
Summary of Consultation Feedback: Policy on Mitigating Circumstances and Mitigating Circumstances Panels: Terms of Reference  
TLMG feedback (May/June 2016) and Faculty Consultation (November/December 2016) 

A. Policy on Mitigating Circumstances  (May/June 2016 responses) 

Faculty / School Feedback Comments/ Action Taken 
Humanities 1. (new) Para. 19 –“Faculty of MHS” needs updating to “Faculty of Biology…” 

(from 1 August) 
 

ACTION 1: Update the wording. 

 2. Para. 15 – suggested that it would be helpful to have guidance on how to 
conduct this. 

The amended wording re religious observance isn’t 
introducing anything new; just cross-referencing 
policies. As religious observance isn’t normally 
unforeseeable or unpreventable, this wouldn’t fall 
under the criterial for mitigating circumstances.  
ACTION 2: Discuss religious observance guidance 
with Paul Redmond and Patrick Johnson. 

 3. (new) Para. 24 – “If a mitigation request is accepted by the Mitigating 
Circumstances Panel, they may recommend mitigation to be applied in a 
certain way, according to the codes listed in the Mitigating Circumstances 
Panel: Terms of Reference (pages 6 and 7, Appendix 1)”.  Should this be 
“they will recommend mitigation … according to the codes listed”?   i.e. do 
they have to confine themselves to the options listed, or could they make up 
something else? 

ACTION 3: Update the wording to say ‘they should 
recommend mitigation to be applied in a certain 
way…’ 

 4. (new) Para. 24 – the following comment was received re ‘However, a 
Mitigating Circumstances Panel’s remit is to look at the individual 
assessment(s) which the student has identified as being affected by 
mitigating circumstances’ - The MC Panel judge whether the circumstances 
are likely to have affected the work.  The Exam Board decide how to apply 
the mitigation on the basis of whether the performance is affected. The MC 
panel still don’t look at the marks? 

Yes, the MC Panel are not required to look at 
marks. They are considering the possible impact of 
mitigating circumstances on a unit of assessment, 
rather than the actual marks achieved; the latter 
being the role of the Exam Board. 
Noted; NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 5. (new) Para. 28 – “When mitigating circumstances mean that assessment has 
been completed only partially for some units or that resit opportunities do 
not exist,”  Should this be, “When mitigating circumstances mean that 

The wording of this paragraph has been 
amended/removed to try to put all available 
recommendations/options to Mitigating 
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assessment has been completed only partially for some units, or where resit 
opportunities do not exist”?    If it just means that a student’s in the final 
year, then ‘’where’’ is more appropriate.  

Circumstances Panels/Exam Boards in one place in 
the newly renamed ‘Procedures for Mitigating 
Circumstances Panels’. 

 6. Para. 28 – suggestion that the last line of this paragraph be amended to read 
“If any results are revised in this way the Examination Board will simply 
adopt the decision that the revised results imply”  i.e. remove “in the 
absence of any general mitigation”  as this infers double compensation. 

The wording of this paragraph has been 
amended/removed to try to put all available 
recommendations/options to Mitigating 
Circumstances Panels/Exam Boards in one place in 
the newly renamed ‘Procedures for Mitigating 
Circumstances Panels’. 

   
FLS 1. Point 15 - Does this not conflict with the University Policy? Perhaps needs to 

be reworded so that it states that sometimes adjustments cannot be made. 
The statement might infer to students that Schools should accommodate 
anything. We have already had problems this year with Ramadan, it is over 
the whole exam period next year and the Exams Team will not be able to 
schedule exams that do not conflict. If students read this they might think 
that the School will accommodate moving an exam if the Exams Team 
cannot. Perhaps we have misunderstood but some clarification would be 
appreciated.  

As noted above, the amended wording re religious 
observance isn’t introducing anything new; just 
cross-referencing policies. As religious observance 
isn’t normally unforeseeable or unpreventable, this 
wouldn’t fall under the criterial for mitigating 
circumstances. (Have added extra wording to 
confirm this). 
 
ACTION 4: Insert clarification to the wording of the 
policy. 

   
EPS Please note our initial comments from the Faculty Team for TLG (this has not been 

disseminated to Schools for comment at this stage): 
 

• On the whole it looks like a nicely written sensible document 
• There should be more ‘must’ than ‘should’ - if it is policy then surely it has to 

be followed  
• We feel there needs to be a mechanism for dealing with students who are 

affected by events that are foreseeable and possibly preventable such as job 
interviews, internships, sporting events etc.  

• The first paragraph of the policy doc should be re-worded as follows: 
 
During the course of their studies, students may suffer from some illness or 

As it is a Policy, Schools must apply it but we feel 
that the use of ‘should’ is sufficient in most usages 
of it within the policy document, given that the 
Policy is applied locally by Schools.  
ACTION 5: Update wording in policy to change 
from ‘should’ to ‘must’ where relevant. 
 
Noted. Short-term, foreseeable circumstances such 
as job interviews and internships do not come 
under the criteria for mitigating circumstances and 
should normally be dealt with under Schools’ 
internal procedures, with Schools having discretion 
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misfortune that adversely affects their ability to complete an assessment or 
the results they obtain for an assessment. This Policy sets out the University’s 
arrangements for considering applications for mitigating circumstances  

to decide whether to accommodate such requests. 
Longer term events would be dealt with under the 
arrangements for interruptions. 
ACTION 6:  Amend the wording of the first 
paragraph to remove the double use of 
‘considering’ and ‘consideration’. 

   
 

B. Mitigating Circumstances Panels Terms of Reference / Newly named ‘Procedures for Mitigating Circumstances Panels’ (May/June 2016 
responses) 

Faculty / School Feedback Comments/ Action Taken 
Humanities 1. Codes are needed to record the cases where mitigating circumstances are 

rejected (N1-N8).  Although the Exam Board doesn’t need to take action in 
these cases, if a student is considered for Classification Review, it is useful 
for the panel to be aware from the grid that the reason for a low mark or 
poor mark (and hence late submission penalty) may be down to a rejected 
mitigating circumstances case.  We used to use the old SR1-9 codes on 
campus solutions to record mitigating circumstances decisions and we 
allocated one of these codes for rejected cases, but the new coding system 
doesn’t allow us to record the rejected cases.  It would also be helpful to 
have a code for recommending that a student interrupts, and also for 
recommending a referral to DASS if possible. 

