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Introduction

1. This document provides guidance to Boards in considering borderline candidates for an uplift in
classification, accepted Mitigating Circumstances claims, allegations of Academic Misconduct, or
other exceptional decisions such as during periods of industrial action.

2. Further support and guidance can be sought from the Quality Assurance and Enhancement team
(quality®@imperial.ac.uk).

3. Inthe context of this guidance, readers should also consider information provided in:

e Academic Regulations

e Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure,

e Academic Misconduct Procedure

e Appendix B: Board of Examiners Policy: Reassessment and Compensation Guidance

Borderline Candidates/ uplift in classification
4. Aborderline candidate is defined in the academic regulations as a student that has narrowly missed
automatic classification in a higher band.

5. Boards must have objective and transparent processes for dealing with borderline cases/uplift in
classification which must be based on approved algorithmic criteria. The methods to be used
(including details of any algorithm) should be submitted to the relevant Faculty Education
Committee for prior approval and should be published to students in advance of the Board.

6. All Boards should keep full and accurate minutes of their reasons for moving a candidate up a
classification grade, “uplift”, or their reasons for not doing so. If appropriate, it is recommended that
departments hold a pre-meeting to discuss any difficult cases prior to the final meeting of the
Board.

7. The minutes are necessary to ensure:

a. The university is able to review individual decisions to ensure that they are made in a clear
and rational way, with due consideration of all factors.
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b. Anaccurate record of the decision is available in the event of an appeal, complaint to the
Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education, through civil action, or in the
event of a Subject Access Request under Data Protection legislation.

c. Informed advice or guidance is available to students of the Board’s deliberations if
requested.

d. The University can identify trends and take action as needed.

8. The requirement to record the decisions does not necessarily mean that each decision will need
significant detail. For example, where students are being considered under the Regu/ations for
Taught Programmes of Study and so there is a clear algorithm to consider students in the
borderline zone for an uplift in classification (where there is no mitigation to consider) this can
simply state:

candidate X was considered in the classification borderline and the decision was to uplift/not uplift
as the criteria was met/ not metdue to...

9. An upliftis in classification only, that is any module, year or programme average marks are not
changed as a result of a decision to award the higher classification.

Eligibility for consideration

10. Under the Academic Regulations, all students on undergraduate programmes of study, and those
on postgraduate taught programmes that commenced prior to academic year 2025/2026, are
eligible for consideration for an uplift in classification as a borderline student. Borderline candidates
are considered after any rounding to the Programme Overall Weighted Average (POWA) has been
applied.

Borderline definition - UG programmes
11. Anundergraduate student is borderline if their POWA is 2 percentage points or less from the mark

required for automatic classification in the higher band. For example, a student with a Programme
Overall Weighted Average of between 48.00% and 49.49% (to take into account rounding from
49.50% to 49.99%) is a borderline candidate for an uplift from a third class to a lower second class
honours degree.

Borderline definition - PGT programmes
12. Borderline provision for PGT programmes will depend on the student commencement date, and the

published regulations for their year of entry will apply. The table below indicates which version of
borderline provision will be applied to these cohorts. If confirmation of the correct application of
borderline provision is required, please contact quality@imperial.ac.uk in the first instance.

Year of Entry Borderline Provision

2025/26 None.

All students are classified using the agreed classification algorithm for the
programme’.

1 With the exception of consideration of an uplift due to unspent mitigating circumstances
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2023/24 - 2024/25 | Borderline applied according to the agreed classification algorithm for the
programme, options 1-3 below.

Prior to 2023/2024 | Borderline applied as per ‘Option 2°. Programmes where there is no
designated final major project or dissertation module will use Option 1.

The paragraphs below indicate the marks ranges within which a student may be considered for an
uplift, should they meet the requirements that has been set for their programme of study in relation
to eligibility for consideration as a borderline student. The regulation paragraph references are for
the 2024/2025 version of the Regulations for Taught Programmes of Study 2024.2025.

Classification ‘Option 1’ - regulations para 223 (a); classification based on POWA only:
13. Candidates whose Programme Overall Weighted Average (POWA) is between n8.00 and n9.49

(inclusive) will be considered for an uplift in classification in line with the criteria set by the Board of
Examiners.

