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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
A thematic review of ‘Mitigating Circumstances’ was conducted between 1st March and 16th May 2013. The Review 
Panel undertook scrutiny of documentation and independent research prior to the review day.  Discussion was 
informed by their findings and by face-to-face interviews to clarify practice and collect feedback.  The purpose of 
thematic review is outlined in paragraph 2 of this report and the strategy and methodology followed is detailed in 
paragraph 3. 
 

The main findings of the review panel are as follows: 
 

 The Mitigating Circumstances procedures have been implemented satisfactorily for students of the University of 
London International Programmes 
 

 The Mitigating Circumstances policy and practice is generally fit for purpose.  However, there is a need for 
enhancement and clarity, particularly for students 

 

 Current processes reflect sound practice in accordance with the relevant Indicators which demonstrate that the 
expectation of chapter B6, ‘Assessment of students and accreditation of prior learning’, of the QAA UK Quality 
Code for Higher Education1 is met. 

 

Details of commendations, areas of good practice and recommendations identified by the panel are provided in 
paragraphs 7 and 8 of the report.  Key recommendations for the improvement and enhancement of Mitigating 
Circumstances are: 
 

 A clear definition of ‘mitigating circumstances’ 
 

 An agreed terminology which is meaningful for students 
 

 Clear positioning of an informative statement for students on the website 
 

 The alignment of the terminology and wording to be used across all references 
 

 Resumption of the reporting of overall mitigating circumstances statistics for the academic year 
 

This report is submitted to the Quality Assurance and Student Lifecycle sub-committee (QASL) on 5th July 2013.   The 
QASL is invited to consider the recommendations, to note areas of good practice and to approve, allocate 
responsibility for, and monitor, further actions arising from this report. 

 
1 The Quality Code replaces the QAA Codes of practice and is the definitive reference point for all those involved in delivering higher education which leads to an 

award from, or is validated by, a UK higher education provider. It makes clear what institutions are required to do, what they can expect of each other, and what 
the general public can expect of all higher education providers. These Expectations express key matters of principle that the higher education community has 
identified as important for the assurance of quality and academic standards. Each Chapter of the Quality Code comprises a series of Indicators which higher 
education providers have agreed reflect sound practice, and through which institutions can demonstrate that they are meeting the relevant Expectations. 
Note: Chapter B6 of the new Quality Code is currently under consultation and the revised version will be published in October 2013.  The indicators currently 
reflect the migrated precepts of the QAA Code of practice Section 6. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Thematic reviews are central to the University’s systems for assuring the quality and standards of its 

International Programmes provision.  Whereas Annual Programme Planning and Review (APPR) and Periodic 
Programme Review (PPR) are organised around academic programmes of study, thematic review takes a 
horizontal snapshot on a specific theme across the International Programmes and complements both APPR and 
PPR, enabling the University, as the awarding body, to review provision and, in conjunction with Lead 
Colleges/Consortia, to monitor the standard of the award and/or quality of provision. 

 

1.2 A paper (QASL17/6) containing proposals for the methodology and subject matter of thematic reviews to be 
conducted by CPQ during 2012 was submitted to the 17th February 2012 meeting of the Quality Assurance and 
Student Lifecycle Committee (QASL).  These proposals were generated following recent academic year APPR 
meetings and discussions by QASL (July 2011) regarding suggestions for future work into 2011-2012 and 2012-
2013.  The topics for thematic review should span both quality assurance and operational aspects (affecting the 
student lifecycle) of the International Programmes’ activities. 

 

1.3 The QASL agreed a proposed schedule for thematic reviews and agreed proposals for the themes, approved by 
the Dean, for thematic review.  This report considers the theme ‘Mitigating Circumstances’. 

 

2. PURPOSE 
2.1 The purpose of thematic review is to: 

 critically review a specific theme with respect to compliance with policy, process and procedure, the reliability 
of information and completeness of practice; 

 establish that current policy and practice is fit for purpose and informed by developing knowledge and practice 
in the relevant external arena; 

 make recommendations for the enhancement of the theme under review; 

 identify opportunities to enhance the quality of the International Programmes students’ experience, including 
further developments and/or dissemination of areas of good practice. 