- Exam Board Notes are used to record the Exam 
Board’s actions in response to mit circs cases.  
Exam Boards only need to be aware of accepted 
cases of mit circs, as per the policy. An Exam Board 
shouldn’t know if a mitigating circumstances case 
has been rejected, as this could cause potential 
bias. 
- Schools can still use codes SR1-9 in CS if they 
want to use them for other purposes. 
- Regarding referral to DASS, students would need 
to consent to referral or interruption; it can’t just 
be an Exam Board or Mit Circs Panel decision. 
Therefore this should be recorded outside of CS, 
e.g. in minutes of meetings. NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 2. Suggested that code N1 should be changed to reflect ineligible 
circumstances i.e. should be Not accepted – ineligible circumstances (not 
grounds for mitigating circumstances) and then the former N1 be combined 
with N2 to read ‘Not accepted - supporting evidence not supplied by an 
appropriate source or Not accepted - supporting evidence does not cover 
the relevant period’. 

Code ‘N’ on its own relates to not meeting grounds 
for mitigation. N1 and N2 relate to different 
reasons, so should be kept separately. We could 
refer to ‘N’ (not meeting grounds for mitigation) as 
‘N0’ but this may be confusing. 
ACTION 7: Amend the format of the N code table 
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to make it clearer that code ‘N’ is a code on its 
own. 

 3. Clarification is sought as to why code C1 has been paired down.  If the 
student has submitted on time (and passed) are we still able to review the 
potentially affected component. 

No changes have been made to code C1. Changes 
were made to code A1 (for assessments where 
resit opportunities exist) and a new code C4 (for 
coursework) permits a Board to exclude 
assessment marks from the calculation of the unit 
average if it constitutes 30% or less of the unit 
assessment. NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 4. Does code C5 actually mean an ‘alternative assessment’ i.e. a different 
format?  If so is this just intended for DASS registered students or does it in 
fact mean a first attempt? 

It relates to the method of assessment and is not 
restricted to DASS registered students.  
ACTION 8: wording has been updated slightly to 
clarify, in newly numbered code C6. 

 5. Concern was expressed that the ‘30%’ in Code C6 is quite high. This has been in place since the ToR were 
introduced and was decided upon by a Task and 
Finish Group (& TLG) who reviewed the Policy and 
produced the ToR. The School can specify a lower 
%age if they require; the wording states “30% or 
less”.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 6. Clarification is sought as to the meaning of code A2.  Does ‘reassessment’ in 
this case refer to deferred/referred assessments/both? Does this imply that 
a student has been affected by mit circs in the resit, has passed but the mark 
is out of line, and is therefore offered another opportunity to resit? 

 
The following comment was also received about code A2 - “If affected 
reassessments have been passed, but the student has significantly 
underperformed in relation to other assessments, the assessment(s) may be 
taken as a reassessment (referral) in the next possible assessment 
period”.  From our understanding, if the reassessment (referral) has been 
passed we query the value of the student having the burden of another referral 
even if they do have accepted mitigation.  As the reassessment has been passed 
wouldn’t the student gain a mark of 30% and the credit for the course unit to 

Yes, it refers to a student who has been affected by 
mitigating circumstances in the resit, who has 
passed but the mark is out of line with other 
assessments, so they are offered another 
opportunity to resit. 
 
This code (and the option of other codes) is giving 
the MC Panel the opportunity to recommend the 
course of action which they feel is in the student’s 
best interests; deferral, referral or excluding 
affected marks. In some Schools (MHS professional 
body accredited programmes, for example), they 
may have to recommend referral for professional 

4 
 



allow them to progress? body purposes.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 7. Code A4 “If reassessment(s) have been failed or missed they may be taken 
as a reassessment (referral) in the next possible reassessment period”.  We 
presume this means by Progress Carrying Forward Credit or Repeat Without 
Attendance; if so should there be an insertion of ‘subject to academic 
standing’? 

Academic standing is not a consideration when 
considering mitigating circumstances. However, 
Exam Boards should consider the student’s 
workload when considering this code (new code 
A5). 
 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 8. Code A5 – it would be useful to have guidance on how many credits this can 
be applied to as it affects progression.  We would only allow a student to 
carry a maximum of 20 credits which would be taken as a referral in Jan, so 
that if failed they could pick up the carried credits in Sem 2.  

A5 (A3 in the updated version): It shouldn’t affect 
progression as the student has passed the 
assessment; this code is merely to exclude the 
affected mark form the calculation of the final 
degree classification. If Schools want to specify a 
maximum number of credits, they can do. 
Students whose assessments are carried over into 
a subsequent year due to mitigating circumstances 
do not have a cap on the maximum amount of 
credit that can be carried over. However, Exam 
Boards should consider the student’s workload in 
subsequent years when considering this code. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 9. Clarification is sought that code A5 only applies to final year students. No, code A5 (A3 in the updated version) applies to 
any student where resit opportunities exist. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 10. Clarification is sought as to whether Code A6 would only apply to second 
year students, as first year does not count towards classification? 
 

11. Code A8 - Is it necessary to stipulate that the student must also have the 
requisite number of credits in the higher range, in addition to the extended 
boundary zone? 

 

This would depend on the programme, as some 1st 
year assessments do count towards final 
classification. 
Not necessary to state here as this is captured in 
Appendix A of the UG Degree Regs and the PGT 
Regs. Applying this recommendation doesn’t 
remove the credit requirements specified in the 
Degree Regulations.  

5 
 



NO ACTION REQUIRED. 
 12. Para 17 - should this be ‘recorded in the Exam Board minutes’ in place of 

‘recorded on the student’s file’?  For example, we have had scenarios where 
a student has accepted mitigation for an exam period and the Mitigating 
Circumstances Panel has recommended first sits if necessary.  The student’s 
profile of marks presented to the Exam Board then show that they have 
achieved first class marks in all of their exams and there is no evidence to 
show that marks are out of line and that the cause of their mitigation has 
impacted on their exam performance.  The decision of the Board is then that 
first sits are not required and this would be recorded in the minutes.  If 
there is also to be a record of EBA on the student’s file, is this to be entered 
in Campus Solutions?  And, if so, where? 

This statement has now been removed from the 
document (in new paragraph 16). 
ACTION 9: Remove the statement about Exam 
Board Alternatives/student files. 

   
FLS 1. In reference to A1, we are not sure why we would award this when A5 

exists? Are we given the students the choice and therefore have to award 
two codes? Also, what if they fail it? I assume we will revert to the original 
mark.  

