Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice at Northumbria University                        CHECKLIST


Guidelines for [image: image1.jpg]northumbria
UNIVERSITY

Learning and Teaching Support




Good Assessment Practice 

Contents:

1. Introduction: Assessment Checklist




2

2. Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice at the 


4
University of Northumbria

3. Appendix 1: Guidelines on Level





7

4. Appendix 2: Guidelines on Assessment Load



10
5. Appendix 3: Example sets of Assessment/Marking Criteria

11
6. Appendix 4: Guidelines for Student Handbooks



20
7.
Appendix 5: Good Practice on Feedback on Assessments

22
8.
Appendix 6: Academic Misconduct/Plagiarism



26
9.
Appendix 7: List of Acronyms





34
Where to look for assessment information at Northumbria:

Northumbria has four key documents relating to assessment, all of which are available to download from http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/ 
· The Assessment Regulations for Northumbria Awards (ARNA): contain formal regulations on progression, requirements for awards, classification of awards. Appendices cover academic misconduct, regulations for examinations, disabled students or unforeseen medical circumstances

· The Examiners’ Handbook specifies the responsibilities of Examination Boards, sets out the requirements for marking and moderation of assessments and defines the role of external examiners and the process for their appointment

· The Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice provide guidance on level and load, examples of assessment criteria, good practice on feedback etc. New exemplar material for inclusion in this document is welcomed – please send to lynne.conniss@northumbria.ac.uk 

· The Guidelines for Return of Exam Scripts outlines procedures for returning exam scripts and provision of examination feedback.
Additional sources:

· We host the Centre for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL) for Assessment for Learning and publish a series of Red Guides on good practice – all linked from http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/academy/pubs/redandrecapguides/redguides/ 
· University policy on academic support for disabled students, including assessment http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/stud_serv/disability/  
· Assessment procedures, including for extenuating circumstances, the guide to the Exam Board process and policy for retention of student work are at http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/assproc/ 
1.
Introduction: Assessment Checklist

The following is a quick checklist of what has to be done to ensure good assessment practice at Northumbria and to align with Section 6 of the QAA Code of Practice:  

( http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/codeOfPractice/section6/ ).
These requirements are elaborated in the Guidelines in the main section of this document and some examples are provided in the Appendices.

	Who
	What
	Where

	Programme Leader, Programme Manager/

Director, Validation Panels, SLTs
	Assessment and Feedback Strategy (Programme)

· Does the programme have a clear strategy to ensure that the overall balance of assessment tasks effectively measures the programme learning outcomes? 

· Are these learning outcomes related to relevant QAA subject benchmarks or other external reference points http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/benchmark/
· Are they at the right level?

· Is the overall assessment load appropriate?

· Is the development of good academic practice or academic apprenticeship clearly explained?

See: Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice (below)
	In Programme Specifications. Check at validation,

review in Periodic Review



	Module Tutors, Programme  Manager/

Director, 

Validation Panels, SLTs
	Assessment and Feedback Strategy (Module)

· Does each module have a clearly articulated assessment and feedback strategy indicating rationale for the assessment task(s) and how they measure learning outcomes? 

· Is the quantity of assessment appropriate for the size of the module? 

· Are the learning outcomes at the right level?

· Is there an opportunity for formative development of good academic practice within the module?

See: Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice (below)
	On Module Descriptor

Check at validation,

review in Periodic Review



	MEB Chair, Programme Leader, Programme Manager/ Director, Module Tutors
	Setting Assessment Tasks

· University regulations specify that the Module Examination Board must moderate assessments set by internal examiners and that, for Level 5 and above that assessment tasks and examination papers must also be agreed with external examiners. Does this happen properly for your programme? 

· Marking schemes and criteria and any module specific feedback sheets should also be approved in this way.

See: Examiners’ Handbook 3.3

· In setting assessment tasks, consideration should be given to whether disabled students might be placed at substantial disadvantage.
See: ARNA Appendix II Part B

· In the process of moderating assessment tasks, consideration should be given to how prone the task will be to plagiarism or other forms of cheating.
See:  Appendix 6 below
· Are specific requirements of the assessment made clear to students, including the breakdown of marks for each question or part (where appropriate), word limits for assignments?
	Early meeting of MEB. 

Ensure that correspondence with External Examiners is logged

Exam Papers, assignment briefs

	Programme Leader
	Information to Students

· Have guidelines on assessment-related topics to be included in Programme Handbooks been followed? 

· Have students been notified of any changes to Assessment Regulations affecting them (both for new and continuing students)?

· Has this information also been provided to External Examiners? 

· Are all staff familiar with it?

See: Appendix 4 below
	School and Programme Handbooks

	Programme Leader, 

Programme Senior Administrator
	Deadlines

· Have students been clearly informed, well in advance, of deadline dates for all assessments?
· Have students been informed of the requirement to complete all assessment components and the penalty for non-completion?

· Are students made aware that the penalty for late submission of course work is a mark of 0 and of circumstances under which extensions can be granted by the Programme Leader or School Office (where appropriate)?

See:  Appendix 4 below
· Are mechanisms in place for consistent application of this rule at sign-in locations?
	Assignment briefs, Programme Handbook



	Programme Leader, Programme Director/ Manager, MEB Chair
	Marking and Moderation

· Have general marking criteria/definitions of grades been agreed for the programme and publicised to students?

See: Appendix 3 below, Appendix 4 below
· Are Regulations for internal moderation and for moderation by External Examiners fully followed?

See: Examiners’ Handbook Appendix A
· Plagiarism: if plagiarism or other form of academic misconduct is suspected in any piece of work, are defined procedures fully adhered to?

See: ARNA Appendix 1
	Programme Handbook, marking schedule



	Module Tutors, Programme Leaders, SLT Chairs
	Feedback
· Are arrangements in place to ensure that students receive feedback in good time (currently 20 working days)? Are expectations on turnaround times clearly explained to students?

· Are students made aware of the forms of feedback they can expect, including availability of oral feedback and limits to it?

· Is feedback provided in such a way that it can have a formative function?

· What feedback is available on examinations? 

See: Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice (below). Appendix 5 on Assessment Feedback (below).  Guidelines for Exam Script Return.
	Programme Handbooks, School Learning and Teaching Plan

	Dean, Associate Dean (LT)
	Part-time Staff

· Where part-time staff are involved in assessment, what arrangements for support are in place (e.g. training, mentoring, existence of rigid marking schemes etc)? Have they attended the LTA/HR Induction to Teaching?

See: Part-time Lecturers: Training and Support (ULT July 04)
	Divisional/ School Part-time staff support strategy

	Associate Dean(LT), LT Advisers, CETL AfL
	Staff Development in Assessment

· Are staff engaged in thinking about forms of assessment? 
	LTA Exchange events, APT awards, Northumbria Conference


2.
Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice at the University of Northumbria

Internal and external reviews have highlighted areas for improvement, particularly in: the use of marking guidelines and criteria; the quality of feedback to students; differentiation between different levels; and in assuring standards through internal moderation, double marking and sampling. Our National Student Survey results (www.unistats.com) indicate that students have particular concerns over speed and quality of feedback. 

These Guidelines originated in an internal review at Northumbria in 1998 (the ‘Burgess Report’) and have evolved since,  taking account of recommendations from QAA subject reviews  (1993-2001) and the QAA Code of Practice on Assessment of Students Section 6 (September 2006): (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/codeOfPractice/section6/)

Guidelines for good practice in the assessment of students’ work.

Assessment processes and practices should be valid, reliable, consistent, diverse, efficient, and easy to understand, and should provide a vehicle for student learning. They should also provide effective feedback to students. Where responsibility for assuring quality is already specified in the University, it appears in brackets at the end of the action.

VALIDITY
Assessment instruments should assess what they claim to, match published learning outcomes, be at the right level for the specific programme and be in line with subject benchmarks where they exist. To assure this:

· Programme Specifications and Module Descriptors should specify an assessment and feedback strategy that is in line with the University’s modular structure and ensure that it measures and promotes student progression throughout the curriculum, especially at levels 5 and 6. It should also differentiate between learning outcomes at different exit and entry points (Programme Specification and Module Descriptor templates provided by the Academic Registry; academic staff and validating panels)

· Those involved in validation panels should ensure that there are explicit links between learning outcomes and assessment (Validation panels and School Learning and Teaching Committees (SLTs))

· Staff development should be directed towards helping staff to develop skills in writing and understanding learning outcomes at different levels and relating these to assessment (Learning and Teaching Academy (LTA))

· In ensuring that learning outcomes and assessment tasks are at the right level, reference should also be made to the guidelines on level in Appendix 1 below and to relevant Subject Benchmarks (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/benchmark/) 

· Where links are made to occupational standards or other frameworks, clear mapping of these should be provided together with sufficient opportunities to meet skill requirements/demonstrate skills.

RELIABILITY

Assessment strategies should ensure that the full range of marks is used, and that criteria are appropriate, relevant to students at that level for that award, expressed in clear language and available to staff, students and external assessors/examiners. To assure this:

· Assessment and feedback strategies for each programme and module should take the above into account and there should be documentary evidence that this has been done (Module authors, student handbook compilers, Programme Leaders)
· Validation and review processes should include assessment of the reliability of assessment (Chairs of Validation and Review Panels)
· Marking criteria should be included in School and/or programme handbooks (SLT Chairs, Programme Leaders. See example sets of assessment criteria in Appendix 3 below)
Reliability should be demonstrated through the use, as appropriate, of assessment planning meetings, marks schemes, assessment pro-formas, double-marking and the effective use of external examiners reports to ensure that students can be confident of the value of the marks they achieve. Recommendations made by external examiners must be followed through and quality loops must be closed. To assure this:

· Programme teams should design strategies to guarantee that assessed work is treated consistently and that all students have equivalent, relevant learning opportunities (Programme Leaders).

