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CONSULTATION PAPER ON SIGNIFICANT DECISIONS OF PRINCIPLE

The consultation was circulated to all departments on 8 February 2005 with responses requested by 10 March 2005. 13 departments replied by the deadline. Departments from which responses had not been received were contacted on 15 March 2005 and the majority of outstanding responses were received shortly thereafter. Responses were not received from English & Drama or Design & Technology.
1. Reassessment Rights & Mark Capping

1.1. Rationale

1.1.1. The number of undergraduate students taking resits in the Special Assessment Period (SAP) increased by over 50% from 1999/0 to 2003/4 whilst the total undergraduate population increased by only 15%. Perhaps most concerning, over 40% of the students taking SAP reassessments are in Part B or above. 20% of Part A and 12% of Part B students now resit in the SAP or during the next academic year. Arguably, a resit culture has developed amongst some students. Academic staff frequently raise concerns about the reassessment workload and its impact on the time available for research, informally and in formal University Committees.


1.1.2. Another major issue is the extreme complexity of our current regulations which makes clear guidance to students very difficult. As a result around 20% of students attempt to register for the wrong reassessments and an inordinate amount of administrative staff time (mainly in academic departments) is wasted dealing with reassessment.

1.1.3. The University needs to be clear about the purpose of reassessment – we would suggest it is for the weaker student to demonstrate that he/she has reached the necessary standard overall, and where applicable in key subject areas, to be able to cope with the following year or to deserve the award of a degree. It should not be an exercise in collecting additional marks as this potentially disadvantages those with modest passes at the first attempt. The main proposal is therefore that resit marks should not count towards degree classifications, only towards the achievement of credit and any overall mark requirement for the year.

1.1.4. A corollary of accepting the main proposal is that we could permit the new condonement powers to be used before, rather than only after, reassessment since the student can no longer improve their overall mark through resitting. This should directly reduce the number of resits.


1.1.5. One of the outcomes of attending a University (especially one such as Loughborough, where graduate employment is a significant selling point) should be the preparation of students for the world of work. Relying on reassessment is not the best preparation for students’ working careers, where a second chance is not the norm. The proposal outlined below ensures that the policy of increasing the demands made on undergraduate students at each consecutive Part of their programme is mirrored in the reassessment process (resitting in Part A will have minimal impact but the potential impact increases in each subsequent degree level Part).

1.1.6. It is worth pointing out that, although our current approach is fairly typical across the sector, a small number of other UK universities adopt the proposed approach to reassessment (Warwick, Bradford). Other courses for which no resits are permitted (e.g. at Aberdeen and the Royal Veterinary College) have very low drop out rates.

1.2. Objectives

1.2.1. To significantly reduce the overall number of reassessments by making reassessment a less attractive option and permitting condonement before reassessment.

1.2.2. To simplify the reassessment process making it easier for students and staff to understand, thereby minimising the risk of error and/or complaints.

1.2.3. To reduce the workload on academic departments related to reassessment.

1.2.4. To improve students’ overall performances.

1.3. Proposals (for new students entering in 2005/06)

1.3.1. Consider 1st attempt module marks only towards Part and Programme marks.

Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. Only four departments (Chemistry, Mathematical Sciences, Physics and Economics) opposed the proposal.

1.3.2. Allow undergraduate students who fail to progress or to be awarded their main qualification aim to register for a 2nd attempt in any module, i.e. regardless of their mark. This represents a major simplification of the regulations which must cater for students on programmes where a minimum overall mark is required for progression (e.g. MEng). Allow postgraduate taught students to register for reassessment in any module in which they have failed to gain credit (as is currently the case).
Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. Only six departments (Aeronautical & Automotive Engineering, Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering,  Chemistry, Human Sciences, Mathematical Sciences and Economics) opposed the proposal mainly on the grounds that either:

· students would get confused and/or register for more modules than was strictly necessary or

· student with a required average percentage Part mark might concentrate on modules which they have already performed well in rather than attempt to bring up other modules to the required Part average mark.

It is proposed that the proposal be enacted in its current form for a trial period of two academic years. If there is evidence after this time that either of the above concerns prove to be valid, then consideration should be given to amending the general regulations to permit programme regulations to restrict reassessment rights.

1.3.3. Use the best of the 1st and 2nd attempt marks for each module to determine whether minimum mark, average mark, credit requirements etc have been met – ie. ensure that a student cannot be made worse off by taking reassessment, thereby removing the “trap” which often leads to misunderstandings and sometimes to appeals (especially at PGT level).
Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. Only five departments (Aeronautical & Automotive Engineering, Chemistry, Mathematical Sciences, Physics and Economics) opposed the proposal. The concerns for most of these departments follow on directly from the concerns related to 1.3.2. 

Again, it is proposed that the proposal be enacted in its current form for a trial period of two academic years. If there is evidence after this time that either of the above concerns prove to be valid, then consideration should be given to amending the general regulations to permit programme regulations to restrict reassessment rights.

