
EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES:  23.10.02

02.183
Automatic Progression from Semester 1 to Semester 2:  Performance Review
The Teaching and Learning Committee at its November 2001 meeting had agreed that the criteria used for identifying which poor performing students met with staff should be reviewed in the light of Faculty experiences in 2001/02.

The Committee received Paper TLC/02/75 giving Faculty views of the effectiveness of arrangements.  It was noted that, while different approaches had been adopted by Faculties, the arrangements appeared to have worked reasonably well.

AGREED:
that Faculties take into account the approaches of other Faculties as they refine their arrangements.
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AUTOMATIC PROGRESSION FROM SEMESTER 1 TO SEMESTER 2:  PERFORMANCE REVIEW

1
BACKGROUND

Following the decision to allow automatic progression from semester 1 to semester 2, the Teaching and Learning Committee had agreed that from 2001/02 course committees should meet not later than the second week of semester 2 to review student performance; and to determine which students should be required to meet with a member of academic staff to review their progress. 

Faculties were asked to report the criteria which they would apply to determine which poor performing students would meet with staff for advice and guidance. The Committee at its meeting on 21 November 2001, received paper TLC/01/103, detailing Faculty  responses.

The Committee noted variation across Faculties in the proposed criteria ranging from any failure, to failure in a pre-requisite, to three failures. There was also variation in the member of staff with whom the student would meet: Course Director, Adviser or Tutor.

The Committee noted that the University’s General Regulations for Students and Code of Practice for Advisers of Studies expected that all students meet with advisers normally at least once during each semester. The provision of advice to first year students was considered to be particularly important.

The Committee also noted that the University had not defined pre-requisites and the term could be interpreted as either study of a module or its successful completion.  

The Committee agreed the following:

i)
that the criteria for identifying which poor performing students meet with staff be reviewed by the Committee in the next academic year in the light of Faculty experiences in 2001/02;

ii)
that in defining a module as a prerequisite for Semester 2, course committees interpret this term as ‘study’ of the module.

Faculties were asked to forward a report on their experiences in 2001/02, to the Academic Office by the end September 2002 for consideration by the Committee at its October meeting.

2
COMMENTS

The attached responses were received from the Faculties of Business and Management, Engineering and Built Environment, Informatics, Life and Health Sciences and Social Sciences.

3
REVIEW

The arrangements appear to have worked reasonably well.  The Faculty of Engineering and Built Environment has revised their arrangements.  The following issues have been raised:

i)
A number of students do not attend or are reluctant to attend.  Time consuming to contact students.  It has been suggested that information should be given to students to inform them of the necessity to meet with their Course Director/Adviser/Tutor.

ii)
Some students prefer to meet with their Course Director rather than the Studies Adviser.

iii)
Advice given to students at the meeting deemed to be of limited effect as the majority of students were aware that they had an opportunity to resit and potential to carry a maximum of 20 credit points into the subsequent year, although it has also been reported that opportunities have been created for poorly performing students.

iv)
Students receiving results on web; absence of appeals against decisions at end of Semester 1 has saved time.

v)
Some staff have considerable reservations about proceeding students carrying significant numbers of failed modules and some staff were concerned about the lack of incentive for those students who have failed a number of modules to do well in the second semester.

vi)
Does not appear to affect the retention rate.

FACULTY OF ARTS

All Faculty staff were informed of the criteria for meeting with poor performing students and Course Directors were asked to ensure that students falling into the following categories were interviewed.

The categories used were as follows:

1. Any student failing a module of a component of a module

2. Students (taking semesters in reverse order) who are beginning a year in semester 2.

3. Students who were prevented by illness or other sufficient cause from taking or completing the whole or part of the assessment or whose results were substantially affected by illness or other sufficient cause.

4. Students returning to the University after a period without attendance in which they successfully repeated part/or all of the previous academic year.

5. Students returning to the University after a period of leave of absence.

These categories enabled the Faculty to pick up cases of students who were showing a problem on their marks profile, whether because they failed the entire module or either the coursework or examination component. This meant that such students received advice about areas of weakness and means of improving performance. It also meant that some personal problems affecting performance adversely were brought to light and the students directed, as appropriate to the relevant counselling.

The categories relating to student illness or other absence from the university were deemed important in facilitating the re-integration process and smooth transition to the next stage of study.

We believe that in most cases the best person to see the student is, in many cases,  the studies adviser but, it is important that the Course Director or, in large multi-disciplinary programmes, the Head of Subject, should be charged with ensuring that the interviews do indeed take place. We remain conscious of the pressure on staff at the beginning of Semester 2 and the danger of slippage. It would, however, be impossible for the Course Director, particularly on large courses to interview all such students. In any case where failing students are concerned the best advice is likely to come from within the subject concerned, in which the Studies adviser may or may not teach. 

Elisabeth Lillie

Teaching and Learning Co-ordinator

Faculty of Arts

Faculty of Business and Management

Report on Automatic Progression from

Semester 1 to Semester 2: Performance Review

A Faculty Working Group has reviewed the implications and procedures for students to automatically proceed from Semester 1 to Semester 2.

