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Issue
A revised policy on Plagiarism & Collusion
Recommendation
LTC members are asked to consider and approve the revisions to the policy.
Resource Implications
N/A
Risk Implications
It is not envisaged that the revisions will increase the ‘risk’ associated with the policy.
Equality and Diversity
It is not envisaged that any of the revisions will impact on groups with protected
characteristics.
Timing of decisions
N/A
Further Information
Contact: Dr Adam longcroft, Academic Director of Taught Programmes, UEA 01603 592261
a.longcroft@uea.ac.uk
Background
The revisions are proposed as a means of providing additional clarity around the processes
associated with the policy.
Discussion
It is hoped that LTC colleagues will wish to offer their views on the proposed revisions and
draw to the attention of the ADTP any issues/implications that may need to be addressed.

Revisions to the Policy on Plagiarism and Collusion
Revisions for 2012/13
The attached Plagiarism and Collusion policy contains a number of revisions, intended for
implementation in 2012/13. They draw on the recommendation of the Plagiarism Working Group (a
sub‐group of TPPG) and were shared with TPPG at its meeting on 6 June 2012.
These revisions are relatively minor and focus primarily not on the penalties for
plagiarism/collusion, but on providing, instead, some clarification on the processes associated with
the effective application of the policy and some simplification of the regulatory structure. This
clarification will hopefully ensure the more consistent application of the policy by Plagiarism Officers
whilst also ensuring that it is clearer to students.

The need for enhanced guidance
What is quite clear from discussions with POs and with the chair of the Working Group, is that the
most pressing need at this stage is for enhanced guidance for POs which will help them apply the
policy more consistently. The Working Group did an excellent job of highlighting where the need for
clarity and guidance is most needed. The ADTP and Head of LTS (East) will be liaising with the
members of the Working Group to draft radically enhanced guidance for 2012/13. This will come to
the July meeting of LTC.

Key highlights of revisions for 2012/13
Key changes are:
 Emphasis on ‘suspected plagiarism’ in opening paragraph (Section 1). No offence has been
committed until a judgement is reached by a School Plagiarism Meeting or a Faculty
Plagiarism Committee.
 Inclusion of offence of self‐plagiarism for the first time (See Section 2.1(c))
 Replacement of level 1, 2 and 3 offences with consistent use of Low Level, Medium Level
and High Level. (See Section B3).
 Inclusion of guidance regarding the point at which a Head of School may become involved in
the process. (See Section 5.1)
 In Section 5.1 reference to mitigating circumstances has been retained, although arguably
problematic in the sense that some leading authorities on the subject argue that there are
reasons for plagiarism, but no legitimate excuses as such, since the student always has
recourse to an alternative option/choice – such as submitting a Factors Affecting Study form
or requesting an extension. I think it would be safer to retain the concept of mitigating
circumstances, but to include discussion of this as part of a wider process of reviewing our
Plagiarism policy/practices during 2012/13.

Self‐plagiarism
Self‐plagiarism as an aspect of academic mal‐practice is not as straight‐forwards as it might at first
appear. In this section I have drawn on some previous discussion around this issue within the
University and outside it.
Whilst most colleagues consider ‘re‐cycling’ to be wrong, the problem is judging the seriousness of
the offence when there is only patchy unreferenced reproduction. The view of leading experts on
plagiarism (such as Jude Carroll) is that once graded, an assessment submission has used up its
credit‐attracting potential. To use a substantial part of it again is therefore cheating.
Some Universities do include a self‐plagiarism clause in their policies. Ecole de Management de
Normandie, for example, includes auto‐plagiarism in its academic integrity policy and describes the

