EXTRACT FROM ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND QUALITY ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES
22 October 2018

18.104
Penalties for Exceeding Word Limits 

At the last meeting, Professor McKillop had sought clarity in some of the wording of the previously approved Word Limits Principles and Penalties to avoid ambiguity (mins 18.39 and 18.47 refer).  She presented Paper No ASQEC/18/32d which set out proposed revisions. 

Professor Bartholomew noted that one amendment clarified that the penalty would not be a proportion of the mark but a fixed reduction, which would represent a greater penalty for students who had achieved a lower mark than for those with a higher mark before reduction.  Professor McKillop advised that the alternatives had been fully considered and while either approach was legitimate, the fixed reduction was preferred for ease of application.

AGREED:
that the proposed amendments to the Word Limits Principles and Penalties be approved (revised statement at Appendix 5).

APPENDIX 5

WORD LIMITS PRINCIPLES AND PENALTIES 

The principles and guidance set out below will apply to both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.

	PRINCIPLES

Penalties for exceeding word count or other requirements in relation to the length of a piece of assessed work can only be imposed where the following principles have been applied:

	· There must be an obvious and transparent relationship between the assessment rubric for a module and the learning outcomes of that module. 
· If a student has met the learning outcomes of a module the penalty imposed for exceeding the word, or other, limit cannot result in the student failing the module, unless the fulfilment of the word limit is a specific assessment criterion identified in the marking scheme.
· Requirements in relation to the length of a piece of assessed work should be expressed in the unit most appropriate to the learning outcomes of the module: word count, number of pages, duration of recording / video etc. 
· In all cases clear instructions in relation to requirements, including font size, spacing, margins and what is included / excluded from calculations must be provided as part of the assessment brief issued to students and care should be taken to ensure these instructions are unambiguous and easily understood.  
· Students should be asked to self-declare word counts and any other specified measurements related to the assessment.
· A margin of +10% of the size limit will normally apply before a penalty is considered. 
· A student will not receive a double penalty on any piece of work. If the marking scheme already has a specific reduction associated with assignment length, a separate additional penalty cannot be applied under this policy. 



	ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES
 

	· If concise writing is deemed a necessary skill this should appear as a learning outcome and any penalty for failing to achieve it should be identified in the marking scheme.
· Consider which of the following, inter alia, will / won’t be included in determining word count:
· Content pages
· In line references
· Appendices
· Footnotes
· Abstracts
· Bibliographies
· Reference lists
· Diagrams / graphs / images
· Title sequences / credits
· If the coursework submitted is very much in excess of the limits set there is no expectation that staff will read the entire piece or provide feedback on every aspect. Students should be made aware of this. 


	PROPOSED PENALTIES



	+10%   - no penalty
+>10% - 20% - 5% penalty  
+>20% - 30% - 10% penalty
+>30% - 40% - 15% penalty
+>40% - 50% - 20% penalty
+>50% - maximum mark of 40% UG/ 50%PG 
Penalties must be applied consistently.  Penalties represent an absolute figure to be deducted from the mark achieved when the latter is expressed as a percentage, rather than a proportional percentage reduction in the mark.



6 June 2018

18.47
Penalties for Exceeding Word Limits (Min 18.39)
Professor McKillop sought clarification on the wording of proposed penalties to confirm that, if the learning outcomes had been met by the student, the penalty should be capped at a pass mark and to remove any ambiguity around the nature of the scale of penalties.

AGREED:  
that Professor McKillop liaise with Professor Hazlett and Mrs Alleyne to amend the wording.  

14 March 2018
18.39
PENALTIES FOR EXCEEDING WORD LIMITS AND GUIDANCE ON WORKLOAD EQUIVALENCE 
The Learning and Teaching Committee, at its meeting in June 2017, received a paper on penalties for exceeding word limits setting out current Faculty policies and practice elsewhere in the sector and agreed that a small working group be established to review these (LTC min 17.53 refers). 
Professor Bartholomew presented Paper No ASQEC/18/11, which set out principles for word limits, proposed penalties and associated guidelines. The paper also included a section giving guidance on module size and workload, which had been prepared by CHERP in support of the Curriculum Design Framework. 
The Committee noted that the proposed principles and guidance would apply to both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes and that an assessment workload equivalence guide had been constructed to support assessment design, and to help ensure consistency of student effort commensurate with the credit value of the module. This was not meant to be overly prescriptive as the demands and preparation time of assessed work varied considerably depending on the nature, context and level of that work, and the differing work rates of individual students. The guide included examples of word count equivalency for commonly used assessment methods and proposed notional assessment work hours/preparation as a proportion of the notional learning hours for the module. Where there was more than one item of assessment per module, the assessment workload should be divided between items and where there was more than one component of assessment within a single assessment item, the assessment workload should be divided across them.
The Committee noted that the additional guidelines stated that if concise writing was deemed a necessary skill this should appear as a learning outcome and any penalty for failing to achieve it should be identified in the marking scheme. The Chair confirmed to Professor Fee that, for certain subjects like English and History, the inverse of this might be deemed appropriate.
AGREED: 
that, subject to a number of minor amendments to be undertaken by the Chair, the principles, penalties and guidance on equivalence be endorsed (Appendix 5), for implementation from 2018/19 academic year.

