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Education and Skills Committee 

 17th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5), 12th August 2020 

Subordinate Legislation 

Introduction   

1. This paper is to inform the Committee’s consideration of a Scottish Statutory 
Instrument (SSI)– 
The Glasgow Caledonian University Amendment Order of Council: SSI 
2020/172 
Committee procedure 

2. The instrument is subject to the negative procedure which means that it will 
come into force unless the Committee, and subsequently the Parliament, 
agrees a motion to annul the instrument.  No motions to annul have been lodged 
for this instrument. 

 
Purpose 

3. In the Policy Note for the instrument, the Scottish Government states that its 
purpose is as follows: 

‘To amend the Glasgow Caledonian University Order of Council 2010 to 
reflect the requirements of the Higher Education Governance (Scotland) Act 
2016.’ 

 
Policy Objectives  

 
4. The Scottish Government states that: 

 
‘Glasgow Caledonian University (“the University”) is a higher education 
institution designated under section 44 of the Further and Higher Education 
(Scotland) Act 1992 (“the 1992 Act”) and has its governance arrangements set 
out in an Order of Council made by the Privy Council which the University 
considers to be its “constitution”. The current arrangements are set out in the 
Glasgow Caledonian University Order of Council 2010 (“the 2010 Order”) made 
under section 45 of the 1992 Act.  

 
The purpose of this Order is to amend the 2010 Order to ensure that it 
complies with the requirements of the Higher Education Governance 
(Scotland) Act 2016 (“the 2016 Act”). Chapter 1 of Part 1 of the 2016 Act 
makes provision in relation to the governing body of a higher education 
institution.’ 
 

5. The amendments which this instrument makes is to the governance 
arrangements set out in the 2010 Order are further described in the policy 
note. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/172/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/172/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/172/pdfs/ssipn_20200172_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/172/pdfs/ssipn_20200172_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/172/pdfs/ssipn_20200172_en.pdf
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Consultation 

 
6. The Scottish Government has Consulted with Privy Council Office, Glasgow 

Caledonian University and the Scottish Funding Council. 
 

Impact  
 

7.   A Regulatory Impact Assessment was not prepared as this instrument has no 
financial effects on the Scottish Government, local government or on business. 
 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

8. At its meeting on 23 June 2020, the Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee considered the instrument and raised no points.  
 
Timescales for this Committee 

9. Should the Committee wish to report on this instrument, the deadline to do so 
is 24 August 2020 

Action 

10. The Committee is invited to consider this instrument. 
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Education and Skills Committee  
 

Scottish Qualifications Authority – Results 2020 
 

12 August 2020 
 

Introduction 
 
The Committee agreed, on results day, to hold an evidence session with the SQA on the 
results awarded for 2020. 
 
Background 
 
The Committee undertook in-depth scrutiny of the SQA in advance of the results being 
awarded. This included an evidence session with the SQA, and evidence sessions with the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, the EIS and School Leaders Scotland where 
the results process was a focus. The Committee also held focus groups with young people 
and teachers and have also received written submissions from parents, young people and 
teachers. These are all published on the Committee’s webpage. In addition, the Committee 
has corresponded with the Equality and Human Rights Commission and other key 
stakeholders on the results process.  
 
Two letters sent to the SQA arising from this scrutiny focus on four themes and include 
recommendations from the Committee. Broadly, these themes are: 
 
Theme 1: Methodology for awarding results, including use of data on prior attainment of a 
school 
 
Theme 2: Equalities impact assessment for awarding results 
 
Theme 3: Appeals process 
 
Theme 4: Exam diet in 2021 
 
The letters are both included in Annexe A as reference for members wishing to follow-up 
previous lines of questioning from the sessions that gave rise to the issues raised in the 
letters. Annexe B is an analysis of the evidence given to the Committee by the SQA in 
May/June on the plans for the results process to be followed, compared to the 
methodology and EQIA published by the SQA. 
  

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/Meeting%20Papers/20200501ES_Meeting_papers.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12628
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12680
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NMG_NdqJ78g&feature=youtu.be
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NMG_NdqJ78g&feature=youtu.be
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200428Teachers_Focus_Group_notes.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/114898.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/114898.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/114898.aspx
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ANNEXE A  

 

EDUCATION AND SKILLS COMMITTEE 

 

Fiona Robertson 
Chief Executive and Chief Examining Officer 
Scottish Qualifications Authority 
 
By email  

T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

Direct Tel: 0131 348 5222 
Fax: 0131 348 5600 

 es.committee@parliament.scot 
  
  8th May 2020 

Dear Ms Robertson, 
 

Thank you to you and Robert Quinn for appearing before the Education and Skills 
Committee on 1st May representing the SQA. As discussed during the meeting, the 
Committee considers it is vital that scrutiny of the replacement for the exam diet in 2020 
focuses on giving clarity to the thousands of young people, teachers and parents reliant on 
the arrangements for this year. The Committee of course appreciates that the SQA is 
operating in extraordinary circumstances under notable pressure. 

 
In the absence of the opportunity for young people to sit final exams and complete other 
assessments, transparency on the alternative processes is essential to instil confidence in 
the system being used this year. Only by being able to understand the detail of the 
processes to be followed can the public be assured that the system for arriving at grades 
will be consistent and fair. On that basis the detail of processes being followed need to be 
published in full as quickly as possible. A key example of this is details of the moderation 
process. The Committee has real concerns about the use of past performance of a school 
or a statistical distribution curve to inform decisions on the final grades of individuals. 