1.3.4. Increase the reassessment fee to a flat rate of £100 (rather than a credit based calculation), in line with the recommendation from the Working Group on the Structure of the Academic Year.
Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. Only two departments (Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering and Economics) opposed the proposal. There was a suggestion that, to deter “unnecessary” reassessment, a flat rate of £100 per module (irrespective of modular weight) should be charged. An acceptable compromise might be to charge a flat rate of £50 per module.

1.3.5. Remove the right to take an alternative module as a 2nd attempt. Whilst this opportunity is used occasionally in Social Sciences where some modules are offered in alternate years, such cases could be dealt with by a waiver of general regulations rather than overcomplicating the general regulations. The number of students taking alternative modules at reassessment each year is believed to be in single figures.
Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. Only two departments (Chemistry and Economics) opposed the proposal.

1.3.6. Introduce a University level requirement for a minimum of 60 credits for undergraduates below which SAP reassessment is not permitted – some programme regulations already include this clause but it is currently optional. This should act as a deterrent to poor performance as the student will lose a year.
Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal. No departments opposed the proposal.

2. Abolition of Postgraduate Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards (implementation in 2006/07 for all postgraduate taught students)

2.1. Rationale

2.1.1. The abolition of undergraduate module boards not long after modularisation resulted in a demonstrable reduction in the administrative workload involved in assessment and critically released academic time for priority activities such as research. We now propose that Postgraduate Module Boards be abolished and replaced by Postgraduate Progress Boards but are conscious that any new arrangements must meet the needs of part-time students.

2.1.2. Part-time postgraduate students sometimes fall by the wayside when they do not register for a module during an academic year as they are not formally considered by any University body. A formal Progress Board considering all students on a programme would ensure that all such students are brought to the university’s attention at least annually, so that action can be taken to confirm the student’s status and maintain communication with them.

2.1.3. Comments on the proposals from those running programmes with significant part-time students are particularly welcome.

2.2. Objectives

2.2.1. To reduce the administration burden on academic departments and make it easier for the Registry to officially inform students of results and rights of appeal (cf procedures for undergraduates).

2.2.2. To ensure that the overall position of every PGT student (including students not registered for current year modules) is considered at least once a year.

2.2.3. To enable Impaired Performance claim decisions to be taken based on a more complete performance dataset than is currently the case for Semester One related claims.

2.3. Proposals

2.3.1. Abolish Module Boards but permit Departments to convene Postgraduate Progress Boards to consider results at their discretion as long as the Programme Board or a Progress Board meets at least once annually. The Progress Board would have the same constitution as the current Module Boards.

2.3.2. Provisional Semester One postgraduate module marks may be published subject to change (as is currently the case with Semester One undergraduate module marks) but Departments could hold a Progress Board to confirm them if preferred.

2.3.3. A Progress Board would normally be required following the Semester Two examination session (late June/early July?) to consider the position of all students registered on a programme. 

2.3.4. Progress Boards would be empowered to:

· Confirm Module Marks

· Consider Impaired Performance Panel recommendations and make appropriate decisions.

· Determine reassessment rights (including component mark carry forward).
 

Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of all the proposals. Only two departments (Aeronautical & Automotive Engineering and Economics) opposed the proposals.

3. Strengthen Potential Sanction for Failure to Attend (implement for all students in 2005/06)

3.1. Rationale

Departments currently have no formal powers to deal with students who appear to have left the course but will not voluntarily withdraw. This is a cause of significant frustration for some departments and also results in the University reporting students to, e.g. the Student Loans Company, as attending when they are not which is potentially illegal. 


3.2. Objectives

3.2.1. To enable academic departments to nip failure to attend in the bud by pointing to potential sanctions early on in the academic session.

3.2.2. To provide a clear cut procedure for timely notification of failure to attend to sponsors, Student Loans Company etc.

3.2.3. To clarify tuition fee liability for students who have in effect withdrawn but have not informed the University sooner rather than later.

3.3. Proposals

3.3.1. If attendance is becoming a concern, a formal written warning from the HoD is sent to the student detailing the necessary actions to retrieve the situation.

3.3.2. If attendance does not improve to the department’s satisfaction following the formal warning, the department will inform the Academic Registrar of the position.

3.3.3. The Academic Registrar or his/her nominee will contact the student advising that if he/she does not contact their department within 10 working days, he/she will be deemed to have abandoned their studies and sponsors etc will be informed accordingly.

3.3.4. If the student contacts the department within 10 working days, they will be given one final chance to retrieve the situation. Failure to adhere to agreement with the department will result in the department informing Academic Registry who will then withdrawn the student immediately.

3.3.5. The student will be informed of this decision and will be given a right of appeal within 10 days. Once the right of appeal has expired or if the appeal is turned down, Academic Registry will inform the relevant sponsor/Student Loans Company/Home Office etc.

Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of all the proposals. Only six departments (Civil & Building Engineering, Chemistry, Computer Science, Physics, Business School and Economics) opposed the proposal. The main areas of concern lay in the resource requirement involved in attendance monitoring. One department suggested that the proposal should be recast in terms of participation (which might include attendance, where it was possible to prove, as well as submitting coursework, meeting personal tutors, attending test etc). This seems like a sensible compromise.