behaviour as follows: "Submitting work for assessment which has already been used and assessed in
an individual's previous studies in a way which suggests it has been compiled specifically for the later
assessment "
However, legislating against self‐plagiarism is problematic. A number of very reasonable and sound
objections could be articulated (the following anonymised extracts are from recent debates on the
issue involving colleagues inside and outside UEA):
 It could be argued that the point of assessment is that it is a judgement, passed on students,
as to the level of knowledge and understanding they have attained ‐ not how much work
they have done. If work they have already done in one course demonstrates that level of
attainment, why can't it be used to demonstrate it in another course?
 Does this mean a student can't re‐use an elegant maths solution in more than one
assignment?
 If students take 18 or so modules during their period of study, 6 in each year, how would we
possibly be able to detect self‐plagiarism? We might pick it up where a student wrote the
same thing in an exam as in a piece of coursework for the same module and where the
marker of both items of work was the same, but we would miss it in all those cases where
students took modules marked by different people or where the markers for assessments
within a module were different.
 The same triggers could not be present (change in style for example) as exist for plagiarism.
We cannot introduce a policy that cannot be uniformly and equitably enforced across all
modules and all students.
 How could a student avoid self‐plagiarism? “It would require a total recall of everything they
had previously written so as to ensure that they did not write the same thing again – this
might be an unreasonable expectation especially under the stress of exam conditions”.
 Self‐plagiarism is not a disciplinary matter. It is difficult to see how a policy could be written
or enforced. Assessment design holds the key to the problem.
 There is immense potential for ‘unintentional self‐plagiarism’ – are we honestly and
seriously expecting a student not to recycle set phrases and sentences in work? The majority
of instances of self‐plagiarism would be minor and would therefore tie up a lot of academic
resource to no benefit. Where is the academic dishonesty in self‐plagiarism? How is the
student cheating and not being assessed on their own merits?
 There is a potential double‐standard here. Would academic colleagues be willing to submit
their own published work to the same rules and to demonstrate that their own work does
not self‐plagiarise?
 What exactly are we assessing if not their level of understanding? If the recycled work FULLY
answers the remit of both assignments and has been judged to be of a good standard, then
it seems sensible to use it again ‐ bad practice in assignment setting perhaps, but is that the
student's fault? If it does not fully answer the remit of the second assignment then it should
be marked down on those grounds, not plagiarism. It is the student's own work, no‐one
else's.
The inclusion of self‐plagiarism in the revised policy for 2012 provides what I hope colleagues will
agree in a sensible compromise position: namely, that students may reproduce sections of their
own work, but this is only acceptable if they provide some acknowledgement or citation to that
effect. They would, therefore, cite their own work/ideas is much the same way as they might
someone else’s. Experience of colleagues at UEA who explore self‐plagiarism with their students is
that students think this odd at first but then get used to doing so.

As one colleague has noted: “they are rather amused to see their name appearing in a list of
references and bibliography. It does in some way, once they've completed an assessment in which
they have cited themselves, seem to help them understand the concept of self‐plagiarism” .
My view on this as ADTP is that the comment above that “Assessment design holds the key to the
problem” is right on the button – academic colleagues will need to design‐out of their assessment
strategies the kind of assessments that readily lend themselves to ‘overlap’ of this kind and which
tempt students to simply reproduce large sections of text from previously assessed coursework.

Recording and reporting cases of Plagiarism and Collusion in 2011/12
It is important that the University tracks, records and then produces an annual report on cases of
plagiarism and collusion which can be considered by TPPG. TPPG can then draft
proposals/recommendations for LTC which focus on enhancing the policy. The intention is that POS,
ADs, and LTS are able to produce data that leads to a defined set of outcomes or set of action points
for the future.
The process of collecting, collating and reporting the data can take place over the period between
July‐September 2012 with a view to TPPG reporting outcomes of the review to LTC at its November
meeting in 2012. It is suggested that the sequence would operate as follows:
July‐ Sept 2012
Early October 2012

October 2012
Early Nov 2012
Late Nov

Data is collected by POs (with support from LTS) in each Faculty.
School‐level reports from POS are forwarded to Assoc Deans. POs to identify
interesting anonymised case studies for possible consideration by LTC/TPPG
as part of the quality enhancement process. LTS to maintain a database of
total cases by School and Faculty – based on returns from PO’s.
Assoc Deans (with support from LTS) assemble an analytical Faculty‐level
reflective report which is reported to Faculty LTQCs.
Faculty level reflective reports are fed through to Nov meeting of TPPG.
TPPG’s Recommendations are reported to LTC for approval.

There is a possibility that the new ‘e‐form’ project funded by the CUBs could be put to good use to
capture qualitative/quantitative data around plagiarism issues and to provide information for quality
assurance and enhancement purposes. Further discussions are needed to clarify what is likely to be
achievable during 2012/13.
It is important that POs have a simple and effective method of reporting cases – a simple reporting
‘template’ or proforma would provide a means of summarising cases in their School during the year.
John Tully and Jon Sharp have agreed to facilitate the development of a simple proforma which
allows for the effective recording/reporting of cases (quantitative and qualitative data) by POs and
LTS. The proforma and the process should provide opportunities for POs to ‘flag’ particular case
studies which contain important learning lessons for the University and which help to enhance policy
and procedures.
The choice of case studies selected by POs would be informed by a range of factors. Ideally, the case
studies would be influenced by the following questions:
 Does the case contain some useful learning lessons for the institution and other POs?
 Does the case deal with complex or unusual scenarios where plagiarism/collusion could not
be proven beyond any doubt, and where ‘balance of probability’ had to apply.
 Does the case address ‘emerging’ collusion issues, such as the use of essay commissioning
sites (commissioning) or sites which allow students to get someone to write a tailored
assignment for them (soliciting).