 
As confirmed in your evidence, prior attainment of a school could be a factor in 
establishing the final grade of individual students. This could have a negative impact on 
students in lower performing schools. Given the correlation between deprivation and lower 
performing schools the Committee is concerned that this approach could have a 
disproportionate impact on the grades of students from deprived areas. Clarity is needed 
on the extent to which the moderation process will place an emphasis on:  

 
a) evidence a teacher can provide of performance; 

 
b) teacher judgment of projected performance by a student in the final exam;  

 
c) past performance of a school; and  

mailto:es.committee@parliament.scot


 3 

 
d) any mapping of estimates onto a statistical distribution curve.  

 
The Committee also wants to place on record the deep unease expressed by numerous 
teachers about the requirement to rank students, including with a far greater level of 
precision than previously required. The concerns include that ranking goes against the 
principles of the Curriculum for Excellence and that assessing students to within a fraction 
of a percentage point is, as one teacher in our focus groups put it, ‘conflating precision with 
accuracy’. This is of particular concern in ‘high stakes’ subjects where a large proportion of 
the final grade is usually exam based. 

 
Finally, as you are aware, there is a need to provide clarity on the appeals process before 
teachers submit their estimates. The process and evidence used to assess appeals; 
whether teachers should share estimates with students; and whether parents, carers and 
pupils should be able to submit appeals this year are key issues where clarity is required. 

 
Below are a series of targeted questions explored during the evidence session with you 
where the Committee seeks further clarity in writing. Please respond, in as concise and 
clear terms as possible, to the questions below. 

 
Moderation 

 
Committee position: The Committee recommends that the methodology be published 
before teachers are required to submit estimates. 

 
Questions 

• When will the methodology used for moderation be published?  

• Will this be published in full? 

• Will this be in advance of teachers submitting estimates to the SQA?  

• Or, as a minimum, will it be published in advance of students being given their grades 
in August? 

 
Equalities Impact Assessment 

 
Committee position: The Committee recommends that a completed EQIA on the 
moderation process, specifically on the emphasis on school performance, be completed 
and published in full. 

 
Questions 

• Do you consider there is a requirement to undertake an EQIA as part of the SQA’s 
public sector equalities duties? 

• As referred to in your evidence, as of 1st May what specific work had been 
undertaken on an EQIA and what involvement had the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission had? (see Official Report extracts in the annexe)  

• Will an EQIA be undertaken? 

• Will it be published in full? 

• Will it be published before the methodology for moderation is finalised? 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200428Teachers_Focus_Group_notes.pdf
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Appeals process  
 

Committee position: The Committee recommends that the details of, and methodology 
behind, the appeals process be published in full before teachers are required to submit 
estimates. 

 
Questions 
 

• Will information on the appeals process be published before teachers are required to 
submit estimates?  

• Will the full methodology be published? 
 

The Committee seeks a response at your earliest opportunity.  
 

Going forward, I will keep you informed of the Committee’s further work in this area. For 
reference the Committee intends to pursue with Education Scotland the impact of the 
closure of schools on learning experiences that will feed into the 2021 exam diet. Any 
information you have on the SQA’s work in this area, including collaboration with Education 
Scotland, would be very much appreciated. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
CLARE ADAMSON MSP 
CONVENER 
 
 
Official Report Education and Skills Committee Friday 1st May – relevant extracts on 
EQIA for moderation process 
 
Extract 1 

Ross Greer MSP: Has an equality impact assessment been done on the decision to 
include schools’ historical attainment data in the moderation of the grades of individual 
pupils? 

Fiona Robertson: Yes. As I mentioned, we are in discussions with the Equality and 
Human Rights Commission about the work that we are doing, to assure ourselves that the 
approach that we are taking is fair. Those discussions will include our work on an equality 
impact assessment. 

 

Extract 2 

Ross Greer MSP: Can I get clarification that you have not conducted an equality impact 
assessment? Can you confirm that you are going to do so and that it will happen before 
the end of this month, when teachers will have to submit their estimations? 

Fiona Robertson: Work has been done on an equality impact assessment—I assure you 
of that— 
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EDUCATION AND SKILLS COMMITTEE 

 

Fiona Robertson  
Chief Executive  
Scottish Qualifications Authority 
 
 
By email 

T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

Direct Tel: 0131 348 5222 
Fax: 0131 348 5600 

 es.committee@parliament.scot 
  
 15 June 2020 

Dear Ms Robertson 
 
Replacement for exam diet 

 
Thank you for your response dated 21 May, which the Committee considered during its 
meeting on 5th June. Members also asked the General Secretaries of the EIS and School 
Leaders Scotland about the estimation process during the meeting in order to gain the 
perspective of teacher representatives. The Committee continues to have concerns about 
the estimation process and would wish to add to the points made in its letter dated 8 May. 

 
In relation to the appeals process the Committee is concerned that on or soon after 4th 
August there may be a large number of appeals should students, parents and teachers 
seek to challenge particular grades where they are lower than the anticipated grade. This 
would cause a capacity issue for secondary school teachers who would also be 
undertaking intensive preparations for the re-opening of schools on a phased basis the 
following week. In addition, this would generate a notable amount of work for the SQA 
causing the appeals process to take longer than usual. This, in turn, could lead to a delay 
in finalising grades of young people reliant on these grades to confirm places on university 
and college courses. The Committee would appreciate details of planning the SQA is 
undertaking in anticipation of the post-results service generating a greater level of work this 
year for both your organisation and schools and colleges. 

