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Fact
The selection of the "best student" in the Quasi Exam III discussion was based on assumptions rather than concrete evidence. While Munkhjargal Ariunbold was identified as a strong candidate, the reasoning provided relied on subjective interpretations and unverified performance metrics. This approach was not unique to him but reflected the general trend in the discussion, where all participants seemed to prioritize personal feelings and impressions over objective, data-driven analysis. As a result, the selection process lacked a foundation in verifiable evidence , making it prone to biases and in accuracies.
Critical Interpretation
Assuming the best student without concrete evidence can lead to biased judgments and undermine the integrity of the evaluation process. The absence of explicit and objective criteria, such as published rubrics, performance data, or peer reviews, creates room for errors and favoritism. Additionally, reliance on potentially inaccurate assumptions diminishes the fairness of recognition.
Fine-Tuned Solution
To ensure transparency and fairness in determining the best student, it is essential to implement comprehensive, objective performance indicators throughout the project. This would involve not only quantitative data from Moodle logs, but also other measurable metrics that can be standardized across the project. By integrating these evaluation criteria into the overall project documentation, we can create a unified approach that ensures consistency and accountability in assessments. The clear documentation of evaluation methods, data sources, and performance metrics will provide all stakeholders with transparency and clarity on how decisions are made.
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Fact
The precision calculation described for evaluating student responses relies on the term "relevant," but the term is not clearly defined or quantified in a formal, formulaic manner. The lack of a KNUTH-like formula or mathematical rigor to determine relevance creates ambiguity in the scoring process.
Critical Interpretation
Using subjective criteria such as "relevant points" without a clear, measurable definition introduces inconsistencies and potential biases in evaluations. Different evaluators may interpret relevance differently, leading to discrepancies in precision scores. This undermines the objectivity and fairness of the assessment process, making it difficult to replicate or validate results.
Fine-Tuned Solution
Introduce a formalized formula to calculate precision.
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Fact:
IT professionals are expected to provide clear, concrete examples to support generalized statements, particularly when discussing technical or professional topics. This ensures that the information is not vague or speculative, enhancing the clarity and practicality of communication. For instance, a standardized answer for a task would adhere strictly to the mentor’s instructions, ensuring that it is clear, concise, and follows the exact formatting required, as outlined in the task details (e.g., selecting a specified thesis submission deadline in the exact format provided).
Critical Interpretation:
In the context of standardized communication, failing to strictly follow the specified format or adding extraneous information can lead to a breakdown in clarity and consistency. Non-standardized answers that deviate from the established instructions, whether by altering the format, adding unnecessary details, or selecting an unlisted deadline, create confusion and disrupt uniformity. This undermines the purpose of standardized communication, which is to ensure that all students provide responses in a consistent, predictable manner that aligns with the mentor’s expectations.
Solution:
To ensure adherence to standardized communication, each response should strictly follow the instructions provided by the mentor, without deviations or unnecessary additions. For example, when selecting a thesis submission deadline, students should choose one of the listed options in the specified format (e.g., "2024 Nov") and refrain from adding extra details or altering the format. This approach guarantees that responses are uniform, clear, and easily processed, which improves communication efficiency and reduces the chance for misunderstanding.
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Fact
In the discussion about standardized communication, the responses include seemingly correct text elements but lack actionable precision. The response by István Siposs discusses general concepts of standardized answers but fails to deliver specific, concise, and usable instructions, such as numerical values or pseudo-code-like formats.
Critical Interpretation
Verbose responses that lack direct operational value can be misleading and unproductive in professional or educational contexts. While explanations are important, they should follow—not replace—the delivery of clear, actionable information. Without this clarity, the communication becomes ambiguous and inefficient, especially in scenarios where exactness is crucial, such as task execution or technical planning. This issue undermines the goal of creating standardized, universally understood instructions.
Fine-Tuned Solution
Establish a clear standard for commands: Commands should be concise, precise, and formatted for quick interpretation. Example structure:       [Instruction]  
                                                                             [Mandatory Data: Numbers, Proofs, Figures]  
                                                                             [Optional Explanation/Remark]
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Fact 
The Excel formula used in the task does not account for all possible conditions (e.g., rounding, empty cells, or errors in data formatting), which can lead to discrepancies in the final count. This lack of specificity in the formula results in a less precise calculation that could affect the accuracy of the task, especially when dealing with standardized lengths or predefined expectations where exactness is crucial.
