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St Peter’s policy regarding the awarding of centre assessed grades to GCSE and A Level pupils 

(August 2020) 

 

1.1 Who is this document for and what is its purpose? 

This document is designed to provide clarity and transparency about the process that the staff of St Peter ’s 

Catholic School undertook in the spring of 2020, informed by guidance from OFQUAL, to ensure that all 

pupils who were due to take an examination in the summer, received a grade they would have most likely 

achieved. It was read by the staff of St Peter’s as they undertook the process of awarding centre assessed 

grades; it is also to be read by any pupils and their parents if they require reassurance that a robust, 

rigorous and fair process took place. 

 

1.2 Aims of St Peter’s Catholic School 

St Peter’s Catholic School has faith as its foundation and therefore aspires to live out the gospel values of 

truth and justice.  When awarding centre assessed grades, the school had six key aims: 

1. To ensure that the grades that pupils received were as close to the grades ‘they would have been most likely 

to achieve had exams gone ahead.’  

2. To ensure the grade they received was fair; 

3. To ensure the grade they received was based on a range of evidence, as well as teachers’ professional 

judgement; 

4. To ensure the process of deciding these grades was robust and rigorous and involves a range of teachers 

and leaders; 

5. To ensure the ranking remains confidential and individual teachers are protected; 

6. To ensure the school’s integrity remains intact and there was no bias involved. 

 

1.3 Definition of terms 

• OFQUAL – The Office of Qualifications and Examinations (this non-ministerial government department is 

often colloquially referred to as ‘the exam watchdog’.) 

• ‘The School’ – St Peter’s Catholic School. 

• SIMS – the school’s information management system. 

• Data Feeds – points in the two year course where the performance in a range of assessments was collected 

and entered into SIMS. 

• Mocks – the formal in-school examination that took place to prepare pupils for the official summer 

examinations. These took place at a variety of strategically planned dates and were undertaken in exam 

conditions.  

• Senior Leadership Team – the Headteacher, the Deputy Headteacher, two Senior Assistant Headteachers and 

four Assistant Headteachers. 

• Grade reviews – this was a formal meeting involving the Head of Department and members of the Senior 

Leadership team where each department’s centre assessed grades were discussed and scrutinised to 

ensure that pupils received the most likely grade. 

• Private candidates - pupils who were not taught by staff at St Peter’s in the 2020 academic year in the subject 

they have been entered for because they have been home-schooled, are following distance-learning 

programmes or studying independently. 

• Historical data – this includes the following: data feeds, mock grades and predicted GCSE grades.  These are 

collected throughout the year, every year from when pupils were in Year 7, up to when the school was 

partially closed in March 2020. Historical data may also include performance in English and Maths in the 

Year 6 SATS from primary school and GCSE grades for Year 13 pupils.  

• Prior attainment – this means the same as historical data. 

• Grade distribution – this means the percentage of pupils that achieved each grade; e.g. 30% achieved a GCSE 

grade 7 or above. 
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• Transition matrices – this is a pivot table that plots each pupil’s GCSE or A Level grade against their prior KS2 

or KS4 data.  For example, it plots how many pupils who achieved 4a in their SATs achieved a GCSE grade 7 

in a specific subject. These can be national or school specific and can be current or historic. 

 

1.4 The process that was undertaken when awarding a moderated centre assessed grade 

Each department would discuss every pupil in every class. Using the evidence listed below, they would 

award a grade to each pupil in the cohort and then rank order every pupil within that grade: 

1. Prior data from previous years at the school; 

2. Data feeds throughout the key stage; 

3. Mocks taken throughout the course; 

4. Topic tests; 

5. Practice essay and exam questions; 

6. Class work; 

7. Homework; 

8. External examinations already taken that contribute to the final grade; 

9. Practical work/performance (if applicable); 

10. Coursework or NEA (non-exam assessment) if applicable; 

11. Speaking and listening assessments (if applicable); 

 

1.5 The moderation process undertaken to ensure work was accurately marked 

1. Before marking the mock exams, coursework or project work, each department held standardisation 

meetings (where teachers agreed a benchmark pupils would need to achieve before achieving a certain 

band or mark).   

2. Each teacher’s marking would also be moderated by the Head of Department or key stage coordinator 

(which means certain papers or projects would also be marked by a senior subject specialist to ensure each 

teacher’s marking was accurate). 

3. Heads of Department/key stage coordinators would check the distribution of each class’ mock and 

predicted grades in SIMS and check they were fair and accurate. They would also compare how similar 

classes performed in previous years when sitting similar examinations. 

 

1.6 Work not completed due to the closure of the schools 

Pupils were not penalised if they had not completed the course due to the closure of the school.  Pupils 

were not expected to complete work they had not started before the closure. Pupils were given ample time 

and a whole school deadline to complete work (e.g. coursework).  

 

1.7 Different tiers of entry 

The examination officer only changed the tier of entry (if applicable) after the closure of schools if 

discussions had already taken place on or between parents’ evening and the closure of all schools, and they 

would have changed tiers if pupils had actually sat the examination in May or June. 

 

1.8 How the cohort was ranked for each subject 

1. Using the assessment data available, Heads of Department ranked each pupil. Where two pupils from 

different classes achieved the same grade, Heads of Department, to decide the ranking, would refer to a 

range of assessment data and discuss these pupils with the class teacher(s). 

2. These ranks were then discussed within departments as OFQUAL stated that ‘where there is more than one 

subject teacher, they will need to agree one rank order for all pupils within the centre who are taking that 

subject. To do this, teachers within a subject department will need to discuss the rank order and come to a 

shared view of the standard being applied within their centre.’  

3. The Senior Leadership team circulated a document entitled ‘Grade Allocation Advice’ which was written by 

Chris Baker. 
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4. Each department had a specific member of the Leadership Team that they could ask for support or advice. 