4. Relaxation of Maximum 80 Weight Year Long Module Restriction (implement for all modules in 2005/06)

4.1. The move towards more year long modules has resulted in some problems regarding module choice especially in joint and combined honours programmes. At the heart of this is the ruling that no undergraduate student should be permitted to register on more that 80 weight total of year long modules in any Part. In order to ensure that assessment is spread over the year, the policy was further extended to state that a minimum 20% of the overall assessment for year long modules must take place in Semester One.

Feedback:
The majority of departments were in favour of this proposal.

4.2. It does not seem reasonable to encourage departments to move to more year long modules whilst maintaining a restriction which in practice limits the potential benefits. However, it is important to ensure that assessment is spread across the academic year. If the 80 credits ruling is to be relaxed it seems sensible therefore to increase the minimum percentage of formal assessment on year long modules which must take place in Semester One to 30%. However, this will require adjustment to the assessment pattern for a very significant number of modules.

Feedback:
There was widespread opposition to this. If it is seen as essential for this proposal to be coupled with 4.1 above, then it is may be necessary for both proposals to be dropped.

Chris Spendlove and Jennifer Nutkins

6 April 2005

Appendix II

Detailed Departmental Responses

AERONAUTICAL  & AUTOMOTIVE ENGINEERING

Here are the AAE Departments' views: 

Para 1.1.3: the main proposal that resit marks should not count towards degree marks: AGREED
Para 1.1.4: condonement permitted prior to reassessment: AGREED
Para 1.3.2: NOT AGREED. We object to the proposal that any student in a resit situation should be able to retake any of their choice, even though they have already achieved credit (40%) in it or achieved the progression mark (i.e. 55% in  MEng). We believe that the fundamental principle that if you have achieved
credit in a module then you cannot retake it is sound and easily understood. It is only breached in the case where a student needs to achieve a higher overall average to progress and this is too is easily understood. To adopt the proposal could easily increase the number of SAP resit registrations and, in particular, we would not wish MEng students who have already achieved some module marks in excess of 55% to be able to repeat those modules.
Para 1.3.3: NOT AGREED. We object to the proposal to adopt the best mark for progression as this runs counter to the aim of limiting resit numbers. We can only recall one UG student falling into that particular trap in AAE and no PGs.
Para 1.3.4: fees - AGREED
Para 1.3.5: removing the right to resit alternative modules: AGREED
Para 1.3.6: minimum level for SAP - 60 credits: AGREED
Section 2: Abolition of PG Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards

As all our current PG modules are 'short/fat' and we have significant numbers of part-time students, we do not think this proposal would be particularly helpful to us 
Section 3: Failure of Students to Attend
Any action to help us de-register students who have apparently dropped-out would be welcome
Section 4: Relaxation of Maximum 80 Weight Year Long Module Restriction
NOT AGREED: we see no rationale for increasing the semester one assessment.

CHEMICAL ENGINEERING

Comments from Chemical Engineering
General comment-The Department would like to see the removal of credit requirements.
1.3.1. Staff did not come to any final conclusion on this proposal except the request for the removal of credits

1.3.2.to 1.3.5 Agree, would like to see further simplification if possible.
1.3.6 The department would like to see a minimum requirement of 80 credits-however this may cause difficulties to those departments with long thin modules.
2. Definite Yes.
3. Yes
4. The department already ensures that the balance of differing types of assessment.

CIVIL AND BUILDING ENGINEERING

The Department of Civil and Building Engineering has considered the proposal for general regulation changes.  The Department is certainly in favour of reducing the amount of reassessment and simplifying the reassessment process.  The Department is in general agreement with the outlined proposals.   Our only real question concerns the potential need to take attendance records, thereby increasing our administration load, to prove the lack of attendance on the part of students, in order to justify actions subsequently taken.

ELECTRONIC AND ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING

EEng broadly support the proposals (especially those in 1.3) with the exception of Section 4. We believe that the 80-credit limit should be removed (since the Department is moving towards predominantly all-year
teaching) but we cannot support the idea of 30% of module assessment being required in the first semester.

We are convinced that if 30% of assessment is required in the first semester, whether it be for module, year or programme, the end result will be the crowding of coursework into the first semester. Any minimum
requirement in the first semester is also going to mean the end of the exam only module. In any case the end result will be an increase in workload for staff.

We can accept that year long modules should not be assessed by exam only but 20% assessment in the first semester is probably the maximum required. If the intention is to even out the coursework load over the year then perhaps we should be looking for (say) 15% before week 12 and 15% before week 24 and no coursework after week 24. If the intention is to give feedback on progress then perhaps formative assessment would be sufficient.

MECHANICAL & MANUFACTURING ENGINEERING

Following extensive discussion….we have this response to your proposals from an undergraduate perspective. We feel particularly strongly about the proposals on resit arrangements.

1.3.1 fine -  a good move.

1.3.2  We object to this most strongly - it's going in entirely the wrong direction. Students will be confused! It will result in them registering for MORE resits and many will pull out at the last minute and we will have to pick up the mess. The answer is surely to return to only allowing the minimum number of resits
needed for progression as was agreed last year at Ordinances and Regulations committee. Things only got complicated when optional retakes were allowed. More fool those departments who adopted overall marks for M.Eng -This a case of tail wagging dog?