Critical Interpretation
The lack of clarity regarding the exactness of the Excel formula undermines the precision of the task. If the formula used is not refined to account for all nuances, it could lead to discrepancies in the final count. Ensuring exact results is essential when establishing standardized lengths, as even minor inaccuracies can impact how effectively the results align with predefined expectations. Furthermore, if there are misunderstandings about whether the formula can give an exact count, this adds complexity to an otherwise straightforward process.
Fine-Tuned Solution                                                                                                                   Ensure Formula Accuracy: Double-check the formula in Excel to ensure it accounts for all elements (spaces, special characters, punctuation). A typical Excel formula to count characters including spaces is:     =LEN(A1)
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Critical Interpretation
The concern about whether each participant should be evaluated with equal weight based on past data highlights a deeper issue in fairness and consistency in assessment. While standardizing evaluations is important, it is equally critical to account for the individual context of each student, including their historical performance and the quality of their contributions. Simply applying the same value to all responses may overlook important differences in effort, improvement, or depth of analysis. This could lead to unfair assessments that do not truly reflect individual capabilities or progress.
Solution: Create a Rubric for Evaluation: Define clear, objective criteria for scoring, such as:
Logical consistency: Whether the argumentation follows a clear, well-supported path.         Clarity and precision: Whether the student conveys their thoughts clearly.                       Relevance of examples and derivations: Whether the provided examples or derivations are relevant to the question and well-executed.
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Fact: Some data modeling projects for analyzing student performance lack formulas, suggesting that the importance of formulas in such contexts may not be fully understood.
Critical Interpretation: Formulas are essential in data modeling for student performance because they transform raw data into actionable insights. They provide a structured method to calculate important metrics like averages (mean), progress rates, and performance variations. Without formulas, it is impossible to systematically analyze trends, compare performance between students or groups, or identify outliers. 
Solution:  Provide specific formulas and examples to guide users in data modeling projects.
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Fact:   Inactive users (those who have not interacted with the assigned objects in Moodle, such as completing assignments or participating in discussions) will not have corresponding object-based data (e.g., grades, activity completion) captured in the performance analysis. Their data will be missing from the OAM structure, leaving gaps in the dataset when aggregating student performance metrics.
Critical Interpretation:
Inactive users lead to missing or incomplete data when assessing overall student performance because their interactions with the educational objects (e.g., assignments, quizzes) are not tracked. Without data from inactive users, the OAM structure only reflects the performance of actively engaged students. This results in an incomplete analysis, potentially overlooking factors like the causes of inactivity (e.g., issues with the course material, lack of motivation, or external factors) that could be essential for improving the overall learning experience. The absence of inactive users skews the analysis, giving an overly positive view of student success and potentially missing key areas for improvement.
Finetuned solution:
To improve the accuracy of the OAM-based student performance analysis, inactive users should be considered in the system's data aggregation. This could be achieved by tracking the lack of engagement as a specific attribute in the object, thereby allowing the system to highlight not only the performance of active users but also any students who failed to interact with the learning objects. For example, inactive users could be assigned a "not completed" status, and this could be incorporated into the analysis, ensuring a more comprehensive picture of student engagement and performance. Additionally, it would be beneficial to analyze patterns of inactivity (e.g., which assignments or activities are most likely to be skipped) and identify potential solutions to re-engage these students.
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Fact:     The list of names provided by Bayanmunkh Ganbat includes individuals with unique identifiers (likely related to their student IDs or system IDs) but does not include any supporting evidence for evaluating the performance or signature for the course. Additionally, there is no explanation for the basis of the evaluation or how these students' work is being assessed in relation to the final evaluation.
Critical Interpretation:
The message lacks clarity and supporting evidence to validate the evaluations for the listed individuals. It is stated that "person-oriented evaluations" are needed, yet no clear criteria or data are provided to support these evaluations. Without clear evidence or context (such as grades, assessments, or any relevant documentation), it is difficult to make a fair and accurate judgment about the students' performance. This undermines the objectivity and transparency of the evaluation process, especially when the final evaluation is dependent on the correctness of the answers. The mention of "diplomatic issues" suggests that there may be a tendency to avoid confrontation or difficult conversations, which can hinder the transparency and integrity of the grading process.