 
On inferred attainment, there was an emphasis in SQA’s estimation process for teachers 
on inferred attainment and taking a wholistic judgment of pupils’ achievement based on 
their experience and the evidence available. The Committee understood from the SQA that 
where the evidence may be lacking that a young person will achieve a certain level based 
on their performance before the coronavirus outbreak, but a teacher’s judgment was that 
they had the capacity to achieve a particular level, then an estimate could be based on this 
teacher judgment. Our focus groups with teachers covered this issue with a number of 
teachers suggesting that there are lots of students who ‘pull it out of the bag’ for the final 
exam. Teachers also questioned how an appeals process would work for these young 
people where the evidence did not exist to substantiate teacher judgment on the ability of 

mailto:es.committee@parliament.scot
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200521SQA_response_to_Education_and_Skills_Committee.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/20200508CtteetoSQA.pdf
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these individuals. The most recent information released by the SQA provides some initial 
details on the appeals process. It makes clear evidence to substantiate an appeal is 
required. The Committee hopes that the further information to be published by the SQA on 
the appeals process on 19 June will set out how the appeals process will function for those 
young people where teachers’ inferred attainment has relied more on the understanding of 
the pupil than tangible evidence. 

 
Turning to the Equalities Impact Assessment and the methodology for the estimation 
process, you will be aware that the Committee sought the perspective of the Equality and 
Human Rights Commission on the approach taken by the SQA. The response suggests 
that the EQIA should be made available when it is completed. You have indicated that the 
EQIA will be published in advance of the publication of the full methodology for the 
estimation process. You have also indicated that the methodology will not be published 
until results day. The EIS and School Leaders Scotland were asked specifically about 
these timescales and the relevant extracts of their responses are in the Annexe to this 
letter. Based on the evidence received from teachers, the EHRC and most recently 
teaching unions, the Committee recommends that the EQIA is published as soon as is 
practicable. The Committee also recommends that the methodology that the EQIA informs 
is published as soon as is practicable and sees no reason to wait until results day as you 
suggest. In addition to responding to these recommendations, please indicate in your 
response the dates by which the EQIA and the methodology will be finalised and could 
therefore be made publicly available. 

 
Lastly on this academic year, in relation to an emphasis on historical data, in your oral 
evidence you confirmed to the Committee that where estimates for this year differ from 
achieved grades in a previous year, the SQA may enter into dialogue with the relevant 
school or college to establish the basis for such a distinction. The Committee was very 
supportive of this approach and the EIS and School Leaders Scotland added their support 
in evidence (see annexe). The most recent information published by the SQA does not 
make mention of this stage of the process. The Committee would appreciate confirmation 
that it is the SQA’s intention to enter into dialogue with every school or college where a 
distinction in this year’s results from historical data needs to be explored. The Committee 
also seeks confirmation that this process will take place before grades are finalised. 

 
Finally, Committee members raised with the EIS and SLS the plans for assessment for the 
20/21 academic year (see the extracts of the Official Report in the annexe). The responses 
from the SLS and EIS reflect their view that there needs to be clarity now on the approach 
to be taken to assessment. The Committee supports this position and seeks insight from 
the SQA as to when the approach for the 2020/21 academic year will be announced. The 
Committee also requests details of how the SQA plans to consult, including with young 
people, on the detail of the plans for assessment in 2020/21. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
CLARE ADAMSON MSP 
CONVENER 

 

 
 

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2F94362.html&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C8c7d36170b424e39c46e08d8086a2c04%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637268599418518417&sdata=RLLex0lVRlRW29qZLoNs%2BAFgveCwYuBqLDmLyeQmfEc%3D&reserved=0
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200522Out_ltr_to_EHRC_with_annexe.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200522Out_ltr_to_EHRC_with_annexe.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/EHRC_response_to_Education_and_Skills_Committee_-_2_June_2020.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2F94362.html&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C8c7d36170b424e39c46e08d8086a2c04%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637268599418518417&sdata=RLLex0lVRlRW29qZLoNs%2BAFgveCwYuBqLDmLyeQmfEc%3D&reserved=0
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Annexe A 
Extracts from Official Report 5 June 2020 
 

• Dr Alasdair Allan (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP):  
My question is for Mr Flanagan, who touched on the issue of the senior phase and 
exams. The committee has heard the SQA’s take on this year’s diet of 
qualifications—we must talk about qualifications rather than about exams this year. 
It would be good to hear the teacher’s perspective, particularly on estimation. Has 
there been enough clarity and information about what is being asked of teachers 
this year? 

• Larry Flanagan:  
All the estimates are in, and I think that we are in a good place with accreditation. 

During the process, we received a lot of feedback on what was regarded as poor 
communication from the SQA—there have been some challenges in that regard. We 
have had a lot of dialogue with the SQA, and Jim Thewliss and I are on the 
qualifications contingency group, so I would not say that we have not had the 
necessary discussions. However, the EIS distributed to its members what I consider 
to be a more detailed explanation of what was happening than what the SQA put 
out.  

The SQA is relying on professional judgment, but, at times, it felt as though it was 
doing that only because it had no other choice. It could have embraced the process 
a bit more positively. 

I think that the estimates are quite straightforward. I was not convinced that ranking 
was a requirement. At one stage, I thought that the process was becoming overly 
complex. However, we have got through it and I know—I am sure that Jim Thewliss 
will testify to this, too—that there has been a huge effort on the part of secondary 
teachers to get it right for young people. The estimates have been pored over in 
departments and schools, with local authority oversight, and I think that young 
people can have some confidence in the outcome. 