· Moderation of assessment tasks and marking schemes should be carried out as specified in Examiners’ Handbook 3.3. Double marking and moderation should be carried out in accordance with Examiners’ Handbook Appendix A (Module Tutors, Programme Leaders, MEB Chairs)

· External Examiners should be encouraged to provide effective feedback via the standard Northumbria annual report form (Academic Registry to provide annual External Examiners’ Seminar, Programme Leaders to liaise with External Examiners)

· Issues raised by External Examiners, external assessors, professional and statutory bodies and Periodic Reviews must be followed up in writing by the person responsible at subject level in conjunction with the Subject Leader/Programme Director/Programme Leader as appropriate. Summary reports on action taken are to be provided as part of the Annual Review Process (See internal Review Handbook, available from: http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/review/) 
DIVERSITY

Assessment methods should continue to demonstrate diversity enabling the best techniques to be chosen to fit the subject and the learning needs of the students. To assure this:

· Examples of good practice in assessment should be disseminated across the Institution  (LTA, CETL, PCAPL and CPD programmes for teaching staff)  
· Events organised by the LTA and University LT advisers, including the Northumbria Conference, will offer opportunities for Northumbria staff to explore new developments in assessment practice 
EFFICIENCY

Assessment strategies should ensure that the workload for staff and students is manageable within the time available. They should also ensure that students can demonstrate the best of their abilities and that staff are confident that the marks they give are appropriate, and that any feedback given is developmental and timely. To assure this:

· Guidelines on assessment loading should be followed. See Appendix 2 below. (Module Tutors, Programme Leaders, Associate Deans (LT))
· Effective use of technologies to be developed to aid efficient assessment (LT Plan, LTA)
· Staff development workshops on assessment should be offered (LTA, University LT Advisers)
· Scrutiny of assessment strategies and issues raised. Assessment loading for modules to be should be properly factored into the notional student workload on Module Descriptors (Module Descriptor Template, SLTs, Validation Panels)

UNDERSTANDABLE

Assessment systems should be transparent to students, staff, external examiners and moderators, professional bodies and employers in order that the standards achieved are explicit and available. To assure this:

· Northumbria assessment regulations should be designed in a user-friendly format and easily available in text and electronic forms (Academic Registry)
· Clear information on assessment systems and expectations to be included in School and Programme Handbooks (Programme Leaders; see also Programme Handbook Guidelines Appendix 4 below)

SUPPORTING LEARNING


Assessment instruments should be designed as an integral part of the learning process. Assessment design, questions and tasks should engage students in deep learning by applying theoretical concepts at the appropriate level in practical ways and involving students in ‘learning by doing’. To assure this:

· Assessment instruments must be designed to lead to appropriate outcomes at the right level for the programme of study. See also guidance on level in Appendix 1 below (Module authors and Programme Leaders. It is the responsibility of the MEB to ensure moderation of assessment instruments (Examiners’ Handbook 3.3))
· Assessment and feedback strategies for modules and programmes need to articulate clearly how assessment is integrated into the learning process and feedback will be given (Module authors and Programme Leaders, with scrutiny by validation/review panels)
· Any opportunities for tutorial support for assessments and the limits to such opportunities (for example, whether support is available by e-mail) should be made clear to students in assessment briefs and Programme Handbooks (module tutors, Programme Leaders)
PROVIDING EFFECTIVE FEEDBACK TO STUDENTS
Feedback to students should be timely, given within 20 working days (Student Learning Values statement http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/student/)  of when the work is handed in and will provide opportunities for students to benefit from its formative function. It should be sufficient in quantity and quality to give developmental information to students on what they need to do to improve on the programme, in employment or in further study, and available to students in forms that are useful to them. To assure this:

· Module and programme review processes should monitor the timeliness of feedback given to students (Module tutors, Programme Leaders, SLT Chairs)
· Good practice in feedback should be disseminated. (LTA Exchange events, LT Plan). See also Appendix 5 of this document on good practice feedback on formal examinations

· Arrangements for feedback, including any opportunity for oral feedback and for feedback on examination answers should be clearly communicated to students in programme handbooks and assessment briefs (Programme Leaders, Module Tutors)

DISABLED STUDENTS

Assessment instruments and procedures should be adaptable to the needs of disabled students in accordance with QAA Code of Practice Section 3 on Disabled Students and the Disability Discrimination Act legislation.  Advice should be obtained from the Disabilities Advisor (Student Services). See also ARNA Appendix II Part B and the Policy on Academic Support for Disabled Students, available from: http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/stud_serv/disability/ 
Margaret Moran 1999, revised and updated: Alan Dordoy 2001-2009, Lynne Conniss & Sally Iles 2010

Appendix 1: Guidance on Level

The importance of ensuring that learning outcomes and assessment tasks are at the right level has been highlighted in the section on Validity above. Various sources of guidance exist.

Northumbria Guidelines:

Previous guidance that has been issued by the University has been based in Bloom’s taxonomy, providing a set of verbs relating to different categories of learning outcome. While the categories do not map exactly onto levels, it is expected that higher levels will involve more learning outcomes and assessment tasks requiring the more complex activities:

	Lower level

Higher level
	Knowledge 
	define, repeat, record, list, recall, name, relate, underline

	
	Comprehension
	translate, restate, discuss, describe, recognise, explain, express, identify, locate, report, review, tell

	
	Application
	interpret, apply, employ use, demonstrate, dramatise, practice, illustrate, operate, schedule, sketch

	
	Analysis
	distinguish, analyse, differentiate, appraise, calculate, experiment, test, compare, contrast, criticise, diagram, inspect, debate, question, relate, solve, examine, categorise

	
	Synthesis
	compose, plan, propose, design, formulate, arrange, assemble, collect, construct, create, set up, organise, manage, prepare

	
	Evaluation
	judge, appraise, evaluate, rate, compare, revise, assess, estimate, predict


External Reference points:

· Relevant Subject Benchmarks (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/benchmark/) Benchmarks are available at Honours level for many subjects and at Masters level for a smaller number
· The QAA Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/FHEQ/EWNI08/default.asp ). This describes 5 HE levels as below. 
	Typical higher education qualifications within each level
	FHEQ level*
	Corresponding FQ-EHEA cycle

	
Doctoral degrees (e.g., PhD/DPhil
(including new-route PhD), EdD,
DBA, DClinPsy)**
	8
	Third cycle
(end of cycle)
qualifications

	
Master's degrees (e.g., MPhil, MLitt, MRes, MA, MSc)
	7
	Second cycle
(end of cycle)
qualifications

	Integrated master's degrees***
(e.g., MEng, MChem, MPhys, MPharm)
	
	

	Postgraduate diplomas
	
	 

	Postgraduate Certificate in Education
(PGCE)****
	
	

	Postgraduate certificates
	
	

	
Bachelor's degrees with honours
(e.g., BA/BSc Hons)
	6
	First cycle
(end of cycle)
qualifications

	Bachelor's degrees
	
	

	Professional Graduate Certificate in
Education (PGCE)****
	
	 

	Graduate diplomas
	
	

	Graduate certificates
	
	

	
Foundation Degrees (e.g., FdA, FdSc)
	5
	Short cycle
(within or linked to the first cycle)
qualifications

	Diplomas of Higher Education (DipHE)
	
	

	Higher National Diplomas (HND)
	
	

	
Higher National Certificates (HNC)*****
	4
	 

	Certificates of Higher Education (CertHE)
	
	


· The Qualification Descriptors contained in Section 4 of the FHEQ document describe the attributes and skills that should be demonstrated by a student at each qualification level (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/FHEQ/EWNI08/default.asp#p4 ) 
· Higher Education Credit Framework for England: 
This results from the work of the Credit Issues Development Group, which includes QAA and other HE bodies. The credit is separate from the FHEQ because it is not a formal part of the QAA academic infrastructure; however, it closely aligns with the credit framework long in existence at Northumbria.  http://www.qaa.ac.uk/england/credit/creditframework.asp 


The above document (Appendix B) recommends the general use of the set of Level Descriptors originally developed by NICATS, the Northern Ireland credit body:

Learning accredited at this level will reflect the ability to: 
Level 8 

· make a significant and original contribution to a specialised field of inquiry, demonstrating a command of methodological issues and engaging in critical dialogue with peers and accepting full accountability for outcomes 

Level 7 

· display mastery of a complex and specialised area of knowledge and skills, employing advanced skills to conduct research, or advanced technical or professional activity, accepting accountability for related decision making, including use of supervision 

Level 6 

· critically review, consolidate and extend a systematic and coherent body of knowledge, utilising specialised skills across an area of study; critically evaluate concepts and evidence from a range of sources; transfer and apply diagnostic and creative skills and exercise significant judgement in a range of situations; and accept accountability for determining and achieving personal and/or group outcomes 

Level 5 

· generate ideas through the analysis of concepts at an abstract level with a command of specialised skills and the formulation of responses to well-defined and abstract problems; analyse and evaluate information; exercise significant judgement across a broad range of functions; and accept responsibility for determining and achieving personal and/or group outcomes 

Level 4 

· develop a rigorous approach to the acquisition of a broad knowledge base; employ a range of specialised skills; evaluate information, using it to plan and develop investigative strategies and to determine solutions to a variety of unpredictable problems; and operate in a range of varied and specific contexts, taking responsibility for the nature and quality of outputs. 