 

The code gives Panels the flexibility to recommend 
what they feel is in the student’s best interests. 
This new code has been added at the 
suggestion/recommendation of a number of 
Schools. If a student did fail the deferral, it would 
be treated as a fail in the same way as any other 
fail (if no further mitigating circumstances apply) 
and it would be up to the Exam Board to decide 
how to deal with it, as per other fails.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

   
MHS 1. The only comment I have in relation to Appendix 1 of the Mitigating 

Circumstances Panels Terms of Reference, where it states that ‘A referral 
form for staff members to refer students to University support services for 
medical or mental health reasons, is available.’  A mental health condition is 
also a medical condition, so I’m not sure it’s strictly necessary to separate 
the two.   

The wording about ‘medical or mental health 
reasons’ is consistent with the wording on the 
form, produced by the Counselling Service. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 

Note: Comments received from Humanities, EPS, FLS and MHS in May/June 2016 
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ACTIONS REQUIRED (MAY/JUNE 2016) 

Number ACTION COMMENTS 
May/June 2016 Policy on Mitigating Circumstances  
1 Update the wording of paragraph 19 to reflect the title of the new Faculty. DONE 
2 Discuss religious observance guidance with Paul Redmond and Patrick Johnson. DONE & ongoing 
3 Update the wording of new paragraph 24 to say ‘they should recommend mitigation 

to be applied in a certain way…’ 
DONE 

4 Insert clarification to the wording of paragraph 15 regarding religious observance not 
normally being unforeseeable or unpreventable. 

DONE 

5 Update wording in policy to change from ‘should’ to ‘must’ where relevant. DONE 
6 Amend the wording of the first paragraph to remove the double use of ‘considering’ 

and ‘consideration’. 
DONE 

   
May/June 2016 Procedure for Mitigating Circumstances Panels (formerly Terms of Reference)  
7 Amend the format of the N code table to make it clearer that code ‘N’ is a code on its 

own. 
DONE 

8 Update the wording in C5 (C6 in the latest version) to clarify using an alternative 
method of assessment and the fact that this recommendation is not restricted to DASS 
registered students. 

DONE 

9 Remove the statement about Exam Board Alternatives/student files. DONE 
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C. Policy on Mitigating Circumstances  (November /December 2016 responses) 

Faculty / School Feedback Comments/ Action Taken 
   
UMSU 1. Paragraph 3: Concern re strengthening the wording of ‘should’ to 

‘will’ (late applications will not be considered without a credible 
and compelling explanation) and how this may impact on 
students with mental health difficulties. 
 

The word ‘will’ replaced ‘should’ to address staff requests that 
the policy should be made stronger, to ensure that it was 
adhered to. The requirement is for requests for mitigation to be 
submitted on time. DASS involvement in considering requests 
for mitigation means that it can advise panels on when mental 
health difficulties may have interfered with a student’s ability 
to submit a request for mitigation. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 2. Paragraph 3: Request for examples of “credible and compelling 
explanations”. 

The current wording allows for a degree of flexibility for what 
Panels will and will not accept as “credible and compelling” 
explanations. It would be difficult to provide a complete list of 
all such examples, and it is not something that is done routinely 
for other policies. If students do miss the deadline for receipt of 
applications for mitigation, they can use the Academic Appeals 
process to submit a case for consideration.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 3. Paragraph 6: Students should be offered support in submitting 
their requests (particularly vital for students with disabilities). 

In the ‘Basic Guide to Mitigating Circumstances’ it mentions 
that students should approach the appropriate person in their 
School (e.g. Student Support Officer, Academic Adviser) to 
request advice/support in making their application. 
Institutionally, it would be difficult to stipulate which staff 
member is responsible in each School, and the level of 
advice/support staff can provide may vary across roles/Schools. 
There should, however, always be someone available within 
the School who can provide the appropriate support and advice 
to students seeking to complete a request for mitigation. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 4. Paragraph 10: Query why ‘rescheduling a presentation’ had been 
removed. 

This was removed to tie up with the wording of the codes in the 
Terms of Reference/Procedures for Mitigating Circumstances 
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Panels.   
NO ACTION REQUIRED. 

 5. Paragraph 11: Suggest adding “worsening of an ongoing illness or 
disability, including mental health conditions” to the list of 
possible grounds for mitigation. 
 

Agreed to combine this with ‘significant illness or injury’ 
category, and to add a web link to the DASS webpage giving 
examples of disabilities. 
ACTION Policy 1: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 6. Paragraph 12: Concern about the last bullet point being included 
on this list: disruption in an exam room which has not been 
recorded by the invigilators. A ‘disruption’ could be read as 
including something like a panic attack, which invigilators may 
not be aware of, never mind record. 

TLSO have checked with the Exams Office regarding invigilators 
recording ‘disruptions’ during exams, which would normally 
include such instances as fire alarms or other excessive noise 
going on, which may affect the majority of students in an exam, 
rather than something specific to an individual student. The 
Exams Office have confirmed that “All invigilators report any 
disruption during an exam, more especially if it is reported by a 
student and not been noted by themselves. The invigilator 
reports are then copied and forwarded to the Schools.  The 
invigilators are instructed to report anything and everything 
and they have been informed of the reasons for this.” 
Students would be expected to flag up any other form of 
disruption which may affect their performance during an exam.  
ACTION Policy 2: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION to clarify what may constitute ‘disruption’. 

 7. Paragraph 13: Comment that it is not only women that get 
pregnant, and the wording should be amended to make it trans 
inclusive. 

Agreed to amend the wording to ‘individual’ rather than 
‘woman’ and clarify that an individual can’t work in the first 
two weeks following them having given birth. 
ACTION Policy 3: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 8. Paragraph 15: Comment that some religious observances, such as 
Ramadan dates, may not be known in advance. 

Equality and Diversity are aware of dates of possible clashes 
between assessment periods and Ramadan, and this is known 
in advance: http://www.staffnet.manchester.ac.uk/equality-
and-diversity/equality/equality-groups/religion-or-belief-
including-lack-of-belief/ and 
http://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=16237 
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NO ACTION REQUIRED  
 9. Paragraph 16: Students MUST be able to submit electronically. 

There should be a requirement on all Schools to provide 
electronic submission methods, even if this is just emailing the 
form to the School office. This includes publishing the link to the 
form in programme handbooks, on blackboard, etc. Mitigating 
circumstances are very likely to affect a student’s ability to come 
onto campus, so this is essential for avoiding late requests.   

