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What is malpractice and maladministration?

‘Malpractice’ and ‘maladministration’ are related concepts, the common theme of which is that they involve
a failure to follow the rules of an examination or assessment. This policy and procedure uses the word
‘malpractice’ to cover both ‘malpractice’ and ‘maladministration’ and it means any act, default or practice

which is:




a breach of the Regulations

a breach of awarding body requirements regarding how a qualification should be delivered
« a failure to follow established procedures in relation to a qualification which:

« gives rise to prejudice to candidates
« compromises public confidence in qualifications

» compromises, attempts to compromise or may compromise the process of assessment, the integrity of
any qualification or the validity of a result or certificate

- damages the authority, reputation or credibility of any awarding body or centre or any officer, employee
or agent of any awarding body or centre (SMPP 1)

Candidate malpractice

‘Candidate malpractice’ means malpractice by a candidate in connection with any examination or
assessment, including the preparation and authentication of any controlled assessments, coursework or
non-examination assessments, the presentation of any practical work, the compilation of portfolios of
assessment evidence and the writing of any examination paper. (SMPP 2)

Centre staff malpractice

'‘Centre staff malpractice’ means malpractice committed by

« a member of staff, contractor (whether employed under a contract of employment or a contract for
services) or a volunteer at a centre; or

« an individual appointed in another capacity by a centre such as an invigilator, a Communication
Professional, a Language Modifier, a practical assistant, a prompter, a reader or a scribe (SMPP 2)

Suspected malpractice

For the purposes of this document, suspected malpractice means all alleged or suspected incidents of
malpractice. (SMPP 2)

Purpose of the policy
To confirm UTC Sheffield:

* has in place a written malpractice policy which covers all qualifications delivered by the centre and
details how candidates are informed and advised to avoid committing malpractice in
examinations/assessments, how suspected malpractice issues should be escalated within the centre
and reported to the relevant awarding body (GR 5.3)

General principles
In accordance with the regulations UTC Sheffield will:



« Take all reasonable steps to prevent the occurrence of any malpractice (which includes
maladministration) before, during and after examinations have taken place (GR 5.11)

« Inform the awarding body immediately of any alleged, suspected or actual incidents of malpractice or
maladministration, involving a candidate or a member of staff, by completing the appropriate
documentation (GR 5.11)

« Asrequired by an awarding body, gather evidence of any instances of alleged or suspected malpractice
(which includes maladministration) in accordance with the JCQ publication Suspected Malpractice -
Policies and Procedures and provide such information and advice as the awarding body may
reasonably require (GR 5.11)

Artificial Intelligence (Al) Use and Misuse

* The school recognizes that Artificial Intelligence (Al) tools, such as generative language models (e.g.,
ChatGPT, Gemini) and code generators, are evolving educational and professional aids. However, for
all formal assessments, coursework, and non-examination assessments (NEAs), the fundamental
principle of authenticity remains paramount: all work submitted for assessment must be the student’s
own, independent demonstration of their knowledge, skills, and understanding.

Al Misuse (Malpractice)

Teachers, assessors and appropriate other centre staff are made aware of the appropriate use of Al and
they know their role in managing the risk of Al as outlined in this policy.

Students are informed and made aware of the appropriate use and misuse of Al for all subjects as outlined
below.

Any use of Al tools that undermines the integrity of an assessment or misrepresents a student’s
independent attainment will be treated as Academic Malpractice. This includes, but is not limited to, the
following actions, regardless of intent:

Ghosting/Plagiarism: Copying or extensively paraphrasing any Al-generated content (text, code, images,
data, or creative works) and submitting it as the student's original work without transparent attribution.

Unauthorized Completion: Using an Al tool to generate answers, solutions, analysis, or entire components
of an assessment where the task was designed to test the student’s individual, unaided cognitive process.

False Declaration: Signing a declaration of authenticity (digital or physical) for work that was substantially
created or completed by an Al tool.

Fabricating Data/Sources: Using Al to create non-existent references, citations, or data points to support
submitted work.

Consequence/Risk of Al Misuse: Al misuse will be dealt with under the school's general Malpractice
Policy, and sanctions may include component mark nullification (zero marks), disqualification from the
qualification, or suspension, in line with awarding body regulations.