The one area that is perhaps still up for discussion is the SQA’s statistical 
moderation of the estimates. We have been clear that the SQA should not allow a 
computer model to overturn professional judgment. If the statistical modelling throws 
up what appears to be a discrepancy, there should be a professional dialogue 
between the SQA and the presenting centre to find out the reasons for it and, 
hopefully, an agreed outcome should emerge from that. If, come August, a 
significant number of schools are seeing their estimates overturned, that will 
generate a raft of appeals. If that happens on a significant scale, it will undermine 
the process, so it is critically important that that professional dialogue takes place 
between now, when the estimates are in, and 4 August—I think—when they are 
published, so that people can be confident that the published results are a fair 
reflection of what students have achieved on the back of the year’s study 

• Jim Thewliss:  
The process around the estimates during the eight to nine weeks since the decision 
was made to take the exams out of the system has revealed how robust the 
assessment system in schools is. We are moving with a degree of confidence about 
the professional judgment that teachers have shown in relation to young people’s 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12680&mode=pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/alasdair-allan-msp.aspx
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achievement and how that will be reflected in the awards and the grades come 
August. 

The point about communication is well made. Like the EIS, we had to spend time 
reflecting on the SQA’s communications in order to inform colleagues exactly what 
they meant in terms of what was going to happen in their schools. Being on the 
qualifications contingency group and transmitting that information into it has been 
fine. The group has proceeded in a positive way—to give credit where credit is due, 
the SQA’s response to the criticism about its communications has been a good one. 

Larry Flanagan made a critical point about what we are seeing in relation to 
professional judgment and how schools have conducted their way through the 
process. Communication means dialogue. It does not mean the passing on of 
information relating to something that is conducted against a statistical model. It is 
important to conduct a dialogue and progress that discussion in the context of the 
teacher’s understanding of the child’s learning, and then, if grades are to be 
adjusted, to look at it in that way. The time is available to do that, and it would be 
time well spent. 

If we do not do that and we have a plethora of appeals, all that that will do is distract 
from the work that teachers will need to be doing in August, because it will be 
teachers who deal with the appeals process. If we take the time to do the aforesaid, 
the system will be able to progress with confidence and understanding that what the 
teachers said reflects their professional judgment in a sustainable way. 

• Dr Allan:  
Can I take it from what you have just said that you anticipate an increased number 
of appeals this year? 

• Jim Thewliss:  
I do not know whether I am clever enough to answer that question. There is 
potential for that if we do not get it right between now and August. Larry Flanagan 
and I have said that, if the SQA has an issue with the estimates that teachers have 
placed, the SQA should start to talk to us about it. It should not just apply a 
modelling exercise and take it forward from there; it should talk to us now. 

• Dr Allan:  
In the interest of time, I will make that my final question. 

• The Convener:  
Thank you, Dr Allan. I appreciate that, and I appreciate everyone bearing with the 
committee today. Mr Greer is next. 

• Ross Greer (West Scotland) (Green):  
I will stick with the theme of this year’s alternative to the exam diet. I have a couple 
of questions on the process. 

You might be aware that the Equality and Human Rights Commission has raised 
some concerns about whether the SQA is meeting its legal duties under the Equality 
Act 2010. The SQA has committed to the committee that it will conduct and publish 
an equality impact assessment, but it has not committed to when it will publish that, 
and it has confirmed to us that it will not publish the methodology for its moderation 
system until the results are released, in August. 

If you will forgive me, I will roll several questions into one for the sake of time. Has 
the SQA shared with you enough information about what it is doing on equalities for 
you to be confident that it has followed the right process? Do you have any views on 
when its equality impact assessment should be published? Do you agree with its 

http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/alasdair-allan-msp.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/alasdair-allan-msp.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/clare-adamson-msp.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/ross-greer-msp.aspx
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withholding the methodology for its moderation system until after the results are 
issued? 

• Larry Flanagan:  
It has not really shared the detail of the statistical modelling, but I have been an 
SQA examiner—Jim Thewliss may have been one as well—and it does not take 
much to work out what the modelling is going to be. The issue is to do with the 
weightings within that. Ranking used to be a familiar part of the estimates process. It 
was there to avoid unnecessary appeals, because it corrected things in advance. 

I am quite happy for the SQA to share the detail, although I am not sure that it will 
cast much light. The bigger issue is how it applies that, because the equity issue 
that has come up the most in the discussions is that students from disadvantaged 
backgrounds are more likely to be at the borders or thresholds of some of the grade 
passes. 

If the SQA uses its statistical modelling to create a grade boundary—even though 
there have been no exams—the young people who will be most disadvantaged will 
be those who just miss out on the grade boundary. Our argument is that grade 
boundaries cannot be established on the basis of statistical modelling. If the 
estimates in a particular school or a particular department appear to be stronger or 
weaker than the modelling would have suggested, the SQA needs to speak to that 
school or department to find out whether there are reasons for that. There might well 
be reasons for that. For example, it might be the case that, last year, it did not have 
two maths teachers, whereas, this year, it has had two maths teachers, so the 
course has been delivered more effectively. 

I come back to the point that we avoid inequity being built into the system by making 
sure that a professional dialogue takes place before the results are finalised. I am 
concerned that, if such a dialogue does not take place, the modelling will 
disadvantage some young people. We know from our working knowledge of the 
situation that the students who will be on the threshold will include a significant 
number of young people from disadvantaged backgrounds. There is concern about 
that, but there is a solution, which is to make sure that a professional dialogue takes 
place. 

I am not sure why the SQA is not willing to explain the mechanics of its modelling. 
We will not see the result of its modelling until the results are released, but if 
SAGE—the scientific advisory group for emergencies—can explain how it gets to 
the R number, I am pretty sure that the SQA can explain how its modelling works. I, 
along with most of the profession, would be happy to see that published. We told the 
SQA that the more people understand the process, the more chance there is of its 
being effective, so I am not totally on board with the SQA’s reluctance to share that 
information. 