 

3. STRATEGY AND METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Thematic reviews normally consist of: 

 Audit:  where practice is reviewed with regard to compliance, efficiency and effectiveness, and which mainly 
centres on administrative matters; 

 Enquiry: where a more in-depth investigation is conducted evaluating practice in the light of developing 
knowledge and practice in the relevant external area. 

 

3.2 Thematic review is investigative and involves scrutiny, analysis and evaluation.  The process requires the 
systematic gathering and collation of information relating to the scheme under scrutiny. 

 

3.3 The aims and terms of reference, as agreed by the review chair, for the thematic review of Mitigating 
Circumstances were as follows:  

 To critically review Mitigating Circumstances with respect to compliance with policy, process and  procedure, 
the reliability of information and completeness of practice 
o with specific references to the stages of the respective process for each of the examples being reviewed; 
o taking into consideration and evaluating any guidance specific to the process and/or any publicly available 

International Programmes documentation; 
o taking into consideration case studies, variations in implementation/interpretation of procedure. 

 To establish that current policy and practice is fit for purpose, and informed by developing knowledge and 
practice in the relevant external arena: 
o taking into consideration available University of London/International Programmes documentation (e.g. 

Regulations and Student Handbooks, which are available on the webpage) 
o taking into consideration any available external points of reference (QAA UK Quality Code for Higher 

Education, Chapter B6: ‘Assessment of students and accreditation of prior learning’ 

  To make recommendations as to the enhancement of current practice for Mitigating Circumstances 

 To make recommendations as to how the policy/process on Mitigating Circumstances might be further 
developed to ensure: 
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o fairness of practice 
o  that it is fit for purpose 

 To make recommendations as to documentation to be developed to clarify the process for students and staff 

 To identify areas of good practice for development /wider dissemination 

  To review the thematic review process with regard to: 
o The suitability of the methodology employed for this review; 
o Recommendations for enhancement of the thematic review process 

 

3.4 The chair was appointed from the membership of the University of London International Academy Academic 
Committee and a panel was convened on the following basis: 

 One External Academic with suitable knowledge of the area under review 

 One Lead College Academic from the University of London International Programmes 

 One member of the University of London International Programmes Quality Assurance and Student Lifecycle 
sub-committee (QASL) 

(Full review panel details on page ii above) 
 

3.5 The chair and review secretary held preliminary meetings to determine the Terms of Reference, the 
methodology for the review and the documentation to be scrutinised.  Panel members considered 
documentation as detailed in Appendix 1 and focussed in particular on the following documentation on 
Mitigating Circumstances policies and procedures: 

(i) All panel members reviewed documentation for International Programmes students from the following 
programmes/ Lead Colleges:  

 Postgraduate Laws 

 Undergraduate Laws 

 EMFSS 

 The Royal Veterinary College 

 Heythrop College 

 London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine (LSHTM) 
(ii) Reviews were assigned to individual panel members as follows: 

Documentation available for Mitigation processes for internal students of: 

 The Royal Veterinary College 

 Queen Mary University of London (QMUL) 

 London School of Economics (LSE) 
and in the public domain for: 

 The Open University (OU) 

 Liverpool University 

 Anglia Ruskin University 

 The University of Cambridge 

 The University of Leicester 
 

3.6 The panel completed feedback forms on their findings.  These were circulated to the whole panel in advance of 
the review meeting enabling  

 

3.7  On the review day, the panel met with the following key colleagues to clarify practice and collect feedback: 

 Mr Tim Wade, Associate Director: Assessment and Awards 

 Mr Tim Palmer, Senior Assessment Manager: Examinations 
 

3.8 The Thematic Review report was circulated via email to the Chair and Panel members for comment and for 
feedback on the methodology employed for the review and for suggestions for enhancement of the thematic 
review process.  The report was checked for factual accuracy by those colleagues interviewed by the panel. 

