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Response to the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning

| am providing this submission to QQl in response to the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and
Learning.

| am making this submission on behalf of Age & Opportunity as | want to ensure that the issues
highlighted here get the attention they deserve as part of future discussions on assessment of
learners and learning in Ireland.

Age & Opportunity delivers training and personal development courses to older people and to
people providing care to older people in residential and day-care settings. We have a number of
accredited courses leading to QQ! level 6 Minor Awards. We know that the provision of Minor
Awards facilitates the participation of many of our learners whose primary qualification is a QQl
level 5 award in Care of the Older Person. These learners have the potential for contributing
significantly to the quality of life of older people receiving care services, which is why we developed
our Minor Awards in the first place.

Based on the information and points of discussion raised in the Green Paper our organisation would
like to support recommendations being made by AONTAS, the National Adult Learning Organisation.
These recommendations are:

1) Assessment policies need to be reviewed, and developed in the future, to account for the
needs of all learners. Assessments should not be a one size fits all system and should be
developed to the extent possible in consultation with learners. As a community education
provider learners are at the centre of the education system and assessment should be varied
and inclusive of all learners. Assessment should be able to gauge the learning of the diverse
types of learners within the FET and HE sectors and therefore should not depend solely on
traditional systems like end of year exams or essays.

2) Create policy frameworks that allow for the creation of assessments which support learners
working to complete specific modules, or Minor Awards. Those who are most socio-
economically disadvantaged and underserved are more likely to participate in education that
allows flexibility, and which promotes employment mobility and educational progression.
Therefore while policies for assessment are being reviewed we ask that policy makers remember
that important role that Minor Awards have in widening and diversifying participation in lifelong
learning.

3) The resources available for creating quality assessment must be equal to the costs of providing
quality assessment. To ensure quality assessment, investments must be made in administrative
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4)

and teaching supports so that the professional teachers and tutors who develop assessments
have the capacity to ensure quality and the capacity to be innovative. Teachers and tutors in FET
and HE are incredibly skilled but require the time, in addition to time spent teaching, to commit

to development of new quality assessment processes. This requires financial resources to
achieve.

Establish a national RPL policy. For assessment to be learner focused and have the result of
widening participation to lifelong learning QQl and its stakeholders need to commit to
establishing a clear policy that leads to learner access and progression through RPL. The Further
Education and Training Strategy 2014-2019" laid down the priority of developing clear RPL
policies by 2018 in order to meet EU Recommendation number (2012/C 398/01) of 20 December
2012 on the validation of non-formal and informal learning. Unfortunately these clear policies
have not yet come to fruition.

As a provider of community education in Ireland | want to state the benefits that implementing
these recommendations will have for the creation of a more vibrant learning environment for

learners across our country.

The Green Paper highlights many issues and trends of importance to learners and practitioners of

FET. However without implementation of the recommendations made in AONTAS’ submission the

education system in Ireland will fail to effectively widen and diversify the adult learners participating

in education, regardless of other policy changes made in the years to come.

Yours sincerely

AN

AW Y\’\Z’M/\/VW@
Ciaran McKinney

Manager Engage Programme
Promoting lifelong learning and active citizenship

' SOLAS, National Further Education and Training Strategy. p.93.



N ahead

Association for Higher Education Access & Disability

AHEAD Response to the QQI green

paper on assessment

AHEAD welcomes this report and the opportunity it presents to respond to the
green paper and we to advocate on behalf of learners with disability engaged
with assessment. In the past people with disabilities have been discriminated
against in accessing all aspects of education (ERSI 2011), in particular state
examinations. Today, inclusion is a basic human rights issue and is articulated
clearly in the UNCRPD, Article 24. In addition according to the report on the
commission on the status of people with disability, the right to inclusion in
mainstream education can be regarded as a gateway to exercising other human
rights. In fact it is the key that opens the doors to qualifications, employment
and to true equality in society for people with disability. Creating a barrier free
learning environment that includes assessment is a critical step to building an

inclusive education environment and an inclusive society.

This response brings up a number of concerns arising from the experiences of
learners with disability and staff with responsibility for those students and
focuses on the assessment systems currently in place in post leaving cert

education.

INTRODUCTION

The rate of participation of learners with disabilities is rising exponentially and
there are now over 12,000 learners across all higher education programs see

table 1 below.



This data tells us that students with disabilities amount to 6% of the student
population in higher education and we know anecdotally the rate is 11% in FET
programmes. The HEA anticipate from the numbers in second level that this

increase will continue for the foreseeable future.

Number of Students with Disabilities

2016
2014 9694
2012 7957

2010 6321

2008

Table 1

The model of support in place to date for students with disability in post LC has
been a medical one that takes a deficit view of the learner with a disability and
locates any problems with them and not with the system. So it sees the
disability that the person cannot do. The system has been to ADD ON supports to
help the learner to compensate for the impact of the condition. But, the

traditional system of teaching, learning and assessment has remained the same.

However this situation is rapidly changing and inclusion is happening. As a
result of policy changes at an EU and a national level, it is now recognised that
the text based system of education itself is the source of many barriers to access
and inclusion of learners with disability. These policies include the Maastricht
and Bologna Treaties, the report on the Commission on the Status of People with
disability, 1998, Equality Legislation 2004 and more recently the UNCRPD
ratified by Ireland in 2018.

The UNCRPD Article 24 gives students with disability the right to an INCLUSIVE

education, this does not give them additional rights but simply endorses the



rights that other people have. This includes the right to a fair and equal
assessment and places the responsibility with the institutions at all levels to
ensure that these students can access a barrier free assessment and that does not

discriminate against them either directly or indirectly.

A key pillar promoting the move to mainstream inclusive education is the
strategic goals of both higher and further education and training (FET). The HEA
have a clearly articulated mainstreaming as a leading priority for higher

education. The National Access Plan strategic objective is to:

“To mainstream the delivery of equity of access in HEIs: to embed the whole oh HEI
approaches to institutional access strategies so that access for underrepresented

groups is prioritised across all faculties”

This means that access and inclusion is not a niche activity of access services, but
is everyone’s job. It also means that all aspects of education, especially
assessment, should be disability proofed to identify and remove potentially
discriminatory practices. Furthermore the assessment system should be
accessible and contain sufficient choice of assessment methods to enable most
learners with disabilities to demonstrate that they have reached robust academic

and technical standards.

In what is primarily a written examination system many learners with disability
need additional time, different exam locations, to use computers, readers,
scribes, all of which is a waste of time and resources. Increasing numbers of
learners with disability means that to continue to teach and assess through
mainly one medium, written text risks being at best unfair to many students and

at worst discriminatory.

A mainstream approach to inclusion in assessment

The HEA strategic objective to mainstream all aspects of high education

necessarily includes the ASSESSMENT process.



Inclusion is therefore a core principle for any discussion moving forward. Yet
this aspect is not clearly articulated within this Green Paper on Assessment. In
spite of the fact that most of the ingredients for inclusion are embedded
throughout the document, for example the principles articulated by the Teaching
and Learning Forum (pg32), responsibility for the inclusion of learners with
disability needs to be more explicitly outlined at macro and mesa levels.
Otherwise there is a risk of excluding learners with disabilities from further

discussion and policy decisions.

Ensuring an inclusive assessment process means that designers have a deep
understanding of the ingredients of accessible curricula including accessible
Learning Outcomes, the need to provide choice of a valid assessment methods

and a system for identifying what is a reasonable accommodation.

AHEAD promotes Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is a mechanism for
facilitating mainstreaming inclusive assessment. This approach of UNIVERSAL
DESIGN is also advocated by the UNCRPD as a framework for delivering inclusive
practice for a diversity of learners. UDL operates on the assumption that there is
of a variety of learners who all have different needs and consequently require a

variety of teaching, learning and assessment process.

UNIVERSAL DESIGN FOR LEARNING

A UDL model of inclusive practice will create a climate within institutions that
facilitates the implementation of the HEA National Access Plan, and the
achievement of institutional performance compacts in relation to Equality and

Access. Inclusive practice is based on principles of universal design as follows:

1. The active and variable engagement of students from pre-entry to
graduation
2. Providing multiple means of representation of learning and pedagogy

3. Providing multiple means of action and assessment.



A UDL approach to assessment also aligns very well with the eight principles for
assessment outlined within the T&L Forum pg. 32 in particular the need for
learners to experience a diversity of assessment methods. Indeed these
principles allow the provision of varied and flexible assessments options that
provides all learners with inclusive options within the mainstream assessment
process. Nevertheless, choice is imperative for learners with disabilities as many
apparently flexible assessments such as power point presentations, in reality

embed many inherent barriers for some learners.

UDL PYRAMID

Table 2

Level 1 - Ordinary solutions found in the in the mainstream lecture hall,
laboratory, assessment etc.

Level 2 - for individual accommodations arranged through the disability support
services within the institution

Levels 3 and 4 - reasonable accommodations are identified by the disability
support services and implemented by the relevant part of the College where
necessary to ensure they have equal access to learning and to a successful college

experience.



ACCESSIBILITY OF ASSESSMENT

A key principle of mainstreaming inclusion is accessibility and there are a

number of key ingredients for accessible assessment such as:

1. Designers need to think about the core requirements of the Learning
Outcome (LO), what is critical for the learner to demonstrate.

2. Ensure that the LO is based on what the activity is, and not be prescriptive
about how this is to be done.

3. The learner is offered a choice of valid assessment methods that are
appropriate to the context and environment and facilitate the
achievement of the LO.

4. Where the learner requires the allocation of additional 1 supports, then
should be a clear policy /procedure for The Identification of appropriate
Reasonable Accommodations within the assessment process that also
uphold the robustness of academic and technical/occupational standards

are maintained.

The Learning Outcome (LO)

AHEAD recommends that the design of LOs is a critical issue for mainstreaming
all aspects of assessment at all levels and should be addressed specifically in the
guidelines. The section on learning outcomes is critical to a conversation on
Inclusive Assessment and to the provision of appropriate reasonable

accommodations.

A common barrier met by learners with disabilities is where the LO specifies
how a task is to be carried out which leaves no room for allowing the learner to

do the task and meet standards differently.

The LO needs to be designed so that it identifies WHAT Needs to be done rather
than specifying HOW is to be done. Badly constructed LOs can place inadvertent
barriers in the way of the learner demonstrating their learning. For example on

a nursing course an LO could specify that the learner:



“Safety lift the patient from chair to the bed” SHOULD READ
“The patient is moved safety and with dignity from one place to another”.

The first LO has barriers for the nurse learner if they have a physical disability
bad back etc. But if the LO is written in terms of the is to be done rather than the

how, then it is more accessible.

Similarly if the LO requires the student to WRITE a report then the authenticator
will expect to observe just that, a written report, However if the LO is really
intended to demonstrate a learner’s theoretical understanding, then perhaps this

should be drafted using different language such as
“Report on the cultural dynamics of”

Allowing the learner to choose a number of different assessment options with

their tutor such as a video, an academic poster, a video blog, a poem etc.

A LO statement determines the assessment methods and what options of
assessment methods are valid and appropriate to the context. There needs to be
clear and unambiguous LOs for both the learner and teacher.

1. Whatis being assessed?

2. What tasks are mandatory and cannot be compromised?
3. What skills and knowledge must be demonstrated?
4

What choices can be available?

LOs need to articulate clearly to the learner which assessment choices are
available to them and what assessment methods are both valid and reliable. This
understanding is important to the accessibility the assessment process for all

learners but particularly so for learners with disabilities.



Furthermore the design of LOs on clear statements of what is mandatory is

essential to the identification of reasonable accommodations.

Recommendation:

That LO is designed so that it identifies WHAT needs to be done rather than
specifying HOW is to be done

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS

No matter how inclusive a mainstream system is, there is no getting away from
the responsibility of the institution to provide reasonable accommodations.
Many learners will not be accommodated within the mainstream assessment,
(for example a Deaf learner using an ISL interpreter) and will require an

additional accommodation to be made.

AHEAD strongly advocates that the principle of RAs is clearly articulated within
any assessment process. Itis a complex procedure and can lead to confusion for
teachers and learners. We would also recommend that QQI develop national

policies and guidance for institutions at a macro level.

We believe that there is insufficient consideration given to this important issue
within the green paper and the concept of Reasonable Accommodation is only
mentioned once. Yet, this is a legal requirement and at the very core of building
equity into the system. While not new in higher education, providing RAs is
relatively new in FET and poorly understood in both sectors. In a perfect world it
would not be necessary to highlight the fact that one size does not fit all and that
many students will do things differently. Unfortunately as pointed out by the
WHO and NDA surveys on attitudes to disability there are significant attitudinal
and structural barriers that discriminate against learners with a disability.
Inclusion is a national strategic objective at all levels of education and a key
principle to inform assessment and future planning. This is the time to get this

right.



Recommendation: Add in a key principle on RAs to be implemented in
assessment practice.

‘That students are provided with reasonable accommodations where they are not

available within the mainstream” pg. 32

In Summary

The mainstreaming of Inclusion into Assessment at a macro and Meso level
needs to be given specific consideration within a national discourse on
Assessment. There are elements unique to learners with disability, such as the
right to reasonable accommodations which do not affect other learners, but
which have the potential to discriminate against learners with disability at all
stages of the assessment process. So unlike the typical IKEA instructional
manual, which includes no instructions, QQI should provide detailed guidance
AND instructions to tutors, assessors and authenticators on policy and practice

in relation to Inclusive Assessment practice.

Ann Heelan
Executive Director
AHEAD

www.ahead.ie
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Submission

| welcome the opportunity to respond to the QQI Green Paper on Assessment of
Learners and Learning. | make this submission as Chair of the Widening
Participation (WP) Committee within the College of Social Sciences and Law
(CoSSL) UCD, and as Director of the Gender Studies Community/University
Outreach programme at the School of Social Policy, Social Work and Social Justice,
UCD. Given that the University Sector (including UCD) is a designated awarding
body guided by the QQI’s quality assurance guidelines, which addresses assessment
in outline only, I will limit my comments in this brief submission to two areas of
particular relevance to widening participation namely learner diversity and learner
progression as they relate to the learner assessment process and adult and community
education.

Learner Diversity

We welcome the QQI Green Paper’s acknowledgement that assessment supports both
quality and equality specifically, ‘access, transfer and progression procedures’ (p18-
19). We also welcome the Green Paper Section 7 (pp47-64) which sets out explicitly
to consider issues affecting all educational providers including, though not limited to,
holistic assessment in the context of programmes with specific learning outcomes and
diversity of learners. Whilst there is a recognised need for our higher education
system to become much more flexible in provision and to facilitate transfer and
progression through all levels of the system, there remain significant challenges to
achieving this (Hunt, 2011, p.11). UCD remains firmly committed to widening
participation with clear statements and ambitions in the UCD Strategic Plan 2015 —
2020 such as the commitment to ‘review our student recruitment programmes to
ensure emphasis on excellence and widening participation and set annual targets for
ensuring diversity in student recruitment’ (UCD Strategic Objective No 5). Equally,


http://www.socialpolicyworkjustice@ucd.ie/

UCD has committed to support the objectives of The National Plan for Equity of
Access to Higher Education 2015 — 2019 which makes specific reference to targets
for progression to higher education by holders of Further Education qualifications.
Similarly, one of the key objectives in the Higher Education System Performance
Framework is to promote access for disadvantaged groups and to put in place
coherent pathways from second level education, from further education, and from
other non-traditional entry routes (FET Strategy, 2013, p39).

Reflecting these ambitions, the CoSSL WP Committee spent considerable time,
commitment and energy working on the development and implementation of new
QQI-FET progression pathways for progressing students from FE Colleges to UCD’s
CoSSL degree programmes. We have evidenced significant success in this regard in
2017-18 including the removal of systemic barriers which had negatively affected
progression opportunities to date. These included the expansion of the range of
qualifying Level 5 and level 6 awards for progression to UCD Social Sciences
programmes, the removal of specific prerequisite modules within an approved award,
a significant increase in the QQI-FET quota places and a communication and
information strategy aimed at highlighting the importance of QQI-FET pathways into
UCD. The continued success of these progression pathways requires a shared
understanding across the entire education sector of the importance of learner diversity
for teaching, learning and assessment.

Therefore, while we strongly welcome the explicit reference to diversity and
assessment contained in the Green Paper we note that the section on diversity (section
7.6, p52) represents one of the shortest and least developed sections in the document.
Given that the learner profile across all educational provision sectors are increasing in
diversity this could be interpreted as a missed opportunity to explore both the
potentialities and challenges associated with designing and implementing assessment
strategies that reflect, and dynamically engage with, our diverse student cohorts.

The QQI Green Paper states that ‘assessment invariably involves making some
assumptions about learners’ (p52). We strongly encourage a deep level of critical
engagement on the meaning and significance of these ‘assumptions’ and their impact
on a range of learner cohorts. There is an abundance of scholarship on diversity and
learning which highlights the complexity of this arena as evidenced by the literature
nomenclature which traverses intercultural, multicultural and cross-cultural contexts
in addition to culturally blind contexts of absences and invisibilities (Palfreyman &
McBride, 2007). Indeed, ‘persistent under-representation of some social groups in HE
can be seen through the cultures of exclusion which operate within universities’
(Puwar, 2004, p.51). Institutionalised whiteness underpins higher education systems
internationally (Joseph-Salisbury, 2018), and social class continues to mitigate
against full access and participation within HE (HEA 2016). Our students with a
disability and students of ethnic minority backgrounds face significant cultural
barriers.



There is an imbricated relationship between these cultural absences/presences and the
ways in which they impact on what is being taught, to whom and by whom (Baker,
2004) and therefore how curriculum material is being assessed.

Recommendation: We see the publishing of this Green Paper as an opportunity to
further understanding vis-a-vis social and cultural diversity within our classrooms
across the educational spectrum and the opportunities to reflect this diversity within
our assessment of learners and learning.

Adult and Community Education

The CoSSL WP Committee also engaged with the adult and community education
sector and specifically women’s community education (NCCWN)® in our work given
its success in attracting hard to reach cohorts and previously underrepresented cohorts
in formal, lifelong learning programmes. Indeed, UCD has built a range of
community/university outreach partnerships aimed at supporting its work to make the
university less exclusive by widening and deepening participation among
underrepresented cohorts. The National Strategy for Higher Education to 2030 (Hunt,
2011: p77) argues the need for more community-based approaches where the
emphasis is on principles of partnership, empowerment, participation and capacity
building so as to challenge systemic inequity through widening participation. Over a
decade previously The White Paper on Adult Education (2000) acknowledged the
pivotal role feminist, women’s education had in both pioneering and driving
community education in Ireland. Indeed, this legacy has evolved to embrace
community education programmes and initiatives across the spectrum of levels on the
national qualifications framework (NQF) including QQI-FET awards and higher
education awards (See Quilty et al 2016; WERRC 2003; 2001). Community
education has from the outset been underpinned by principles of engaged pedagogy
and of learner involvement and participation through the acknowledgement of
existing knowledges and experiences within their learning and assessment processes
(hooks, 2000; Freire, 1972; Kumashiro, 2000).

It is evident that these broad principles underpinning community education reflect the
following position within the Green Paper:

Effective teaching...does not just deliver, or direct learners to, information or
drill them in the execution of procedures and manoeuvres but provides
purposeful goal-orientated interactive formation and guidance to learners,
helping bring out their potential, while adopting to their receptivity and
progress (p17).

Clearly this approach to teaching has implications for assessment of learners and
learning. The Green paper recognises that ‘all education providers from the smallest
to the largest can and should be involved in assessment of learning including

! National Collective of Community Based Women’s Networks (NCCWN). http://nccwn.org/



summative assessment’ (p71). However, it further acknowledges the burden this
carries for smaller organisations. In particular, it suggests that the imperative to
ensure valid, consistent and fair procedures may be ‘beyond the unaided capabilities
if many providers’ (p71). The challenges associated with scale can have real impact
for providers on the ground. However, it is critically important to emphasise the level
of expertise held within many small organisations, especially those within the
community education sector. This expertise reflects years of dedicated practice
engaging with diverse cohorts and responding collaboratively to issues of social and
economic marginalisation. This expertise is potentially compromised by the sustained
limited resource investment, both human and material, within this sector over the past
decade.

Recommendation: smaller providers should not be materially disadvantaged, or
indeed their expertise undervalued, in any consideration of assessment of learners and
learning.
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Introduction to AONTAS, the National Adult Learning Organisation

AONTAS, The National Adult Learning Organisation exists to promote the development of a lifelong
learning society through the provision of a quality and comprehensive system of adult learning and
education that is accessible and inclusive.

AONTAS is a highly respected non-governmental membership organisation established in 1969.
Currently it represents approximately 400 members from across the lifelong learning spectrum. The
work of AONTAS centres on: Advocating and lobbying for the development of a quality service for
adult learners; promoting the value and benefits of adult learning; and building organisational
capacity. With particular emphasis on those who did not benefit from education initially or who are
under-represented in learning. AONTAS’ seeks to:
e widen participation in lifelong learning;
e ensure community education supports quality learning opportunities for the most
educationally disadvantaged;
e ensure adult learners are central to local, regional, national, European and International
adult learning policy; and

e promote quality adult learning

Drawing on the strength of our members, including through the 100+ strong membership of the
AONTAS Community Education Network (CEN) and meaningful relationships with adult learners, we
advocate for the rights of all adults to quality learning throughout their lives based on a grassroots,
authentic understanding of lifelong learning that benefits the social, personal and skills development
of adults, their families and communities. In addition, we promote the value and benefits of lifelong
learning. We have a specific focus on the most educationally disadvantaged and our work seeks to
ensure that all adults have the right to participate in adult learning that exhibits the following
elements: inclusion, learner supports, progression, positive learning outcomes, is learner focussed,
offers learner choice, a positive learning experience and is transformative.

Introduction to the submission on the Green Paper

AONTAS would like to start by thanking Quality and Qualifications Ireland for taking the time to
develop this Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning (hereon referred to as the ‘Green
Paper’) and create the space for engaging a discussion about assessment processes and supports as
it regards further education and training (FET) and higher education (HE). While QQl has provided 10
pages of potential questions for consideration, AONTAS is providing comments on areas within the
scope of our expertise and experience. Therefore, the remainder of this submission focusses on the
following areas:

e assessment from a learner perspective;

e resources available for creating quality assessment must be equal to the costs of providing
quality assessment;

e assessment as a policy instrument through recognition of prior learning (RPL) to create equity of
access to education and employment;

e Recommendations for improving assessment policies in Ireland.



Reflection on assessment practice and the impact to learners

As the National Adult Learning Organisation, AONTAS believes learners should be at the heart of all
educational theory and practice. Many of the issues raised in this section of the response are aimed
at bringing learner needs to the centre of questions on assessment, to gauge how assessment
impacts or measures the diverse needs of learner populations. A number of key themes raised in the
Green Paper are of critical importance to the enhancement of teaching and learning in adult
education in Ireland. The questions posed in the Green Paper, are aimed at deepening the
conversation about the issues raised. Rather than approach these questions individually, we would
like to focus on themes we believe address issues raised by learners in FET. The themes we develop
in more detail are assessment practices within the FET sector, inclusion and equality within
assessment practices, and the promotion of lifelong learning through assessment.

Assessment in FET

As a broad framework underpinning the approach to assessment, AONTAS agrees with the Green
Paper’s endorsement of Astin’s IEO (Inputs, Environment, and Outputs) model of assessment over
alternatives like the CEDEFOP model. As the Green Paper suggests, the ASTIN model “gives greater
recognition to the roles of dynamically interacting autonomous individuals” by considering how a
learner’s environment shapes their experience and learning outcomes.! This approach allows for
greater consideration for the diverse experiences learners have within FET and therefore better
meets their needs as learners, while giving consideration to an individual’s learning journey.

Current assessment practices within FET are a topic explored at different points throughout the
Green Paper. As part of this reflection, the Green Paper leads to the position that FET suffers from
the absence of a holistic approach to assessment. The paper suggests that Education and Training
Boards (ETBs) instead currently take a bottom-up approach to assessment, attempting to fit module
learning objectives into QQI established minimum intended programme learning outcomes
(MIPLOs). The result from this practice is that assessments in FET are designed to fit learning
objectives at the module level, as opposed to the programme level for which QQl certifications are
given. The Green Paper suggests that this process leads to a “lack of sufficient reflection about the
overall programme as distinct from its constituent subjects.”? It should be noted however that this
process also poses a challenge to learners as it contributes to barriers learners may face when
progressing through levels of the National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ).

Through the SOLAS funded, and AONTAS managed National Further Education and Training Learner
Forum, learners have raised concerns about the abrupt changes in programme requirements,
particularly when progressing from Level 3 to Level 4.3 This quick transition may suggest either that
MIPLOs do not accurately reflect the gradual skills development required to progress from level to
level or that module level learning objectives at Level 3 are not adequately preparing learners for
those at learning objectives at Level 4. In both cases, a holistic reflection upon the MIPLO’s at each
level and their relationship to assessment would help alleviate this issue. For this reason AONTAS
believes, as the Green Paper suggests, that a holistic approach to assessment would better support a
learner’s development while also ensuring that assessments accurately measure the MIPLOs used to

1 Quality and Qualifications Ireland, The Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning (2018), pp 4-5.
2 1bid, 49.
3 AONTAS, The National FET Learner Forum Advisory Report 2017 (April 2018), p.9.
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validate QQlI certifications. This approach would require cooperation at both the macro and meso
levels from both QQIl and ETBIs. This would also need to be monitored in the future through ongoing
learner engagement to ensure assessment continues to meet learner needs.

Inclusion and Equality in Assessment

A holistic approach to assessment should occur in tandem with a significant reflection on the
relationship between summative and formative assessment, with the aim of inclusion and equality in
mind. FET has some of the most diverse learner populations of any Irish educational sector;
therefore, ensuring assessment is designed with equal opportunities of all learners in mind, must be
of the highest priority. Formative assessment is an essential tool to achieving this aim.