• Ross Greer:  
I would like to follow up on a specific point with Mr Flanagan before we get a 
broader response from Mr Thewliss. 

You mentioned that the weightings are the key part of the methodology that is 
unknown. Do you have any understanding of the relative weighting that is being 
given to, for example, the rankings, in relation to which the issue of false precision 
has been raised, or the use of school-level historical data? Has the SQA 
communicated to you the relative weighting that will be given to such data sources? 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/ross-greer-msp.aspx
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• Larry Flanagan:  
The short answer is no. We know that those data sources are all part of the mix, but 
we do not know what the balance is. 

I might have misled you by using the term “weightings”. I think that we are talking 
about iterations of a process rather than specific weightings but, again, I am 
guessing, because the SQA has not shared that with any of us. 

• Jim Thewliss:  
I want to emphasise a few points that Larry Flanagan has made. The SQA has not 
shared a great deal with us. We have been in the game for a long time, and it is 
reasonable for us to be able to work out what it is doing, so I cannot understand why 
the SQA is not prepared to share details of the process. I do not think that it would 
do the SQA or the system any harm if it were to do that. 
I will turn to the issue of young people who find themselves on the cusp between 
grades. Going back to the discussion about teacher estimates, the notion of inferred 
attainment and the knowledge that teachers have of young people and of how they 
learn and progress through their learning was raised as something that schools 
should use in putting together their estimates. It seems a wee bit strange to say at 
the beginning of the process that inferred attainment is something that schools 
should be looking at and then to apply a statistical model at the end of the process, 
because those things seem to run counter to each other. 

That is why there is the notion of using inferred attainment at the start and, if there is 
an issue at the end of the process in relation to the grade, having a conversation at 
that point so that the explanation of what inferred attainment has meant in relation to 
a candidate will become clear and sustainable—or unsustainable. That gives a 
certain logic to why the grade that the person has got is the right grade rather than 
the grade that the school estimated, and it enables people to understand that. That 
process is open, transparent and understandable, and it enables the school to 
explain what has happened. 

• Ross Greer:  
My final question is about next year’s exams. I believe that the EIS has already 
called for continuous assessment rather than end-of-year exams to be used for 
national 5 and highers, in particular, because of the impact that blended learning will 
have, which we discussed earlier, and because of the uncertainty about whether a 
second wave of the virus might result in end-of-year exams being cancelled again. 
Given that the SQA has said that it intends to run exams as normal next year, what 
do you believe the consequences will be, particularly for the attainment gap, of 
running a normal exam diet in 2021 after an unpredictable period of blended 
learning leading up to it? 

• Larry Flanagan:  
I think that the SQA has said that it is planning for the diet. That is a kind of holding 
position, because it would be planning for the diet in the normal course of things. I 
think that it is still awaiting a decision about what is going to happen. 
You touch on an important issue. If a course takes 120 hours to teach—that is, 160 
hours minus 40 hours of consolidation—and you know that pupils are not going to 
get that amount of teaching, is it fair to present them with an exam that is based on 
120 hours of learning? 

The only way that schools can deliver 120 hours of learning for those pupils is by 
keeping the pupils in the first three years of secondary school at home for a year. 
We might be able to prioritise a little bit, but we are up against it in terms of the time 

http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/ross-greer-msp.aspx
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that is available. At the moment, the discussion is centring on how we can reconcile 
those two irreconcilable objectives. 

Without breaching the confidence of the discussions, I can say that the SQA is 
saying that the best way of maintaining the integrity of its current system is to 
maintain the current arrangements, whereas others are saying that, because they 
cannot deliver the teaching and learning for those arrangements, something will 
have to change. 

There is discussion about the possibility that unit accreditation could be used for 
secondary 4 pupils and that there could be an exit qualification. That would create 
10 to 12 weeks of additional teaching time for pupils in S4, 90 per cent of whom go 
into S5 anyway. Most of those who leave school go into college apprenticeships, 
and the unit accreditation would articulate with that. The EIS is advocating that 
approach, but it still leaves a challenge with regard to the pupils who are leaving 
after S5 and S6. 

I do not think that it is good enough just to hope that physical distancing will ease off 
at some time so that we will get some more teaching time. I think that we must plan 
for the worst, which could involve disruption to teaching and learning. This year, the 
examination diet was cancelled at the end of the courses, so the courses had been 
delivered. However, if we had to have a school lockdown in January, we would lose 
teaching time. We must have something that assures the reliability of the 
accreditation, and the use of professional judgment is a key fallback in that regard. 
The debate is about whether to work towards a diet or to have a continuous 
assessment approach. 

A decision on the approach must be made quite soon, because pupils are already in 
senior-phase classes and teachers are delivering coursework that is based on the 
existing courses. We do not want to waste time. We need to know what is 
happening so that we can plan for next year. 

• Jim Thewliss:  
My views on the issue are exactly the same as Larry Flanagan’s. It is reasonable to 
expect an organisation such as the SQA to have a plan for the future. Given that 
none of us knows what the future is or exactly what will happen in August, when 
young people go back to school, the decision must be made quickly. If it is made 
quickly, that will allow the system that is put in place to start working to support 
young people to get the best from it. 
This year, we were fortunate in that, when we decided to pull the exam diet, most of 
the work had been done. We would want to be in that position again. If we plan for a 
future in which young people, their parents and the schools understand what will 
happen in that year in school life, we will be in a much better position to support all 
young people in the system. Ross Greer’s point about the attainment gap was well 
made. We support everyone in the system if there is certainty; we put everyone in 
the system at a disadvantage if there is uncertainty. 

• The Convener:  
The next question is from Mr Greene. [Interruption.] Can we have Mr Greene’s 
microphone on, please? 