1.3.3 OK but will need some revisions of the data handling system. (to include a separate marker for 1st attempt resits.

1.3.4 Flat rate is simple but does not provide incentive NOT to resit - but OK if our solution to 1.3.2 is adopted

1.3.5 Sensible but lets make it watertight so that changed and updated modules can supersede old ones as a mandatory alternative (so we don't have to put on special modules for resit students when something changes.

1.3.6 We've been doing this for years! It makes sense.



3.3.2 Hooray! Much needed. We have found it impossible to sack hopeless cases and we need a vehicle as some students are taking us for a ride.

3.3.1 HoD "or his/her representative"

3.34 Note Typo 'withdrawn'



4.1 Good move

4.2 We could live with this - would prefer 25%

CHEMISTRY

Chemistry Department Response to Consultation Paper on Proposed General Regulation Changes.

The proposals were circulated to academic staff in the Chemistry Department and subsequently discussed at a Staff Meeting, the Teaching Committee, and at the Staff Student Committee (Item 1 only). 

1. Reassessment Rights and Mark Capping
Academic staff in the Chemistry department find that the reassessment workload is trivial in comparison with (for example) coursework marking. Consequently any reduction of workload for academic staff resulting from these proposals is likely to be minimal and will not have any significant impact on time available for research. We note also that the “resit” papers would have to be set even if there were no resit candidates, in order to accommodate students who had good reason (illness etc) for missing the first set of exams – and we would not wish to prevent these students from making a “first attempt” in SAP. 

The central proposal, that resit marks should not count towards degree classifications, is strongly opposed by the Chemistry Department and the Staff-Student Committee. It seems an unnecessarily punitive measure which would have a disproportionate impact on weaker students and would lead to some of these students achieving sufficient credits for an honours degree but with average marks of less than 40% - opening a new “trap”. The statistical data referred to in 1.4.1 were not attached to the file received. However, our concern is not that this change would affect large numbers of students but that it would disproportionately impact on weak students already performing as well as they are able. It is arguably quite acceptable that, given the wider university entry, the weakest 12% of Part B students should take resits and that we should defend standards in preference to minimising resit rates. The lower proportion of resits/dropouts referred to in 1.1.6 could equally well be ascribed to either very highly qualified students or very low standards. 

The logic of the proposal assumes that significant numbers of students presently intend to fail modules; there is no deterrent effect for students who imagine (rightly or wrongly) that they are likely to pass. We are not convinced that significant numbers of our students actually plan to rely on resits in order to be eligible to progress. In our opinion capping resit marks at 40% is sufficient incentive for students to aim to pass the first time. 

The notion of permitting condonement before resits absolutely contradicts the first sentence in 1.1.3. For students to demonstrate that have “reached the necessary standard” requires that they re-sit the examination – not that departments should allow them to progress without requiring even an attempt to improve their understanding. We would not wish to see condonement used in this way – where it seems to be condoning ignorance.

In this context we would not favour permitting students to resit in any module (1.3.2). It remains preferable for students (especially in parts A and B) to improve the areas in which they are deficient rather than areas where their performance is already acceptable. This change also seems likely to generate a requirement for much extra counselling of students (for example, to convince them that it is easier to convert a mark of 30% to 40% than to convert 70% into 80%). If the regulations permitted it, students would probably be well advised to take more resits than strictly necessary – both from an educational point of view and because this might maximise their chances of making up their mark deficit. From an educational point of view, there is certainly a case to be made that students should be required to resit ALL failed modules, particularly at parts A and B.

The right to take an alternative module as a second attempt seems not to be overused but, in our experience, has occasionally proved to be very valuable. We are therefore opposed to its removal. For the record, Chemistry plans to introduce new modules which will be offered in alternate years.

The Chemistry Department already applies a requirement that students achieve a minimum of 60 credits in order to be permitted to resit in SAP. The reason for this is that we consider it unlikely that a student who has failed more than 60 credits in two separate examination periods is likely to pass them all together in SAP. Once again, however, the suggestion in 1.3.6 that this will act as a deterrent could only apply for students who fail modules intentionally.

While we are in favour of removing “traps”, proposal 1.3.3 has the potential to add considerably to the complexity of the task facing departmental examination officers and exam boards. On this topic, it would be genuinely helpful if the central computer records were able to keep up with the regulations in the area of credit and progression, the records will need to show marks for both first and second attempts.

Charging a single flat fee for resits (1.3.4) is administratively simpler but it removes a financial deterrent against taking multiple resits which is oddly out of line with the general philosophy of these proposals.

The proposed improvement of students’ performances (1.2.4) is a very excellent aspiration and an outcome devoutly to be wished for. However, it is not clear that this aim can be achieved by changes to the regulations for reassessment.

2. Abolition of Postgraduate Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards.
The Chemistry Department welcomes this proposal and takes the view that it is an important idea which should be implemented as soon as possible. It is important for part-time students and to clear out the backlog of incomplete students who are never going to finish.   

