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A scalable way forward for module and programme evaluation

Executive Summary

The current system is based on Optical Mark Reader (OMR) technology, which gives a high response rate, has the following limitations:
· The OMR system is old

· All forms must be centrally printed and scanned in batches in the Teaching Centre
· The need for School-specific questions adds further administrative overhead

· Student free text responses cannot be scanned and must be treated separately

A trial of an on-line system resolved the above limitations, but at the expense of low response rate – the on-line system did not give a high enough response rate to ensure robust evaluation.
A better way forward would be to use the ‘Remark’ software, already employed on a large scale for formal University examinations and assessments. This retains paper as the medium for student feedback, thereby ensuring good response rates, but uses Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software, which removes many of the limitations of OMR. Advantages include:
· Forms can either be used ‘as is’ by Schools, or be locally customised (in line with central policy) simply using Microsoft Word, and can be printed locally on an MFD or good quality laser printer or by the central print unit
· Additional work arising from School-specific optional questions and customisations, for School-specific reasons, would be placed within the School

· Both student ‘multiple choice’ responses and free text responses would be captured by the system

· The central print unit would be able to scan all responses, employing standard reprographic-quality scanner – thereby reducing administrative overhead in the Teaching Centre

· Responses would be uploaded and distributed via LUSI as now, so there would be no change in the way confidentiality issues are dealt with
Responsibilities under the scheme would be as follows:
· Teaching Centre – production of standard/exemplar evaluation forms, and advice and policy guidance to Schools on constructing valid customised forms
· Schools – commissioning OMR forms including all local variations felt necessary

· Central Print Unit – scanning completed forms (a fee may be payable under print unit terms)

· IT Services – technical oversight, problem escalation and LUSI upload
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Appendix 1

Optimal paper-based evaluation system meeting – 7th April 2011
(Notes Tim Baseley, ITS)
Present: Phil Richards, Rich Goodman, Tim Baseley, Jan Tennant, Jo Wilkins, Alison Freer, Anne Mumford

Feedback forms are issued for:

· Taught modules
· Projects/Placement/Dissertation modules – but placements being dropped.

Modules are assessed using the forms every 3 years or sooner if major changes occur to the module, such as lecturer or curriculum changes. There is a university policy specifying feedback frequency/details.

Taught modules account for approximately 95% of feedback process.

The feedback forms assess both teaching quality and student opinions on resources provided by central services such as the Library and IT Services.
All existing forms are pre-printed OMR forms with coordination markings. Batch Header forms are used to identify module codes (old style). The feedback forms have free-text fields to identify the module title and lecturers. They also have a set of pre-printed mandatory questions.
Departments overprint optional questions onto the form. The optional questions are chosen from a question bank.
Completed forms are sent to the Teaching Centre for scanning.

Quantitative (OMR) data is gathered along with two free-text question responses. The  free-text data is currently not scanned or conveyed to departments. It is left up to departments to assimilate and utilise this data. 

All data is uploaded to LUSI using bespoke scripts.  Departments report on the data directly from LUSI. There is no analytical processing of the data by the scanning service.
Data is treated as confidential and is accessible only by certain individuals in each department.

With the use of ‘Remark’ software it should be possible to remove the need for pre-printed stationery. It will also allow departments to print their own forms (on their own good quality printer or via Print Unit) and add optional questions from the question bank. 

A possible solution would be to give each optional question a unique ID number , which should be printed on the form. Using OCR this could identify which question has been added. The resulting data set would then include the question number as one field  and the response in another.
When uploaded to LUSI, the scripts could translate the data so it appears as simply question number columns with their associated response rows. 
Any free-text responses could be captured and saved as JPEG files. Some consideration would have to be given to the naming of these files and how they would be conveyed to the departments in an efficient and meaningful way.

Using this process cost savings should be made by not having pre-printed stationery and by eliminating the need for the existing equipment used by the Teaching Centre to process forms.

The improved feedback process should be more efficient, more flexible and greatly simplified.

