Learning and Quality Committee:  09/01/2008


Minutes of the thirty fourth meeting of Learning and Quality Committee held on 9th January 2008 at 13.00pm in Queen Mary 075, Maritime Greenwich
	M. Noble (Chair)
	K. Cowlard (LEAP)
	

	S. Naylor (Officer)
	W.Cealey Harrison (LQU)
	

	C. Delage (AC)
	L. Pollard (MS)
	

	M. Edmunds (BU)
	L. Jump (HS)
	

	G. Farmer (ET)
	S. Walker (ET)
	

	A. Grant (EN)
	M. Thomas (SC)
	

	V. Habgood (HS)
	
	


	07.34.01
	Apologies

	

	
	Ms M Castens, Ms. S. Stein, Ms T. Thomas, Ms. K. Adomako, Mr. A. Dawson 

	

	07.34.02
	Minutes of the Meeting of 31st October 2007


	

	
	The minutes of the meeting of 31st October 2007 were agreed as a correct and accurate record subject to a change in 07.33.04, paragraph 4.  LQC requested that the minute be revised to reflect a statement that where a Department retains a large number of students on programmes based in Partner Colleges, the average attainment for that Department may be adversely affected as a result of low completion numbers where cohorts a not sufficiently large to register on the NSS in the first instance.

	

	07.34.03
	Actions arising from the meeting of 31st October 2007


	

	
	LQC requested that TQEF action plan be placed on the agenda for its February meeting.  (07.33.05 refers)

	

	
	LQC received details of the expected contribution of School Learning Enhancement Coordinators (SLEC) to the OSA student feedback project.  All members were requested to ensure their Schools nominate an alternate in view of the increasing workload of the SLECs. (07.33.7 refers)
	

	
	The annual draft report to council (revised to include a wider analytical review of LQC activities had been re-circulated prior to Christmas. It was agreed to send the revised version to January Council.  LQC requested that the flow chart of 2006/07 activities be considered at its next meeting. (07.33.09 refers)


	

	
	LQC noted that `the University needs to increase its National Teaching Fellows.  Deadlines for completed applications is February 2008.  Support for staff wishing to engage remains an issue to be addressed.  It was agreed to publish details on the portal and that the Educational Development Team (EDT) and PVC (Learning and Quality) discuss prior to  Executive next week. (07.33.12(b) refers)

	


	Action
	Final draft of annual LQC report to go to Council

	SN


	
	EDT and PVC to meet to discuss NTFS prior to Executive.  Details of application procedure and deadlines to be published on portal.


	MN, SW

	07.34.04
	Assessment Regulations

	

	(a)
	LQC received the summary paper presented to academic council in December.  The PVC has now prepared a short note for circulation to staff and students indicating the amendments that are to take place this academic session.  These include, inter alia, revised methods of degree classification, condonement and capping regulations.  It was agreed not to circulate the revisions with immediate effect to allow time for final year students to commence completion of the 2006/07 NSS (14th January onwards).  However, the revisions should be widely published before the end of January.  

	

	Action
	LQC requested that LQU conduct an audit of the University web to ensure that final versions published are the agreed final versions from Academic Council.  

	CH



	
	LQC welcomed the revisions though with some misgivings from the Business School in respect of the removal of the 2% marginal banding.  All parties felt that the introduction of revised capping regulations, whilst a welcome revision, may present implementation difficulties for this academic session. There are no perceived operational difficulties with the revised classification methods but LQC acknowledged that implementation of revised capping regulations will present a challenge to the Banner team and Banner output.  It was agreed that the PVC and SDLQ representation should discuss implementation with the Banner team and possibly the University secretary at the earliest opportunity to ensure effective implementation by September 2008.
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	Action
	The PVC (Learning and Quality and SDLQ representation to discuss the issues with the Bnner team


	MN, SDLQS



	(b)
	LQC noted the intention of the EDT to devise a programme of staff development activities in respect of assessment and feedback:  in essence a framework approach which allows interpretation at School level to meet subject or discipline needs and to enable cascading within Schools by School staff as a method of engagement. Particular attention will be focussed on Appendix B of the revised regulations:  Marking and Classification Conventions.  LQC agreed that introduction of this revised marking framework should essentially be introduced next year and not this, given that many assessments have already been undertaken this session.  The EDT leader considered development of an e learning course as a possibility for future development

	


	07.34.05
	External Examining

	