Appropriate Al Use (Guidance)

Students are permitted to use Al tools for learning and research purposes only where explicitly permitted
by the teacher for a specific task. When Al use is permitted, students must adhere to the following rules:

Attribution: All Al tools used as a source of information, inspiration, or drafting assistance must be clearly
and accurately cited and attributed in the manner specified by the subject teacher (e.g., using a footnote,
citation, or a reflective log detailing the prompts used).

Critical Verification: Students remain fully responsible for the accuracy, validity, and academic quality of
any output they incorporate from an Al tool. Al output should be treated like any other source and must
be fact-checked and verified using credible sources.

Focus on Independent Synthesis: Even when permitted, Al must be used as a research or drafting aid,
not as a substitute for independent thought, critical analysis, or original writing. The final submission must
reflect the student's unique voice, interpretation, and synthesis of ideas.

Teacher Authority

The subject teacher, assessor and appropriate other centre staff retain the authority to determine if Al use
is appropriate for any given assignment and may require students to verbally defend their work or provide
evidence of their drafting process (e.g., version history, planning notes, or specific Al prompts used) to
verify authenticity.

Preventing malpractice
UTC Sheffield has in place:

» Robust processes to prevent and identify malpractice, as outlined in section 3 of the JCQ publication
Suspected Malpractice: Policies and Procedures. (SMPP 4.3)

» This includes ensuring that all staff involved in the delivery of assessments and examinations
understand the requirements for conducting these as specified in the following JCQ documents and
any further awarding body guidance: General Regulations for Approved Centres 2025-2026;
Instructions for conducting examinations (ICE) 2025-2026; Instructions for conducting coursework
2025-2026; |Instructions for conducting non-examination assessments 2025-2026; Access
Arrangements and Reasonable Adjustments 2025-2026; A guide to the special consideration process
2025-2026; Suspected Malpractice: Policies and Procedures 2025/2026; Plagiarism in Assessments;
Al Use in Assessments: Protecting the Integrity of Qualifications; A guide to the awarding bodies’
appeals processes 2025-2026 (SMPP 3.3.1)

Centre Approach to ensure authenticity of student work

Teaching and Learning Strategies

* The assurance of authenticity begins before the assessment is submitted.

» Scaffolding and Progression: Structure the assessment task so it is completed in manageable,
monitored stages (e.g., proposal, first draft, evidence collection, final submission). Teachers can
check progress at each stage.

* In-Class Activity: Require a significant portion of the work, such as data analysis, drafting key
sections, or annotation, to be completed or documented during supervised class time.



» Use of Source Material: Teach and enforce proper referencing and citation from the start. Use
tools like bibliographies and reference logs to track all external sources used.

» Task Design: Design tasks that are specific to the student's local context, resources, or unique
data, making it harder to plagiarise generic content.

Monitoring and Authentication Checks
* These are the direct actions teachers take to verify the work.
Submission Procedure

» Declarations: Require students to sign an authenticity statement confirming the work is their own
and that they understand the consequences of malpractice.

» Digital Tools: Use plagiarism detection software (e.g., Turnitin) for all written components and
follow up on any high-similarity reports.

In-Person Verification

* Interim Review: Teachers should hold one-to-one or group checkpoints with students throughout
the process to discuss their work, ask probing questions, and inspect the evidence they have
collected.

* Authentication Interview/Viva: For major coursework or non-examination assessments (NEA),
conduct a short, formal interview where the student presents or explains key elements of their
work, methodologies, and conclusions. This is the strongest evidence of ownership.

» Teacher Annotation/Observation: Teachers should maintain a record of observation (e.g., a log,
checklist, or observation sheet) of the student's performance and progress during the development
of the work. This confirms the student's ability matches the submitted work.

Malpractice Policy and Enforcement
A clear, well-communicated policy serves as a strong deterrent.

» Clear Definition: Provide clear, accessible definitions of plagiarism, collusion, contract cheating
(using a third party), and other forms of malpractice.

* Training and Education: Regularly train students and staff on academic honesty, malpractice
procedures, and the appropriate use of Al tools.

» Sanctions: Clearly detail the process and range of sanctions for confirmed malpractice, which must
align with the awarding body's regulations (e.g., zero marks, disqualification).

* Retention of Evidence: Ensure the centre retains all drafts, notes, observation records, and
authentication sheets alongside the final submission as auditable evidence of the authentication
process.

Informing and advising candidates

Candidates are issued with Information for Candidates prior to each exam season explaining the rules
and regulations and are also told verbally about the implications of not following them.