The wording gives options of both electronic and hard copy 
submission so that Schools have flexibility towards how a 
student may need to submit requests for mitigation. Hard 
copies of some evidence may be required. Particularly sensitive 
pieces of evidence may be handed in, in hard copy format, in a 
sealed envelope, to ensure confidentiality.   
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 10. Paragraph 17 (paragraph 18 in updated version Jan2017): 
Concern that mental health problems could be interpreted as the 
‘personal feelings’ mentioned here and suggestion that a clear 
distinction should be made.   

Mental health is not given as an example of what is considered 
as ‘personal feelings’, and is not intended to be included in this 
wording. If a student’s mental health difficulties affect them 
submitting a request for mitigation, a School can consider if this 
is an acceptable credible and compelling reason for late/non-
submission of an application by the due date. 
ACTION Policy 4: UPDATED WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION, to say “Not informing the University of 
circumstances due to personal feelings of shame, 
embarrassment and pride” (rather than just listing these as 
examples). 

 11. Paragraph 18 (paragraph 19 in updated version Jan2017): 
Concern about the strengthening of this wording (removing 
‘normally’). The blanket requirement of evidence is a serious 
barrier for students who have been victim to rape or domestic 
abuse…. I think the exception of victims of rape or domestic 
abuse should be explicitly included here. 

The word ‘normally’ was removed at the request of staff, as all 
applications should be accompanied by evidence. We haven’t 
gone as far as changing the wording to ‘must’, as had been 
requested by some staff members, so there is still some degree 
of flexibility available. Whilst it is acknowledged that students 
who have been victims of rape or abuse may be reluctant to 
report such offences to the police, students could report such 
incidents elsewhere, e.g. their GP, the Counselling Service or 
the Advice Service, and could therefore receive support and 
advice from them, as well as being able to have evidence 
provided by them in order to accompany a possible case for 
mitigation. If a student has not reported an offence or criminal 
act to the police, Universities are not equipped to make a 
judgement regarding whether or not such an incident has taken 
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place. Whilst we fully appreciate and acknowledge the difficulty 
of obtaining evidence, it would be beyond the remit of a 
Mitigating Circumstances Panel to judge whether a criminal act 
has taken place, without evidence to support it. It is felt to be 
inappropriate to explicitly include details of cases of rape or 
domestic abuse to the wording of the Policy.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 12. Paragraph 19 (paragraph 20 in updated version Jan2017): If DASS 
advises that further disability-related evidence should be 
provided, students need to be given the opportunity to obtain 
this (i.e. the request should not be rejected before further 
evidence can be obtained). This also needs to be made clear in 
the policy here. 

A Mitigating Circumstances Panel can provisionally accept an 
application for mitigation (using code ‘PA’ - Provisionally 
Accepted), pending submission of additional evidence. Until a 
student provides that evidence, the case is provisional, so rapid 
evidence gathering is important. In such circumstances, the 
Panel should advise the student regarding a reasonable 
timeframe to supply such evidence.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 13. Paragraph 21 (paragraph 22 in updated version Jan2017): 
Students should be allowed to attend meetings. Some disabled 
students have extremely complex disabilities which DASS are not 
experts on. In these cases, often the only experts are the students 
themselves. Further, it is difficult to know exactly what 
information the panels want you to provide on a form. There 
should be an opportunity for the panel to ask the student for 
further explanation. This would reduce the number of appeals 
and lead to more informed decision making. 
 

14. In regards to contacting DASS, students need to have given their 
consent for the information to be shared with DASS. A process 
for situations where the student has not consented to this 
sharing of information needs to be included in the policy. Perhaps 
some kind of anonymous/general advice on the disability in 
question. Also, does ‘a possible disability’ include mental health 
problems? If so, this needs to be explicit in the policy point as not 
everyone will be aware that mental health is classed this way. If 

TLSO has checked with Louise Pepper-Kernot in DASS, who is 
not aware of students having attended panel meetings. Agreed 
that the amended wording should stand, as we feel it would 
not be possible for Panels to take place with students present. 
Consideration of requests for mitigation is documentary and 
evidence based, with students having the opportunity to put 
their cases forward, and explain how any disability may have 
affected them, and provide any relevant information to the 
Panel, on their application form. DASS will then be able to 
provide specialist input if required.  
 
We have suggested some updates to the Request for Mitigation 
Form, including further fields in relation to the student’s 
explanation of the circumstances, whether they might have a 
disability, and also regarding the consent students provide 
when submitting the form. 
 
DASS are classed as the independent experts on disability in the 
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not, the possibility of panels consulting with the Counselling 
Service needs to be explored. 

University. In terms of consent, as the Policy states that DASS 
contribute to the Panel to ensure consistent decision making in 
relation to disability across the University, there will be no need 
to gain separate consent for each case; however, we have 
suggested updating the Request for Mitigation Form in relation 
to disability and consent. 
 
Mental health conditions may constitute a disability. DASS can 
advise Schools where there might be any ambiguities. 
 
ACTION Policy 5: Liaise with DASS and update wording of the 
Request for Mitigation Form 

 15. Paragraph 27 (paragraph 28 in updated version Jan2017): Does 
this mean that a student can’t have multiple separate 
circumstances? 

Agreed to replace the wording to clarify, with the following:  
“A student cannot submit the same standalone, individual 
circumstance as a request for mitigation more than once, 
unless the student can show that the circumstance has 
exacerbated in some way, or the effects on the student have 
lasted longer than expected”. 
 
Copied this wording to the ‘Grounds for mitigation’ section too, 
to clarify. Also agreed to remove the end statement from 
paragraph (“However, a student may be granted specific 
mitigation….,” etc, as it is confusing). 
ACTION Policy 6: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

Humanities   
 16. Page 3 - List of main changes to the Policy: It is suggested that the 

last sentence of the final bullet point of paragraph 19 (20 in the 
updated version Jan2017) be amended to read ‘DASS registered 
students applying for the reasons above must provide a detailed 
explanation of how their disability is affecting their studies and 
prevented them from being able to complete/submit 
assessments by the deadline’. 

Suggest amending the wording to the following, to tie in with 
the wording of the grounds for mitigation: 
‘DASS registered students applying for the reasons above must 
provide a detailed explanation of how their disability had a 
significant adverse effect on their academic performance’. 
ACTION Policy 7: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 
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 17. Page 5, paragraph 4 - One School would like clarification on the 
difference between the Mitigating Circumstances Panel and the 
sub-panel. 

