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Executive summary
Introduction
The Assessment Feedback Project is part of INSPIRE’s programme of developing teaching, learning and assessment practice in our University with a view to addressing the need for an informed, consistent and appropriate approach to giving student feedback. Further, the Assessment Feedback Project was undertaken partly as a response to the outputs of the National Student Survey (NSS) (Student Experience Committee 2007) and the Student Experience Survey (SES).
During Phase 2 of the project, we presented the findings from Phase 1 to academic colleagues and gathered their responses to the students’ views. Their thoughts on issues raised by students as well as themselves, and their good practice, were discussed, shared and recorded, forming thus the basis of this report on Phase 2. This phase widened the perspective from written assessment feedback to all formative and summative feedback.
Assessment Feedback Project: Phase 1

Phase 1 of this project was undertaken to increase our understanding of student expectations of feedback and to identify good practice within our University and in the wider literature. In this phase, we focused on written feedback to summative assessment considered to be examples of good academic practice by internal markers and examiners. Perhaps inevitably, in the course of identifying good practice, we also gathered some counter-examples to that good practice.

Students reviewed examples of written feedback and identified what they considered to be examples of good, excellent and poor feedback practice. Subsequently, we were able to classify the students’ examples of good feedback as relating to content, style and/or clarity. Furthermore, academic staff identified a range of issues which constrained their own feedback practice, relating broadly to the following categories: time, assessment and feedback practice, organisation, communication, clarity and personality. Tutors also identified needs for guidance in designing assessment questions and marking criteria. In addition, managing students’ expectations was a clear concern which needed to be addressed if we wished to promote the development of good feedback practice as identified by the students as part of this project phase.

Moreover, we observed that assignment cover sheet(s) were not always standardised and completed according to guidance/structure given, e.g. most feedback was handwritten, and frequently illegible. Finally, it was clear from students’ comments that feedback based on standardised assessment or marking criteria was more effective and better understood if accompanied by a personalised commentary.
Assessment Feedback Project: Phase 2

Faculty Workshops

From April to early June 2008, INSPIRE held 7 workshops with a total of 57 members of staff from four Faculties on both main campuses. The sessions were planned to last three hours with activities designed:
· to give colleagues the opportunity to share good practice and learn from each other; 
· to collect contextualised examples of good practice which we could return to Faculties for the construction of localised guidelines; and 
· to secure examples which might inform the development of generic University-wide guidelines.

In the workshops, we introduced the previous phase of the project and played a video of a student focus group discussing their experiences of feedback and assessment practices at our University, recorded during Phase 1. Next, we presented ‘The Guidance and Feedback Loop’ (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell, Litjens, 2006), a model that identifies different stages in the assessment feedback process, which we used to promote group and plenary discussions organised around our content, style and clarity classifications of the good feedback practice as identified by students during Phase One. The sessions were audio recorded with permission from the attendees.
Findings

Our findings show that with very few exceptions, issues regarding assessment feedback are to a great extent common across Faculties. Thus, our findings are compiled into one generic table, and are aligned with the six phases within the Guidance and Feedback Loop (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell, Litjens, 2006) as follows: 
	The issue
	How can this be addressed?

	Students’ Prior Experiences of Assessments

	Students perceive higher education as consumers: education is seen as a product rather than as a process.

Students do not engage with feedback – they are only focused on the mark and end result. 
	More work needs to be done on the information in module guides and student handbooks. This could include information about what it means to go into higher education, and what is expected from students and can be expected from tutors.

Introduce a facility on the virtual learning environment (VLE) (currently WebCT) that would ask the students to discuss or evaluate the extent to which they understand the assessment process of each one of their modules. Module leaders could analyse the results and take the appropriate action to ensure their modules’ assessment processes are understood.

	Preliminary Guidance

	Teaching is assessment-focused. Academic staff have little time to teach beyond what is required for the assessment.
	Develop features of the module guide such as learning objectives and outcomes, assessment criteria, learning agreements, etc. with students during the first sessions to generate a shared understanding of the purpose of the module between the tutor and the students.

	Ongoing Clarification

	There is a separation between assessment and feedback, and learning and teaching.
	Introduce continuous forms of assessment which constructively align assessment with learning and teaching. Examples include presentations, project work and patchwork text, including peer assessment.

