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The Committee considered a report on incidents of academic misconduct in 2002/03 and 2003/04, focussing its discussion on the issues set out section 6 where a number of changes in procedure were suggested to improve the way in which cases were handled, some of which would involve amendments to Regulation XVIII.

The Committee endorsed the following proposals:

.1
Reporting of minor offences
That as part of the Student Information System (LUSI) upgrade, a facility should be provided to allow Registry and departmental staff to record on the student database details relating to allegations of academic misconduct, and penalties imposed, as they arise, to help ensure more accurate record keeping.  Noted that such a request had already been fed into the project.
.2
Membership of the Academic Misconduct Committee (AMC)
That Regulation XVIII be amended so that the Chair of the Committee is selected from the AD(T)s and the other two academic members are selected from academic members of Senate and Learning and Teaching Committee (such that all three faculties are represented).

.3
Exam hall offences

That the Academic Registrar be allowed to reclassify less serious exam hall offences as minor offences, which could then be dealt with by HODs.  (Typically these would be cases where the candidate committed a technical offence by taking prohibited material into the exam hall but there was no evidence of any intention to obtain an unfair advantage.)

.4
Presentation of evidence by invigilators

That Regulation XVIII be amended to state that where the allegation relates to an assessment undertaken in the exam hall, the invigilator who detected the incident, or the relevant HOD (or nominee) may be called to present the evidence (it having been found that the incident report form completed by the invigilator normally provided sufficient information for the AMC).

.5
Intention
That Regulation XVIII be amended to note that in determining the appropriate penalty, the HOD or AMC will take into account the extent to which the candidate appears to have intended to obtain an unfair advantage (alongside other considerations including the nature and extent of the offence and the presence of any mitigating circumstances).

.6
Semester 2 cases 

That the practice outlined in the paper which had already evolved where candidates were accused of major offences of academic misconduct in Semester 2 and there was insufficient time for the allegation to be considered by the AMC, should be formalised and included in Regulation XVIII and in the revised award regulations as appropriate.

.7
Extenuating circumstances
That Regulation XVIII be amended to state that where mitigating factors were raised by candidates, documentary evidence of the circumstances should be provided before they may be take into consideration.  

The Committee RESOLVED that the above changes be RECOMMENDED to Senate for implementation with effect from the beginning of session 2005/06, including those involving amendments to Regulations.  The Academic Registrar was asked to present the necessary amendments to the Regulations, through Ordinances and Regulations Committee as appropriate, for consideration by Senate at its meeting on 29 June.  

The Committee RESOLVED to refer the proposals under section 6.5 of the agenda paper, Penalties available to the AMC, to the PDQ Team for further more detailed consideration.

The Committee suggested it would be helpful to take further advice on the statistical significance of the figures remarked upon in section 4 of the paper, where the incidence of academic conduct in different sub-groups of the student population was compared with incidence in the population as a whole.  Care was needed in the presentation of the information to avoid statements that might mislead.