14. For example, candidates with a POWA of between 68.00 and 69.49 (inclusive) will be considered
for an uplift in classification to Distinction from Merit.

Classification ‘Option 2’ - regulations para 223 (b); classification based on POWA and mark
achieved in designated dissertation or final major project module:
15. Following calculation of the Programme Overall Weighted Average (POWA), the candidate has

achieved the relevant threshold mark in either their POWA (including where this has been rounded)
or the designated dissertation or final major project module, and the lower mark falls no more than 2
percentage points below the threshold mark.

16. For example, candidates with a POWA of 70.00 or above (noting regulation para 226, rounding) will
be considered for an uplift in classification to Distinction from Merit where the mark for the
designated dissertation or final major project module is between 68.00 and 69.99 inclusive.

17. Alternatively, candidates with a mark of 70.00 or above for the designated final major project will be
considered for an uplift in classification to a Distinction from Merit where the calculated POWA is
between 68.00 and 69.49 inclusive (as a POWA of 69.50 to 69.99 will have been rounded to
70.00).

18. Candidates will not be classed as borderline if the POWA and the mark for the designated
dissertation or final major project module falls below the relevant threshold mark (noting para 226).

19. For example, candidates with a calculated POWA of 69.49 and a mark of 69.99 for the designated
final major project would not be considered for an uplift in classification to Distinction from Merit.

Classification ‘Option 3’ - regulations para 223(c); classification is based on weighted average
mark of defined ‘taught’ and ‘research’ sections of the programme:
20. Following calculation of the weighted average mark for the defined ‘taught’ or ‘research’ aspects of

the programme, a candidate has achieved the relevant threshold mark in one aspect of the
programme but has not achieved the threshold mark in the other aspect. Where the calculated mark
for the lower aspect falls between n8.00-n9.99 (inclusive), the candidate will be considered for an
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uplift in classification in line with the criteria set by the Board of Examiners. The Board should note
that no rounding may be applied to these weighted average marks.

For example, candidates with a calculated mark of 70.00 or above in the taught aspect of the
programme will be considered for an uplift to Distinction from Merit classification if the mark for
research aspect of the programme is between 68.00 and 69.99 inclusive (or vice versa).

21. Candidates will not be considered borderline if both the 'taught’ and ‘research’ weighted average
mark falls below the relevant threshold mark.

For example, candidates with calculated average marks of 69.99 or lower in each aspect would not
be considered for an uplift in classification to Distinction from Merit.

Advice for the application of Mitigating Circumstances decisions

22. Boards of Examiners will need to consider the recommendations made from Mitigating
Circumstances Boards for accepted claims in accordance with paragraph 8.6 of the Mitigating
Circumstances Policy and Procedure, as follows.

a. Defer: Where the student has failed the assessment(s) including by non-submission, the Board
of Examiners can consider offering the student:

i. afurther opportunity to attempt the assessment(s) at the next available assessment
point. If relating to a first attempt at the assessment this will receive an uncapped
mark.

ii. tobe offered an opportunity to re-take the year as a first attempt.

Where the assessment(s) has/have been passed or the module overall is a pass (however see para
23 below), and therefore the above are not applicable, the relevant Board of Examiners may
consider:

iii. extended consideration at the borderline for an uplift in classification in accordance
with the regulations.

iv. consideration at the borderline where a qualifying mark is required for continued
progression.

Whilst the above options would normally be sufficient the Mitigating Circumstances Board may
make a recommendation in the light of the information that it holds for a particular action.
However, it is ultimately the decision of the Board of Examiners in the knowledge that the student
has an accepted claim for mitigation to consider the appropriate ‘mitigation’ to be offered, subject
to the regulations and any programmes specific requirements.

b. Allow Late. Where the claim was submitted to mitigate for the late submission of a piece of
assessment, (either coursework or a timed remote assessment) it would now be accepted as
though ’on time’ and receive an uncapped mark.