· Framework for Qualifications for the European Higher Education Area (FQ-EHEA): 
This is likely to be of increasing performance as the Bologna process progresses and attempt is made to ensure comparability between qualifications across the European HE area (this extends beyond the EU). Level here is defined in terms of EHEA cycles (short, first, second, third). The FHEQ (see above) already maps to these levels. The full framework can be found at  http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/Docs/00-Main_doc/050218_QF_EHEA.pdf 
A mapping of Northumbria awards to EHEA cycles is contained in our Diploma Supplement, issued to all graduates, see http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/student/  
· For information on approved Northumbria awards at each level and how they map to the FHEQ and the corresponding cycle of the FQ-EHEA, see the Modular Framework for Northumbria Awards http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/approval/framework/  

Appendix 2: Guidance on Assessment Load

The QAA Code of Practice on the Assessment of Students requires of institutions that they ensure the amount of assessment consistent with measurement of learning outcomes and effectively supports learning (Precept 6). Guidance on this precept asks us to consider ‘how to avoid excessive amounts of summative assessment and emphasise support for student learning, especially through formative assessment’. 

Northumbria does not currently provide cross-University rules on amount of assessment per module, accepting that this is a matter for academic judgement and that subject requirements will vary considerably. Historically, guidelines were provided when the University moved to a modular system in 1993:

Guidelines from Unitisation: the Guide (1993)
1. Two assessment tasks would be the maximum per 10 credits and many modules would need only one assessment 

2. No more than two methods of assessment per module

3. For modules assessed by formal examination, two hours would be the maximum for a 10 credit module

4. Whatever form of assessment is used, to avoid over-pressurising students, one fifth of the notional student workload should be considered the period of time allocated for all (formal and informal) assessment, including preparation and revision time. This guideline should not be exceeded.

These guidelines may still have some validity but should not be regarded as a straightjacket and the following points should be considered:

1. It should be noted that the module descriptor form and guidelines for completion of NSW have subsequently been updated (April 2008) to support Assessment for Learning principles, whereby assessment (except for examinations/tests) is embedded within workload components 

2. While number of assessment tasks per module should be limited, this should not detract from innovative or continuous forms of assessment. Regular assessment sub-tasks, having a mainly formative function but carrying a small proportion of the marks to encourage completion may be a good idea. Examples of such sub-tasks might be lab tests or seminar logs; portfolios can be used to combine smaller elements 

3. There is encouragement to move to larger module sizes thus allowing for staff to use more than one form of assessment per module

4. A programme assessment and feedback strategy is likely to specify that students are assessed in various ways, covering a variety of skills. However a programme assessment and feedback strategy need not be replicated at module level. The programme specification will show how the range of skills is assessed across the range of modules making up the programme.

5. It is not appropriate for these guidelines to define specific word limits for essays or lengths for examinations because of the varying needs of different subjects and varying requirements at different levels. It is likely that such guidelines will be produced at School level. The main point here is that staff are conscious of the assessment load they are imposing and set tasks appropriately

6. In setting assessment tasks, consideration should also be given to staff workload to mark and provide feedback. If the assessment load is such that marks and useful feedback cannot be provided in a reasonable period of time (Student Learning Values 2009/10 aims for return within 20 working days) then assessment will lose much of its function in supporting learning.

Appendix 3: Marking and Assessment Criteria

To ensure consistency and transparency it is important that agreed marking and assessment criteria exist for each subject. These should have been agreed with relevant external examiners and should be made available to students in the programme handbook.

Because of varying subject-specific requirements it is not generally appropriate to issue a standard university-wide set of marking criteria. It is for subject teams to define their own criteria around a common framework as exemplified in the first three attached illustrations applying at undergraduate level 

The three attached School-based examples represent current good practice:


· The first example is from Geography and Environmental Management (GEM), for essay type answers. In defining the full marking range it encourages use of the full range. The very small font sizes are in the original!


· The second example is from NBS. This succinctly relates criteria to level and goes some way to defining the whole range. Note that it also makes clear that the criteria for work involving calculation or multiple choice will often be different and, in those cases, marking criteria will have to be specified for each module (having been moderated with the assessment)


· The third example, from Psychology, is the most detailed. It provides grade expectations not just by level but also by generic criteria (knowledge, accuracy, relevance etc)

Because the University, in line with national practice, moved from a 40% to a 50% pass mark for postgraduate modules from 2007/8, a generic set for level 7 has been supplied:

· Example 4: generic University assessment criteria for taught postgraduate modules

Note: some sets of marking criteria may make reference to standards of performance that are not applicable to disabled students. The GEM example below refers to a ‘mature writing style’ which may not be obtainable by students with dyslexia, for example. Advice on reasonable adjustment may be obtained from the Disabilities Advisor (Student Services) about action in such cases. See the Policy on Academic Support for Disabled Students, available from: http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/stud_serv/disability/ 
Reference may also be made to the QAA Code of Practice Section on Disabled Students

Example 1: from Geography and Environmental Management

	90 to 100

80 to 89

70 to 79
	An exceptional answer, excellent in every respect, showing extensive knowledge and understanding, and an outstanding ability to analyse, synthesise and evaluate.  Evidence of very extensive, if not exhaustive reading and study beyond the course content.  Exemplars are well chosen and specified in considerable detail.  An accurate answer presented in a very well-organised manner, with excellent presentation.  A well balanced answer, very sharply focused on the question and stylishly written.  Exhibits a high level of insight, and a strong element of originality.  At third year level, the work may be as good, if not better, than you imagine you could write yourself, and is possibly of publishable quality

An outstanding answer, excellent in almost all respects, showing extensive knowledge and understanding and evidence of excellent higher-level cognitive skills.  Evidence of extensive reading and study beyond the course content and thorough discussion of sources, including some not on the reading list.  All salient points are considered in appropriate depth and detail.  Exemplars well chosen and specified in detail.  An accurate, well organised, well presented, very sharply focused and balanced answer in a mature writing style.  Contains insight and at least an element of originality.  

Normally 85% is sufficiently generous for an outstanding answer.

An excellent answer in most respects showing evidence of extensive knowledge and understanding and very good high-level cognitive skills.  Evidence of substantial reading and study beyond the course content (for example might include material from numerous sources, which might be discussed in depth at level 3; some may not be on the reading list).  Exemplars well chosen and specified in detail.  Accurate, well organised, sharply focused and balanced.  Contains insight and, possibly, originality.  A first-class answer should be characterised by a comprehensive grasp of course material, breadth and depth of outside reading and consideration of almost all the salient points.  This should be combined with very good ability to analyse, synthesise and evaluate the material in the context of the question.

Where there is no measure of doubt as to first class quality, the minimum of 75% should be used.  Marks of 70-74% are reserved for marginal cases.

	65 to 69

60 to 64
	A very good answer showing evidence of wide knowledge and understanding of relevant course material and clear evidence of significant outside reading and study.  Discussion of material from a relatively substantial number of sources from the reading list, in addition to textbooks is expected.  Should cover a majority of the salient points (factual and/or conceptual) mostly in satisfactory depth.  Mostly accurate.  Good exemplars.  Satisfactory higher-level cognitive skills, organisation and balance.  Well focused on the question with cogent argument but lacks some of the qualities of a first-class answer; strengths in content and organisation are characteristic rather than insight or originality; may be let down by a significant error or omission, or by grammar or presentation.

A good answer showing sound knowledge and understanding; based predominantly on the course content but with clear evidence of outside reading and study.  May include a majority of salient points, but not in sufficient depth; alternatively may contain more-or-less all of the salient points, but be deficient in evidence of additional reading.  Mostly accurate but may contain occasional errors.  Exemplars may lack depth.  Weaknesses may be evident in higher-level cognitive skills, especially in ability to evaluate and synthesise.  Weaknesses are likely in organisation, presentation or balance, or in the sharpness of focus on the question.



	55 to 59

50 to 54
	A competent answer showing reasonable knowledge and understanding of course content, but with less evidence of outside reading or study beyond core texts, and lacking depth.  Lacking in understanding of any outside material mentioned.  May contain errors as well as omissions.  Includes about half of the salient points; alternatively, may contain more of the salient points but with greater flaws or less depth. At least two-thirds of the material presented should be of direct relevance to the question.  May not focus consistently on the question.  Weak on exemplars, organisation and/or presentation.  Higher-level cognitive skills may be poorly developed.

An adequate answer showing a basic knowledge and understanding of course content, but lacks evidence of outside reading or study beyond core texts.  May contain errors as well as omissions.  Mentions at least half of the salient points, but important points may be missed.  At least half of the material presented should be of direct relevance to the question.  Lack of consistent focus on the question is likely.  Exemplars are few and not very relevant.  Weak organisation and little or no evidence of higher-level cognitive skills.

	45 to 49

40 to 44
	A deficient answer showing limited knowledge and understanding of course content.  Usually contains errors as well as omissions.  Mentions less than half of the salient points, but important points are missed.  Less than half of the material presented may be of direct relevance to the question.  Addresses the question at least in part, but organisation is weak and exemplars are weak or irrelevant.  May be unfocused, poorly expressed, short or incomplete.

A weak answer showing very limited knowledge and understanding of course content, or an excellent essay plan in note form.  Usually contains significant errors as well as omissions.  Mentions some salient points, but does not identify the most pertinent.  At least one third of the material presented should be of direct relevance to the question.  Addresses the question, at least in part, but organisation / presentation is weak, and exemplars are weak or non-existent.  May be unfocused, superficial, poorly expressed, short or incomplete.

Marks of 40-41% are reserved for a marginal pass.