The OECD/CERI’s 2008 paper on Assessment for Learning proves the importance of formative
assessment to ensuring learners receive supports necessary to achieve their learning objectives. The
Green Paper argues that formative assessment not only raises overall learner performance, but it
also promotes higher-level equity in teaching practices. While formative assessment is delivered at
the micro-level (by tutors), the role of building capacity among tutors to develop effective formative
assessment practices must occur at the meso and macros levels. This process is to ensure that
formative assessments are linked to the MIPLOs and summative assessment tools developed at
these levels.

There are a number of frameworks developed on how to design effective formative assessment

tools to measure a learner’s progress. One example is found in Elise Trumball and Andrea Lash’s

work on formative assessment.* In this work they provide a framework to approach formative

assessment and its relationship to broader MIPLOs. They do this by questioning knowledge, skills,

and abilities as the starting point to developing all formative assessment practices. They raise

guestions such as:

e What knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) do | wish to asses toward a specific competency?

e What is the cognitive and developmental path (i.e. learning trajectory) | would expect to see
with regard to these KSAs?

e What evidence (i.e. observable features of students’ performance and responses) would | need
in order to determine the student’s level of KSAs?

o What are the characteristics of tasks that will elicit this evidence?

e What KSAs that are not wanted (e.g. unnecessarily complex language, need for speed of
response) might this type of formative assessment process introduce?

e How can | modify my formative assessment process to make it inclusive for all students, to
minimise the impact of non-target KSAs?®

Frameworks and tools such as these can be adapted to the MIPLOs to ensure there is alignment
between MIPLOs and course instruction.

In an effort to approach diverse learner populations’ experiences with assessment, AONTAS would
like assessment to be considered in terms of how it can be inclusive and equitable to all learners.
Assessment of learning should provide a chance for all learners to showcase their KSAs, and thereby

4 Elise Trumball and Andrea Lash, Understanding Formative Assessment Insights from Leaning Theory and Measurement Theory (April
2013) available at https://www.wested.org/online_pubs/resource1307.pdf
5 Ibid, p.9.
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have an equal chance of success over the period of their programme. As the Green Paper accurately
points out, summative assessments can themselves be shaped by an assumption about learners.®
The danger is that these assumptions do not reflect the diverse experiences and backgrounds of
learners whose performance is being measured by an assessment tool. To ensure assessment works
against these assumptions and is responsive to the changing profile of learners in Ireland, AONTAS
would like to see an approach to assessment that encourages learners to become partners in
designing assessment processes. This process could take many different approaches but the
important point is that there is a space for learners to actively participate in assessment design. An
assessment development process that is inclusive of learner views would help encourage learners to
take greater ownership of their learning. As the Green Paper points out, there is advice on what this
process would look like.” AONTAS would encourage further examples such as the Student
Engagement Framework to be considered in the development of this approach. These examples,
however, should be approached with the goal to modify and adjust to the unique landscape of FET,
as models currently in place have been put in place and operate in the higher education sector.

Developing inclusive assessment practices means considering how learners can showcase not only
the skills they achieve through their formal learning, but also the skills they bring with them. In
essence, assessment must give significant consideration to Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) and
where it rests in relation to broader assessment culture in Irish FET.® As studies have shown, RPL
processes promote social and economic inclusion.’ Ireland has made significant strides in RPL in
recent years, particularly in HE.X® These developments have been focused on the meso-level, with
individual HE institutions implementing RPL processes that are distinct from each other. This
approach has also been followed in the FET sector. Through the National FET Learner Forum learners
have aired frustration at this approach. Learners would like to see RPL processes expanded and
promoted on a national level, and they would like to see this process standardised and made

).1! To meet this aim,

transparent across all levels of the National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ
AONTAS would support and actively participate in a re-evaluation of current RPL processes with the

aim of drafting and implementing a national RPL policy

Lifelong Learning and Assessment

AONTAS believes that healthy assessment practices and a strong culture of assessment can do more
than support learning; assessment if done well can help to promote learning. With Ireland’s National
Skills Strategy 2025 calling for substantial increases from current lifelong learning levels, the
importance of approaching assessment as a tool for promoting learning cannot be understated.!?

6QQl, p.52.

7 Examples provided are Mick Healy, Kathy Flint, and Kathy Harrington, Engagement through partnership: students as partners in learning
and teaching in higher education (July 2014), available at
https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/system/files/resources/engagement_through_partnership.pdf and The National Forum for Teaching and
Learning in Higher Education, available at https://www.teachingandlearning.ie/. QQl, p.62.

8QQl, p.19.

9 Werquin, P. Recognition of Non-Formal and Informal Learning; Outcomes, Policies and Practices (February, 2010) available at
http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-school/44600408.pdf, pp 11-14.

10 For a history of these developments, please see Deridre Goggin, Phil O’Leary, and Prof. Irene Sheridan of Cork Institute of Technology,
Recognition of Prior Learning in Irish Further Education and Training.

11 AONTAS, The National FET Learner Forum Advisory Report 2017 (April 2018), p.8.

2 |reland’s National Skills Strategy 2025 available at https://www.education.ie/en/Publications/Policy-
Reports/pub_national_skills_strategy_2025.pdf, p. 72.
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AONTAS believes that the key to this approach is to include learners as partners in assessment
processes at every level of engagement.

Studies have shown that by providing a space for learners to actively engage with learning
objectives, processes, and assessment, learning itself is improved. Active learner engagement in
assessment processes promotes collaboration and teamwork; critical thinking and reflection;
communication skills; and facilitates learning to learn.®® These skills are linked to an increased
likelihood of learners to engage in further lifelong learning opportunities, as well as gives them the
chance to reap the rewards that come from the wider benefits of education such as improved health
and civic engagement.

Focus on major awards at the expense of minor awards and lifelong learning

Following from the subsection above on the importance of assessment as a tool for promoting
lifelong learning, AONTAS would like to briefly discuss the challenge that exists for lifelong learning
when the primary focus of the Green Paper is on assessments for Major Awards. While this focus on
Major Award assessment may not have been purposeful it is important to note that when policy
makers focus on Major Awards at the expense of Minor Awards they are (whether inadvertently or
not) building policies that work to exclude many adult learners from educational opportunities.

All adults seeking to return to education, but particularly those who are most socio-economically
disadvantaged and underserved are more likely to participate in education that allows flexibility, and
which promotes employment mobility and educational progression. Therefore while policies for
assessment are being reviewed which focus on the achievement of Major Awards, for many
learners, particularly in the FET sector, the purpose of education is to achieve a specific Minor Award
and move on to their next personal goal, whether that goal is professional, educational, or
otherwise.

From the perspective of learners seeking opportunities for flexible lifelong learning, and professional
development, assessment must allow for an evaluation of short term learning achievements as well
as longer term achievements. This need for flexible assessment is why AONTAS promotes the
position that learners be part of the assessment development process. Without learner engagement
in assessment development, institutions will not know what the right mix of assessment tools that
are necessary for evaluating learner outcomes.

Resources available for creating quality assessment must be equal to the costs of

providing quality assessment

While only briefly discussed in the Green Paper on pages 53 and 54 AONTAS believes it is very
important to discuss the human and financial resource commitments required to create trusted and
effective assessment systems. In short, the resources available for creating quality assessment must
be equal to the costs of providing quality assessment. As has been noted by AONTAS and our
membership in numerous submissions to QQl and various Ministers and Ministers of State over the
past several years, the resource requirements for maintaining a robust quality assurance framework,
and therefore strong assessment framework, are very high. AONTAS has frequently discussed these

13 David Boud, Ruth Cohen and Jane Sampson, ‘Peer learning and Assessment’ in Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, p. 41.
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resources requirements and costs in past submissions to QQl as it concerns the changing funding

requirements of the community education sector#?,

The Green Paper notes the importance of organisations having the resources to maintain quality
procedures for fair and consistent assessment. It goes on to say that it can envisage how well-
resourced providers of mainstream courses can provide the necessary quality structures, while
under resourced organisations providing bespoke courses relevant to their smaller groups of
learners may have challenges paying for the maintenance of quality procedures and assessment.
While these statements are objectively correct, what is missed in these statements is the larger
policy issues surrounding limited funding that is available to smaller community education providers.

In order to support community education providers seeking to provide accredited learning AONTAS
has been working with the Community Education Network (CEN) to ensure that groups have the
support they need. This includes working with QQI to provide clear information for community
education providers seeking to continue provision of quality accredited programmes. For the past
several months of 2018 AONTAS has employed a Quality Assurance Coordinator to consult with CEN
members seeking to reengage with QQIl and undergo programme validation, so that they can have a
clear picture of the financial and human resource time commitments they face.

Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL)

Recognition of prior learning through assessment is an issue that has been discussed for several
years but for which little action has been taken at a national policy level. While there are individual
processes for RPL existing across the country in HEIs and in progressive/forward looking FET
providers who have the resources to implement RPL, the lack of a cohesive national policy that
defines the purpose, goals, and responsibility for RPL puts Ireland at a competitive educational and
economic disadvantage.

While the issue of RPL is only given three-quarters of a page on page 55 of the Green Paper the
issues and questions around assessment procedures for RPL have a significant impact on learner
access and progression. As noted in AONTAS' submission to the Department of Education and Skills’
on the 28th May 2018 there is currently a missed opportunity to reach the Upskilling Pathways
target groups of women engaged in home duties; Men, and older men, in employment,
farmers/construction/drivers and unemployed/inactive; Travellers; lone parents; and the homeless,
by using RPL to recognise their existing skills and help them to enter and progress through the more
formal education system.

14 AONTAS has made several submissions to QQl (2013, 2014, 2015) clearly highlighting the issue of QQl fee. AONTAS produced two
detailed policy papers on the issue of fees (2014) and the scenarios of reengagement (2015) in advance of meeting DES officials and QQl
(2015). AONTAS and CEN members participated in all 7 Joint QQl / Community and Voluntary Sector Working Group meetings in 2015.
Additionally, the issue was raised in our submission to the National Skills Strategy (2015), Pre-Budget Submissions in 2016, 2017 and 2018,
and letters to former Minister Jan O’Sullivan (2015/6) and Minister Bruton and Minister of State Halligan (2017), and Ministers Bruton, and
Donohoe (2018).

15 While the resource requirements of community education providers has increased over the past several years as new regulatory
requirements have come online, SOLAS funding for community education based FET has remained stagnant, as evidenced in the 2015
(€10,581,826), 2016 (€10,727,731), 2017 (€10,836,192), and 2018 (€10,869,060) FET Service Plans.

16 AONTAS, Upskilling Pathways Recommendation reaching Target Groups through Community Education 28 May 2018,
https://www.aontas.com/AONTAS%20-%20Upskilling%20Pathways%20.pdf
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The implementation of a national RPL policy would be a significant step toward demonstrating the
Government’s commitment of widening and diversifying participation in lifelong learning of
traditionally underserved and disadvantaged communities. As AONTAS has argued before and will
continue to argue, a well-resourced and clearly defined RPL policy framework is required. The
current ad-hoc system of provider driven RPL is not meeting the needs of education providers or
learners. Providers are unsure about their responsibilities the best practices of RPL across the
country, and the resources required, and learners exist in a system of unequal access to RPL
depending on where in the country they live and depending on what institution they attend.

As stated earlier in this submission, the importance of RPL from the perspective of learners has been
highlighted through the National Further Education and Training (FET) Learner Forum. Learners have
said that they would like to see a national RPL policy that provides a clear and transparent pathway
to accessing all levels of the National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ).!” To meet this aim,
AONTAS again states our support and willingness to actively participate in a re-evaluation of current
RPL processes with the aim of drafting and implementing a national RPL policy.

The Green Paper finishes discussion about RPL by detailing the challenges for implementing a
national RPL policy framework. These challenges include the human and financial cost of having
experts in various fields available to create bespoke assessments and evaluate individual learner
expertise. It is our argument at AONTAS that RPL is critical to widening and diversifying participation
in education and that it is necessary for Government to make these investments and not only detail
the difficulty of making such investments..

Recommendations

Based on this submission the following recommendations are made as a way of promoting further

discussions on issues introduced in the Green Paper.

1) Assessment policies need to be reviewed, and developed in the future, to account for the needs
of all learners. Assessments should not be a one size fits all system and should be developed to
the extent possible in consultation with learners. Learners are at the centre of the education
system in both FET and HE and assessment should be varied and inclusive of all learners.
Assessment should be able to gauge the learning of the diverse types of learners within the FET
and HE sectors and therefore should not depend solely on traditional systems like end of year
exams or essays.

2) Create policy frameworks that allow for the creation of assessments which support learners
working to complete specific modules, or Minor Awards. Those who are most socio-
economically disadvantaged and underserved are more likely to participate in education that
allows flexibility, and which promotes employment mobility and educational progression.
Therefore while policies for assessment are being reviewed we ask that policy makers remember
that important role that Minor Awards have in widening and diversifying participation in lifelong
learning.

17 AONTAS, The National FET Learner Forum Advisory Report 2017 (April 2018), p.8.
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3) The resources available for creating quality assessment must be equal to the costs of providing
quality assessment. To ensure quality assessment, investments must be made in administrative
and teaching supports so that the professional teachers and tutors who develop assessments
have the capacity to ensure quality, while also keeping their capacity to be innovative. Teachers
and tutors in FET and HE are incredibly skilled but require the time, in addition to time spent
teaching, to commit to development of new quality assessment processes. This requires
financial resources to achieve.

4) Establish a national RPL policy. For assessment to be learner focused and have the result of
widening participation to lifelong learning QQl and its stakeholders need to commit to
establishing a clear policy that leads to learner access and progression through RPL. The Further
Education and Training Strategy 2014-2019*8 laid down the priority of developing clear RPL
policies by 2018 in order to meet EU Recommendation number (2012/C 398/01) of 20 December
2012 on the validation of non-formal and informal learning. Unfortunately these clear policies
have not yet come to fruition.

Conclusion

AONTAS wants to again thank QQI for developing this Green Paper and engaging discussions on how
assessments can be improved to ensure improved learning outcomes for all learners. While there
are many interesting options for the future of assessment that are introduced in the Green Paper it
is important that QQl and wider stakeholders in Government recognize that none of these options
will ever come to fruition or otherwise be successful if we do not ensure that learner needs are
heard and understood.

Thank you for taking the time to review our submission.

18 SOLAS, National Further Education and Training Strategy. p.93.
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CDETB

An Bord Oideachais agus Oilina Chathair Bhaile Atha Cliath
City of Dublin Education and Training Board

QQl Green Paper on Assessment
Response of the City of Dublin Education and Training Board
Introduction

The City of Dublin Education and Training Board (CDETB) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to
the national debate on assessment facilitated by this Green Paper. In particular, the highlighting of
the macro, meso, and micro levels in relation to assessment is a valuable framework for this debate.
The CDETB believes the “Universal Design for Learning” approach to all teaching and learning, as
well as the assessment of/as/for learning, is best practice and should be an underpinning principle of
the resultant QQI Policy on Assessment. This approach is vital to the inclusion of the greatest
number of citizens possible, to the greatest extent possible, in all of the education and training
provided by CDETB. Indeed, the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, recently
ratified by the Irish government, places a legal obligation on CDETB, as a public body, to provide all
of our services in a universally designed manner.

Evolving Policy Context

Further Education and Training (FET) in Ireland has undergone enormous change since 2010 with the
establishment of SOLAS, the ETBs, and QQIl. Coupled with the institutional and structural changes,
the profile of the labour market, and the profile of the student body have similarly changed. Since
2016, SOLAS has published the following national policies that all have implications for assessment:

e Strategy for Technology-Enhanced Learning in Further Education and Training 2016-2019;

e Further Education and Training Professional Development Strategy 2017-2019; and

e Supporting Working Lives and Enterprise Growth in Ireland — 2018-2021 further education

and training policy framework for skills development of people in employment.

In recent months, the government stated six national targets for the FET sector.

Target 1 - Skills for the Economy: 10% more learners securing employment after undertaking

a relevant FET course;

Target 2 — Progression: 10% more learners progressing to other FET courses or higher

education from relevant courses;

Target 3 — Transversal Skills: 10% increase in the rate of certification on courses primarily

focused on social-mobility skills development that is transversal in nature;

Target 4 — Lifelong Learning: 10% increase of adult learners taking part in lifelong learning

delivered through FET;



Target 5 — Certification and Qualifications: From 2018, for three years, an average of 10,000

more learners each year are to achieve qualifications related to business sectors where

employment growth and skills needs have been identified;

Target 6 — Apprenticeships and Traineeships: 30,500 new apprentice and trainee

registrations from 2017-2019.

This led to a process of developing Strategic Performance Agreements between SOLAS and each ETB.
Assessment is a constant theme in all six of these targets. QQI similarly engaged in a process of
strategic dialogue with each ETB as the governance for quality assurance shifted from the legacy
centred-based situation to an ETB-wide perspective. Indeed, in its recent statement of strategy, QQl
stated that the ETBs would be subject to an Institutional Review model similar to the CINNTE model
that applies to the Institutes of Technology. This is in line with the ambition to see ETBs assuming
Delegated Authority.

However, the success of macro-policy in entirely dependent on the local capacity to implement it.
The trajectory of policy development in relation to quality assurance in general, and assessment in
particular, has significant resourcing implications for the CDETB. Meeting these resourcing demands
is a matter for central government and not within the gift of CDETB.

A Competence Approach to FET Programmes
Mulder and Winterton (2017) state:

“A main problem of many educational programmes is that they are containerships stacked
with course units or modules which are inserted by departments or faculty members under
the umbrella of a programme name, but which are really incoherent sets of overloaded and
overspecialised introductions into disciplinary knowledge domains” (p.5)

This statement, in many ways, describes, to an ever-increasing degree, the experience of many FET
programmes. The assessment associated with a programme is focused on the assessment of each
module or component rather than the programme as a whole. The integration of assessments is
often at the component-to-component level and occurs inconsistently. For the learners, this
unitisation of assessment has resulted in an overloading of assessment. For example, on a
programme leading to a Level 5 Major Award students can be expected to engage in excess of 30
assessment events. Over the academic year, the February to April period is increasingly
characterised by the assessment activity displacing teaching and learning. This situation is
unsustainable and unsound. Emphasising the assessment of the overall programme objectives, or
core competencies, rather than of the individual component objectives would open the opportunity
to perhaps a blend of programme-wide capstone assessment events, combined with a small number
of component assessments.

Mulder (2015) states, “the meaning of competence is situation- or context specific” (p.4). As has
been the case with apprenticeships for generations, learning to be part of an occupational
‘community of practice’ requires not only technical knowledge and skills, but also the social skills and
the development of the situational or contextual knowledge of how the knowledge and skills are
applied in the work place. The learner constructs meaning for him or herself by placing his/her
learning within the appropriate occupational context. Mulder continues, “there are certain
relationships between personality and ability factors, and competence and on-the-job performance
ratings” (p.4).



Mulder refers to the most recent approach to conceptualizing competence as ‘situated
professionalism’. He elaborates:

“A major constituent of this approach is the appreciation that a certain competence
representation can mean something totally different for one job holder or job situation to
another. Furthermore, important notions are that the agency of a person and the
affordances of a job context enable the development of competence..., the idea that the
work context takes shape as a community of practice in which players interact and share and
negotiate meaning, and that personal epistemologies have a stronger influence on
professional development than mere skills training. Finally, it also acknowledges that
desired competence is defined by what key stakeholders in a professional context expect in
terms of professional action” (p.1).

It is worth emphasising, as Mulder points out, that a learner’s previous experience of learning, both
in education and in work, has a stronger influence on their skill formation than actual skills training.
Taking a more holistic, developmental and transformative view of FET programmes, within a
competence approach to assessment of/for/as learning, would provide the learner with a richer
learning experience, which would prepare them for not only the job opportunities of today, but also
with the capacity to respond to future occupational changes through lifelong learning opportunities.

The Changing Nature of the Format of Programme Delivery

The increased engagement with employers and the changing nature of the labour market will
demand a more flexible approach to all skill formation provision, both FET and HET. Requiring
attendance in a classroom for a course in the medium to long term, as the only form of provision,
will not be sustainable. In addition, the increasing acceptance of the value of work-based learning,
with its implications for assessment, will also need to be part of the vision for the future. In short,
education and training will occur in three principal venues — the classroom, the workplace, and
online. The blend of these three will depend on a variety of factors, but their accommodation in
assessment, with all of the governance implications, must be seen as an increasing part of our
provision.

Employer engagement on all aspects of FET provision is an increased priority for all involved in FET.
Indeed, the Evaluation Report of the Post-Leaving Certificate Programme (McGuinness et al. 2018)
highlighted the weakness of the current approach to work experience. It is not inconceivable that
work-based learning, and work-based assessment will be an increasing part of PLC-type provision
into the future

Consistency of Standards

A distributed approach is taken to the developments of assessment instruments in CDETB. A
centralised approach would be logistically impractical. Equally the idea that assessment instruments
would be made available from an online repository would be resource intensive and contrary to a
‘situated professionalism’ approach to FET programme provision.

While higher education institutions tend to be located on a small number a campuses, FET provision
with the ETB environment is more geographically dispersed. This has implications for the QA
governance, particularly in the area of consistency of standards between centres. CDETB has
commenced work in this area and sees this issue as consisting of four pillars:



Consistency of Assessment Instruments;

Consistency of Marking (implementation of assessment instruments);
Consistency of External Authentication;

Internal Quality Auditing and Monitoring.

PwNPE

The general approach to Pillar 1 is to develop guidance documents for teachers to assist them in the
devising of assessment instruments. This work would link strongly with the work in Pillar 2 that
would involve ongoing staff marking seminars to develop a shared understanding of both the
standards and their implementation. The work in Pillar 3 complements the work in Pillar 1 and 2. It
consists of two main elements. Firstly, the role of the External Authenticator (EA) is being reviewed
to examine how, by perhaps appointing the EAs at ETB level to a cluster of colleges, an explicit
evaluation of the consistency between centres could be included. The second element of the work
of Pillar 3 is examining the EA reporting process so as to ensure that the issue of consistency is
addressed sufficiently. The work of these three pillars complement each other. They are co-
dependent on each other. This approach is the most practical within existing resourcing constraints
and therefore likely to be successful. The work of Pillar 4, which is crucial to the overall success of
the QA system, has yet to commence, as it is dependent on securing additional resources.

CDETB explored QQl’s Green paper on Assessment within the following consultation topics:

Consultation Topic 1: Further Education and Training Issues [Section 8]
i. Current Award Structure, Guidelines and Framework for Consistency of Assessment
What issues are arising with current award structure in QQl CAS Awards, Award
Specifications, and Assessment Guidelines? What is the impact on Assessment Strategy & Design?

1. QQI CAS Award Structures: Within the current structure, it is difficult to develop new
awards quickly to respond to emerging skills and training needs and meet new
progression routes to higher level education requirements. While the current QQl
Validation of Programmes policy allows a new award to be identified in conjunction with a
new programme, application of the policy for new programme development is a lengthy
process.

2. There current CAS award structures are very rigid, making it difficult to incorporate local
variations and needs into course provision.

3. In addition, given that the ETBs will have the same governance, reporting and institutional
review standards as the Institutes of Technology (loT), might there be merit, in
considering the next evolution of the CAS award structure, to bring FET awards into line
with those available in loTs?

4. Major award structures fit long-term full-time programmes; there are not a sufficient
number of special purpose/supplemental award structures for shorter part-time
programmes to meet skills shortages, and economic & societal needs.

5. Award specifications: Difficult to amend/update learning outcomes and assessment
techniques. While validated modules can be amended within a 20% margin, meeting the
award specifications continues to remain a priority in teaching, training, learning, and
assessment.

6. Assessment Guidelines: Further development required on CAS awards meeting the
appropriate NFQ level; further development required on grading classifications and
national standards. The provision of assessment guidelines from QQIl would narrow the
field of interpretation at a local level, thereby making a positive contribution to the
achievement of consistency of assessment standards.

7. Impact on Assessment strategy + design: Prescriptive assessment; over-assessment



ii. Unitisation of Assessment
The practice of unitisation/modularisation of Assessment is widespread in FET, what impact
does this have on Assessment? What are the Pros and Cons?

See Above - A Competence Approach to FET Programmes

iiii. QA Governance Demands Of Assessment on Providers

What are the implications on consistency of individual providers designing and
implementing summative assessment? What collaborative models could be explored? How can
efficiency be ensured also?

1. The key points in this area have been covered in the introduction to this submission. This
is by far the most pressing issue for learners. In particular, for learners suffering from, for
example, anxiety or mental health issues, the pressure of the assessment burden can be
overwhelming and in many cases result in the learner not completing the course.

2. Thisis an issue across a great deal of FET provision, which presents an opportunity for a
wide collaboration at a national level.

iv. Centralised versus Distributed Assessment
What are the challenges in consistency of distributed model of assessment in FET? Current
practice has a mixture of both through former FAS and former VEC programmes. What is feasible
in terms of a model for the future?

See Above - Consistency of Standards

1. A centralised approach to assessment is impractical for a geographically dispersed
organisation such as CDETB. The QA governance requirements to support a centralised
system would involve prohibitive levels of resourcing and not good value for money.

2. Centralised Assessment is contrary to the principles of a situated professionalism
approach to competence.

V. Ambiguity in Current QQl Regulations
What issues arise with current QQl Guidelines and award specifications for FET?

1. Guidelines are often open to interpretation, e.g. procedures on deadlines of assessment.
On the other hand, making guidelines too prescriptive can have a disabling effect on
implementation. Achieving a delicate balance is an iterative collaborative process
between QQl and providers.

2. FET Award specifications can lead to over-assessment v sufficient evidence presented

Vi. Micro-management by Regulation and Patchiness of Current QQ Guidelines
Do you consider it Micro-Management in current approach and guidelines? What is
needed from QQI?
See Introduction: The success of macro-policy is entirely dependent on the local capacity to
implement it. The trajectory of policy in relation to quality assurance in general, and assessment
in particular, has particular resourcing implications for the CDETB. Meeting these resourcing
demands is a matter for central government and not within the gift of the CDETB.

1. The assessment process is significantly resourced by CDETB by good QA practice,
documentation, forms, and IV/EA processes.
2. Further support on QA assessment by QQl is always welcome.



vii.