It is not clear why the proposal could not be implemented in 2005-6 or why any “system development” is needed. The mechanism already exists for undergraduates and could be introduced immediately, at an informal level if necessary, to handle resits and part-time students as well as progression. Any software difficulties could be handled manually in the interim.

Currently MSc students are required to resit modules on the next occasion that they are available and do not have the option to defer. Previously we waited until the programme board before advising students about re-sit options, but have already had to abandon that approach because of more rigid enforcement of the "next occasion" rule. Early information is particularly important for international students because they have visa issues, funding etc to worry about. The operational requirement to publish module results as soon as they are available will mean progress boards will be required several times a year.

Short fat modules are no different to long-thin modules in Chemistry in terms of paperwork.

3. Strengthen Potential Sanction for Failure to Attend.
The Chemistry Department currently monitors attendance, particularly at Parts A and B, and instances of poor attendance are followed up by personal tutors, year tutors and (in general terms) by the HoD and/or DoT. This already requires quite a lot of time and we would hope that any new proposals would not lead to an increase in the departmental workload.

The proposals do not define a satisfactory level of attendance and the current regulations do not require attendance at lectures etc. This needs to be clarified, to be consistent across departments, and to be clearly explained to students.

Finally (and cynically), we note that a rapid response to non-attendance could carry a financial penalty for the department - and that, financially speaking, absentee students are the very best kind.

4. Relaxation of the Maximum 80 Weight Year Long Module Restriction

This is not a major issue in the Chemistry Department but it is not clear what exactly is proposed. Would the restriction be “relaxed” or abandoned? How will this address problems of module choice (which seem likely to become more restricted if more modules are combined into longer units)?

COMPUTER SCIENCE

The Department of Computer Science support the proposed changes. They make a lot of sense and will simply things. One practical difficulty we have identified is how to formalise attendance record.

HUMAN SCIENCES

Allowing students to register for resit in ANY module is a worry. Allowing restrictions to be introduced by programme regulations would overcome these concerns and potentially will allow general regs to remain simple with departments taking responsibility for any complexities they choose to introduce.
In HU the prog regs might include a line such as "...may only register for reassessment in modules for which they have not already obtained credit."
INFORMATION SCIENCE

This is to confirm that the Department of Information Science is not unhappy with the proposed Regulation changes.

MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES

We are generally supportive of all the proposed changes to general regulations and wholeheartedly support the principle of simplification. We do have some reservations about the impact of some of the proposals, and these are detailed below.

1.  Reassessment Rights & Mark Capping

Proposal 1.3.1: 

We recognize that this will provide a good incentive to students not to rely on the “resit culture”. However, there have been a small number of students in this department who have recovered from very poor first attempts in, for example, Part B and gone on to achieve quite respectable marks in the final degree assessment. The proposal would make it very difficult for such students who have gained the maturity to overcome earlier academic disappointments.

Proposal 1.3.2: 
We acknowledge the benefits of this proposal in some circumstances. However, in the future we would like to move to requiring a minimum overall mark for our MMath programme and we have concerns about the effects of this proposal. We want students to resit the modules in which they performed poorly in order to obtain the broad base of knowledge required to perform well in later years. The proposed change could lead to the opposite, that is a narrowing of the student’s knowledge and ultimately a degraded performance in Part D. Thus, the proposal might adversely affect programmes that require a minimum overall mark and we would like the regulations to allow us to restrict the choice of resit modules.

Proposal 1.3.3: 

This proposal is linked to 1.3.2 and again we have reservations. A student taking a programme requiring a minimum overall mark might be encouraged to adopt a “scatter gun” approach and resit an unnecessarily large number of modules, including some in which a high mark was obtained at the first attempt. This could well work against a weaker student who would be better advised to concentrate their efforts.

Proposal 1.3.4: 

We support this proposal.
Proposal 1.3.5: 

We support this proposal as long as a waiver of general regulations can be used to deal with the type of situation described above.
Proposal 1.3.6: act as a deterrent to poor performance as the student will lose a year.

We support this proposal.
2.  Abolition of Postgraduate Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards 

We support all of these proposals.

3. Strengthen Potential Sanction for Failure to Attend 
We support all of these proposals.

4.
 Relaxation of Maximum 80 Weight Year Long Module Restriction

Our experience of yearlong modules suggests that the proposal that 30% of the formal assessment must take place in semester one could well have adverse effects. At the moment we provide important core material in Part A through two year-long modules, and initially we assessed each of these important modules through coursework and summative examination each weighted at 50%. The high coursework weighting was chosen because we felt it important to encourage students to work consistently throughout the year. However, we found that a large proportion of students on these modules essentially did no further work once they had recorded sufficient marks from the coursework to (more or less) guarantee an overall pass mark. This had disastrous consequences in Part B when it was found that many students had essentially no knowledge of some important core material. Consequently, in the current academic year, we have moved to weightings of 30% for the coursework (20% in semester 1) and 70% for the examination as an encouragement for students to work through to the end of each module. It remains to be seen whether this strategy is effective, but the proposal here would force us back towards our previous position which we know is not. In conclusion, we would like it to remain the policy that a minimum of 20% of the overall assessment must take place in semester 1.