	
	LQC received the LQU’s fifth annual report on external examining at the University.  The extended report was welcomed, specifically for providing a focus on effective University practices.  Of particular note was the commendation by examiners for the University’s feedback to students which accounted for some 38 (22%) of positive responses: an increasingly positive response across the past three sessions.  It was agreed that the report should now be sent up to Council subject to some amendments, which include remove specific references to individual tutors and courses as single out as examples of good practice, clarification of a sentence relating to the majority of examiners citing individual single issues for University attention (thus indicating that there are no systemic failures of quality but varying levels of consistency that require some attention at local level) (pp6), and  simplification of the potential actions as defined by review of the examiner reports.  LQU also requested a small revision to forced choice question 5 on the report:  to replace “issues addressed” with “issues considered”

	

	Action
	Revise annual examiners report and send to Academic Council for January 2008 and amend external examiners report question 5

	SN


	07.34.06
	Items from the SDLQ meeting

	

	
	No items were brought forward from the SDLQ meeting

	

	07.34.07
	Items from Schools

	

	
	LQC received a paper from the School of Health and Social Care which outlined a proposal to incorporate actual marks into student degree classification profiles for courses that are currently studied and credit rated with external institutions.  LQC agreed the paper, approved the proposal and welcomed this development as consonant with the principles of the QAA and the Bologna Agreement.  LQC noted in anticipation that such courses and their provenance would in due course be logged onto the student Diploma Supplement.  School representatives noted and LQC concurred, that effective QA procedures were in place to assure standards, and include first marking by the organisation concerned, moderation by School staff and a final review by a specially nominated external examiner.  The School need not take the item to Academic Council on the basis that it is not a Universal adaptation of the regulatory framework.

	

	07.34.08
	Audit
	

	
	LQC received a brief resumé of how the Institutional Audit Briefing Document will be structured.  Consisting of seven sections the LQU is currently considering nominated groups of appropriate staff whose responsibility will be to collate evidence and to provide first drafts for each section.  Group membership will be confirmed by Academic Council at its January meeting.  The aim of the briefing document is to demonstrate that the University is a reflective institution and the challenge will be for the teams to draw out consistency and coherence of approaches in a system whereby general authority has been delegated to multiple Schools.

	

	07.34.09
	National Student Survey
	

	
	LQC noted that commencement of the Survey will commence on 14th January 2008.  It noted further that the University is considering development of a question and answer page aimed at disseminating to the student body the actions that the University has taken in response to the previous Survey and that this should be maintained on an annual basis.


	

	07.34.10
	Quality Assurance Handbook

	

	
	LQC received two papers relating to recent changes to the Handbook.   The first, a summary of general changes was accepted subject to final discussion in respect of two items:  the programme specification for students and (Appendix D2 (ii)) and the compilation of panels (Appendix P3)
	

	
	In respect of the former the secretary agreed to circulate the pro-forma for comment:  a revised version of the already extant standard version.
	

	
	In respect of the latter, LQC upheld the principle that panel Chairs should not be the Head of the delivering School in order that a neutral Chair, not involved in the development is best for providing an independent moderating influence.  LQC accepted the exceptions to this principle as being those proposed:  namely in circumstance of unavoidable illness or accident which at short notice prevents and external Chair from attending.  LQC considered whether a formal distinction between review and approval panels might be made on the basis that the former may often not involve development of substantially new materials.  It was agreed that the principle should be retained for both review and approvals in view of the fact that reviews often did involve change and amendments as well as the addition of new programmes of study as at approval events.  LQC also considered the constitution for approval panels for overseas approvals/reviews and agreed to refer Paragraph 5 of Appendix 3 to ACC for further discussion and agreement as to minimum threshold requirements.

It  was considered helpful that incorporation of greater detail on class resources and management at approval events would be welcome, particularly from engaging the comments from SMU, though LQC recognised the logistical problems of SMU providing attending members where question of space usage and management are critical to the programme.

	

	Action
	ACC to discuss threshold Panel membership requirements for overseas Panels
Updated Chairs list to be circulated to LQC and SQAOs.  


	ACC
SN

	07.34.11
	TQEF Action Plan: update

	

	
	LQC agreed to put this item on the February agenda in view of the current revisions to working groups, notably the merger of Staff Development Focus Group and LESS to form the Staff and Education Development Group.