Appendix 2 – History and current position (Jo Wilkins, Teaching Centre)
1. Chronological History

Phase One
· Seeking module feedback via standardised forms using an OMR was introduced at Loughborough approximately 17 years ago. The need to secure such feedback in this way was spearheaded by the then Director of the Quality Assessment Unit, Cyril Simmons. Thus an OMR (a DRS CD400) was purchased around 1993 and it was agreed that this should be located in Computing Services.


· Computing Services assumed responsibility for the processing of three types of student feedback forms for each of the University departments. The three sets of forms were: 
- Module Feedback Forms
- Degree Programme Survey Forms
- Feedback for Projects, Placements, Dissertations, etc Forms.


· As well as standardised questions on the various proformas, departments had the facility to add some additional “local” questions.


· Students completed the paper-based forms at the end of agreed lectures during the course of the academic year. The returns were collected by tutors and given to departmental administrators who in turn sent these forms to Computing Services for processing. 


· Technicians within Computing Services undertook the processing of the forms as well as holding responsibility for converting the raw data into reports and data files. This information was then e-mailed directly to individual departments.

Phase Two

· With the retirement of Cyril Simmons in 1998, Derek Blease was made Director of the newly named Quality Enhancement Unit (QEU), an independent unit  located within Academic Registry. 


· During 2002, Derek worked closely with Lynne Render and Ropinder Kaur to update the PC and software (The SOSKitW suite of software used at that time was an old version and no longer supported by the provider).  Alongside this, it was deemed desirable that data from the OMR forms should be stored in one central location, data should be validated against data held in the corporate database, and that end reports and data files should be easily accessible to the users.  These upgrades were essential to enable data to be recorded and reported on in a more stable and up-to-date environment.   


· Responsibility for the processing of student feedback forms was transferred from Computing Services to the Quality Enhancement Unit.


· By 2003-04 results were directly accessible by departments via LUSI.  Completed forms were delivered to the Quality Enhancement Unit for processing. Once data had been uploaded to LUSI, reports were directly accessible by the designated departmental contact on LUSI. The Quality Enhancement Unit had access to data relating to service departments only.


Phase Three
· Upon the retirement of Derek Blease in 2004, many of the responsibilities of the Director of Quality Enhancement were assumed by Jan Tennant (who led the Academic Practice and Enhancement Team within Professional Development).   An administrator who had worked with both Cyril Simmons and Derek Blease namely, Jo Wilkins, moved into Jan’s team.  


· The Director of Professional Development, Andy Wilson, agreed that responsibility for the processing of student feedback forms using OMR would be assumed by Professional Development.  This work was undertaken by colleagues in the main office.

Phase Four
· Following the demise of Professional Development, and a re-structuring which amongst other things resulted in the creation of a Teaching Centre (led by Jan Tennant), responsibility for the processing of forms was given to the Teaching Centre. 
· Whilst supporting departments/schools in responding to issues arising from feedback forms is rightly a Teaching Centre responsibility, the responsibility for the processing of the forms themselves has been a subject of discussion with the PVC (T).  Alongside this, the use of the OMR for such an activity is questionable and it is proposed that use of a scanner might be a helpful way forward. 
(NB: The use of electronic forms were piloted by the Teaching Centre with some departments, but due to low response rates, the University has decided not to go down this route for now).

· Discussions have been opened-up regarding Design and Print adopting responsibility for the processing of student feedback though no firm decisions have been made. More recent discussions have involved IT Services.

2. University Student Feedback Collection Process 


[image: image1]
3. Summary Outline of Current Procedures

In brief, the procedure is as follows:

· Schools/Departments advise Teaching Centre of annual stationery requirements for forms


· Teaching Centre liaise with Design and Print Services to arrange printing (if required) and dissemination of forms


· Once completed by students, forms delivered by Schools/Departments to Teaching Centre for processing


· Once forms have been processed, Teaching Centre upload data onto LUSI, e-mail contact in School/Department to confirm data is available and forms are ready for collection 

To note:
· Module feedback forms and Projects, Placements and Dissertations (PPD) forms are processed for Semesters One and Two each academic year.  It was agreed at Programme Quality Team in July 2008 not to continue to process Programme feedback, due to the duplication with the National Student Survey. 
  