PHYSICS

I have gathered together the Physics Department Teaching Team and we broadly agree with everything in Section 1, 2 and 4. We have problems with Section 3.

Section 1 - We do however dispute that using only first attempt marks in Programme boards will meet the objective of improving the students' overall performance.  We favour using the current system of using the capped mark or an average mark of the 1st and 2nd attempt.  This will ensure that students work for both attempts.

Section 2 - We have very few taught postgraduate students and therefore cannot comment.

Section 3 - The proposals seem to stem from the assumption that attendance at lectures, tutorials etc is compulsory.  This is not the case.  If Proposal 3 is implemented attendance records will be required for all
contact hours in all modules imposing a huge administrative burden on the departments.  The ethos of the University will also have to change to be more like that of a school and an enormous bureaucracy will grow up dealing with absence notes from students.  We broadly agree with proposal 3.3.1 with the replacement of formal written "warning" with an advisory note.

INSTITUTE OF POLYMER TECHNOLOGY AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING

Some responses from IPTME (Re: proposed regulation changes – detailed below), following discussions at our TLC today:

* Broadly, we are very supportive of ALL the four proposed changes, on the basis that we wish to enhance quality and increase student motivation, whilst reducing administrative loads on our staff and increasing resource-efficiency.

* Item 1 (Reassessment Rights and Mark Capping)
- supportive of the suggestions and proposals made in 1.3
- 1.3.4  -  we propose a re-assessment fee of £100 (PER MODULE)
- 1.4.2  -  we acknowledge the point made but do not feel this would be a significant factor in IPTME
(on the contrary, condonement should ensure that SAP assessments should not increase)

* Item 2 (Abolition of PG Module Boards)
- supportive of the suggestions and proposals made in 2.3
- we believe that it is entirely sensible to bring UG and PG assessment mechanisms in-line
- therefore we agree with the introduction of a PGT "Progress Board" in June (existing CIS software should be sufficient to allow this to take place – a "student-based marks matrix")

* Item 3 (Student Absence - Strengthen Potential Sanction)
-  supportive of the suggestions and proposals made in 3.3 and the order / hierarchy / timescale of proposed actions (3.3.1 to 3.3.5)
-  3.3.1 (first clause) gives some scope for inconsistency (across departments) in terms of what (exactly) is sufficient to give "cause for concern" ??  This might be defined across the board, or might vary between departments. We believe that something along the lines of "student missing / absent on 5-6 attendance registers" is sufficient to generate 'cause for concern'. (This is easy to detect in lab classes and tutorials, but less easy if the student misses lectures attended by large numbers. We would be confident that we could detect the extent of absence (to any agreed criterion) reasonably well, as a result of the (1) relatively small numbers in many of our classes and (2) increased take-up of "Co-Tutor" by our Staff.

* Item 4 (Year-Long Modules)
- supportive of the suggestions and proposals made in section 4
- this issue is unlikely to have an immediate impact on IPTME's taught programmes in the short-term, but nevertheless, the proposals appear to be sound and robust
BUSINESS SCHOOL

Proposed Changes in General Regulations

Comments from the Business School

This paper is a response from the Business School to an email from Robert Bowyer dated Tuesday 8 February, inviting comments on some significant changes to general regulations.  The following comments refer to the paper sent with that email and signed by Chris Spendlove and Jennifer Nutkins dated 7 February 2005.  This paper has been considered both by the Business School Undergraduate Programmes Committee and the Business School Postgraduate Taught Programmes team.  In commenting on the paper we will use the same numbering system as in the original paper.

1.
 Reassessment Rights and Mark Capping
All sections in the Business School are generally positive towards the proposals under section 1.3.  However, at the undergraduate level we are convinced this will lead to there being more re-sits.

We are aware of the new facilities for Condonement at the undergraduate level and our current judgement is that we shall use this very sparingly and carefully at Parts A and B, since it is essential that our students are competent in all core modules before proceeding to the next Part.

Each year we have quite a few cases of students with only 90 credits after their first attempt in June, and we think the rational choice for such students in the future would be to re-sit 20 credits or even 30 credits worth of modules in the SAP to maximise their chances of getting at least 10 credits worth up to a mark over 40.  At present, such students could only re-sit one 10 credit module.

In particular, we would respond to each of the proposals as follows:-


1.3.1
Fine.


1.3.2
Fine – but this is bound to increase the number of re-sits.


1.3.3
Fine – but this is likely to further increase the number of re-sits.

1.3.4.
A flat rate reassessment fee is fine – but we think £100 is too low and it should be substantially higher to reflect the work involved.


1.3.5
Fine.


1.3.6
Fine.


In relation to the potential problems listed, we do not believe that 1.4.1 is an issue for the Business School but we think that 1.4.2 is a genuine concern and that there will undoubtedly be an increase in the overall number of reassessments, possibly with a small increase in the number of different modules for which a re-sit paper has to be set.

