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HDR Submission and Examination
Schedule 1 - HDR Examination Recommendations
and Classifications
Authority for this document is established by the HDR Submission and Examination Procedure.

Table 1 – Examination Recommendations and Classifications

Classification Short Description Detailed Description 

 
 
R1/C1 

 
 
Passed 

The candidate should be awarded the degree with no
requirements for amendments other than corrections of an editorial nature. 
Amendments are to be made within four (4) weeks of
classification and certified by an RMIT academic delegate. 

 
 
R2/C2 

 
Passed subject to
minor amendments 

The candidate should be awarded the degree subject to minor amendments.
Recommended amendments may include re-writing of small sections of text.
Amendments are to be made within six (6) weeks of classification and certified
by an RMIT academic delegate.  

 
 
R3/C3 

 
Passed subject to
major amendments 

The candidate should be awarded the degree subject to major amendments.
Recommended amendments may involve substantial re-writing of
parts of the thesis. 
Amendments are to be made within six months of
classification and certified by an RMIT academic delegate. 

 
 
R4/C4 

 
Revise and Resubmit 

The candidate should not yet be awarded the degree. Substantial revisions
and a re-examination (by non-RMIT certified delegate) are required before a
pass can be considered. 
Resubmission for re-examination to take place within 12 months for PhD
candidates and 6 months for Master by Research candidates of
initial classification. 

 
R5/C5 

 
Failed 

The research does not meet the criteria for the degree as specified by the
University and a significant amount of
additional research work and/or major substantive revision will not raise it to
an acceptable standard. 
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Table 2 – Outcome and classification of the first examination

 Examiner 1 Recommendation

 Passed (R1)

Passed
subject to
minor
amendments
(R2)

Passed
subject to
major
amendments
(R3)

Revise
and
resubmit
(R4)

Failed
(R5)

Examiner 2
Recommendation 

Passed (R1) Passed 

Passed or
passed
subject to
minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D
or nominee to
determine) 

Passed or
passed
subject to
minor or major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D
or nominee to
determine)

 
Appoint
third
examiner 

Appoint
third
examiner 

Passed subject to
minor
amendments (R2) 

Passed or
passed
subject to
minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D
or nominee
to determine) 

Passed subject
to minor
amendments 

Passed subject
to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D
or nominee to
determine)

 
Appoint
third
examiner 

Appoint
third
examiner 

Passed subject to 
major amendments
(R3) 

Passed subject
to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVD RT&D
or nominee to
determine)

Passed subject
to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D
or nominee to
determine) 

Passed subject
to major
amendments 

 
Appoint
third
examiner 

Appoint
third
examiner 

Revise and
resubmit (R4) 

Appoint third
examiner 

Appoint third
examiner 

Appoint third
examiner 

 
Revise
and
resubmit 

Appoint
third
examiner 

Failed (R5) Appoint third
examiner 

Appoint third
examiner 

Appoint third
examiner 

 
Appoint
third
examiner 

Failed 
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Table 3 – Outcome of the first examination after a third examiner is appointed, due to an
initial examiner recommending R4 Revise and Resubmit.

 Examiner 1 Recommendation

 
 Passed (R1)

Passed subject
to minor
amendments
(R2)

Passed subject
to major
amendments
(R3)

Failed (R5)

Examiner 2
Recommendation

Revise and
resubmit (R4)

Third examiner
appointed

Third examiner
appointed

Third examiner
appointed

Third
examiner
appointed

Examiner 3
Recommendation

Passed (R1) Passed

Passed or passed
subject to minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed or passed
subject to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Revise and
resubmit to
all
examiners

Passed
subject to
minor
amendments
(R2)

Passed or
passed subject
to minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed subject to
minor
amendments

Passed or passed
subject to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Revise and
resubmit to
all
examiners

Passed
subject to
major
amendments
(R3)

Passed or
passed subject
to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed or passed
subject to minor
or major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed subject to
major
amendments

Revise and
resubmit to
all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit (R4)

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to
all
examiners

Failed (R5)
Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Failed
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Table 4 – Outcome of the first examination after a third examiner is appointed, due to an
initial examiner recommending R5 Failed.