	

	Action
	Chair to report on TQEF action plan update at February meeting
	MN



	07.34.12
	Edexcel 2005/06 Annual report

	

	
	LQC received for information the annual report from the Edexcel Senior University Examiner.  It was noted that the first draft of the University’s Annual Report to Edexcel will be presented to the March LQC 

	

	07.34.13
	Any other Business

	

	
	A proposal to appoint a single School Quality Assurance Officer as a permanent member of the Committee (one year tenure) was approved.


	

	Action
	Secretary to arrange nomination from the QAO group for next meeting
	SN



Actions Arising from the Minutes of the meeting of 9/1/08
	07.34.3
	Final draft of annual LQC report to go to Council

	SN
Completed 14/1/08

	
	EDT and PVC to meet to discuss NTFS prior to Executive.  Details of application procedure and deadlines to be published on portal.


	MN, SW

	07.34.4 (a)
	LQC requested that LQU conduct an audit of the University web to ensure that final versions published are the agreed final versions from Academic Council.  
	CH

Completed 23/1/08. LQU discussed issue with OSA web master (J. Cameron) to ensure web links all point to LQU Regulations Page

	
	The PVC (Learning and Quality and SDLQ representation to discuss the issues with the Bnner team


	MN, SDLQS



	07.34.5
	Revise annual examiners report and send to Academic Council for January 2008 and amend external examiners report question 5


	SN

Completed 16/1/08

	07.34.10
	ACC to discuss threshold Panel membership requirements for overseas Panels

Updated Chairs list to be circulated to LQC and SQAOs.  


	ACC

SN

	07.34.11
	Chair to report on TQEF action plan update at February meeting
	MN



	07.34.13
	Secretary to arrange nominatrion from the QAO group for next meeting
	SN
Chair of the SQAO Group contacted and nomination requested on 14/1/08


� Note that the Banner team has circulated to all members a copy of two papers for discuss which outline proposed solutions to perceived coding and implementation difficulties.  Theses can also be found in the embedded files above.


� Note that the Banner team has circulated to all members a copy of two papers for discuss which outline proposed solutions to perceived coding and implementation difficulties.  Theses can also be found in the embedded files above.





	Author
	Date
	Committee
	Amendments

	S. Naylor
	First Draft January 2008
	LQC 20/2/2008
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Assessment Proposal – Retrieved Course Capping




The proposals within this paper are put forward as a result of changes to the taught academic regulations agreed by Academic Council on 12 December 2007. 


Proposals included as a result of regulatory changes:



· Retrieved course capping to be applied at the level of the retrieved assessment component



Proposals are also included within this document in response to user requests (item not designated as a top four enhancement priority at the Assessments Meeting of 27 November 2007). 


Proposals included as a result of user prioritisation:



· Reason code for use when retrieval of a deferred item has occurred


Regulatory changes

The capping of marks within the system, at present, is governed by the appending of a prefix or suffix to the final grade code allocated to the student. All grades within the system carry a numeric value used within calculations. This value is called the quality point. Codes with a prefix or suffix carry a numeric quality point that is different to standard grades, I.e. the mark 65 has a quality point of 65 while the mark L65 has a quality point of 40 and 65R a quality point of 35. 

Currently there are four valid and historic prefix/suffixes in existence which can be applied to cap a grade. All of these are applied automatically by the system at the master (course) level when the appropriate reason code has been entered against an assessment level item. 

		Reason code

		Prefix / Suffix

		Quality Point

		Status



		RL

		L Prefix

		40

		In use 



		IR

		I Suffix

		50

		In use



		RP

		R Suffix

		35 

		Historic 



		RB

		B Suffix

		N/A

		Historic





To ensure the assessment level marks are capped rather than the overall course mark the proposal is to reverse the position at which the prefix or suffix is applied. This will ensure that the quality point used throughout the course aggregation calculation is the capped (40 or 50) quality point rather than the actual grade.

The examples below show a typical cycle of grade changes from original entry through referral, resit grade and finally retrieval for both the current 40% retrieval model and then the proposed 40% assessment level capping model.

The grade, reason code and, in brackets, the quality point used in the overall mark aggregation are displayed. Grades are colour coded (black first entry to red last entry) to show the impact of each entry through the system. These examples suppose entry at assessment level only so the marks at aggregation and master level would actually be overwritten each time a lower level change takes place. 

