
EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES: 20.6.07

07.130
REPORT ON TQEF-FUNDED INDUCTION, RETENTION AND PROGRESSION PROJECT 2003 - 2006


Dr C Carter, Project Manager, presented the final report on the TQEF-funded Induction, Retention and Progression Project 2003-2006 (TLC/07/44).

The Committee noted that the HESA measure of non-continuation of first year students rose in the four years to 2003, reaching 14.7% compared to a benchmark of 10.9%.  Internal figures showed a slight decline in the following two years.  Differences in attrition rates between subjects/faculties in part reflected national differences between subjects but a large number of subjects within the University had attrition rates above the national average.

The Committee noted that the progression rate of full-time students at the end of first year was 74.2% in 2005/6 with 82% of second year students progressing to year 3.  Approximately 60% of first year students passed all their modules and a further 20% failed one module each semester.  There was a lower failure rate in modules assessed by coursework compared to those involving an examination.

The report provided information on a range of factors which did not appear to influence retention or progression, as well as those which did.  While highlighting the issues affecting progress, many of these were not under the University’s influence.  It was therefore considered that the most effective course of action would be to seek to enhance the first year experience for all students in order to promote academic and social engagement with the University, which was widely recognised as necessary to promote student success.  The Committee noted the suggestions for future initiatives, which would be incorporated appropriately into the new Teaching and Learning Strategy.

The Committee noted the value of continuing to analyse figures on first year retention at University, Faculty and programme level.  Faculty retention meetings in June would continue to review the statistics and focus on areas of concern and identify successful practice.

AGREED:


i)
that the report be considered at Faculty teaching and learning committees and be forwarded to Senate for its information (Appendix 5);

ii)
that Dr Carter be thanked for her valuable work on the project.
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Executive Summary

1. Retention

1.1 First year retention


The HESA measure of non-continuation of first year students at the University of Ulster rose in the four years to 2003-04 (the most recent year for which there are published statistics), reaching 14.7% that year, compared to a benchmark of 10.9%.  For the first time, this was statistically significantly above the benchmark.  Internal University of Ulster figures show non-continuation at 17.6% in 2003-04 and declining to 17.1% and 17.3% in the two years after that.  Differences between faculties in attrition in part reflect national differences between subjects, however, a large number of subjects have attrition rates above the national average for the attained student entry qualification tariff for that subject.  The main reason given by students for leaving was wrong choice of course.    

Second year retention

Non-continuation of second year students rose from 6.8% in 01-02 to 8.5% in 05-06.  The rate of early leaving was less than among first years, but the failure rate at the end of second year was not much lower than at the end of first year at 3.2% in 2005-06.      

2. Progression

2.1 First year progression


The University average progression from first to second year (including those who got their award in one year) was 74.2% in 2005-06 and the percentage of those asked to repeat the year was 6.5%.  At faculty level, progression to second year varied between 68 and 80% in 2005-06 and repeating the first year between 5 – 9%.  

2.2 Second year progression


The progression rate of second-year full-time degree students in the whole university was 82% in 2005-06 (either proceeding to 3rd year or achieving an award), and 5.7% of students were asked to repeat the year.  Inter-faculty variation was less than for first year, progression varied between 78 and 87%.  

3. Module success


Approximately 60% of first year students passed all their modules in each semester.  A further 20% failed one module each semester.  Over 40% of students who failed all modules in semester one were early leavers by the end of the year.  The average failure rate within a module was 22-28% but modules assessed only by continuous assessment had a lower failure rate (12-15% in 2005-06) than those that included an examination (26-30% for 40-59% CA in 2005-06).

4. First Year Students- characteristics, expectations and early experiences (2003-04 cohort)


The University had predominantly young entrants, more than half of whom were female and 40% of whom were the first in their family to progress in higher education.  45% of them lived at home.  70% were in term-time employment, and, although only 13 % worked more than 20 hours/week at the beginning of the semester, this had risen to18% by week 8-10 of the first semester.  Choice of programme was predominantly related to job/career prospects with subject interest also important.  Students arrived with a poor appreciation of the hours of independent study that are expected, 77% expected to study less than 15 hours/week in addition to class time which is unrealistic for most subjects.  By week 8-10, 91% said that they were studying less than 15 hours/week, 68% of them less than 10 hours/week.  60% of the incoming students expected to be taught everything that they needed to know to do well, showing poor understanding of the demands of studying in higher education.  By weeks 8-10 this had declined but was still 38%.  Incoming students were looking forward to the social aspects of university life and to their programmes.  They were apprehensive about aspects of the programme, not having the appropriate study skills and finance.  By week 8-10 they had found the social life, university facilities and the programme better than expected but aspects of the programmes, study skills and achieving a balance between study and other activities more difficult than expected.     