2.
 Abolition of Postgraduate Module Boards
Our Postgraduate Taught Programmes team believe the abolition of semester 1 module boards will be useful, but that a progress board after the semester 2 examination period will be essential to fix marks and identify re-sit cases ready for the Special Assessment Period.

3.
 Sanctions for Failure to Attend
Whilst we are sympathetic to the objectives and would like a procedure for warning students and removing those who have effectively withdrawn themselves, there is a serious problem in basing the proposed regulation on attendance.

When teaching large groups of over 200 students, it is impossible to monitor attendance.  Indeed we find it very difficult to keep track of attendance of both our undergraduate and postgraduate students.  We usually only become aware of problems when some form of interaction is required, such as submitting coursework, meeting with personal advisers or attending some form of examination.

We would like to suggest that this proposed regulation is recast more in terms of participation rather than attendance, and that such participation might include attendance, where it can be monitored and proved, but would also include such things as submitting required coursework, meeting with personal advisers or lecturers or other tutors, and sitting various forms of tests and examinations.

4. Year Long Module Restrictions
The Business School makes relatively little use of year long modules and has no plans to increase the number at the moment.  However, the suggested increase of minimum formal assessment in semester 1 to 30% is unhelpful on our existing year long modules.

Almost all our assessment regimes are based on multiples of 25%, and therefore we would like to suggest that the minimum percentage in semester 1 should be 25% rather than 30%.

DESIGN AND TECHNOLOGY

No feedback was received from this department.

ECONOMICS

Staff were asked to review a document that had been circulated by the central administration of the University, for discussion and voting.  Staff discussed the following issues and voted as indicated below:

(a)
Reassessment Rights and Marks Capping

Staff agreed that they prefer the status quo with respect to resit marks appearing on transcripts because they feel that it would look nonsensical to award a degree to someone with a set of failed marks.  They feel that the resit marks give some indication as to why the student was eventually awarded the degree.

(b)
Abolition of Postgraduate Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards
Staff felt that the system should remain as it is because it was difficult to see how progress meetings involved less work than formal module boards.  Only holding one progress meeting per year (in June) was felt to be too late to identify students with any problems and give guidance.  Therefore they felt that it was important to retain a February meeting.

(c)
Strengthen Potential Sanction for Failure to Attend
Staff felt that this might be unworkable because a system of registration would be needed throughout the term to identify which students were not attending, before the procedure of warnings could take place.  This was seen as potentially creating a large amount of work and then not necessarily guarding against students who only come onto campus to register and then leave again.

(d)
Relaxation of Maximum 80 Weight Year-Long Module Restriction

The issue of relaxing the restriction on 20 wgt modules to a total of 80 wgt was to be considered at the departmental L&TC, but it was generally agreed that the different assessment pattern being imposed on this might make it less desirable.  The suggestion of raising the coursework weighting from 20% to 30% was not welcomed by staff.   It was proposed that 30% should be no more than 20%.

ENGLISH & DRAMA

No feedback was received from this department.

POLITICS, INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND EUROPEAN STUDIES

The changes have been discussed at Departmental Staff Meeting and at a meeting of the Learning, Teaching and Assessment (LTA)Committee. The proposals were also circulated to staff individually for comment.

There were no objections or qualifications raised to proposals 2 and 3. On proposal 1, the minutes of LTA which met on March 9th summarise the Department's position:

The proposal on reassessment rights and mark capping was discussed. LTA accepted the main proposal that resit marks should not count toward degree classifications. This was seen as a major advantage at Parts B and C where students would be actively deterred from failing a module. It questioned, however, the application of the proposal to Part A. PIRES does not operate a minimum overall mark requirement for progression, hence there would be no need to 'use the best of the 1st and 2nd attempt marks' (proposal point
1.3.3) provision. The first mark would always stand (proposal point 1.3.1) even when an improvement had occurred and credit had been achieved. Because Part A is progress only, the only deterrent of the new proposal is that students seemingly cannot improve their mark transcript. LTA would seek clarification on this, however. If the second mark was recorded on the transcript (either as part of the calculation of the mark average or simply to record that an improvement had occurred even when the original failed
mark stands) then this was viewed as discriminating against students who had progressed at the first attempt. LTA was also unclear of the merits of allowing students at Part A who failed to progress to retake any module.
This could be confusing to students and might be a particular problem if, per the previous point, students were able to improve their transcript as it would actually create a demand for resits. A regulation which allows
students to resit only the minimum number of modules necessary for progression was viewed as preferable.

On proposal 4. LTA minute again summarise the Department's position:

PIRES currently teaches very few year-long modules (projects and dissertations being the exceptions). It was also noted that with the exception of Economics, Departments in the SSH Faculty tended toward semester-long ('short-fat') modules. LTA recommends that the current emphasis on semester-long modules be retained. Year-long modules would complicate teaching arrangements involving partner Departments within SSH,
would be inappropriate in view of arrangements for SOCRATES exchanges and, to be done sensibly, would require coordination at Faculty level as well as a rethink of the structure of the academic year (the current two-semester, three-term structure as well as the restriction of teaching during the Semester 1 exam period does not encourage the delivery of year-long modules). There was also agreement that having spent a considerable time designing new modules and programmes premised on semester-long modules, it would be inappropriate for the Department to redesign module delivery at this stage.