• Jamie Greene:  
Thank you—I was waiting patiently for the microphone. 

The discussion has been interesting, and it is a shame that we are running out of 
time. I have a question about something that jumped out at me in what has just 
been said. Larry Flanagan said that it would be better if, when the SQA is 

http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/clare-adamson-msp.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/jamie-greene-msp.aspx
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moderating grades—in some cases, that will be downwards—instead of doing that 
and then relying on the appeals process, it contacted schools and teachers to get 
some rationale for the grades. The SQA might then not have to mark down, which 
would perhaps reduce the number of appeals. That sounds like a sensible 
suggestion. 

The bigger point is that, when the grades come out, on 4 August, a huge number of 
people might want to appeal, and it is teachers and schools that will have to pull 
together the evidence for those appeals. This week, the SQA has reiterated that it 
will not accept appeals unless there is evidence to support them. It is teachers who 
will have to pull that evidence together, and that will be a week before the schools 
are to reopen. How on earth will teachers put together that evidence when they are 
supposed to be planning for the reopening of schools? It seems to me that there is a 
huge timing clash. Do you have any views on that? 

• Larry Flanagan:  
On the first point, Jim Thewliss and I are advocating that, if the statistical modelling 
throws up results that are too positive or too negative, there should be a dialogue 
with the school to try to reach agreement on that. Having an understanding on that 
might avoid a raft of appeals from schools. 
When we get to the appeals process, schools will submit the evidence on which 
they made the judgment in the first place. The difficulty is that the SQA is saying that 
it will consider only the evidence, whereas, in the estimates process, it said that 
progression could be inferred from classroom observation. The estimates are 
therefore based on more than just the physical evidence that will end up in the 
appeals. If the number of appeals is beyond the normal range, processing them will 
become a huge issue for secondary schools, particularly if some of the appeals are 
for students who are moving to university, who need results, and so will have to be 
prioritised. 

We should manage the system on the basis of professional dialogue, which has 
been the basis so far. Schools have had professional dialogue on the estimates, 
and that has involved more than just individual teachers—the process has been led 
by principal teachers, and there have been discussions with senior management 
teams and local authorities. The whole process has already been moderated by 
professional dialogue, and the SQA should continue that approach in order to 
minimise the potential for appeals, come August. 

• The Convener:  
Mr Thewliss, I know that you have partly answered that question in your previous 
answers. Do you have anything to add? 

• Jim Thewliss:  
I cannot disagree with what has been said, but I have one point to add to it. No one 
really knows what life will be like, come 4 August, in relation to getting people into 
school and how we will physically start to get evidence to produce appeals. That is 
another wee issue to add to the discussion. 

We are talking about pre-empting a challenge before it becomes a challenge. If we 
continue the process of professional dialogue on teacher estimates that has been 
conducted all the way through the system, we will have a chance of giving the 
system credibility. If that is not done, it will be taken the other way. 

 
  

http://www.parliament.scot/msps/currentmsps/clare-adamson-msp.aspx
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Annexe B 

SQA 2020 AWARD METHODOLOGY 

INTRODUCTION 

As requested by the Committee, this note looks at SQA’s 1 May 2020 evidence to the 
Committee and the Methodology document published on 4 August 2020.  

MODERATION  

Data considerations at national level 

On the topic of national level moderation of results, in evidence to the Committee on 1 May 
2020, SQA Chief Executive Fiona Robertson said: 

“…we will also undertake a moderation exercise nationally, using a range of data, 
discussion and review.” 

Later in the same session, Ms Robertson explained more about SQA’s planned approach 
to validation of grades, stating: 

“We said: “We will ... check and validate that information” that is provided to us by 
schools. “We will moderate it, if necessary, to ensure consistency across schools 
and colleges and with results from previous years. 

We will use the information from these estimates, in addition to prior learner 
attainment, where this is available. For example, if learners achieved National 5 or 
Higher courses, in a previous year. We will also look at schools’ and colleges’ 
previous history of estimating and attainment in each subject and level. We may 
moderate these estimates, up or down, if that is required. This process will produce 
the results for learners, using our national grades for each subject and level.  

Each year, we hold Awarding Meetings that bring together a range of people with 
subject expertise and people with experience of standard setting across different 
subjects and qualification levels. We will maintain this approach this year, as far as 
possible.”  

What I am seeking to do is use the range of evidence that is available to us on a 
school and the broader performance in a subject in order to reach what I consider to 
be the fairest set of results that we can reach.” 

The SQA’s Methodology document, published 4 August 2020, sets out an overview of the 
awarding approach to moderation as follows:  

“Fundamentally, moderation was undertaken at centre level, where a centre’s 2020 
estimated attainment level for each grade on a course was assessed against that 
centre’s historical attainment for that grade on that course — with additional 
tolerances to allow for year-on-year variability in a centre’s attainment.   

In addition, at a national level, an assessment was undertaken for each course, to 
ensure that cumulatively across all centres, the national attainment level for each 
grade for that course matched historical attainment levels for that grade on that 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/SQAAwardingMethodology2020Report.pdf
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course — again with additional tolerances added to allow for variability in national 
attainment on a course.” - p22 

Ensuring “a centre’s estimates are assessed against that centre’s own historic attainment 
with allowance for variability” is listed as a key reason for taking the above approach. While 
prior attainment data is mentioned in relation to data held by a centre, the Methodology 
document states that prior attainment at an individual learner level was not considered 
beyond centre level: 

“The estimating stage was the only stage prior to certification day where deliberate 
and explicit consideration of individual candidates occurred.” – p20 

The process map below appears on page 24 of the Methodology document summarising 
the approach to award moderation. This map also shows that for centres with no previous 
history on a given course, centre estimates were accepted without moderation.  