3. Current Programme Validation policy places assessment alongside teaching & learning
with assessment guidelines open for each provider to interpret for each type of
provision (e.g. apprenticeships/PLC/adult education)

CAS Implementation within QBS and Grading
What issues arising with the current classification and grading calculation for the

compound award? What alternatives could be considered?

1. Lack of clarity around the complicated model for grading calculation. If a learner
repeats/successfully appeals, is their grade re-calculated and a certificate re-issued? Are
revised/final transcripts provided for learners when a compound award has been
achieved after repeat/appeal?

2. Enhancing the role of the EA requires:

i Clear procedures in place (at meso level) for the appointment of EA so that the
requirements of EA are clearly set out and implemented at centre (micro) level

ii. Development of EA cross-centre mechanisms at Programme level (e.g. ECCE) and
Programme Module level (e.g. Communications, Work Experience)

iii. Development of EA report format for use to include key information requirements
by the provider, centre, and assessor

3. To facilitate progression of FET graduates to Higher education through the CAO system
consideration should be given to a grade structure that might be more aligned to the
Leaving Certificate grading system. For example:

Upper Distinction - D1: 90-100

Lower Distinction - D2: 80-90

Upper Merit - M1: 70-80

Lower Merit — M2: 60-70

Pass P: 50-60
viii. Other

Are there other issues for Assessment of Learners and Learning which are not raised in the
Green Paper?

Issues of importance to CDETB in the assessment of/as/for learning are:

1. Over-assessment which has consequences for teaching and learning.

2. Rationalisation of former FAS and VEC suites of programmes and assessment.
Although a great deal of the rationalisation could occur at the funding level with
SOLAS.

3. Given the geographically dispersed nature of CDETB FET Centres, issues of consistency
and assessment security require mitigation. This is resource intensive.

4. Assessment practice across provision — PLC, Youthreach, TCs, Adult Ed, Prisons

Quality Assurance policy + procedures on assessment practice

6. EA Process — CDETB implements a thorough EA process and CDETB QA is engaged with
the national EA process currently under development by ETBI as well as establishing a
CDETB EA Panel. EA is essential in CDETB to maintain levels of consistency in
assessment. CDETB is committed to:

i Establishing new guidelines for EA for this coming year

ii. Appointing EAs with subject specialisms to undertake EA across
centres/across programmes/across modules

iii. Enhancing the Results Approval Panel procedures for the review of EA reports
and the follow up on recommendations to improve quality and consistency in
assessment

o



Consultation Topic 2: Apprenticeship Issues [Section 11]

i. What can be done to enhance capacity for developing MIPLOs and MIMLOS?

1. CPD has to be provided for programme authors so that MIPLOs and MIMLOs can
be written to a consistent standard and reflect the core objectives of the
programme in line with the earlier discussion on an overall situated
professionalism approach to competence.

2. Modifications to programmes are based on NFQ standards, labour market needs
and HE progression routes requirements with the intention to deliver to MIPLOs
and MIMLOs in future programmes.

3. To stimulate innovation & entrepreneurship and ensure MIPLOs and MIMLOs
reflect these skills, providers can involve social partners, companies, chambers
and other VET providers in programme development.

li .What are the challenges in developing integrated approaches to the assessment of apprentices
that avoid taking a silo-based approach to developing understanding of theory, practice skills, and
role/context competence? What can be done to help and by whom?

1. Work-based assessment must be quality assured and authenticated by appropriate
subject matter experts. Just as consistency of assessment is an issue for FET Centres, it is
equally important to address consistency of assessment in the work place. For example,
producing guidelines and providing the associated training for work place mentors would
be a step in the right direction.

lii What can be done to help increase the reliability and validity competency of assessment in
the workplace?

1. QQl Guidelines on work-place assessment would provide the broad parameters within
which providers could develop meso-level policies and procedures.

2. CDETB could provide training for work based mentors and/or assessors

3. Vocationally relevant Work Experience or Work Placement is a mandatory requirement
for Level 5 and Level 6 Major awards. The issue is consistency of assessment standards in
the work place is an issue for all types of FET programmes with a assessed work place
component.

Iv. What can be done to encourage industry to become more involved in discussions about
approaches to assessment?

1. By design, apprenticeships are industry-led and as such have industry involvement.

2. Encouraging industry involvement in CDETB-led FET programmes is more difficult.
While many employers have been very generous with their time over the years, there
has been considerable variation in this degree of involvement. As part of the
considerations of the work experience element of the PLC programme by the PLC
Programme Improvement Advisory Committee in SOLAS, a mechanism for
incentivising employers to become more actively engaged may be worth including.



v. What can be done to help support professionals in industry who are responsibility for mentoring
and assessing apprentices?

1. As mentioned above, the production of QQl Guidelines would be very helpful. They would set
the macro-level parameters for the meso- and micro-level implementation. In addition, as
QQlI Guidelines they would be authoritative and carry more weight than those produced at a
meso- or ETB level.

2. QQl Guidelines in this regard would form the basis for the associated training for work place
mentors and assessors.

3. 1and 2 would add value to the existing structures already in place for the new and traditional
apprenticeships.

Vi. Should workplace assessment results be graded as distinct from being reported as
successful/unsuccessful without gradation?

1. Concerns have been raised by the CSG for the auctioneering apprenticeship, as there was
concern about the capacity of different workplace mentors to consistently grade
apprenticeship assessments. This refers to the earlier comments about the need for QQl
Guidelines. While different levels of performance by apprentices in the work place are
inevitable, ensuring fair and consistent assessment is crucial but also logistically
challenging. This is an issue that will require further discussion and deliberation before a
definitive answer could be given to this question.

2. Certification/results data is a useful tool in measuring a range of outcomes and in
supporting increased investment by ETBs to achieve FET outcomes

Vil Would it be useful to try establishing a general methodological framework for
assessment in the context of apprenticeship and traineeship?
Yes, See Above — The Changing Nature of the Format of Programme Delivery

Viii. Other issues?

Yes, See Above - Evolving Policy Context

Consultation Topic 3: Academic Integrity in the context of Assessment [Section 13]

A What could QQI do to promote and support academic integrity in FET?

Please see the introduction above particularly in relation to consistency of assessment

standards.

1. Assessment policy developed by the national awarding body will ensure
assessment in ETBs is

(a) fair & consistent,

(b) carried out professionally at all times and

(c) takes into account the extensive knowledge that exists about testing and
examination processes

ji. What can, and should providers do to promote and support academic integrity in FET?



ETBs can implement their FET Strategy and align Learner Learning Goals to their FET
provision (which is often diverse).

CDETB assessment framework will continue to incorporate procedures and systems
for the security and integrity of the assessment process.

Revised assessment procedures are being implemented by some ETBs and are being
piloted in CDETB, covering deadlines, compassionate consideration; reasonable
accommodation; malpractice;

Role of RAP strengthened to take account of course review meetings/programme
improvement plans/previous EA reports.

Are there specific risks in this regard for FET?

1. In moving focus of QA governance from the legacy centred-based approach to an
ETB-wide approach, the level of corporate risk for QA governance increased
considerably. In the centre-based approach, if a problem occurred in relation to
QA in one centre it could be ring-fenced and the remainder of the ETB’s QA
system could continue to function. However, in moving to a single ETB-wide
system, a problem anywhere is a problem everywhere. This is a significant
corporate risk that will require additional resources to mitigate it.

Due GDPR diligence around the recent Nowak ruling, all assessment is the learner’s

personal data. CDETB GDPR policy applies to safety/security of learner assessment

records and assessment evidence.

Consultation Topic 4: Towards General Principles and Guidelines for

fii.

Assessment of Learning [Section 14]

Would it be useful for QQl to publish general principles and guidelines for assessment?

[for FET]

Yes, with some general principles and guidelines as follows:

QQI Guidelines reduce the range of possible interpretation and thus contribute to

consistency. Guidelines in the following areas would be helpful:

a. The development of capstone assessments of programme objectives as referred
to above in the introduction;

b. The structure of assessment instruments for each of the six techniques at all
levels;

c. Role and function of EAs with particular reference to consistency of standards
between centres

What should the principles and guidelines address?
See Above - Introduction
Guidelines should address:
e NFQ statements within validated programmes and assessment
exemplars/briefs
e Access, Transfer and Progression

To whom should the general guidelines apply (should they extend, for example, to all
providers and award bodies quality assured by QQI or only to providers with DA or QQl
validated programmes)?

See Above - Introduction

Guidelines should apply to all providers for all awarding bodies



Consultation Topic 5: Towards Sectoral Conventions and Reference Assessment

Protocols for FET (and HET Sectors) [Section 15]

What might usefully be addressed by sectoral conventions?
1. A measured approach to evaluate the effectiveness of an ETB’s QA framework to
cover all core processes in line with:
QQl Core Statutory Guidelines (2016)
QQl ETB Sector Guidelines (2017)
QQl Policies & Criteria for the Validation of Programmes of E&T (2017)
which will enable CDETB and other ETBs continue to assure the quality of teaching,
training, learning and assessment leading to certification from QQl and other
awarding bodies

What might usefully be addressed by reference assessment protocols?

1. Greater flexibility to innovate in assessment and thus meet the emerging skills of
the economy to respond to labour market needs and requirements in progression
routes. See Above - The Changing Nature of the Format of Programme Delivery

What changes are required to the implicit protocols and conventions for Quality
Assuring Assessment — Guidelines for Providers?

See Above

Introduction

Evolving Policy Context

A Competence Approach to FET Programmes

The Changing Nature of the Format of Programme Deliver

Consultation Topic 6: General Guidelines on External Moderation of Summative

Assessment for NFQ Qualifications [Section 16]

i. Would it be useful for QQl to publish general guidelines on external moderation and
mechanisms (external examining and external authentication)?

Yes — CDETB is committed to enhancing its External Authentication process and guidelines and
would welcome national guidelines

fii.

To whom should the general guidelines apply?

To the provider of the programme of education and training and to the External
Moderator/Authenticator

What changes could be made to improve QQI’s Effective Practice Guidelines for

External Examining (QQI, 2015)? Could these guidelines be generalised to cover all
kinds of external moderation in all educational sectors?

10



CDETB is developing and piloting EA guidelines & EA report template to cover all
provision — training centres, PLC, Youthreach, Adult Education, Prisons and while
some local adaption is expected (e.g. by TCs to meet TQAS requirements), it is
anticipated the general over-arching principles and guidelines will be adopted.

Consultation Topic 7: Other Topics/General Comments

Extra Comment to involve the Learner Voice in Assessment:

All CDETB centres have responsibility for learner induction at the beginning of all programmes
supported by a variety of learner induction materials. CDETB plans to develop a centralised set of
assessment learner induction materials based on the 4 identified learner groups within CDETB. A
national approach to this development could help eliminate the ‘noise’ around assessment, for
the provider and the learner. A centralised ‘Information to ETB Learners’ manual with templates
for learner induction assessment materials would be welcome. In keeping with the CDETBs vision
of a universally designed approach to all of its services, the inclusion of Learner Voice in
Assessment would be a great importance.
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Due to the highly unitised delivery mode of FET programmes this level of integration at
overarching programme level presents difficulties. The practice currently in the sector is based
on the need to create a high level of flexibility for ETB centres to create individualised
programme paths for groups of learners to one qualification. This is designed to give flexibility to
alter programmes based on labour market requirements or HE progression routes negotiated by
an individual ETB centre.

This is achieved through the provision of a large number of electives as options in addition to
the core mandatory units (modules) which have their own predetermined set of learning
outcomes. This means that centres can tailor the programme to meet a variety of needs while
still leading to the same qualification.

A programme model which is unit-based and incorporates a flexible approach is useful from the
employer and learner perspective for a number of reasons:

It is easier for employers engaged in work force planning as part of human resource strategies
to clearly identify what units (modules) their staff will need to acquire to meet the knowledge,
competence and skills needs of the organisation or that potential staff will need to have acquired
to meet these needs. The HSE have done this in the area of health service staff, and ETBs alter
programmes to meet these needs as they arise within the different areas of HSE provision. The
unitised approach provides for greater transparency which leads to a better understanding of
qualifications by employers.

From the learner’s perspective:

‘a unit-based approach enables learners to gain their qualifications by bringing together
units from different settings — and these units can take account of individuals preferred
learning styles and their professional experience. This makes it possible for learners to
develop individualised pathways to a qualification, to access learning in a more flexible
way, and to organise their learning around their day-to-day activities and
responsibilities’®.

Through the CAS awards system, CDETB centres give learners the opportunity to complete a
different collection of units leading to the same qualification. This enables learners to be able to
identify the units which will give them the specific skills that are required by employers in their
desired career area or higher education course requirements where they wish to progress to
further study.

L ECVET Thematic Seminar on learning outcomes Report to the ECVET Users Group February 2015



This approach also means that centres can make adjustments to the units in programmes
dictated by changing demands. The overarching programme learning outcomes are dictated by
the selection choice of units by centres. Over integration at programme level of learning
outcomes based on a particular selection of modules could hinder this ability to respond to
changes.

By its nature the FET sector is more likely to have more transient learning outcomes? especially
for units or within units due to the nature of its unitised programmes in that they are supposed to
be designed to meet labour market needs. The latter can change and therefore the learning
outcomes are likely to date more quickly. To provide for more profound programme learning
outcomes at programme level they will have to be more generalised to take account of the
unitised approach and transient nature of some learning outcomes at unit level.

CDETB accepts the importance within a programme of being able to clearly identify where
learners should be starting from and where completing a programme of education and training
should take them. However, CDETB places a high degree of importance on designing
programmes to maintain inbuilt responsiveness capability across our network of centres. This is
one of the major strengths of a unitised method of programme delivery within the FET sector.
The selection of units informs the programme learning outcomes rather than designing them
from the top down too rigidly and causing them to become static and out of date. Programme
learning outcomes cannot therefore be overly specific to maintain the significant advantages of
the system and ensure quality outcomes are achieved for graduates.

In terms of implications on assessment. Is it important that learners are provided with flexible
learning opportunities, this is especially true of CDETB services that deliver in a part-time
fashion or operate a rolling intake model such as the Adult Education Service, Prisons and
Youthreach. It is necessary that FET programmes of education and training are capable of
incorporating a model of unitized assessment to ensure we continue to reach cohorts of
learners that are educationally disadvantaged and socially exclude and are often not in a
position to complete a programme, which is premised on full-time academic year model of
delivery. That is not to say the holistic-programme approach cannot be adapted for flexible
delivery.

It is essential there is provision within FET programmes and assessment models to provide
learners will the ability to build up to full awards. This also feeds into the concept of self-efficacy,
as learners grow in confidence as they achieve certification at the minor award level. It is
possible to strike the balance between the holistic programme approach, and flexible delivery
models. This could involve a final integrated assessment which takes in the programme level
learning outcomes. This could be reflected in a capstone type unit and passing such a unit could
be required to achieve the overall major award.

2HET Core Validation Policy And Criteria 2010, Revised 2013, Section 3.2.1, pg 3
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TLU Report relating to staff feedback collated in response to the QQl Green paper on
Feedback & Assessment

The survey which consisted of 23 questions sought to compile the opinions of staff (n=51) in
CIT around both current and future practices relating to feedback and assessment. Below
are the summary points which were noted:

e The responses were broadly positive where staff are generally amenable to change.

e Changes were most favoured around the use of technology, reducing assessments,
using alternative forms of assessments and using more student-centred assessment
approaches.

e Time and workload are the biggest barriers to changing current practices.

o Staff felt that more training needs to be provided to both students and staff around
the various types of assessments faced by students.

e There was a general feeling that different staff members have different
requirements from students and more standardised forms of assessments should
be encouraged for consistency.

e [t was felt that the department should take a stronger lead in overseeing
assessment practices (including training) across programmes.

e The survey found that 60% of staff consider students are being over assessed.

The findings highlight the need and appetite for change around assessment practices, and
presents opportunities at many levels to develop and support a range of new initiatives to
facilitate change.

How many modules do you deliver per academic year (where you deliver on at least 50% of the module)?

50 out of 51 people answered this question

1 >8 13/26%
2 6 8/16%
3 2 6/12%
4 5 6/12%
s |13 5/10%
s 8 418%
7 4 3/6%
s 7 3/6%
s 1 2/4%

On average, how many summative (gradeable) assessment elements are there per module that contribute towards a
student's final grade?

50 out of 51 people answered this question

103 22/44%
2 2 19/38%
3 1 71/14%
4 4 418%
5 >4 112%

On average, how many formative (non gradable) assessment elements are there per module?

51 out of 51 people answered this question

10 22/43%
2 1 16/31%
3 2 418%
4 >4 418%
s |13 3/6%

s 4 2/4%



What types of summative assessment elements do you most commonly employ (Please pick your most common 3
from the list below)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Presentation 29/57%
2 Project 26/51%
3 Practical Skills evaluation 22/43%
4 Written report 22/43%
5 Short answer questions 18/35%
6  Essay 10/20%
7 Multiple Choice questions 9/18%
s  Written essay style exams 8/16%
9 Open Book exam 6/12%
10 Reflective journals 6/12%
1 Critique 5/10%
12 Performance Evaluation 5/10%
13 Exhibition 4/8%
14 Oral Examination 2/4%

How many of these have you used to support your assessment and feedback practices (please choose as many as
you need)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Marking and criteria (including rubrics) 441 86%
2 Whole class feedback 31/61%
3 Model answers / Exemplars 28/55%
4 Teamwork based projects 20/39%
5 Problem solving and Troubleshooting exercises 19/37%
6  Formative (non 18/35%
7 Learning app 13/25%

8 Student based peer learning strategies 10/ 20%

When was the last time there was a formal review of assessment practices in your department?

51 0ut of 51 people answered this question

1 At programmatic review within the last 1-2 years 23/45%
2 At programmatic review within the last 2-4 years 17133%
3 Never 7114%
4 Greater than 4 years 4/8%
s Annually 0/0%

What takes up most of your time from the list below?

50 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Grading assessments 29/58%
2 Providing feedback to students 13/26%
3 | Administration work relating to assessment 6/12%
4 Researching and preparing assessments 2/4%

When delivering a module, how cognisant are you of ensuring the assessment strategy, teaching strategy and
module learning outcomes are designed to support each other?

51 0ut of 51 people answered this question

1 Very much so 46/90%
2 Slightly 4/8%
3 Notatall 1/2%

“When delivering a module, how cognisant are you of the Programme intended learning outcomes and the role that
each module plays in achieving these outcomes?”

50 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Very much so 28/56%
2 Slightly 171 34%
3 Notatall 5/10%



In general, across the course of a programme, do you think that students are being over assessed?

50 out of 51 people answered this question
1 Yes 30/60%

2 No 20/40%

In your opinion should there be an assessment design panel (to oversee and optimise the standardisation of
assessment practices) appointed at:

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Department level 21/141%
2 Programme level 15/ 29%
3 None needed 10/20%
4 Institute level 2/4%
5 We already have one 2/4%
6 School level 112%
7 Faculty level 0/0%

Currently, in your department, do students receive any formal training on how to undertake the various assessment
types they will undertake during their course?

51 out of 51 people answered this question
1 No 28/55%

2 Yes 23/45%

Have you received enough formal training on how to set and grade the various assessment types associated with the
modules on your course(s)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question
1 No 33/65%

2 Yes 18/35%

In general, how satisfied are you with the types of assessments that are used across modules on your course(s)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question
Average: 3.16

Not at all Quite satisfied Totally satisfied

(If you are not involved in Work Placement [WP] please skip to Q 14). In terms of WP, approximately how many
students in your department are placed every year

13 out of 51 people answered this question

1

>150

50-75

75-100

<25

100-150

25-50

How many credits are associated with this WP module?

13 out of 51 people answered this question

How is the WP module assessed (Please choose as many as you need)?

30

20

25

>30

13 out of 51 people answered this question

1

Reflective Journal

Work Place visit

Employer Feedback

Post placement interview

Other

Submission of CV/

Binary (pass / fail)

Exam

4131%

3/23%

3/23%

2/15%

1/8%

0/0%

4131%

3/23%

3/23%

2/15%

1/8%

0/0%

0/0%

12/92%

11/85%

10/77%

6/46%

3/23%

3/23%

1/8%

0/0%



In general, across the course of a programme, do you think that students are being over assessed?

50 out of 51 people answered this question
1 Yes 30/60%

2 No 20/40%

In your opinion should there be an assessment design panel (to oversee and optimise the standardisation of
assessment practices) appointed at:

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Department level 21/141%
2 Programme level 15/ 29%
3 None needed 10/20%
4 Institute level 2/4%
5 We already have one 2/4%
6 School level 112%
7 Faculty level 0/0%

Currently, in your department, do students receive any formal training on how to undertake the various assessment
types they will undertake during their course?

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 No 28/55%

2 Yes 23/45%

Have you received enough formal training on how to set and grade the various assessment types associated with the
modules on your course(s)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question

1 No 33/65%

2 Yes 18/35%

In general, how satisfied are you with the types of assessments that are used across modules on your course(s)?

51 out of 51 people answered this question
Average: 3.16

Not at all Quite satisfied Totally satisfied

With the appropriate training, how many of these initiatives would you be willing to try as part of a range of summative
assessment practices (choose as many as you like)?

49 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Adopting alternative forms of assessment

2 Using technology to assess and provide feedback to students

3 ing the number of

4 Using more student centered assessment strategies

5 Using formative assessment approaches

32/65%

32/65%

30/61%

29/59%

26/53%

“How much would you support the idea of de-coupling module delivery from our current assessment model in favour

of assessing students more broadly across semesters and/or stages of a programme?”

50 out of 51 people answered this question

Average: 3.18

Not at all

| would like to see (choose as many as you like) more training on assessment and feedback from

46 out of 51 people answered this question

1 My Department

2 My School

3 The Teaching and Leaming Unit

4 My Faculty

Willing to try

Very much in favour

25/50%
12/24%
7114%
4/8%

2/4%

25/54%

17137%

17137%

10/22%



How many of these would be a factor in you considering whether or not to change your assessment practices?

49 out of 51 people answered this question

1 Time and workload 35/71%
2 It may not be fit for purpose 26/53%
3 Lackof training 12124%
4 | F ional / Reg y Body i 12124%
5 It may not be consistent with past practice 7114%
6 Notaware of alternatives 5/10%
7 Noincentive 4/8%
8  Fear of change 2/4%

Open feedback:
Discussion is a good beginning

We have made some progress in spacing assessments from different modules evenly across
the semester but more needs to be done. Formative assessment activities are not mentioned in
module descriptors so remain largely invisible and possibly undervalued.

On certain modules students are definitely over assessed, with what seems to be a scatter gun
effect of using every type of assessment under the sun, instead of a more measured approach.
2 assessments are enough per module and 1 is enough if a formal exam is included.

Not all staff are in a position (due to service in etc) to change the module after a delivery to
recommend other assessment practices. If they can, there is a huge delay getting a module
amended through the Module moderator. Not all modules are delivered by the same staff
each year. Perhaps that data could be collected?

We badly need a panel where there is a general overview of the various modules and
assessment types as there is no consistency at all!

There is generally too much assessment with much of it being done on an ad-hoc basis by
people with little or no actual training or understanding of good practice or how assessment
should be integrated with project design and module delivery

Teaching and Learning is not respected enough across the college and the only time
assessment come into question is when a student fails. If no student fails across a module
then no questions are asked. I also believe that the overloaded curriculum does not allow for
students to consolidate their learning through feedback. Finally in relation to feedback, the

timing of and how it is delivered to the student is very important and teachers should be
educated on this aspect of it.

I'm not sure what the point of this is. I'm an expert at what I do. I don't need a committee to
tell me otherwise. This place is overrun with well meaning but ultimately unproductive
committees smothering us in paperwork.

The amount of time and distraction from teaching that over assessment through modular
system has brought is detrimental to the explorative work of teaching in fine art

T am quite stuck in the type of assessment I can give, as I primarily teach research oriented or
research based modules e.g. Research Methods, and do a lot of supervision of final projects
e.g. Dissertations. The assessments for those take an incredibly long time to correct. With
regard to other modules, to be frank, when I have tried to change assessment in the past I
have had the support of my HoD, but they have not been accepted by the moderation process.

I find that the more challenging the assessment that it must be given to the students later in
the semester, this almost always means that early assessments are almost irrelevant and latter
assessments are not formative

Shared modules pose a challenge if one wishes to change assessment. I think we could reduce
content in modules and allow for deeper learner by using a variety of different assessment
methods

The principal constraint in everything I do is lack of time. As it is, on average 2 days per
week, I spend 13 hours per day in my office preparing for classes/assessments. I would
genuinely use technology to assess and provide feedback but, due to very restricted computer
lab access, my larger class groups cannot be assessed electronically.

I personally feel that we don't look at assessment across our programmes. At programmatic
review time each of us looks at "our" module and makes whatever changes we see fit. There
is no sense of what other lecturers on other modules are doing or how they are assessing
similar assessments e.g. presentations etc.

I think some lecturers are more conscientious than others within a Department and some are
seen as 'easy' or 'hard' markers. Some use a light touch when it comes to assessments and
others are rigorous. no one size fits all.

Feedback and assessment approaches vary hugely from lecturer to lecturer, and more
consistency would be good

A lot of assessment designs are based on an 'academic' type module. Mine are skills based so
alternative suggestions from college wide initiatives are not useful for me. As fir feedback I

feel constrained by the 'sanctioned' format of feedback which is general and not the personal
feedback that would be useful for students learning new practical skills on creative modules.

It is something we can improve on each year and I think people do.



Those who seek feedback are less likely to be the ones who really require the feedback. There
is the element of responsibility for own learning and avoiding the handholding scenario. How
to strike the right balance can be a challenge.

Consistency between lecturers needed. Reliable marking systems needed. Too much time
needed to grade essay assignments.



GMIT

GALWAY MAYO INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

To the consultation team,

| attended the QQl Green Paper event on Let’s Talk Assessment and contributed to the
workshop discussions. In addition, please find below some observations and comments in
relation to the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning. | hope you find it
useful.

Best regards,
Carina
1.