It is considered that the threshold for defining poor performing students is maintained for 

1) Full-time students - who have failed 2 or more modules.

2) Part-time students - who have failed 50% of the modules being studied in Semester 1.

The arrangements for contacting students proved to be satisfactory, viz:

1) Full-time students - list of names posted on the notice-boards with request to meet with the Course Director.

2) Part-time students - letter sent via post with request to meet with the Course Director.

However, while the General Regulations had been amended to make attendance at such meetings compulsory, it was noted that a number of students did not attend.  It was noted that members of the Working Group felt that it was the responsibility of students to consult the web to obtain their marks and to arrange to meet their Course Director accordingly.  Information should be given to students to inform them of the necessity to meet with their Course Director.

The advice given to students at the meeting was deemed to be of limited effect as the majority of students were aware that they had an opportunity to resit and potential to carry a maximum of 20 credit points into the subsequent year.

The Faculty has considered the term 'pre-requisite module' as set out in Course Regulations and agreed that it should be interpreted to mean study of the module rather than successful completion.

The matter of automatic progression will continue to be reviewed during 2002/03 and satisfactory completion rates will be monitored in tandem with student retention.

RH/MC/gw

05/03/08
FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT

REPORT ON AUTOMATIC PROGRESSION

The Faculty found that large numbers of interviews, involving Heads of Schools, was not an efficient and practical way to review performance. After consultation with both teaching schools within the Faculty, arrangements were modified by the Chairman of the Faculty Teaching and Learning Committee in May, 2002. This action was informed by aspects which were seen to work fairly well at school level.

The revised arrangements are detailed below:

Semester 1:

1 fail: students should meet their Studies Adviser for general advice.

2 fails: students should meet with their Course Director.

3 fails: students should be interviewed by the Head of School or their nominee (preferably drawn from School or Faculty Executive roles or the professoriate).

In all cases, interviewers should seek to enhance the prospects of retention and progression, using their professional judgement and experience and referring students to other sources of help as deemed to be appropriate. Particular care should be taken with students who have recently joined the institution (i.e. primarily with 1st year students and also direct entry students at later stages of courses).

After Semester 2 results, performance should be considered again and students should again be referred for interview. The following arrangement is proposed:

1 fail (within semester 2 diet): Students should meet their Studies Adviser for general advice.

2 fails (within semester 2 diet): Students should meet with their Course Director.

3 fails (within semester 2 diet) or an aggregate of 4 fails: Interview at a higher level as indicated for Semester 1 3 failure candidates.

[A failure is counted here as a module failure in one or both elements.]

Review Information

The arrangements are working reasonably well although the experience of both schools indicates some reluctance on the part of students to meet with Studies Advisers. Also, it is noted that the Course Directors maintain a pivotal role and students will tend to meet with Course Directors more readily than with Studies Advisers. In general, Course Directors are enthusiastic about the direct and personal involvement of Heads of Schools in the interviewing process (i.e. 3 or more fails as indicated) but this task may need to be delegated to take account of priorities and pressures at the times in question.

FACULTY OF INFORMATICS.

The Faculty applied its criteria (>=30pts failure) of poor performing students in determining who should meet academic staff for advice and guidance. This activity was time consuming, for courses with large cohorts, as it was difficult to encourage students to attend since their marks were available upon the student web and those who performed poorly were less likely to respond to an invitation to discuss their progress. The member of staff with which a poor performing student was required to meet was dependant upon the size of the cohort involved.

A small number of students, whose performance was poor across all subjects and whose unmoderated marks heralded failure in the course overall, had a de-motivating experience for the second semester, this arises from the release of such marks on the web.

Some students who relied on the unmoderated marks supplied on the web at the start of first semester believed themselves to be required to resit first semester modules in August. However, subsequent to the Examination Board a resit was no longer required. This is an inevitable consequence of semesterisation. 

No difficulty was reported arising from the interpretation of prerequisite as ‘study of a module’, indeed as the undergraduate provision has been recently reviewed, course committees took the opportunity to ensure that no Semester 1 modules should be a prerequisite for any Semester 2 modules.

University of Ulster

Faculty of Life and Health Sciences
Faculty Response to:

Automatic Progression from Semester 1 to Semester 2: Performance Review

The Faculty asked Course Committees to give feedback regarding any advantages or disadvantages which had been identified in the progression of students from Semester 1 to Semester 2. They were asked also to respond particularly in relation to the criteria used to identify which poor performing students met the staff and how effective this was. Comments were also asked for when the module was a prerequisite for Semester 2 and a student had been unsuccessful in this module.

The responses were as follows:

Criteria for poor performance and meeting with staff:

All students carrying a fail of two or more modules were required to see Advisor of Studies, Course Director or Year Tutor. Some courses required students with any failure of a module or part of a module to see a designated member of academic staff. This was particularly the case in professional courses.

Modules failed when prerequisite for Semester 2

No problems identified.