 

4. OVERVIEW 
4.1 The University’s Mitigating Circumstances process integrates with that of the Lead Colleges.  Students may 

apply to the International Academy for consideration of circumstances which may have prevented them from 
attending an examination or may have affected their performance.  This is then considered by the relevant 



QASL 23/8 

3 

 

examination board for their programme (see Appendix 1).  During the examination period the Lead College’s 
process for evaluating distance learning student cases is generally the same as that used when dealing with non-
distance students.  Mitigation is considered at examination boards (or by pre-boards for large programmes) at 
which senior officers of the International Academy Assessment and Awards Department act as Secretary to the 
Boards.   Because different programmes examined by different Examination Boards, may sit in the same place at 
the same time,  consideration was given as to whether an event  such as a disturbance in an examination hall, 
might result in variations in the way candidates from those different programmes are dealt with. 

 

4.2 The University of London International Programmes ‘Notice to Candidates’, which is issued with the 
examination ‘Admission Notice’  three to four weeks before their first examination, provides information to 
students on the submission of mitigating circumstances reports. Information is also made in the Programme 
Regulations and Student Handbook.  Candidates are invited to submit any information they would like to be 
considered by the Board. Therefore categories of submissions are numerous.  Evidence is required to take the 
case forward. In the case of a hall disturbance, a report is sought from the invigilator, if not already received. 

 

4.3 On notifying the Student Admissions Office of circumstances affecting exam performance, students receive an 
acknowledgement letter.  Students are advised that their case will be forwarded to the final Examiners Board 
meeting and that any decision made will be reflected on their ‘Notification of Results’. 

 

4.4 The spread of submissions across the courses is fairly even, except for the Laws programme which has always 
attracted a higher proportion of reports.  Statistics on Mitigating Circumstances requests were last reported to 
the QASL for the 2007-08 session 
(http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/sites/default/files/governance/qasl6_24_mit_circs_report_07_08.pdf).  Statistics have not been 
collected since then as the office which dealt with all mitigating circumstances was disbanded in 2009 and the 
task was passed over to individual assessment offices. 

 

4.5 All submissions are considered by the Examination Board or designated sub-board.  Some Boards, for example, 
Undergraduate Laws, hold pre-boards and appropriate action or no specific action is recommended.  All 
students are issued with a ‘Notification of Results’ which contains a generic note on the factors taken into 
account  in arriving at the final result and includes ‘any special difficulties known to have been experienced by 
the candidate at the time of the examination (e.g. illness).’ 

 

5. FINDINGS 
5.1 Audit  

The panel considered mitigating circumstances documentation from different International Programmes as 
outlined at 3.5 (i), above, to evaluate compliance with process, policy and procedure.  Due regard was given to 
the context of the QAA Quality Code Chapter B6 ‘Assessment of students and accreditation of prior learning’ 
and whether current processes reflect sound practice in accordance with the relevant indicators which 
demonstrate that expectations about assessment are met. 

 

  The samples showed different internal terminology and approaches to the process (see 4.1 above).  
Documentation included records of students’ mitigating circumstances submissions, pre-board minutes (where 
applicable) and minutes of Boards of Examiner meetings for the respective samples.  The LSHTM documentation 
included their comprehensive and detailed ‘Extenuating Circumstances policy’ and ‘Guidance for DL students’,  
which enabled the panel to undertake an in-depth analysis of the LSHTM’s policy and process for distance 
learning students.    

 

 A case study drawing on an example of a mitigating circumstances submission from a student at Heythrop 
College was considered as this demonstrated a situation where the reason for mitigation would have affected 
all candidates from the same programme.  
 

The panel raised concern about the clarity of the term(s) used, particularly from the student perspective and 
the varied information available to students before, during and after the process (see paras 5.2, 5.3.1, 5.3.2 & 
5.3.5).   The panel noted that the process was not initially transparent to them and that the deliberations of the 
Board of Examiners were not always clear from the minutes. The terms used were not always clear and required 
explanation to panel members.  

http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/sites/default/files/governance/qasl6_24_mit_circs_report_07_08.pdf
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However, following clarification by the assessment staff who participated in the review, the panel had 
confidence in compliancy with the stated process.  Furthermore, given the necessary variances from 
programme to programme and the wide range of circumstances submitted, management of the process is 
consistent and the respective  Boards of Examiners’ handling of mitigating circumstances cases is conducted to 
the same standard as that for the Lead Colleges’ internal programmes. 