5. Factors influencing retention and progression in first year students


Some possible factors did not appear to influence retention or progression.  They were: age, gender, first in family in HE, daily journey time to UU, entrance qualification type, expectation of number of independent study hours on entry, paid employment, times of week working (e.g. weekdays, weekends), good impression as reason for choosing UU or lack of alternatives to UU.  Factors that did link significantly with either early leaving or lack of progression at the end of the year (failing or being asked to repeat) are shown in the following table. 

	Factor

	EAL or not
	PRO or not
	Notes

	Accommodation type
	NS but P=0.064
	NS but P=0.052
	Students in rented accommodation do slightly worse in both categories

	Social engagement
	P=0.013
	NS
	Fewer of those who joined clubs or societies were early leavers

	Reason for coming – interest
	P=0.002
	NS
	Students whose average interest score is less than 6 (on scale 1-10) are more likely to be early leavers

	Disability
	NS in 03-04 P=0.002 in 04-05
	NS
	In 2004-05, students with declared disabilities were significantly less likely to be early leavers.  Differences NS in 05-06

	Social class
	NS in 2003-04 P=0.011 in 04-05
	NS in 2003-04 P=0.015 in 04-05
	For students with record of social class, those in classes IIIM, IV and V (or 4-6) were less likely to proceed in 04-05.  Both NS in 05-06

	Type of school/college attended
	NS
	P=0.009
	Those from grammar school or FE College are more likely to proceed

	Entrance tariff (UCAS points)
	NS
	P=0.000
	If UCAS points are divided into four groups (0-220, 240-260, 280-300, 320+), degree students with less than 220 are less likely to proceed.  There is no difference between 240-260 and 280-300 groups, but a slightly greater proportion in the 320+ group progresses

	Mode of entry
	NS
	P=0.000
	CF are most likely to proceed, direct entry next most likely

	Hours of employment
	NS
	P=0.027
	Of students with a job, more of those that work >10hours a week do not progress

	Independent study hours – week 8-10
	NS
	P=0.002
	Twice as many students who studied less than 5 hours outside class failed to proceed.

	Being in second or greater study period at UU
	P=0.000
	P=0.000
	More early leavers were in 2nd+ study period (not including EALNR) and were also more likely not to proceed to the second year of the course


6. Pilot Projects


The most successful projects in terms of attrition were those in which several activities were undertaken e.g. attendance monitoring and first year tutorials or first year review (including more focussed induction, attendance monitoring, increased coordination of teaching and assessment across modules). 


Consideration of the link between attendance monitoring and module performance showed that about 8% of students who attended more than 90% of teaching sessions in a module failed at the first sit, while 69% of those who attended less than 50% of the sessions did so.  

7. Transition Policy 


The Transition Policy was agreed by Teaching and Learning Committee in June 2005.  The text of the policy is available at:  www.ulster.ac.uk/academicoffice/download/Policies/Transition%20Policy.doc.First reports on the faculty implementation of this were made to Teaching and Learning Committee in April 2006 and further reports are due in June 2007.  

8. Future Initiatives


Suggested future initiatives come under the following broad headings:

· Expectations and Prior Experience of Incoming Students: ensuring accurate, timely information for applicants; relevant information to incoming students; use of student portal; staff awareness of prior experience and expectations of students

· Induction: review of arrangements to optimise induction for students; attention to students on modular programmes, part-time students and those joining programmes in years other than the first; ongoing induction through the first year

· First year curriculum: assist transition phase; enhancement of skills for study at university by embedding in programmes; review of good practice in skills development; recognition of role of course director; attendance monitoring; highlighting career choices early in programmes  

· Staff Development: pre-entry qualifications; student expectations; issues and strategies for retention and progression; enhancement of 1st year teaching

· Transition Policy: review to align with new Teaching and Learning Strategy; 

· Institutional Information: ongoing review of retention and progression at University, Faculty and programme levels; continuation of Faculty retention meetings; at appropriate time, consider impact of bursaries on retention and progression  