	35 to 39

30 to 34
	A poor but compensatable answer with extensive omissions and errors, which may be numerous and major, or a very substantial answer on the general topic in which the specific, central question is seriously misinterpreted or avoided, or a very good essay plan in note form.  Relevant knowledge may be very poorly organised or presented.  At least one quarter of material presented should be relevant but there may be limited reference to the question.

Normally 37% (a clear fail) is the maximum for a very substantial answer in which the question is seriously misinterpreted or avoided; no such limit applies to a valid alternative interpretation.

A poor and uncompensatable answer, lacking substance and understanding, but with evidence of some knowledge relevant to the question, or a quite substantial answer on the general topic in which the question is seriously misinterpreted or avoided, or a good essay plan in note form.  There may be only partial understanding. Most material may be only marginally relevant to the question and be marred by very serious errors..

	20 to 29
	A very poor answer which may be limited to as little as one page with up to half a page of relevant material, or an adequate essay plan in note form, or a largely insubstantial answer on the general topic in which the question is seriously misinterpreted or avoided.  Relevant knowledge may be flawed by fundamental errors or misunderstandings.

Normally 25% is sufficiently punitive for a very poor answer, or for a largely insubstantial answer in which the question is seriously misinterpreted or avoided, or for an adequate essay plan in note form.

	10 to 19

0 to 9
	An exceptionally poor answer limited to a paragraph or two, with only a hint of relevant knowledge, or a weak essay plan in note form, or an answer that ignores the question to the extent that hardly any of the content can be construed as having relevance to the general topic of the question

Answer not attempted, or limited to only a sentence or two, or of no relevance to the general topic of the question.

Zero is reserved for failure to attempt an answer, or no, or late submission.


Example 2: from Newcastle Business School General School Handbook       

Assessment Criteria:

In determining the overall grade for a piece of work, tutors assess each piece of work against Specific and General Assessment Criteria. Specific criteria are linked to the academic content and learning outcomes of the module.

General Assessment Criteria provide guidance on academic levels and grading. In order to achieve a mark in any grade band we would normally expect your work to meet all the criteria shown - if you only partially meet the criteria you will normally receive a lower grade. The criteria below are those used at the different levels of study delivered at NBS. 

Level 4 (Undergraduate Year 1) 

	Mark
	General Criteria



	First (80 - 100)
	Exceptional comprehension of knowledge demonstrated. Sophisticated skill shown in formation of relevant argument or analytical reasoning

	First (70 - 79)
	Thorough knowledge and understanding demonstrated. Fluent and focused. Shows ability to contextualise knowledge and sustain a relevant argument or logical reasoning

	Upper Second (60 - 69)
	The knowledge base is judged sound and relevant. Material is well presented and organised. Occasionally, conclusions are reached on the basis of insufficient information 

	Lower Second (50 - 59)
	Work is relevant, however, confusion shown at times. Over reliance on description rather than analysis. Perhaps some evidence of unstructured argument or illogical reasoning

	Third (40 - 49)
	Basic knowledge-and understanding of subject shown. Work can lack focus, and is prone to unsubstantiated assertion or logic

	(30 - 39)
	Some elements of knowledge apparent but question/s inadequately addressed. Poor structure. Content often irrelevant

	(0 - 29)
	Unable to grasp concepts, or to present facts in a relevant way. Often inarticulate and can be incomprehensible


Level 5 (Undergraduate Year 2) 

	Mark
	General Criteria



	First (80 - 100)
	Excellent knowledge and appreciation for subject. Fastidious eye for detail. Assured ability to challenge received wisdom and to sustain argument or logical reasoning under these terms

	First (70 - 79)
	Impressive knowledge and understanding. Clearly demonstrates critical appreciation. Theory and evidence are invariably related. Argument or logical reasoning is always relevant and well sustained

	Upper Second (60 - 69)
	A maturing ability to relate theory and evidence, concepts and ideas is displayed. Critical appreciation is evident. Content is always relevant, generally well focused and organised.

	Lower Second (50 - 59)
	Knowledge base is generally sound and some critical appreciation shown. Analysis usually clear but can lack some clarity of focus

	Third (40 - 49)
	Legitimate content but relies heavily on the descriptive. Analysis may be unsophisticated. Work may contain some use of concepts, but is poorly set out and needs an appropriate focus.

	(30 - 39)
	) Performance shows elements of legitimate content, but is more often than not inappropriate

	(0 - 29)
	Majority of work is neither relevant nor accurate. Often inarticulate and can be incomprehensible


Level 6 (Undergraduate Year 3) 

	Mark
	General Criteria



	First (80 - 100)
	Exceptional scholarship for subject. Outstanding ability to apply, in the right measure, the skills necessary to achieve highly sophisticated and fluent challenges to received wisdom

	First (70 - 79)
	Knowledge and understanding is comprehensive both as to breadth and depth. A mature ability to critically appreciate concepts and their inter-relationship is demonstrated. Clear evidence of independent thought. Presentation of work is fluent, focused and accurate

	Upper Second (60 - 69)
	Knowledge base is up-to-date and relevant, but also may be broad or deep. Higher order critical appreciation skills are displayed. A significant ability to apply theory, concepts, ideas and their inter-relationship is illustrated

	Lower Second (50 - 59)
	Sound comprehension of topic. Reasoning and argument are generally relevant but not necessarily extensive. Awareness of concepts and critical appreciation are apparent, but the ability to conceptualise, and/or to apply theory is slightly limited

	Third (40 - 49)
	Knowledge is adequate but limited and/or superficial. In the most part, description/assertion rather than argument or logical reasoning is used. Insufficient focus is evident in work presented

	(30 - 39)
	Minimal awareness of subject area. Communication of knowledge frequently inarticulate and/or irrelevant

	(0 - 29)
	Poor grasp of topic concepts or of awareness of what concepts are. Failure to apply relevant skills. Work is inarticulate and/or incomprehensible


Example 3: from Psychology

Marking Scheme for Undergraduate Essay-Format Assessments following Degree Class Criteria

The scheme attempts to state formally, but not too prescriptively, the expectations of staff of the Division of Psychology with regard to assessed work at the three levels of the undergraduate programme.  Expectations in certain areas are similar at each level.  For example, expectations about coverage of the question, relevance, and clarity of expression are high right from level 4.  On the other hand, the extent to which students are expected to show knowledge of relevant material, make a personal contribution, and evaluate theory, methodology and empirical evidence does increase as students progress from level 4 through to level 6. There are relatively fewer differences in expectations between levels 5 and 6 (which both contribute to the final award) than between these levels and level 4.

The area concerned with evaluation of theory, methodology and empirical evidence is rather broad.  Some assessments may require a consideration of all three and their interplay; others, particularly at lower levels, may require consideration of just two, or (rarely) one.  The interpretation of the levels for this area in particular will clearly have to depend on the specific question asked.  

It is not expected that any single piece of assessed work will fall into the same degree class on all of the areas identified, so the mark awarded will normally reflect a weighting process, where a poor performance in one area might be compensated by relatively better performance in another.  However, it cannot be claimed that the areas are independent, and it is unlikely that an answer which shows poor coverage, poor knowledge, or poor clarity of expression, could ever be awarded a high mark. 

Defining expectations of first class performance is particularly difficult, and it is not expected that a piece of work would have to meet the level specified in all of the areas in order to achieve the award of a first class mark.  First class performance in half of the areas might be sufficient, so long as performance in the other areas did not drop below the expectations for the upper second class performance. Whilst an accurate, well organised answer showing a high level of appreciation of the interplay of theory, methodology and empirical evidence would be rewarded, these strengths would not usually be sufficient to earn a first class mark if the student’s knowledge was limited, being based only on material from lectures (particularly at levels 5 and 6). The percentage marks equivalents of each class are as follows:

	Class
	Mark Range

	First
	70% - 100%

	Upper Second
	60% - 69%

	Lower Second
	50% - 59%

	Third
	40% - 49%

	Fail
	20% - 39%

	Bad Fail
	0% - 19%


Continues over…

Example 3 Continued

Level 4
	
	First
	Upper Second
	Lower Second
	Third
	Fail
	Bad Fail

	Coverage of the question
	Covers all aspects of the question.
	Covers most aspects of the question.
	May not address some major aspects of the question.
	Fails to address a number of major aspects of the question.
	Addresses relatively few of the major aspects of the question. May be too short.
	Addresses none of the major aspects of the question.  Probably too short.

	Knowledge of relevant material
	Evidence of independent reading (mainly books, but perhaps some journal articles).
	Evidence of some independent reading (mainly books).
	Answer based mainly on lecture material.
	Some relevant information from lectures.
	Little evidence of relevant knowledge.  May cite personal anecdote.
	Almost no relevant knowledge.  May rely on personal anecdote.

	Accuracy
	All the material is accurate.
	There are no major factual errors.
	There may be some minor factual errors. 
	There may be some major factual errors.
	There may be many major factual errors.
	Little or no factual accuracy

	Relevance
	All the material is directly relevant.
	Almost all the material is directly relevant.
	Some of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Much of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Little of the material is directly relevant.
	Answers a totally different question to that set.

	Clarity of expression
	All points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Most points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Some points may not be expressed clearly.
	Not always clear what was intended.
	Often difficult to discern what was intended.
	Hardly ever possible to discern what was intended

	Organisation
	Excellent organisation of the material.
	Very clear organisation of material.
	Clear organisation of material.
	Some organisation of the material
	Little structure apparent.
	No structure apparent

	Evaluation of theory, methodology and/or empirical evidence. 