 

5.2 Enquiry  
 The audit of the mitigating circumstances processes together with scrutiny of documentation relating to the 

internal processes of a sample of Colleges from both the University of London and from publicly available 
documentation of other UK Universities, as external reference points (see 3.5 (ii), above) informed the review. 

 

 The panel noted that the term ‘Mitigating Circumstances’ was used in many UK Universities although different 
terminologies were used across the sector, for example ‘Extenuating Circumstances’ , ‘Special Circumstances’ or 
‘Mitigation’.  Terminology in documents about the process for students of the International Programmes varied.  
It could therefore be confusing for students when trying to locate guidance and they would not necessarily 
recognise that the references related to the same process.  This is exemplified from the findings that (i) the 
‘Notice to Candidates’ refers to ‘Illness and other problems during the examinations’; (ii) the relevant section of 
the regulations   (http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/community-support-resources/current-students/regulations-2012-2013 ) 

 is headed ‘Illness during examinations’, but goes on to refer to ‘illness or other circumstances’ that may have 
affected performance in an examination and (iii) the Student Handbook refers to’ Mitigating Circumstances’. 

 
 A search through the International Programmes website home page did not readily lead to any guidance on 

examination practice.  The links accessed via the ‘Current Student’ section led to information which does not 
directly contain any information regarding mitigating circumstances.  It is noteworthy that the Examinations 
page contains a direct link to the procedure for allegations of assessment, but there is no direct link to 
mitigating circumstances.  There was no immediate information apparent on mitigation processes via the 
Student Portal, but students are signposted towards the following sources of information: 

 The Examinations Information Booklet for undergraduate students 

 The Procedures Booklet for postgraduate students 

 The Student Handbook and regulations section of the VLE 
 

 Investigation of a sample of UK Universities revealed examples of clear and easily-accessed guidance for 
students.  Anglia Ruskin University (ARU) has a clear and transparent process which is communicated to 
students through the website and is documented in the University’s ‘Senate Code of Practice on the assessment 
of students.’  The Open University (OU) , has clear information set out on individual subject pages with a link to 
a separate OU website that contains an A to Z of regulations and policies.  Whilst it is recognised that 
International students may have unique and diverse grounds for mitigation, the panel was of the opinion that 
students would benefit from a clear definition of what is meant by ‘Mitigating Circumstances’.  It was noted that 
within the UK University sector there was frequent use of ‘serious unforeseen, unpreventable circumstances 
that significantly disrupt performance in assessment’ (or slight variations on this) as an explanatory description. 

 

 The panel deemed the current University process to be fit for purpose in practice, but felt that there was room 
for enhancement by increasing transparency to students and providing clarity, whilst also managing student 
expectations.  A need was identified for references to mitigating circumstances across all documentation to be 
aligned, using an agreed and consistent terminology.  

 

5.3 Key issues 
5.3.1 Discussion with the University of London’s assessment staff determined that students are not given different 

versions of what constitutes the final consideration process; primacy lies firmly with the Lead College process 
at the examination board.  However, a College’s own terminology on what constitutes mitigating 
circumstances may differ from that used in information provided to International Programmes students by the 
University.  Panel members also noted the differences in terminology used in the sources of the University’s 
information to students (see 5.2 above):   These are potentially confusing and the panel felt that students 

http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/community-support-resources/current-students/regulations-2012-2013
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would benefit from clarity in the definition of ‘Mitigating Circumstances’ and an alignment of references 
across all sources of information and guidance.  

 

5.3.2 Depending upon the source of information the student accesses, it is not necessarily immediately apparent 
that they have to do anything other than ’inform the Student Assessment Office’.  In the subject-specific 
regulations it may not be clear to students what is meant by ‘informing/notifying the Student Assessment 
Office’.  There could also be confusion as to whether the initial contact is deemed to constitute the submission 
or whether, where further supporting information is requested, the date of submission is deemed to be at the 
later date when all supporting evidence has been submitted.  Where a student, having believed their 
submission to be complete,  does not access an email requesting further information until after the date 
specified for receipt of further evidence,  this may cause them undue concern as to whether or not they have 
actually met the deadline.  It would be of benefit to have this clarified in the communications/information for 
students. 