Finetuned Solution:                                                                                                                                                  To improve the evaluation process and ensure transparency, it is important to provide concrete evidence for each student's performance. This could include:
Including specific data, assessments, or results for each student mentioned, which will justify their evaluation.
Using a standardized evaluation rubric or clear grading criteria, so all students are assessed based on the same objective standards.
Ensuring that each student’s performance is evaluated independently and backed by documented evidence to prevent misunderstandings or bias.
Providing a clear explanation of the course requirements, expectations, and what constitutes a satisfactory performance, especially in relation to final evaluations.
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Fact:
Shagai’s entry mentions that the ideal length of the answer is exactly 37 characters, derived by adding the length of the fixed part ("thesis submission deadline = ") and the length of the chosen option (such as "2024 Nov"). The student details the calculation and provides a correct explanation for how the 37 characters are reached.
Critical Interpretation:
While Shagai's calculation is correct, the provided answer does not address potential issues related to formatting or inconsistent use of characters. The requirement of exactly 37 characters is quite rigid, and there might be edge cases where the calculation or formatting could be misinterpreted. Additionally, the explanation seems to rely heavily on character counts, which could overlook other aspects of the task, such as clarity or the appropriateness of the chosen date format. This heavy focus on exact character count might limit flexibility in responding correctly to the task.
Finetuned Solution:
To improve clarity and ensure accuracy, the task should:       Emphasize content over strict character count: Rather than focusing solely on character length, ensure the main goal of the task (correct date selection and format) is emphasized. If the system can handle minor variations in the count, that could alleviate unnecessary pressure on the student to match the exact number.
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Fact:   Latif Muhammad Khuram identifies issues with the evaluation system, including inconsistencies in scoring, favoritism, and mismatched peer perceptions. These issues suggest that evaluations are subjective and potentially biased.
Critical Interpretation:                                                                                                                                             The evaluation process lacks consistency and objectivity, with discrepancies in scores and potential bias affecting fairness. Variations in the "Problem?" column and mismatched peer ratings indicate a need for a more standardized approach.
Finetuned Solution:                                                                                                                                   Standardize evaluation criteria: Implement a clear, objective rubric for all evaluators to ensure consistent scoring.                                                                                                                         Optimize the evaluation system: Use a mathematical, objective approach to rank students fairly.
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Fact:                                                                                                                                                                                  The evaluation process had a strict deadline of 2024.XI.08.24.00, but Dangiwa Japheth Jerry submitted evaluations after this deadline, specifically on November 12, 2024.
Critical Interpretation:                                                                                                                                             The late submission of evaluations undermines the fairness and consistency of the evaluation process. Allowing late submissions creates an inconsistency between students who followed the deadline and those who did not, leading to potential biases or perceptions of unfairness.
Finetuned Solution:                                                                                                                                              Enforce strict deadlines by implementing an automatic system that prevents submissions after the official deadline. This ensures that all students are held to the same standard, preserving the integrity and fairness of the evaluation process.
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Fact:                                                                                                                                                                           Some students' answers are very similar, suggesting that they may be relying on generalized sources like ChatGPT instead of professional, subject-specific resources like textbooks. ChatGPT often provides broad, general information that might not be detailed enough for academic or specialized tasks.
Critical Interpretation:                                                                                                                                             The similarity in answers indicates a lack of engagement with authoritative and professional sources, leading to a superficial understanding of the topic. By relying on general AI responses, students may be missing the depth, nuance, and specificity that comes from using textbooks and scholarly resources. This undermines the academic integrity of their work and reduces the quality of their learning experience.
Finetuned Solution:  Promote the use of academic sources such as textbooks, peer-reviewed journals, and specialized research materials. Encourage students to critically assess and reference reliable, professional sources to deepen their understanding and produce more original, insightful work. Additionally, provide guidance on how to properly integrate AI-generated content with authoritative sources to ensure academic rigor.
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Subject: Quasi Exam Il. - WHY-layer