Current typical 40% course capped retrieval model:


[image: image1]

Proposed typical 40% assessment level retrieval model:


[image: image2]

The proposed new RM (Repeat Pass - 40% Assessment cap) reason code will, unlike the existing repeat pass reason codes, not automatically force a prefix/suffix onto the student grade. To ensure maximum flexibility of entry staff would be advised that all assessment level entry of (numeric) grades with an RM reason code should manually have an M prefix assigned. This M prefix will ensure that whatever mark the M precedes, only 40% will be used within the overall course aggregation.

Not automating the entry of the M prefix from the system leaves the end users with the flexibility to use the RM codes at master or aggregation levels without an enforced 40% capping being applied at a potentially inappropriate level.


Additionally, not forcing the prefix allows the RM code to be used without the prefix for pass/fail graded courses, resolving a long standing issue of master level entry for retrievals of referred courses with that marking scheme.



To minimise the number of erroneous data entries ‘user prompt’ messages will be employed when the most common entry format is not followed, I.e. a warning message appears any time the M prefix is not entered against a numerically graded assessment level item.

A key consequence of the new RM reason code proposal is the removal of the RG grade entry stage.


Since the 2004/5 session resit marks were coded with a reason code of RG (resit grade) so that the PAB could identify grades that may require capping to 40% at course level.


These RG flagged marks always carried a quality point of the real mark, e.g. a mark of 75 RG would have been calculated by the PAB report as 75 and re-calculation by staff prior to, or at the PAB would have been necessary to substitute the mark of 75 with a mark of 40.


This calculation was, while not ideal, manageable due to the fact that only ever one or more marks of 40 needed to be substituted into the GPA calculation.


Once capping is removed from the course level and applied at the assessment item level however any RG grades entered prior to the resit PAB suddenly become far harder to substitute as in reality any grade from 0 to 100 could be the aggregated value of the course overall.


For this reason the proposal that any resit grade of 40 or more (for 40% pass mark courses) be coded directly with the RM reason code is being made as part of these changes. 

Courses with a 40% pass mark where the resit mark is less than 40 will be coded in the existing format as actual mark, eg 34, with an RG reason code. The PAB will then instruct as to the appropriate reason code to replace the RG.  


If the RM reason code model is approved a second new reason code of RH (Repeat Pass 50% Assess) is also proposed to replace the existing IR (50% course capping) reason code. This new code would operate identically to the RM proposal, with a H prefix in front of grades and would include the continued use of RG reason codes only where the resit grade achieved fell below the 50% pass mark.

Alternative assessment capping proposal

A second proposal exists whereby in place of recording the achieved resit grade (i.e. 70%) all resit grades of 40% or higher are simply recorded within the system as 40%. Issues surrounding the use of the RG reason code are removed by this model however transparency for the student is also removed. 

Initial discussions suggest that this second proposal has too many potential negatives to make it viable and as a result it has not been documented here in as much detail.

User Requested Changes

Currently a deferred item of assessment, once coded at the assessment level, results in a deferral code ‘rolling up’ to the master (course) level. When this deferral is retrieved there is no reason code available for entry against the assessment item that will result in the deferral being automatically removed at the course level. At present staff are required to enter a value with a code of OG (grade considered as original grade) against the assessment item and then subsequently against the master course level item. 

The assessment examples below use the same coloured text as the capping examples.

Current typical retrieved deferral model:



[image: image3]

Proposed typical post deferral mark model (proposal 1):
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Proposed typical post deferral mark model (proposal 2):
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Two proposals are put forward for consideration:


· The first proposal is based upon the creation of a new reason code, DM (Deferred Mark) which permits any mark to be entered against the reason code of DM. This reason code rolls up to master level removing the existing D1 reason code but no capping of marks takes place.

This reason code would be entered against all marks provided following a deferred reason code regardless of whether that mark was above or below the 40% or 50% pass thresholds.  

As with existing reason code logic all grades entered with a DM reason code would be deemed a successful retrieval unless post PAB the reason code was amended to reflect the new status of the grade, eg referred, deferred again or failed.


The use of the OG reason code post deferral is completely removed by this model. 


· The second proposal is based around the concept of the RM capping holds previously detailed. When the post deferral grade is provided for data entry, where the mark provided is 40 or above (for 40% pass mark courses) or 50 and above (for 50% pass mark courses) the provided mark will be entered alongside the new RD (retrieved deferral) reason code. This reason code will roll up through the assessment structure and remove the course level deferral reason code without applying any prefix/suffix to the grade and therefore without capping the mark at all.