	Students have no input into the development of assessment criteria.

Therefore it is difficult for them to understand the meaning of assessment criteria.
	Clarify and where possible negotiate the meaning of assessment criteria and then provide formative feedback during the module before students are writing up their assignments.

Use online activities involving peer feedback and reflection, where small groups work together to prepare their assignments. This could be particularly helpful for part-time students.

It was also suggested that group tutorials could be used to further clarify assessment criteria.

	The dialogue between tutors and students is a one-way monologue – tutor to student.

Students need to develop insight into the quality of their own work, to enable a meaningful dialogue between tutor and student.
	Students can be asked to comment on their own work and hand in their comments with their work for marking. Accordingly, tutors comment on and/or mark the work, based on the students’ own reflections about their drafts. This starts a dialogue and decreases the sense of marking in isolation. Students begin to learn how to criticise their own work, and accept constructive comments in the form of feedback.

Students present their work plans/drafts in the classroom. Peers (and perhaps the tutor) review the draft before it is written up. This has been found to enable experience of working as a team and promote the students’ success.

	No face-to-face interaction with the students.


	In an online delivered module, students are asked to submit a self-assessment with their final assessment. This has proved useful with non-traditional students, such as people who have been away from institutional education for a long time. In this case, self-assessment has been built into the module.

	There is no training in marking and assessment.

Lack of consistency between academic tutors as to how much of a draft assignment they will see and comment on prior to submission.
	The induction course could be expanded to include advice on assessment and feedback. Also, subject, department-based staff development or team work can address specific marking and assessment issues for more established staff by sharing good practice.

Based on University guidance, specific support and guidance should be provided to (new) tutors, and to tutors who are given new modules to teach. Module leaders, who lead on a module delivery involving several staff, need to ensure equality of contents, assessment and marking. Team meetings or other forms of communication at different stages of the delivery process might be useful.

	Feedback on Performance/Achievement

	Tutors do not have enough time.
	Allocation of realistic time allowances for marking and moderation built into the yearly calendar and academic timetable.

	Tutors have to teach big groups, and they don’t have time to feed back adequately.
	After assignments have been marked, offer feedback on general issues arising from the assessment to the entire group. Students are able to relate the generic feedback to their own work and therefore are better able to understand how their mark was arrived at, and how they could have done better.

	Feedback lacks clarity due to unclear handwriting. 

Feedback is provided very late or not at all.
	Arrangements should be made to allow feedback and marks to be given electronically/online. In some cases (e.g. online deliveries), formative feedback is already provided using email. Word-processing feedback and attaching the printout to the assessment cover sheet can address this issue, whilst also ensuring that staff have a permanent copy of the feedback given to their students.

	Supplementary Support

	Modules are not designed to allow time for tutors to support students after the assessment.
	Electronic feedback could include a field in which students may sign their agreement to allow subsequent tutors to follow up their progress regarding issues raised in feedback. Moreover, where possible, tutors can provide feedback on a previous module in a follow-up module. In some cases, Personal Development Planning (PDP) has been and can be used as a reflective mechanism to feed-forward.

	Feed-Forward

	The modular structure does not permit the communication of feedback across the levels and therefore prevents feed-forward.
	Feedback could form part of PDP. Students should have a personal repository for their feedback and, especially in the first year, students and tutors could reflect on the feedback they receive and identify generic issues and possible development needs. The Students’ Union has suggested that this would be more useful than discussing careers at this stage. At a later stage, the feedback would help tutors in giving career development advice.


The findings have identified a wide range of issues to be addressed regarding assessment feedback practice at our University, as well as suggestions for resolving them. However, there was little evidence of local or subject-specific approaches to assessment and feedback and the project did not identify any practice which was Faculty-specific. In the meantime, some Faculties have and are conducting their own staff development activities around assessment and assessment feedback. 
9th Annual Learning and Teaching Conference

At the Learning and Teaching Conference in June 2008 we presented a workshop entitled: ‘Feeding Back, Feeding Forward: An Exchange of Ideas’. The goals of the workshop were to disseminate examples of good practice gathered from the Faculty workshops, to facilitate the sharing of good practice and to collect further case studies and examples to add to our collection for future dissemination. We based the discussion on the Loop used in the Faculties’ workshops.
Findings

