reports).  

4. This report does not include statistics on minor or other discipline issues that are dealt with at 
local Departmental, College and Office levels.  It is assumed that a significant number of cases 
are dealt with at these levels without notification to the Academic Support Office. 

Overview and Analysis of Discipline Case in 2012/13 

5. Overall there were 3 discipline cases referred to a hearing by SDC in 2012/13 as compared to 
8 in 2011/12, 12 in 2010/11 and 7 in 2009/10.  This is a significant decline in the number of 
cases over previous years however it is not known whether this is the result of year-on-year 
fluctuation.  One case related to a long standing criminal misconduct case.  The other two 
cases related to cheating in January postgraduate Business School examinations.  These 
cases and those for 2011/12 and 2010/11 are detailed in Annex 1.  Due to the very small 
number of students involved in discipline proceedings the statistics indicate no bias against any 
particular group of students. 

6. The number of CSAC appeals following SDC cases was zero last year which is the result of the 
low number of SDC cases. CSAC cases had remained at a steady state previously (3 in 
2011/12, 3 in 2010/11).  

7. There are no discipline cases currently being reviewed by the Office of the Independent 
Adjudicator (OIA) and no legal claims in relation to discipline cases.  The OIA reviewed a 
complaint about a discipline case from 2011/12 and decided in July 2013 that the complaint 
was “not justified.” 

8. Two students were formally suspended by the Academic Registrar under General Regulations 
VI – Suspension in 2012/13.  In one case the suspension ended when the student graduated 
from the University.  In the second case the student’s case was later referred to a SDC hearing. 
One student remains suspended since June 2012 pending completion of legal action and any 
subsequent University action. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/
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Proposed Change to Quoracy of a SDC Committee hearing 

9. Following discussions in 2013 with student members of the committee, Senate is asked to 
consider approving a proposed change to the wording of the composition of a quorum hearing 
of SDC to consider an individual allegation. Currently under General Regulations IV – Discipline 
5) b) vi) bullet point 4 the student accused of a major offence is able to express a wish that 
student members of the committee do not sit to hear their case: 

“advice that, unless he/she expresses a wish to the contrary before the date of the hearing, the 
student members will sit as members of the Senate Discipline Committee;” 

It is suggested that this wording be deleted.  

10. Student members of a SDC Committee bring a valuable perspective to the hearing and 
consideration of an individual case and can provide an important additional perspective to that 
of the staff members of the committee.  There is no evidence to indicate that the students’ 
perspective may lead to a harsher or more lenient judgement of an individual case than staff 
members of the committee.  As there are always three members of staff members sitting to 
hear an individual case, staff will always outnumber student members.  

11. The reasons why a student accused may not wish students to sit as members of the committee 
are not currently requested so there is no data to evaluate.  Giving a student accused this 
option may have been based on reflecting a perception that fellow students may not respect 
confidentiality or be biased in their approach to a particular case.   

12. The University has worked with the Students’ Union to ensure that student members of the 
Committee are selected annually by the Union from those students who are elected or 
appointed by their peers to positions of responsibility within the Union or on University 
committees.  This enhances confidence that student members of SDC will be professional in 
their perspective and not be biased in their approach to a particular case.  In addition, all 
student members receive training in the Discipline regulations and sign a confidentiality 
agreement prior to sitting on a SDC Committee. 

13. Senate is thus asked to consider approving the proposal to remove the option for a student 
accused to express a wish that student members do not sit as member of a Committee and 
thereby require that in all cases the Committee will be comprised of the Chair/Deputy Chair, 
two members of staff, and two student members. SESC and Education Committee have both 
endorsed this proposal.  

Academic Offences 

Review of the University’s assessment irregularities policies and procedures 

14. In the 2011/12 Discipline Annual report it was proposed that a review of policies and 
procedures for assessment irregularities be conducted to include Learning and Teaching 
Handbook section 6.2.4: “University Guidance on Procedures in respect of Assessment 
Irregularities” and any consequential changes to General Regulations IV – Discipline and 
General Regulations VIII – Examinations.  This work has not been significantly advanced 
during the past year and it is unclear whether resources will be available during 2014/15 to 
undertake this review.  

15. The review, when conducted, will focus on enhancing guidance specifically to address 
emerging academic misconduct issues (particularly contract cheating), sanctions available to 
Invigilation Panels, and to ensure that lower levels of plagiarism can be dealt with 
proportionately and effectively by Plagiarism Panels in accordance with Discipline and 
Examinations Regulations. 