Where the provided post deferral grade falls below the 40 or 50 boundary the existing model of entering the real grade alongside an OG (original grade) reason code will be followed. The PAB will then instruct as to the appropriate reason code to replace the OG, at which time compensation, condone, referral, failure or the new RD retrieval code could be applied.

Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%��30 OE (30)�30 R1 (30)�50 RG (50)�50 RL (50)











Aggregation level



Weighting 50%







55 OE (55)�55 R1 (55)



65 R1 (65)



65 RL (65)�











Assessment Level – Exam



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Master Level (Course)







68 OE (68)�68 R1 (68)�73 R1 (73)�L73 RL (40)











Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%��30 OE (30)�30 R1 (30)�50 RG (50)�M50 RM (40)











Aggregation level



Weighting 50%







55 OE (55)�55 R1 (55)



65 R1 (65)



60 RM (60)�











Assessment Level – Exam



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Master Level (Course)







68 OE (68)�68 R1 (68)�73 R1 (73)



70 RM (70)











Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%��NN OE (0)�NN D1 (0)�50 OG (50)�











Aggregation level



Weighting 50%







40 OE (40)�40 D1 (40)



65 OG (60)



�











Assessment Level – Exam



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Master Level (Course)







60 OE (60)�60 D1 (60)�73 D1 (73)



73 OG (73) Manual Entry











Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%��NN OE (0)�NN D1 (0)�50 OG (50)�50 RD (50)











Aggregation level



Weighting 50%







40 OE (40)�40 D1 (40)



65 OG (65)



65 RD (65)�











Assessment Level – Exam



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Master Level (Course)







60 OE (60)�60 D1 (60)�73 D1 (73)



73 RD (73)











Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Assessment Level – Coursework



Weighting 50%��NN OE (0)�NN D1 (0)�50 OG (50)�50 DM (50)











Aggregation level



Weighting 50%







40 OE (40)�40 D1 (40)



65 OG (65)



65 DM (65)�











Assessment Level – Exam



Weighting 50%







80 OE (80)







Master Level (Course)







60 OE (60)�60 D1 (60)�73 D1 (73)



73 DM (73)















D:\Docs\DOCUMENT\WINWORD\Assessment Proposal - course capping.doc

Page 1 of 6

Assessment Proposal – Course capping




_1262178006.doc
Assessment Proposal – PAB Report




The proposals within this paper are put forward as a result of changes to the taught academic regulations agreed by Academic Council on 12 December 2007. 

Proposals included as a result of regulatory changes:


· Removal of discounted GPA calculations


· Removal of course discounted ‘asterisk’ flags


· Amendment to the format in which Award Points are displayed 


Proposals are also included within this document in response to assessments priority development two (as designated at the Assessments Meeting of 27 November 2007). 


Proposals included as a result of user prioritisation:

· Overall standard GPA calculation to be produced for students with a PI (Proceed with Intermediate Standing) decision against their stage two profile. 

Regulatory Changes
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DGPA


See above PAB report image for details of changes

Award Points

Award points will be renamed ‘Credit Points’ and will be displayed in the space on the PAB where the Discounted Overall Grade and the Award Points were previously shown.

Credit Points will be calculated by taking the student’s Overall GPA (e.g. 56.75) and then identifying how many credit points were achieved in either stage 2 or 3 above and below the next classification threshold (always the classification boundary immediately higher than the students overall GPA). In the example above of a student’s overall GPA equalling 56.75 the next classification boundary would be 60.00.

Credit Points would then be displayed as a sum of course credit where the student achieved a course mark of more than 60.00 and a sum of course credit where less than 60.00 was achieved. This would be represented on the PAB as, for example, 150/90 with the first number being the higher classification credit and the second number the lower classification credit. 


Classification boundaries that the system will work to are 40.00, 50.00, 60.00 and 70.00. Credit Points will be displayed for any student with an overall GPA between 30.00 and 69.99.

Where students are studying more than 120 credits in each of the final two stages the credit points calculation will be distorted.


If the third proposal is favoured in regards to the PI solution below the same discounting of failed or deferred courses logic could be applied to ensure certain PI stage courses did not result in credit points in excess of 240.

User Requested Changes

Currently, stage 2 and 3 aggregated GPA calculations are produced accurately only where a student has a P2 (proceed stage 2) progress decision against the stage 2 profile. This progression decision in effect instructs the system to include 25% of that stages GPA with 75% of the final stage’s GPA in the overall GPA calculation. 