 

5.3.3 All International Programmes references relating to mitigating circumstances are directly linked to 
‘examinations’ 2.  On face value, and in view of the current predominance of written examinations, this would 
not necessarily appear to refer to other forms of assessment.  As more forms of assessment are introduced 
there will be a need to bear in mind expansion of the mitigating circumstances policy and processes in place, 
to cover any elements of summative assessment within a programme. Clearer information is needed to specify 
that mitigating circumstances might apply to other forms of assessment and how these are also dealt with. 

 

5.3.4 The panel was mindful that a student raising mitigating circumstances would be likely to find the experience 
quite stressful and would benefit from further information on eligibility and the subsequent stages of the 
process, in terms of the standard of evidence required, confidentiality and possible outcomes.  Due to the 
diverse nature of possible cases for mitigation, it would not be possible to provide comprehensive guidance on 
permissible circumstances, nor was it desirable to discourage students from feeling that they were able to 
approach the University with their concerns.  However, some universities, for example the OU and ARU  (see 
web links at 9 below ) do provide general information on grounds for mitigation and these normally specify 
that the reason must be ‘serious’ or ‘unforeseen’.  General guidance on circumstances which would not be 
permissible might also be welcomed by students so as not to raise expectations where it was already 
established that there would be no case to consider in such circumstances. 

 

5.3.5 Students do not receive a direct notification of the outcome of their submission.  The ‘Notification of Results’ 
(see 4.3 and 4.5 above) contains a footnote with generic information.  This has led students to believe, in 
some cases, that as there is no change to their result, their submission may not have been dealt with or that 
their supporting documentation has not been received.   This indicates a need for more clarity for students on 
the process and, in broad terms, on the possible outcomes.  Information on outcomes should draw students’ 
attention to examination marks not being altered, so as not to raise expectations where students believe that 
their submission will result in such action (see also 5.3.9 below). 

 
5.3.6 The panel had noted from the enquiry stage that some Universities provided a form for students to complete 

for a mitigating circumstances submission.  The LSHTM procedure includes a comprehensive form which sets 
out the details to be completed and directs the students to the Guidance Notes.  ARU also has a pro-forma 
and students can track the progress of their application via a website (‘e-vision’).  There has been a conscious 
decision taken not to introduce a form for International Programmes students as it is held that circumstances 
for International Programmes students cannot always be captured within such a form.  However, the panel 
felt that it might be helpful for students to have a version of a form to complete which sets out exactly what 
they need to do, which reminds them what evidence they need to attach and which they know will constitute 
a formal submission.  This would also be helpful for the Board in that it would focus the student, clarify the 
submission and, in some cases, reduce paperwork as it has been known for Boards to receive lengthy 
discursive submissions.  In terms of tracking the submission, although there are examples of good practice in 

 
2 The Glossary of Terms in the Regulations states ‘The term ‘examination’ refers to all the methods used to examine the student in a particular course/module.  
Methods include a written paper examination, coursework, project, dissertation or online participation requirements.’ 
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the HE sector, there is no suitable system which could be utilised for the International Programme students.  It 
was not thought prudent to track submissions via ESD as there would be issues of confidentiality. 

 

5.3.7 It was noted that all students making a mitigating circumstances submission are entitled to have their case 
considered by the Board of Examiners. The panel noted the good practice of holding pre-board meetings 
dealing with mitigation to consider each case in order to present recommendations to the Board.  This was 
evident for Undergraduate Laws for example, where time could be taken to consider each case individually.  
Smaller Boards were better placed to consider cases at the Board meeting, but pre-Boards were an excellent 
means of ensuring that appropriate and individual attention is given whilst reducing the time needed for the 
Board to conduct its business, yet allowing the Board to maintain its responsibility for decision making.  It was 
also noted from across the evidence base of the review, that where Boards were attended by a medical 
practitioner their opinion on the medical evidence submitted was valuable.  This applied both to determining 
the severity of the case and endorsing authenticity. Medical evidence for International Programmes students 
is taken at face value, but it did not appear that authenticity was an area of concern.  However, where a 
College has a medical practitioner, their participation in the mitigating circumstances process was deemed to 
be an area of good practice. 