 Examiner 1 Recommendation

 
 

 
Passed (R1)

Passed subject
to minor
amendments
(R2)

Passed subject
to major
amendments
(R3)

Revise and
resubmit
(R4)

Examiner 2
Recommendation Failed (R5) Third examiner

appointed
Third examiner
appointed

Third examiner
appointed

Third
examiner
appointed

Examiner 3
Recommendation

Passed (R1) Passed

Passed or passed
subject to minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed or passed
subject to minor
or major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Passed subject
to minor
amendments
(R2)

Passed or
passed subject
to minor
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed subject to
minor
amendments

Passed or passed
subject to minor
or major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Passed subject
to major
amendments
(R3)

Passed or
passed subject
to minor or
major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed or passed
subject to minor
or major
amendments
(ADVC RT&D or
nominee to
determine)

Passed subject to
major
amendments

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit (R4)

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Revise and
resubmit to all
examiners

Failed (R5) Failed Failed Failed Failed

Table 5 - Outcome of the second examination following resubmission to two examiners

 Examiner 1 Recommendation

  Passed (R1)  Failed (R5)

Examiner 2 Recommendation
 Passed (R1) Passed Appoint third examiner

 Failed (R5) Appoint third examiner Failed
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Table 6 - Outcome of the second examination following resubmission to three examiners

 Examiner 1 Recommendation

  Passed (R1)

Examiner 2 Recommendation  Failed (R5)  

Examiner 3 Recommendation
 Passed (R1)  Passed

 Failed (R5)  Failed

Masters by Research Grading  

Grading Sought from Masters by Research Examiners 

In addition to providing an examination recommendation of R1 to R5, examiners of masters by research submissions
are asked to recommend a numerical grade. The grades available to examiners are as follows:

High Distinction (80-100%) a.
Distinction (70-79%) b.
Credit (60-69%) c.
d. Pass (50-59%) d.
e. Fail (<50%) e.

Grading Standards 

Grade
range Level Standard 

 
80-100% 

HD: High
Distinction 

Work of exceptional quality showing clear understanding of subject matter and appreciation
of issues; well formulated; arguments sustained; figures and diagrams where relevant;
appropriate literature referenced; strong evidence of creative ability and originality; high
level of intellectual work. Excellent analysis, comprehensive research, sophisticated
theoretical or methodological understanding, impeccable presentation. The candidate
demonstrates outstanding potential for doctoral level study and warrants strong scholarship
support. 

 
70-79% DI: Distinction 

Work of high quality showing strong grasp of subject matter and appreciation of dominant
issues though not necessarily of the finer points; arguments clearly developed; relevant
literature referenced; evidence of creative ability and solid intellectual work. Very good work
that is very well researched, shows critical analytical skills, is well argued, with scholarly
presentation and documentation. The candidate is capable of doctoral level study. 

 
60-69% CR: Credit 

Work of solid quality showing competent understanding of subject matter and appreciation of
main issues though possibly with some lapses and inadequacies and with clearly identifiable
deficiencies in logic, presentation or originality. Some evidence of critical analysis and
creative ability; well researched, prepared and presented. The candidate may be capable of
doctoral level study under close supervision. 

 
50-59% PA: Pass 

Completion of key tasks at an adequate level of performance with demonstrated
understanding of key ideas and some analytical skills. Satisfactory presentation, research and
documentation. Adequate report, reasonable quality but showing a minimal understanding of
the research area with deficiencies in content or experimental rigour; little evidence of
creative ability or original thought. The candidate is unlikely to be capable of doctoral level
study. 

 
0-49% NN: Fail 

The research does not meet the criteria for the degree as specified by the University and a
significant amount of additional research work and/or major substantive revision will not raise
it to an acceptable standard. 
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Examinations with similar examiner recommendations (R1-R5) 

If the examiners’ recommended grades are within 15 percentage points of each other, the SGR Examinationsa.
team will derive a grade from the mean of the two recommended grades to recommend to the ADVC RTD. 
If the examiners’ grades differ by more than 15 percentage points, the ADVC RTD may refer to  a moderator.b.
The moderator must be an RMIT academic staff member who has not been involved in the candidature or the
research as this is an internal appointment, and therefore not considered to be wholly independent. For this
reason, their grade cannot supersede the examiners’ grades but rather, must consolidate their grades. 
A moderator is given two weeks in which to complete their moderation, which must include recommending ac.
grade that:

agrees with one of the examiners’ grades, in which case this shall become the candidate’s final gradei.
after approval; or 
is within the limits set by the examiners’ grades. In this case the SGR Examinations team will derive aii.
grade from the mean of the grades recommended by both examiners and the moderator. 