Increasing numbers of PI students (around 750 decisions in 2006/7) have resulted in a growing number of students who are given a PI decision at stage 2 who do not then have an accurate overall GPA calculated for them when the final stage PAB occurs. Manual calculations by staff are currently the only way in which an accurate GPA is produced for this student population.

Additionally, the student’s stage 2 and 3 profile should contain 120 credit points in both stages for the GPA calculation to be correct.


The following proposal is therefore presented for consideration:


Where a student has a PI decision against them the system will look to their student record to identify the academic stage to which they were enrolled for the same academic session as the PI decision. Where the stage identified is 2, 25% of that stages GPA will be carried into the overall GPA calculation.


To ensure the calculation provided by the above change is accurate however manipulation of the overall profile (ticking of courses) must take place in order that both stages 2 and 3 are calculated using 120 credits.


The example below shows a student with a PI decision against their stage 2 profile (instead of a P2 decision) having failed a 15 credit course, ENVT 1004, in the 2006/7 stage 2 session. 

This course has been re-taken in the 2007/8 stage 3 session, and passed resulting in the GPA for stage 3 displaying as 135 credits.


For an accurate GPA calculation to be derived the ENVT 1004 course displayed at stage 3 should be ticked against the stage 2 PAB row, reducing the final stage credit back to the normal 120 credits.


Stage 2 as a result of applying the retrieved ENVT 1004 course to that year is now distorted up to 135 credits as ENVT 1004 is displayed twice, once for the original failure and once for the subsequent session retrieval.


There are three possibilities at this point:


· The failed 2006/7 session instance of ENVT 1004 could be un-ticked and completely removed from the PAB profile. This would result in stage 2 and 3 credit amounts of 120 and therefore an accurate overall GPA. However this solution would remove the ability for the PAB to see earlier attempts at a retrieved course.



· The failed 2006/7 session instance of ENVT 1004 could be un-ticked from the stage 2 row and re-applied against the stage 1 (P1) PAB row. This would result in stage 2 and 3 credit amounts of 120 and therefore an accurate overall GPA. All previously failed courses would be displayed to the PAB against the stage 1 row resulting in no loss of previous data. However, this would result in a stage 1 row showing in excess of 120 credits and therefore an inaccurate stage 1 GPA (which while not important to the overall GPA calculation may have other uses within the PAB).

Issues may arise with this model for direct entrants to stage 2 whereby there would be no stage 1 row in existence to apply prior failed courses to.



· The failed 2006/7 session instance of ENVT 1004 is left on the stage 2 profile along with the newly applied 2007/8 version of the course. The system then identifies all course level failures and Deferred to next session courses (by identifying any courses on a PI stage with an F1 [failed till next session], FA [failed assessment item], DE [deferred till next session], DA [deferred assessment item], R2 [Failed, second resit permitted], DC [deferred as coursework], DX [deferred as examination], RC [retake as coursework], RX [retake as examination] master level reason code).


Having identified any failed/deferred/referred courses for the PI stage the grade for that course is discounted from the stage GPA and therefore from the overall GPA calculation.

Any course not counted towards the GPA as a result would be flagged on the PAB (using the previous DGPA asterisks model).


All three proposals place added importance on the manipulation of the overall profile presented to the PAB and therefore reaffirm the significance of the Pre-PAB stage of process.


This example is based around a deliberately simple case, (for ease of description) however the same logic would be applied to any multiples of failed or additional credit load courses across either stage 2 or 3 profiles.
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Award points will be displayed as a calculation of the amount of credit that is above or below the classification threshold immediately above the students overall GPA calculation.��See examples below.







Overall grade based on the DGPA calculation will no longer be displayed on the PAB report. 







Stage DGPA calculation will no longer be displayed on the PAB report. This will be removed from all stages  







Course discounted flags will no longer be displayed as an indication of courses excluded from the DGPA calculations







The course the student was required to retake as a result of the PI decision at stage 2. As a result of this course the student has 135 credits against stage 3







The original failed instance of ENVT 1004 which resulted in the PI stage 2 decision







The original failed course could be removed entirely from the PAB, dropped into the stage 1 row or left where it is for reason code based discounting depending on which of the three proposals is favoured







The re-taken course should be moved from the stage 3 row to the stage 2 row to ensure the final stage consists of only the 120 credit ‘true’ final stage courses. The session in which the course was actually studied would continue to display as 200700 in the top left corner of the course box
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