 

Section 6.14 in the Methodology document looks at how grade adjustment was carried out, 
providing an example on page 34 which is illustrated in Table 17 and Figure 7 in the report 
and shown below:  



 15 

 

 

National revision of centre estimates 

In evidence to the Committee, Ms Robertson said that ensuring learners received 
qualifications that “stand the test of time”, stating it was important for SQA to “ensure 
fairness and consistency across Scotland”. She added:  

“There is no presumption that we will change schools’ estimates, but we must have 
in place a mechanism to validate estimates and to provide reassurance. We have to 
reserve the right to make changes to estimated grades, if necessary. Fairness and 
consistency are central to what the SQA exists to do, and to what it does every 
year.” 
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When asked whether a school’s historic performance could result in a pupil’s estimated 
grade being revised from a pass to a fail or vice versa at moderation stage, Ms Robertson 
said:  

“Today, I have outlined a validation process that will ensure that, when I look across 
schools across the country, an A grade in one school is, as far as possible, 
consistent with an A grade in another school, and so on. That is the foundation of 
the approach that we are taking to estimates. It is important that we are able to take 
that approach, which has fairness at its heart.  

One of the issues that we will look at is the volume and mix of attainment in a given 
school. It is not unreasonable for us to do so; schools themselves will look at that—
indeed, they have asked us for information on that. Every year, schools look at 
estimates and assess how accurate or otherwise they are; they also look at the 
pattern of attainment that is achieved each year.  

I hope that that provides a bit of reassurance. The assertion that somehow we will 
fail a young person because of the school that they go to is an unfair one to make 
on the basis of what I have sought to say about the process that we are 
undertaking.” 

Dialogue with schools and colleges 

When asked by the committee whether the SQA would enter into dialogue with schools 
with estimated grades higher than historic attainment, Ms Robertson told the Committee: 

“…we are looking at whether, as part of the moderation process, we can enter into a 
professional dialogue with a school if the shape, distribution or volume of attainment 
at that school looks very different this year—in one direction or another—from how it 
has looked historically.”  

Section 6.20 of the SQA Methodology document states that dialogue with schools and 
colleges was not conducted as part of the final process:  

“We considered very carefully whether to conduct a professional dialogue with 
schools and colleges as part of the moderation process. It was concluded that it 
would not be possible to include engagement with centres. The reasons for this are 
twofold:  

• Firstly, the difficulty of operating a dialogue which is fair and consistent in its 
treatment of all centres and candidates. The basis on which we agreed or 
disagreed with a centre would need to be evidence-based and consistent. 

• Secondly, the time that would be required in what was already a very tight 
schedule.” – p39  

TEACHER ESTIMATES AND RANKINGS 

The Methodology document provides national-level data on 2020 teacher estimates and 
how they differ from historical attainment results (page 21 of the document). This data 
shows all 2020 estimated grades for A to C awards for National 5, Higher and Advanced 
Higher were higher than historical results.   

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/SQAAwardingMethodology2020Report.pdf
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For National 5, 2020 estimates for A to C grades were 10.4% up on 2019 results; for 
Higher there was a 14% increase and for Advanced Higher the increase was 13.4%.  

The Methodology document states: “…estimation at grade A contributed most to the 
significantly higher estimated A–C rate, particularly at Higher and Advanced Higher.” 

The document goes on to state:  

“There may be several reasons why estimates were above historic attainment, 
which has been relatively stable over time. Some teachers and lecturers may have 
been optimistic, given the circumstances of this year, or may have believed, 
correctly or incorrectly, that this cohort of candidates may have achieved better 
grades due to a range of factors. It is not possible to draw definitive conclusions.   

However, as the national awarding body, with responsibility for maintaining the 
integrity and credibility of our qualifications system, and ensuring that standards are 
maintained over time, the estimates highlight a clear case for moderation this year. 
Further, the difference between estimates and historic attainment was significant in 
most subjects. Overall, there was significant, but not uniform, variation between 
historic attainment and 2020 estimates across subjects, levels and centres.” – p22 

EQUALITY IMPACT 

Unconscious bias 

In evidence to the Committee, the SQA outlined work to mitigate against bias in teacher 
grade estimations. Ms Robertson said: 

“In the SQA academy course, we have included issues on potential bias in 
estimation to ensure that it is minimised at the point when the estimate is provided. 
That is an important part of the advice that we have provided to schools.” 

However, it is not clear whether any action was taken to address unconscious bias at 
moderation level. The Methodology report states that further analysis is needed to 
determine whether bias was avoided both at grade estimation and moderation stages:  

“At an overall level, and in considering how SQA has sought to avoid bias in the 
results awarded for 2020, a key question is whether, despite the guidance provided, 
we were able to identify any apparent bias in the estimates submitted for 2020 and 
how we could determine whether this is evidence of actual bias or a reflection of 
centres’ genuine and objective estimates of candidate performance.  

To support this objective SQA is exploring internally and with Scottish Government 
what further analysis of historical and 2020 data it can undertake to help us 
understand any equalities implications of the 2020 process.” – p43  

SIMD considerations 

The Committee raised the potential negative impacts of using historic attainment data for 
pupils from schools with historically lower attainment at the 1 May 2020 session with SQA. 
However, the Methodology document does not consider the impact of the attainment gap 
between schools in affluent and less affluent areas.  
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Submissions 

The following submissions have been received to inform this evidence session. 