23. Where a student has mitigating circumstances for an assessment and they were unable to
take/submit, or have done so and received a fail mark, under the university’s academic regulations
the module would normally be considered incomplete until such time as the student has been able
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to complete the assessment(s) not impacted by mitigating circumstances. In such circumstances
the Board should normally offer the student the opportunity to take the assessment as if for the first
time at the next available opportunity. This enables the module result to be as close to the student’s
expected academic ‘norm’ as possible (paragraph 139, 160, Requlations for Taught Programmes of
Studly). See also the section on incomplete modules in Appendix B: Reassessment and
Compensation Guidance.

When returning results for a student that has accepted mitigating circumstances, and incomplete,
the coding against the module is ‘Incomplete’ (IN). the PP code must only be used where the
module is a pass and no opportunity to complete the assessment has been granted.

Consideration of students with unspent mitigation as extended borderline
candidates

25.

26.

27.

28.

Where a student has an approved claim for mitigating circumstances, which has not been taken into
consideration because the assessment(s) was passed at the first attempt, the Mitigating
Circumstances Procedure allows the Board of Examiners to give extended consideration at the
borderline for an uplift in classification. The Regulations for Taught Programmes of Study (Regs A)
do not stipulate a specific band as it is noted that circumstances will differ in each case. Where a
Board is considering candidates for higher classification under the Regulations for Taught
Programmes of Study (Regs A), a consistent approach should be taken and each decision should be
clearly recorded.

Care should be taken to ensure that the mitigation is taken fully into account, without double
counting or providing an undue advantage to the student. When designing any form of algorithm for
consideration at borderline, the Board should carefully consider how the design can or should be
adapted in cases of approved mitigation, so as to avoid putting in place impossible requirements or
to “double count” mitigation.

Examples of methods that a Board may use include:

a. Recalculating the POWA (or module marks) by excluding those modules (or assessments)
that have been impacted by mitigating circumstances. NB this is not suitable if a significant
proportion of the final year has been impacted by mitigation.

b. Considering the ratio of modules in the higher to lower bands, when those impacted by
mitigation have been excluded.

c. Considering the overall profile of the student when marks that have been impacted by
mitigating circumstances have been excluded.

In exceptional circumstances, after considering possible actions, the Board may determine that no
mitigation can be fairly applied. For example, this may be as the other marks unaffected by
mitigating circumstances are of a similar or lower standard so by applying a method such as those
above, the student’s classification would remain the same or be lower, or that the extent of the
circumstances means that there is no academic evidence to support that the student would likely
have achieved a higher classification (mitigation impacted most or all assessments in a year or
stage).
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29. Where the Board agrees that no possible action can be taken, the minutes must fully record the
decision-making process confirming the reason for the final outcome for the student.

30. Boards are reminded that where an appeal is submitted on the basis of mitigating circumstances
that have not previously been declared, this must be dealt with as late mitigating circumstances
claims by Boards, rather than as appeals via the Student Casework Team.

What can’t a Board do?

31. Boards cannot increase individual marks or the overall weighted average of a student on the basis
of accepted claim for mitigating circumstances. The transcript must show the marks and credits as
actually achieved. For further information about considering borderline students, see the relevant
section above.

32. A Board cannot extend the maximum registration period for a student(s) to offer a further period of
study or assessment. Where a Board considers that this would be appropriate due the
circumstances of the student, they must request an exemption to the regulations. Advice should be
sought from Quality Assurance and Enhancement team (quality@imperial.ac.uk) in the first
instance.

Academic Misconduct

33. The Academic Misconduct Policy and Procedures govern the processes by which any alleged
offences should be investigated, and the sanctions that may be given where an allegation is proven.
Under the procedures limited cases may be considered locally within the department, with the
remainder considered by a centralised panel and managed by the Student Casework team.

34. All proven cases of Academic Misconduct, including if it was considered locally, will be reported and
formally minuted at the EPAB meeting. If there have been no instances of proven misconduct this
should also be recorded.

35. Where there is a pending allegation of Academic Misconduct, no mark should be reported to the
student or the Board of Examiners. The Board of Examiners spreadsheet would show a
pending/missing mark (see para 40 below).