 

5.3.8 The review considered arrangements for carrying forward outcomes of mitigating circumstances cases to 
ensure that the Exam Board Chair would be informed whether mitigating circumstances had applied in 
borderline cases at the point of classification.  Current processes manage this element.  However, the panel 
stressed the need for robust procedures to be in place to ensure that records are brought forward in later 
years.  Such systems would need to be built into the International Academy’s student administration record 
system migration from EARS to SITS.    

 

5.3.9 Cases submitted cover a wide range of circumstances.  The panel considered whether some students may use 
the process as a ‘safeguard’ against poor performance.  For example the LLB (Old Regulations), which is now 
being phased out, was non-modular and students needed to pass all four papers; failure or absence for one 
paper would result in failure for the whole diet and all four papers would need to be retaken.  At past Boards, 
questions were raised as to why there were large numbers of candidates with one-day certificates coinciding 
with a particular paper.  Similarly, under a modular system, a candidate who is absent from one paper, 
without ‘extenuation’ will have used one attempt and where re-sit marks are capped, would only be eligible 
for a re-sit mark of 40%.  Whilst some Universities specify acceptable grounds for a submission, it was not 
considered to be within the spirit of the International Programmes to either discourage submissions or be 
prescriptive about valid reasons because of the unusual circumstances of many of our students.  The 
Assessments Office found the volume of cases to be manageable.  However, the panel felt that by providing 
guidance on reasons which may not be permissible (see para 8.2 below), it might help to reduce the workload 
of Boards and to manage the expectations of some students.  Students are entitled to know that their 
submissions will be carefully considered, but should not raise their expectations regarding any action to be 
taken.  They must not be led to expect that a mitigation submission for an attempt that counts, would lead to 
a change in marks or a conversion from a fail to a pass.  Any doubt that could be removed for students would 
be of benefit.  

 

5.3.10 The review considered mitigating circumstances in relation to aegrotat awards.  Information is not normally 
publicised specifically.  It is however covered in the regulations and in the event of a claim the Student 
Assessment Office would provide information on the procedure to be followed.  The wording of the aegrotat 
regulations for International Programmes students was revised recently, but is deemed to be more relevant to 
students of the Colleges who cannot return in the subsequent academic year.  The Associate Director: 
Assessment and Awards reported that Boards who receive such representations struggle to deal with them. In 
the previous academic year, the QASL agreed that a working group, the ‘programme Specification and 
Regulations (PSR) group, would be set up to look at the regulations.  The panel agreed that it would be useful 
for the PSR group to include this issue in their deliberations. 

 
 
 
 
 



QASL 23/8 

7 

 

6. CONCLUSIONS 
6.1 Clarity and guidance for students 

 It was considered that the term ‘Mitigating Circumstances’ is not necessarily easily understood by students.  
This is further confused by different terms relating to the process being used in various sources of information.  
Information is not always easily identifiable or accessible. There is a need for an agreed terminology, a definition 
of what is meant by it and consistency in the message and language used across all sources of information 

 Students should be able to locate the information easily. 
 

6.2 Managing student expectations 
 Students should have easily identified access to clear information about the process for submission, how their 
case is progressed and possible outcomes.  They should also be assured of the confidentiality with which their 
case will be treated.  Much of this is already in place, but needs to be strengthened, enhanced and consolidated.  

 

6.3  Formal records of outcomes 
 (i) Board of Examiners minutes 

 There were some examples of excellent documentation of the consideration and outcomes of mitigating 
circumstances cases (see 7.3 below).  However, there should be transparency in all minutes as some of those in 
the evidence base where difficult to decipher.   Although large Boards would not be able to itemise all details 
under each candidate, the process and terminology should be clear. 
 

 (ii) Student Administration 
a. Current procedures for carrying forward mitigation decisions is managed well and it must be ensured that 

robust procedures are built into the migration from EARS to SITS. 
b. Statistics have not been collected since 2007-08.  As an important source of management information, the 

reporting of overall statistics should be resumed. 
 