	Shows good appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence.
	Shows appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence.
	Makes some attempt to evaluate theories, methodologies and empirical evidence.
	Assertion with little concern for evidence.
	Assertion without concern for evidence.
	Assertion without evidence


Example 3 Continued

Level 5
	
	First
	Upper Second
	Lower Second
	Third
	Fail
	Bad Fail

	Coverage of the question
	Covers all aspects of the question.
	Covers most aspects of the question.
	May not address some major aspects of the question.
	Fails to address a number of major aspects of the question.
	Addresses relatively few of the major aspects of the question. May be too short.
	Addresses none of the major aspects of the question.  Probably too short.

	Knowledge of relevant material
	Evidence of independent reading including books and journal articles, usually from amongst suggested readings.
	Evidence of some independent reading including books and journal articles usually from amongst suggested readings.
	Answer based mainly on lecture material.
	Some relevant information from lectures.
	Little evidence of relevant knowledge.  May cite personal anecdote.
	Almost no relevant knowledge.  May rely on personal anecdote.

	Accuracy
	All the material is accurate.
	There are no major factual errors.
	There may be some minor factual errors. 
	There may be some major factual errors.
	There may be many major factual errors.
	Little or no factual accuracy

	Relevance
	All the material is directly relevant.
	Almost all the material is directly relevant.
	Some of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Much of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Little of the material is directly relevant.
	Answers a totally different question to that set.

	Clarity of expression
	All points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Most points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Some points may not be expressed clearly.
	Not always clear what was intended.
	Often difficult to discern what was intended.
	Hardly ever possible to discern what was intended

	Organisation
	Excellent organisation of the material.
	Very clear organisation of material.
	Clear organisation of material.
	Some organisation of the material
	Little structure apparent.
	No structure apparent

	Evaluation of theory, methodology and/or empirical evidence. 


	Shows good appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and their interplay.  May show knowledge of the historical development of the field.
	Shows appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and their interplay.  Perhaps some indication of the history of the area.
	Makes some attempt to evaluate theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and to justify claims.
	Assertion with little concern for evidence.
	Assertion without concern for evidence.
	Assertion without evidence

	Personal Contribution
	May present own (possibly novel) view of the material, perhaps integrating evidence from or drawing parallels with other areas of the discipline.
	May make reasonable attempt to present own view of the material, perhaps trying to integrate evidence from or draw parallels with other areas of the discipline.
	May make some attempt to present own view of the material showing some concern for its justification.
	May make some attempt to present own view of the material but with little concern for its justification.
	May present own view of the material but without any attempt to justify it.
	May present a personal view that is irrelevant to the question.



Example 3 Continued

Level 6
	
	First
	Upper Second
	Lower Second
	Third
	Fail
	Bad Fail

	Coverage of the question
	Covers all aspects of the question.
	Covers most aspects of the question.
	May not address some major aspects of the question.
	Fails to address a number of major aspects of the question.
	Addresses relatively few of the major aspects of the question. May be too short.
	Addresses none of the major aspects of the question.  Probably too short.

	Knowledge of relevant material
	Evidence of extensive independent reading including books and recent journal articles (in addition to suggested readings).
	Evidence of independent reading including books and journal articles.
	Answer based mainly on lecture material.
	Some relevant information from lectures.
	Little evidence of relevant knowledge.  May cite personal anecdote.
	Almost no relevant knowledge.  May rely on personal anecdote.

	Accuracy
	All the material is accurate.
	There are no major factual errors.
	There may be some minor factual errors. 
	There may be some major factual errors.
	There may be many major factual errors.
	Little or no factual accuracy

	Relevance
	All the material is directly relevant.
	Almost all the material is directly relevant.
	Some of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Much of the material may not be directly relevant.
	Little of the material is directly relevant.
	Answers a totally different question to that set.

	Clarity of expression
	All points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Most points expressed clearly and succinctly.
	Some points may not be expressed clearly.
	Not always clear what was intended.
	Often difficult to discern what was intended.
	Hardly ever possible to discern what was intended

	Organisation
	Excellent (possibly original) organisation of the material.
	Very clear organisation of material.
	Clear organisation of material.
	Some organisation of the material
	Little structure apparent.
	No structure apparent

	Evaluation of theory, methodology and/or empirical evidence. 


	Shows excellent appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and their interplay.  May show knowledge of the historical development of the field.
	Shows good appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and their interplay.  Perhaps some indication of the history of the area.
	Makes some attempt to evaluate theories, methodologies and empirical evidence and to justify claims.
	Assertion with little concern for evidence.
	Assertion without concern for evidence.
	Assertion without evidence

	Personal Contribution
	May present own (possibly novel) view of the material, perhaps integrating evidence from or drawing parallels with other areas of the discipline.  May make insightful predictions about the future development of the area.
	May present own view of the material, perhaps integrating evidence from or drawing parallels with other areas of the discipline.  May make sensible predictions about the future development of the area.
	May make some attempt to present own view of the material showing some concern for its justification.
	May make some attempt to present own view of the material but with little concern for its justification.
	May present own view of the material but without any attempt to justify it.
	May present a personal view that is irrelevant to the question.


Example 4: Northumbria University Generic Assessment Criteria for Taught Postgraduate Programmes 2007/8 on

Work at level 7 is required to ‘Display mastery of a complex and specialised area of knowledge and skills, employing advanced skills to conduct research, or advanced technical or professional activity, accepting accountability for related decision making including use of supervision’ (NICATS summary descriptor)
Within this definition, the following are supplied as generic assessment criteria for use at Northumbria. Schools and subject areas are expected to adapt and expand on these generic criteria to suit the requirements of particular subject areas. No set of criteria can cover all eventualities; these are intended for guidance and do not replace the need for judgement by examiners.

	Mark Range
	Grade
	Generic Assessment Criteria

	70-100


	Distinc-tion
	Excellent work providing evidence to a very high level of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. All learning outcomes met, many at high level. Marks at the high end of this range indicate outstanding work where all learning outcomes are met at a high level. Excellent in all or most of: use of primary sources of literature from a range of perspectives; development of analysis and structure of argument; critical evaluation and creative use of theory, research methods and findings; presentation of information to the intended audience

	60-69


	Comme-ndation
	Commendable work providing evidence to a high level of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. All learning outcomes met, many are more than satisfied. Good in all or most of: use of up-to-date material from a variety of sources; development of analysis and structure of argument; critical evaluation of relevant theory, research methods and findings to the problem in question; presentation of information to the intended audience

	55-59
	Pass
	Satisfactory work providing evidence of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. All learning outcomes are met. Satisfactory in all or most of: use of relevant material from a variety of sources; development of analysis and structure of argument; evaluation of theory; application of relevant theory, research methods and findings to the problem in question; presentation of information to the intended audience.

	50-54
	Pass


	Adequate work providing evidence of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7 but only at a bare pass level. All learning outcomes are met (or nearly met and balanced by strengths elsewhere). Adequate in all of (or most of, with balancing strength elsewhere): use of relevant material; development of analysis and structure of argument; evaluation of theory; application of relevant theory, research methods and findings to the problem in question; presentation of information to the intended audience.

	40-49
	Fail
	Work is not acceptable in providing evidence of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. However a majority of the learning outcomes are met and others are nearly satisfied. Adequate in most but not all of the following aspects : use of relevant material; development of analysis and structure of argument; evaluation of theory; application of relevant theory, research methods and findings to the problem in question; presentation of information to the intended audience

	1-39
	Fail
	Work is not acceptable and provides little evidence of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. Few of the learning outcomes are met. Inadequate in some of the following aspects or seriously inadequate in at least one: use of relevant material; development of analysis and structure of argument; evaluation of theory; application of relevant theory, research methods and findings to the problem in question; presentation of information to the intended audience.

	0
	Fail
	Work not submitted OR Work giving evidence of serious academic misconduct (subject to regulations in ARNA Appendix 1) OR

Work showing no evidence of the knowledge, understanding and skills appropriate to level 7. None of the learning outcomes are met


Appendix 4: Programme Handbooks

It is essential (under the QAA Code of Practice) that students are provided with full information about assessment and feedback practices and this will normally be done via School and Programme Handbooks. Programme Leaders should also ensure that the same information is communicated to External Examiners and all teaching staff.

Please see guidelines overleaf for essential and best practice content.

Programme Leaders are asked to ensure that this information is made available in an accessible form for all students. This may mean provision of handbooks in electronic form for some students (partially sighted, e.g.). The Disabilities Advisor in Student Services may be contacted for advice on suitable forms of provision for various special needs.

Programme Handbook Guidelines:

	Issue
	Essential
	Best Practice

	Regulations 
	Inform students that the University’s regulations for assessment are contained in the Assessment Regulations for Northumbria Awards (ARNA) and that they are required to be aware of this document 

· it is essential that students are directed to the correct version of ARNA as this document is revised annually

ARNA should not be summarised – direct students to summary on ‘current student’ page of website http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/ 
	

	Professional Body Requirements and departures from ARNA
	Inform students of any Professional Body requirements that apply to assessment of the programme (e.g. modules that cannot be condoned or must be passed at the first sitting; specific options that must be taken and passed etc) and of any other departures from ARNA  (which must have been approved by ULT via a Variation Order)
	

	Referencing
	Tell students that all assessed work must be properly referenced and that work not so referenced is likely to be marked down (See Introduction to Appendix 1 of ARNA). Specify which referencing system is to be used on your programme (use Harvard unless the subject traditionally uses British Standard). Provide information about the availability of Cite them Right (as a booklet and on-line)
	Give an Indication of likely penalties (agreed by subject/programme team) for failure to fully reference.

Provide examples of how to reference properly or point to module where these skills are taught.

	Plagiarism
	Indicate the Northumbria Student Learning Values statements. Tell students that Academic misconduct is not tolerated and will be dealt with according to University regulations (contained in ARNA Appendix 1). 

