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Dealing with malpractice and maladministration 

Background 

Incidents of malpractice/maladministration can potentially lead to learners being 

disadvantaged, can require the conduct of costly and time-consuming investigations and may 

damage reputations. It is, therefore, in the interests of all to prevent malpractice or 

maladministration from occurring, wherever possible. Where it is not possible to prevent this, 

it is in everyone’s interest to ensure that all cases of suspected or actual 

malpractice/maladministration are dealt with quickly, thoroughly and effectively.  

For regulated awarding bodies, such as the Chartered Institute of Credit Management (CICM), 

the General Conditions of Recognition include a specific condition relating to malpractice and 

maladministration (Condition A8) which states what regulated awarding bodies are required to 

do in relation to malpractice and maladministration. This condition must be complied with, in 

full, on an on-going basis. The General Conditions of Recognition have their basis in the 

Apprenticeships, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009 and are, therefore, legally enforceable 

requirements.  

This booklet clarifies what is commonly meant by the terms ‘malpractice’ and 

‘maladministration’ and provide examples of the types of situations that may constitute 

malpractice or maladministration. Also it provides a guide to dealing with malpractice and 

maladministration. It does not attempt to instruct centres on the actions they should take to 

prevent and deal with incidents of malpractice and maladministration. It is based on best 

practice guidance published by the Federation of Awarding Bodies (FAB) – see opposite. 

© Chartered Institute of Credit Management 2018 
© Chartered Institute of Credit Management 2018 
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Definition of malpractice and maladministration 

Malpractice 

The term ‘malpractice’ covers any deliberate actions, neglect, default or other practice that 

compromises, or could compromise the:  

 assessment process 

 integrity of a regulated qualification  

 validity of a result or certificate  

 reputation and credibility of the CICM 

 qualification or the wider qualifications community.  

Malpractice may include a range of issues from the failure to maintain appropriate records or 

systems to the deliberate falsification of records in order to claim certificates.  

Failure by a centre to deal with an identified issue may in itself constitute malpractice.  

Maladministration 

Maladministration is any activity, neglect, default or other practice that results in the centre or 

candidate not complying with the specified requirements for delivery of the qualifications as 

set out in the relevant codes of practice, where applicable.  
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Overview of General Conditions of Recognition 

Condition A8 ‘Malpractice and Maladministration’ 

Within Part 1 of the Conditions, the requirements for dealing with malpractice and 

maladministration are laid down in Condition A8 ‘Malpractice and Maladministration’ (see 

Appendix A for Condition A8, in full).  

General Condition A8 Impact on awarding bodies 

Dealing with 

malpractice  

and maladministration 

This Condition requires the CICM to: 

 take all reasonable steps to prevent the occurrence of

any malpractice or maladministration.

 have up to date written procedures for the investigation

of suspected or alleged malpractice or

maladministration.

 ensure that all investigations are carried out rigorously

and effectively.

 review how each centre deals with, or intends to prevent

and investigate any cases of malpractice or

maladministration.

 provide (upon request) guidance to centres on how to

best prevent, investigate and deal with malpractice and

maladministration.

 inform other awarding bodies where malpractice/

maladministration is identified within a centre which may

affect other awarding bodies.

 apply sanctions to centres in line with the sanctions

policy where malpractice/maladministration is identified.
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Condition B3 ‘Notification to Ofqual and Qualification Wales of certain events’ 

Condition B3 ‘Notification to Ofqual (and Qualification Wales) of certain events’ (see Appendix 

B for Condition B3, in full), may also be relevant in cases where malpractice/maladministration 

has occurred or is likely to occur. Condition B3 specifies a list of events that may be notified to 

Ofqual and Qualification Wales and this list includes the requirement to notify regulators where: 

‘the awarding organisation believes that there has been an incident of malpractice or 

maladministration, which could either invalidate the award of a qualification which it makes 

available or could affect another awarding organisation,’ Condition B3.2(g). 

General Condition B3 Impact on awarding bodies 

Notification to Ofqual and 

Qualification Wales of 

certain events  

This Condition requires the CICM to: 

 promptly notify Ofqual and Qualification Wales when

any event that could have an adverse effect has

occurred or is likely to occur.

 pay close attention to the list of events that could

have an adverse effect (listed in Condition B3.2)

when deciding whether to notify Ofqual of an event.

 promptly notify Ofqual and Qualification Wales when

they believe that there has been an incident of

malpractice or maladministration, which could

either invalidate the award of a qualification which it

makes available or could affect another awarding

organisation.

 promptly notify Ofqual and Qualification Wales if it

has cause to believe that it is likely to be subject to

any of the specified events listed in Condition B3.3.
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Types of malpractice 

Malpractice can occur at centre level or at candidate level. 

Centre malpractice 

Examples of centre malpractice include:  

 Insecure storage of assessment materials.  

 Misuse of assessments, including inappropriate adjustments to assessment decisions. 

 Failure to comply with requirements for accurate and safe retention of candidate evidence, 

assessment and internal verification records.  

 Failure to comply with CICM procedures for managing and transferring accurate candidate 

data.  

 Excessive direction from teachers or assessors to candidates on how to meet standards.  

