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1. 
Number of Appeals (Appendix I)

177 appeals have been submitted in the 2011 calendar year to date, more than in any year since Regulation XIV was established in 2002. From 2010 this represents a 41.6% increase or around an 18% increase on the average for 2009 and 2008.
2.
Appeal Outcomes (Appendix II)
Almost half (48%) of all appeals received to date have been dismissed by the Academic Registrar (or nominee), and a further 10.2% have been dismissed by an AD(T) on behalf of the PVC(T). 20.9% of appeals have been upheld, by the PVCT) or nominee, or in a small number of clear-cut cases (for example where a clerical error was brought to light) by way of a waiver of Regulations on the part of the Academic Registrar. 19.8% of appeals are still ongoing. As yet, no appeals have been referred to an Academic Appeal Committee.
The most common reasons for the dismissal of appeals have been lack of evidence, and late disclosure of impaired performance (IP) for which good cause was not established. The majority of upheld appeals related to IP where the student was able to establish good cause for not submitting a timely claim, with a small number of cases involving procedural irregularities. In relation to the former category, sensitive personal circumstances and mental health difficulties were treated sympathetically.

3.
Further Analysis
Further analysis of the characteristics of those who appealed, and of appeal outcomes in the context of the characteristics and owning School of appellants will be undertaken once all cases have been concluded.

4.
Issues Arising from Operation of Appeals Procedures in 2011
4.1   
Amendments to Regulation XIV
Regulation XIV was amended with effect from 1 August 2011, in view of the new University structure. The main change was that appeals not dismissed by the Academic Registrar (or nominee), were considered by the PVC(T) or nominee, rather than by one of the Deans of Faculty. In practice, of the 49 appeals referred by the Academic Registrar (or nominee) between July-December, 48 were considered by one of five AD(T)’s acting on behalf of the PVC(T), and one was considered by the PVC(T). 
Overall, these new arrangements worked well, and it was possible to spread the cases around such that each AD(T) had 8-11 cases to consider across this period. However, there were times when many or most of the AD(T)s were unavailable to consider appeals, due to the competing demands of their other duties, and for this reason it is recommended that the pool of staff acting on behalf of the PVC(T) in relation to Regulation XIV be extended further, perhaps to include all AD(T)s.
4.2  
Online Form
An online appeal form (at http://www.lboro.ac.uk/admin/ar/student/exams/appeals/index.htm) was launched in Summer 2011. The new form was used by most appellants, and helped them to address all relevant issues at the first attempt, thereby reducing the need for follow-up correspondence (i.e. asking for more information and/or evidence), and speeding up the consideration of some cases.  
4.3
Volume of Appeals and Impact on Performance
4.3.1  
As above, 2011 saw a significant increase in the number of appeals submitted as compared to recent years. Some of this increase might be attributable to the launch of the online form (i.e. making the submission of appeals easier/more accessible). However, there was no perceptible increase in the number of frivolous appeals.

4.3.2
The sheer volume of appeals submitted in a short period of time, particularly in July/August, had an impact on performance, as below:

i) In previous years, with very few exceptions, initial responses were provided within 5 working days, as required by paragraph 6 of the Regulation. This year, particularly during the Summer, responses were provided a few days over this timescale in some cases, and a significant number of days over in many. 
ii) Of those cases referred to one of the AD(T)s, very few were dealt with to a conclusion within the 25 working days required by paragraph 7 of the Regulation, and in most cases it took significantly longer than this. (It should be noted, however, that this timescale was met relatively infrequently in previous years, as it is unrealistically tight, and it is recommended that it be extended to 40 working days*. This would be more in line with other institutions, and would still be well inside the 3 month deadline for appeals to be concluded, currently being campaigned for by NUS).
4.3.3 
If the response times set out in Regulation XIV are not met, the University may be required, by the OIA, to pay compensation. 
4.4.
Managing Regulation XIV Appeals in the Future 

Given the increase in undergraduate tuition fees and the wider discussions about value for money in higher education, it seems likely that the volume of appeals in 2012 and beyond will remain at least at the 2011 level, and will probably increase further. Appeals work is complex, requires appropriate experience and the exercise of considerable care and judgement. The consequences for the students concerned a very significant. A proposal has therefore been made to increase the grade of a vacant post to enable a third member of the PQTP team to contribute to operation of the Regulation XIV appeals procedures. The postholder may also contribute to the handling of serious student complaints which have increased slightly in recent years and may increase further in the current environment. It will be necessary, therefore, to consider whether appropriate staff resources and regulatory procedures are in place.

4.5
Further Iterations of Submission Prior to AD(T) Decisions
In some cases, it was clear, upon receipt of final comments from the appellant (under paragraph 7 of Regulation XIV), that a further iteration of submissions (i.e. further written comments from the Chair, and a further submission from the student) would help the AD(T) to reach a fully-informed decision. Similarly, in some cases, having received the full appeal file, the AD(T) asked for further information/clarification from the Chair or from the appellant. In such cases, additional submissions were permitted (always giving the appellant the final word), notwithstanding that this is not provided for in the Regulation. It seems sensible to follow this approach in order that the AD(T)s have as much relevant information as possible on which to base their decisions, and it is recommended, therefore, that the Regulation be amended to allow more flexibility for additional rounds of submissions, if deemed necessary, both prior to and subsequent to the appeal file being sent to the AD(T)*.
*Two of the recommendations above would require minor amendments to Regulation XIV. If these are supported in principle, then detailed proposals relating to these changes will be submitted to L&TC in Spring 2012, prior to Senate approval being sought in March 2012. The intention would be that the amended version of the Regulation would be implemented for all appeals which related to the 2011-12 academic year.
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