Indicate what use will be made of the TurnitinUK system and arrangements made on the programme for its formative use.
	Point to modules where these skills are taught. Give exemplars of how to make proper use of the work of others (use of quotations, acceptable forms of paraphrasing etc).

	Assignment Deadlines and Late work
	Provide schedule of deadlines for assessments or information about where these deadlines will be specified.

Inform students of penalty for late submission of work in line with University regulations.  Include detail of how to apply for extensions and circumstances under which they may be granted
	

	Word limits
	Remind students that word limits are part of the brief for any assignment and that work exceeding or falling short of word limits may be marked down
	Include indication of likely penalties (agreed by subject/programme team) for exceeding or falling short of word limits

	Marking Criteria
	Definitions of marks/grades used for standard forms of assessment 

(NB examples of general assessment criteria are in the Guidelines for Good Assessment Practice – Appendix 3 above)
	Including definition of very high (80-89, 90-99) and very low (2-9, 10-19) mark bands as well as the standard ranges.

Use definitions tailored to level.

Provide marking criteria for specific assignments such as placements, dissertations, group work etc.

	Feedback
	Specify what feedback (both formative and summative) students can expect during the module and on their work and when it will be available (Student Learning Values 2009/10 sets expected return within 20 working days)
	Provide indication of opportunities for formative and summative feedback.

Give guidelines on opportunities for and limits to alternative/oral feedback from tutors and/or peers.

Link to use of PDPs.


Appendix 5: Providing Feedback on Assessments

The University Student Learning Values 2009/10 has set a target for feedback on assessed work to be returned to students within 20 working days so that it can have a formative function. There is evidence from the National Student Survey (www.unistats.com) and from internal surveys that students are often dissatisfied with both the timeliness and the quality of the feedback they receive. 

· It is essential that students are informed of timescales for receiving feedback and that they are reminded of what counts as feedback (our research shows that it is often only the comments on a feedback pro-forma that are understood as feedback; comments made in tutorials, seminars etc are often disregarded and so need to be flagged as ‘feedback’; see Paper 29 below))

· The Grade Book facility within the eLearning Portal may be an effective way of providing rapid feedback to students. The eLP team are working at present to further develop the usefulness as a tool for feedback – contact chris.turnock@northumbria.ac.uk 

· There are now a large number of sources on improving feedback and formative uses of assessment available via the University’s series of Red Guides. Useful examples include:

· Paper 24: Formative Assessment and Formative Feedback by Alastair Irons

· Paper 29: Feedback: The Student Perspective by Pat Gannon-Leary and Joanne Smailes

· Paper 34: Rethinking Feedback: An Assessment for Learning Perspective by Kay Sambell, Mel Gibson and Catherine Montgomery

· Red Guides can be accessed via the eLearning Portal, MARCET staff resources community. See http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/academy/pubs/redandrecapguides/redguides/browseredguides/  

· For a student view on how to do assessment, see the following Red Guide which was produced from the winning entry in the 2007 Student Learning and Teaching Awards:

· Paper 33: A Catalogue of Assessment for Learning Essentials for Higher Education Staff by Emily Storey

Please also see the Examiners’ Handbook Appendix A for guidance on the recording of markers comments (download Handbook from: http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/ )
Feedback on Examinations

There are particular difficulties in providing feedback on exams due to the timing and the workload, especially where staff have very tight marking deadlines to meet. However, there is no educational reason to differentiate between exams and coursework and feedback should equally be provided on the former, especially where it could have a formative function. Indeed, as from September 2008/9, all non-exempted exam scripts should be returned to students along with feedback in line with the existing procedures for other types of assessed coursework (see Guidelines for Exam Script Feedback and Return).
Some examples of good practice are provided here (these may not all be current, but all have been used within the last few years)

· Some subjects provide feedback to students on their examination performance on individual feedback forms in the same way as on essays etc.  The Economics example (see Example 1 over) has check boxes for each criterion. These forms are produced as multi-part sets.
In other subjects feedback is provided on a whole class basis, indicating common errors or overall performance. Two examples are provided. Example 2 is from Built Environment and provides a statistical breakdown as well as general comments, Example 3 is from Applied and Molecular Sciences and gives guidance on what marks were awarded and lost for on a specific question. Whole class feedback might be made available on the eLP module site.

· In other areas, markers kept comments and provided them to students orally during seminar classes or special sessions. It should be noted that students should be clearly informed of opportunities for such feedback and limits to its availability. 

Example 1: Economics Examination Assessment Feedback Sheet

	Student’s Name ………………………………………………………..


	Module Tutor………………………………………………

	Year/Level…………………………………………………………….


	Module Title………………………………………………

	Question no
	Mark/Percentage
	Excellent
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	Evidence of background reading/preparation
	
	
	
	

	Relevance of material to the question posed
	
	
	
	

	Appropriate depth of analysis
	
	
	
	

	Structure and organisation
	
	
	
	


	Question no
	Mark/Percentage
	Excellent
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	Evidence of background reading/preparation
	
	
	
	

	Relevance of material to the question posed
	
	
	
	

	Appropriate depth of analysis
	
	
	
	

	Structure and organisation
	
	
	
	


	Question no
	Mark/Percentage
	Excellent
	Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	Evidence of background reading/preparation
	
	
	
	

	Relevance of material to the question posed
	
	
	
	

	Appropriate depth of analysis
	
	
	
	

	Structure and organisation
	
	
	
	


	ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

	Signature (first marker)…………………………………

Signature (second marker)………………………………

Date of Examination…………………………………………………
	Overall Mark




Example 2: Built Environment Examination Feedback Sheet for Module

Breakdown by classification

	1st
	2:1
	2:2
	3rd
	Fail

	4/47 - 8.5%
	6/47 - 12.8%
	15/47 - 31.9%
	12/47 - 25.5%
	10/47 - 21.3%


Overall average mark was 50.2 with a Standard Deviation of 11.8. There was good evidence of you taking my advice and producing answer plans - unfortunately not everyone.  The top papers were good but there were too many below 2:1. And far too many fails. Some of the problems are mentioned below in the individual question comments:

Question 1

Formulate proposals for the installation of a Quality Improvement system in a construction company based on “continuous improvement” principles.

	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	11.6
	4.6
	22
	3
	31/47


Too much on "history" - not focussing on the question. Producing the drawing then not explaining what it was about. Learning by "rote" and not indicating understanding. Confusion between TQ and QA - auditors + checking prominent.

Question 2
Define the key issues involved in the Correction/Revision and review of construction programmes. 

	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	11.8
	4.2
	22
	5
	31/47


Surprising, given the answer is clearly given in the workbook that a few got it wrong. Some tried to explain the planning process and some tried to repeat everything in the workbook - even the irrelevant bits.

Question 3

Summarise the issues that affect the Pre Tender and Pre Start periods for contractors by proposing techniques and strategies to ensure that they are managed effectively.

	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	14.3
	4.6
	23
	6
	44/47


The most popular question and generally good marks. Many covered the strategic period in too much detail - it only needed mentioning for context. Lots of regurgitated stuff - you are meant to demonstrate you understand not that you can learn the workbook off by heart. Some confusion over what the pre-tender period is - it includes right up to the tender submission. 

Question 4

Define and discuss the failure of current planning in construction as it relates to the improvements proposed by Lean construction theory.

	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	11.6
	5.4
	23
	4
	17/47


Given that the assignment was on this I was not expecting so few to answer it - and it was so easy - my model answer consisted of 300 words plus a diagram. 

Question 5

Design an early warning system to ensure resource control on a project.

	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	14.2
	3.7
	23
	6
	20/47


A fair amount of bunching of marks [most between 10 and 17]. Some easy marks were available for a drawn example which a few did not bother with.

Question 6

Critically appraise the measurement of productivity in the construction industry..


	Average Mark
	Standard Deviation
	Highest mark
	Lowest mark
	Number of answers

	12.7
	3.3
	20
	6
	41/47


Lots more bunching here - a lot of standard answers with evidence of "rote" learning and "dumping" all the ideas on paper without structure. Virtually everyone who mentioned BAA/Bovis simply said what it was and did little on what the results were and what they meant - which is where the marks were.

Example 3: Applied and Molecular Sciences Feedback Sheet for Single Question

INTRODUCTORY GENETICS AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY
Feedback on Exam. Question (Mapping)
For full marks, your answer should have included reference most of the following aspects and detailed discussion of those topics asterisked*

a)
Linkage and linkage groups*


Chiasmatype theory (Morgan, Sturtevant)*


Multiple cross-overs


3 point test crosses


Genetic markers (e.g. RFLPs)

`
Genetic distance (centimorgans) and physical distance between genes*

b)
Obstacles to mapping of human genes* by traditional methods include;



Large amount of genetic material (23 chromosomes)



Limitations on matings



Small number of offspring



Long gestation period


Pedigree analysis


Grandfather technique


Somatic cell hybridization*


Chromosome banding*


Outline of DNA technology* (RFLPs, electrophoresis inc. PFGE, sequencing, ISH)


Chromosome walking/jumping


Marker loci


Human genome project


Data analysis/use of computers

Marks were awarded for;

· inclusion of the salient points listed above, and for the level of detail given in the main subjects

· coherence and literary style

Students were penalised for;

· failure to focus on the question asked; the question was about mapping not about the      ethics of genetics

A significant minority of students focussed on DNA sequencing; this is a very important technique in DNA analysis and has an essential role in the elucidation of the human genome, but should not have been over emphasised at the expense of the techniques highlighted above.