The group chose to discuss the feed-forward stage of the Loop, and considered aspects of feeding-forward to subsequent assignments within the same module, and feeding-forward to future modules. Participants identified a lack of understanding as to why so many students appear to make little or no use of feedback from past modules in future modules, yet it was reported that some students have asked where they could obtain copies of their previous feedback. The plenary discussion provided some ideas to support the development of assessment feedback which can be fed-forward, plus further issues which have been incorporated into this report on Phase 2 of the Assessment Feedback Project.
Assessment Feedback Project, PHASE 2

Introduction

This document reports on the second phase of INSPIRE’s Assessment Feedback Project. This paper consists of three sections. First, we present a summary of the initial phase of this project and theoretical background; secondly, we provide a brief description of the structure of the Phase 2 development workshops; finally, we present a summary of our findings during the second phase of the project and further recommendations.

The Assessment Feedback Project is part of INSPIRE’s programme of developing teaching, learning and assessment practice in our University with a view to addressing the need for an informed, consistent and appropriate approach to giving student feedback. Further, the Assessment Feedback Project was undertaken partly as a response to the outputs of the National Student Survey (NSS) (Student Experience Committee, 2007) and the Student Experience Survey (SES) (Marsden and Rawden, 2007), which continue to raise some student concern about feedback.

As identified by Carless (2006), ‘feedback is central to the development of effective learning, yet is comparatively under researched’ (p. 219). Unlike institutions such as the Open University, at Anglia Ruskin University our feedback to students does not receive systematic criticism and we are not aware of how well new lecturers and part-time staff are developed in the art of giving good feedback. Generic guidelines for specific formats do not commonly exist and the form and style of feedback across our University varies considerably.

In Phase 1 of the project, we increased our understanding of students’ experiences and expectations of written assessment feedback at our University and gathered staff opinions as to how they could improve their written assessment feedback practice. The findings were disseminated to staff through a Phase 1 summary and Interim Report.
During Phase 2, we presented these findings to academic colleagues and gathered their responses to the students’ views. Their thoughts on issues raised in these findings and by students, and on their good practice, were discussed, shared and recorded and form the basis of this report on Phase 2. This phase widened the perspective from written assessment feedback to all formative and summative feedback.
Assessment Feedback Project: Phase 1 
During Phase 1 of the Assessment Feedback Project, we wanted to increase our understanding of our students’ experiences and expectations of feedback. Our main findings from Phase 1 of the project, reported in our Interim Report (Lilly, Richter and Warnes, 2007) are summarised in the following paragraphs:
· Our students place great trust in their tutors and are keen for their advice. Students were encouraged by enthusiastic tutors and wanted their feedback to demonstrate this. They want to feel that their work has been appreciated and they want to know that their tutor has put some work into marking it.
· It is important that good quality, unambiguous, sufficient feedback is given to students and time is permitted for discussion to take place, preferably on a one-to-one basis between student and lecturer.
· Feedback should be concise and to the point but the mix of feedback methods – on cover sheets, against criteria mark sheets, in discussion with the tutor – should address all the necessary points.
· Students were aware of assessment criteria in module guides, and were anxious that their feedback should properly reflect the assessment criteria. The use of criteria assessment sheets was considered useful. However, these should be relevant, and allow for comment on the quality of the student submission against the criteria, rather than just an indication of the presence of elements of the criteria.
· It was considered that feedback written in the third person was more objective, and helped to ensure that comments were taken as relevant to the work, rather than as personal observations.

· Students indicated that they had found it difficult to accept constructive criticism when they first started their studies, but had come to recognise how useful it was as they progressed. They identified a need for students to be made aware of how to use and respond to constructive feedback. Whilst peer feedback had been uncomfortable when first experienced, those students who had participated in peer feedback had felt that it was ultimately very useful.