Does the case concern the role and value of Turnitin as an investigation tool?
Does the case deal with practice surrounding offences at level 3. How was the judgement re
Level 3 justified, and what was the outcome for/impact on student?
Does the case illustrate problems with implementation of the policy or penalty criteria?
Does the case provide useful insight into the ‘educative’ role of PO or the manner of dealing
with Level 1 offences (e.g. use or not of face‐to‐face meetings vs a simple letter to student)
maximises the ‘educative’ element of the process)?
Does the case provide insights into best practice (or otherwise) in the operation of
plagiarism meetings at School/Faculty level.

Changes for 2013/14 onwards
As ADTP I would like to use the 2012/13 academic session as an opportunity for a more radical
review of our policies and practices around plagiarism and collusion prior to the implementation of
the NAM and would welcome the views of LTC members as to how such a ‘root and branch’ review
might or should be facilitated. They may wish to use the opportunity to consider, for example, how
students can be empowered to act as ‘agents of change’ within the University. Experience from
other HEIs, such as Exeter University, City University Birmingham, and University of Bournemouth
has shown that when empowered to do so, student project teams are very effective indeed in
investigating problems and come up with pragmatic, workable solutions. Empowering students in
this way involves them directly in influencing change in the institution, increases their sense of being
part of the university community, and enhances their sense of ‘having a stake’ in the success of the
institution. It enhances the student ‘voice’ and provides a very real, tangible example of students
working in partnership to enhance the educational experience.
I am grateful to the members of a small working group (led by Gill Price in MED) who carried out a
limited review our existing policies, guidance and practices between February and March 2012. A
copy of the terms of reference set‐out for the Working Group are available in previous TPPG papers.
These will be very helpful indeed in informing the enhanced guidance provided to POs in future, and
in driving a wider‐ranging review of plagiarism policy/processes etc next year (2012/13).

Dr Adam Longcroft
Academic Director of Taught Programmes
19 June 2012

University Policy on
Plagiarism and Collusion
A. STATEMENT OF POLICY
1 Introduction
The University takes allegations of plagiarism or collusion seriously.
Students who plagiarise or collude threaten the values and beliefs that
underpin academic work and devalue the integrity of the University’s
awards, whether or not such plagiarism or collusion is intentional. Where
plagiarism and/or collusion has occurred, offenders may be punished, and
the punishment may extend to failing their degree, temporary suspension
or permanent expulsion from further study at the University. Suspected
pPlagiarism and/or collusion, at any point of a student’s course, whether
discovered before or after graduation, will be investigated and dealt with
appropriately by the University.

Comment [AL1]: Nothing has been
proven at this stage so the emphasis must be
on ‘suspected’ plagiarism/collusion.

All summative and formative work submitted for assessment by students is
accepted on the understanding that it is the student’s own effort and
written from their own understanding, without falsification of any kind.
Students are expected to offer their own analysis and presentation of
information gleaned from research, even when group exercises are carried
out. In so far as students rely on sources, they should indicate what these
are in accordance with the appropriate convention in their discipline.
2 Definitions
Plagiarism and collusion are defined as follows:
2.1

Plagiarism
Plagiarism can take the following forms:
(a) The reproduction without acknowledgement of work (including
one’s own work and the work of fellow students or the individual
in question), published or unpublished, either verbatim or in
close paraphrase. In this context, the work of others includes
material downloaded from computer files and the internet,
discussions in seminars, ideas, text and diagrams from lecture
handouts.
(b) Poor academic practice which is un-intentional.
(b)(c)
The reproduction without acknowledgement XXXX a
chapter of a student’s own previously submitted work.
It can occur in ‘open-book’ examinations and/or coursework
assessments which may take a variety of forms, including, but not
exclusively confined to: essays, reports, presentations, dissertations
and projects.

