Report on practice/value surveys of student views of assessment & feedback.
The questions were posed to students during lectures in the period 6th-9th Jan 2009. Students responded to the questions using zappers, on a scale 1-5. For practice related questions (e.g. ‘Do assessments clearly test the learning outcomes in the module?’), 1 = rarely and 5 = always. For value related questions (e.g. ‘How important is it that assessments clearly test the learning outcomes in the module?’), 1 = low importance and 5 = high importance. Note that 72 1st years, 56 2nd years and 45 3rd years were surveyed.
Questions were taken from a similar survey provided by JMD which had previously been used by Joy Moloney (LTC in SES/SOES/Geog).

	1)  Assessments clearly test the learning outcomes in the modules

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	3.7
3.3

3.2
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.3

4.1

3.9


Comments: I followed this up by asking them if they were familiar with the learning outcomes for the modules they study (1 = rarely, 5 = always) and the responses were:
Year 1: 2.9  Year 2: 2.4   Year 3: 2.4.  This seems to show a lack of familiarity with learning outcomes, which probably compromises their ability to answer the original questions!  
	2)  All learning outcomes in a typical module are assessed

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	3.3

2.9

2.7
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.1 

3.6

3.3


Comments: Nothing too surprising here – it would be unreasonable to expect that every single learning outcome in a module would be explicitly assessed by examination. Other forms of assessment might be deployed which would allow a higher proportion of the learning outcomes to be assessed during a module.
	3)  Module requirements to achieve a 1st, 2:1, 2:2, 3rd and a pass are clear

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	2.3

3.1

3.4
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.5

4.6

4.2


Comments: There appears to be a significant mismatch between practice and perceived value here. It’s not entirely unsurprising to see that students in the later years are more aware of the requirements, having gone through a number assessment periods where their results will have matched a degree classification.  I would suggest that the first years could do with a bit more information on this – perhaps we can talk to them during induction and give them some pointers?

	4)  In a typical module, learning outcomes are assessed more than once and in different ways

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	3.0

2.6

2.2
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	3.6

3.5

3.9


Comments: There seems to be a year-on-year decline in the ‘practice’ scores, which may be due to the students feeling that there is an over reliance on exams. Note that the first years are exposed to in-class tests which appear to be viewed as being a different way of assessing them than a tradition exam.
	5) Assessments are sensibly timetabled

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	3.4
2.3
2.3
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.5
4.5
4.6


Comments: Year 1 aren’t really qualified to answer this right now, but the Y2 and 3 scores are slightly alarming. Brief discussion with some of the students indicates that their scores here are skewed by one or two bad experiences where they’ve had exams too close together for their liking.  It may seem to them that it is unfair for a friend to have exams which are well spaced out while theirs are closer together. This is probably a case where we need to manage expectations and inject a dose of realism!
	6)  The feedback I receive helps me to improve

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	4.0
3.2
2.5
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.5
4.5
4.5


Comments: Once again, there is a very notable decline as we advance through the years, which is particularly significant in view of the high ‘value’ scores given across the UG cohort.  The high first year score is at least in part due to the new personalised feedback reports I’ve developed which are created by mail merge and are e-mailed to students within 1-3 days of an in-class test (answers are collected using the zappers). The second years received some of these reports last year when we trialled the system, and also commented on their value.  The decline in scores is partly due to the feeling that generalised exam feedback doesn’t help an individual to improve.  Again, they shouldn’t expect personalised feedback from exams, but they are being idealistic rather than realistic!
	7)  Feedback is given within the 2 week period.

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	4.1
2.0
1.6
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	4.6
4.5
4.0


Comments: The scores for Years 2 and 3 are particularly alarming.  The Year 1 scores may be skewed by the fact that they have received a number of the in-class test feedback reports very soon after the test during sermester 1.  The Year 2 and 3 scores take account of all types of feedback they should receive, including practicals and exams.  
	8)  The marks I receive are typically what I expect them to be.

	Practice:
	Year 1:  

Year 2: 

Year 3:
	3.1
3.0
3.1
	Value:
	Year 1:

Year 2:

Year 3:
	3.5
3.9
4.0


Comments: Nothing particularly notable here, although the scores for ‘Practice’ are quite low.  If we want our students to be effective independent learners, then they need to be able to ‘self-assess’ effectively, which will allow them to identify gaps in their knowledge and understanding, which they can then plug themselves (or at least they can seek appropriate help). If the marks they receive are not what they expect them to be then, then either they lack that ability to self-assess accurately, or the assessment is awry (the former seems more likely!).


David Read Jan 2009