 Deliberate falsification of information used as the basis of authorization of reasonable 

adjustments or special consideration for learners. 

 Deliberate falsification of records in order to claim certificates. 

There may be other instances of suspected centre malpractice which may undermine the 

integrity of the Institute’s qualifications.  

‘Centre staff malpractice’ means malpractice committed by a member of staff (or 

contractor) at a centre. It can arise through, for example:  

 A breach of security, e.g. failure to keep exam material secure, tampering with coursework. 

 Deception, e.g. manufacturing evidence of competence, fabricating assessment or internal 

verification records.  

 The provision of improper assistance to candidates, e.g. permitting the use of a reasonable 

adjustment over and above the extent permitted by CICM policy, prompting candidates in 

assessments by means of signs or verbal or written prompts.  

 Failure to adhere to regulations/CICM stated requirements.  

 Appendix B, Part 1 of the JCQ1 guidance provides more detailed examples of centre staff 

malpractice. 

1 Joint Council for Qualifications (JCQ) - based on JCQ  - Suspected Malpractice in Examinations and Assessments, 

policies and procedures, 1 September 2011 to 31 August 2012. 
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Candidate Malpractice 

Malpractice by a candidate in internal assessment can occur in:  

 The compilation of portfolios of internal assessment evidence. 

 The presentation of practical work. 

 The preparation and authentication of coursework. 

 Conduct during an internal assessment.  

 Conduct during an external assessment.  

Examples of candidate malpractice include:  

 Plagiarism - failure to acknowledge sources properly and/or the submission of another 

person’s work as if it were the candidate’s own.  

 Collusion with others when an assessment must be completed by individual candidates. 

 Copying from another candidate, including using ICT to do so.  

 Personation - assuming the identity of another candidate or having someone assume your 

identity during an assessment.  

 Inclusion of inappropriate, offensive, discriminatory or obscene material in assessment 

evidence. This includes vulgarity and swearing that is outside of the context of the 

assessment, or any material of a discriminatory nature, including racism, sexism and 

homophobia.  

 Inappropriate behaviour during an internal assessment that causes disruption to others. 

This includes shouting and/or aggressive behaviour or language and having an 

unauthorised electronic device that causes a disturbance in the examination room. 

 Frivolous content - producing content that is unrelated to the examination paper/question 

in scripts or coursework. 

 Unauthorised aids - physical possession of unauthorised materials (including mobile 

phones, MP3 players, notes, SMART watches or Google glasses, etc) in the examination 

room.  
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Awarding Body Malpractice 

Examples of awarding body malpractice include:  

 Insecure storage of assessment materials and marking guidance. 

 Misuse of assessments, including inappropriate adjustments to assessment decisions. 

 Deliberate falsification of records in order to support the issuing of certificates. 

 Knowingly failing to adhere to regulations. 

Awarding Body Staff Malpractice means malpractice committed by a member of CICM 

(or a contractor). It can arise through, for example: 

 A breach of security, e.g. failure to keep exam material secure, providing information on 

the content of exam papers. 

 Deception, e.g. colluding in the manufacture of evidence of competence, the fabrication of 

assessment or internal verification records. 

 Collusion in the provision of improper assistance to candidates, e.g. permitting the use of 

a reasonable adjustment over and above the extent permitted by CICM policy, prompting 

candidates in assessments by means of signs or verbal or written prompts. 

 Failure to adhere to regulations/CICM stated requirements. 

There may be other examples of malpractice that may undermine the integrity of qualifications. 

Appendix B, Part 2 of the JCQ guidance provides more detailed examples of candidates’ 

malpractice. 
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Preventing and dealing with malpractice 

Roles and Responsibilities 

Condition A8 ‘Malpractice and maladministration’ specifies what is required of awarding bodies 

in relation to malpractice and maladministration. Therefore the CICM is responsible for:  

 Taking all reasonable steps to prevent any malpractice or maladministration.  

 Ensuring written up to date procedures are in place for the investigation of suspected or 

alleged malpractice or maladministration. 

 The investigation of suspected or alleged malpractice or maladministration. 

 Carrying out or overseeing investigations of cases (or suspected cases) of 

malpractice/maladministration to establish whether it has occurred. 

 Promptly taking all reasonable steps to prevent (or mitigate) any adverse effects arising 

from the malpractice/maladministration. 

 Keeping under review the arrangements put in place by Centres for preventing and 

investigating malpractice and maladministration. 

 Providing guidance to Centres (upon request) as to how best to prevent, investigate, and 

deal with malpractice and maladministration. 

 Taking steps to prevent any malpractice or maladministration from recurring.  

 Taking appropriate and proportionate action against those who are responsible for the 

malpractice/maladministration. 

 Applying appropriate sanctions of the Institute’s sanctions policy (see later section). 

 Informing Centres and other awarding bodies of the malpractice/maladministration, as 

appropriate. 

 Reporting the incident to Ofqual and other regulators, where appropriate. 

 Reporting the matter to the police, where they believe a criminal act has been committed, 

such as fraud. 

Centres/centre staff are responsible for: 

 Complying with the Institute’s malpractice procedures.  

 Taking reasonable steps to prevent malpractice/maladministration from arising. 