Appendix 6: Academic Misconduct

Background

The purpose of this appendix is threefold
: 

· to outline and signpost colleagues to regulations and procedures relating to academic misconduct 

· to provide guidance on approaches to facilitate consistent management of academic misconduct within and across Schools

· to highlight good practice in preventing academic misconduct

A reminder about University regulations: Assessment Regulations for Northumbria Awards (ARNA) University regulations for dealing with academic misconduct are provided in ARNA Appendix 1 (ARNA available at: http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/).  Staff should familiarise themselves with these regulations and procedures to ensure consistent practice within and across Schools.  The process for taught programmes is summarised in the diagram below taken from ARNA, Appendix 1 - Section 4
Procedures for taught programmes
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Strategies to develop consistent practice 

In order to develop consistent practice, colleagues may wish to consider the following:

· Ensuring discussion takes place within Schools to adopt clear and consistent approaches. 

· Regularly monitoring School data on academic misconduct cases to identify trends and any issues which may need addressing.
· Putting in place a School policy on development of student academic practice and Information Literacy, identifying the skill requirements through levels and covering all the School’s programmes.
· Creating shared materials to assist student development of academic skills including appropriate staff from across the University (e.g. Library and Learning Services) and /or using centrally provided materials.
· Considering infrastructure such as electronic submission of assignments where appropriate to assist collecting, recording and returning student work. 

· Agree use of detection approaches, such as the University’s Plagiarism Detection Software, for formative and summative assessment across programmes.
· Sharing good practices widely across the School / programme teams.
· Attendance at staff development sessions to assist staff in recognising plagiarism, analysing PDS reports and managing academic misconduct cases.
Preventative practice

The University expects all students to act with integrity and requires that students are honest and responsible in acknowledging the contribution of others in their work.  It is a fundamental principle that it is the student’s responsibility to demonstrate that the work they have submitted is their own. 

While it is essential that academic misconduct is properly dealt with when suspected, it is equally important to put measures in place to prevent it. Three main categories of prevention are identified below.

	A. Ensuring that students understand the expectations of the UK academic world and have been able to develop skills in academic practice, specifically being taught the conventions of citation and referencing.

	Some possible preventative strategies are detailed below:

	· Using programme and module guidance/assessment briefs to inform students of expectations and where to access further information on citation and references.
· Explanations of assessment criteria.
· Study skills sessions including plagiarism avoidance are planned and delivered in programmes bearing mind level changes and students who enter programmes at later stages.
· Signposting Library and Learning Services as a source of support and advice including Skills Plus package.
· Use of individual and class formative and summative feedback.
· Signposting students to Plagiarism Detection Service identifying how it can be used formatively to improve citation and referencing technique.
· Ensuring students know about and use Cite Them Right.
· Ensuring consistent expectations across programmes and modules.
· The potential use of electronic assignment submission where appropriate.

· Reminding students about The Northumbria Student Learning Values statement http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/student/  which outlines student responsibilities to equip themselves with appropriate knowledge, understanding and skills.


	B. Assessment tasks should be designed that are resistant to plagiarism, including changing module assessments regularly and avoiding stock questions to which answers can quickly be sought especially if downloaded from the web

	Examples of ‘Designing out’ strategies  

	· Using integrative questions which require students to show their own assessment activity in comparing, contrasting, synthesis and application of theory and practice.
· Checking existing materials against search engines, electronic question banks or perhaps ghost services to reassure questions planned have not already been readily answered.
· Including contemporary events in assignment briefs. 

· Including requirements for individual data gathering in local settings.
· Using customised data sets or allocating tasks randomly requiring student’s development of individual assumptions and ideas. 

· Use of annotated bibliography to demonstrate the student’s use of materials and critique.
· Setting up assessment elements which link synoptically across a number of modules. 

· Providing staging posts where the students present early drafts or skeleton proposals to gain staff feedback on work underway. 
	· Using logs and reflective elements or analysis of process.
· Including requirement for submission of working papers, either at final stage or during the assessment process.
· Using viva assessment methods alongside review of working papers.
· Making very clear the links between assessment elements and learning outcomes, (particularly course work and examinations) for modules.
· Scheduling assessment tasks in sequence with module topics and in recognition of students overall assessment workload.
· Using and adhering to a schedule for assessment including indication of feedback processes, stages and extent. 

· Use of open-book approaches with submission of notes in timed assessment practices.
· Placing clear boundaries around collaboration in group work, with ‘contracts’ to assist in judging the individual efforts and contributions made. Group meetings, viva / oral assessment might be used for some or all elements. 


. 

	C. There is a need to create an environment which stresses and promotes student engagement in the academic learning process.

	Bearing in mind that students cite various reasons for academic misconduct including, pressure of time; not seeing the point of the tasks set, lack of confidence in their own abilities, failure to understand the materials, misunderstanding guidelines on group work or referencing, some suggestions to improve engagement are listed below

	· Help students to engage with and make optimum use of feedback to inform academic practice.
· Provide students with opportunities to learn about academic discourse.
· Consider format of and explanation given in assignment briefs.
· Active use of eLP discussion boards as a forum to clarify assessment task queries.
· Use of support systems to improve understanding of assessment requirements at module, programme level as well as signposting to specialist services.
· Cater for needs of particular groups of students such as international students who may not be familiar with UK HE conventions.
· Provide appropriate and detailed guidance about individual and group contributions to an assessment task.


Dealing with a suspected case of academic misconduct

Some information about dealing with academic misconduct is outlined below

Triggers to possible cases

In general each of us has a ‘tipping point’ where the student’s work prompts us to decide that an investigation is warranted.  Triggers might include:

· Large quantities of quoted materials included in the text

· Degree of technical literacy shown far exceeding that required in the assignment

· Undue reliance on limited references, or references with tenuous links to the specific assignment topic

· Unattributed materials recognised within the text/assignment 

· Poor viva performance, showing inability to explain materials/arguments

· Changes in fluency or writing style demonstrated 

· ‘High’ values found in Originality Report - above 15%

· Common or identical areas of text, data or images seen in students’ work

· Failure to attend scheduled meetings during the module with academic staff

· Failure to demonstrate sufficiently, working or developing practice 

· Communication from staff at another organisation or Higher Education Institution 

Evidence

Evidence needs to be assembled to support the marker’s judgement that on the balance of probability this is not the student’s own work. It is the student’s responsibility to demonstrate that the work in question is their own. Thus evidence gathering may cease when there is sufficient to demonstrate to the student that there are grounds for the allegation of academic misconduct.

Managing informal meetings

Schools may adopt slightly different approaches to these informal meetings.  This is an adapted and summarised example of good practice (a staff guide) from the School of Psychology and Sports Sciences developed by Julie Seed. 

The meeting 

Chaired by programme leader to include 

· student(s) involved

· the marker who has identified the academic misconduct

· the module tutor (if different from marker above) 

Introductory explanations

· Welcome

· Provide detail of assignment name, module name and code, programme name

· Clarify the process for student, referring to ARNA (copy to hand) and explain the nature and purpose of this meeting

· Explain that the student work will be presented accompanied by explanation from marker as to why academic misconduct is suspected, the student will be given opportunity to explain/comment and this will inform next stage of process

· Advise on the length of meeting (15-30 minutes) and check that the student can stay and that they have understood the process so far/have any questions

· (In line with ARNA 2009 students should also be advised that they have the right to appeal at any stage of the process)

Presenting the case

· Read the definition of the offence as defined in ARNA emphasising the particular form of the offence

· Present with work, annotated/highlighted to indicate suspicious elements and where possible cross reference to the original sources (best done by module tutor or marker)

· Give the student the opportunity to explain/comment – it is recommended that notes are taken at this point to inform completion of Academic Misconduct Report (http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/qualitysupport/assess/assproc/)

that may be required (and any appeal that may result)

· If student agrees that the offence has occurred then they should be asked to sign the appropriate section of the Academic Misconduct Report.  They should also be given the opportunity to admit to other offences with an explanation that these would be dealt with as one offence.  Further offences can be indicated on the Report form.

· If the student wishes to know the consequences explain using ARNA guidance on penalties but emphasise that the Examination Board decides on penalties 

· Should the student not be prepared to sign statement or wish to contest the amount of misconduct then explain that the case will be forwarded to an Academic Misconduct Panel which will reach its own decision on the case and if substantiated will forward to the MEB.  

· Give the student an opportunity to ask any further questions  but be careful not to be drawn into discussion on likely final outcomes

Closing the meeting

· Advise the student about documentation and services that are available to avoid future academic misconduct and the availability of Guidance Tutor for further support.  SU can also offer student further support

What to do next

· An Academic Misconduct Report should be completed detailing the case, accompanied by all relevant documentation and submitted to School Registrar within five working days.  The Report provides an opportunity for a recommendation to be made to the MEB.

Record keeping

As indicated above effective record keeping for each individual case is crucial.  Completed Academic Misconduct Reports will inform School data which is collated centrally, reported to ULT and examined for trends to inform future development of academic misconduct practice. 

Approaches to Penalties
 

Clear information should be provided to students and staff on penalties and their application should be consistent.  Guidance on academic misconduct can be found in ARNA Appendix I Table 1. However various factors may contribute to decisions about the severity of the penalty imposed including the nature, extent and circumstances of the identified misconduct and whether it is a first or subsequent instance.  The degree to which module assessment learning outcomes have been met (or not) is also an important determining factor.  It is important to emphasise that both MEBs and PABs have a role in deciding on the outcome of a proven case of academic misconduct as identified in ARNA 4.4.3

‘It is the MEB’s responsibility to decide the results of a module affected by the academic misconduct applying relevant action (see 4.4.5), and for the PAB to determine whether the student can continue on the programme in the light of the overall performance, and in the light of any recommendations from the MEB’.