APPENDIX 5

WORD LIMITS PRINCIPLES AND PENALTIES 

The principles and guidance set out below will apply to both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.
	PRINCIPLES

Penalties for exceeding word count or other requirements in relation to the length of a piece of assessed work can only be imposed where the following principles have been applied:

	· There must be an obvious and transparent relationship between the assessment rubric for a module and the learning outcomes of that module. 
· If a student has met the learning outcomes of a module the penalty imposed for exceeding the word, or other, limit cannot result in the student failing the module. 
· Requirements in relation to the length of a piece of assessed work should be expressed in the unit most appropriate to the learning outcomes of the module: word count, number of pages, duration of recording / video etc. 
· In all cases clear instructions in relation to requirements, including font size, spacing, margins and what is included / excluded from calculations must be provided as part of the assessment brief issued to students and care should be taken to ensure these instructions are unambiguous and easily understood.  
· Students should be asked to self-declare word counts and any other specified measurements related to the assessment.
· A margin of +10% of the size limit will normally apply before a penalty is considered. 
· A student will not receive a double penalty on any piece of work. If the marking scheme already has a specific reduction associated with assignment length, a separate additional penalty cannot be applied under this policy. 



	ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES
 

	· If concise writing is deemed a necessary skill this should appear as a learning outcome and any penalty for failing to achieve it should be identified in the marking scheme.
· Consider which of the following, inter alia, will / won’t be included in determining word count:
· Content pages
· In line references
· Appendices
· Footnotes
· Abstracts
· Bibliographies
· Reference lists
· Diagrams / graphs / images
· Title sequences / credits
· If the coursework submitted is very much in excess of the limits set there is no expectation that staff will read the entire piece or provide feedback on every aspect. Students should be made aware of this. 


	PENALTIES



	+10%   - no penalty
+>10% - 20% - 5% penalty  
+>20% - 30% - 10% penalty
+>30% - 40% - 15% penalty
+>40% - 50% - 20% penalty
+>50% - maximum mark of 40% UG/ 50%PG 
Penalties must be applied consistently. 



EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES:  
22 June 2004
04.109
PENALTIES FOR EXCEEDING PRESCRIBED WORD LIMITS IN COURSEWORK


The Committee, at its May 2003 meeting, had agreed that no University-level policy be set to determine penalties for exceeding prescribed word limits in coursework (min 03.43 refers). Faculties were asked to consider developing their own policies to ensure that there was a measure of consistency within each programme and within the Faculty.  Students should be made aware of any penalty in the assessment strategy for the module.  Faculty policies and practices were to be reviewed in June 2004.


The Committee received a paper outlining Faculty policy and practice (TLC/04/42).  It was noted that, while the Faculties of Arts, Business and Management, and Life and Health Sciences had Faculty-level policies, in Social Sciences penalties had been set at School level.  In the Faculty of Engineering, a Code of Practice would be developed in the next academic year drawing on practices of the former Faculties.


AGREED:

i)
that it be reaffirmed that a University-level policy in relation to penalties was not appropriate;

ii)
that Faculties should continue to keep their policies and practices under review in the light of those in other Faculties;

iii)
that the penalties in place at Faculty, School, Course/Subject or Module level should be made explicit for students in Course/Subject and Module Handbooks;

iv)
that the Committee review periodically Faculty policies and practices.

15 May 2003
03.78
Penalties for Exceeding Prescribed Word Limits in Coursework

The Committee, at the last meeting, had considered Faculty policies and practice in relation to penalties for exceeding prescribed word limits in coursework.  Practice varied between and within Faculties and it had been agreed that if a limit (as distinct from guidance) was set, the penalty should be made known to students in the assessment strategy for the module and be applied consistently (min 03.43 refers).

The Committee considered paper TLC/03/21 which outlined further comments from Faculties and discussed whether University-level guidelines were appropriate.

AGREED:

i)
that no University-level penalties be set at this time, but that Faculties consider developing their own policies on penalties in respect of word limits, to ensure that there was a measure of consistency within each course and within the Faculty;

ii)
that students be made aware of any penalty in the assessment strategy for the module;

iii)
that the Committee review Faculty policies and practice in May/June 2004.
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