P77 under Higher Education and Training Issues examines over assessment and asks the
guestion ‘How can programme designers approach the optimisation of the modularisation
of programmes to ensure that an appropriate balance is struck...”

Perhaps the paper needs to be more explicit in requiring programme boards to engage with
‘Teaching and Learning Units’ prior to programme and module design, where they
undertake ‘A Curriculum Design Structured Activity in a workshop setting’ that explores six
clear learning activity types (i.e. Investigation, Acquisition, Collaboration, Practice,
Discussion and Production) and the formative and summative assessment options open to
choose from. This exercise can also include students as partners in the design process.
However, students need training in ‘curriculum design strategies and tools’ prior to live
student-educator programme development partnerships. This has come up as a key
requirement through the national NStEP programme and plans are in place to devise
‘programme design training for student curriculum design parters’.

In summary, can avoid over assessment and manage assessment more effectively if there is
a requirement for programme board teams to engage in ‘Curriculum Design’ CPD activities.
A ‘Digital Badge’ could also form part of this engagement process and support the quality
assurance framework plans of an institute.

Dr Carina Ginty | GMIT Teaching and Learning Officer, Lecturer in Teaching & Learning | Projects: www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-
learning/projects | Online T&L Courses: www.cpdlearnonline.ie | MA T&L: http://www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-learning/master-arts-
teaching-and-learning | E: carina.ginty@gmit.ie | T: @ TLOGMIT @carinaginty #GMITMATL | W: www.gmit.ie/teachingandlearning | P: 087
7469072 /091 742423 |
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2.
Page 78 Assessment Literacy

‘Concerns are sometimes expressed about the preparedness of some learners to transition to
learning strategies that are compatible with higher education and training. What supports
need to be put in place.....”

First Year Skills modules are in place in many HEI’s to support this issue e.g. GMIT run a
mandatory first year skills module titled Learning and Innovation Skills to support the
transition to HE and develop problem solving and study skills. This module has many
benefits, however there is more HEI’s could do to tackle this issue in first year and continue
the support as learners progress through the higher education system. Something we are
seeing that is resulting in challenges among the teaching community, is engagement of the
Millennial Generation and managing the diversity of learners in the classroom or online. In
addition, we are aware that one assessment type does not fit all learners and there is a
requirement to provide a variety of assessment options to meet a range of learner needs.

What | am seeing, is we need to be thinking more about ‘Bootcamps on Assessment’ for
learners at different stages in their higher education journey. Learners need an ‘induction’ /
‘preparation toolkit’ and a suite of facilitated workshops to prepare them on how to engage
with assessment in HE. From understanding, rubrics, criteria, learning outcomes and a range
of assessment types and how to be successful in assessment engagement etc.

An interesting approach and toolkit | have come across is by Peter Balan PhD, Senior
Lecturer, School of Management, University of South Australia. Peter has devised a Team
Based Learning Collaborative Toolkit. Team-Based Learning (TBL) requires students to pre-
learn course materials before a teaching session, where exercises rely on students using
self-gained knowledge. This is the reverse to “traditional” teaching when course materials
are presented during a lecture, and students are assessed on that material during another
session at a later stage. Peter provides introductory orientation class sessions on all
modaules that prepares and engages students to successfully participate in courses,
particularly courses that require pre-learning and engage the ‘Flipped Classroom’
approach. This approach has been implemented very successfully and effectively in a range
of courses in different countries. This approach is described in: Balan, P, Clark, M, & Restall,
G. (2015). Preparing students for Flipped or Team-Based Learning methods. Education +
Training, 57(6), 639-57 (ERA A*).

Our learners also need ‘Outduction’ to prepare them for the world of work and being
employable (one example of innovation in this space is the development of an online
toolkit, a module and suite of assessments and workshops called ‘The Next Step’ at GMIT).

Dr Carina Ginty | GMIT Teaching and Learning Officer, Lecturer in Teaching & Learning | Projects: www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-
learning/projects | Online T&L Courses: www.cpdlearnonline.ie | MA T&L: http://www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-learning/master-arts-
teaching-and-learning | E: carina.ginty@gmit.ie | T: @ TLOGMIT @carinaginty #GMITMATL | W: www.gmit.ie/teachingandlearning | P: 087
7469072 /091 742423 |
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3.

Page 78 Assessment as and for learning

This section in the Green paper is very light. A wider discussion and feature on this should
be presented in the paper. There is a move away from ‘of’ learning and a lot more emphasis
on the wide-ranging learning benefits gained from the ‘as’ and ‘for’. | recommend reference
to and presentation on the work conducted by Dr Geraldine O’Neill, UCD and outputs from
the National Forum Assessment Publications in 2016/2017. Presented below is an

interesting diagram that provides a visual story guide on this topic.
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is decision-maker

A

A\ 4
Student

is responsible,
is decision-maker
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Consider providing a dedicated section on Competency Based Assessment. This topic needs wider
discussion and debate.

Dr Carina Ginty | GMIT Teaching and Learning Officer, Lecturer in Teaching & Learning | Projects: www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-
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5.
Page 55 Assessment of Prior Learning

This section requires further discussion and recommendations on how to manage RPL assessment
effectively.

There are many examples in the sector of RPL practices that are working well. One example is the
use of an online RPL Portfolio assessment tool (see myexperience.ie and rplportfolio.ie - developed
by GMIT, IT Sligo and LYIT. It has the potential to be deployed across a wide range of HE!’s in Ireland
that perhaps could support the national co-ordination idea for managing RPL effectively). Perhaps
this section of the paper could point to examples of RPL assessment practices in Ireland and
internationally that are working well and are transferable to other HEI’s.

Dr Carina Ginty | GMIT Teaching and Learning Officer, Lecturer in Teaching & Learning | Projects: www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-
learning/projects | Online T&L Courses: www.cpdlearnonline.ie | MA T&L: http://www.gmit.ie/teaching-and-learning/master-arts-
teaching-and-learning | E: carina.ginty@gmit.ie | T: @ TLOGMIT @carinaginty #GMITMATL | W: www.gmit.ie/teachingandlearning | P: 087
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Staff Response to QQIl Green Paper on Assessment questions

In late October and early November 2018, the QA Unit, ANON invited staff to be part of the
consultation process on the QQIl Green Paper on Assessment. The invite was issued using the ‘forms’
app on ANON staff Microsoft 365. 20% of those contacted responded and their feedback is
documented below. The feedback represents views from PLC, part-time programmes, VTOS and
Training.

Why is assessment important?

To confirm that learning has taken place, identify gaps in learning and confirm entitlement to
qualification.

It sets targets, goals and improves focus.

Assessment is important to monitor learning and attainment of the core knowledge, skills and
competencies through the learning outcomes.

Assessment does more than allocate a grade or degree classification to students — it plays an
important role in focusing their attention and, as Sainsbury & Walker (2007) observe, actually
drives their learning. Gibbs (2003) states that assessment has 6 main functions: 1. Capturing
student time and attention 2. Generating appropriate student learning activity 3. Providing timely
feedback which students pay attention to 4. Helping students to internalise the discipline’s
standards and notions of equality 5. Generating marks or grades which distinguish between
students or enable pass/fail decisions to be made 6. Providing evidence for other outside the
course to enable them to judge the appropriateness of standards on the course. He states that
with the exception of the last two points these should occur as frequently as possible to support
effective learning. https://www.ucd.ie/t4cms/UCDTLT0026.pdf

Assessment recognises achievement. Initial summative/final assessment provides learner/tutor
with a framework.

Places the learner in the most appropriate programme. It can help to identify gaps and the
supports needed. It measures the learner's starting point.

Establish and maintain standards (even centre specific). Enables transfer of marks and eventual
awarding by QQl of either a distinction, merit or pass. Leads to transparency for teachers
regarding marking and based on quality of assignment. Ultimately the external authentication can
oversee the work and validate the standard of work. This is why it is so important to have a
professional panel of external authenticators available to the ANON centres. It is imperative that
this panel covers all the all the different areas of learning to be examined.




How does assessment support learning?

By informing learners of their progress, empower them to take the necessary action to improve
their performance.
It provides evidence of attainment to learners and motivates them.
Assessment focuses learning and provides an opportunity to provide targeted performance-based
feedback.
Assessment is about building a picture over time of a student’s learning progress across the
curriculum. It is the process of gathering, recording, interpreting, using and reporting information
about a student’s progress and achievement in developing knowledge, skills and attitudes.
Assessment is described as having four functions (NCCA, 2008)

1. Formative (identify needs, modify curriculum, & create learning context and adopt

teaching strategies)

2. Summative (Summary for reporting)

3. Evaluative (of mediation of the curriculum)

4. Diagnostic (identifies areas of difficulties)

There are two interrelated and complementary principles that emphasise two aspects of
assessment that are central to the teacher’s work
1. Assessment for Learning (AfL)-The teacher uses evidence on an ongoing basis to inform
teaching and learning
2. Assessment of Learning (AolL)-The teacher uses information from Aol for reporting,
particularly to parents and other teachers. https://www.sess.ie/resources/assessment

The word itself may not always be positive for the learner e.g. failure at school. If used
appropriately assessment can validate if a learning outcome is achieved or not. It may also
identify areas which may need additional teaching.

Shows the learners their progress. It gives reassurance to the learner that they are learning and
achieving. It can be a motivating factor in learning, gives a feeling of accomplishment. It tells the
tutor if the teaching methods are right for the learner; changes in approach can be made as a
result. Itinforms planning & delivery.

It is the tool the teachers use to track learner progress. Assessment when conducted appropriate
to class progress should motivate the learner and give the learner clarity. The standard of
assessment is measurable because the learner can see how they have met the specific learning
outcome. This gives the learner the opportunity to show a real understanding of the course
content. Constructive feedback gives an opportunity to the learner to build/improve skills. They
can then adjust their work to produce a stronger academic standard. This in turn enables the
learner to become independent, self-directed and builds confidence. Assessment supports
learning because it reinforces the teaching. It also challenges learners and they can transfer skills
to further education/world of work. Assessment develops research skills, report writing, problem
solving, critical thinking, analytical skills, communication skills and teamwork skills. It enables the
learner to go forward to realistic career options.

How does assessment support quality?

Assessment can help to evaluate the quality of an education or training programme.

It keeps the focus on the material to be learned, sets pace.

Assessment does support quality but the current broad breath of learning outcomes sacrifices a
depth of learning; quantity over quality in some modules.

We could of course enter into a debate around the definition of quality which indeed may be
valid.



https://www.sess.ie/resources/assessment

QQl Levels - Learning Outcomes - these ensure standards are maintained in the NFQ. Assessment
ensures that each learner is provided with an opportunity to achieve a level relevant to their
ability

The assessment has to be genuine and relevant to the Learning Outcomes being assessed. If this
is consistent practice then assessment is reliable and an accepted (minimum) standard evolves.
Clear marking schemes and guidelines provide clarity for the learners and teachers. This ensures
a high quality is maintained and that each learner is only put forward for certification at the level
they are capable of attaining. In addition, constructive feedback enables learners to aspire to and
attain a recognised standard. Quality is further maintained by ensuring that the processes of
internal verification and external authentication are carried out to the highest standard.

How does assessment support equality?

Assessment can help to establish if procedures for assessment are fair, reliable and consistent.
It provides a range of assessment techniques to enable learners to show skills and knowledge.

Assessment that is fair and transparent supports equality.

Assessments tools and systems which are designed to do only the task stated and are built with
universal design learning principles https://www.ahead.ie/udl can foster an equality based ethos.
Obviously this should be located within a wider framework. due care needs to be given that the
assessment tool or method does not unnecessarily disadvantage a student e.g. no one should be
losing marks for spelling if the object of the assessment is to show an understanding of health and
safety principles.

All learners should be assessed using the same guidelines.

The LOs being assessed are the same for each learner on the course. The Teaching & Learning
methods can be adapted to suit individual learning styles.

All learners are given the same assignments and marks are awarded fairly. In the case of
examinations, where a second exam has to be made out, it is ensured that each of the exams at
set at the same standard. This ensures an equal opportunity is given to all learners to perform
well. Reasonable Accommodation ensures all learners can access learning/assessment without
compromising the standards.

How does assessment support standards and qualifications?

Valid and reliable assessment procedures ensure awards standards are upheld.

Assessment is conducted to a set of rules and generates evidence which can be compared
externally to maintain standards.

Assessment supports quality as it provides a means of checking that standards are met and that
delivery meets with expectations and descriptors as per QQl qualifications.

The green paper has addressed this.

Assessment of learners and learning is hugely important to support standards and qualifications.
Assessment provides Anon with the relevant information to place the learner in an appropriate
programme.

If assessment is genuine, relevant & valid, it will lead to a consistent standard and to a credible
qualification.

By following the above | am confident that we fit into the National Framework of QQl
qualifications by ensuring we meet the quality required and provide equal opportunities for all
learners. This is done through internal verification and further validated by external
authentication.







How do we embrace the concepts of assessment of, for and as learning?

But providing fair, reliable and consistent assessment to confirm that the assessment criteria has
been fulfilled and that the standards of assessment are upheld.

Assessment helps both learner and teacher to work to targets in a timely manner. It provides
evidence of achievement for the learner.

Continuous assessment in particular.

This in built into how we teach, what we teach and how we design and carry out our formative
and summative assessments.

| do not fully understand this question. We do embrace everything about assessment of learners
and learning as it provides us with relevant information as to where to the learners is initially,
where they would like to go and how we can support them in this process. Regular assessment
ensures that both the learner and the tutor are on the right track.

A hard question to answer but | think the answer is Yes. | believe that we are 'self-assessing' as
we go along in Teaching & Learning and instigate change as a result but we don't have a formal
structure for sharing the learning from assessment especially following internal & external
verification. This question would be a good topic for a tutor in-service.

Yes we do embrace the concepts of Assessment as it allows us as teachers to track the progress of
learners. This reinforces learning, results in construction feedback, which develops/build skills set
that are relevant and can be transferred to further education or the world of work. Assessment is
essential because it allows the teacher to gauge the level the learner is at and ultimately can be
validated by the external authenticator.

By using the ‘Wider Benefits of Learning Assessment Tool’ we embrace the concepts of
assessment for and as learning. Students set learning outcomes and can reflect on their progress
and identify the benefits of learning specific to the learning outcomes and in relation to their
personal learning, their health and well-being and their family/ community. It also allows for
reflection on future educational or employment plans.
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Introduction

CCT College Dublin welcomes the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning and the
opportunity to commence a sector-wide conversation on assessment design, integration,
management, implementation, and regulations.

The Green Paper was wide-ranging in terms of the issues it identified and the questions it raised, as
well as being intended for both further and higher education. While much of the response from CCT
may transfer across further and higher education, as a higher education provider, this response is
focused on assessment in higher education.

In formulating this response, the College participated in the HECA Colloquium on Assessment and
the QQl and National Forum Symposium “Let’s Talk about Assessment”. This was in addition to the
internal review and consideration of the paper by all academic staff, culminating in a discussion at
Academic Council in November 2018. This response is the response of CCT College Dublin, as
approved by the Academic Council and Senior Management Team. The main points addressed by the
College are:

e The concept of assessment

e Over-assessment

e Programme level assessment

o No repeat for honours

e Integrated and holistic assessment
e Academic Integrity

Comments, Observations and Recommendations

There is a shared understanding within CCT that assessment facilitates, informs and evaluates
learning. This view places learning at the centre of assessment. There is, however, a concern that in
practice there is a tendency, across the sector, towards an assessment-driven curriculum with
potential for a teaching to the test approach. Learners are predominantly motivated by assessment
and what grades they need, and faculty focus on the curriculum content they must “deliver” to
facilitate learners completing assessments. This can narrow the focus on broader learning.

The College welcomes any initiatives, policies and guidelines that would deter assessing without real
rationale and strategic assessment planning and the unnecessary or less suitable use of traditional
assessment tools that overly rely on the restatement of facts. The College believes any policy
position should promote assessment practice that encourages learner autonomy, reflects diversity in
learning and maximises authentic assessment. The continued use of examination where it is not the
most suitable assessment tool, and its perception in some areas of being the only true, reliable form
of assessment needs to be addressed as part of this.

Policy change alone will not overcome these issues. There is a job of work in shifting mindsets and
practice and providing the required guidelines, training, exemplars, case studies, and assurances that
are required to facilitate making the change. This change management will need to consider:

e those staff and institutions that are dependent on examination as a measure of reliability

e those learners that have progressed through an education system that included a significant
emphasis on examination and have developed a well-tuned exam technique to facilitate
success




e validation panel members who may not have experienced alternative or innovative
approaches to assessment

There is mixed opinion in CCT as to whether professional bodies impose requirements which conflict
with effective assessment practice, likely due to experience with specific bodies. It is however
agreed that experience with professional bodies generally requires the use of examinations and
inhibits the freedom of a provider to determine the most suitable form of assessment or to
introduce innovation in assessment, facilitating a “more of the same” approach. This is an issue at
national and international level and will require QQI to look to work with professional bodies.

Supporting the position that learning is at the heart of assessment, CCT staff and students value
learning outcomes and the role they play in setting standards, increasing transparency and in
focusing assessment design and learning activities. They are, however, also identified as part of the
problem in assessment. There is a view that attainment of learning outcomes is absolute, with each
individual learning outcome either being met or not met and the not meeting of one being
interpreted as a fail, rather than a scale of attainment and the coupling or grouping of learning
outcomes in grading student assessment. This is particularly an issue at module or individual
assessment level and can result in an overly prescriptive approach to assessment. It is difficult to
pinpoint the root cause of this, but it is felt that there are a number of contributing factors including:

e The construction of learning outcomes and the challenge of balancing transparency and
specificity with narrow and prescriptive, potentially inhibiting, statements.

e QA procedures such as validation and external examining and how they may contribute to
the “safe” option of traditional assessment approaches, over-assessment, and over-
prescription.

e The diversity of approach, across and within institutions, articulating learning outcomes and
mapping them to assessment

e The need for further training and guidance for academics, external examiners and panel
members in constructing and assessing learning outcomes.

e The operation of programmes in a modular structure and viewing programmes in this
component structure at the expense of stage or programme level learning and assessment.

CCT feels there is a responsibility for individual providers to ensure there is a consistent
understanding and application of the learning outcomes approach to assessment within their
institution, but this needs to fit within a national approach. The implementation of learning
outcomes focused assessment has been aided by the work of QQl and the National Forum, to date.
Further work at a national level, reinforced at institution level, regarding writing and assessing
learning outcomes as a collective and cohesive unit, as opposed to segregated individual statements
of knowledge, skill or competence, is still required. Re-focusing on programme and or stage level
assessment should be a core part of this. It is suggested that some of these issues arise as a result of
providers using terminology that has been successful previously with validation panels. One
suggestion to combat this fear of panel rejection is the creation of knowledge sharing groups to
build expertise in expressing learning outcomes. These could be multi-disciplinary or discipline
specific. There are arguments for both.

CCT recognises that for some institutions a programme or stage level approach to assessment may
present bigger challenges particularly where a programme team is dispersed or where a module
forms a part of multiple programmes. Nonetheless, the College believes this is an essential
requirement and failure to develop and implement programme level assessment results in an
inconsistent approach to assessment which impacts on learner experience and, ultimately, on the




graduate attributes. Refocusing on programme or stage level assessment may assist in addressing
the challenge of reducing over-assessment. Section 7.5 of the Green Paper states that QQl believe
holistic assessment can and should always be integrated. CCT requires integrated or holistic
assessment to be included in all programmes leading to a QQl award, be it through capstone
assessment pulling together the learning from all preceding and concurrent learning, through stage
level projects that draw on concurrent learning but credit is attributed to one module, or through
cross-modular assessment where the assessment relates to multiple modules and an independent
grade assigned to each. The College agrees that holistic assessment can always be integrated,
assuming the programme has been designed holistically and not as a series of components. Whether
it should be is a matter of debate. There is a strong consensus that the focus should be on
programme level assessment and the current modular approach can assure attainment of
programme learning outcomes but also increases the likelihood of over-assessment. Once again, the
concern about what will be accepted by validation panels was raised.

CCT successfully applies cross-modular assessment and finds this beneficial in aiding learners’
understanding of the interrelationship between modules, the cohesion of the programme and
reducing the assessment burden on all parties. It does bring additional challenges such as the
potential for admissions with exemptions, designing the assessment and specific marking rubrics to
reflect the potential that a student may pass some of the modules but not necessarily all of those
being assessed, arrangements for re-assessment, arrangements for marking by multiple staff
members and ensuring turnaround times and feedback requirements are fulfilled individually, for
example. Potentially, missing or failing a cross modular assessment, including for reasons of
mitigating circumstances, can also prevent progression with credit deficit, where this might
otherwise be permitted. CCT benefits from providing programmes which are highly structured and
are managed by close-working programme teams. This contributes to the success of this assessment
approach. Where programmes and teams are less structured it will present a greater challenge. CCT
believes that no one approach should be imposed on providers as academic freedom must prevail
but all parties, including validation panels, need to be encouraged to embrace integrated and holistic
assessment and be furnished with the tools to enable them to do this effectively. This is an area
where development of academic staff knowledge and confidence across the sector would be
beneficial. Some work has commenced with the National Forum but QQI specifically stipulating a
preference for such an assessment approach may bring a greater change. A further suggestion put
forward is for QQl to work with validation panel members to develop their openness to different
approaches to assessment.

The sectoral convention of no repeat for honours may also be contributing to over-assessment. In an
attempt to reduce the assessment risk in award bearing modules, modules are often designed with
multiple assessments, so a learner has an increased chance of passing the module overall, even with
some failure within that module. CCT finds this convention to be unjustifiably harsh and also
disadvantageous for those students who are impacted by it, noting it does not apply across the
university sector and there is variation in practice across the loTs. A learner commencing a two-year
Masters programme, a Higher Diploma programme or a one-year add-on for honours, could fail their
first module at the outset of this learner journey and therefore be prevented from achieving higher
than a pass award. This is demotivating for the learner and appears to be at odds with assessment
being a learning process, making it a punitive process. It promotes the position that failure is
penalised regardless of how well one learns from it. Furthermore, if the learner was completing a
similar programme in the University sector, they would receive a capped mark for that module
alone. The capping of a repeat mark prevents learners securing an unfair advantage but isn’t
sufficiently detrimental as to negate positive achievements throughout a programme of study.
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Perhaps the more significant implications of this sectoral convention are the impact it has on a
graduate’s employability or application for further study where an honours profile is required.
Potential employers or other education providers are likely to only note the award classification on
any application form. It is unlikely that employers would be aware of the sectoral convention and
the impact on award classification. CCT encourages the removal of the sectoral convention. It is
proposed that there should be cross-sector consultation to reach agreement on practice for a
suitable alternative or indeed whether an alternative should be provided. There are mixed opinions
on this matter within the College, likely reflecting a national picture. Should inability to reach a pass
standard at the first attempt warrant a penalty if assessment is genuinely about learning and learner
development? Is a limitation on number of attempts enough restriction in itself? While a consensus
may not be reached, the excessive severity of the penalty of the current convention is recognised.

The final matter debated by the College is that of academic integrity / academic impropriety.
Recognising the challenges of advances in technology, the use of essay mills, and the different
cultural understandings of matters such as plagiarism, the College feels that implementing
plagiarism detection software no longer has the same value it previously had in identifying academic
impropriety. The value of such software is further reduced depending on the subject being assessed
and the mode of assessment. In this regard, the College welcomes the position of promoting
academic integrity, as opposed to penalising academic impropriety. The Green Paper states,
"Providers need to create environments that encourage academic integrity" on page 98 and later on
the same page "They (students) should be taught the disciplinary norms for expression through the
media of their discipline and for respecting and citing the work of others. The skills of academic
expression need to be developed and honed and will not be acquired without concerted effort and
guidance."

The College shares the position that knowledge of this area cannot be assumed and that practice in
Ireland differs from that in other countries, creating a bigger challenge for international students.
Through the CCT Library and Centre for Teaching and Learning, the College has embarked upon an
academic integrity project, identifying and implementing interventions to promote academic
integrity. The project is still in its implementation phase, but positive impact has been observed
already. Next stages of the project include enhancing knowledge and practice in designing
assessments to which promote academic integrity and deter impropriety. Thus, the College
welcomes the approach outlined in the Green Paper.




Good afternoon

| have had the opportunity to review your extensive Green Paper on Assessment and would wish to
make the following observations. My responses refer to the numbered queries in your

document. You highlight in your introduction that “trust” is key to this area. We fully support this
view. As a professional institution with over 130 in existence (with 27,000 members and 6,000
students) we are happy to make some what we hope will be relevant comments. Your document
appears to be primarily aimed at HE and FE institutions and we believe our experience is relevant
here.

Section 7.3 & 7.4: The establishment of “communities of interest” as regards the implementation of
learning outcomes in a consistent manner is an appropriate response. This might be assisted by the
creation and sharing of best practice examples. Additionally there is a need (given the number of
State bodies in the sector) to avoid having duplication of effort so clear lines of demarcation might
help as needed.

Section 7.5: We would suggest that training of members of the assessment team is critical to the
implementation of programme assessment strategies. Having appropriate quality processes
supported by a reflective learning process should support this.

Section 7.7: Yes it is possible that the burden of QQl may be greater than some bodies can
support. However QQJ has a role and it is incumbent on any educating/assessment body to have
appropriate resources to avail of the benefits of QQl accreditation. Collaboration/cost sharing with
other bodies might ease some of the resource constraints identified.

Section 7.8: We are not sure that RPL should be restricted to specialists only. The key is that the
persons undertaking this work have the appropriate expertise.

Section 7.9: We would be open to exploring your suggestion.

Section 7.10: We do agree that a pure “atomised” approach to assessment alone can give rise to
problems. AN integrated assessment is typically needed in the assessment. Workplace assessments
need to be undertake also by trained mentors.

Section 7.11: We agree with your comment.

Section 7.12: The creation of communities of common interest where experts from a professional
area can meet periodically (perhaps with input from QQI) to discuss common challenges can assist
with the concerns raised. QQl forums also allow learning from other areas and professions including
outside of Ireland is also important.