2.2

Collusion
Collusion is a form of plagiarism, involving unauthorised co-operation
between at least two people. Various forms of collaborative
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Comment [AL2]: Section C has been
added to address the issue of ‘selfplagiarism’. If a student can easily submit a
piece of work twice (or a very large section
of it) for two separate assignments this is
arguably a consequence of a flawed
assessment strategy. The intention,
therefore, is not to outlaw or to punish
students who replicate bits of their own
work in subsequent assignments, but to
require them to at least include a
citation/acknowledgement that they have
done so.

assessment undertaken in accordance with published requirements do
not fall under the heading of collusion; please see further guidance on
authorised collaboration in the “Guidance Note – Assessing Group
Work
(https://www.uea.ac.uk/ltqo/taughtprogs/Guidance+Note+on+Groupwork) and

the “Policy on use of proof readers”
(https://intranet.uea.ac.uk/ltqo/taughtprogs/plalgiarism/Policyonuseofproofrea
ders(Aug10)

Collusion can take the following forms:
(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

The conspiring by two or more students to produce a piece of
work together with the intention that at least one passes it off as
his or her own work.
The submission by a student of the work of another student , in
circumstances where the latter has willingly provided given
another student the work, and where it should be evident to
them that the recipient of the work other student is likely to
would submit it as their own. In such cases , both students are
guilty of collusion.
Unauthorised co-operation between a student and another
person in the preparation and production of work which is
presented as the student’s own.
The commissioning and submission of work as the student’s
own, where the student has purchased or solicited another
individual to produce, work on the student’s behalf.

3 Obligations of students
3.1
All students should be willing to sign a declaration on registration that
the work they are submitting during that academic year (coursework,
projects, dissertations etc) is their own work and that there is no
unacknowledged use of another person’s work and that there has been
no unauthorised co-operation between them and another person in the
preparation and production of work. Even when this is not required, the
assumption is that all submitted work is the student’s own.
3.2

Students are expected to familiarise themselves with and make use of
the method(s) of citing other people’s work in accordance with the
appropriate conventions in their discipline.

3.3

Students must not mislead examiners by submitting another person’s
work for assessment in a way which intentionally and/or negligently
and/or recklessly suggests that factual information has been collected
and/or analysed which has not in fact been collected and/or analysed
by the student.

3.4

Research students are required to sign certifications of originality when
submitting their thesis. In circumstances where incidents of plagiarism
for postgraduate research students appear to constitute misconduct in
research, students may be referred to the Senate Student Discipline
Committee for disciplinary action.
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4 Graduates
Where plagiarism and/or collusion is found to have occurred in the work of
a graduate of the University the matter shall be referred by the member(s)
of staff who has/have discovered the offence to the Head of the student’s
School of registration (or most appropriate successor) in accordance with
the University’s Disciplinary Procedures. The Senate has the authority to
reduce the classification of a Degree conferred, or to revoke a Degree,
Diploma or Certificate or other distinction conferred by the University.
5 Use of software for matching text to detect plagiarism
‘TURNITIN’ (software that searches for text in work submitted to it that
matches text contained in its databases to aid the detection of plagiarism)
may be used for students taking level 0, level 1, level 2 or level 3
undergraduate modules or postgraduate modules.
Schools that make use of ‘TURNITIN’ shall:
(a) appoint a ‘TURNITIN’ specialist (a member of academic staff who
shall be familiar with the use of ‘TURNITIN’ and the interpretation of
its reports);
(b) monitor its use for equality impact assessment.
‘TURNITIN’ may only be used to assist with the identification of the
source(s) of information that has/have been drawn on/copied from, once a
marker suspects plagiarism and/or collusion and needs to collect evidence
in accordance with paragraph B(2) below.
B. PROCEDURES FOR DEALING WITH
PLAGIARISM AND/OR COLLUSION