Identification and reporting of malpractice



Escalating suspected malpractice issues

» Once suspected malpractice is identified, any member of staff at the centre can report it using the
appropriate channels (SMPP 4.3) Any suspected malpractice should be reported directly to the
Head of Centre. If the Head of Centre is suspected of malpractice this should be reported directly
to the Executive Principal.

Reporting suspected malpractice to the awarding body

The head of centre will notify the appropriate awarding body immediately of all alleged, suspected or
actual incidents of malpractice, using the appropriate forms, and will conduct any investigation and
gathering of information in accordance with the requirements of the JCQ publication Suspected
Malpractice: Policies and Procedures (SMPP 4.1.3)

The head of centre will ensure that where a candidate who is a child/vulnerable adult is the subject of
a malpractice investigation, the candidate’s parent/carer/ appropriate adult is kept informed of the
progress of the investigation (SMPP 4.1.3)

Form JCQ/M1 will be used to notify an awarding body of an incident of candidate malpractice. Form
JCQ/M2 will be used to notify an awarding body of an incident of suspected staff
malpractice/maladministration (SMPP 4.4, 4.6)

Malpractice by a candidate discovered in a controlled assessment, coursework or non- examination
assessment component prior to the candidate signing the declaration of authentication need not be
reported to the awarding body but will be dealt with in accordance with the centre’s internal procedures.
The only exception to this is where the awarding body’s confidential assessment material has potentially
been breached. The breach will be reported to the awarding body immediately (SMPP 4.5)

If, in the view of the investigator, there is sufficient evidence to implicate an individual in malpractice,
that individual (a candidate or a member of staff) will be informed of the rights of accused individuals
(SMPP 5.33)

Once the information gathering has concluded, the head of centre (or other appointed information
gatherer) will submit a written report summarising the information obtained and actions taken to the
relevant awarding body, accompanied by the information obtained during the course of their enquiries
(5.35)

Form JCQ/M1 will be used when reporting candidate cases; for centre staff, form JCQ/M3 will be used
(SMPP 5.37)

The awarding body will decide on the basis of the report, and any supporting documentation, whether
there is evidence of malpractice and if any further investigation is required. The head of centre will be
informed accordingly (SMPP 5.40)

Assessment Record Management Following Improper Assistance

In instances where improper assistance (or collusion) is identified as part of an assessment, the school is
committed to maintaining accurate and comprehensive records to ensure the integrity of the student’s
academic profile and the assessment process.

Procedure for Updating Assessment Records

Notification and Recording of Finding:



*+ Once a formal finding of malpractice involving improper assistance has been confirmed, a
Malpractice Incident Report (MIR) will be completed by the investigating authority (e.g., Head of
Department, Senior Leader).

+ This MIR, signed by the relevant staff and detailing the specific nature of the improper assistance,
will be securely stored in the student's confidential academic file.

Assessment Record Update:

* The student's official Assessment Mark Sheet or Electronic Gradebook Record for the specific unit
or component will be updated to reflect the outcome.

» The recorded mark will be the final, adjusted score (e.g., the valid mark awarded, a zero for the
component, or the maximum possible mark allowed under the penalty).

* Crucially, a brief, coded note or indicator will be added to the relevant assessment entry to signify
that the mark has been determined under a malpractice ruling.

Detailing the Rationale:

* The school's central Student Information System (SIS) will contain a restricted-access log linked
to the student's profile.

» This log will include a reference to the MIR and a concise explanation of the penalty applied (e.g.,
"M/P: Improper Assistance Penalty - Component Mark Nullified").

» This detail will not be included on student reports or transcripts issued externally, unless required
for awarding body certification purposes, but is vital for internal audits and future assessment
reviews.

Documentation Retention:

* All documentation relating to the finding of improper assistance, including original evidence,
witness statements, and the final MIR, will be retained in accordance with the school's and the
relevant awarding body’s data retention policy.

Communicating malpractice decisions
Once a decision has been made, it will be communicated in writing to the head of centre as soon as

possible. The head of centre will communicate the decision to the individuals concerned and pass on
details of any sanctions and action in cases where this is indicated. The head of centre will also inform
the individuals if they have the right to appeal. (SMPP 11.1) Additional information: N/A

Appeals against decisions made in cases of malpractice
UTC Sheffield will:

« Provide the individual with information on the process and timeframe for submitting an appeal, where
relevant

« Refer to further information and follow the process provided in the JCQ publication A guide to the

awarding bodies' appeals processes Additional information:
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