>§§? Written by Nyambaatar ZandangaravTuesday, November 12, 2024, 10:33 PMat the time

Amarsanaa Amgalanbaatar:LMONNF:7
Ankhbold Amin-Erdene:DUBJWO0:7
Batbayar Munkh-Orgil:B8OIEW:7
Bayanmunkh Ganbat:H4TNN5:7
Belhadj Abderrahmane:BWJPX0:7
Byekbolat Nurbol:IQBQH8:7

Cabral de Noronha e Menezes Furtado Anténio Maria:G4VHS8T :7
Dangiwa Japheth Jerry:GIGNRA:7
Enkhtur Yaruu-Aldar:LQTKVC:7
Gankhuyag Bilegt:MSHYET:7
Ganzorig Boldsukh:CCFBQX:7
Benjamin Honti:YOKENY:7
Zsigmond Mark Lévai:B5C2UE:7

MD Adnan Hossain Alif:BJT86N:7
MD Shahriar Islam:D5MUMA:7
Mortazavi Mahshid :E68IAT:7
Munkhjargal Ariunbold:AUJ3PC:7
Nyambaatar Zandangarav:LJANRL:7
Oztiirk Gillsah:DJU2DF:7

Rajesh Aadi:SKANNO:7

Sukh-Ochir Dulguun:DKRV8N:7
Tsetsegsuren Namijiljav:BEVGH5:7
Turtogtokh Shagai:COV22Y:7
Tuyatsetseg Battuguldur:BVX1GK:7

Permalink

Show history

Response




image7.jpeg
FROMDISCUSSION SHEET AND SORTED BY
USINGONOTCHMTINAIOTSHEET AT

" 'DOESNOT USE ANY FORMULA BUTPIVOT

. w5

st s Smctvikast  Sdduront S gl i Senlnabre St Sons g el ngeVekont eosOutast Aesnoffdinedl Suncedind_smicomnOter g e
3 MR [} un 687 [} 0 0 0 o o 4 208" a6, [r) [} “ m
4 Amgalinbastar Amarsaraa it} 283 8 o o o 0 [ o i ns” 63 L) [} m m
5| Aminrdene Akhbold [} n 2w [} 0 0 [} [} 0 Fid a’ w1 150 5 » p2Y
& Aekrbold Munkhargal §1) 682 16256 [} 0 [} [} [} 0 2" " TR as ) w 18
7| Bttt Toyatietseg 7 543 s [} 0 [} 0 o o rd Crd s 1 9 m n
8 |Beniminiont El s 15038 [} o o 0 o o Fid ne’ 0%6a 0ss u w 206
9 | egtGankhoyag u 0 s [} 0 [} [} [} 0 " s’ ma 28 n 9 [Tl
10 Bodkh Garaorg. 5 8% 10819 [} 0 [} [} o o 4 w" 60006 an [} s 1%
11 Dulguun Sukh-Ochi [} . w81 o o o 0 [ o " Y4 0609, a9t ') m fXY
12 Ganbat Bayanmurkh i &7 £y o o o 0 o o i d Frd BLO on u m [T
13 Glah Omink 9 [ 5296, [} 0 0 [} [} 0 u an’ mn 167 » 0 s
14 lapheth erry Dargia. 2 152 09 [} 0 [} 0 o o Nd e’ 6 10 3 n )
5 ik g u = o o o o o o o g o o o n i
16 Munkh-OrgiBatsayar n 1 9% o o o 0 o L) o na’ 58465 0% n m [T
17 Nam iy Tsesagaren 9 50 6 [} 0 [} [} [} 0 u’ ae’ mae 2% » m &
1 NubolByekbobt n 268 10 [} o o 0 o o 4 wa’ 0% an 3 m [
15 ShagaiTurtogtokh. n 1% 452 [} 0 0 [} [} 0 4 78" s ass n 18 18
20 Yaruw Adac ks 0l £ 801 [} 0 0 [} [} 0 4 576" EIRTY 00 o 135 750
21 | Zandangaray Nyambaatar n w97 1160 [} 0 [} [} [} 0 Ed s’ sn o 5 m (3]
2 it e o s o o o o Fll— F—r i s nm o s

)
u
3|
Pl
)
|
2

3





image8.jpeg
xv’ Re: Quasi Exam llI
"% Written by Turtogtokh ShagaiFriday, November 15, 2024, 4:10 PMat the time

