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1. Introduction
This report is a follow up from the initial review of undergraduate condonement in the 2004/5 academic year.  It was agreed that a subsequent review was to be undertaken to evaluate the use of condonement in the 2005/6 academic year.
2.
Background

Senate (June 2005) approved changes to general regulations for undergraduate awards to permit students to progress to the next part of their programme or to receive an award without necessarily meeting all the requirements under the following conditions:

2.1
The module or modules involved have a total weight of not more than 20 credits in any Part of the programme.

2.2
For students in Parts B, C and D, the condonement has the approval of the appropriate External Examiner, having regard to national standards in the discipline.

2.3
The reasons for the exercise of discretion are recorded in the Programme Board report. 

For non-finalists students to be considered for condonement, they must have already taken advantage of all their reassessment rights. Finalist students can be condoned without necessarily taking advantage of all their reassessment rights, providing this does not remove the opportunity of improving their degree classification by taking reassessment.
3. Summary Findings
3.1
Over the course of the main Summer and SAP Programme Boards, a total of 128 students  were condoned, this represents and increase of 2.4% on the previous year. Of these, 39 were finalists. 37 finalists were not required to take reassessment.
3.2
10 of the students condoned in the 2005/6 academic year were previously condoned in the 2004/5 academic year.  This equates to 7.8% of all students condoned in the 2005/6 session. 
3.3
Overall the use of condonement has decreased within the Faculty of Engineering and Social Sciences and Humanities.  Condonement has increased within the Faculty of Science. 
3.4
Regulation XX, Paragraph 28.4 states “The reasons for the exercise of discretion are recorded in the Programme Board report”.  Although some departments did include specific details of condoned students, in many cases, either there was no reason, or the reason given lacked objectivity.  Condonement cases within the Wolfson School of Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering were considered to be well documented and could be used to develop examples to be shared as best practice guidelines.
3.5
Anecdotal evidence still suggests that the post-SAP Regulation XIV appeal burden has been reduced from previous years.  In addition, the lack of consistency across departments has not been questioned at appeal.  It is still expected that student awareness of the condonement mechanism will increase in future years and may result in an upsurge in appeals.
3.6
The average margin of condoned failure was 7.4%.  There were also several cases where students had a low part average (between 36% and 42%) and the profile of marks might not have been thought good enough to qualify them for condonement.  There is evidence to suggest that some departments are possibly too lenient when considering students for condonement  (See Appendix II).
3.7
In the majority of cases departments appear to have exercised condonement as intended: in cases of marginal failure, to 'rescue' students who have failed to progress or qualify for an award because of a poor performance in one or two modules that is out of line with an otherwise good profile of marks.
4.
Recommendations

4.1
Condonement should continue to function in much the same form as in the 2005-6 academic year.
4.2
It is suggested that a compulsory ‘condonement’ heading is included on all future undergraduate programme board reports.  Reports should include specific details of the reasons for exercising discretion and should make explicit reference to the modules condoned for each student.  If no students were considered for condonement this should be stated on the report.
4.3
The progress of all continuing students condoned previously should be reviewed on an annual basis to determine if there is a strong correlation between condonement factor and future performance.
APPENDIX I
1. Analysis of Students condoned by Faculty and Department
	Department
	Students Condoned 2004/5
	Students Condoned 2005/6
	Change (%)

	Aeronautical & Automotive Engineering
	10
	6
	-40 % 

	Chemical Engineering
	3
	7
	133 %

	Civil & Building Engineering
	0
	3
	300 %

	Electronic & Electrical Engineering
	16
	12
	-25 %

	Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering
	6
	3
	-50 %

	Total Faculty of Engineering
	35
	31
	-11.4%

	Chemistry
	6
	13
	116 %

	Computer Science
	15
	23
	53.3 %

	Human Sciences
	1
	2
	100 %

	Information Science
	3
	3
	0 %

	Mathematical Sciences
	18
	20
	11 %

	Physics
	13
	14
	7.69 %

	IPTME
	2
	3
	50 %

	Total Faculty of Science
	58
	78
	34.5 %

	Business School
	0
	0
	0 %

	Design and Technology
	0
	0
	0 %

	Economics
	11
	0
	-100 %

	English & Drama
	0
	0
	0 %

	PIRES
	10
	4
	-60 %

	Geography
	1
	0
	-100 %

	School of Sport & Exercise Sciences
	10
	13
	30 %

	School of Art & Design
	0
	0
	0 %

	Social Sciences
	0
	2
	200 %

	Total Faculty of Social Sciences & Humanities
	32
	19
	-40.6%

	Total University
	125
	128
	2.4%


APPENDIX II
2. Analysis of the maximum/minimum marks (in %) condoned by Department based on minimum level of performance required for progression in a module.
	Department
	Min
	Max
	Mean 
	Median
	Mode

	Aeronautical & Automotive Engineering
	2
	12
	6.7
	6
	6

	Chemical Engineering
	2
	21
	10.9
	10
	7

	Civil & Building Engineering
	1
	9
	5.3
	6
	N/A

	Electronic & Electrical Engineering
	2
	18
	6.3
	5
	2

	Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering
	2
	5
	3.5
	3.5
	N/A

	Total Faculty of Engineering
	1
	21
	7.4
	6.0
	2.0

	Chemistry
	2
	12
	5.6
	4.5
	3

	Computer Science
	2
	28
	12
	11
	11

	Human Sciences
	2
	4
	3
	3
	N/A

	Information Science
	2
	3
	2.6
	3
	3

	Mathematical Sciences
	1
	20
	6.2
	4.5
	2

	Physics
	4
	16
	8
	5
	4

	IPTME
	2
	4
	2.6
	2
	2

	Total Faculty of Science
	1
	28
	7.8
	6
	4

	Business School
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Design and Technology
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Economics
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	English & Drama
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	PIRES
	2
	16
	9.5
	10
	10

	Geography
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	School of Sport & Exercise Sciences
	1
	19
	4.7
	3
	2

	School of Art & Design
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Social Sciences
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total Faculty of Social Sciences & Humanities
	1
	19
	5.5
	3
	2

	Total University
	1
	28
	7.4
	5
	2


Table note: The above table illustrates the maximum, minimum and average marks (in %), per condoned module.  This is based on the minimum level of performance that would have been required for progression if the student had not been condoned.  Where mode states N/A there were not enough cases of condonement to calculate this average.
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