The above constitutes, the formal response. We did struggle somewhat with making sense of proposal 1. as worded and our response may reflect some misinterpretation. If so, I am happy for you to clarify any misconceptions we may have concerning the meaning and purpose of the proposed change.


GEOGRAPHY

I took this to my Department Committee today.  Here are some distilled thoughts:

1. Assessment Rights & Mark Capping.
The Department is unanimous in supporting this proposal.  Indeed, some were enthusiastic about the general principles and specific procedures proposed.

2.  Abolition of PGT Module Boards etc
Unanimous endorsement.

3.  Sanction for Failure to Attend.
Unanimous endorsement.

4.  Relaxation of maximum 80 credit year-long module restriction.
We are concerned that specifying a significant fraction of assessment takes place in Semester 1, negates one of the benefits of long-thin modules i.e. greater continuity of subject matter, reduced compartmentalization, in-depth study uncluttered by mid-year exam burdens etc.  We would prefer a conditional statement e.g. "Where a programme Part contains more than 80 credits gained in year-long modules, 30% of the assessment of these modules should take place in Semester 1.  This means that there would need be no change to current 
practice in those programmes Parts that contain year-long modules but where these modules do not dominate the Part.


SCHOOL OF SPORT AND EXERCISE SCIENCES

We are broad agreement with the changes outlined in the document and we are supportive the proposal to introduce progress boards for PGT from 2006/07.


Please see the following further brief comments and observations from the Director of Undergraduate Studies.

1.  In the School of Sport and Exercise Sciences there is no real evidence of a 'reassessment culture' as such.  However, we are concerned about the administrative and academic pressures exerted by reassessments.  The School has quite a large number of students who resit during SAP because,
basically, we have alot of students. The School does have a system of mid-year reviewing of
students' individual performances followed by individual meetings with those at risk of failing.  This is time consuming, but it assists in keeping down the number of reassessments.

Please note that because of, in the main, approved sporting absences we do have many more first sit candidates in the SAP, as compared perhaps with other departments.

2.  In the consultation paper a number of references are made to 'condonement'.   We would appreciate futher guidance as to when (ie. in what specific circumstances) this might be used.  Illustrative examples would
perhaps be useful.

3.  Proposal 1.3.2 appears to be rather unclear.  Please could you clarify what is meant by 'in any module'?

4.  Proposal 1.3.1.  This is a tough proposal, but is in the spirit of a greater deterrence for reassessments.

5.  Proposal 1.3.3  On first reading it seemed to contradict proposal 1.3.1. We think we understand it now.

6.  Failure to attend.  We are in favour of toughening up on failure to attend, but this comes back to the basic contradiction that attendance at our lectures/seminars is not compulsory but to be in attendance at the
University is.  The key question with toughening up proposals on attendance is the question of attendance at what?  At the moment staff are expected to keep registers for such sessions as seminars /labs but little is done with these as no sanctions for poor attendance currently exist, not least because the sessions are not compulsory anyway.

7.  Topic 4 - Relaxation of the Maximum 80 credit year long module restriction.

It seems to be fine if the minimum 30% assessment in semester 1 does also come in for Semester 1.

SCHOOL OF ART AND DESIGN

LUSAD has considered the proposals on Re-assessment, Capping of Marks, PG Module Boards and non-attendance.

All the proposals in the paper have LUSAD's full support

SOCIAL SCIENCES

The Consultation Paper was discussed last week at the Department’s Teaching Development Sub-Committee.  Our responses to each proposal are detailed below.
1.
Reassessment Rights and Mark Capping:  Agree the proposals in Section 1.3

2.
Abolition of P/g Module Boards and Introduction of Progress Boards:  Agree the proposals in Section 2.3

3.
Strengthen Potential Sanction for Failure to Attend:  Agree the proposals in Section 3.3

4.
Relaxation of Maximum 80 Weight Year Long Module Restriction:

Agreed:  Departments should be allowed 120 weight year long modules in their programmes.  However, the Department feels that to specify a minimum of 30% of formal assessment in Semester One for all year long modules would be unnecessarily restrictive and would require this Department to make major adjustments to the assessment pattern of the majority of its modules simply to meet an artificially imposed figure.  To specify one figure for all modules takes no account of the most appropriate teaching and assessment methods for each individual module.

This Department assesses most of its modules by 60% written examination and 40% coursework.  Currently for year long modules, the formal written examination takes place at the end of Semester Two and coursework is split equally across the Semesters, giving 20% formal assessment in Semester One and a balanced coursework workload for students.  Given the problems of potential plagiarism, the Department would not wish to increase the proportion of a module's assessement derived from coursework.  Neither would it wish to introduce a Semester One examination for year long modules in addition to the Semester Two examination.  

The Department would therefore find it very difficult to implement an increase to 30% of formal assessment in Semester One and would prefer a more flexible provision which required at least a proportion of the formal assessment to take place in Semester One, the details of which for each module should be approved by the AD(T) as part of the Annual Review of Module Specifications.
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