SUSPECTED CASES OF

1 Plagiarism Officer
The Head of each School shall appoint a Plagiarism Officer (who shall not
be the Head of School). The role of the Plagiarism Officer is to hear cases
of suspected plagiarism and/or collusion as set out in paragraphs 3, 4 and
5 below. The Plagiarism Officer shall consider alleged offences committed
by students enrolled on the module(s) offered by the Plagiarism Officer’s
School.
2 Collection of Evidence
If a marker suspects plagiarism or collusion, s/he will gather the necessary
evidence to allow the Plagiarism Officer.O. to pursue the appropriate
investigation. Wherever possible or appropriate, the main evidence for
plagiarism will be the original sources(s) that has/have been drawn
on/copied from. In cases identified as Medium or High Level 2 or Level X,
the Plagiarism Officer may collect other work completed by the student
whether produced for modules located in their own School or produced for
modules located in other Schools and may seek help from the relevant
School ‘TURNITIN’ specialist. Where an allegation of plagiarism and/or
collusion concerns a module in a School other than the School in which
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the student is registered, the Plagiarism Officer of the School ‘owning’ the
module shall deal with the allegation and during the investigation will liaise
with the Plagiarism Officer in the School in which the student is registered.
If the student’s work completed within the Stage is to be recalled and is for
a module(s) which is (are) not located in the student’s School of
registration, the Plagiarism Officer in the student’s School of registration
will initiate the process of recalling the work. Subsequently, the Plagiarism
Officer in the School in which the module(s) is/are located, will arrange for
relevant Plagiarism meetings (as detailed under B4) to be held and inform
the Plagiarism Officer of the student’s School of registration of the
outcome(s) of the relevant Plagiarism meeting(s). This will allow the
Plagiarism Officer in the student’s School of registration to complete the
investigation having knowledge of all the relevant information.
Where there is an allegation of plagiarism and/or collusion in respect of
assessed work that has been submitted in word-processed format and
“TURNITIN” is used during the investigation for the particular module(s)
under review, a student will be asked in writing (or by e-mail) by the
relevant Office within the Learning & Teaching Service to submit an
electronic copy of the assessed work in question. The student will be
given five working days from the date of the letter or e-mail of the request
(Saturdays, Sundays and University closure days excepted) within which
to provide an electronic copy. Where a student does not provide an
electronic copy in word format of the assessed work in question within the
required time-scale and there are no extenuating circumstances to account
for the delay or non-submission, an automatic mark of zero will be
recorded for the assessment item. Where the electronic copy is corrupted
or is different from the original submission a mark of zero will be recorded
for the assessed work in question.
If an internal marker suspects plagiarism and/or collusion but is unable to
identify the original sources, s/he should collect what evidence is available
and present it to the Plagiarism Officer who will decide if there is a prima
facie case for plagiarism and/or collusion which would warrant a plagiarism
and/or collusion meeting at the School level. If a Turnitin report has been
used as evidence to show that plagiarism has been committed, then this
should be referenceds within the Plagiarism Officer’s a P.O.’s hard-copy
report and should form part of the documentation for the plagiarism
meeting at the School level.
3 Initial screening of evidence
The Plagiarism Officer will review the evidence as presented by the marker
or module organiser and classify as being of Low, Medium or High Level.
levels 1-3. For cases classified as a Low Level (level 1) offence, the
Plagiarism Officer will proceed as stated in B5.2(1) below and may
recommend an action plan setting out an appropriate learning package
without having a formal plagiarism meeting at School level.. . The student
may either accept the action plan and learning package as offered by the
Plagiarism Officer or can request that a formal School plagiarism meeting
take place. In all other cases a Plagiarism meeting should be held.
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4 Meeting to Discuss Plagiarism/Collusion in the School
If a formal School plagiarism/collusion meeting is held, the student will be
summoned to a meeting to discuss the alleged plagiarism and/or collusion
for the module(s) in question, which may also include other work being
recalled as set out under B2, by the meeting’s Secretary who shall
normally be a senior member of administrative staff in the relevant Office
within the Learning & Teaching Service. The summons shall be delivered
to the student’s pigeon-hole in his or her Faculty/School of Studies and/or
University e-mail address at least five working days (Saturdays, Sundays
and University closure days excepted) before the meeting. Alternative
arrangements will be made for correspondence with students who are on
placement or other permitted absence.
If a student wishes to appear and can prove that s/he is unable to appear
at the School Plagiarism meeting for good reason by notifying the
Secretary of the Plagiarism meeting at the earliest convenience, the
meeting may be rescheduled or alternative arrangements made, e.g. by
correspondence or video-conferencing facilities. If a student fails to
appear at the meeting without providing good reason, the meeting shall
proceed in the student’s absence.
The meeting shall be chaired by the School Plagiarism Officer. If the
School Plagiarism Officer is also the module organiser/internal marker,
then a Plagiarism Officer from another School will act as chair. The
Plagiarism meeting and should to establish the relevant facts. The
internal marker who has identified the alleged plagiarism and/or collusion
shall also be in attendance. The student may, if s/he wishes, be
accompanied by a friend who may present the student’s case, but in all
cases the student themselves shall answer any questions raised in the
meeting and/or provide support. The friend shall not be a member of UEA
academic staff or a member of the legal profession. If in the opinion of the
Plagiarism Officer, the friend is or appears to be, interfering with the proper
conduct of the business of the meeting, the Plagiarism Officer has the right
to i) adjourn the meeting and reconvene it at a later date and ii) to exclude
that friend from attending the reconvened meeting. A record of the
meeting shall be taken by the Secretary to the School Plagiarism/Collusion
meeting.
The meeting shall proceed in the following order:
(1) the marker who has initially raised the suspicion of plagiarism
and/or collusion sets out his/her concerns;
(2) the Plagiarism Officer shall then provide the student with an
opportunity to respond to the concerns of the marker;
(3)GMP: Tthe Plagiarism Officer may ask further questions
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(43) the student will be advised of the outcome of the meeting in writing
within five working days.
5 Outcomes
5.1
In the event that the student admits plagiarism or collusion, the
Plagiarism Officer shall determine the seriousness of the offence and
classify it as a Low Level, (level 1), Medium Level, (level 2), or High
Level (level 3) offence using the grid below as guidance. When making
a judgement on the level of the offence, the Plagiarism Officer shall
apply the principle of “balance of probability”, weighing- up all the
evidence and reaching a judgement on what was the most probable
scenario to allow classification of the plagiarism/collusion offence to be
set at the appropriate level. The grid should be interpreted with
reference to the associated guidance notes which can be viewed at:
https://www.uea.ac.uk/ltqo/taughtprogs/plagiarism/Guidance+Note
In cases where the School Plagiarism Officer is aware of any mitigating
circumstances which should be taken into consideration before the
outcome of the Plagiarism meeting is conveyed in writing to the student
he/she should bring these to the attention of the Head of the School.
Where a Head of School (or Head of School designate) believes that
there are mitigating circumstances that should reduce the level of an
offence from a High Level (level 3) offence to a Medium Level (level 2)
offence or from a Medium Level (level 2) offence to a Low Level (level
1) offence, the Chair of the Student Senate Discipline Committee
should be consulted for a view to ensure consistency of practice across
UEA.