Details of the Mitigating Circumstances Panel and Sub-panels 
are described in the Procedures for Mitigating Circumstances 
Panels, under ‘Composition and membership of panels’. 
Added a line to the Policy to state that this information is 
available. 
ACTION Policy 8: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 18. The grounds do not currently include / reflect political 
circumstances i.e. civil war / political upheaval, for which one 
School has received several applications recently; could this be 
included as grounds? Could we also extend the grounds to 
include conscription / military service in the students’ home 
country? 

This is a list of possible grounds – it is not exhaustive. Panels 
can consider students’ applications that cite political 
circumstances, but we wouldn’t want to list them as a separate 
example. In relation to military service, we wouldn’t normally 
expect it to be unforeseeable, but it cases where it is, Panels 
may wish to accept requests for mitigation. 
Agreed to amend the wording of the third bullet point to 
include “personal” crises, which could cover political 
circumstances. 
ACTION Policy 9: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 19. Page 8, paragraph 18 (paragraph 19 in updated version Jan2017): 
“Requests should be accompanied by appropriate, independent, 
third-party supporting or collaborative documentation”. Can the 
word ‘should’ be changed to ‘must’? 

The word ‘normally’ has already been removed from this 
sentence, which wasn’t welcomed by UMSU, who were 
concerned with the strengthening of the wording. Therefore 
the use of the word ‘should’, without ‘normally’ is seen as a 
half-way point. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 20. Page 8, paragraph 18 (paragraph 19 in updated version Jan2017):  
Clarification is sought on how it is expected that the 
documentation will be verified and by whom? 

The ultimate responsibility for considering the evidence lies 
with the Mitigating Circumstances Panel. In some Schools, staff 
resources may allow for forms and evidence to undergo a form 
of checking prior to submission to the Panel. 
Agreed to amend the wording “which will be subject to 
verification” and add the following new wording:  
“Paragraph 9 of the ‘Handling Mitigation, Acceptance and 
Application’ section of the document provides indicators of 
what would be expected to show that evidence is authentic. 
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When Panels consider that evidence is questionable, they 
should reject the request for mitigation and feedback the 
decision to the student. Should the student wish to challenge 
this decision, they can do so via the Academic Appeals 
Procedure.” 
ACTION Policy 10: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 21. Paragraph 9 of the Procedures document does not provide clear 
information on verification.  

The sentence referred to Paragraph 9 providing details of 
‘appropriate, independent, third-party supporting or 
collaborative documentation’, rather than specifically about 
verification processes.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 22. Page 9, paragraph 21 (paragraph 22 in updated version Jan2017):  
it was felt that the wording could be potentially problematic if a 
student disclosed a possible disability; academic colleagues do 
not feel qualified to judge without further guidance. It would be 
preferable if this didn’t state ‘possible’ disability without further 
clarification.  

This section relates to the Panel itself considering an 
application, not about students disclosing a possible disability 
at an earlier stage, to an individual member of staff. 
ACTION Policy 11: Check with DASS 
DASS: All staff at the University have a responsibility to 
understand the equality act and what may constitute a 
disability so that they can refer for additional support.  our 
website explains the process of referral: 
http://www.staffnet.manchester.ac.uk/supporting-
students/working-with-disabled-students/referring-students-
to-the-dso/ and this links to another section explains what 
constitutes a disability http://www.dso.manchester.ac.uk/who-
do-we-support/current-students/  We’ve explained to Schools 
in Humanities  before that if they are ever unsure whether or 
not to refer, then we are more than happy for them to contact 
the caseworker to discuss whether this is appropriate.  It needs 
to say possible in case DASS do not agree that it falls within 
their remit. 
 
Gov.uk also contains info about the definition of disability: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/equality-act-2010-guidance 
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The Policy will now also include a link to the DASS webpage 
regarding examples of possible disabilities, and the template 
form has been updated so that students can specify if they 
consider themselves to have a disability. Referral processes are 
detailed within the Procedures document. 
NO FURTHER ACTION REQUIRED 

 23. Page 10, re paragraphs 24 and 25 (25 and 26 in the updated 
Jan2017 version). It was queried why these paragraphs had been 
removed. 

These two paragraphs had been queried in the past and it was 
felt that they were unclear, so they were removed in order to 
tie up the wording of the Policy with the Procedures document. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

Steve Pettifer, FSE 24. Paragraph 16 of the Policy (paragraph 17 in updated version 
Jan2017): all requests for consideration of mitigation…should be 
submitted by the student on a “University/School” form, as the 
text then goes on to refer to School-specific forms and it is 
confusing otherwise. 

Updated the wording to clarify this. 
ACTION Policy 12: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 
DRAFT VERSION 

 25. Paragraph 25 (paragraph 26 in updated version Jan2017): This 
might mean a lengthy discussion at Exam Board about the 
student’s case, but don’t know how to rephrase it to discourage 
opening of cases. 

Mitigating Circumstances Panels make a decision on whether to 
accept a request for mitigation, then make a recommendation 
on action to the Exam Board. It is up to the Exam Board 
whether to accept this, or apply a different code. It is not 
expected that the Board re-visits the details of the case.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 26. Paragraph 31 (paragraph 32 in updated version Jan2017): ‘…in a 
timely manner.” is good as it doesn’t prescribe doing so 
immediately after each Mit Circs Panel meeting.  We have a 
general sentence on the form to say that the students can ask for 
the outcome in August, but we do send any ‘N’ results to the 
students as soon as possible.  Without an automated database to 
send out decisions, this would be too lengthy a process to add in 
to workload. 
So…. where is the University at with its Centralised Mit Circs 
Database,  into which students put their requests, reports are 
pulled off by Schools and DASS, and decisions are uploaded etc 
etc? 

The online system was suggested at the last full review of the 
Policy and was incorporated into the work of the Student 
Lifecycle, being flagged up as one of the top 10 processes in the 
Scoping Project, but it is not envisaged that this will be 
developed immediately. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 
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FSE 27. Couldn’t everything be in one document, to save repetition? The documents were set up as completely separate documents 
– the main policy, setting out the principles around the 
consideration of mitigating circumstances; and, at a later stage, 
the ‘Mitigating Circumstances Panels: Terms of Reference’, now 
being called the ‘Procedures for Mitigating Circumstances 
Panels’ which goes into more detail specifically about the 
operation of these panels. It is therefore felt that the two 
documents are for different purposes, even though they do 
relate to each other and have a little overlap, but that they are 
best kept as two distinct documents. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

   

 

D. Mitigating Circumstances Panels Terms of Reference / Newly named ‘Procedures for Mitigating Circumstances Panels’ (November /December 
2016 responses) 

Faculty / School Feedback Comments/ Action Taken 
UMSU 1. Paragraph 1 of Handling Mitigation Requests - Should reword this to ‘their’ 

rather than ‘his/her’ to be trans inclusive.   
AGREED – ACTION Procedure 1: UPDATE 
WORDING IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT 
VERSION 

 2. Paragraph 7 of Handling Mitigating Requests - Same concerns raised about 
section 21 of policy apply here. 

ACTION Procedure 2: CHECK WITH DASS. Done – 
no further action required. 