1.Belhadj Abderrahmane:BWJPXO0 Last access to court - 24 days 18 hours --> No post on the forum

2.Cabral de Noronha e Menezes Furtado Antdnio Maria:G4VHS8T Last access to court - 4 days 6 hours --> No
post on the forum

4.Mortazavi Mahshid:EG8IAT - No post on the forum

5.MD Shahriar Islam:D5MUMA Last access to cource - 10 days 8 hours--> No post on the forum

6.MD Adnan Hossain Alif:BJT86N Last access to cource - 1day 22 hours --> No post on the forum
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Subject: Re: Quasi Exam Il
Written by Bayanmunkh GanbatFriday, November 15, 2024, 11:35 PMat the time

Rajesh Aadi:SKANNO

MD Adnan Hossain Alif:BJT86N

Belhadj Abderrahmane:BWJPX0

Cabral de Noronha e Menezes Furtado Anténio Maria:G4VH8T
MD Shahriar Islam:D5MUMA

Mortazavi Mahshid:EG8IAT
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‘,’ Re: Quasi Exam I.
T Written by Turtogtokh ShagaiMonday, November 4, 2024, 7:06 PMat the time

The ideal length of the answer is exactly 37 characters because the document/email precisely instructed the
answer should be the following:

thesis submission deadline = <...see options below...> 2024 Nov, 2025 Apr, 2025 Nov, 2026 Apr, 2026 Nov,
other/later

https://moodle.kodolanyi.hu/mod/resource/view.php?id=154997

Base, The fixed part of the answer (thesis submission deadline =) is 29 characters -> including spaces.
Option length eg (2024 Nov) is 8 characters -> including space.

derivation rule: base + option

https://moodle.kodolanyi.hu/mod/forum/discuss.php?d=62967#p163521
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Subject: Re: Quasi Exam II.
Written by Latif Muhammad KhuramFriday, November 15, 2024, 3:50 PMat the time

Detected Antagonisms

1.Evaluation Disparities:

MD Shahriar vs. MD Adnan (Rows 15 & 14): Shahriar scored 5 and 6, while Adnan got 0 in the same columns,
reflecting differing standards or bias.

Turtogtokh vs. Oztiirk & Rajesh (Rows 23, 19 & 20): Turtogtokh gave a 9, while others gave 3 and 0, indicating
conflicting evaluations.

2."Problem?" Column Variance:

High Negative Values: Ankhbold Amin-Erdene (-5) and Nyambaatar Zandangarav (-5) scored stricter than their
peers.

High Positive Values: Dangiwa Japheth Jerry (+5) rated generously but was scored lower by peers.

3. Favoritism and Bias:

Cabral de Noronha received high scores (9) despite low participation, suggesting favoritism.

MD Adnan & MD Shahriar: Both gave each other lower scores (5 and 6) than their group average (~7), showing
potential bias.

4.Mismatched Peer Perceptions:

Munkhjargal (Row K18): Gave Nyambaatar a 9, while the group average was 5.
Nyambaatar (Row AB18): Scored Dulguun 7, above the class average of 5.
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&, Written by Dangiwa Japheth JerryTuesday, November 12, 2024, 10:30 AMat the time

;w& Subject: Quasi Exam II.

Amarsanaa Amgalanbaatar:LMONNF:7
Ankhbold Amin-Erdene:DUBJWO0:8
Batbayar Munkh-Orgil:BBOIEW:6
Bayanmunkh Ganbat:HATNN5:5
Belhadj Abderrahmane:BWJPX0:9
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Re: Standardized communication (demo0)
* Written by Tuyatsetseg BattuguldurTuesday, October 29, 2024, 12:03at the time

Subject: Project Submission Timeline - [Month] [Year]
Dear Mentor,

| am writing to confirm my planned submission deadline for the project as [month] [year]. | am fully engage
the work and intend to utilize the available mentorship opportunities.

| will ensure all communications are formatted correctly and sent within the required timeframes. Additiona
will be active in the MS Teams group and will reach out if further guidance is needed.