These findings have strong resonance with the wider literature and research on assessment feedback. For instance, Handley, Szwelnik, Ujma, Lawrence, Millar and Price (2007, pp. 12-15) state that throughout their study on giving feedback on drafts, they found that students required certain levels of psychological safety when receiving the feedback. For instance, it is important to notice the effect of the context in which feedback is given. In addition, they found that students admitted that they may take some time to develop the necessary academic skills to formulate questions to their tutors. Time management is also a very significant factor, and once this has been addressed, for example, by using a scheme where feedback is given on drafts, there is no significant impact on the workload of staff, and students find the feedback more effective for feeding-forward to future activity (Handley, Szwelnik, Ujma, Lawrence, Millar and Price, 2007, p. 15).
Our academic staff identified a range of issues which they considered constrained their own feedback practice. These related broadly to the following categories: time, assessment and feedback practice, organisation, communication, clarity and personality (see Interim Report by Lilly, Richter and Warnes, 2007, for more details). Within these categories, tutors identified (amongst others) needs for guidance in designing assessment criteria and managing students’ expectations which, if addressed, would promote the development of the good feedback practice described by the students in our study.
Race (2008, p. 4) affirms that academic staff are aware of reasons why their feedback to students is not effective and how they could improve it. However, this does not mean that tutors are solely responsible for the provision and effectiveness of assessment feedback. Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2004, p. 1) stress that feedback is not exclusively produced by teachers. As we have identified, feedback comes in various forms and may be produced by peers, tutors and from self-assessment (Race, 2008, p. 8). Based on our findings and the wider literature, we made the following recommendation:

The purpose of written assignment feedback – whether formative or summative – should always be formative in nature. Students need to be able to receive good quality formative feedback to feed-forward into their summative assignments, and good quality summative feedback which they can feed-forward to their next assignments. (Lilly, Richter and Warnes, 2007, p. 10, original emphasis)

Moreover, we have to bear in mind that support from wider institutional structures is needed for assessment feedback to be successful, just as much as research and theorisation are required in this area (Sadler, 1989; Yorke, 2003). In other words, while there should be an adequate infrastructure (for example, accurate module definition forms, generic and, perhaps, specific assessment guidelines), the responsibility of the tutor as the assessor (Yorke 2003, p. 496) is as much to clarify the assessment criteria and make sure that this is understood by the students as it is the teaching of the subject (Yorke 2003, pp. 487-488).
Assessment Feedback Project: Phase 2

Faculty Workshops:

In January 2008, INSPIRE made a recommendation for progressing the Assessment Feedback Project at Faculty Boards to seek the agreement of Board members to run a series of workshops for Faculty staff. All Boards agreed, and in April, May and early June 2008 INSPIRE held workshops with colleagues from four Faculties on both main campuses.  

In order to ensure a wide representation of disciplines from each Faculty, we arranged to run sessions for up to 30 participants, with a minimum of 7, and arranged the dates and locations of the workshops according to the availability of academic staff. We held 7 sessions and a total of 57 members of staff attended.
	Location
	Faculty
	Attendees

	Chelmsford
	Education
	5

	Chelmsford
	FHSC
	6

	Cambridge
	Education
	6

	Cambridge
	FHSC
	9

	Cambridge
	ALSS
	18

	Cambridge (Cambridge & Chelmsford staff)
	AIBS
	7

	Cambridge
	ALSS
	6


Table 1 Distribution of Workshops, Faculties and Participants for Phase 2
The sessions were planned to last three hours, with activities designed to address three primary goals. Firstly, we wanted colleagues to have an opportunity to share good practice and learn from each other. Secondly, we wanted to collect contextualised examples of good practice which we could return to Faculties for the construction of localised guidelines. Thirdly, we wanted to secure examples which might inform the development of generic University-wide guidelines.
To begin with, we provided a brief presentation of the previous phase of the project and our objectives for the day, and collected the participants’ own expectations of the workshops. Following this, we screened a video of a student focus group discussing their experiences of feedback and assessment practices at our University, which we had recorded during the first phase of the project.
Next, we presented The Guidance and Feedback Loop (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell, Litjens, 2006) (see Figure 1 below), a model we have selected from the literature since it identifies different stages in the assessment feedback process which can promote discussion. The model depicts an illustration of the processes and influences upon students’ expectations of assessment feedback, including:
1. Students’ prior experiences of assessments

2. Preliminary guidance

3. Ongoing clarification

4. Feedback on performance/achievement

5. Supplementary support

6. Feed-forward

The Loop highlights the concerns of students about the guidance they have received prior to writing up an assignment, while they are writing it, and after submission (Hounsell, 2008). The Loop is understood as a reminder that the feedback received by students is closely linked to the guidance they are given before they start, whilst they are in the process of working on their assignments and after assignment submission (Hounsell, 2008, p. 4).