Support for academic departments, colleges and service departments with Discipline 
cases 

16. Where student misconduct issues arise they should always be dealt with at the lowest 
appropriate level.  Whilst some members of staff may have experience in dealing with 
disciplinary issues, academic departments and colleges in particular require assistance with 
management of serious misconduct cases.  In the past, some incidents of poor student 
behaviour were escalated to SDC inappropriately where more formal management of student 
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misconduct at an earlier stage or lower level could have been employed.  In particular, the 
principles of the “other” offences procedure have been successfully used in the past year to 
deal with serious misconduct incidents that were not clearly major offences.   

17. On 4 occasions, ASO supported investigations by colleges under the “other” offences 
procedure.  Early formal disciplinary action reduced the number of allegations referred to SDC 
and ensured that those referred are more appropriate for consideration as major offences by 
SDC.  No students subject to an “other” offences warning were subsequently referred to SDC in 
relation to new misconduct incidents but this will continue to be monitored.  

18. Students investigated under the “other” offences procedure were also informed that any 
decision or punishment imposed may be appealed to SDC.  No cases were appealed to SDC in 
2012/13. 

19. There was a small decrease in the number of cases proactively supported by SDC (24 in 
2012/13, 29 in 2011/12, 25 in 2010/11) and overall the number remains at a steady state.  SDC 
remains committed to provide support and training to departments and colleges to manage 
serious misconduct cases.  A breakdown and analysis of these cases is set out in Table 4 of 
Annex 1. 

Enhancing practice 

Training for key staff involved in student discipline cases 

20. On 12 May 2014, a training session will be held concerning the policies, procedures and 
regulations relating to misconduct and disciplinary cases.  The training is intended for 
Authorised University Officers including College Heads and Chairs of Boards of Examiners as 
well as other staff members who deal with disciplinary issues including Departmental 
Secretaries and Senior Tutors.  This training is expected to be held twice yearly and will include 
scenarios to build staff familiarity and experience in dealing with misconduct and disciplinary 
issues. 

21. In addition, training courses are also provided each year for incoming and returning student and 
staff members of SDC which focuses specifically on the roles and responsibilities of these 
members.  

22. These training sessions are annual events.  Individual advice and guidance are routinely 
provided on an ad hoc basis to members of staff dealing with incidents of student misconduct. 

Action requested 

23. Senate is asked to:  

a. receive the information in this report;  

b. consider approving the proposal to remove the option for a student accused to express a 
wish that student members do not sit as member of a Committee (and thereby require that 
in all cases the Committee will be comprised of the Chair/Deputy Chair, two members of 
staff, and two student members), and the associated revision to the wording of General 
Regulations IV – Discipline 5) b) vi) bullet point 4 (paras. 9-13).  
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Annex 1 Student discipline statistics 
 
Table 1: Comparison of type and outcome of cases SDC considered 12/13 versus 11/12, and 10/11 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 Plagiarism Cheating in exams Misconduct Totals 

 12/13 11/12 10/11 12/13 11/12 10/11 12/13 11/12 10/11 12/1
3 

11/12 10/11 

UG 0 0 0 0 2 3 1 1 5 1 3 8 

PGT 0 4 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 5 4 

PGR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Totals 0 4 3 2 3 4 1 1 5 3 8 12 

Outco
me 

 3 
students 
found 
guilty 
 
1 
withdrew 
before 
SDC 
held 

All 3 
students 
found 
guilty 
 
All 3 
students 
expelled 

1 student 
awarded 
0% 
owing to 
EMFs, 
resit as 
second 
attempt 
(1) 
 
1 student 
expelled. 
(2) 

All 3 
allegations 
proved 
 
1 student 
module was 
reduced to 
0% and no 
Masters 
awarded 
 
1 student 
partially 
upheld; resit 
as second 
attempt 
 
1 student 
expelled 

All 4 
students 
found 
guilty 
 
3 students 
expelled 
 
1 student 
module 
score was 
reduced to 
40% 

1 
student 
found 
guilty 
and 
expelle
d 

1 student 
withdrew 
prior to 
SDC 

All 5 
students 
found guilty 
 
3 students 
expelled 
 
1 student 
signed an 
undertaking 
 
1 student 
rusticated 
until 
October 
2012 due to 
EMF and to 
write 
apology and 
undergo 
counselling. 

   



 

Academic Support Office  Senate Discipline  
Committee 

1 

 

Note: Exceptional Mitigating Features (EMF) 
1. In Table 1, for all cases formally heard before SDC in 2012/13, the allegations of a major 

offence were proved.  In two cases it was decided that the normal penalty of expulsion was 
appropriate and the students were expelled.  In the other case, due to the presence of 
exceptional mitigating features, SDC determined that expulsion was inappropriate and a lesser 
penalty was imposed. 