Sanctions in the Academic misconduct process
36. When the panel considers a proven case of academic misconduct, they do not have the full details

of the student’s programme of study, such as year marks, previous repeated assessment or
programme specific regulations. Therefore, there may be occasions in which the given penalty
would have an unintended undue impact on the student, such as preventing course completion.

37. This is most likely where sanctions require a mark of zero to be recorded for the referral where
passed, if the remainder of the student’s profile means that they fail to achieve a minimum overall
percentage mark for completion of the stage or final classification. The intention of the penalty is to
reduce the final overall weighted average of the student and potentially lowering the classification.
It is not intended to be a de facto expulsion. The Board should therefore take this into account and
modify the penalty accordingly. Any modifications must be clearly identified, the reasoning and
actions recording in the minutes of the Board of Examiners and provided to the Student Casework
team for the official record of the offence.
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38. It would not be considered an undue impact if a student was required to withdraw as academic
misconduct was proven for their final attempt at the relevant module, or that the student has failed
too many credits overall to be offered a referral. See Appendix B: Reassessment and Compensation
Guidance.

39. Care should be taken when considering a student’s profile where there is a proven allegation of
Academic Misconduct and an accepted claim for mitigation for the same assessment(s) to ensure
no unfair advantage is given. For example, the Academic Misconduct panel had reduced the
sanction in the light of severe mitigation, or that the student is granted an uncapped reassessment
opportunity when they have been found to have committed misconduct which requires it to be a
capped resit.

Pending decisions
40. Where a decision is pending at the time of the Board in relation to an allegation of academic

misconduct, the Board should consider offering a resit opportunity to the student over the normal
re-assessment period in order to provide as much notice as possible of the dates and requirements,
should the allegation be proven and a re-assessment is offered. If a student has a significant level of
failure excluding the assessment under consideration for academic misconduct offence, such that
the Board would not normally offer a summer resit but require withdrawal for academic failure or a
repeat of the year this may not be appropriate.

41. Should the allegation be found not proven, the Board will ratify the mark of the original decision and
rescind the referral offer. If this occurs following the referral opportunity the first mark would stand
and no resit will be recorded against the student record, except where the original submission has
failed and so the student would be required to complete a resit.

Penalty of expulsion
42. Where a student has been expelled as a result of a proven case of Academic Misconduct, the Board

of Examiners are required to ratifying the outcome in relation to any other modules and credits. This
may include voiding previously passed modules, and confirming, where relevant any award that a
student may be entitled to.

43. The results return to Assessment Records will clearly indicate which module results have been
amended and the reason. The Student Records team will have been notified of the decision to expel
the student for proven academic misconduct at the same time as the student and the department
was notified.

Impact on students of industrial action or COVID pandemic

44, During their programme, students may have been impacted by measures taken during the COVID
pandemic or industrial action. The Board of Examiners should consider any cumulative impact
during the students’ programmes of study and in the knowledge of previous decisions. The table
shows the academic years in which there was industrial action or specific COVID policies in place
that will need to be considered in relation to the Boards of Examiners’ decisions this academic year.
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Student’s Academic Industrial COVID policies Notes
year of entry action
2025/2026 25/26 None
2024/2025 25/26 None
2023/2024 25/26 None
2022/2023 22/23,25/26 | None
2021/2022 22/23,25/26 | None
2020/2021 21/22,22/23, | Fair assessment Final classification to be calculated including
25/26 Policy and excluding year 1. Best outcome applies
(excludes MBBS and iBSc).
Cohort analysis of classification outcomes
2019/2020 19/20, 21/22, | Safety net (19/20), | Final classification to be calculated including
22/23,25/26 | Fair assessment and excluding year 1. Best outcome applies
policy (20/21) (safety net)
Cohort analysis of classification outcomes
(fair assessment)
2018/2019 19/20, 21/22, Cohort analysis of classification outcomes
22/23,25/26

45. For those students that were impacted prior to 2023, it is likely that the decisions made at the time
remain appropriate however, Boards should ensure that its discussion and any agreed actions taken
in relation to student results and progression due to industrial action or COVID is recorded in the

minutes.
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