 Advising candidates of the Institute’s policy on malpractice/maladministration during their 

induction. 
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 Implementing systems and procedures for recording all suspected instances of candidate 

malpractice and making this information available to the CICM during quality assurance 

activities on site and/or on request.  

 Being vigilant to possible instances of malpractice and maladministration. 

 Notifying the CICM of any incidents of malpractice/maladministration as required by the 

CICM policies.  

 Assisting with any CICM requests for information. 

 Co-operating with CICM malpractice/maladministration investigations.  

 Carrying out investigations of malpractice under the guidance of the CICM.  

 Implementing any actions required during and after investigation into a case of malpractice. 

 Taking action required to prevent the recurrence of malpractice/maladministration.  

Preventing Malpractice and Maladministration  

It is always be preferable to prevent malpractice/maladministration than to deal with it once it 

has occurred. In order to achieve the CICM aims to: 

 Ensure the Head of Centre understands what activity constitutes malpractice and 

maladministration; their role in preventing it and the need to communicate relevant points 

to all members of centre staff.  

 Develop qualification delivery and assessment systems and procedures that are clearly laid 

out and communicated to centres in plain English (or Welsh, where relevant). 

 Communicate any changes to systems and procedures to Centres in a clear and timely 

manner.  

 Monitor the in-centre procedure for preventing and dealing with 

malpractice/maladministration is clearly defined and communicated within the Centre.  

 Ensure that quality monitoring of all centres is carried out regularly and thoroughly be 

appropriately trained awarding body staff/representatives. 

 Ensure that quality monitoring activity (external verifier visits for example) include the 

opportunity to review how the in-Centre procedure for preventing and dealing with 

malpractice/maladministration is working and identify improvements, where necessary. 

 Ensure that the Institute’s sanctions policy is clearly documented and communicated to 

Centres, and states clearly what the repercussions of malpractice/maladministration could 

be.  

 Provide support to ensure that all Centre staff understand their role and responsibility fully. 

 Assess the risk posed Centres in relation to potential for malpractice and maladministration 

and taking appropriate steps in response to that level of perceived risk.  

 Identify and share good practice amongst Centres to encourage and support high quality 

delivery and assessment. 
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Dealing with cases of (suspected) malpractice  
The CICM will deal promptly with malpractice allegations. This may involve the following 

phases:  

 identification  

 CICM response  

 notifying the regulators  

 investigation  

 report  

 decision  

 sanctions and penalties  

 appeals against decisions  

 maintaining records  

 alerting other awarding bodies.  

1. Identification

The CICM, Ofqual or Qualification Wales identify malpractice and suspected malpractice at 

centres of at the CICM in a number of ways, for example through: 

 on-going quality assurance activity and monitoring, e.g. external marking and 

moderation activity. 

 intelligence, complaints or feedback received, e.g. from centre staff, learners, whistle 

blowers or other stakeholders. 

 Scheduled quality assurance activity and monitoring, e.g. external verification activity. 

 information from other organisations e.g. other awarding bodies, sector skills councils 

or funding agencies.  

 At regulator level through intelligence, complaints or feedback received. 
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Malpractice/suspected malpractice may be identified by:  

 an awarding body’s assessment team or other quality assurance staff 

 a centre representative  

 a whistleblower  

 a learner  

 the regulatory authorities 

 Other parties e.g. employers, members of the public. 

If a suspected case of malpractice is brought to the awarding body’s attention by a third 

party or ‘whistleblower’, the CICM will take steps to establish the veracity of the alleged 

case. This may include writing to the third party seeking permission to use their name, to 

communicate the details of the allegation with the centre, and to find out whether the 

centre’s internal procedures have been exhausted.  

If the ‘whistleblower’ does not grant permission to use their name, and the allegation still 

merits investigation, the CICM will advise the ‘whistleblower’ that the scope of the 

investigation may be impaired and that the CICM will strive to preserve their anonymity in 

bringing the matter to the attention of the Head of Centre or their nominee.  

Where suspected malpractice/maladministration is brought to the attention of the CICM 

verbally, e.g. by telephone, the CICM will request that the allegation is presented in writing 

(including by email) before instigating a full investigation.  

Where suspected malpractice/maladministration is brought to the attention of the CICM by 

a member of centre staff or a candidate, the CICM will consider, if relevant, how best to 

protect the informant during and after any investigation activity.  
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2. CICM Response

In a case of suspected malpractice the CICM will review the information presented and 

decide whether it is appropriate to either:  

 Take no further action; or,  

 Bring the matter to the attention of the Head of Centre or their nominee, asking them 

to investigate the alleged malpractice and to produce a written report on the outcome2 

or,  

 Investigate the matter directly in the case of alleged fraud or in a case of serious threat 

to the integrity of certification or where a centre does not have the capacity to conduct 

an investigation. The CICM will endeavour to appoint someone who is independent of 

the normal day-to-day working relationships with the centre to carry out the 

investigation.  

 Consider whether the Regulators should be notified of the matter (see below). 

An example of an Investigation Report Form is shown in Appendix D. 