Section 7.13: Grade referencing can be a challenge and give rise to a perceived grade

inflation. There should be a requirement for bodies to explain material changes in outcomes where
the education inputs (including academic achievements of students entering the system and the
education programme itself) are consistent. In such cases consistency in exam outcomes should be
expected.

Section 7.15: There is always a risk of award classifications being applied in an inconsistent
manner. We would encourage consideration of a profession or faculty wide criteria being developed
and shared externally. Clear guidance from QQI can asses also.



Section 7.18: Remote assessment can naturally raise challenges. Its effective roll out will depend on
the technology platform supplier and the resources deployed in the system and the technology
used.

Section 7.19: We are not aware of any practices in the area of accounting where professional bodies
or regulators impose requirements on education and training which conflict with effective
assessment practice. Any variation should be open to it being justified and be done in a transparent
manner. Professional bodies have a role via accreditation processes, input into programme panels,
peer review processes.

Section 7.20: We support this proposal.

Section 7.21: Engaging the learner in relation to the assessment processes can raise some
challenges. We find student surveys and feedback on exams a useful way to do this.

Section 7.22: Assessment of workplace experience is important. Clear standards and guidance with
appropriate oversight from the mentor and professional body can assist. QQl could plat a role in
developing or identifying best practice which can be shared. Significant changes in technology will
have a profound impact on assessments going forward. We are in a very exciting and challenging
time. The use of artificial intelligence for example could revolutionise exam marking. However any
tool will only be as good as the underlying algorithms underpinning it.

Section 17.3: There is always a perception of there being different status and that different
standards are applied in different colleges. QQl could assist in challenging these perceptions
through the identification and sharing of best practice examples and by highlighting the complexity
in assessment process. We do support the retention of the no honour degree award for students
who have to re-sit exams unless the first attempt was impacted by such things as illness which is
properly documented.

Section 17.5: We have experience of apprenticeships via our sister institute accounting technicians
Ireland. The introduction of the AT apprenticeship was not without its challenges given the multiple
state parties involved.

| hope this is of some benefit. Should you wish to discuss further please do not hesitate to come
back to me.
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CORU welcomes the QQI Green paper on assessment of Learners and Learning
and recognizes the significance of providing clear guidance to Higher Education
Institutes on assessment. It is reassuring to note the recognition that the awarding of
qualifications are based on trust and everyone behaving with integrity is fundamental
to this process. The breadth of consultation is comprehensive. As a regulator with a
statutory function we are dependent on the qualification as a token of recognition of
standard. With regard to protection of the public there are some areas of the
consultation that could be considered more substantially.

There is no reference in statutory regulation in the document. On page 39 section 5.3
it would be preferable to differentiate between professional bodies and statutory
regulator. The statutory regulator is for many professions, the Competent Authority,
and would be the designate body for international crosslinks. The purpose of
statutory regulation is to protect the public by promoting high standards of
professional conduct and professional education, training and competence amongst
registrants of the designated professions. Assessment is an integral part of
underpinning the quality of professional education. We as the statutory regulator for
17 health and social care professionals are reliant on a qualification attesting to the
Standards of Proficiency for entry to the register. And as such we are relying on the
QQI's assessment of a qualification for verification of standard. There could be more
recognition of this dependency of the regulators on the QQIs role for standards,
contained within the document.

The issue of “awarded in the State” is one which consideration, discussion and
recognition of the importance of, should be included in this paper. Where
programmes are delivered in the State but awarded outside of the State and vice
versa, guidance should be given on ensuring standards of assessment on these
programmes.

Section 7.8: Assessment of Prior Learning causes concern from a regulatory
perspective. This assessment has implications for entry onto programmes and as
such it would be preferable to have a more robust approach to this assessment
without being prescriptive in nature.
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For regulators, assessment of competency of standards at programme level is
challenging. If a student passes a programme, which pertains to cover required
standards of proficiency, at 50%, do we as a regulator know that a student has
a) Passed all of the standards of proficiency at 50%? or
b) Passed 50% of the proficiencies?

When the an education provider is mapping modules across a curriculum will there
be a guarantee that a student who has only achieved a pass mark will in fact cover
all of the required standards of proficiency? Is a student on an approved programme
who has achieved just the pass mark deemed to be a competent professional? In
these instances can education providers be sure that they have seen enough data
and evidence to ensure the competency of the students? All of these issues should
be considered more thoroughly in the paper. Consideration must be given to the
value of attesting to competency.

Section 7.16 covering grading work place learning requires more depth on the
capacity and competency of assessors on work placement. This is an integral
element of ensuring consistency of grading of students and this section should be
expanded further to incorporate these elements.

On page 61 in Section 7.19 the terms professional body and professional regulator
are used interchangeably in the last paragraph. This should not be the case.
Statutory regulators, it should be noted, do not impose requirements on standards of
education and training. The pre-registration education and training Standards of
Proficiency are set at threshold level for entry to the profession. These Criteria and
Standards are specific but they are not prescriptive, allowing for academic autonomy
by education providers to implement them in a way they see fit. Education Providers,
upon application, to the professional regulator can attest to these Criteria and
Standards but they are not imposed on them. Education Providers are entitled as
they see fit to remain outside of approval and monitoring process.

The English language requirement is one which focuses on the introduction of a
student to the programme. There is no reference to the English language standard at
the outcome of the programme. Given the volume of Fitness to Practise complaints
that arise from communication based issues this is an area for consideration to be
strengthened. For the health and social care regulator the focus on inputs alone is a
concern.

With consideration to Academic integrity as discussed in section 13, what would the
QQI need to do to show that this is fully in place in the context of assessment? What
advice or guidance is to be given on the review of results outside of the curve within
programme level reviews with reference to MIPLOs? The foundation of trust in the
QQI processes is this previously referenced academic integrity.
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Overall, as we previously mentioned, the breadth of this document is impressive.
However, given the extensive amount of work that has been done to date it would be
strengthen the policy further to include the recommendations included in this
feedback document.
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7t December 2018

Response to the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning

| am providing this submission to QQl in response to the Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and
Learning.

| am making this submission on behalf of the Dublin Adult Learning Centre as | want to ensure that
the issues highlighted here get the attention they deserve as part of future discussions on
assessment of learners and learning in Ireland.

The Dublin Adult Learning centre (formerly the Dublin Literacy Scheme) is a basic education centre
based in the North Inner City. We have been providing literacy tuition since 1974 to meet the
educational needs of adults in this area. Our mission is to provide basic education services to ensure
that everyone in the inner city has the opportunity to avail of their right to develop their literacy and
numeracy skills.

DALC defines literacy as follows:

Being literate means being able to read, write and use numeracy and information technology
competently to deal with situations and opportunities in your own environment. It means being able
to fulfil your own goals as a family, community member, citizen and worker. Being literate depends
on what you need or want at a specific time. Becoming literate is part of a life- long learning
continuum.

We have more than 500 students per year and we are funded by the CDETB. We have a voluntary
board of management that has legal, community and business experience. From a service that
initially provided 1:1 tuition we have expanded to provide a programme that meets the changing
educational needs of this community. We offer both non-accredited and accredited programmes.
Our programmes include the following.

1:1 tuition, 3 day intensive programmes, a variety of classes in reading, writing and spelling
QQl major awards at level 3, 4 and Healthcare Support at level 5.

We have an extensive Information Technology programme to meet the changing technological
demands of everyday living.

A literacy and language programme for people with no literacy in their own language.

Based on the information and points of discussion raised in the Green Paper our organisation would
like to support recommendations being made by AONTAS, the National Adult Learning Organisation.
These recommendations are:

1) Assessment policies need to be reviewed, and developed in the future, to account for the
needs of all learners. Assessments should not be a one size fits all system and should be
developed to the extent possible in consultation with learners. As a community education



2)

3)

4)

provider learners are at the centre of the education system and assessment should be varied
and inclusive of all learners. Assessment should be able to gauge the learning of the diverse
types of learners within the FET and HE sectors and therefore should not depend solely on
traditional systems like end of year exams or essays.

Create policy frameworks that allow for the creation of assessments which support learners
working to complete specific modules, or Minor Awards. Those who are most socio-
economically disadvantaged and underserved are more likely to participate in education that
allows flexibility, and which promotes employment mobility and educational progression.
Therefore while policies for assessment are being reviewed we ask that policy makers remember
that important role that Minor Awards have in widening and diversifying participation in lifelong
learning.

The resources available for creating quality assessment must be equal to the costs of providing
quality assessment. To ensure quality assessment, investments must be made in administrative
and teaching supports so that the professional teachers and tutors who develop assessments
have the capacity to ensure quality and the capacity to be innovative. Teachers and tutors in FET
and HE are incredibly skilled but require the time, in addition to time spent teaching, to commit
to development of new quality assessment processes. This requires financial resources to
achieve.

Establish a national RPL policy. For assessment to be learner focused and have the result of
widening participation to lifelong learning QQl and its stakeholders need to commit to
establishing a clear policy that leads to learner access and progression through RPL. The Further
Education and Training Strategy 2014-2019? laid down the priority of developing clear RPL
policies by 2018 in order to meet EU Recommendation number (2012/C 398/01) of 20 December
2012 on the validation of non-formal and informal learning. Unfortunately these clear policies
have not yet come to fruition.

As a provider of community education in Ireland | want to state the benefits that implementing
these recommendations will have for the creation of a more vibrant learning environment for
learners across our country.

The Green Paper highlights many issues and trends of importance to learners and practitioners of

FET. However without implementation of the recommendations made in AONTAS’ submission the
education system in Ireland will fail to effectively widen and diversify the adult learners participating
in education, regardless of other policy changes made in the years to come.

1 SOLAS, National Further Education and Training Strategy. p.93.



Kind Regards

NAME
Phone: ## #it it
Email: Xxxxxx@xxxxx.xx

| am sending this letter as on behalf of (myself, Name of Organisation)
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DFE©

Consultation feedback on QQI Green Paper on
Assessment of Learners and Learning for Consultation
(2018

Overarching Statement

This green paper represents a significant strategic development in assessment for
the FET sector. The development of assessment for learning as opposed to
assessment of learning is welcome. In particular, the acknowledgement of the
Macro, Meso and the Micro involvement in assessment recognises in particular how
important Meso and Micro involvement is in assessment. The challenge for the FET
sector is the development of the employee who can relate and translate assessment
experiences into employment and use their learning assessment experiences
through their life.

However, while this green paper is progressive, QQI as an agency of the DES,
cannot ignore the extreme lack of resources within ETB’s at the Meso and Micro
level. Currently ETB’s are being resourced at a head office level but resources are
badly needed at centre level, particular in the large FET centres such as PLC
College.

The comments outlined below are made on the assumption that DES, QQI, SOLAS
and ETB’s develop an effective mechanism to build resources and assessment
capacity within FET centres on the ground.

For example: PLC Colleges have to manage the assessment process internally.
The timetable has to stop to allows teachers supervise examination, complete IV and
EA. In addition, the entire assessment process has to be completed prior to
teachers finishing the academic timetable in May of any given academic year. QQI
as an agency of the DES, along with ETB’s and SOLAS are aware of this process
which shortens the teaching and learning experience for students. If additional
structure and resources were provided on the ground which alleviated this
administrative burden there would be more time available to develop students
assessment for learning experiences including deeper thinking, debate, critical
analysis, independent thought and convergent thinking with students.
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p.103 Towards General Principles and Guidelines for Assessment of
Learning

e Would it be useful for QQI to publish general principles and guidelines
for assessment?

e Yes. In the interests of clarity for all, it would be useful for QQI to publish
general principles and guidelines for assessment.

e What should the guidelines and principles address?

e The guidelines should include a clear and unambiguous distillation of QQI's
understanding, and recommended application of, the concept of assessment
in this context;

e The QQI's position and role in the assessment process should be stated;

e The position and role of other parties to the assessment process should be
stated; particularly for the ETB sector where new validation and governance
procedures now exist — ETB’s governance structures.

e The principles of Universal Design should be incorporated into the guidelines
and advocated as good practice. For example a visually impaired student
completing the sound production level 5 component has to record using a
sound deck. Braille sound decks are extremely expensive and not practical
for colleges to purchase. Alternative assessment instruments should be
devised to meet this needs.

e The precise meaning of the terms 'principle' and 'guideline' here should be
stated;

e *The level of prescription of guidelines should be determined, e.g. should
principles and guidelines be placed at a top-line universal level, or should they
be placed at the level of the module? In which case they would need to be
customised to each module. My personal experience of prescribed
assessment guidelines at module level (e.g. City & Guilds) is that if they are
well thought out, they remove a great deal of ambiguity from assessment
decision-making, and provide a stronger basis for explaining marking
decisions during feedback sessions with students. Assessment prescription at
this level also facilitates a smoother EA process.

e To whom should the general guidelines apply (should they extend, for
example, to all providers and awarding bodies quality assured by QQI or
only to providers with DA (Diagnostic [narrow] Assessment) or QQI
validated programmes)?

e Guidelines should be applied to all providers and awarding bodies.
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p.104 Towards Sectoral Conventions and Reference Assessment
Protocols for FET and HET Sectors

The ideais that, in the interests of consistency, [conventions and
protocols] would be developed collaboratively with FET providers
recognised by QQI and used by all FET providers. What topics should
be addressed at [e.g. school/ institution] level FET in sectoral protocols
and conventions? In addressing this please be specific.

Collaboration in the interests of consistency would be welcome. The question
of the design of grading schemes should emerge from the prescription of
assessment guidelines (*described above)? In general, common
module/subject networks of collaboration across all interested providers would
be welcome, e.g. a network of Communications teachers, or a network of
Media teachers, etc. Such networks might facilitate the sharing of subject-
specific developments, advances in teaching practice - including assessment,
etc.

p. 105 15.2 Further Education and Training

[So]

What might be usefully addressed by sectoral conventions?

See above. In addition consideration should be given when students move
from one ETB to another and the forms of assessment, policies and
procedures used etc should be consistent so that no confusion is created.

What might be usefully addressed by reference assessment protocols?

See above.

What changes are required to the implicit protocols and conventions in
Quality Assuring Assessment — Guidelines for Providers? ?

CPD for admin and teaching staff within centres. This is not the cascaded
CPD for a full suite of CPD that is supported and maintained by dedicated
staff on the ground.

Currently all learning outcomes in a full award have to be achieved — 8
components could yield approximately 30 separate items of assessment.

This needs to be changed where an approach to assessment links
components to the vocational concept of the full award and reduced
assessment instances. This will allow for the development of deeper thinking,
critical analysis etc.
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p. 106 General Guidelines on External Moderation of Summative

Assessment for NFQ Qualifications (External Examining and External
Moderation)

e Would it be useful for QQI to publish general guidelines on external
moderation mechanisms (...external authentication)?

e Yes, in the interests of full clarity around EA mechanisms. This will create
confidence in assessment as students move from ETB to ETB or course-to-
course. In addition it will create confidence that the assessment rigour in the
FET sector is applied consistently so that when it comes to higher education
progression confidence will exist in the quality of the FET student.

e To whom should the general guidelines apply?

e All at Macro, Meso, Micro levels, including students. But the guidelines
should also show a link to assessment processes at higher level so as to
prepare FET students for progression with the seamless integration into
higher education assessment processes.

e What changes could be made to improve QQI's Effective Practices
Guidelines for External Examining (QQI, 2015)? Could these guidelines
be generalised to cover all kinds of external moderation in all
educational sectors?

e Yes. QQI's EPGEE would provide an appropriate template for similar EA
document for the FET sector.

e There is constant criticism of the EA system and the standards adopted by
EA’s universally throughout ETBs. QQI should oversee effective CPD with
the ETB EA panel to ensure that the rigours of assessment and created in
policy and applied in practice.

p. 111
e Please comment on the guidance on external moderation of assessment in
QQI’s Effective Practice Guidelines for External Examining (QQlI,
2015)...consider whether the guidance could be usefully generalised to all
moderation.

e See above.
e Consistent guildelines should be applied throughout ETB's.

p. 107 Summary of Issues Proposed for Discussion (Refer to point 17.1
General Issues Concerning Assessment)
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p. 110 17.2 Further Education and Training Issues

Recognising that providers are responsible for establishing assessment
procedures, please comment on how QQI might support them.

Clarifications of guidelines as described above.

ETB’s need to be supported in the creation of effective guidelines and training
that will allow for the increase in confidence nationally on the ETB
assessment process. In particular, there should be a combined working
group between FET and HE to create common assessment practices, which
will in turn increase confidence in the FET offering.

In the context of programmes leading to CAS awards, should the
provider be required to assess candidates for the compound award and
then inform QQI of the grade for the compound award? The mechanism
for calculating that grade would be approved by us (QQI) at validation
and might be expected to include a contribution from the components’
results.

Is the suggestion here that final award decision (i.e. award classification)
would be ultimately decided by QQI? Is QQI suggesting it take on the role of
an awarding body (which would bring it into line with international practice? Is
this the motivation here? This question is difficult to answer without more
discussion.

P. 69, 70 This is Section 8.1 Summary on the topic of Unitisation of
Assessment

Outline:

Unitisation of assessment = that there is no final assessment for a major
award and the grade for the award depends exclusively on the grades for
units of learning prescribed for the award [this is the current situation].

The practice of initiation of assessment is widespread in the FET sector and
has been actively encouraged by systems and policies.

Unitisation of assessment is problematic when it facilitates the omission of
explicit assessment of overarching learning outcomes [my interpretation: an
overall ‘reflection’ of the candidate’s performance when measured also
against the LOs]. This problem is alleviated by including some ‘capstone’ units
whose purpose is to provide an opportunity to achieve and demonstrate
overarching outcomes that would otherwise not be assessed.

Unitisation of assessment can also lead to inefficiencies for learners, who may
be ‘over assessed’ as a result of each unit being assessed.

*QQI's CAS awards specifications prior to more recent QQI policies
encouraged unitised assessment and, while this is no longer the case,
not all practitioners may have fully appreciated the implications of the
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QQI policy changes on the use and interpretations of CAS awards
standards.

p. 110 Please respond to the issues raised in section 8.1, above:

The Unitisation of assessment.
The concept is good but currently students in FET are over assessed.

Consideration should be given to assessment communication through the
vocational modules as opposed to a separate subject. This would make
more sense.

The sustainability of the burden of assessment on providers.

How will the "burden of assessment" be alleviated by this proposal?
Proper support and sustained CPD needs to be in place for teachers. The
cascade model is not sufficient enough.

Centralised versus distributed assessment.
| have no strong opinions on this, but is this what QQI would prefer?

Perceived ambiguities in the QQI regulations.

The assessment system and regulations need to be revisited and
modernised in order to redefine practices. A sustained CPD process with
more redefined assessment policies and procedures are required.

Micro-management of assessment through regulations.

This would probably be the result, but it depends on the extent of
management involved. Initially staff should be handled through a
redefined process and supported on the ground.

Patchiness of current guidelines.

The current guidelines have been open to interpretation throughout ETB'’s.
While the overarching principles of assessment are being achieved, the
operational issues are causing difficulty. For example, Payroll is now
operated online in practice. Students are taught how to complete payroll on
line yet the examination is a paper based assessment.

Note: there are specific sections (11 & 17) dealing with
apprenticeship issues which have not been included here, but
which should perhaps be addressed by a more specialist DFEi staff

(?)
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p. 114 17.6 Macro (e.g. QQIl), Meso (e.g. Institution) and Micro (e.g. teacher)
[levels of engagement]

Do you think QQI should consider developing macro-level topic-specific
QA guidelines on assessment? If so, what do you think guidelines
should address.

QQI need to have more involvement in aligning FET and HE assessment
policies and procedures so as to increase confidence in the assessment
process.

Please comment on the need or otherwise for macro-level assessment
principles and guidelines on assessment. What should any such
principles and guidelines address?

The macro level should assess the overarching Principles of assessment
B6.1- B6.11. They should be broad and allow for the drilling down to a Meso
and micro levels of assessment policies and procedures at centre level. QQI
should not remove responsibility for assisting with the development of policies
and procedures at Meso and micro levels.

p. 115 17.7 External Examining and Authentication

What purposes do you think EE and EA serve? How can they better
serve those purposes?

Both EE and EA are crucial in maintaining standards of academic practice
and general confidence in those standards. Perhaps the role and
responsibilities of the EA might be more widely publicised, especially to
learners?

Do you think EE and EA reliably ensure that NFQ awards of the same
type awarded to learners in the same discipline in different institutions
are of a similar standard to one another?

No standards are not the same. Time and effort should be spent at training
EA’s to the required standard. This will require human capital investment.

Do you think that a set of guidelines could usefully be established that would
apply to all external moderation in FET...?

Discussed above.

Comment on other oversight mechanisms that you think might help
support objectivity in the assessment of learners by providers.

EE, EA and (local) RAP would, from my experience, appear to provide
appropriate oversight.
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In Section 17.8 asks respondents to this consultation to comment on Section
13 which deals with issues concerning academic integrity

e Recognising what is already being done, please indicate what additional
actions you think should be taken, and by whom, to help support
academic integrity in general and in your sector in particular.

e In-service training by the provider in the general area of assessment &
academic integrity. This should be promoted b a suitable QQI campaign
where standards are established that can support both FET and HE
assessment and the perceived differences between both sectors as they
relate to assessment be removed.




Response to the HEA Green paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning - DIT

There was general support across the Dublin Institute of Technology (DIT) for the preparation of a
Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning as a means of stimulating dialogue around key
current assessment issues facing the HE sector in Ireland. The prompt questions elicited responses
from a range of staff involved in assessment of learning related processes. Our responses are being
returned to the QQI by individuals, schools/departments with a collation of emergent key themes
arising from the institutional consultation process being presented within this paper.

General comments on the Green paper

The QQI green paper has touched on many of the important current issues related to the assessment
of learners in higher education. Educational providers have a substantial responsibility in guiding
students through a set of learning, teaching and assessment experiences towards the achievement of
explicit learning outcomes and graduate attributes that will equip learners with the skills that aim to
ensure success in whatever future career path they chose. Over the last decade, there have been
substantial changes within the higher education sector with more iminent as for example new
Technological Universities are being established and new requirements for transparency and
accountancy are introduced through new system performance frameworks

Assessment methods and requirements probably have a greater influence on how and what students
learn that any other single factor (Boud, 1988). In addition, what is assessed and how it is assessed is
often viewed as a strong indicator to both students and employers of what is important and valued
across a programme (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004). It is perhaps timely to be reviewing assessment
practices across the sector as means to provide quality learning experiences that seek to address the
needs of the 21 Century learner in this time of change. It is recognised that any proposed changes to
these practices do need to take into account, for example, new learning opportunities made possible
through digital technologies as well the inclusion of more authentic assessment methods that are
more tailored to the needs of the individual learner.

The QQI consultation combination of facilitated workshops, keynote presentations and expert inputs
were felt to be an effective strategy in sharing responsibility and encouraging engagement between
all stakeholder groups at a national level. This engagement was considered to be a valuable
opportunity to develop stronger links and ultimately work towards smooth transitions for students
between different levels (primary, secondary and tertiary) as well as across and between sectors/
external bodies/professional bodies. However, in parallel to this high level dialogue, there was also a
an identified need for the development of a set of clear national policy documents related to specific
aspects of assessment (along the lines of for example http://www.qaa.ac.uk//en/quality-code/advice-
and-guidance/assessment). Agreed national guidelines could help to remove some of subjectivity
inherent within existing Quality Assurance processes as well as work to support the development of
new potentially more flexible strategies that can better support Quality enhancement and innovation
within an educational landscape that is in transition.

The ongoing collaboration between the National Forum for the Enhancement of Teaching and
Learning and QQI was specifically welcomed and worked particularly well during the consultation
phase for the paper. This relationship was considered to be worth developing further into the future
with both organisations perhaps working together on a shared publication or set of publications ( see
suggestions at the end of this submission). Such a collaboration would also afford the opportunity to
align principles and practice with policy such the QQl blended learning guidelines, the National Forum
for the enhancement of teaching and learning publications and institutional system performance
measures. These could in turn be enhanced by links to relevant literature and supporting
documentation already available from National Forum Open educational resources.


http://www.open.ac.uk/fast/pdfs/Gibbs%20and%20Simpson%202004-05.pdf
http://www.open.ac.uk/fast/pdfs/Gibbs%20and%20Simpson%202004-05.pdf
http://www.open.ac.uk/fast/pdfs/Gibbs%20and%20Simpson%202004-05.pdf
http://www.open.ac.uk/fast/pdfs/Gibbs%20and%20Simpson%202004-05.pdf

The role and purpose of assessment

A recurrent theme within the institutional discussion related to the need for clarity around the
purpose and role of assessment in learning as well as the importance of dialogue around assessment
processes to assure transparency and a shared understanding around all processes. This dialogue
could be, for example, within a programme team, between staff and students or take the form of
negotiated learning agreement between an employer and a student on work placement. It was
observed that there can, on occasions, be a mismatch between the commonly espoused core
philosophy for a programme and what happens in operational practice. The continued use of more
traditional assessment methods is perhaps perpetuated through the absence of clearer definitions
and guidelines that could help to demonstrate the required academic rigour of more non-exam based
systems. The provision of national agreed guidelines would help to legitimise more innovative
processes and assure a consistency of an innovative approach more broadly. Development of a
national glossary of terms has the potential to develop a shared understanding around better catering
for the changing needs of all our students at a national level.

Further guidelines around the recognition of the richness of learning that happens outside the
classroom could also be consolidated as a means to build upon the work of the National Forum as well
as for example the Cedefop inventory of informal, nonformal learning (Cedefop, 2014) Prior learning
also needs to be more formally recognised and supported by a specialized mechanism which has both
the industry expertise and the academic expertise to be able to determine whether a person has met
the learning outcomes of a given programme, has met the admission requirements or is eligible for
programme exemptions.

The categorisation of Assessment of, for and as learning under the 2016-8 National Forum
enhancement theme has been helpful as a means of encouraging individuals and teams to reflect upon
the purpose of assessment and making decisions about the when, why and who is responsible within
associated processes. These definitions are also useful to help determine and manage assessment
workload for both a student and a staff perspective and to work towards a balance of provision.