Comment [AL3]: Some leading
authorities on plagiarism (such as Jude
Carroll) argue that there are no excuses for
plagiarism and that these should not
influence the judgement/penalty applied.
Students always, as it were, have an
alternative – such as requesting an
extension of time for submission. However,
it could also be argued that there are
scenarios where a failure on the part of a
School (e.g. to provide a satisfactory
induction to plagiarism) might be
considered a contributory (mitigating)
factor. We need to revisit the concept of
mitigating circumstances in 2012/13, but
for now I think it is best to retain this
section.
Comment [AL4]: This added section
makes it clear how and at what stage the
HoS may become involved in the process.

Plagiarism/Collusion Classification Guide

Comment [AL5]: The Curtin Guide has
been retained. However, there is a need for
additional guidance in how to APPLY it.
This will be addressed in the accompanying
Guidance Notes for Plagiarism Officers
which will go to LTC for 25 July..

Criteria

Low Level (1)

Medium Level (2)

High Level (3)

Experience of
student

For example:

For example:

For example:

student unaware,
e.g.:

student likely to be
aware, e.g.:

student is aware,
e.g.:

first year student or
first semester of
course;

students after first
semester of course
but before final
year;

experienced student;

cultural
considerations
and/or mitigating
circumstances;

after completion of
known
instruction(s) in
avoiding plagiarism
and/or collusion;

where student is
expected to fully
understand and
exhibit academic
integrity;

previous level 1
case detected

previous level 2 or
level 3 case detected

Relates to the
expectation that
the student should
be aware of the
seriousness of
their actions

no previous
plagiarism detected
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Nature of
plagiarism
Nature of the
breach of
academic
scholarship

For example:

For example:

For example:

poor academic
practice, e.g.:

bad academic
practice, e.g.:

clear breach of
acceptable academic
practice, e.g.:
fabricated references
or citations; whole
works copied (from
students or other
sources published or
unpublished);

referencing or
attribution of work
is not clear or is
inadequate, or has
numerous errors;
inappropriate
paraphrasing

copying segments
of other students’
assignment work;
copying fragments
of material from
websites, book or
other publications

Extent of
plagiarism/
collusion
Amount or
proportion of
assessment item
or work that is not
the students’ own;

For example:

For example:

For example:

minor, e.g.:

extensive, e.g.:

substantial,e.g.:

few sentences, one
paragraph, one
(minor) graphic;

two to three
paragraphs or a
segment of the
work;

significant
appropriation of
ideas, artistic work or
substantial elements
of the
argument/conclusion

Extent to which the
assessment
process is
compromised

few elements of
computer source
code;

Intent of student
to cheat by way
of plagiarism

For example:

Intentionality of the
act of plagiarism
and intent to cheat
by way of
plagiarism

commissioning and
submission of work
which has been
purchased or
solicited from another
individual or source

few descriptive
elements

segments of
computer source
code
For example:

plagiarism and/or
plagiarism appears
collusion appears
as the result of
unintentional or due negligence;
to lack of
knowledge;
intent to cheat is
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multiple pages or
sections of text or
graphics copied

For example:
plagiarism appears
deliberate and
planned;
actions contravene
clear instructions;

intent to cheat is
intent to cheat is
probable but cannot evident and can be

Classification

unlikely or doubtful

clearly be
substantiated;

substantiated

Low Level

Medium Level

High Level

(Level 1) Offence

(Level 2) Offence

(Level 3) Offence

1

OUTCOMES
5.2

After classification of the offence, the following outcomes should apply:
(1)