5. Following this advice, Heads of Department organised a discussion (in person or remotely) with his/her 

department to discuss their ranking.  

6. The Head of Department went through every pupil in rank order and gave the opportunity to each member 

of department to suggest they were moved up and down. Each pupil’s name was read out, following advice 

from OFQUAL that, department should ‘integrate the rank orders by discussing individual pupils beginning 

at the top of the rank order and working down.’ 

7. If a teacher disputed a pupil’s rank, they had to state their case and everyone had to agree. 

8. Once initial changes were made, this list was studied again and reviewed and the process was repeated 

until everyone was in agreement or a broad agreement was reached. 

9. Ranks and grades were quality assured by the senior line manager. 

 

1.9 Quality assurance of the ranking process  

1. Each Head of Department was invited to a department review. 

2. Each Head of Department could bring a key stage coordinator or colleague if they wished. 

3. Each Head of Department’s senior line manager was present. 

4. In addition, the following leaders were present: the Headteacher, the Deputy Headteacher, the Assistant 

Headteacher in charge of that key stage and the Headteacher’s Personal Assistant. 

5. Centre assessed grades were compared to prior data and historical performance of that subject. 

6. The process to discuss GCSE or A Level, took the form of two separate meetings. 

7. Minutes were taken at every meeting by the Headteacher’s Personal Assistant. 

8. The Headteacher was required to ‘confirm that the centre assessment grades and the rank order of pupils 

are a true representation of pupil performance.’  

 

1.10 How the overall distribution of grades was quality assured 

Once the ranking had been agreed, the Senior Leadership team checked the distribution of grades 

attainment grades. To do this, they looked at the following data: 

1. The attainment data of the 2019 cohort; 

2. The two or three year trend data of previous cohorts and the combined average; 

3. The key stage 2 or key stage 4 data of the cohort in relation to previous cohorts (this is important if the 2020 

teacher assessed grades were higher than previous years – this could be justified if this cohort was more 

able on average than previous years); 

4. The mock data from October/November and February/March (and comparisons to previous cohorts). 

5. Using transition matrices, the Leadership team compared the subject specific performance of individual 

pupils to prior data, nationally and historically. 

 

1.11 Process undertaken by exam boards once St Peter’s submitted the grades and rank order for 

each subject  

‘Exam boards, using a model developed with Ofqual, will use a statistical model to standardise grades across 

centres in each subject. We are working with technical experts within exam boards and others to develop this 

model, which will combine a range of evidence including: 

• expected grade distributions at national level 

• results in previous years at individual centre level 

• the prior attainment profile of pupils at centre level’ 

 

1.12 Wording that will signed by the Headteacher and each Head of Department 

‘I confirm that these centre assessment grades, and the rank order of pupils are accurate and represent the 

professional judgements made by my staff, and that entries were appropriate for each candidate. Having reviewed 

the relevant processes and data, I am confident that they honestly and fairly represent the grades that these 

pupils would have been most likely to achieve if they had sat their exams as planned, and that they have not been 
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disclosed to either the candidate or their parent/guardian. I understand that exam boards will conduct a 

statistical standardisation exercise, using a model developed with Ofqual, and that, if the profile of grades 

submitted is substantially different from what might be expected based on my centre’s historic results and the 

prior attainment of this year’s pupils, the grades for my centre will be adjusted to bring them into line with 

national standards.’ 

 

1.13 Process undertaken to ensure that the grades and rank orders were submitted accurately to 

the exam boards 

1. The Examination Officer and her assistant met to discuss the process of entering the grades. 

2. The Examination Assistant entered the grades and rank orders directly and the Examination Officer checked 

them 

3. The Examination Officer met with the Headteacher and Deputy Headteacher and read out every single 

grade and rank order entered (this means for every pupil in every subject, a grade and a number were read 

out). 

4. The Headteacher and the Deputy Headteacher checked every single grade and rank order on the mark 

sheets that had been used in the department review. 

5. The Headteacher verbally stated she was happy with the accuracy of the grades and the process that had 

been undertaken and signed the declarations. 

 

1.14 The anticipated impact of this process 

1. It is hoped that all stakeholders will be confident that the process undertaken by St Peter’s was ‘rigorous, 

objective and fair’; 

2. That the grades awarded ‘reflect a fair, reasonable and carefully considered judgement’. 

3. It is hoped that stakeholders will be confident of the internal quality assurance processes (e.g. moderation) 

that ensure marks on individual pieces of work (e.g. mocks) are accurate. 

4. The grades awarded were not decided by one piece of work, but a portfolio of work along with professional 

judgment. 

5. The grades awarded were not decided by one person, but by a variety of teachers. 

6. These grades went through a thorough quality assurance process. 

7. Although OFQUAL will not change the rank of a pupil, they may change the grade decided by the school, 

‘using a statistical methodology’. 

 

1.15 Documents that were used to write this policy  

• Summer 2020 grades for GCSE, AS and A level, Extended Project Qualification and Advanced Extension 

Award in maths - Guidance for teachers, pupils, parents and carers (Published by OFQUAL on 3rd April 2020) 

• Summer 2020 grades for GCSE, AS and A level, Extended Project Qualification and Advanced Extension 

Award in maths - Information for Heads of Centre, Heads of Department and teachers on the submission of 

Centre assessment grades 

• Letters to pupils – summer 2020 

• Exceptional arrangements for exam grading and assessment in 2020 (Published by OFQUAL in April 2020) 

• A guide to the special consideration process (published by JCQ) 

• Webinar with ASCL (Wednesday 29.04.2020) 

• Guidance for schools and colleges on results day in 2020 – ASCL (July 2020) 

 

 

 

 

 