6.4 Review methodology  
 The panel reflected on the methodology applied to the review : 

 The combination of audit and enquiry worked extremely well.  The audit was central to the review and the 
enquiry stage facilitated evaluation against benchmarks in both the internal and external  arenas 

 The methodology adopted for the review, which included  extensive pre-review documentation was 
appropriate and that the main questions regarding practice, review and enhancements were discussed 

 The review meeting ran very smoothly 

 The process had worked well 
 

7. COMMENDATIONS AND GOOD PRACTICE 
 The Panel identified the following areas of good practice, identified from both the International Programmes 

evidence base and from the wider HE sector, from which further enhancements to the processes across the 
International Programmes may be derived : 

 
7.1 The LSHTM pro forma, linked to their Guidance Notes, provides a clear and focused format for students to make 

their submissions. 
 
7.2 The panel also commended the clarity for students of the ARU and OU mitigation documentation. 
 
7.3 Where practicable to hold Pre-Board meetings, for example Undergraduate Laws, these enable due attention to 

be given to each case whilst assisting the efficiency of the Board meeting. 
 
7.4 The comprehensive minutes of the LSHTM, RVC & EMFSS Boards of Examiners demonstrated thoroughness, 

fairness & transparency of the process. 
 
7.5 The presence of a medical practitioner, for example as occurs at the LSE, or the consulting of a clinician, at the 

meeting to consider medical evidence, was viewed as a model that could be adopted by other Boards, where 
possible. 

 



QASL 23/8 

8 

 

7.6 The OU website and their A to Z of Regulations, under which Mitigating Circumstances are listed provides a 
clear and easily accessible resource for students. 

 
8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
8.1 There should be a clear definition of what is meant by ‘Mitigating Circumstances’ (good examples are those of 

Birkbeck & LSE for example (put in web links). 
 

8.2 A statement on the process, written directly to the student, should be provided, giving clear unequivocal 
guidance, pointing students towards examples of the grounds that are allowable.  This should state that the list 
is not exhaustive.  For efficiency of the Board and for clarity to students, examples (see para 9 web link to ARU 
for  informative examples) should also be given of grounds which would not normally be valid (although in 
practice, all submissions would be considered).  The statement should advise students how cases are dealt with 
and how they will be made aware of the outcome.  It should assure them that submissions will be dealt with in 
confidence and at the same standard as students internal to the Lead College.  Sensitive wording should be 
incorporated to advise them that their submission may not result in any action. 

 

8.3 Information for International Programmes students currently available on the process appears in various 
locations and although the message is the same, the wording is different. The various sources of information 
should have commonality and all references should be aligned in the language used.  

 
8.4 Information for students needs to be easily identified and easily accessible.  The definition and statement for 

students should be in a clear and easily located position on the website.  The panel suggested that the following 
location would be the most appropriate:   
 http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/community-support-resources/current-students/examinations  as this is 
alongside other information for students relating to examinations. 
 

8.5 Consideration should be given to developing a pro forma (as outlined at 5.3.6 above), for clarity to students and 
for the efficiency of the Board. 

 

8.6 For monitoring and management information purposes, it is recommended that reporting on overall statistics is 
resumed, giving an analysis of numbers across the International Programmes.  Previous statistics were by 
number of submissions received by programme, but there may be scope for including other meaningful 
information. 

 

8.7 It is essential that there are satisfactory and robust procedures in place for ensuring that mitigating 
circumstances recorded for earlier years are carried forward for final classification purposes.  This will be a 
crucial element to address in the migration from EARS to SITS. 

 

8.8 For transparency of minutes recording decisions taken, it is recommended that a templated explanatory note is 
placed at the start of the Board Minutes and/or a glossary of terms is attached to explain how mitigating 
circumstances are dealt with and the terminology and nomenclature used.  

 

8.9 The panel recommends to the QASL that the relationship between aegrotat awards and the mitigating 
circumstances policy and procedures be included in the remit of the PSR working group. 