There was a concern noted during the consultation, that modularisation and semesterisation had
resulted in many cases to a chunking of assessment within programmes, the over assessment of easy
to assess learning outcomes and on occasions the redundancy of assessment (sometimes a similar
learning outcome is being assessed in different modules). For assessment to be a valid measure of
learning, learning needs to be constructively aligned with and clearly expressed as intended
programme learning outcomes. It was felt that the setting of threshold level warranted further
discussion, however, it was neither suitable nor possible in some cases to express thresholds as
numeric values placed against learning outcomes. While minimum knowledge, skill and competence
should not significantly differ specific thresholds may vary and change, therefore the publication of
thresholds are likely to be problematic.

There can also often be a disconnect between programme learning outcomes that are aligned with
the relevant NQF, module learning outcomes and the way in they are accumulated within the
programme to meet the programme learning outcomes. The often granularised activity of continuous
summative assessment can hinder the learner pathway or overall professional development across a
programme. A key recommendation emerging from an ongoing institutional Fellowship project (LEAF,
2018) proposes an holistic approach to programme assessment design. Such an approach is also
supported by international research (see eg TESTA and PASS models). Programme design is generally
left to the discretion of Schools and departments with a collegial agreement of LOs and marking
schemes in advance of programme delivery. The mapping of MLO/PLOs onto each assessment can
ensure a fair, appropriate and transparent assessment approach across all years of a programme.



Suggested ways of accomplishing this endpoint included a centralised dashboard system that could
provide a measure of how each module contributes to each stage and each programme learning
outcome, in real time. This could be used to provide an opportunity for feedback to students on the
personal accumulation of credits.

The calculation of normal workload allowances for different assessment methods that can be scaled
up across a programme could provide a rough guide to programme teams and also help to identify
student time on task and what is really being valued. Such a model could be developed as a study that
builds on the work of the National Forum’s Profile of Assessment practices in Irish Higher education.
Early studies in DIT of using programme assessment calendars to review the balance of assessments
and avoid issues around assessment clumping have been viewed to be a successful initiative. The
development and provision of a clear programme assessment strategy is essential for the learner’s
perspective and a best practice model/framework could be standardized at a National level.

Assessment Guidelines

When students enter higher education, the type of feedback they then receive, intentionally or
unintentionally, will play an important part in shaping their learning futures (Eraut, 2006, p. 118).
Frequent feedback to students impacts on drive and motivation for both the learner and lecturer and
has a demonstrable impact of the quality of learning achieved (see eg Black and Wiliams, 1989, Kuh,
2012), as well as enabling the targeted subsequent support for students. Learning analytics of student
assessment behaviour can also be predictors of success or potential problems. Different assessment
methods can serve different purposes at different stages of the students learning journey. For
example, formative assessment followed by interactive and collective feedback prepares learners for
summative assessment. Assessment designed as a learning process in itself can support a partnership
approach within more authentic methods such as self reflection and/or peer review support the
development of students as autonomous learners. However, many general assessment regulations
do not formally recognise assessment methods that have the potential to have the more significant
impact upon the overall quality of a student’s learning.

The quality, nature and timeliness of feedback on assessment as noted in, for example, ISSE and
internal monitoring processes, continues to be the focus for dissatisfaction among students across all
disciplines. While the promotion of what constitutes feedback and the nature of feedback within the
programme learning continuum is an institutional responsibility, clearer agreed national guidelines
around feedback processes could help to address some of the feedback concerns of students.
Recommendations around supporting dialogue around assessment, using feedback forward as a
means to provide ongoing development feedback across a programme as well as involving students
in assessment related decisions might also help to alleviate some of the identified issues.

Timely, appropriate, feedback on learning appears to be of particular significance during the first year
of study when links with student retention have been suggested (Yorke and Longden, 2004). However,
it was felt that additional supports need to be put in place to assist learners to engage with the modes
of assessment of learning employed in HE. Initiatives that were felt to be successful included the
provision of ‘learning to learn’ supports early in first year (or even before first semester, first year
starts). Significantly enhanced exposure to authentic practitioners and graduates at a very early stage
(first weeks of semester 1 of stage 1). Peer mentoring/Peer Assisted Learning; with associated
recognition for the mentors/leaders (e.g. extracurricular module, good for their CV). There is also a
need for guidelines outlining institutional support for students around assessment processes eg when
receiving feedback and during appeal processes. These need to be agreed in partnership with students
at a national level.



Tailoring professional development to better equip staff, who are involved in assessment, to be able
to make informed choices about assessment was emphasised within the consultation. Staff need to
know what assessment can actually do and the impact of assessment choices on student learning.
Bearing in mind that academic staff role model best practice through their own teaching and research:
by adhering to well thought out processes (ethics approval; plagiarism checking, etc.) and what is
actively encouraged within their programmes from day one.

A particular emphasis within profession development should be given to building expertise in the use
of statements of learning outcomes in teaching, learning and assessment as well as effective
curriculum design and assessment strategies that can be used to support the student attainment of
programme learning outcomes and graduate attributes. This is particularly relevant where
professional standards or competences are required for external recognition or approval by external
bodies. There was a suggestion that this professional development should be requirement for all new
staff and certain key topics eg plagiarism, GDPR and dealing with academic integrity should be
mandatory for all.

Assessment standards

The requirement that all programme learning outcomes are aligned to the National Qualifications
Authority of Ireland (NQAI) standards within the framework of qualifications means that graduates
who have completed a programme at a particular level should have all achieved the equivalent level
of knowledge, skill and competence for that framework level. Where there are particularly
proscriptive programmes or required standards of proficiency (e.g. those that have restrictive
professional body, statutory or accrediting standards) these between programme competences are
likely to be more closely aligned. However, institutions that have more practice based or applied
programmes and are likely to produce graduates with a slightly different skillset than those with more
of a theoretical foundation. Monitoring and evaluation of mechanisms of programme standards are
dependent on programme reviewers and benchmarking by external examiners. Such individuals could
be more or less encouraging of changes in practice. Development of and provision of external
examiner guidelines has the potential to help build more of a consistent approach or shift to more
widespread innovative practice

Recommendations for future publications

The green paper proposed the possible publication of a white paper or a set of papers on specific
topics. This suggestion was supported during our institutional consultation and it was proposed that
a series of publications might be helpful to this constituent group. Production of such publications
could be led by the QQl, the National Forum for the enhancement of teaching and learning or written
as a set of shared outputs to meet specific needs as follows:

QQl A set of guidelines for award classification is suggested that would help to standardise award
classifications across HEls. These should include assessment standards in relation to different modes
of learning eg online/blended learning, work based etc as well as general guidelines for external
moderation and authentication, external examiner guidelines with external benchmarking standards
and programmatic reviewers. Any guidelines should apply to all providers including all awarding
bodies. With the recent increase in Essay mills, it was felt that guidelines in relation to tackling contract
cheating eg education for staff and students, detection and policy procedures (see Cedefop, 2015)

National Forum It was felt that there is a need for a nationally agreed set of assessment principles and
guidelines applicable for all HEls . See for example http://www.qaa.ac.uk//en/quality-code/advice-
and-guidance/assessments These could build on the work of the National Forum enhancement
Assessment for, of and as Learning theme. It was felt that any documentation produced should help
to clarify the purpose and role of assessment with a focus on innovative methods of assessments for



http://www.qaa.ac.uk/en/quality-code/advice-and-guidance/assessment)his
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/en/quality-code/advice-and-guidance/assessment)his

learning and programme based balanced approaches to assessment design and management. The
demonstrable importance of feedback and the concept of feedforward within assessment needs to
be emphasised, as well as dialogue and supports around assessment.

Shared between the National Forum and QQI An agreed glossary of terms would be helpful in
developing a shared understanding between all stakeholder groups. Guidelines for writing effective
learning outcomes at different NQAI framework levels and how assessment should be constructively
aligned to learning outcomes and teaching methods would be helpful. In addition eg workload
equivalences between different assessment methods eg essays vs video production etc Programme
assessment strategy framework models aligned to learning outcomes, that can facilitate the
streamlining, balance between assessment types of assessment and avoid assessment chunking and
consider the learner pathway through a programme.

References



Please see the following response to the Green Paper on Assessment currently being prepared by
QQl. Firstly, congratulations on the document so far...it is comprehensive and addresses many of
the questions facing assessment in education currently. As the Head of one of the three national
Conservatoires (DIT Conservatory of Music and Drama), my feedback below specifically relates to
issues that arise due to the fact that assessment within the Conservatoire world is quite different
due to the performance nature of our educational process. The Association of European
Conservatoires has done a lot of work via EU funded projects on assessment within our sector which
is publicly available and can provide further information to what | write below.

Stakeholders are invited to address the following questions: »

1. Would it be useful for QQl to publish general principles and guidelines for assessment? What
should the principles and guidelines address? To whom should the general guidelines apply (should
they extend, for example, to all providers and awarding bodies quality assured by QQl or only to
providers with DA or QQI validated programmes)?

In my view, QQI has a national responsibility to publish general principles and guidelines for
assessment. The key is to ensure that all types of educational assessments (subject-specific) in
Ireland are covered under whatever general principles/guidelines published. There is an
organisation called MusiQuE which is registered on EQAR that provides accreditation for the Music
Conservatoire Sector as a subject specific QA organisation. | was involved in the teams that created
the different sets of standards for Institutional and Programme Review for MusiQuE which led to it's
acceptance onto EQAR and am happy to provide further information if needed.

2. Would it be useful for QQl to publish general guidelines on external moderation mechanisms
(external examining and external authentication)? » To whom should the general guidelines apply?

Again, external instrument-specific evaluation has long been an integral part of the conservatoire
sector. As long as the general guidelines include the particular nature of this within the music
sector, | would foresee no issues with general guidelines.

3. Comment on other oversight mechanisms that you think might help support objectivity in the
assessment of learners by providers.

One thing the report does not reference is the number of students that need to complete their
training part-time rather than in the full-time way. This is often due to the high cost of
accommodation in Dublin. This has impacts on modules, concepts of progression from year to year
and overall degree classification if modules are taken out of sequence (to accommodate prior
learning/part-time needs). A healthy consideration of the reality of this would be important in the
final paper.

I'm happy to feedback further on these issues and anything to do with the subject-specific nature of
music/drama performance assessment as needed.
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RESPONSE TO QQI'S GREEN PAPER ON ASSESSMENT
OF LEARNERS AND LEARNING (QQl, 2018)

INTRODUCTION

An event titled Assessment in Further Education was organised by EPALE and ECVET Ireland
[Erasmus+ programmes managed in Ireland by Léargas (the national agency for Erasmus+)]
and the Further Education Network. It took place on 10 October 2018 in the Gresham
Hotel, Dublin. In addition to plenary addresses, including an input from Quality and
Qualifications Ireland (QQl), the event facilitated group discussions on the consultation
guestions posed by QQl's Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning. Those
attending the event noted that the Green Paper is not presented as a draft policy but is
rather intended to stimulate discussion. In this spirit, the points arising from the group
discussions have been captured as a response to the Green Paper; they do not represent a
consensus response within individual groups or amongst those attending, but rather an
account of the views expressed. As a result, direct quotations are often used and a small
number of examples to support points raised have been highlighted. Furthermore, the views
expressed do not necessarily represent the views of the Further Education Network,
Léargas, EPALE or ECVET.

Finally, it should be noted that the aim shared by EPALE Ireland and the Further Education
Network is to provide a forum for connecting and strengthening further education and
training in Ireland. The membership of the Further Education Network is diverse and
includes those working in public and private further education and training and in higher
education. It also includes individuals and researchers with an interest in the sector. EPALE
is a multilingual open membership community for teachers, trainers, researchers,
academics, policy makers and anyone else with a professional role in adult learning across
Europe. The diversity in background and experience of the event’s contributors is
considered to add further value to this response to the Green Paper.
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RESPONSES TO SECTION 17.1 GENERAL ISSUES CONCERNING ASSESSMENT

The following represents the views from the working groups on questions posed in section 17.1
of the Green Paper.

Do you agree that all programmes should include a programme-specific assessment
strategy as indicated in this Green Paper?

@)

The Common Awards System (CAS) is prescriptive and hasn’t provided any flexibility to
establish a more holistic approach to assessment;

The establishment of new apprenticeships in Further Education and Training (FET) has
been a positive development in introducing the concept of capstone assessment and
engaging with industry to ensure that effective and relevant assessments are designed.
Consequently, learners are enjoying undertaking assessments that are authentic to the
sector they wish to join;

It's important for providers to take responsibility for the validity and reliability of the
assessment strategy, but for this model to be realised, there needs to be a strong
internal quality assurance system that is overseeing the consistency of how teachers,
trainers and tutors are carrying out assessment. Continuous Professional Development
(CPD) also needs to be provided to support professionals in moving from prescription to
a more holistic model. These supports will need to be planned and funded.

Please comment on the accommodation of diversity

@)

Learners who have difficulties in mainstream education are being accommodated
through the second level system. However, the FET sector is less experienced and
equipped for managing their needs;

Diversity, and how it is accommodated, needs to be thought about at an institutional
level. Without an institutional strategy it is difficult to see how real progress on
accommodating diversity can be achieved;

Accommodation is required not only for those with disabilities but also those from
different contexts, including from culturally diverse backgrounds and with language
difficulties;

Some tailoring of assessments for individuals does take place currently but it is very
challenging. Perhaps there should be an identification on the certificate that special
accommodation has been made for a learner — that might increase the flexibility to
provide tailored assessments, where appropriate;

Tutors need to be trained in diversity and multi-culturalism;
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It's important to impress upon QQI the notion of assessing key competencies rather
than specific learning outcomes. QQIl needs to focus on that more in the context of
supporting diversity. European key competencies are not discussed at all in the Green
Paper.

Example provided of managing diversity in a learning environment:

In a diverse group context, we used self-assessment to establish the goals of each person
as an individual — some want to go to university, others don’t. The learning outcomes
were mapped to the success criteria and we got the learners to focus on their
achievement of those. We're trying to make students active in their own learning.

Do you agree that RPL assessment should be reserved to those who can specialise in this
kind of assessment? What are the implications?

@)

@)

Providers struggle with RPL, even with a specialist person assigned to the task. It's a
specialist and niche area. If it's decided that it should be undertaken more generally,
training and CPD would be required;

Any current module awarded by QQlI is very precise and prescriptive, there would seem
to be a huge challenge to map the outcomes identified via RPL. The task might be made
easier if a more holistic approach to assessment was introduced;

The RPL conducted for the Defence Forces by Donegal ETB is a good example of how RPL
can work well. The mapping exercise was done, and it could be applied to a multiple of
individuals with the same training;

A national RPL strategy is needed for areas like childcare. Half of those working in the
sector didn’t survive the change in regulations around qualifications because they
wouldn’t go back to college. This is also an example where what is being assessed needs
to be considered. If someone is extremely good at their job but they can’t pass the
assessment, are they being assessed on the right things? Or should the qualification
level required be reconsidered?

Do you agree that teachers and programme designers can sometimes struggle to address
all the dimensions of the NFQ adequately in teaching and particularly assessment? What
are the implications?

@)

In the system changing to the CAS, some of the module descriptors were written very
quickly and they are not entirely consistent. Some modules at Level 5 are very difficult
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and others are light in the outcomes required. There is also inconsistency in the number
of outcomes associated with a module. At Level 5, some modules have 8 outcomes and
others have up to 23 outcomes. Those writing the outcomes didn’t have a full
understanding of the implications and the descriptors couldn’t be changed once they
were agreed;

The number of outcomes leads to a corresponding struggle in covering all areas in a
module descriptor and this is further influenced by the diversity of learners in any given
group, which changes every year.

What applications can you think of for norm referencing in the context of assessment?

@)

@)

Norm referencing requires a large group and the ability to compare with other groups.
It wouldn’t be possible to norm reference with a small group in a manner that would be
valid and reliable;

The statistics of awards published by QQl show that thousands of awards are made in
some disciplines and tens of awards in others. Even with a sample of 5000 learners, very
sophisticated methods of norm referencing would be required.

What can be done to support consistency in the actual standards of achievement that
must be demonstrated and assessed to qualify for Framework awards?

@)

@)

@)

There can be great difficulty in establishing what a merit is nationally considering the
diversity of disciplines and students;

The notion of differentiation of grading hasn’t permeated the FET sector in contrast to
second level;

There is a responsibility on the sector to ensure that learners are not being put forward
to pursue programmes that are beyond their capability. There is an assumption
sometimes that when one level has been completed the learner should pursue the next
one, and this can put pressure on the learner, the provider and potentially on the
validity of the assessment system;

As External Authenticators (EAs) are now being appointed by the provider, they are less
likely to be sourced from outside of the region where the provider is based. As a result,
there is some diminishment in the ability of the EA to support consistency of standards
of achievement at a national level.
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How do institutions manage competing interests to ensure that they retain a balance of
competences (in assessment in particular) suited to the needs of their enrolled learners?

o There are competing interests that providers are operating within. An internal example
is assessing within the context of a programme, whilst also testing if learners will be able
to progress to the next stage or level of learning. External examples include meeting the
needs of professional bodies and employers;

o Moving towards a more holistic form of assessment will hopefully assist providers in
managing these competing interests by ensuring that overall competences have been
achieved, rather than focussing on skills within individual modules.

What do you think are the main challenges in remote assessment?

o Integrity of assessment is the key issue.

What can be done to engage learners as partners in assessment?

o Providers need to engage with learners about the achievement of learning outcomes
within their individual contexts and aspirations;

o There is more flexibility in how a teacher can include learners in assessment than in
writing learning outcomes. If you can explore success criteria with learners then you can
show them the connection between outcomes, curriculum and assessment. Otherwise
they are passive and don’t make those connections.

Example of engaging learners as partners in assessment:

We have a module on assessment. Students do a presentation, are given a mark, and they
must justify why they think the mark was given. They can mark their own assessment as
well as being given a mark. That encourages them to reflect on their performance, to
improve their work and to re-present it. The feedback element is often ignored unless a
student wants to challenge it; in the assessment module the opportunity is provided to
absorb the feedback. Once their own skills are built up they can mark each other’s work
within an agreed structure. We find the quality of work improves.
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What kinds of changes is information and communications technology bringing to
assessment? What significant future changes can you anticipate?

@)

@)

@)

The use of ICT could improve the speed of undertaking and being provided with
feedback on assessment. It could contribute to formative assessment;
ICT could be used to support remote working, including remote external authentication
of assessment, which would help to support the establishment and maintenance of a
national standard;
There is a problem with the availability of ICT in the sector, the investment isn’t there.
An ICT strategy at government level is required to roll this out across the FET sector. It's
important that QQl is aware of the diversity of ICT abilities and resources in the FET
sector;
Some further examples of how ICT could be used:
o For skills demonstrations that could be recorded
o To assess more personal development competencies — avatars about yourself
and your personal journey through life
o If there was a pool of questions online, 6000 questions for example, that would
help to support a uniform standard
o ICT offers scope for group assessments — young people are keen to work
together using technology.

RESPONSES TO SECTION 17.2 FURTHER EDUCATION AND TRAINING ISSUES

The following represents the views from the working groups on section 17.2 of the Green Paper.

The unitisation of assessment

@)

In general, the CAS system encourages teaching to the component rather than linking
the components to the programme or award standard. This missing linkage is leading to
over-assessment;

From a guidance perspective, unitisation goes against the needs of the learner, the
guidance professional is trying to make sense of the programme for the learner and to
bridge the gap;

Where unitisation of assessment is combatted, it comes from the top of the
organisation. It requires strategic resourcing and training, with teachers working
together rather than in silos and a clear direction being given to all staff;
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Part-time staff can feed into a silo mentality — more coherent CPD is required to assist all
teachers/trainers/tutors on a programme to see it from a holistic perspective;

The big issue in writing a new programme is integration. It's great because it reduces
assessment, but we have to adapt to it. Time and space is needed for planning between
teachers to manage integration.

Example provided of unitisation and over-assessment:

| teach a Level 6 business programme. Students must undertake 8 modules at Level 6 and
because of direct entry to [an Institute of Technology] they have to also complete a Level
5 maths module. We also offer a Level 5 research and study skills module. So, we’re
talking 10 modules, 45 assessments and 5 exams between September and May.

The sustainability of the burden of assessment on providers

@)

The amount of paperwork associated with assessment is enormous and it’s important to
guestion if the methods used are appropriate and effective. An online approach to
assessment could significantly reduce the amount of associated paperwork;

Not all providers have someone responsible for Quality Assurance (QA) who can drive
improved assessment practice across the organisation. This is a high-risk area with
significant responsibilities for all.

Centralised versus distributed assessment

@)

There is a challenge in having centralised assessment that still allows appropriate levels
of flexibility;

Collaboration on assessment locally can be effective;

Maths for STEM is a good example of how more centralised assessment can work in
certain contexts;

The EA responsibility is now with the provider and there are differing levels of
knowledge and experience. It's important to have uniform practice in external
authentication across the country;

QQl could play more of a role in establishing a coherent approach to assessment across
the FET sector. Providers are generally in support of a less centralised and more holistic
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approach to assessment, but not all providers are ready to be left to their own devices
yet. QQl could, for instance, assist in facilitating the sharing of good practice;

It's also important to think about European standards as qualifications are not just for an
Irish setting.

Perceived ambiguities in the QQI regulations

@)

@)

Regulations are understood but their interpretation and implementation varies. For
instance, there are approaches taken to meeting learning outcomes that are misguided
due to lack of training, and sometimes overly-rigid interpretations that can impact the
learner negatively. QQl needs to think about quality, minimum requirements, and
priorities;

The EA system isn’t providing enough support for the establishment and maintenance of
standards within and across providers.

Patchiness of current guidelines

It is agreed that patchy guidelines can be damaging and cause confusion;

It is difficult to know what the role of QQl is and what guidelines might look like and
what their purpose would be. However, QQl could provide a framework within which
flexibility is fostered;

Areas of potential support identified by the working groups:

o There is a lack of online access to different sources and models e.g., models of
assessment that work elsewhere

o One of the big challenges is knowing what’s going on where in terms of
networks, forums etc. that could assist in building professional practice

o A huge emphasis now needs to be placed on assessment of workplace learning
and guidance on that is required

o Some assistance in translating NFQ levels would be useful and help to address
any views of inconsistency in the FET sector (from those outside the sector)

o External Authenticators should be given an opportunity, under QQl, to form their
own community of practice and QQI should provide further guidance on the role
and its importance

o A national programme of CPD for those designing and implementing assessment
is required — in the same way that accountants must keep up their skills

o A national mentoring scheme that is funded and bespoke would be valuable

o As the statutory body overseeing standards, QQl should give some direction at a
national level of what is excellent assessment practice and should facilitate that
discussion
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o QQl documents don’t give a qualitative sense of expectations for the award of a
distinction etc. There is a role to clarify expectations at Levels, 4, 5 and 6 and
what a distinction looks like at those levels.

o Learners should be given an active role in developing guidelines.

Assessment in the context of the QBS implementation for the CAS

o This issue merges staff, learners, levels, the Internal Verifier, the External Authenticator
and the Results Approval Panel and can highlight academic integrity matters;

o The calculation of the compound should be the responsibility of the provider;

o The current system is very prescriptive, and it is difficult to compare attainment in FET
with higher education as, for example, the marks for a pass and for a distinction are
different.

Conventions and protocols

o The achievement of more consistent progression opportunities for learners from further
education and training to higher education requires facilitation at a national level;

o The relationship with work-based learning requires some support, this could include
opportunities provided and facilitated by providers for staff to undertake short
placements in the workplace;

o Assessment protocols need to be cognisant of the diversity of learners, particularly in an
FET setting.
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RESPONSES TO SECTION 17.5 APPRENTICESHIP ISSUES

The following represents the views from the working group on section 17.5 of the Green Paper.

What can be done to help increase the reliability and validity of competence assessment
in the workplace?

o Work placement needs to be authentic and employer-led rather than academic;

o More cooperation is needed between teachers and trainers and the workplace mentor.
There needs to be exchanges to show how outcomes should be measured and how
practice and theory come together;

o Arrubricis required to assist employers to assess learners.

What can be done to encourage industry to become more involved in discussions about
approaches to assessment?

o If assessment focuses on skills, it will attract the interest of industry;

o It's important to expand the range of sectors in which apprenticeships operate, for
instance in the digital sector;

o In America, the trades’ union drive apprenticeship. There may be some lessons that
could be learned from that model;

o Some incentivisation of employers might be helpful but these would need to be chosen
carefully to ensure that standards are maintained.

What can be done (and by whom) to help support professionals in industry who are
responsible for mentoring and assessing apprentices? What can be done to ensure that
assessment is suitably consistent while allowing for necessary workplace diversity?

o Professionals in industry who are responsible for mentoring and assessing apprentices
need to be engaged in the design of assessment also;

o The assessment materials themselves need to be innovative and engaging;

o Thereis currently a gap between educators and industry that needs to be bridged.

Would it be useful to try establishing a general methodological framework for assessment
in the context of apprenticeship and traineeship?
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@)

Further Education Network

)

FEN Ireland

It's important to have committees with provider, employer and learner voices and to
keep those voices updated;
Standards need to be flowing through both the provider and employer contexts.

RESPONSES TO SECTION 17.7 EXTERNAL EXAMINING AND AUTHENTICATION

The following represents the views from the working groups on section 17.7 of the Green Paper.

What purposes does external authentication serve? How can it better serve those
purposes?

@)

The external authentication system should be helping to ensure that a qualification
awarded at a level is of a comparable standard regardless of the location in which it is
delivered. The role of the EA is to ensure that the standard has been met, regardless of
the type of assessment selected;

There is a difficulty in sourcing EAs with appropriate experience and so a lot of EA
reports are quite general;

There used to be a centralised EA system with briefings at the start and end of the EA
process and those individuals learned a lot from the engagement with their peers. Now
that the system has changed, the EA is on their own. The system needs QQI to enable a
dynamic system of exchange amongst EAs;

A mentor system would be very valuable where advice could be sought by EAs;

EAs often do not receive feedback on their reports and so there is very little opportunity
for continuous development and improvement in their roles;

The value of the EA identifying positive assessment practice should be highlighted
further;

The system relies on EA reports rather than on any discussion or clarification with the
EA. The discussion with the EA is often mediated by one individual in the organisation
and so there is no direct contact with teachers, which can be a missed opportunity;
There are issues around low levels and differing levels of financial compensation for this
role.