LOW LEVEL (technical breach to be dealt with educatively):

The Plagiarism Officer shall not impose a marks penalty and the
student may will not be given the opportunity of resubmitting the work
as if for the first time to be submitted not later than than 5 days after of
the adjudication of the decision regardless of whether it is a summative
or formative assessment item. In order to help the student avoid
plagiarism and/or collusion in future assignments, the student shall be
offered support which may be in the form of an appropriate learning
support package.
(2)
MEDIUM LEVEL:
(a) Plagiarism
The Marker shall record a mark for a summative item of
assessment which assesses the work as far as possible
excluding the plagiarised material. This ensures that the
recorded mark reflects the student’s own work. As no marks
deduction is possible for a formative item of assessment, the
offence should be recorded as a Medium level 2 plagiarism
offence for future reference.
(b) Collusion (Summative and formative work)
(i) Summative work
Where two or more students have worked together and it
is impossible to determine who has produced the work,
the pieces of work will be marked as they stand and the
highest mark of those awarded will be divided equally
among the number of students deemed to have colluded.
If, however, it is clear that one of the students has
produced most/all of the work and lent it to the others, the
Plagiarism Officer shall record marks to take account of
the effort put in by the student who produced the work,
1
UEA kindly acknowledges permission from Curtin University, Australia to use its table of
determining the seriousness of plagiarism as published in: “Dealing with Student Plagiarism:
Guidelines for Staff 2007”
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and the lack of effort from the other students who
colluded.
(ii) Formative work
If possible determine which student has produced which
proportion of the work, note the proportion of work
attributable to each student and record this as a Medium
level 2 plagiarism offence for future reference.
(c) Disciplinary action (text below deleted)
(3)

HIGH LEVEL:

(a) Serial plagiarism or collusion
(i) Summative work only
Where a High Level (level 3) offence is judged to be the
result of serial plagiarism, (i.e. there have been previous
instances of Medium Level (level 2) plagiarism as set out
below under 3 (a) (ii), the work should be marked in
accordance with a Medium Level (level 2) offence.
(ii) Formative and summative work
A formal judgement of serial plagiarism cannot result from
previous work being identified as plagiarised without
plagiarism in this work having been drawn formally to the
student’s attention either via the procedure as stipulated
under paragraph B3 of this policy or via a formal School
plagiarism meeting (i.e. serial plagiarism cannot result
from work having been recalled in accordance with B2,
but in which plagiarism had not been identified at the
time). An example of a serial offence being classed as a
High Level (level 3) offence will normally be at least three
previous occasions of Medium Level (level 2) offences
relating to formative and/or summative work all of which
would need to have been formally drawn to the student’s
attention via a School plagiarism meeting.
(b)

High Level– not serial plagiarism or collusion
Where the offence is serious and has been identified as a
High Level (level 3) offence, but there is no evidence of
serial plagiarism committed by the student, the Plagiarism
Officer shall record a mark of 0% for summative work and
record the offence as a High level 3 offence for both
summative and formative work.

(c)

Disciplinary action
After identifying a High Level (level 3) offence as
described under paragraphs 5.2 (3) (a) or 5.2 (3) (b)
above, the Head of School in which the student is
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registered shall refer the case to the Senate Student
Discipline Committee for further action regardless of
whether the work is of a summative or formative nature.
(d)

5.3

Fitness to Practise Panel
Where programmes lead to professional qualifications, a
Head of School may refer a student with a confirmed High
Level (level 3) offence to a Fitness to Practise Panel.

The documentation relating to the (i) record of the meeting, (ii) the
assessed work in question and (iii) the findings and (iv) for summative
work the mark recorded by the Plagiarism Officer, shall be retained on
the student’s file in the appropriate Office within the Learning &
Teaching Service (this shall be the case even where a student is found
not to have plagiarised or colluded).
The student will be given a copy of the documentation relating to (i)–(iv)
above. The Secretary of the meeting shall also inform the Head of
School in which the student is registered by sending the documentation
relating to points (iii) and (iv) to her/him.
The Secretary to the meeting shall ensure that for summative work the
correct mark is recorded for the student to be forwarded for
confirmation to the relevant Board of Examiners. The Board of
Examiners may be made aware by the Chair of the Board of any marks
recorded reflecting plagiarism and/or collusion. It is however the
responsibility of the Chair of the Board of Examiners to ensure that any
decisions on progression, classification or the award of academic
qualifications are not further influenced by a student having plagiarised
and/or colluded.