 3. Code PA of Accepting Mitigation – add “or DASS has recommended that 
further evidence should be obtained”. 

ACTION Procedure 3: AGREED –UPDATE WORDING 
IN NEW FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 4. Accepting Mitigation section - Generic ‘N’ code should be gotten rid of. This 
encourages panels to be specific and transparent in their decision. N9 allows 
for any other reason not covered by N1-8.   

The generic ‘N’ code existed previously, but we are 
trying to clarify it more in this version. The reason 
for using code ‘N’ is to reflect cases where the 
circumstances provided are not accepted as 
grounds for mitigation; this is different than the 
other N codes. Using code N does provide a level of 
explanation to students. 
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NO ACTION REQUIRED 
 5. Accepting Mitigation section – Code ‘N4’ - I don’t think this example should 

be included. Medical professionals can be hesitant to give a specific 
diagnosis of mental health problems, and some conditions, especially 
complex or uncommon disabilities, can take a long time to diagnose. 

Agreed to reword to “the evidence does not 
confirm the student’s claim of a medical condition 
adversely affecting them”. 
ACTION Procedure 4: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 6. Accepting Mitigation section – Code ‘N6’ - These edits bring this code in line 
with the proposed policy changes and emphasized point 2 and 3 in the DASS 
guidance (adding the words ‘sufficient’ and ‘must’). 

ACTION Procedure 5: CHECK WITH DASS. 
Have updated wording, based on UMSU & DASS 
suggestions: 
“Not accepted - the evidence relates to a chronic 
condition which the student is already in receipt of 
appropriate support from the DASS.  This decision 
must always be confirmed by the DASS, as there 
are occasions when the support available will not 
be able to fully mitigate the student’s need.” 

 7. Accepting Mitigation section – code N7 - Change ‘should’ to ‘must’. It’s 
imperative that the panel’s decisions are transparent to students. This will 
also help reduce the number of appeals.  
 

Agreed to change ‘should’ to ‘must’. We’re happy 
that the codes themselves provide enough 
transparency, but communication with students 
about the outcome could provide further details. 
ACTION Procedure 6: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 8. Paragraph 10 of Accepting Mitigation – Concern that the UMSU Advice 
Service is not considered independent, simply because of its association 
with the Students’ Union.  

It is not always clear if the UMSU Advice Service is 
advocating/representing on behalf of a student, or 
is providing independent advice.  The Advice 
Service would also have limits in what evidence it 
could provide e.g. it could say that a student has 
informed it of a sexual assault, but it may not be 
able to confirm that one has taken place. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 9. Paragraph 11 of Accepting Mitigation - Same concern noted in section 21 of 
the policy applies here. 

ACTION Procedure 7: Check with DASS. Please see 
the responses to UMSU comments 13 & 14 
regarding the Policy. 

 10. Paragraph 17 of Accepting Mitigation (paragraph 16 in updated version Agreed – we will remove the inverted commas. It 
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Jan2017): – query why disability is in inverted commas – could be taken to 
delegitimize these reasons.  

wasn’t the intention to delegitimise these reasons, 
but more to try to include all possibly disability 
reasons.   
ACTION Procedure 8: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

Humanities 11. We are pleased that this has now been included as previously applications 
which weren’t regarded as grounds had been recorded under the former 
code N8. 

The ‘N’ code had already been in place to cover 
cases which were not regarded as grounds for 
mitigation; but it has just been made clearer in the 
table. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 12. Page 16, code N7 - It was queried whether this relates to a circumstance 
where a student already has DASS support in place (e.g. exam support / auto 
extensions)?  If for example a student has an auto extension in place and 
DASS have advised that this would be sufficient to allow them to complete 
on time, would we apply this code if an application is submitted asking for 
additional time beyond the auto extension? 

N6 should be used for the circumstances 
Humanities have described but DASS can advise 
this during the Panel meeting. N7 is more about 
where a student has been referred to DASS but 
hasn’t engaged with them.  
ACTION Procedure 9: Check with DASS (who 
confirmed the wording above). 

 13. Page 16, code N8 - Clarity is sought as to whether this refers to the deadline 
for the application itself, or for the piece of work itself (we assume the 
former).  It is suggested that, for clarity, that this is amended to ‘late 
application without a credible or compelling reason for the delay. 

Agreed to change the wording to: 
“The request for mitigation was submitted after 
the School’s published deadline and the student 
has not provided any credible or compelling reason 
for the delayed submission.” 
ACTION Procedure 10: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 14. Clarity is sought as to the difference between C4 & C7.   
 

Is the implication that C4 refers to a situation where the assessment has been 
completed, the mark has been reviewed, it is out of line, and could be omitted 
because it is only worth 30% of the unit assessment?  See comments on C7 
below. 

 

C4 is under the section of possible options for 
‘Coursework (including dissertations)’, while C7 is 
in the section for ‘Coursework (including 
dissertations), where reassessment is not 
practicable’. For clarification between these two 
sections, we will add extra wording to the first 
section, to read ‘Coursework (including 
dissertations), which can be subject to 
reassessment’. 
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ACTION Procedure 11: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 
 
Yes, C4 can be used in the scenario described. We 
will slightly reword C4 to clarify that the 
coursework assessment mark can be excluded 
from the calculation of the unit average if the 
coursework constitutes 30% of less of the unit 
assessment. 
ACTION Procedure 12: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 15. Code C4: We are assuming the 30% relates to the contribution to the total 
assessment for the unit.  Would it be easier to state that the coursework 
assessment mark could be excluded providing at least half of the assessment 
for the unit had been completed as per C7? 

TLSO flagged with the TLG Policies and Guidance 
sub-group the issue of ‘half of the assessment for 
the unit’ being completed, as A8 mentions ‘half’ 
but C4 and C7 mention exclusion of marks when an 
assessment constitutes 30% of a unit. A decision 
was made to allow up to 30% of the assessment of 
a unit to be excluded from the calculation of the 
unit average for sections i, ii and iii of ‘Applying 
Mitigation’, but up to 50% permitted under section 
iv, where resit opportunities do not exist (i.e. in the 
final year of a programme). 
ACTION Procedure 13: Raise with the TLG Policies 
and Guidance sub-group for a decision on figures. 