Positive outcomes of the new procedures:

1. Created flexibility and gave opportunities to poorly performing students

2. The procedures were not as laborious as previously

3. Generally a swifter process  and student receiving their results on the web has saved the Course Director time

4.  The absence of appeals against decisions has saved some time

5. It gave more time to process students work

Difficulties identified with the new procedures:

1. Many course committees stated they had no difficulties with the new procedures 

2. Some staff had considerable reservations about proceeding students carrying significant numbers of failed modules

3. Some students did not attend appointments with Course Director or Advisor of Studies as requested and had to be contacted on a number of occasions which was time consuming for the staff involved

4. The delaying of decisions until the summer board caused concern to some staff

5. The new procedures were hampered by the change to the academic calendar. The early start to the second semester meant that staff were preparing to teach before the first semester course committee had been completed.

Issues which require further action

1. It was generally agreed that advantages outweighed disadvantages

2. The lack of incentive for those students who have failed a number of modules to do well in the second semester was of concern to some staff

Joan Mulholland

Co-ordinator of Teaching and Learning
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MEMORANDUM
	
To:
Mr Faulkner, Academic Office


cc Dean, Social Sciences

From:
Head of Faculty Administration, Social Sciences


     

Ref:
     
Date:
11/10/2002



AUTOMATIC PROGRESSION FROM SEMESTER 1

The Faculty of Social Sciences Executive Committee at the meeting on 15 November 2001  noted the requirement to define a ‘pre-requisite’ for any module as study of another module; and to agree criteria by which course committees would identify those students who, due to poor performance in Semester 1, should be asked to meet with academic staff for advice and guidance.

This definition of a pre-requisite was implemented; and criteria were agreed  to identify  students to meet with academic staff.

The criteria were:

(a) students who failed all modules undertaken in semester 1; for part-time students this could be one only;

(b) students in final year who failed one module in the condonable band;

(c) students who because of failure in a particular module might have difficulty in undertaking the work in another module, which built on  or developed from the failed module; and

(d) students whose failure in any module was perceived by the module co-ordinator as being due to non-attendance.

This procedure went smoothly. The  overall effect of this policy did not appear to affect the retention rate either  to improve it or reduce it.  

ISOBEL McCOMB (MISS)

EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES:  21.11.01

01.275
AUTOMATIC PROGRESSION FROM SEMESTER 1 TO SEMESTER 2:  PERFORMANCE REVIEW

Following the decision to allow automatic progression from semester 1 to semester 2, the Committee had agreed that from 2001/02 course committees should meet not later than the second week of semester 2 to review student performance; to determine which students should be required to meet with a member of academic staff to review their progress; and to submit course results sheets and Communication of Progress Decision forms to the Examinations Office within forty-eight hours of the meeting.

Faculties were asked to report the criteria which they would apply to determine which poor performing students would meet with staff for advice and guidance.  The Committee received paper TLC/01/103, detailing Faculty  responses.

The Committee noted variation across Faculties in the proposed criteria ranging from any failure to three failures; there was also variation in the member of staff who the student would meet:   Course Director, Adviser/Tutor.

The Committee noted that the University’s General Regulations for Students and Code of Practice for Advisers of Studies expected that all students meet with advisers normally at least once during each semester. The provision of advice to first year students was considered to be particularly important.

The Committee also noted that the University had not defined pre-requisites and the term could be interpreted as either study of a module or its successful completion.  

AGREED:
i)
that the criteria for identifying which poor performing students meet with staff be reviewed by the Committee in the next academic year in the light of Faculty experiences in 2001/02;


ii)
that in defining prerequisites for Semester 2, course committees interpret this term as study of the module.

EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES:  2.5.01

01.112
Semester 1 Progress Reviews
The Committee noted that under current rules course committees might make the following recommendations to the Faculty Board, in the case of full-time students who failed modules with a total credit value of 50 or 60 credit points, or if prerequisites were involved (except for first year students):

· that the students discontinue studies; or

· that the students do not proceed to semester 2 but retake the modules with or without attendance in the next academic year.

The Committee agreed that, in view of the small number of students not permitted to proceed each year, it would be preferable to allow automatic progression, with poor performing students being required to meet with a member of staff during semester 2.  This would require an additional clause in Regulations.

This arrangement would have the benefit of providing extra time for marking at the end of semester 1, as course committees would no longer need to meet to review performance before the end of the semester.

It was noted that prerequisite study for semester 2 modules could no longer be defined as successful completion of the module, as failure in such a prerequisite should not prevent progress.

In addition, the Committee supported the option of continuing to provide first sits in semester 2.  Consequently arrangements for the consideration of appeals relating to late evidence of extenuating circumstances would have to be retained.

AGREED that it be recommended to Senate that:

i) 
from 2001/02 all students be permitted to proceed automatically from semester 1 to semester 2 and that first sits be permitted in semester 2, and that award Regulations, Principles and templates be revised accordingly;

ii)
that poor performing students be required to meet with an appropriate member of academic staff during semester 2;

iii) 
that the following sentence be added to Regulation 4 of the General Regulations for Students:

Students may be required to attend meetings at other times.