2  CICM will only be able to allow a centre to investigate an alleged malpractice if the Institute is confident that the 

centre has sufficient resources to ensure the investigation can be carried out in an impartial and unbiased manner 

by a party who does not have a vested interest in the outcome of the investigation. 
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3. Notifying the Regulators

In cases where there could be an Adverse Effect, e.g. cases with alleged fraud or a serious

threat to the integrity of certification, the CICM is required by Condition B3 ‘Notification to

Ofqual (and Qualification Wales) of certain events’ to escalate the matter, if appropriate, in

a timely manner to the relevant regulatory bodies. Also the regulators require the CICM

and centres to co-operate in full, providing information and taking the appropriate action.

In these circumstances, the CICM would make a decision early in the process and in 

consultation with the Chairs of Education Committee, Assessment Board and Executive 

Committee. The decision to notify the regulators would be based on the following3: 

 The scale of the event, e.g. the number of centres or learners affected.

 The impact of the event, i.e. the seriousness of the impact.

 If the event has occurred in reality, as opposed to being at risk of occurring.

 The level of potential media interest, e.g. if there is currently a high level of media

focus on the qualification area, subject or the CICM.

 The level of social networking activity and potential for the incident to gather

momentum via social networking.

4. Investigation

The CICM may decide to:  

 Instruct the centre to conduct an investigation; or,  

 Conduct an investigation itself; or,  

 Nominate a third party to carry out the investigation on its behalf. 

The fundamental principle of investigations will be to conduct them in a fair, reasonable 

and legal manner, ensuring that all relevant information is considered without bias. In 

carrying out investigations, the CICM will usually aim to deal directly with the Head of 

Centre or their nominee.  

Where the CICM requires the Centre to carry out the investigation, it will ensure that the 

Centre is provided with relevant guidance and support. The investigation should be carried 

out by the Head of Centre or their nominee as quickly as is possible, and should be 

consistent with a fair and thorough investigation.  

3 Following FAB information (FAB 2011) from an Ofqual workshop about notifying events in line with the General 

Conditions of Recognition. FAB (2011) ‘Notification of Events’. 
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In cases where the CICM decides to carry out the investigation itself (where a centre does 

not have the capacity to conduct an investigation, or where the issue is very serious) the 

CICM will do so in line with these policies and procedures.  

Where a CICM appoints an investigator, the Institute will ensure that they are fully informed 

about the awarding body’s policies and procedures, and independent of normal or day-to-

day working relationships with the centre or individual(s) under investigation.  

Objectives of investigations  

Investigations into malpractice and suspected malpractice will aim to:  

 Establish the facts relating to allegations/complaints in order to determine whether any 

irregularities have occurred.4 

 Establish the facts, circumstances, and scale of the alleged malpractice.  

 Identify the cause of the irregularities and those involved.  

 Identify and, if necessary, take action to minimise the risk to current candidates and 

requests for certification.  

 Evaluate any action already taken by the centre.  

 Determine whether remedial action is required to reduce the risk to current candidates 

and to preserve the integrity of the qualification.  

 Ascertain whether any action is required in respect of certificates already issued.  

 Obtain evidence to support any sanctions to be applied to the centre, and/or to 

members of staff, in accordance with CICM procedures.  

 Identify any patterns or trends.  

 Identify any changes to policy or procedure that need to be made by the CICM and/or 

the centre(s). 

During the investigation  

During any investigation the following principles should be adhered to: 

4 In considering the scale of the malpractice it is important that the investigation is not too narrowly focused and 

considers the broader impact the malpractice could have had on the centre, learners and qualifications. For example, 

if the investigation relates to the practice of an assessor in relation to a particular learner, it will be important to 

investigate that specific issue but it will also be necessary to consider whether similar behaviour or circumstances 

have arisen in relation to other learners that the assessor deals with whether they are working towards the same or 

different qualifications. It may also be necessary to consider whether the internal verification processes in the centre 

are operating effectively if they have failed to identify weaknesses in an assessors conduct and whether other 

assessors could also be operating in a way that constitutes malpractice or maladministration. 
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 Confidentiality – by their very nature investigations usually necessitate access to 

information that is confidential to a centre or individuals. All material collected as part 

of an investigation must be kept secure and not normally disclosed to any third parties 

(other than the regulators or the police, where appropriate).  

 Rights of individuals - where an individual is suspected of malpractice they will be 

informed of the allegation made against them (preferably in writing) and the evidence 

that supports the allegation. They will be provided with the opportunity to consider their 

response to the allegation and submit a written statement or seek advice, if they wish 

to. They will also be informed of what the possible consequences could be if the 

malpractice is proven and of the possibility that other parties may be informed, e.g. the 

regulators, the police, the funding agency and professional bodies. The appeals process 

should also be communicated to them.  

During investigations, it is probable that individuals will need to be interviewed to gather 

information on the alleged malpractice. Where centre staff members are interviewed 

during an investigation that is being carried out by the centre, these interviews should 

be carried out in line with Centre policy and procedures (including the Centre’s policy 

for conducting disciplinary enquiries). Centre staff may request that they are 

accompanied by a friend or colleague and these requests should be processed in line 

with Centre and/or CICM policy.  