 16. Code C7: Clarity is sought as to whether this code is intended to reflect a 
situation where a student has missed a coursework assessment, the ILOs for 
the course have already been met / reassessment is not possible and 
therefore the component can be omitted from the overall calculation of the 
unit mark. 

This is not a new code. A student may still have 
taken an assessment but their mitigating 
circumstances could have caused them to 
underperform (or to have missed the assessment). 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 17. Code A1: Clarity is sought that this is intended to mean that the component 
mark is reviewed, and although technically passed, is found to be out of line 
with similar assessments and therefore a first attempt is offered. 

Yes, that’s correct.  
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 18. A6: Formerly A2, used for level 2 students.  Is this intended to be used It is intended to cover only the assessment that the 
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against individual course units?  Previously A2 had been used to reflect that 
potentially the whole of level 2 may have been affected.  This would allow 
the board of examiners to potentially review the Level 2 average when the 
student is being considered for classification. 

student has stated to have been affected by 
mitigating circumstances. This may be an individual 
unit, or multiple units. It can be used to consider 
the student’s performance in a whole year, if the 
student has cited that the whole year was 
adversely affected by mitigating circumstances. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 19. Code A6: Concern has been expressed that moving the discussion / 
consideration / implementation of mitigating circumstances to a different 
academic level could make the mark comparison meaningless. 

This is not a new code. The code should only be 
used in exceptional circumstances and, in most 
cases, it would be expected that a Panel or Exam 
Board could reach a different decision. However, in 
cases where a large amount of units have been 
affected, but there is little evidence of the student 
working to a particular mark profile for comparison 
purposes, then the University may be constrained 
by these issues, so needs to carry over evaluation 
to a future year/Exam Board. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 20. Code A7: It was suggested that this is clarified to say that the missed / 
affected component is omitted from the overall calculation of the mark.  
This would be providing that there is sufficient evidence of attainment and 
at least 50% of the overall assessment has been successfully completed. 

Agreed to amend wording to duplicate that found 
in code C4, alongside checking with TLG re the 
amount of assessment which can be excluded. 
ACTION Procedure 14: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 
ACTION Procedure 13: Raise with TLG Policies and 
Guidance sub-group for a decision on figures (AS 
ABOVE, FEEDBACK NUMBER 15). 

 21. Code A8: This appear to contradict C4 – (see earlier comment 15). 
 

As per comment 15, TLSO will flag with TLG the 
issue of ‘half of the assessment for the unit’ being 
completed, as A8 mentions ‘half’ but C4 and C7 
mention exclusion of marks when an assessment 
constitutes 30% of a unit. 
ACTION Procedure 13: Raise with TLG Policies and 
Guidance sub-group for a decision on figures (AS 
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ABOVE, FEEDBACK NUMBER 15). 
 22. Code A9: Clarification is sought as to whether in this situation a student 

would still be required to have 80 credits in the higher range?  In practice 
this is unlikely to benefit students as it is very difficult for students to meet 
the requirements.  Many of our students who are just outside the boundary 
zone have only 60 credits in the higher range. 

Yes, students would still need 80 credits in the 
higher range, as that is a requirement of the 
Degree Regulations. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 23. Code A9: Previously, in one School, they would flag up to the Board of 
Examiners (in very serious cases) whether the circumstances had potentially 
affected one semester or the whole academic year.  This enabled the Board 
to look at course unit and component marks which may not have been 
specifically listed on a mitigating circumstances application, but were 
completed / submitted during the time-frame affected.  Could this be 
incorporated into the University’s Policy?  If so it is suggested that this is 
included separately as individual codes.  Previously the School would also 
extend the consideration of whole semester / whole year affected students 
to students in Level 1 or Level 2, not just the final year. 

The University’s policy is for students to submit any 
application for mitigation specifically in relation to 
assessments which the student has identified as 
being affected by mitigating circumstances. Boards 
shouldn’t assume that assessments that students 
haven’t identified as being affected, were affected 
by mitigating circumstances. Students need to 
submit requests for mitigation by the School’s 
published deadline. The University’s stance is that, 
where a submission isn’t made by the deadline, 
those circumstances won’t be considered, unless 
there is a good reason. 
NO ACTION REQUIRED 

 24. Paragraph 17: Clarification is sought on the inclusion of this point.  Under 
what circumstances might the Board not choose to implement a 
recommendation? Would it be possible to provide example scenarios, as the 
present wording implies that although the circumstances have been 
accepted by the mitigating circumstances panel, the Board could choose not 
to implement them.  What is the rationale for this as potentially it could 
undermine the purpose of the process? 

The application of mitigation is considered to be an 
academic judgement; therefore, what code is 
applied to an accepted request for mitigation 
would rest with an Exam Board. Mitigating 
Circumstances Panels are only empowered to 
make recommendations as to mitigation. The 
Policy states (in paragraph 25) that the Exam Board 
has a more holistic view of the student’s 
performance. They are therefore better placed to 
make a final decision on the most appropriate 
course of action to address the request for 
mitigation. An Exam Board may choose not to 
adopt a Panel’s recommendation in scenarios 
where an alternative code/course of action may be 
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more appropriate or beneficial, based on a 
student’s overall marks/results. 
ACTION Procedure 15: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

Steve Pettifer, FSE 25. Page 16, paragraph 11 re Counselling Service no longer using the referral 
form. 

Amend wording to clarify that Counselling now use 
an online triage service for referrals. 
ACTION Procedure 16: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION 

 26. Paragraph 17: Seems dangerous (see comments on paragraph 25 of the 
Policy, comment 25 above) if there are no ‘boundaries’ indicated? 

Amend the wording of paragraph 17 to clarify the 
difference between the Panel and the Exam Board 
in terms of final decision making. 
ACTION Procedure 15: UPDATE WORDING IN NEW 
FEBRUARY 2017 DRAFT VERSION (AS ABOVE) 

FSE 27. It is not clear why there is a difference between the 30% stated in C4 and 
the “half” stated in A8. Is it that we can extend the limit from 30% to 50% if 
“there is sufficient evidence of attainment”? 

As per earlier comments, TLSO will flag with TLG 
the issue of ‘half of the assessment for the unit’ 
being completed, as A8 mentions ‘half’ but C4 and 
C7 mention exclusion of marks when an 
assessment constitutes 30% of a unit. 
ACTION Procedure 13: Raise with TLG Policies and 
Guidance sub-group for a decision on figures (AS 
ABOVE, FEEDBACK NUMBER 15). 