Specific examples of plagiarism

Patch writing is problem which staff may encounter in marking assessed work. The following table provides an example of this. 

Patch-written text (based on an example produced by Introna & Hayes 2004 p 87)

It will be noted that the plagiarism arises because Perry is not cited as the source of the material reproduced by the ‘student’ although all original work is correctly referenced, as in the original text.
	The original text
	The patch written text (added text) (deleted text)



	Guidance in academic writing that students typically receive is through feedback on assessed work.  As Ballard and Clanchy (1988) describe, this often takes the form of exhortations to provide ‘argument’ not ‘opinion’ and ‘evidence’ rather than mere assertion.  These distinctions are often subtle and not intuitively understood.  Students, Balance and Clanchy (1988) argue, are expected to ‘read’ a culture, to ‘acquire a set of values, learning to respect those rules and conventions which define how language and thing should proceed’ (p. 11).  Explicitness should include recognition of cultural difference, and of difference between disciplines, particularly relevant for students studying a multidisciplinary subject, such as Information Systems.  The guidelines seek to achieve explicitness through the use of technical categories and illustrations of different citation practices.

Text from:  Perry C (2004) Addressing the needs of students from diverse cultural backgrounds with respect to academic writing Paper presented at Plagiarism: Prevention, Practice and Policies Conference, 28th – 30th June, Newcastle, page 155

	In general, guidance in academic writing that students typically receive is through the written feedback they are given on their assessed work.  As described by Ballard and Clanchy (1988) describe, this often takes the form of exhortations from the tutor to provide ‘argument’ not ‘opinion’ and ‘evidence’ rather than mere assertion.  These distinctions are often subtle and not intuitively understood, particularly by students whose first language is not English and who might have been taught that it is incorrect to challenge the views of those perceived to be in academic authority.  Many students, Balance and Clanchy (1988) argue, are expected to ‘read’ a culture, to ‘acquire a set of values, learning to respect those rules and conventions which define how language and thing should proceed’ (Balance and Clancy, 1988, p. 11).  It is, however, necessary to point our that this requirement for explicitness should include recognition of cultural difference, and of difference between disciplines, particularly relevant for students studying a multidisciplinary subjects. , such as Information Systems.  It is argued, therefore that the preparation of guidelines can only seek to achieve explicitness through the use of technical categories and illustrations of different citation practices.




Proof reading services 
 

Where students seek advice and guidance on academic writing skills via the Study Advice Service, Dyslexia @ Northumbria or an external provider of dyslexia tuition, the English Language Centre or ASK team, this does not include the proof reading of assessed work. Proof-reading is defined as editorial activity ‘correcting surface grammatical, spelling or punctuation mistakes’ without extensive re-writing or rewording of the student’s original work.  

Students should be informed that if they seek to use proof reading facilities, or request this approach of their academic staff, whether for payment or not, this may constitute academic misconduct.    

Plagiarism Detection Software

Along with the soft detection methods discussed such as the alerts and triggers discussed above, Plagiarism Detection Software systems (PDS) are available at the University. This software can be used to develop students’ academic practice. It can also be used as a part of an investigation of an individual’s work as part of processes, described in ARNA.  Its main use, however, is formative. Use of the PDS will encourage students to be more informed on plagiarism issues, develop skills to check their own work and ensure that proper citation is used. 

The PDS system works by reviewing scripts presented and produces an ‘originality report’ for each script submitted. ULT has approved use of this service under specific conditions; these are:
1. Formative Use 
Use of the Detection Service as a formative tool in the early stages of all programmes through individual and group tutorials (including, where appropriate, taught post-graduate and direct entry into later years of undergraduate programmes).

2. Academic misconduct investigations 
As part the ARNA process- only as a tool that can be used in the informal stage of the academic misconduct process (Assessment Regulations for Northumbria Awards – ARNA.  Thus it could be used to further investigate suspected plagiarism after the initial interview with a student, or the student might be asked to bring an originality report to the interview, or explain the findings of an originality report to staff.

3.  Whole class screening 
ULT also permits the use of the service for whole class summative screening by lecturers. Schools may identify modules for screening and should advise students of the possibility that this may be done. In selecting modules for screening, Schools should be aware of the workload in uploading the assessments and in checking originality reports. Schools using this service must also ensure that they have secure procedures for electronic submission of student work.  

NB It is NOT appropriate to make ad hoc use of the Detection Service outside the misconduct process to check the work of individual students.

TurnitinUK

TurnitinUK is the version of Plagiarism Detection software used by the University. It is available for access through the Blackboard system. 
TurnitinUK use 

Staff indicate the assignment specification: title, hand-in date, with information linked to the module. The e-copy of the student script is uploaded and reviewed against a data bank of articles, English language web-site contents, the ProQuest database of business articles and its own database of assignments submitted from UK and other institutions.  These also include records from certain publishers’ texts which are referenced from the PDS site. 

This comparison produces an Originality Report for each analysed script that indicates if the assignment has a similarity - on a 5 point scale - to material in the database. The report shows which - if any - parts of the assignment match its database and also can display this source material if required. The generated originality report is also stored for possible later analysis. The student’s script is ‘banked’ in the system banks and so the system expands in its usefulness. The use of this software can provide checks against student collusion also. 

The Originality Report does not in itself determine if academic misconduct has taken place. The results need to be interpreted by academic staff and appropriate note taken of the subject or discipline context. Interpreting the results requires caution, as for example, matched sections may include bibliography, or may be properly in quotation marks in the assignment or correct referencing may be used.  Programme teams need to discuss the relationship between the Originality Report and the assignment being scrutinised to decide the parameters which would alert staff to consider any grounds for academic misconduct.

The Plagiarism Detection Software can help students to understand what is expected of them in terms of good practice in academic writing and referencing. Library staff and the ask4help service can advise students on submitting to the system and interpreting Originality Reports. 

For more information on the use of this service at Northumbria see www.northumbria.ac.uk/turnitinuk  

Recommendations for TurnitinUK

It is strongly recommended that:
· Use of the PDS is allied to a student programme of development of academic practice acting through the levels of a programme, reinforced by academic staff through session. This to be incorporated into all academic programmes regardless of length.

· Programme teams ensure students are introduced in a practical way to use the system and in particular have scheduled staff support to learn to read the originality reports produced. Information specialist library advisers can assist students with this but schools are advised to ensure that programme teams plan and co-ordinate with ULLS to ensure this occurs as part of the Information Literacy skills development.

· Use of the PDS is integrated with all large pieces of summative assessed written work so that students are required to submit their final originality report with their script.

Support 

The Staff Get Help tab on Blackboard has links to staff user guides with more detailed documentation about using the system.   

Staff can gather better understanding of the system through workshops available from the Learning and Teaching Academy. 

http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/academy/ltechhomepage/ltacademyexchange/ntalevents/ 
Information for students is available via the Skills Plus module on Blackboard – see http://elp.northumbria.ac.uk/bbcswebdav/library/Library%20Content/webfiles/learningobjects/index.html .

Students can also download the TurnitinUK help guide which contains detailed instructions on how to submit an assignment from http://elp.northumbria.ac.uk/bbcswebdav/library/Library%20Content/webfiles/learningobjects/index.html 
Other sources of information (in addition to web links provided in text):

Gannon-Leary P, Trayhurn D. & Home M. 2009 Good Images, Effective Messages? Working with Students and Educators on Academic Practice Understanding No 24 Northumbria University

Academic Misconduct: A Brief Guide for Students. Available at http://mynsu.northumbria.ac.uk/contentstore/pdfs/_INTRODUCTION_TO_ACADEMIC_M1.pdf  

Appendix 7: List of Acronyms

	AfL
	Assessment for Learning – see CETL

	APT
	Applauding and Promoting Teaching Award - our internal teaching awards scheme

	ARNA
	Assessment Regulations for Northumbria Awards – our standard regulations

	CETL
	Centre for Excellence in Learning and Teaching. Our CETL is in Assessment for Learning (AfL); we also participate in Health and Music regional CETLs.

	EHEA
	European Higher Education Area – the set of countries signed up to the Bologna process to allow transfer of awards between countries

	eLP
	eLearning Portal – our Blackboard system

	FHEQ
	Framework for Higher Education Qualifications – QAA’s (see below) definition of levels of awards

	GEM
	Geography and Environmental Management

	GGAP
	Guidelines on Good Assessment Practice – this document

	HR 
	Human Resources department

	LT
	Learning and Teaching

	LTA
	Learning and Teaching Academy – section of Academic Registry

	MEB
	Module Examination Board – the first tier exam board

	NBS
	Newcastle Business School

	NICATS
	Northern Ireland Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme – they have produced a set of level descriptors that have been widely adopted in the UK

	NSW
	Notional Student Workload – the expected typical amount of work a student should put into a module; should be 100 hours per 10 credits

	PAB
	Progression and Award Board – the second tier exam board

	PCAPL
	Postgraduate Certificate in Academic and Professional Learning – our programme for staff new to teaching

	PDS
	Plagiarism Detection software – such as TurnitinUk

	QAA
	Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education – the national body that overseas standards

	SLT
	School Learning and Teaching Committee

	ULT
	University Learning and Teaching Committee











PAB considers outcome for student (section 4.4 & table 1)
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Report to MEB which determines effect on module mark (section 4.4 & table 1)
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� Work is being undertaken to develop further support materials


� Currently ARNA refers to this document for further advice on penalties for poor academic practice, however further consideration is being given to this and so ARNA should continue to be primary point of reference
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