Where a candidate is to be interviewed and they are a minor or vulnerable adult, the 

Centre and/or CICM will consider the need to have a parent or guardian or carer present 

or to have the permission of a parent or guardian or carer prior to the interview taking 

place. Where legal advisors are to be present during interviews this must be made 

known to other parties involved to give them the same opportunity to be similarly 

supported.  

 Retention and storage of evidence and records – all relevant documents and 

evidence will be retained in line with the Institute/centre’s stated policy and procedures. 

 Decisions and action plans – all conclusions and decisions will be based on 

evidence. A course of proposed action will be identified, agreed between the centre and 

the awarding body, implemented and monitored by the CICM to the point of completion. 

The actions will address the improvements that are required to the centre’s policies and 

procedures as well as any action that is related to staff or other resources.  
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 Sanctions – any sanctions applied to centres by the CICM will be commensurate with 

the level of non-compliance identified (and evidenced) during the investigation and will 

be in line with the Institute’s sanctions policy.  

Appendix C contains further information on the conduct of investigations.5 

5. Report

Where the investigation into the alleged malpractice has been carried out by the centre,

the Head of Centre or their nominee should submit a written report to the CICM. Where

the investigation into the alleged malpractice has been carried out by the CICM, the

Responsible Officer or a senior member of the CICM awarding body team should provide a

written report.6

The report should be accompanied by the following documentation, as appropriate:  

 A statement of the facts, a detailed account of the circumstances of alleged 

malpractice, and details of any investigations carried out by the centre.  

 Written statements from the centre staff and candidates who have been interviewed 

as part of the investigation.  

 Any work of the candidate and internal assessment or verification records relevant to 

the investigation.  

 In the case of candidate malpractice, any remedial action being taken by the centre to 

ensure the integrity of certification now and in the future. 

 Any mitigating factors that should be considered.  

In those cases where the CICM carries out its own investigation, the Head of Centre or 

their nominee will be provided with an opportunity to comment on the factual accuracy of 

the investigation report before it is finalised. 

6. The decision

The Institute’s Assessment Board will arrive at a final decision on a malpractice

investigation. These procedures might include, for example, a Malpractice Panel composed

of senior members of awarding body staff who are experienced in the quality assurance of

assessment who are able to determine the outcome in cases of suspected malpractice.

The decision stage will aim to:

5 Extract from Dealing with significant cases of suspected malpractice by those involved in the delivery of

qualifications (Guidance for awarding bodies, May 2006, QCA/06/2662) – although this is archived content which 
may not be applicable, it provides useful advice.    
6 An example report form can be found in Appendix D (from the SQA- Dealing with Malpractice in Internally Assessed 
Qualifications: Information for Centres, September 2011).  
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 Identify the regulatory/centre approval criteria which it is alleged have been 

compromised.  

 Consider the facts of the case.  

 Decide, on the facts, whether malpractice has occurred.  

 Establish who is responsible if criteria have been compromised.  

 Determine an appropriate level of remedial action to be applied. 

In the event of malpractice by a centre, the CICM will consider action to:  

 Minimise the risk to the integrity of certification now and in the future.  

 Maintain public confidence in the delivery and awarding of qualifications. 

 Discourage others from doing likewise.  

 Ensure there has been no gain from compromising our standards.  

 Advise the regulatory authorities of the outcome, where relevant.  

In the event of malpractice by a candidate, the CICM will consider the remedial action 

being taken by the centre, and advise on its appropriateness. The Institute’s decision to 

take further action following the outcome of the investigation will be based only on the 

evidence available. The decision must be justifiable, reasonable and consistent. 

Communicating the decision  

The CICM will usually inform the Head of Centre or their nominee of the decision in writing, 

stating their reasons. The Head of Centre should then communicate the decision to the 

individuals concerned.  

7. Sanctions and Penalties

The CICM will impose sanctions and penalties on Centres where malpractice has been

proven as explained below. These sanctions and penalties will aim to:

 Minimise the risk to the integrity of the qualifications, both now and in the future.  

 Ensure that only those candidates who have reached the required standard are awarded 

the qualification.  

 Maintain the confidence of the public in the delivery and awarding of qualifications. 

 Deter others from doing likewise.  

The sanction to be applied will depend on the nature and scale of the malpractice. Sanctions 

may include the following:  
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Centre level sanctions  

 A review and report action plan (issued to the Centre, requiring improvement activity 

and regular reporting of progress by the Centre).  

 Additional monitoring or inspection (for example, increased moderation of the 

candidates’ work or increased frequency of external verification and increases sampling 

across the qualification or centre as a whole).  

 Removal of direct claims status, if appropriate (requiring all certificate requests to be 

authorised by the external verifier). 

 Restrictions on examination and assessment materials, e.g. delivery shortly before 

intended time of use, supervision of distribution by the awarding body, collection of 

scripts by the CICM.  

 A requirement for the use of independent invigilators, at the Centre’s own expense. 

 Suspension of access to registration of candidates.  

 Withdrawal of qualification approval or approval to deliver parts of a qualification.  

 Withdrawal of Centre approval.  

Centre Staff level sanctions  

 A written warning.  

 A requirement to undergo training before they are involved in the delivery and/or 

assessment of the qualification in the future.  