Thank you for your support and attention.
Best regards,
[Full Name]
[Student ID / NEPTUN Code]
Subject: Standardized communication (demo0)
Written by Zsigmond Mark LévaiTuesday, October 29, 2024, 1:49 PMat the time
Subject: Thesis Submission Deadline - [Month] [Year]
Hey there,

Just a quick note to let you know I'm on track to submit my thesis in [month] [year]. I'm grinding through the
work and totally down to use those mentoring options you mentioned.

I'll stick to the communication rules and be active in the MS Teams group. If | hit any bumps, I'll reach out!
Thanks for having my back!
Cheers,

[Full Name]
[NEPTUN Code]
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Re: Quasi Exam Il
Written by Batbayar Munkh-OrgilFriday, November 15, 2024, 10:11 AMat the time

Munkhjargal Ariunbold

| chose him based on these requirements

- Have consistently high-quality answers (indicated by high scores across all metrics).

- Exhibit clarity and precision in responses that likely align with the "ideal length" criteria.
- Show no major issues or contradictions in their performance evaluation.

Based on this, Munkhjargal Ariunbold is a strong candidate, assuming his performance is devoid of irrational or

exaggerated scores.
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Re: Quasi Exam IlI
Written by Batbayar Munkh-OrgilSaturday, November 16, 2024, 6:50 PMat the time

To measure consistency, quality, clarity, precision, and major-level issues objectively, | propose the following
metrics:

Consistency: Measure the range of scores given to and received by the student. For example, Munkhjargal
Ariunbold consistently scores between 7 and 9 across all evaluations, achieving 90% consistency.

High-Quality: Based on the log-data, we calculate the percentage of correct answers out of total answers. For
example, if 9 out of 10 answers are correct, the high-quality score is 90%.

Clarity: Munkhjargal's answer was 6, also he informed why he chose it. So the clarity is good. So high quality
score is exactly 85% or more.

Precision: Precision is calculated by comparing the number of relevant points in an answer to the total points
made. For instance, if Munkhjargal includes 18 relevant points out of 20, the precision score is 90%.

Major-Level Issues: Using binary logic, we count errors or contradictions in answers. Munkhjargal has O major
issues across all responses, meeting the "error-free" criterion.

Based on these metrics, Munkhjargal Ariunbold demonstrates:

Consistency: 90%

High-Quality: 90%

Clarity: 80%

Precision: 90%

Major-Level Issues: 100% error-free

Therefore, he is the best candidate based on objective, measurable criteria .
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Subject: Standardized communication (demo0)
Written by Latif Muhammad KhuramSunday, October 27, 2024, 4:56 PMat the time

A standardized answer for this task would strictly follow the mentor's instructions, be clear, and concise. It
includes selecting one of the specified thesis submission deadlines in the exact format provided, without any
additional information or deviations. This shows attention to detail, adheres to formatting rules, and ensures
the mentor receives uniform responses from all students.

Permalink ~ Show history ~ Response

Subject: Standardized communication (demo0)
Written by Latif Muhammad KhuramSunday, October 27, 2024, 4:58 PMat the time

I think, non-standardized answers are those that don't strictly follow the mentor's specified format. This could
include adding extra details, changing the format, or selecting an unlisted deadline.
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Subject: Standardized communication (demo0)
Written by Istvan SipossSaturday, November 2, 2024, 10:10 PMat the time

If I understood the task correctly, a standardized answer is a predetermined formatting style for responses
pertaining to multiple different interactions or communications that aid in providing concise, organized, and
most importantly consistent transfers of information. A standardized answer concerning the highlighted
document would be the section in the main body that reads: "All emails, submissions, and requests made by
you must contain clear data with full names and Neptune codes". This statement sets the basis for the
information required in a standardized answer, thus; all of our communications should contain this information
at the very minimum. Full names and Neptune codes are sets of information that will not change regardless of
the topic, task, or other information, so it would make sense to combine these into one signature as stated in
the document. The clear data, however, would change based on the information or current task and would
need to be as concise as possible to retain as much useful and important information as possible while still
remaining clear and understandable.
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& ”3 Subject: Re: Subject: Re: Subject: Standardized communication (demo0)

' Written by Honti BenjaminFriday, November 1, 2024, 10:39 AMat the time

In this example, this counts everything: spaces, special characters, commas, periods, equal signs, etc. —
basically, everything.

If we count my example like this, it can be about 582 (I also checked in Excel) words. Because we count spaces
and all other characters.
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