Do you think that external authentication reliably ensures that NFQ awards of the same
type awarded to learners in the same discipline in different institutions are of a similar
standard to one another?

léargas oo [ 2OLAS

of the European Union

Further Education and Training Authority 1 1



Further Education Network

)

FEN Ireland

There doesn’t appear to be an absolute standard across the country;

In theory, EAs are supposed to be going into schools and colleges with a level of
expertise in their areas, but they are often made to sign off on modules that do not
match their primary areas of knowledge;

There isn’t any communication between the EA and learners. This may be right or
wrong, but it raises questions about whether you can have a standard in the absence of
an environment;

The validity of the EA comments is not considered until the Results Approval Panel (RAP)
and may be rejected. As a result, the EA doesn’t know if suggested changes have been
implemented;

Some larger providers send EAs to multiple centres to look at the same programme —
that establishes a sense of a local standard.

Do you think a set of guidelines could usefully be established that would apply to all
external moderation in FET and HET?

@)

@)

In higher education, universities have a wide degree of autonomy for policy-making,
including for exams. QQI guidelines wouldn’t necessarily be appropriate for HE because
of that;

In higher education, the External Examiner seems to speak to the lecturers and the
learners and the reporting is more comprehensive. If these elements were brought into
the EA system, it could be positive, but the role would then change and supports would
be required to manage that change;

There is a need for guidelines to support standardisation in an activity like external
authentication which is carried out intermittently;

QQl has a new policy on validation — there should be a requirement that the spec for the
External Authenticator profile that is appropriate to assessing that programme is built
into the programme document.

RESPONSES TO SECTION 17.8 GENERAL ISSUES CONCERNING ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

The following represents the views from the working groups on section 17.8 of the Green Paper.

Summary of comments from working groups:

@)

There needs to be a better way of conveying the seriousness of plagiarism and how to
avoid it. Most of the time plagiarism is due to the poor understanding of the student,
rather than a genuine intent to cheat;
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Further Education Network

)

FEN Ireland

ecveT

o Alot of plagiarism issues can be solved if students are shown how to reference correctly;

o There is an assumption in the document of bad practice on the part of teaching
professionals rather than it being an exception to the rule — not convinced that this is a
widespread issue or that the research supports this assumption;

o Academic integrity is more about ethics and culture than policing. Software doesn’t
address behaviour;

o lIssues around academic integrity can happen when you push people beyond the level at
which they can participate successfully.
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Sectoral Submission on QQl Green Paper on Assessment of Learners
and Learning

This submission represents Education and Training Board Ireland (ETBI) response to the Green
Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning in consultation with the 16 Education Training
Boards (ETBs). The observations in this submission to the Green Paper have been compiled
by ETBI in collaboration with the ETBs. This response does not attempt or endeavour to
answer directly all questions and topics raised within the Green Paper, nor does it follow the
Green Paper’s chronological order.

Specific feedback and observations were communicated to ETBI by a number of ETBs through
a defined template. This feedback and observations are integrated within this response. This
response does not preclude any ETBs from making their own submission in response to this
Green Paper.

Introduction

Education and Training Boards Ireland (ETBI) is the representative body for the 16 Education
and Training Boards (ETBs). ETBI welcomes this consultation process on QQl’s Green Paper on
Assessment of Learners and Learning. In addition to this opportunity to provide a written
submission, it also acknowledges and appreciates the opportunity of the broader engagement
and discussion at Let’s Talk Assessment in Further Education and Training held on Tuesday,
13 November, at which a large number of ETB representatives were in attendance. The issues,
solutions and recommendations presented and collected at Let’s Talk Assessment in Further
Education and Training should be considered collectively with this submission.

It is also noted that the Green Paper is intended to provoke discussion, and indeed the Paper
attempts to take a systematic approach in covering wide ranging topics, and ‘tackling this
completed subject (p. 9)’, within its scope. As this is the context, the outcome of this
consultation process should result in further Green or White Papers setting out more detailed
thinking arising from this consultation. Given this scope and the complexities outlines in the
current consultative draft, this is noted and welcomed. ETBs look forward to further and more
focussed consultation on the core topics raised.

Background

Education and Training Boards offers a wide variety of life-long education options to anyone
over 16 including apprenticeships, traineeships, Post Leaving Cert (PLC) courses, community
and adult education as well as core literacy and numeracy services. Over 200,000 adults,
approximately, avail of ETB services including marginalised persons, those with low base skills
and/or those seeking second change education. A details overview of the type, depth and
breadth of ETB courses is available on www.fetchcourse.ie.

Prior to the introduction of QQl new validation policy (2017), ETB programmes were validated

for awards through the validation processes of the former FETAC, within the Common Awards
System (CAS). This was, and remains, the single unifying construct of national awards within
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FET provision, even though QQIl awards validation policies allows for programmes to be
validated outside CAS. In 2017, an approximate total of 161,449 QQl Awards were awarded
by ETBs, within the FET Sector, under CAS. This included 31,849 Major Awards, 120,960 Minor
Awards, 8,630 Special Purpose Awards and 10 Supplemental Awards. In addition to QQl
Awards, the ETBs have agreements and accreditation arrangements in place with a number
of long established and internationally recognised awarding bodies, that are quality assured
through recognised external QA agencies in other jurisdictions, i.e. Ofqual and Scottish
Qualifications Authority (SQA). Many of these awarding bodies offer industry specific
recognised skills qualifications, and provide and responsive mechanism to meet local, regional
and national skill needs.

Further Education and Training and Common Award System (CAS)

CAS was designed as a modular and unitised system of awarding within FET. The Learning
outcomes are packaged into logical, self-contained components (minors), which together
form the content for the compound (major) award. The expected learning outcomes are
detailed within the compound and component award specifications. Other elements of the
specification include the assessment requirements, guidance on assessment techniques and
grading. There is no final (or ‘capstone’) assessment, and the ‘final grade’ for the compound
award is calculated on an aggregate weighted average arising from the grades of the
components. Within FET provision, this modularised structure within the CAS, as distinct from
a linear programme, has many advantages.

One of its greatest advantages is the flexibility which it affords ETBs as providers of FET
provision. CAS, utilising both mandatory and elective modularisation, enables the design of
programmes that meet the needs of the learners and employers. For learners, the
accumulation of components facilitates access, transfer and progression. It enables learners
to select programmes that best meet their learning, occupational and personal needs.
Modularisation also facilitates recognition of prior learning and credit transfer from one
programme to another or in the longer term, potentially between FET and HET. There is also
the potential to meet industry’s needs more responsively, as individual programme modules
can be designed and offered to satisfy occupational skills, knowledge and competencies
within a given occupation and/or locality. CAS, as currently structured, is an important tool in
meeting multiple constituents needs and demands within the Irish State’s FET provision.

It is acknowledged that detailed collaboration and development is underway?, with QQl, to
establish formal mechanisms and structure for shared curriculum, programme development
and management, which is not limited to the confines of CAS. Still, CAS impacts assessment
of learners and learning within ETBs; lending themselves to some the issues and challenges
set-out within this response.

1 The pilots for ‘Sectoral Model for Programme Design, Validation, Approval, Enhancement and Review.
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The Ambiguity Effect and the Transition to MIPLOs and MIMLOs

At the ‘macro’ level, it is clear within the Green Paper that the Minimum Intended Programme
Learning Outcomes (MIPLOs) and Minimum Intended Module Learning Outcomes (MIMLOs),
and not the CAS’ Expected Learning Points (ELOs), are the reference point for assessment (pp
41-43). ETBs would accept this intent. ETBs are actively working on enhancement and capacity
development within the sector in the development of MIPLOs and MIMLOs and the
articulation of assessment strategies that support teaching and learning and alignment to
same, as set-out in the validation requirements. However, there is at present a certain
tension between the CAS awards with their many, highly detailed, learning outcomes, and the
new ‘Validation Policy and Criteria’ with its MIMLO and MIPLO approach. Indeed, the paper
notes that it would be “impractical” to establish and maintain detailed standards against
which QQl awards would be assessed (as is currently the case with CAS awards). It is difficult
to see how this tension may be resolved until awards are re-validated with MIMLOs and
MIPLOs that are consistent with the CAS learning outcomes. While this process is underway,
it will take some time to complete.

Furthermore, within the current format of the certificate specifications for CAS, this intent is
ambiguous and, as a consequence, problematic at the meso and micro level, even if the intent
is to be ‘non-prescriptive’. The continued inclusion and allocation of specified weighing to
specific assessment techniques and associated wording, such as ‘in order to demonstrate that
they have reached the standards of knowledge, skill and competence identified in all the
learning outcomes, learners are required to complete the assessment(s)...”?, does implicitly,
result in the continued interpretation that these specified assessment techniques are the
prescribed requirements by QQl as an awarding body. This ‘ambiguity effect’ means that in
practice programme and assessment design and development, will, more often than not,
select the specific assessment techniques in the certificate specification, considering this to
be the more favourable and safer option, rather than an alternative. This may also be the
interpretation of an External Moderator (External Authenticator or External Examiner).

ETBs are working collaboratively with QQl on enhancement and capacity development within
the sector in the development of MIPLOs and MIMLOs, and the assessment of learners and
learning that is aligned MIPLOs and MIMLOs. Nonetheless, it is a change in mindset and
practice, and a small number of pilots are underway to facilitate this change process. In
addition, the transition from CAS awards assessed against ELOs to CAS awards assessed
against MIPLOs and MIMLOs must also seek to ensure business continuity and minimal
disruption in the provision and availability of qualifications for learners. The conditions for
this transition must be specified as the award standard migrate from ELOs to MIPLOs and
MIMLOs. QQ, as the certifying body for CAS awards, needs to address this ‘ambiguity effect’
within the current validation and award specification guidelines and in subsequent CAS
development.

2 https://www.qgi.ie//sites/docs/AwardsLibraryPdf/5N1849 AwardSpecifications English.pdf
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Grading

The Green Paper also notes that there are grade related implementation problems with the
CAS. Currently, QQl calculates the grade for a compound award based on the results of the
component award.

It is QQl’s view that the 2012 Act is clear that assessment is the provider’s responsibility and
that the calculation of grade is part of the assessment. Therefore, this should be the provider’s
responsibility. However, within the context of FET, QQl operates also as the certifying body.
It could be argued in this role, as is the practice of other certifying bodies, the rules around
final grade calculation are developed, implemented and awarded by QQI. Further exploration
and discussions are required between the ETBs, the broader FET sector and QQl as to where
responsibility for the grading of the award, and accountability associated with same, resides.

The current approach around grading within the QBS is also problematic. The QBS
automatically calculates the learners’ overall grades. It does not allow for grade calculation,
or indeed rules regarding grading criteria to be implemented by the provider. For example, if
there were a specific MIMLO or MIPLO outlined in the validated programme that the learner
is required to pass in order to be successful, which they do not pass, but still receive an overall
grade of 50%, the QBS automatically pass to the learner. It does not allow the provider to
override or amend the result. QBS needs to reflect validated programme rules for grading.
While the Results Capture Certification Request System (RCCRS), which is used in the training
centres, does allow for learners to be referred, this system is not available to other centres.
To address this issue, consideration should be given to developing interoperability between
QBS, PLSS and RCCRS.

In the grading of work-based assessment considerable debate exists in research in relation to
the pass/fail versus grading. Whilst both have valid rationale in their use, overall grades may
be inflated using a pass/fail approach. This is particularly evident within the practice elements
of the on-the-job setting. Furthermore, the use of a pass/grade fail can be demotivating for
apprentices as they may perceive that recognition is not given for extra effort. A
recommendation could be to blend academic achievements and achievements in the
workplace, which is practiced across new apprenticeships within some ETBs and the
traditional apprenticeships. Still this is a challenging area and guidelines specifically relating
to grading the workplace would be welcomed.

Grading remains a desirable objective, for major awards at a minimum, for a variety of
reasons. The primary reason is that grades facilitate horizontal and lateral progression into
other institutes of learning. Grading also provides an insight into the academic and
competency development on the part of the learner. Grades offer a universal language within
learning environments, facilitating progression and/or recognition internationally. Grading
provides employers an insight into the capability of an individual. Finally, grades provide
intrinsic worth to learners.

ETBs are open to exploring alternatives to current grading structures in centre, workplaces
and within on-line provision. For example, a formula to translate individual component
awards grades into an overall award grade for the Major, which includes aggregating the total
marks of all components based on the grade attained divisible by credits values or weightings.
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Consideration would also need to be given to rules around the grade awarded, and the
number of sittings wherein results were achieved. Standardisation of grading from post
primary through to FET and HE could also be explored, as different marking threshold
convolute access, transfer and progression for learners. ETBs would welcome initiation of a
Grading Working Group to consider these issues in more detail and make recommendations
on the way forward, including the possibility of devising agreed conventions and protocols
around grading.

Consistency of Assessment (Benchmarking)

CEDEFOP proposes that ‘to strengthen trust in certification, results across the system based
on the same qualification standards must be comparable. Comparability of results ensures
that holders of the same qualification have actually achieved the learning outcomes required
for it and therefore qualifications can be trusted’ and..’Consistency can result from
standardisation through measures such as the provision of standardised tests and centrally
defined examination tasks’ (2015, p.74). The Green Paper states that ‘distributing
responsibility for assessment to providers of validated programmes has advantages, but it
makes consistency more difficulty. (p. 71). The paper continues to note the limited capacity
of award standards to bring consistency, but remarks on the potential gains from
benchmarking (and processes such as external authentication), and suggests collaborative
arrangements by providers in calibrating summative assessment.

All ETBs have in place a ‘Results Approval Panel” and processes which reviews and approves
results for all localities. In addition, the emerging and developing ‘Governance Framework for
Quality’ in FET in ETBs, provides specifically for review and approval of assessment, and
benchmarking of results across the ETB. For example, Kerry ETB has established its Quality
Council for FET, and a standing item on the Quality Council agenda is the Results Approval
Panel reports and External Authenticator summary analysis. These are very significant and
positive enhancements within the sector in supporting the consistency of assessment.

At a meso level, the Directors of FET QA Strategy Group have commenced work to consider
an assessment model and system for ETBs that includes establishing and sharing of resource
banks; development of some centralised assessments, and processes for benchmarking, both
within and across ETBs. At a micro level, a number of ETB training centres assessment
instruments are calibrated, and centre based ‘resourced’ banks have been developed. The
case study below is included toillustrate one example of practice within an ETB in this context.
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Case Study of Practice: LCETB

Consistency of Assessment is considered an area of critical importance and continues to
inform the priorities of Limerick and Clare Education and Training Board’s Quality
Assurance Support Service. As presented at a Limerick and Clare Education and Training
Board Quality Assurance conference in February 2016, ‘Ensuring Consistency of Assessment
across Multi-Centre Provision’, analysis of certification results data showed a significant
variance in achievement of results in centres across the ETB, over 30% variance was
observed.” Additionally, consistency of assessment in multi-centre provision, and the
unique challenges this presented in a post-amalgamation environment was also a core
focus. Since September 2016, significant progress has been achieved and there were a
number of specific initiatives identified in this report which would advance the process
further, e.g., “marking seminars and assessment exemplars; implementation of agreed
procedures, input and rollout of revised external authentication process; and importantly,
development of system to monitor and flag critical quality indicators.”

LCETB Quality Assurance Governance structure established a Quality Assurance Working
Group to develop a series of Marking Seminars for LCETB staff in September 2018. The
purpose of these seminars was to allow teaching staff from all provisions in all regions of
LCETB to come together for a professional development event focussing on training around
consistency of marking in modules from Levels 4-6 on the National Framework of
Qualifications (NFQ). The event also provided examples of good practice in marking various
types of assessment, and facilitated teachers/instructors/tutors to participate in hands-on
marking activities. It also provided a valuable networking opportunity.

Content of the Seminar included the following:
Consistency of marking — what does this mean and how will we achieve it?
Understanding grading criteria and award standards
Marking Collections of Work, Assignments, etc.
Best practice around feedback and marking — where and why marks are allocated
Workshops
o Getting Creative with Assessment Briefs
o Alternative Approaches to Assessment
o Rubrics — using this technique for marking assignments, interviews, role-
plays, etc.
o Moodle —online marking best practice approaches

Five subject areas were chosen as model for practical exercises, with Pass / Merit /
Distinction examples ofCompleted Learner Assessment Evidence with associated Tutor
Brief and Marking Scheme - Work Experience (5N1356), Communications (4N0689), Child
Development (5N1764), Care of the Older Person (5N2706) and Information and
Communication Systems (5N1952). 250 assessors from LCETB attended these seminars.
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Participants felt that these seminars were valuable in that it provided:
A greater understanding of standards, and the variability in standards and methods
of marking.
Opportunities to others’ thoughts on marking through which one could make
comparisons.
Collaboration.
An opportunity to see other briefs in the same subject area.
Emphasised the importance of a good brief, explain what you want and how it
should be done.
An oversight in how variety of media can be used to assess work.
Alternative ways in interpreting the module descriptors; a “thinking outside the

box”.
An opportunity to benchmark marking.

But, more is required in this area. QQl, working in collaboration with FET providers, could
coordinate and facilitate a systematic approach to benchmarking. It would be beneficial to
consider enabling benchmarking across different provider groups.

There is also merit in considering a national stakeholder benchmarking group, to review
certification results annually across the FET sector and consider patterns in specific
disciplinary fields. ETBs would welcome engagement in such a process. It is the view of ETBs
that a process whereby assessments are calibrated and benchmarked against comparable
third parties could not be implemented without QQIl responsibility. Finally, benchmarking
could potentially create synergies between public and private providers, and FET and HET.
The process for driving this kind of development would need to be done through a central
networking point, i.e. QQl.

Capstone and Integrated Assessment

The purpose of capstone assessment is to have the learner achieve and demonstrate
overarching outcomes within the discipline; an integration of learning across modules. Its
primary advantage being that it provides performance assessments for learners who have
difficulties with more traditional forms of assessments. Integrated assessment, on the other
hand, provides a more realistic assessment of transversal skills, as such skills must be
demonstrated through some form of concretised application.

Nonetheless, there are many challenges in considering capstone and integrated assessment,
including CPD, resources, time for planning, development and coordination. In addition, pre-
existing conditions such as the programme structure required for funding, for example,
apprenticeships or traineeships; structural constraints such as staffing contracts, timetabling
and demands by multiple stakeholders at local, regional and national level strongly influence
the amount of flexibility available in the programme design, purpose and length and the
delivery structure, including the assessment techniques.

ETBs will continue to refine and improve its programme development and design processes,
including assessment strategies. However, ETBs would not support capstone assessments for
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all programmes. Capstone and integrated assessment, particularly where learners may obtain
a major award through the attainment of modules over a period of time (part-time provision),
requires further exploration and discussion. It is unclear as to how this will be managed,
particularly when the accumulation of component awards leading to a compound award
occurs over a number of years, and not necessarily in the same institutions. Before unilateral
introduction, it is recommended that capstone and integrated assessment approaches and
techniques be piloted at different levels within FET provision, and within different delivery
models, e.g. part-time provision, work-based and blended learning. A framework should be
developed by QQl, from the learning of the pilots, to assure continuity in assessment practice
and outcome across the range of FET providers.

Assessment Guidelines

QQl states that the ‘examples of assessment criteria’ in the current QQI guidelines are not a
reliable source, and indeed in this section, (p.73) does surmise that ‘patchy guidance (is) not
better than no guidance. ETBs would concur. The current guidelines on assessment, which
reflect the legacy processes and approach, do indeed delve into too much detail and attempt
to ‘micro’ manage and regulate on one hand, whilst attempting to promote ownership,
innovation and creativity on the other. There is a dichotomy between theses, and policy and
criteria in others, for example the validation policy. To address same, it is recommended that
QQl review the ‘Assessment Guideline and Criteria’ for FET; focusing on the challenges of
assessment in the context of multi-centre providers who cater for wide diversity of learners
needs and expectations. Also included in these ‘Guidelines’ should be how to manage the
implications arising from data protection and other emerging relevant case law and
legislation.

Communities of practice could be established to compliment these ‘Guidelines’, sharing good
practice and examples of effective assessment of learners and learning. How the logistics of
this process would be managed, e.g. responsibility for guidance, selection of best practice,
necessitates further detail.

Centralised Versus Distributed Assessment

Within the ETB sector, both centralised assessments, through former FAS validated
programmes and locally devised assessment models are in place, and as the Green Paper
notes, there are strengths and weaknesses in both.

In FET provision, centralised assessment was used in the early evolution of vocational
education, as well as training, and continues to be in operation in training service provision.
The transition from centralised to distributed assessment in vocation education occurred for
a myriad of reasons including perceptions of restrictiveness, its effect on programme
flexibility and its inability to accommodate learners of diverse needs. Centralised assessment
development is also resource-intensive and could be perceived to remove the teachers
and/or instructor from the learning process outcome. ETBs advocate the use of distributed
assessment, and it is our view that the use of centralised or distributed assessments should
be left with the provider.
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Norm Referencing and Assessment

ETBs would consider that norm-referencing may be appropriate in a highly centralised and
structured system such as the Leaving Certificate, but could be problematicin the current FET
context, where providers could be potentially basing norm-referenced assessment for a
national award on a very small sample size.

Burden of Assessment on Providers

The Green Paper proposes that collaborative approached to the design and implementation
of summative assessment for smaller providers need be considered as the cost for valid and
reliable assessments that have national consistency and fairness is not always feasible for
smaller community and voluntary providers. ETBs would concur that collaborative
approaches to the design and implementation of summative assessment should be designed,
piloted and subsequently implemented, as collaborated. Protocols would need to be
established.

But, this issue in respect of ‘economy of scale’ for smaller providers is not specific to
assessment of learners and learning only. It also applies to quality assurance infrastructure.
ETBs are progressing a model for shared programme development, management and external
moderation with small community and voluntary FET providers who are grant-aided through
ETBs. This would not address the needs of small community and voluntary FET providers not
grant-aided through ETBs, e.g. POBAL. Therefore, the ‘burden’ of quality assurance, validation
and assessment of learners and learning on small community and voluntary organisations
warrants a separate consultative process, of and by itself, to ensure consistency, application
and involvement across such organisations, while simultaneously reducing the cost burden to
organisations and the State.

Work-Based Learning (WBL) (including Apprenticeships and

Traineeships)

The development of the professional development framework for WBL is a critical
development in this regard. There is a requirement across the sector for training and
upskilling in the areas of MIPLO and MIMLO development for new apprenticeship
programmes (and more generally for FET programme development). This would enhance the
capacity of those developing and teaching programme modules and in the development of
an appropriate assessment strategy for apprenticeship programmes. In addition, training on
how these can be aligned to ‘Professional Award Type Descriptors’ is necessary. This would
assist development of relevant assessments. Integration and the role and benefits of the
capstone module, in the context of work-based learning programmes, should also be
included.

Structured guidelines for assessment design and implementation would be welcomed. The
ETBs agree that a general methodological framework for assessment in apprenticeship and
traineeships work-based learning needs to be developed. Who and how this framework
should be developed would warrant further conversation with the Apprenticeship Council,
SOLAS, FET and HET providers and industry. Included in this framework could be how to
engage mentors in summative assessment development and the establishment of
assessment rubrics to ensure validity and reliability of assessment. New and innovative
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assessment techniques should be encouraged and explicitly identified within the framework,
as well as integrated assessments (including capstone assessments).

Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL)

The Green Paper notes the importance of Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL), outlining the
multitude of reasons. The paper also notes the practical enablers of RPL, including mentoring
and guidance. RPL is a complex and debatable topic. Questions remain with regards to RPL.
For example, should RPL assessment become the domain of those who are specialised in this
form of assessment? Is RPL a function of guidance or learning provision? Does RPL need to
be resource-intensive?

ETBs are committed to utilising RPL as an instrument for determining standard access
equivalences for the award of credit or exemptions to learners with qualifications or prior
experience around a discipline for which they wish to undertake further education or training.
This could include learner recognition in the form of initial or advanced admission to a
programme, credits within a programme, exemption(s) from elements(s) of a programme, or
a full award. Nonetheless, there are implications for the ETBs as to how such applications for
RPL are reviewed and processed, and how ETBs enable the learner to demonstrate required
standards of knowledge, skill and competence, in the absence of a national policy direction
and roadmap.

RPL warrants a separate consultative process of and by itself. To this end, a working group of
key national stakeholders, the Department of Education and Skills, SOLAS, QQl, ETBs and
NCGE should be convened to agree a national approach and roadmap for recognition of prior
learning.

Integrity of Assessment

Assessment integrity is accountable to the provider. Therefore, it is the view of the ETBs that
frameworks, guidelines, mechanisms for detecting breaches, procedures for investigating
breaches and sanctions relating to same should remain the responsibility of the provider. The
veracity of the framework, etc. should be set-out through the quality assurance process,
validation process and/or conditions for delegated authority.

Still, the suggestion in the Green paper of QQl organising a forum for discussing academic
integrity as part of their quality enhancement activities, would be very welcome. While a FET-
specific forum may be initially practical, a forum for both HE and FE providers would be very
useful in terms of sharing practice. Furthermore, while it is not entirely clear how academic
integrity might be included in the NFQ competence indicators, this is an interesting idea which
warrants further consideration.

Professional Development

The Green Paper refers to the importance of relevant professional development to ensure
that deliverers are equipped with the competence to complete actions required in relation to
assessment. To address its responsibilities in relation to FET, SOLAS have published the
Further Education and Training Professional Development (PD) Strategy 2017-2019. It stems
from a commitment set out in the Further Education and Training Strategy 2014-2019, which
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reflects the strong link between professional development within the sector and the quality
of the education and training provided. It also reflects national and European policy, which
places the professional competence of the workforce as central to the ability of FET to
respond to the changing needs of employers and learners.