 Imposition of special conditions on the future involvement (in qualification delivery 

and/or assessment) of a member of Centre staff.  

 Suspension from any involvement in the administration, delivery and/or assessment of 

a qualification (or all of the awarding body’s qualifications). 

Candidate level sanctions  

 A warning that if the offence is repeated within a set period of time that further specified 

sanctions will be applied.  

 Loss of marks for a section or unit.  

 Disqualification from a unit, whole qualification or all qualifications taken in that series. 

 Debarral from entering one or more exams for a specified period of time.  
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8. Appeals against malpractice decisions

Candidate appeals against malpractice decisions  

It is the responsibility of centres to advise candidates they have the right to appeal a 

decision where a case of malpractice has been upheld. Candidates should be aware of the 

centre’s internal appeals process, and that this includes the right to appeal to the CICM 

after the centre’s internal appeals process has been exhausted.  

Candidates have a right to appeal where:  

 The centre has conducted its own investigation and the candidate disagrees with the 

outcome.  

 The CICM has asked the centre to conduct an investigation and the candidate disagrees 

with the outcome.  

 The CICM has conducted its own investigation and the candidate disagrees with the 

decision. 

If the candidate disagrees with the CICM awarding body’s process in reaching this decision, 

they should complain in the first instance to the CICM Responsible Officer 

(awarding.body@CICM.com). Following this, the candidate can raise the issue with 

regulators who will investigate the complaint further (email: info@ofqual.gov.uk).  

Centre appeals against malpractice decisions 

If a centre disagrees with the decision, it can appeal. The Head of Centre (who may not, 

in this case, be represented by a nominee) should make the appeal in writing, requesting 

a review of the decision. The appeal should include a written account of why the Head of 

Centre thinks that the awarding body’s decision is wrong, and this account must address 

the reasons for the original decision given by the awarding body. Any evidence submitted 

to support this claim must be relevant to the case being made. The CICM will respond to 

all appeals in line with the Institute’s published appeals policy and procedure (available 

from the CICM). 

In cases where a Head of Centre believes there has been maladministration by the CICM 

in any aspect of the appeals process, the Head of Centre has a right to raise this matter 

with the CICM Responsible Officer in the first instance and then Ofqual or the Welsh, if 

necessary.  
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Ofqual and Qualification Wales do not get involved in any individual appeals; however they 

would deal any issues regarding awarding body maladministration under its complaints 

procedure, which are published on the Ofqual website (www.ofqual.gov.uk) and Qualification 

Wales website (https://www.qiw.wales). 

9. Maintaining Records of investigations

In conducting an investigation, the CICM requires centres to retain the following records

and documentation in line with centre and the Institute’s record retention requirements.

In an investigation involving a criminal prosecution or civil claim, records and

documentation should be retained after the case and until any appeal has been heard.

Records should include:

 A report containing a statement of the facts, a detailed account of the circumstances of 

alleged malpractice, and details of any investigations carried out by the centre into the 

suspected case of candidate malpractice.  

 Written statements from the centre staff and candidates involved.  

 Any work of the candidate and internal assessment or verification records relevant to 

the investigation. 

 Details of any remedial action taken to ensure the integrity of certification now and in 

the future. 

http://www.ofqual.gov.uk/
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10. Alerting other awarding bodies

The General Conditions of Regulation require that the CICM notifies other awarding bodies 

of cases of malpractice where these cases are likely to impact on the other awarding 

body(s).7 In dealing with cases of malpractice each CICM will pay due regard to this 

requirement and notify other awarding bodies, as appropriate. This will usually be 

appropriate where:  

 The centre where the malpractice has occurred (or is suspected) is also approved with 

another CICM (for the same or different qualifications) and the (suspected) malpractice 

could potentially impact on the activities undertaken on behalf of that other awarding 

body.  

 The centre where the malpractice has occurred (or is suspected) is also approved with 

another awarding body for the same qualifications and there is the potential for the 

centre to move their operations to the other awarding body in an attempt to avoid 

sanctions and continue sub-standard practices.  

 The centre where the malpractice has occurred (or is suspected) has indicated that they 

are seeking approval with another awarding body (for the same or different 

qualifications).  

In order to decide what action to take as a result of the information received, the CICM 

may: 

 request information from the centre, speak to your own staff e.g. external 

verifiers/moderators who may be aware of this information through their contact with 

the centre, speak to other awarding bodies to determine their involvement with the 

centre.  

 seek legal advice to find out if it is acceptable to share the fact that an investigation has 

taken place or is in the process of taking place. 

7 See FAB Malpractice and Maladministration Guide for issues and advice about notifying other awarding

bodies. 
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Appendix A 

Extracts from the Ofqual General Conditions of Recognition and Qualification Wales Interim 

Standard Conditions of Recognition.  

Condition A8 Malpractice and maladministration 

Preventing malpractice and maladministration  

 An awarding organisation must take all reasonable steps to prevent the occurrence of any 

malpractice or maladministration in the development, delivery and award of qualifications 

which it makes available or proposes to make available.  