[image: image2.emf]
Figure 1 The Guidance and Feedback Loop

In our Interim Report (Lilly, Richter and Warnes, 2007) we identified three categories of comments received from students regarding the essential components of good Assessment Feedback. These related to the content, style, and clarity of assessment feedback practice. We used these categories to structure the activities in the Phase 2 workshops. Workshop participants were organised into teams and given a piece of flipchart paper with one category heading. The teams were given the task of discussing the category they had been allocated, and noting any examples of good practice which arose during the discussions. These examples could be taken from their own teaching experience or from their knowledge of the practice of colleagues. We included a further section on the flipchart papers which allowed teams to note issues that they felt mitigated against good assessment and feedback practice. After approximately 30 minutes, the completed flipchart pages were rotated to the next team, for further additions. Finally, the pages were discussed at a plenary session, which was audio recorded.
Findings

The activities provided data on issues that staff encountered during the stages of assessment feedback and beyond, and in the plenary we focused on sharing ways in which such issues can be addressed. In the process, it was demonstrated that our colleagues had a wide range of experience and advice to share.
In holding Faculty-focused workshops, we were responding to requests to produce Faculty-specific reports. Nonetheless, as we present on this page, our findings show that with very few exceptions, issues regarding assessment feedback are to a great extent common across Faculties. Therefore, the findings are compiled into one table.

The following Table summarises the most significant issues and suggestions for how common problems in assessment and assessment feedback practice could be addressed by staff across Faculties. Although this list of issues is not exhaustive, it is representative of the experiences of colleagues who attended the assessment feedback workshops. The data is presented according to its relevance to the stages of The Guidance and Feedback Loop (Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell and Litjens, 2006).
	The issue
	How can this be addressed?

	Students’ Prior Experiences of Assessments

	Students perceive higher education as consumers: education is seen as a product rather than as a process.
Students do not engage with feedback – they are only focused on the mark and end result. 
	More work needs to be done on the information in module guides and student handbooks. This could include information about what it means to go into higher education, and what is expected from students and can be expected from tutors.
Introduce a facility on the virtual learning environment (currently WebCT) that would ask the students to discuss or evaluate the extent to which they understand the assessment process of each one of their modules. Module leaders could analyse the results and take the appropriate action to ensure their modules’ assessment processes are understood.

	Preliminary Guidance

	Teaching is assessment focused. Academic staff have little time to teach beyond what is required for the assessment.
	Develop features of the module guide such as learning objectives and outcomes, assessment criteria, learning agreements, etc. with students during the first sessions to generate a shared understanding of the purpose of the module between the tutor and the students.

	Ongoing Clarification

	There is a separation between assessment and feedback, and learning and teaching.
	Introduce continuous forms of assessment which constructively align assessment with learning and teaching. Examples include presentations, project work and patchwork text, including peer assessment.

	Students have no input into the development of assessment criteria.

Therefore, it is difficult for them to understand the meaning of assessment criteria.
	Clarify and where possible negotiate the meaning of assessment criteria and then provide formative feedback during the module before students are writing up their assignments.

Use online activities involving peer feedback and reflection, where small groups work together to prepare their assignments. This could be particularly helpful for part-time students.
It was also suggested that group tutorials could be used to further clarify assessment criteria.

	The dialogue between tutors and students is a one way monologue – tutor to student.

Students need to develop insight into the quality of their own work, to enable a meaningful dialogue between tutor and student.
	Students can be asked to comment on their own work and hand in their comments with their work for marking. Accordingly, tutors comment on and/or mark the work, based on the students’ own reflections about their drafts. This starts a dialogue and decreases the sense of marking in isolation. Students begin to learn how to criticise their own work, and accept constructive comments in the form of feedback.

Students present their work plans/drafts in the classroom. Peers (and perhaps the tutor) review the draft before it is written up. This has been found to enable experience of working as a team and promote the students’ success.

	No face-to-face interaction with the students.


	In an online delivered module, students are asked to submit a self-assessment with their final assessment. This has proved useful with non-traditional students, such as people who have been away from institutional education for a long time. In this case, self-assessment has been built into the module.

	There is no training in marking and assessment.

