
 

SGS Examination Grading and Ranking Protocols 2020 
 
 
This year the arrangements for arriving at GCSE and A Level grades for students who were 
due to sit their exams in the summer series of 2020 were changed. 
 
Following official guidance from Ofqual, guidance from ASCL (Association of School and 
College Leaders) and discussions with other local heads the process for arriving at student 
rankings and examination grades at SGS was designed by the Senior Leadership Team and 
ratified by members of the Trust Board.  This process was consistent across Sutton schools. 
 
Staff were reminded of the need for strict confidentiality around this process and that any 
conversation with students or their parents could be considered malpractice.  They were 
also asked to report if any time they felt that the protocols were not followed. 
 
Heads of Department were asked to decide which data sources they would use to form an 
original subject ranking for each qualification.  They were asked to consider the reliability 
and validity of each of the sources that they proposed to use and following this, to justify 
the weightings that they attributed to each of these data sources. 
 
These decisions were moderated in discussion with the Assistant Head in charge of 
Curriculum (AHT) and final decisions were agreed with the Headmaster as Head of Centre. 
 
The data sources were combined as agreed and initial subject rankings of students were 
produced. 
 
Grading and Ranking meetings were held where teachers considered each and every 
student and exercised their professional judgement to determine a final subject ranking 
and grade boundaries for each subject.  The subject’s performance over previous year was 
the basis for the grade boundaries as this was known to be the model that the examination 
boards would follow. 
 
Each meeting was supplied with contextual information regarding each and every 
candidate, this included prior performance data, known special considerations and special 
access arrangements for examinations. 
 
All the teachers that taught each subject met, with their Head of Department chairing a 
meeting, to discuss the subject rankings and consider any other contextual information and 
evidence that might affect each and every student’s ranking.  Past performance data for the 
subject was considered, not to set limits but to act as a guide for decisions. 
 
Where the Head of Department was the only teacher of a qualification the Head of Centre 
joined them for their meeting. 
 



Prior to the meetings the Chairs attended a short training session led by the Head of Centre 
and all participants read Ofqual guidance on objectivity on grading and ranking. 
 
These meetings produced a set of final centre assessed grades and grade rankings.  
 
The Chair and all the teacher participants for these meetings signed declarations that 
agreed that the school’s protocols had been followed and that each and every candidate’s 
grade and rank were considered in turn.  That each and every candidate’s contextual 
information was considered in turn and that all discussions and decisions regarding 
candidate’s grades and rankings took place within this meeting.  That they were able to 
contribute and fairly and consistently represent the candidates they taught and that they 
agreed with the decisions regarding all candidates.  That they were not aware of any 
malpractice or undue influence relating to the grades and rankings submitted by the 
meeting. And that they were satisfied that the grades and rankings represented a fair, 
reasonable and carefully considered judgement of the most likely grade a student would 
have achieved if they had sat their exams in the summer and completed any non-exam 
assessment.  
 
The final sets of grades and grade rankings were considered in turn by the Senior 
Leadership Team in a further meeting. The subject grades and overall grades awarded were 
statistically analysed to compare to past performance and reveal outliers. 
 
Where it was decided necessary the final grades and grade rankings were considered again 
by the Head of Department and the AHT.  Small adjustments were made to grade 
distributions, not to rank orders. 
 
All the documentation was collated and accounted for by the Examinations Officers. 
 
A review meeting was held with the Examination Officers, the Assistant Head (line-manager 
of exams), the Head of Centre and two Trustees to look back at the application of the 
process.  No reports from whistle-blowers were received. All declarations had been signed 
and received.  The Trustees were satisfied that the process produced fair, reasonable and 
carefully considered judgements of the most likely grades students would have achieved if 
they had sat their exams in the summer and completed any non-exam assessment.  
 
Final grades and grade rankings were entered on to the examination board web portals by 
the Examinations Officers. 
 
Each subject return was endorsed on the examination board’s web portals by the Head of 
Centre. 