 

9. WEB LINKS to informative documentation on Lead College/UK HEI ‘mitigation’ processes 
LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Policy & documentation 
Overview of Anglia Ruskin University Mitigation process 
Open University essential documents, Code of practice on student assessment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.londoninternational.ac.uk/community-support-resources/current-students/examinations
http://www.lshtm.ac.uk/edu/taughtcourses/handbooks_regs_pols/extcircs.html
http://web.anglia.ac.uk/anet/academic/assess/mitigation.phtml?utm_source=mitigation&utm_medium=url&utm_campaign=redirect&utm_content=mitigation.ao.aug09
http://www.open.ac.uk/students/essential-documents/files/essential-docs-pl/file/ecms/web-content/student-assessment.pdf
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APPENDIX 1 
International Programmes:Lead College interface for mitigating circumstances procedures 

Degree 
Candidate 
numbers Process 

Spanish and Latin American 
Studies 

20 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

Philosophy  300 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

MBA (Imperial) 
500 Considered at a pre-board meeting with External Examiners present: all 

cases presented in full at main Board meeting 

Applied Educational Leadership & 
Management (AELM) 

100 Considered at pre-board without External Examiner; all recommendations 
presented at main Board meeting  

French/German/Italian 
Supplementary board 

150 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting for college-based 
and UoLIA candidates. (Board meets twice; separate meeting arranged for 
marks received after the initial board meeting) 

English 350 Considered at a pre-board meeting with External Examiners present: all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 

LLB & Diploma in Law 11,000 All cases considered at a separate pre-board meeting without External 
Examiners present (meeting lasts a full day); all recommendations 
presented at the main Board meeting  

Petroleum Geoscience 100 Considered at a pre-board meeting without External Examiner; all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 

Bachelor of Divinity/Theology 300 Considered by the Chair and External Examiners before the main meeting; 
all recommendations considered at the main meeting  

Information Security  350 Considered at a pre-board meeting without External Examiners; all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 

Postgraduate Laws 1,700  
(annually)   

Considered at a pre-board meeting without External Examiners; all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 

MBA (RHUL) 1000 
(annually) 

Considered at a pre-board meeting without External Examiner; all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 

MRes/PGD/PGC in Educational & 
Social Research 

50 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

Classical Studies  30 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

History  150 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

Business Administration 400 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

Citizenship Education, History 
Education and Citizenship and 
History Education  

20 All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 
 

International Primary Health Care 20 Considered by the Chair before meeting but all cases and 
recommendations presented at main meeting  

Global Health Policy 200 Considered by central LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Committee; 
recommendations reported to main Board meetings   

Public Health  1,100 Considered by central LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Committee; 
recommendations reported to main Board meetings   

Infectious Diseases 750 Considered by central LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Committee; 
recommendations reported to main Board meetings   

Clinical Trials  400 Considered by central LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Committee; 
recommendations reported to main Board meetings   

Epidemiology 850 Considered by central LSHTM Extenuating Circumstances Committee; 
recommendations reported to main Board meetings   

CIS/CC Main Meeting 1,000 Considered at pre-board with External Examiners present: all 
recommendations presented at main Board meeting 
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EMFSS 17,000 Considered at two pre-meetings – medical (with health centre 
representation) and non-medical. Categorised according to written 
procedures, which also prescribe the courses of action that can be taken. 
The categorisation of each case agreed at the pre-board meetings are 
presented to the Tier I meeting and again at the Tier II (classification) 
meeting where necessary  

CeDEP (SOAS)  800  Considered at a pre-board meeting with External Examiners present: all 
cases and recommendations presented in full at main Board meeting 

CeFiMS (SOAS)  1,700 Considered at a pre-board meeting with External Examiners present: all 
cases and recommendations presented in full at main Board meeting 

OPHRM  400  All submissions individually presented at Board meeting 

RVC  150 Considered at a pre-board meeting with External Examiners present: all 
recommendations presented in full at main Board meeting 

Combined Degree Scheme   
20  

Considered via the degree specific process where required. All cases 
presented to the main Combined Degree Scheme board.   

MA Education  50  New in 2013; procedure to be confirmed  