Lack of consistency between academic tutors as to how much of a draft assignment they will see and comment on prior to submission.
	The induction course could be expanded to include advice on assessment and feedback. Also, subject, department-based staff development or team work can address specific marking and assessment issues for more established staff by sharing good practice.

Based on University guidance, specific support and guidance should be provided to (new) tutors, and to tutors who are given new modules to teach. Module leaders, who lead on a module delivery involving several staff, need to ensure equality of contents, assessment and marking. Team meetings or other forms of communication at different stages of the delivery process might be useful.

	Feedback on Performance/Achievement

	Tutors do not have enough time.
	Allocation of realistic time allowances for marking and moderation built into the yearly calendar and academic timetable.

	Tutors have to teach big groups, and they don’t have time to feed back adequately.
	After assignments have been marked, offer feedback on general issues arising from the assessment, to the entire group. Students are able to relate the generic feedback to their own work, and therefore are better able to understand how their mark was arrived at, and how they could have done better.

	Feedback lacks clarity due to unclear handwriting. 
Feedback is provided very late or not at all.
	Arrangements should be made to allow feedback and marks to be given electronically/online. In some cases (e.g. online deliveries), formative feedback is already provided using email. Word-processing feedback and attaching the printout to the assessment cover sheet can address this issue, whilst also ensuring that staff have a permanent copy of the feedback given to their students.

	Supplementary Support

	Modules are not designed to allow time for tutors to support students after the assessment.
	Electronic feedback could include a field in which students may sign their agreement to allow subsequent tutors to follow up their progress regarding issues raised in feedback. Moreover, where possible, tutors can provide feedback on a previous module in a follow-up module. In some cases, PDP has been and can be used as a reflective mechanism to feed-forward.

	Feed-Forward

	The modular structure does not permit the communication of feedback across the levels and therefore prevents feed-forward.
	Feedback could form part of PDP. Students should have a personal repository for their feedback and, especially in the first year, students and tutors could reflect on the feedback they receive and identify generic issues and possible development needs. The Students’ Union has suggested that this would be more useful than discussing careers at this stage. At a later stage, the feedback would help tutors in giving career development advice.


Table 2 Addressing Issues in Assessment Feedback
Whilst the workshops were primarily designed to share ideas for addressing issues which constrain good assessment feedback practice and to capture examples of good practice, perhaps inevitably, there was some discussion about assessment practice itself. In addition to the issues listed above, the feasibility of anonymity in certain subject areas was widely debated by the workshop participants, in spite of the fact that anonymous marking is the current policy of our University. It is possible to locate the source of this debate within the double role played by the tutors who, at some point, ‘have to switch role from that of supporter of learning to assessor of achievement’ (Yorke 2003, p. 496). Since many teachers hold a great deal of knowledge about their specific students, the likelihood of anonymity being at risk is high when they have to evaluate their students’ progress, especially in subjects within the humanities, e.g. arts and design. Participants argued that sometimes it is impossible to be completely objective when marking and writing up their feedback because they could recognise the student they were assessing.
9th Annual Learning & Teaching Conference Workshop
At the Learning and Teaching Conference in June 2008 we presented a workshop entitled: ‘Feeding Back, Feeding Forward: An Exchange of Ideas’. The goals of the workshop were to disseminate examples of good practice gathered from the Faculty workshops, to facilitate the sharing of good practice and to collect further case studies and examples to add to our collection for future dissemination (ITQ, 2008).
The delivery of the workshop was structured around a Dialogue Sheet (Blomqvist, 2006) that we developed based on The Guidance and Feedback Loop by Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell and Litjens (2006). Dialogue Sheets are used to promote peer-to-peer learning amongst colleagues (Blomqvist, 2006). Peer-to-peer learning is defined as:

[…] to understand how others’ perception of facts and methods, and heritage of science and philosophy can be useful for and/or similar to one’s own experience, and to share one’s own perceptions with others, both in formal and informal settings. (Blomqvist 2006, p. 4) 
The Sheet, as shown in Figure 2, was produced in A0 size and placed on a table. Participants were provided with a copy of the list of issues and examples of good practice summarised in Table 2 above. Participants chose where to sit around the Sheet and discussed their ideas prompted by the stage of the Loop at which they were seated.