• Equality and Human Rights Commission Scotland 

• Connect 

• NASUWT 

Committee evidence taking – April to June 2020 

The Committee took evidence from the SQA on the approach to awarding results in 2020 
on 1st May. The Official Report from the Committee’s last meeting with the SQA is 
available here. The papers for that meeting, including submissions and analysis from 
SPICe, are available here. 

The Committee also scrutinised the results process during evidence sessions with the 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, and then with the EIS and School Leaders 
Scotland. 
 
The Committee also held focus groups with young people and teachers and have also 
received written submissions from parents, young people and teachers. These are all 
published on the Committee’s dedicated webpage. 

Correspondence – May/June 2020 

Links to the correspondence between the Committee and the SQA in May/June regarding 
the results process are linked below. 

Following the Committee’s evidence session with the SQA on 1st May, the Committee 
wrote to the SQA on 8 May seeking clarity on a number of issues raised in evidence. 

• Read the letter from the Committee to the SQA, 8 May 2020 (190KB pdf)  
• Read the response from the SQA. 21 May 2020 (130KB pdf)  

The Committee wrote to the Equality and Human Rights Commission on the evidence 
given by the SQA. 

• Read the letter to the Equality and Human Rights Commission. 22 May 2020 
(251KB pdf)  

• Read the response from the Equality and Human rights Commission. 2 June 2020 
(227KB pdf)  

The Convener wrote again to the Chief Executive of the Scottish Qualifications Authority 
regarding the results process. 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200807Equalities_Commission.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200807Connect.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200807NASUWT.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12623&mode=pdf
https://parliament.scot/S5_Education/Meeting%20Papers/20200501ES_Meeting_papers.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12628
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12680
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12680
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NMG_NdqJ78g&feature=youtu.be
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200428Teachers_Focus_Group_notes.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/114898.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/20200508CtteetoSQA.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200521SQA_response_to_Education_and_Skills_Committee.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200522Out_ltr_to_EHRC_with_annexe.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200522Out_ltr_to_EHRC_with_annexe.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/EHRC_response_to_Education_and_Skills_Committee_-_2_June_2020.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/EHRC_response_to_Education_and_Skills_Committee_-_2_June_2020.pdf
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• Read the letter from the Convener to the SQA. 15 June 2020 (170KB pdf)  
• Read the response from the SQA. 30 June 2020 (103KB pdf 

The Children and Young People’s Commissioner Scotland wrote to the SQA following the 
publication of its independent Children’s Rights Impact Assessment. 

• Read the letter from the Children and Young People’s Commissioner Scotland to 
the SQA. 21 July 2020 (218KB pdf) 

Background from the SQA 

Below are links received from the SQA including the methodology report and other relevant 
reference information. These were published on 4 August. 

• 2020 Attainment Statistics - https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/64717.html 

 

• SQA Chief Examining Officer's 2020 National Qualifications Results - 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/SQAChiefExaminingOfficer2020NQReport.pdf 

 

• SQA National Qualifications 2020 Awarding - Methodology Report - 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/SQAAwardingMethodology2020Report.pdf 

 

• 2020 Alternative Certification Model: Child Rights and Wellbeing Impact 

Assessment - https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/2020-sqa-alternative-

certification-model-child-rights-wellbeing-impact-assessment.pdf 

 

• 2020 Alternative Certification Model: Equality Impact Assessment - 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/2020-sqa-alternative-certification-model-

equality-impact-assessment.pdf 

 

• NQ 2020 Subject Moderation Reports available on each NQ subject webpage - 

https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/45625.3728.html 

 

 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200615Out_Letter_from_the__Convener_to_the_SQA.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200630InSQAResponseToConvenerReExamDiet.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200721CYPCS_copy_of_Letter_to_SQA.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/General%20Documents/20200721CYPCS_copy_of_Letter_to_SQA.pdf
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2F64717.html&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182518253&sdata=eYBMZBvpy3qVkK1r7OYF1rg1KDbfsWgl0FFlb6M1uWE%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2FSQAChiefExaminingOfficer2020NQReport.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182528252&sdata=dNk%2Fz5Dc7ePbuhTxn%2FwwSiQl28IYjX8%2FqB52Hq3osj4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2FSQAAwardingMethodology2020Report.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182528252&sdata=FL9pP2kLE23xqtVRgJv5dHZP2dNTIb9QfIIhnCDdbXM%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2F2020-sqa-alternative-certification-model-child-rights-wellbeing-impact-assessment.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182538242&sdata=KrqUbRBHVJB0xZKtUYrqYcI4Ycb4Zaob03ZSHc8x3%2F8%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2F2020-sqa-alternative-certification-model-child-rights-wellbeing-impact-assessment.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182538242&sdata=KrqUbRBHVJB0xZKtUYrqYcI4Ycb4Zaob03ZSHc8x3%2F8%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2F2020-sqa-alternative-certification-model-equality-impact-assessment.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182538242&sdata=XHuI7rLUJRUligyu6fSYeRRo8fcNmjfZqDKT%2FtADdk0%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2Ffiles_ccc%2F2020-sqa-alternative-certification-model-equality-impact-assessment.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182538242&sdata=XHuI7rLUJRUligyu6fSYeRRo8fcNmjfZqDKT%2FtADdk0%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.sqa.org.uk%2Fsqa%2F45625.3728.html&data=02%7C01%7CRoz.Thomson%40parliament.scot%7C202f4aae9a9a4c3500a508d8385c40c9%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637321316182548237&sdata=zzRVR6FwgrNtPddidFXkQlUWLRkF5PEZWDsoFtPAH14%3D&reserved=0

	Agenda
	SSI 2020 172 The Glasgow Caledonian University Amendment Order of Council 2020
	Theme paper-SQA post results
	Submissions Pack