2. Table 2 suggests that due to the very small number of students involved in discipline 
proceedings the statistics indicate no bias in relation to age, gender or disability.   

3. In relation to the ethnicity data in Table 2, all three cases involved ethnically non-white 
students. Two of the cases were academic offences and involved overseas students on the 
same postgraduate taught courses whilst the third was a behaviour misconduct case for a 
second year undergraduate.  The postgraduate taught course is predominantly non-white 
ethnic students.  SDC has worked with the leaders of this programme in the past and they take 
sufficient and appropriate steps to ensure that all their students are well-informed of what 
academic offences are, how to avoid committing an academic offence and the potential 
consequences of committing an academic offence.  As such, due to the small number of cases 
and proportional representation of the students on this programme, an ethnic bias is not 
indicated by the data against a particular group of students.  However the number of students 
and types of disciplinary offences present on this programme remains a concern and will 
continue to be closely monitored and reported on in the future. 

 

Table 2: SDC Diversity Statistics for 12/13 Cases Referred to SDC Hearing 

Age as of 01/10/11 
& Gender 

Ethnicity Disability Status 

Age M F White  0 Not disabled 3 

18-24 0 1 Chinese 2 Unseen disability 0 

25-30 1 1 Other Asian background 1 Specific learning disability 0 

30-34 0 0 Asian or Asian British Indian 0 Information refused 0 

Over 35  0 0 Other Mixed 0   

   Information refused 0   

       

Totals 1 2  3  3 

 
4. The number of complex cases requiring proactive support from the Assistant Registrar 

decreased from 2011/12 to 2012/13. There were approximately 25 complex cases supported in 
2010/11.  

 

Table 3: Cases referred to SDC and not heard or otherwise proactively supported by SDC. 

Major theme or issue  12/
13 

Outcomes 11/12 to date 11/
12 

Outcomes 11/12 to date 

Alleged Harassment 1 Students involved ordered 
to make no contact with 
each other.  

2 One student placed on 
concession with medical 
clearance to return. One 
student agreed to make no 
attempt to contact the other 
at any future point.  

Discrimination 1 Inappropriate behaviour by 
members of college 
sporting club. Fined and 
banned from competition for 
a term.  

2 Students apologised for use 
of discriminatory language in 
a lecture presentation. 

Academic Offences 7 Invigilation Panel decisions 
to not refer cases to SDC. 
Issues related to plagiarism 
allegations decided by 
Plagiarism Panels 

8 Invigilation Panel decisions to 
not refer cases to SDC. 
Issues related to plagiarism 
allegations decided by 
Plagiarism Panels. 

Various forms of 
misconduct including 

12 Several cases of drunk and 
disorderly behaviour notified 

11 Several cases of drunk and 
disorderly behaviour notified 
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public order offences, 
anti social behaviour or 
misuse of University 
facilities  

to police. Several cases of 
illegal drug possession or 
use. Several cases of 
misuse of social media. In 
most cases students were 
disciplined in college by 
suspension of privileges, 
bar bans, community 
service.  

to police. Several cases of 
hacking or misusing other 
students social media 
profiles.  

On going action for 
monitoring of 
compliance with SDC 
discipline or other 
sanctions, or 
suspension terms. 

3 Suspension in light of Police 
investigations into alleged 
offences. One ended in an 
SDC. One student 
graduated. One case 
ongoing.  

5 Re-admittance following 
rustication.  Monitoring of 
terms of suspension.  

Appeal against Head of 
House’s discipline 
sanction  

0  1 Student accepted decision 
and apologised instead of 
matter being referred to SDC. 

 24  29  

 
5. The number of CSAC and OIA appeals remains at a low rate.  No issues arose from theses 

cases. 
 

Table 4: Cases considered by Council Student Appeals Committee and the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator 12/13 in comparison with 11/12 

Type of Case 12/
13 

Outcomes 12/13  11/
12 

Outcomes 11/12  

Appeal to Council 
Student Appeals 
Committee (CSAC) 
against SDC’s decision  

0  4 SDC decision upheld in three cases. 
In one case decision partially 
amended to reinstate one of two exam 
marks but student remained expelled.  

Complaint to the Office 
of the Independent 
Adjudicator (OIA) 

0  2 Two complaints “Not Justified.” 

Legal claims  0  0  

 