[image: image3]Figure 2 Dialogue Sheet: Good Practice in Assessment Feedback

Findings

The group chose to discuss the feed-forward stage of the Loop, and considered aspects of feeding-forward to subsequent assignments within the same module, and feeding-forward to future modules. Participants identified a lack of understanding as to why so many students appear to make little or no use of feedback from past modules in future modules, yet it was reported that some students have asked where they could obtain copies of their previous feedback. Student engagement with the assessment process is essential to its success. Many authors (e.g. Handley, Szwelnik, Ujma, Lawrence, Millar and Price, 2007; Hounsell, McCune, Hounsell and Litjens, 2006; Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick, 2004; Sadler, 1989; Yorke, 2003) have emphasised that while it is very important to produce and provide adequate feedback to students, in order for feedback to be of use it is essential that students are fully engaged in the process.

The discussion provided some ideas to support feeding-forward:
· Since the first lecture of the year and the first meeting with the students sets the scene for a module, it was suggested that it would be useful to talk about the students’ strengths and weaknesses during the first week. This would help them to connect their past assessment feedback with the learning outcomes of the current module.
· Further, academic tutors and students should be encouraged to view the modules as part of a whole programme of study, instead of separate unconnected parts. Thus, both staff and students would be able to see the links across modules and elaborate on their feedback for the benefit of the academic and professional development of the students.

· WebCT (as our University’s VLE) could be used as an assessment feedback repository. Therefore, students would be able to access their feedback when need be and benefit from it.

· The assignment feedback cover sheet could include a slot where students would be able to write their reflection on the assessment feedback received.

Summary 
We embarked on Phase 2 of this project with the purpose of gathering our academic colleagues’ responses to our students’ views on assessment feedback practice in our University, their thoughts on issues which constrain good assessment feedback and to facilitate the sharing of good practice.
Further, we also advanced our learning from the initial phase of the project and gathered information to support the development of recommendations and guidelines for our University and the Faculties. During our workshops with colleagues from four Faculties we established that, with very few exceptions, issues and good practice in assessment feedback can be generalised across disciplines.
Within the Faculty workshops, colleagues consistently highlighted issues that influence the effectiveness of their assessment feedback practice. Among the most important issues to be addressed are:
· Student engagement with assessment criteria and their assessment feedback.
· Making assessment feedback a two-way dialogue between tutor and student.

· A need for training in marking assignments. 
· Structuring time to allow the production of good quality feedback. 

· Improving clarity in assessment feedback by typing it and potentially providing it online. 

· Addressing the effect of a modular curriculum on the feeding-forward of feedback. 
· Establishing further guidelines on anonymous marking, especially in the subject area of the humanities.

It is important to highlight that these issues also resonate with our findings from Phase 1 (Lilly, Richter and Warnes 2007, p. 8). The dissemination of exemplars of good practice in both assessment and assessment feedback has a key role in improving assessment feedback. Academic colleagues find support in learning from other colleagues’ techniques, and develop more confidence in this area of their work. We hope that the suggestions in this report will assist colleagues in developing their own practice. We welcome contributions from colleagues who would like to share examples of good practice not included in this report. Please contact the authors if you wish to contribute to the growing body of shared good practice.
Dr Jaki Lilly

Dr Berenice Rivera Macías

Uwe Richter

APPENDIX I

Examples of Good Practice Identified during the Faculty Workshops:
· Two lecturers within CREATe have developed a case study on the uses and value of two types of assessment: sketchbook learning journals and web-based communication. These are applied in Early Childhood Studies. This blended type of assessment has helped the students to build up confidence on what to include in their assignments. These assignments retain elements of essay writing since this is important for their progress in the following modules. (FoE)
· A research project within CREATe is based on the implementation of e-tivities in Early Childhood Studies. Students produce small group work by working on a summary, which would be the basis for the plan of their work (assignments). This has been used with part-time students who only come in once a week. (FoE)
· Online self-assessment has been built into the module. This has been effective with non-traditional students. (FoE)
· The introduction of peer assessment. This assessment begins as a reflective diary in week one and includes peer and group presentations. This has been very successful as it supports the development of reflective management techniques. Although it was initially challenging for the students, it improved their learning experience. (AIBS)

· A Department follows a timetable for marking and moderation in order to assist the tutors with their time management during this demanding period. (FoE)
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