Investigating and managing the effect of malpractice and maladministration  

 Where any such malpractice or maladministration is suspected by an awarding organisation 

or alleged by any other person, and where there are reasonable grounds for that suspicion 

or allegation, the awarding organisation must –  

a) so far as possible, establish whether or not the malpractice or maladministration has

occurred, and

b) promptly take all reasonable steps to prevent any Adverse Effect to which it may give

rise and, where any such Adverse Effect occurs, mitigate it as far as possible and

correct it.

Procedures relating to malpractice and maladministration  

 For the purposes of this condition, an awarding organisation must – 

a) establish and maintain, and at all times comply with, up to date written procedures

for the investigation of suspected or alleged malpractice or maladministration, and

b) ensure that such investigations are carried out rigorously, effectively, and by persons

of appropriate competence who have no personal interest in their outcome.

 Where a Centre undertakes any part of the delivery of a qualification which an awarding 

organisation makes available, the awarding organisation must take all reasonable steps to 

keep under review the arrangements put in place by that Centre for preventing and 

investigating malpractice and maladministration. 

 An awarding organisation must, following a request from such a Centre, provide guidance 

to the Centre as to how best to prevent, investigate, and deal with malpractice and 

maladministration.  
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Dealing with malpractice and maladministration  

 Where an awarding organisation establishes that any malpractice or maladministration has 

occurred in the development, delivery or award of qualifications which it makes available, 

or proposes to make available, it must promptly take all reasonable steps to –  

a) prevent that malpractice or maladministration from recurring, and

b) take action against those responsible which is proportionate to the gravity and scope of

the occurrence, or seek the cooperation of third parties in taking such action.  

 Where an awarding organisation has any cause to believe that an occurrence of 

malpractice or maladministration, or any connected occurrence – 

a) may affect a Centre undertaking any part of the delivery of a qualification which an

awarding organisation makes available, it must inform that Centre, and

b) may affect another awarding organisation, it must inform that awarding organisation.
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Appendix B  

Extracts from the Ofqual General Conditions of Recognition and Qualification Wales Interim 

Standard Conditions of Recognition.  

Condition B3 Notification to Ofqual and Qualification Wales of certain events  

Notification where an event could have an Adverse Effect  

 An awarding organisation must promptly notify Ofqual and Qualification Wales when it has 

cause to believe that any event has occurred or is likely to occur which could have an 

Adverse Effect.  

Specific examples of events which could have an Adverse Effect  

 For the purposes of this condition, such events may in particular include those where – 

a) there is a substantial error in the awarding organisation’s assessment materials.

b) there has been a loss or theft of, or a breach of confidentiality in, any assessment

materials.

c) the awarding organisation cannot supply assessment materials for a scheduled

assessment date,

d) there has been a failure in the delivery of an assessment which threatens Assessors’

ability to differentiate accurately and consistently between the levels of attainment

demonstrated by Learners,

e) the awarding organisation will be unable to meet a published date for the issue of

results or the award of a qualification,

f )  the awarding organisation has issued incorrect results or certificates, 

g) the awarding organisation believes that there has been an incident of malpractice or

maladministration, which could either invalidate the award of a qualification which it

makes available or could affect another awarding organisation,

h) the awarding organisation has (for any reason, whether inside or outside its control)

incurred an increase in costs which it anticipates will result in an increase in its fees of 

significantly more than the rate of inflation, body, or  

j) a Senior Officer of the awarding organisation is a party to criminal proceedings (other

than minor driving offences), is subject to any action for disqualification as a company

director, or is subject to disciplinary proceedings by any professional, regulatory, or

government body.
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Notification of specified events in all cases  

 An awarding organisation must promptly notify Ofqual and Qualification Wales if it is, or if 

it has cause to believe that it is likely to be, subject to – 

a) a material change in its governance structure or legal status,

b) a change of control,

c) a merger between it and another body, or

d) any insolvency or bankruptcy proceedings.

An awarding organisation must promptly notify Ofqual and the Welsh Regulator if it 

proposes to make available a qualification which is substantially different in type or content 

to any which it has previously made available.  

Further requirements on the timing of notifications  

 When it notifies Ofqual and Qualification Wales of an event in accordance with this 

condition, or as soon as possible afterward, an awarding organisation must also notify   of 

any steps that it has taken or intends to take to prevent the event having an Adverse Effect 

or to correct or mitigate that Adverse Effect if it occurs.  

 An awarding organisation must not delay making a notification to Ofqual and Qualification 

Wales in accordance with this condition because relevant information is unavailable, but 

must notify based on all the information that it has and provide further information to 

Ofqual and the Welsh Regulators once it becomes available. 
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Appendix C  

Extract from Dealing with significant cases of suspected malpractice by those 

involved in the delivery of qualifications 

Guidance for awarding bodies, May 2006, QCA/06/2662  

Although archived content which may not apply, the following provides useful advice on 

conducting an investigation. 

Conducting an investigation 

The following process is recommended for carrying out investigations. It is intended that the 

stages involve generic key activities; however, not all these would be implemented in every 

case. An awarding body may wish to discuss the proposed investigation strategy in the first 

instance with the relevant regulatory authority to ensure that all necessary activities will be 

carried out.  