5.4

Where the student has decided not to proceed to a formal School
plagiarism meeting when a Low Level (level 1) offence has been
identified by the Plagiarism Officer as described under paragraph B3 of
this policy, the student will receive a paper copy of the action
plan/learning package as identified by the Plagiarism Officer. A copy of
the action plan/learning package shall be retained for the duration of
the student’s period of registration on the student’s file in the
appropriate Office within the Learning and Teaching Service.

6.
DenialENIAL
6.16. In the event that a student denies* that he or she is guilty of plagiarism
or collusion, the following outcomes are possible:
(1)
if the Plagiarism Officer at the original Plagiarism meeting
is persuaded by the student’s account of events and agrees that
no offence has been committed, no further action will be taken
but a record of the meeting and its outcomes will be retained on
the student’s file for the duration of their period of registration;
(2)
if, on the basis of the evidence collected, the Plagiarism
Officer is not persuaded by the student’s account of events, the
UEA CALENDAR 2011/12
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matter shall be reported to a Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion
Committee comprising :
the Faculty Associate Dean (Learning, Teaching and Quality) as
Chair and
one other academic representative from the Faculty who should
not be a member of the School offering the modules or a
member of the School in which the student is registered (should
this be different)
(2)(i) The Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee shall
be from within the Faculty to which the School offering the
module(s) in question belongs.
There shall be a
Secretary to the Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion
Committee who shall normally be a senior member of
administrative staff in the relevant Office within the
Learning and Teaching Serivce.
(2) (ii) 6.1
Faculty Plagiarism and
Officer shall submit:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

In the event that a case is reported to a
Collusion Committee, tThe Plagiarism

the record of the meeting with the student and
the assessed work in question and
their findings (the judgement of whether an offence
has been committed and the level of the offence).

6.2

The Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee shall normally
consider only the evidence presented at the School plagiarism
meetings and shall not normally invite the student to attend the meeting
of the committee. The Committee may seek further information and
evidence from the student and/or the School/Plagiarism Officer as it
shall deem appropriate.
The Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion
Committee shall consider whether the student has committed an
offence of plagiarism and/or collusion. In making its decision, the
Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee shall be guided by the
principles laid out in the grid under 5.1 above. A record of the meeting
shall be taken by the Secretary to the Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion
Committee.

6.3

If the Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee decide that the
student has committed plagiarism and/or collusion, it shall take action
in accordance with paragraph 5.2 above. The Secretary shall inform
the marker concerned, the Plagiarism Officer of the School offering the
module(s) and the Head of the School in which the student is
registered.

6.4

If the student is deemed not to have plagiarised and/or colluded, the
Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee shall inform the marker,
the Plagiarism Officer of the School offering the module(s) and the
Head of the School in which the student is registered that no offence
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was committed and that no further action shall be taken.
6.5

The Secretary of the Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee shall
notify in writing the findings to the student in respect of the outcome of
the meeting of the Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee. A
record of the outcomes of the meeting shall nonetheless be retained on
the student’s file for the duration of their period of registration.

7 Appeals
A student may appeal against the ruling (i.e. the decision of guilt) of the
Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee under paragraph 6.3 as to
whether plagiarism and/or collusion has occurred. A student who wishes to
appeal should do so in writing to the Director of University Services
(Learning and Teaching) within 10 working days of the notification of the
outcome, setting out the grounds for the appeal. The appeal shall be heard
at Stage 2 of the Academic Appeals Procedure.
A student may appeal against a penalty (i.e. the level and consequences)
applied under paragraphs 5.2 (section B) or 6.3 (section B) and should do
so in writing to the Head of School offering the module within 10 working
days of the notification of the outcome, setting out the grounds for the
appeal. The appeal shall be heard at Stage 1 of the Academic Appeals
Procedure. (Paragraph 12.2 of the Academic Appeals Procedure sets out
how, if an appeal against a penalty applied under paragraph B5.2 or B6.2
of this Plagiarism and Collusion policy is accepted, the reconsideration of
the work in question to be carried out.)
A student may not appeal against the ruling of the School Plagiarism
Officer. W on the grounds that where a student denies that plagiarism or
collusion has occurred, the matter shall be automatically referred to the
Faculty Plagiarism and Collusion Committee.
Where a student is appealing against a ruling made by the Faculty
Plagiarism and Collusion Committee or against a penalty imposed by the
Plagiarism Officer such an appeal will be considered before any potential
referral by the Head of School to the Senate Discipline Committee.
8

Reporting Plagiarism
School Plagiarism Officers shall complete an annual report to the Learning
and Teaching Committee of Senate which should include equality
monitoring data and a summary of any use of TURNITIN by the School for
the year of the report.
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