· For the academic year 2009-10 a total of 1,187 batches of forms were processed by the Teaching Centre.  


· The OMR is approximately 17 years old – there are risks here if the OMR breaks down and cannot be repaired. The machine is noisy and disruptive within the Office.


· With the imminent restructuring changes, data currently reflected on the existing Batch Header sheet will need to be amended at some future point.
 

· The academic year dates have to be changed manually for each batch run, as dates have now exceeded dates included when the programme was originally written (Martin Ashby and Sue Reid looked at costings for changing the programme with DRS approximately 4 years ago, but it was decided not to proceed due to costs involved).

· A scanner would considerably reduce noise levels and would give greater flexibility with the modifying of Batch Header sheets, questions on forms, etc.

4. Costs
Costs incurred by the Teaching Centre during academic year 2009-2010 relating to OMR processing are:

	Annual Service Charge for OMR
	£1,800.00

	Media Services Printing/distribution costs for OMR stationery
	£2,500.00

	240 hours @ £9.97 p.h.
	£2,392.80

	TOTAL  TC COSTS
	£6,692.80


Jo Wilkins

Teaching Centre Administrator
31 March 2011

Appendix 3 – Example Future OMR Student Feedback Form (Tim Baseley, ITS)
	Module Title
	

	Your Name
	

	
	

	Module Code

(e.g. PSC026)
	

	Now fill in the circles corresponding to the module code
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	What did you like about this module?
	

	How could the module be improved?
	


Mandatory Questions 
	
	Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree


	Office use only (optional Q number)

	1)
	The module has developed my understanding of the subject
	










	

	2)
	The assessment requirements for the module were made clear in advance
	










	

	3)
	I found feedback useful (feedback may have been given via Learn, e-mail, written comments, lectures, tutorials, classes)
	










	

	4)
	The module was well organised
	










	

	5)
	Feedback has been prompt


	










	7

	6)
	Labs/tutorials supported the lecture material
	










	10

	7)
	The module structure was explained and evident throughout the module


	










	13

	8)
	There was an opportunity to participate in classes eg ask questions, give responses, solve problems, discuss ideas.
	










	29

	9)
	
	










	

	10)
	The library resources and services were good enough for this module
	










	

	11)
	I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to
	










	

	12)
	The teaching rooms for this module were fit for purpose
	










	


The Lecturer……

	13)
	communicated clearly
	










	

	14)
	was enthusiastic about the subject
	










	

	15)
	could be contacted for advice and support if needed
	










	

	16)
	arrived and finished on time
	










	1

	17)
	made the subject interesting
	










	5

	18)
	used helpful teaching aids where appropriate
	










	8


Uni Depts/Schools advise TC of annual OMR stationery Requirements





TC orders OMR stationery through Design & Print (DPS)





TC advises DPS qty of forms to deliver to each Dept/School





Depts/Schools add their own questions to forms using photo-copier and complete a Batch Header sheet for each  set of forms 





DPS distributes forms to Depts/ Schools





Depts/Schools send out form batches to relevant lecturers for distribution to students





Lecturers return completed forms to designated Dept/School administrator/sec





Administrator checks forms are suitable for processing





Dept co-ordinator delivers batches of forms to TC for processing by OMR





TC processes forms using OMR and data uploaded to LUSI so that designated Dept/School contact can assess results





Dept/School collects forms from TC





TC advises Dept/School completed forms are available for collection


collection





Dept/School obtains results from LUSI which are sent with completed forms to Lecturers and copied to Programme Coordinator/L&T officer for any actions (this varies within Depts/Schools)





TC identifies any mean scores <3 relating to Central Services and advises Directors of Units for their feedback





TC Administrator prepares report on findings for L&T Committee
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