Stage 1: Briefing and record-keeping  

Anyone involved in the conduct of an investigation should have a clear brief and understanding 

of their role. All investigators must maintain an auditable record of every action during an 

investigation to demonstrate that they have acted appropriately.  

The awarding body will provide secure storage for all material associated with an investigation 

in case of subsequent legal challenge.  

Stage 2: Establishing the facts  

Investigators should review the evidence and associated documentation, including awarding 

body guidance on the delivery of the qualifications and related quality assurance arrangements. 

Issues to be determined:  

 what occurred (nature of malpractice/substance of the allegations)  

 why the incident occurred  

 who was involved in the incident  

 when it occurred  

 where it occurred – there may be more than one location  

 what action, if any, the centre has taken.  

Stage 3: Interviews  

Interviews will be conducted in accordance with the relevant codes for interviewing of the 

nation concerned. Thorough preparation is needed prior to any interview.  

Content  

Interviews will include prepared questions; responses will be recorded. 
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Interviewers may find it helpful to use the ‘PEACE’ technique:  

 plan and prepare  

 engage and explain  

 account  

 closure  

 evaluation.  

Face-to-face interviews will normally be conducted by two people with one person primarily 

acting as interviewer and the other as note-taker.8  

Those being interviewed will be informed that they may have another individual of their 

choosing present and that they do not have to answer questions. These arrangements aim to 

protect the rights of all individuals.  

Stage 4: Other contacts  

 In some cases, candidates or employers may need to be contacted for facts and 

information.  

 This may be done via face-to-face interviews, telephone interviews, by post or by email.  

 Whichever method is used, the investigator will have a set of prepared questions. The 

responses will be recorded in writing as part of confirmation of the evidence. Investigators 

will log the number of attempts made to contact an individual.  

Stage 5: Documentary evidence  

 Wherever possible documentary evidence will be authenticated by reference to the author; 

this may include asking candidates and others to confirm handwriting, dates and 

signatures.  

 Receipts will be given for any documentation removed from a centre. Independent expert 

opinion may be obtained from subject specialists about a candidate’s evidence and/or from 

a specialist organisation such as a forensic examiner, who may comment on the validity of 

documents.  

Stage 6: Conclusions  

Once the investigators have gathered and reviewed all relevant evidence, a decision is made 

on the outcome.  

Stage 7: Reporting  

A draft report is prepared and factual accuracy agreement obtained. The final report is 

submitted to the relevant regulatory authority.  

8 Note CICM appeals usually involves at least 3 people – see results enquiry and appeals booklet. 
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Stage 8: Actions  

Any resultant action plan is implemented and monitored appropriately. 
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Appendix D 

Example Investigation Report Form9 

Investigation Report Form10 

Area of concern: 

Qualification title: 

Date of issue: 

Centre number: 

Centre name: 

Unit code(s)/name: 

Level: 

Candidate(s) involved (if appropriate): 

Centre staff involved (if appropriate): 

CICM staff involved (if appropriate): 

To be completed by the Awarding Body Co-ordinator – Tracey Turville 

10 Based on SQA document 
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I confirm that: 

 all individuals involved have been notified about the above issue and have been given

opportunity to comment.

 Where appropriate, a signed statement from each individual is available.

Signature of Awarding Body Co-ordinator 

Contact details: 
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The individuals involved have been notified of these findings and have been given further 

opportunity to comment. All parties are aware that this information will inform the decision 

regarding any application of sanction.  

Assessment Board are invited to consider the evidence herein and decide whether there has 

been malpractice in the completion of the assignments.  The outcome of the Board’s decision 

could be: 

1. No case to answer – no further action required

2. A warning that if the offence is repeated that further specified sanctions will be applied

3. Loss of marks for a section or unit

4. Disqualification from a unit, whole qualification or all qualifications taken in that series

5. Debarral from entering one or more CICM assessments for a specified period of time in the future.

Our findings, based on these investigations, are as follows: (attach additional documentation 

if required):  

Assessment Board's decision: 

Signature 

Date 

Position:   . 
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Appendix E 

SUSPECTED DISHONESTY REPORT 

Please read Appendix 1 of Instructions for Examiners before you complete this form. 

Subject 

January / June 

/October 

Delete as appropriate 

Date 

Level 
Centre 

Number 

Examiner’s Name BLOCK 

CAPITALS 

Moderator’s Name BLOCK 

CAPITALS 

Candidate 

Number 
Candidate Name 

Decision 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Malpractice 

number 
M 

Date of 

receipt 

Date Action taken 

Date of Assessment 

Board 

Decision 

Date of final reply 

Final results adjusted 

Appeal 
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Examiner’s Report – 

Please give details for the reason for suspicion and the evidence. 

Signed Date 

Examiner’s Name BLOCK 

CAPITALS 

Address 

This form should be sent, along with the answer booklet(s) and any other evidence to the 

Moderator 
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Moderator’s Report – 

Signed Date 

Moderator’s Name BLOCK 

CAPITALS 

Address 

This form should now be sent, along with the answer booklet(s) and any other evidence to 

the Awarding Body Co-ordinator, CICM, Station Road, South Luffenham, Oakham, LE15 8NB. 
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Further Notes and Recommendations 
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