 28. Our main concern is the codes used in the policy do not match the codes 
used in Campus Solutions. It would be much easier to administer mitigating 
circumstances and apply the policy more accurately if the policy matched 
the student records system. 

The SSC have confirmed that the codes in the 
existing version of the ‘Mitigating Circumstances 
Panels: Terms of Reference’ do match those in use 
in Campus Solutions. When the revisions to the 
Policy and the Procedures documents are finalised 
and approved, discussions will take place with the 
Student Systems Office to ensure that the few 
new/amended codes are reflected in CS. 
ACTION Procedure 17: Liaise with SSO 

 29. Wording after Code C4 (page 17): “If feedback for coursework has been 
provided to a programme cohort Mitigating Circumstances Panels should 
request that the programme lead sets a new coursework question.” 

Agreed to change wording back to ‘may’ rather 
than ‘should’. 
ACTION Procedure 18 
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It has been suggested that the wording reverts to MAY, as the additional 
burden involved with setting a new coursework question may be 
considerable. However, the programme or unit lead may always have the 
option of turning down any such “request”! 

 

Note: Comments received from Humanities and UMSU in November 2016, and FSE in December 2016 

 

 

ACTIONS REQUIRED (NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 2016) 

Action Number Comment 
Number 

ACTION COMMENTS 

November 2016  Policy on Mitigating Circumstances  
UMSU    
Policy 1 5 Update wording in paragraph 11 re worsening of an ongoing illness or disability, 

including mental health conditions. 
Done 

Policy 2 6 Update wording in paragraph 12 to clarify what may constitute ‘disruption’. Done 
Policy 3 7 Update wording in paragraph 13 to ‘individual’ rather than ‘woman’ and clarify that an 

individual can’t work in the first two weeks following them having given birth. 
Done 

Policy 4 10 Update wording in paragraph 17 (18 in Jan2017 version) to clarify ‘personal feelings’. Done 
Policy 5 14 Paragraph 21 – Check with DASS and update the Request for Mitigation Form Done 
Policy 6 15 Update wording in Paragraph 27 (28 in Jan2017 version) to clarify that students can’t 

submit the same standalone, individual circumstance more than once, unless they can 
show it has exacerbated. Also, copied this wording to the ‘Grounds for Mitigation’ 
section, and removed the final line of paragraph 27 (28) as it was deemed to be 
confusing. 

Done 

Humanities    
Policy 7 16  Update wording in paragraph 19 (20 in Jan2017 version) re DASS registered students. Done – Have checked 

that DASS is happy with 
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this 
Policy 8 17 Update wording in paragraph 4 to state that further details about sub-panels are 

available in the Procedures document.  
Done 

Policy 9 18 Update wording of the third bullet point of paragraph 11 to include “personal” crises. Done 
Policy 10 20 Update wording of paragraph 18 (page 8) (paragraph 19 in Jan2017 version) regarding 

verification/information about ensuring evidence is authentic. 
Done 

Policy 11 22 Check with DASS re ‘where a student has disclosed a possible disability’, paragraph 21 
(22 in Jan2017 version). 

Done – and updated 
wording in the policy and 
form regarding links to 
DASS webpage, and 
asking students if they 
feel they have a 
disability. 

Policy 12 24 Update wording regarding University/School forms in paragraph 16 (17 in new Jan2017 
version). 

Done 

    
    
Action number Comment 

number 
Procedure for Mitigating Circumstances Panels (formerly Terms of Reference)  

UMSU    
Procedure 1 1 Paragraph 1 of Handling Requests – change ‘his/her’ to ‘their’. Done 
Procedure 2 2 Paragraph 7 – same as concerns re paragraph 21 of the Policy – Checked with DASS Done 
Procedure 3 3 Code PA of Accepting Mitigation – add “or DASS has recommended that further 

evidence should be obtained”. 
Done 

Procedure 4 5 Code N4 – reword. Done 
Procedure 5 6 Code ‘N6’ – Check with DASS. Done – have updated 

wording, based on UMSU 
& DASS suggestions. 

Procedure 6 7 Changed ‘should’ to ‘must’ (‘the above codes must be used’). Done 
Procedure 7 9 Paragraph 11 – same as concerns re paragraph 21 of the Policy – Check with DASS Done 
Procedure 8 10 Update wording in paragraph 17 re ‘disability’ reasons – remove inverted commas. Done 
Humanities    
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Procedure 9 12 Check with DASS re Page 16, code N7. Done 
Procedure 10 13 Update wording of Page 16, code N8 to clarify the code. Done 
Procedure 11 14 Update wording on page 17, section i, to clarify that the section relates to ‘Coursework 

(including dissertations), which can be subject to reassessment’. 
Done 

Procedure 12 14 Update wording in code C4 (page 17) to clarify that the coursework assessment mark 
can be excluded from the calculation of the unit average if the coursework constitutes 
30% of less of the unit assessment. 

Done 

Procedure 13 15 Raise with the TLG Policies and Guidance sub-group for a decision on figures relating to 
amount of assessment value that has to have been completed, or can be excluded 
from unit calculations. 

- A decision was made to allow up to 30% of the assessment of a unit to be 
excluded from the calculation of the unit average for sections i, ii and iii of 
‘Applying Mitigation’, but up to 50% permitted under section iv, where resit 
opportunities do not exist (i.e. in the final year of a programme). 

 

Done 
 

Procedure 14 20 Update wording of code A7 to duplicate that found in code C4. Done 
Procedure 15 24 Update wording in paragraph 17 to clarify the difference between the Panel and the 

Exam Board in terms of final decision making. 
 

Done 

Steve Pettifer    
Procedure 16 25 Update wording on Page 16, paragraph 11 re Counselling Service no longer using the 

referral form. 
Done 

Procedure 15 26 Update wording in paragraph 17 to clarify the difference between the Panel and the 
Exam Board in terms of final decision making. (As above, comment 24 Humanities), 
 

Done 

FSE    
Procedure 17 28 Liaise with SSO, once final agreement is reached on the revisions to the Policy and 

Procedure documents, to ensure that Campus Solutions reflects the new/amended 
codes for mitigating circumstances. 

Ongoing 

Procedure 18 29 Revert back wording after code C4 regarding Mitigating Circumstances Panels ‘may’ 
request that the programme lead sets a new coursework question, rather than 
‘should’. 

Done 
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