SOLAS, ETBI and the ETBs are also collaborating on implementation of the FET Professional
Development Strategy to develop the systems, infrastructure and funding for focused and
targeted professional development in the FET sector, including assessment.

Within the professional area of Quality Assurance, a number of practice areas have been
identified, including assessment. Under the direction of ETB’s ‘Professional Development
Quality Assurance Working Group’, the ‘Professional Development Quality Assurance
Technical Group’ have developed a draft practice framework on assessment. The
development, and future implementation, of this framework is a very significant and
important development for the ETBs. The need for training and upskilling in a range of areas
has been identified as a result of this framework, in addition to areas relating to quality
assurance and programme validation.

Establishment of Conventions and Protocols

It is the view of ETBs that there could be agreement on sectoral protocols and conventions,
not a sectoral agreement, for which the level of detail would need to be agreed. These
sectoral protocols and conventions should not be programme or provider specific.

External Moderation (External Examining and External Authentication)
The external moderation of assessment is accepted as an important element in the quality
assurance of the summative assessment process, both nationally and internationally. It is
common practice by other awarding bodies® to assign an external verifier, and provide
detailed guidelines for centres and verifiers, within the quality assurance process of
summative assessment. City and Guilds for example provide a detailed handbook and
guidelines for external verifiers®. Within an Irish FET context, whilst similarities exist, the
responsibility for all aspects of quality assurance assessment is devolved to the provider.

This Green Paper does not explore or discuss the role of the external moderator in any detail.
But it is important to highlight that the practice of External Authentication and the role of the
External Authenticator is well established in quality assurance processes within the FET sector
and in the ETBs.

ETBs recognise the necessity for the continuous improvement and enhancement of this role,
and of the need for access to professional staff that have both the subject matter and/or
disciplinary area of expertise to undertake the role and the knowledge, skills and competence
specific to the role. The training and development provided through the Further Education
Support Service (FESS) is hugely valuable in this regard. Nonetheless, there are a number of
current challenges that need to be addressed.

3 https://www.sqa.org.uk/sga/74668.6220.html
4 file:///C:/Users/m.gould/Downloads/Quality%20Handbook%20for%20External%20Verifiers%20%20v
40%20May%202016%20pdf.pdf
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At the macro level, the current guidelines for the External Authenticators from QQI are those
which were inherited from the former FET Awards Council. Considering the changing context
of the role, these are no longer fit for purpose.

ETBs recognises a further challenge in ensuring trained and competent External
Authenticators are available in a diverse range of disciplinary fields, and their responsibility in
this regard. The national panel, established through the former Awards Council, is not being
maintained and is no longer fit for purpose. ETBs have taken steps to address this issue. The
formation of an ‘ETB National External Authentication Panel’ aims to create more than just a
list of identified ‘Experts’ who carry out initial criteria evaluation and training. The model
represents the framework for the development of a ‘Community of Practice’ in which EA’s
can operate in, providing continuous support to and among the panel members (see case
study below).

The proposal for QQl to develop Guidelines or a Framework for External Moderation is
welcomed. Nonetheless, it is recommended that in the development of such guidelines the
principle of proportionality should be a key principle to ensure its fitness for purpose and
functionality. ETBs also recommend that a national sectoral approach be taken to the training
and development of External Authenticators to assure that a shared understanding of
programme standards is consistently applied. It is also recommended that the role of the
External Authenticator be extended to include pre-assessment engagement including
comments draft examination papers, assessment briefs, marking schemes and model
solutions, etc. and to assure assessment consistency across programmes delivered in
different locations and settings.

Case Study — New ETB Sectoral Panel

The Directors of FET QA Strategy Group commissioned a project in November 2016 to: a)
research and review current approaches to external authentication within the sector; b)
identify issues and challenges arising, and c) explore optimum models of external
authentication for the future. The project aimed to identify and recommend the necessary
elements of a new ETB sectoral model and approach to external authentication, which
would enhance consistency in the sector in quality assuring programme standards and
learner achievement.

The methodology undertaken to complete this project was a combination of research on
national and international practice, focus groups and stakeholder discussions. A thorough
review of all elements of the current external authentication process was undertaken,
including the related QQI guidelines>, the role of the External Authenticator (EA), the EA
panel, current approaches to EA training and the EA process within and outside the sector.
The result of this process was the publication of a consultation paper in 2017 ‘Developing
an ETB Sectoral Model for the External Authentication of Assessment’. Throughout this

5 https://www.qqi.ie/Downloads/Quality%20Assuring%20Assessment%20-
%20Guidelines%20for%20Providers%20Revised%202013.pdf#isearch=Assessment%20Guidelines%202013%
2A
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process consideration was given to the emerging QQl Green Paper on Assessment of
Learners and Learning.

A detailed analysis was undertaken of the feedback received and a key outcome from the
consultation identified as the need to establish an ETB National panel of External
Authenticators (EA’s) supported by a team of Lead Externs. In response to this an internal
focus group was convened to develop a more detailed proposal with regards to a sectoral
approach to the establishment of an EA Panel for the ETB’s. This was ratified by the
Directors of FET Forum in December 2017.

The establishment of a new national panel and sectoral approach has commenced. A
detailed project plan has been developed and a working group convened to draft
supporting material and develop the training initiatives and calendar of events for the EA
Panel. Recruitment is planned to commence late 2018/early 2019.

The Formation of an ETB National External Authentication Panel aims to create more than
just a list of identified ‘Experts’ who carry out initial criteria evaluation and training. The model
represents the framework for the development of a ‘Community of Practice’ in which EA’s
can operate in, providing continuous support to and among the panel members. This presents
an opportunity, in collaboration with QQI, in creating a symposium, thematic seminar or
series of specialist seminars and events where we could look to benchmark international
practice in this area and explore mechanisms to facilitate the development of a professional
community of practice recognised by both the sector and QQIl. ETBs would welcome
engagement with QQl in this regard.
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Summary and Recommendations

1. QQ|, as the certifying body for CAS awards, needs to address the ‘ambiguity effect’” within
the current validation and award specification guidelines and in subsequent CAS
development.

2. The current approach towards grading within the QBS is problematic. To address this
issue, consideration should be given to developing interoperability between QBS, PLSS
and RCCRS.

3. ETBsare open to exploring alternatives to current grading structures in centre, workplaces
and within on-line provision. For example, a formula to translate individual component
awards grades into an overall award grade for the Major, which includes aggregating the
total marks of all components based on the grade attained divisible by credits values or
weightings. Consideration would also have to be given to rules around the grade awarded,
and the number of sittings wherein results were achieved. ETBs would welcome initiation
of a Grading Working Group to consider these issues in more detail and make
recommendations on the way forward, including the possibility of devising agreed
conventions and protocols around grading.

4. QQl, working in collaboration with FET providers, could coordinate and facilitate a
systematic approach to benchmarking. It would be beneficial to consider enabling
benchmarking across different provider groups.

5. There is also merit in considering a national stakeholder benchmarking group, to review
certification results annually across the FET sector and consider patterns in specific
disciplinary fields. ETBs would welcome engagement in such a process. It is the view of
ETBs that a process whereby assessments are calibrated and benchmarked against
comparable third parties could not be implemented without QQI responsibility. Finally,
benchmarking could potentially create synergies between public and private providers,
and FET and HET. The process for driving this kind of development would need to be done
through a central networking point, i.e. QQl.

6. Capstone and integrated assessment, particularly where learners may obtain a major
award through the attainment of modules over a period of time (part-time provision),
requires further exploration and discussion. It is unclear as to how this will be managed,
particularly when the accumulation of component awards leading to a compound award
occurs over a number of years, and not necessarily in the same institutions. Before
unilateral introduction, it is recommended that capstone and integrated assessment
approaches and techniques be piloted at different levels within FET provision, and within
different delivery models, e.g. part-time provision, work-based and blended learning. A

Page | 15



10.

11.

framework should be developed by QQI, from the learning of the pilots, to assure
continuity in assessment practice and outcome across the range of FET providers.

It is recommended that QQl review the ‘Assessment Guideline and Criteria’ for FET;
focusing on the challenges of assessment in the context of multi-centre providers who
cater for wide diversity of learners needs and expectations. Also included in these
‘Guidelines’ should be how to manage the implications arising from data protection and
other emerging relevant case law and legislation. Communities of practice should be
established to compliment these ‘Guidelines’, sharing good practice and examples of
effective assessment of learners and learning. How the logistics of this process would be
managed, e.g. responsibility for guidance, selection of best practice, necessitates further
detail.

ETBs advocate the use of distributed assessment, and it is our view that the use of
centralised or distributed assessments should be left with the provider.

ETBs would consider that norm-referencing may be appropriate in a highly centralised and
structured system such as the Leaving Certificate, but could be problematicin the current
FET context, where providers could be potentially basing norm-referenced assessment for
a national award on a very small sample size.

ETBs would concur that collaborative approaches to the design and implementation of
summative assessment should be designed, piloted and subsequently implemented, as
collaborated. Protocols would need to be established. But, this issue in respect of
‘economy of scale’ for smaller providers is not specific to assessment of learners and
learning only. Therefore, the ‘burden’ of quality assurance, validation and assessment of
learners and learning on small community and voluntary organisations warrants a
separate consultative process, of and by itself, to ensure consistency, application and
involvement across such organisations, while simultaneously reducing the cost burden to
organisations and the State.

The ETBs agree that a general methodological framework for assessment in
apprenticeship and traineeships work-based learning needs to be developed. Who and
how this framework should be developed would warrant further conversation with the
Apprenticeship Council, SOLAS, FET and HET providers and industry. Included in this
framework could be how to engage mentors in summative assessment development and
the establishment of assessment rubrics to ensure validity and reliability of assessment.
New and innovative assessment techniques should be encouraged and explicitly identified
within the framework, as well as integrated assessments (including capstone assessment).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

RPL is a complex process that warrants a separate consultative process of and by itself. To
this end, a working group of key national stakeholders, the Department of Education and
Skills, SOLAS, QQl, ETBs and NCGE should be convened to agree a national approach and
roadmap for recognition of prior learning.

it is the view of the ETBs that frameworks, guidelines, mechanisms for detecting breaches,
procedures for investigating breaches and sanctions relating to assessment of learners
and learning should remain the responsibility of the provider. The veracity of the
framework, etc. should be set-out through the quality assurance process, validation
process and/or conditions for delegated authority.

It is the view of ETBs that there could be agreement on sectoral protocols and
conventions, not a sectoral agreement, for which the level of detail would need to be
agreed. These sectoral protocols and conventions should not be programme or provider
specific.

The proposal for QQl to develop Guidelines or a Framework for External Moderation is
welcomed. Nonetheless, it is recommended that in the development of such guidelines
the principle of proportionality should be a key principle to ensure its fitness for purpose
and functionality. ETBs also recommend that a national sectoral approach be taken to the
training and development of External Authenticators to assure that a shared
understanding of programme standards is consistently applied. It is also recommended
that the role of the External Authenticator be extended to include pre-assessment
engagement including comments draft examination papers, assessment briefs, marking
schemes and model solutions, etc. and to assure assessment consistency across
programmes delivered in different locations and settings.
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COLLEGE
y DUBLIN

IBAT College Dublin

Response to QQI Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and
Learning

IBAT College Dublin would like to acknowledge the important work put into this green paper and
thank QQlI for the opportunity to contribute to the consultation. The green paper was distributed to
staff from the Academic Council in February 2018 and views sought. This response is a collation of
the views of the staff of IBAT College Dublin.

1. Feedback

IBAT College Dublin supports the Green paper in respect of its approach to feedback. There is useful
guidance included, backed up by literature and supported by the National Forum for the
Enhancement of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education. We are encouraged by its prominence
in the National Forums enhancement themes:

Assessment FOR Learning: using assessment to give feedback on teaching and student learning

However, ensuring that all learners in Higher Education benefit from useful, formative and timely
feedback is more problematic. The new validation template ensures that programme teams
articulate a programme assessment strategy and consider feedback and assessment at all stages in
the programmes development. But the validation step only sets out what should happen. Awarding
bodies are responsible for the standards of their awards and need to introduce mechanisms to
assure stakeholders that learners are receiving quality formative feedback on time to ensure it
actually supports their learning.

Where feedback is provided colleges should ensure that there are mechanisms to enable learners to
receive and apply feedback to further learning. In the case of feedback on failed assignments, too
often resits or resubmissions are just ‘another go’, with no measure of how the learner has utilised
and learned from the feedback.

Strategies where learners are taught how to incorporate feedback in final drafts should be carefully
considered by colleges developing their teaching, learning and assessment strategies. It is reassuring
that the skill of assessment for learning is featuring more prominently in the Junior Cert and how
students manage feedback will be part of students assessment in English. “Providing focused
feedback to students on their learning is a critical component of high-quality assessment and a key
factor in building students’ capacity to manage their own learning and their motivation to stick with
a complex task or problem.”
https://www.curriculumonline.ie/Junior-cycle/Junior-Cycle-Subjects/English-(1)/Assessment-and-

reporting

How this is tested in practice must fall to Colleges to properly apply fit for purpose moderation
processes and full use of External Examiners. External Examiners should be encouraged to comment


https://www.curriculumonline.ie/Junior-cycle/Junior-Cycle-Subjects/English-(1)/Assessment-and-reporting
https://www.curriculumonline.ie/Junior-cycle/Junior-Cycle-Subjects/English-(1)/Assessment-and-reporting

on the amount and quality of feedback in assignments and examinations and Colleges should be
obliged to address issues where they are identified by External Examiners. Polices where learners
are actively encouraged to review marked examinations should be in place. Awarding bodies will
need to have a system of testing how this is applied.

2. Corruption of Assessment

IBAT College supports the Green Paper’s position on academic integrity. However the ‘corruption of
assessment’ is a widespread issue in HE and needs to be addressed for the sake of all stakeholders.
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/education/cheating-on-the-rise-in-irish-universities-1.3703264

It is well defined and most organisations have appropriate policies to detect and deal with
plagiarism. However there are situations where academic impropriety is overlooked either because
it goes unrecognised or it is considered too difficult to deal with. The worst case scenario is where
colleges are colluding with those learners intent on undermining assessment by not addressing
issues, not supporting academics who raise issues, leading to an under reporting of cases of
plagiarism, collusion or cheating.

Responsibility for the integrity of assessment and the assessment process lies with the Institution,
their lecturers and learners. It is important that all institutions have appropriate implemented
policies and procedures in place to promote academic integrity in their institutions. Implementation
should begin at programme induction, addressing and quashing any mis-conceptions around
academic integrity. Ultimately, all institutions should strive for an academic environment where
both learners and staff take reasoned and appropriate action in cases of assessment corruption.

The HE sector as a whole suffers if we do not move quickly on this. An example could be graduates
in the workplace whose knowledge and skills do not match up with what their institution says they
know and can do. There is a risk that the institution is under-mined in the eyes of employers, and
that the institution might be seen as condoning poor practice.

The work of Dr Thomas Lancaster is recommended to readers - , and
http://thomaslancaster.co.uk/research/

It is recommended that a review is undertaken to measure of how widespread this issue of
assessment corruption is in Irish HE, and to what extent penalties applied are consistent across the
sector.

Inter-institutional workshops could be useful to facilitate sharing of policies and procedures, and
informal “rules-of-thumb” on academic integrity, and assessment design. Many institutions have at
least one ‘champion’ in this area. These people have typically built up a solid knowledge base and
are willing to share it.

3. Sectoral Convention Number 3

Sectoral Convention number 3 has been over interpreted in the private HE sector. This is contrary to
the 4% basic principle of assessment:

“Assessment procedures are credible. (a) Credible assessment is fair and consistent.”

The convention, where interpreted incorrectly, is punitive and inconsistent. It is also long overdue
(more than 8 years) for review as per the 2009 Assessment and Standards “This position shall be
reviewed within 12 months of the commencement of the Conventions.”

Some, in the private sector have interpreted and applied the convention to ensure that if a student
repeats any module at the award stage then their overall grade is capped at a pass, i.e. they do not
allow a learner who has demonstrably achieved an honours award be awarded honours.


https://www.irishtimes.com/news/education/cheating-on-the-rise-in-irish-universities-1.3703264
https://twitter.com/DrLancaster

Marks are being used as currency and a punitive fine is being applied- the outcome of this is the
grade no longer reflects achievement and is not in line with the principles of assessment as
articulated in Assessment and Standards 2013.

Examination Boards wishing to work around this interpretation and ensure that the grade does
reflect achievement may attempt to overcome this punitive interpretation and condone or
otherwise contrive a situation where the fail is not explicitly acknowledged, this results in a student
not resitting and therefore not having the opportunity to demonstrate that they achieved the
MIMLOQO’s of the programme — such a crude workaround means standards are compromised.

A fair interpretation is to logically apply a literal interpretation of the convention and calculate the
award based on the credit-weighted mean value of the allowable grades at the first sitting. Repeats
should not be allowed to bring the grade up to honours (i.e. not “repeat for honours”) but students
should be allowed to retrieve a failed module, earn the credit and demonstrate achievement of the
MIMLO’s.

This can be simply explained in the following scenarios

Scenario 1

A student has achieved an honours classification based on the credit-weighted mean value of the
allowable grades at the first sitting.

However the student has failed one module and needs to resit that module to demonstrate that
they have achieved the MIMLQO'’s.

Outcome 1:

The learner has achieved honours based on the credit-weighted mean value of the allowable grades
at the first sitting.

The have had one outlier and they are resitting to demonstrate they have achieved the MIMLO’s for
that module and therefore of the programme. They are not ‘repeating for honours’ they have
already achieved an honours classification. The honours classification should stand.

This does not compromise standards — the student award reflects achievement AND all learning
outcomes have been demonstrably achieved albeit at the second sitting.

Scenario 2
A student has achieved a pass classification based on the credit-weighted mean value of the
allowable grades. It is just under the honours threshold.

However the student has failed one module and needs to resit that module to demonstrate that
they have achieved the MIMLO’s. On completion the capped mark raised the class to a 2:2.

Outcome 2:

The learner has achieved a pass grade based on the credit-weighted mean value of the allowable
grades at the first sitting. They have had one fail and they are resitting to demonstrate they have
achieved the MIMLO’s of that module and therefore of the programme. They cannot ‘repeat for
honours’ therefore the pass classification stands.

A quick review of some loT regulations (Appendix 1) shows that IBAT College is not alone in
considering this convention to be invalid, however asking learners to ‘apply’ for to retain an honours
classification means that the rule is applied to those who engage in the application process and is
therefore inconsistent.



4. Section 7.21 Engaging Learners as Partners in Assessment

This opinion is informed by IBAT College Dublin Associated Policy 1.12 Guidelines on Assessing
Group Work and attendance at the QQIl conference in partnership with HEA, ISSE, IUA, THEA and USI
on ‘Best Practice in Student-Centred Approaches in Education and Training’ at the Printworks in
Dublin Castle on 20 November 2018.

Introduction
This opinion relates to the use of collaborative learning (teamwork) and involving the learner in the
process.

No one disputes the benefits of using collaborative learning in higher education. Reasons vary from
promoting social interaction, developing generic skills (negotiation, delegation, leadership etc.) and
developing the student’s knowledge and competence in the subject and their capability in research
and inquiry. Largely teamwork is reported as having a positive impact on students but for others it
can create anxiety as a fear arises that grades are compromised and work can be unevenly
distributed. Other problems include inefficiencies in the formation and coordination of the groups,
unequal participation by certain members (“free-loader” or dominant individual).

Increasingly as higher education institutions compete for international students these additional
multicultural influences on language and communication exchange in teams may further impact
team performance and outcomes, notwithstanding the obvious benefits of having a culturally
diverse student cohort.

Prior to any learner involvement any assessment must be considered in the context of the agreed
programme assessment strategy as articulated and approved at programme validation stage. Certain
programme/module learning outcomes may be best achieved through collaborative learning. The
task too may be too large to complete individually or is ideally carried out by a team with clearly
defined roles. Resource limitations such as access to equipment or “real-world” participants or
companies can also dictate the efficacy of choosing such an approach.

How to involve the learner

A. Assessing Group Work
In accordance with IBAT College Dublin Associated Policy 1.12 Guidelines on Assessing Group Work
marks are assigned to both the product of the collaboration, e.g., report, plan etc. and to the
student’s effort and contribution to the process.

IBAT consider that collaborating in a partnership manner with our learners on the assessment
criteria and determination of grading has numerous positive impacts on the learner experience.
Learners feel empowered, increasing their sense of ownership and accountability.

Differential grading on team work is justifiable when clear guidance and oversight is provided on the
criteria for assessing the process.

B. Agreeing the ground rules for collaboration
In addition to involving the learner in the design of an assessment component | have experienced in
the past that a co-drafted Student Code of Practice specifically in respect of Teamwork can establish
ground rules on how the team works, ensure clarity in roles assigned, manage expectations on
effort, agree/understand a grievance process in the unfortunate event of concerns arising.



Accompanying the Student Code of Practice | recommend the use of a Group Agreement (see
Appendix 2) that is signed by all group members. This is an invaluable source of evidence to
demonstrate the process used to produce the product being assessed. It also imposes a discipline on
the group. In addition an outcome from discussions at IBAT Class Representative meetings suggested
that group assignments should be managed through Google Classroom or similar software to enable
the assessor track engagement and participation. Our Head of School and IT Manager are
considering the implementation of such a process.



Appendix 1

Sectoral Convention #3 Example of Regulations at loT’s

Blanchardstown:

“Honours (or Merit/Distinction) award classification is normally granted when candidates meet the
requirements for award classification in one single sitting (see 3AS06 section 9). This includes
passing all modules and achieving the required GPA for the award classification in the first sitting.
Thus, candidates may not repeat modules to increase their GPA in order to achieve an Honours
award classification.

However, when not all normal circumstances for gaining an Honours (or Merit/Distinction)
classification have been met (i.e. one module up to 10 credits was failed at first sitting), candidates
may apply to the examination board for recommendation on an exceptional basis that an award of
Honours (or Merit/Distinction) classification is retained. The examination board will only consider
such an application if specific conditions have been met at the time when modules were taken at the
first sitting.

This form is to be used by a learner when applying to an examination board for consideration to
retain Honours (or Merit/Distinction) award classification on an exceptional basis.

The conditions under which a candidate may apply to the exam board

This application may be made where a learner meets all of the following criteria:

e Obtained the required GPA for Honours (or Merit/Distinction) classification in the first sitting
of all modules (see 3AS06). AND

e Obtained an F grade in no more than one module, up to a maximum of 10 credlits, in the first
sitting of an award year. AND

e Obtained a grade D or higher when the failed module was repeated at the next available
opportunity (usually the following autumn sitting).

Procedure

It is the responsibility of the student to apply. Applications must be submitted by the student to the
examinations office at least 2 days before the relevant examination board meeting where the repeat
sitting for outstanding credits is considered i.e. in advance of the learner knowing the results of the
repeat assessment. Examination board meeting dates are published on academic calendars or can
be determined from school administrators or the examinations office. The highest award
classification that can be obtained is that achieved originally with a GPA from the first sitting of
modules, not the GPA that includes the outstanding module.

As the outstanding module must be passed at the next available opportunity, the majority of these
applications will be considered by an examination board in the autumn examination board meetings
(repeat assessment after summer examinations), although in a minority of cases where first sitting of
programmes does not co-incide with the traditional academic year, they could be considered at any
examination board meeting.

Late applications will not be accepted, and retrospective applications cannot be considered. This
application must be present in the examination board meeting to be considered. “




Tallaght:

Application to retain Honours (or Merit/Distinction) award classification

The Honours, Merit and Distinction award classifications are normally granted when a student meets
the requirements for award classification in one sitting (see Sections 4.1 to 4.6 inclusive). Thus
students may not repeat modules to increase their GPA in order to achieve a higher award
classification.

However students may apply to have an honours (or merit or distinction) classification awarded
under the following specific conditions:

1. Students must formally apply to the Institution to avail of this policy. Applications are made
on the standard Repeat Examination Registration Form

2. Student must have achieved a GPA of > 2.50 at sessional examinations (i.e. at first attempt).
For taught Master Degree programmes Student must have achieved a GPA > 3.00.

3. The Project or Dissertation is a module that cannot be repeated to achieve honours award

4. Modules must be normally repeated at the next available opportunity (unless a Deferral by
the normal Deferral Mechanism is applied for and granted)

5. There is only one repeat attempt to achieve an honours award. (If a student fails a repeated
module then the maximum award classification is PASS)

6. Only one “F” grade can be repeated up to a maximum of 10 credits

7. A minimum of a “C” grade must be achieved in the repeat attempt to be considered for an
honours classification. If a “D” grade is achieved then the overall degree classification is PASS

8. Final Award Classification is based on initial GPA achieved at sessional (i.e. first attempt)
examinations

9. Students who have deferred one or more final session exams and have one ‘F’ grade up to a
maximum of

10 Credits are also eligible to repeat the failed module and be considered for merit/distinction or

honours award classification at the same time as sitting their deferred exams. The overall
GPA for award classification will be calculated based on the first attempt result in each
module

Waterford:

12.3.2

The overall average a candidate achieves in their first attempt at the modules constituting the award
stage determines the classification of the award. Where the candidate has failed to achieve an
overall award at the first attempt (i.e. they must repeat some modules) then the award will be
recorded at a pass award except where the candidate has

i. Has a cumulative average mark at a higher level, calculated according to the standard formula for
calculating award marks that applies to the programme concerned (see below);

ii. Has failed no more than 10 credits all of which have been passed in a repeat attempt.

12.3.3 The mark obtained on the first sitting—not the mark obtained in the repeat sitting—is the
mark that is used in calculating the cumulative average result.

GMIT
Award classification levels above a ‘Pass’ performance shall be based on first attempt pass grades.




APPENDIX 2: TEAM AGREEMENT (SAMPLE TEMPLATE)

Team Members Contact Details

Mobile E-mail

VW IN|F

Meetings (Formal Communication)
e Agree rules on calling meetings formally. Produce agenda with clear purposes, agree
topic, review draft etc. Papers circulated in advance, attendance is taken,
minutes/actions items assigned circulated after the meeting.

Informal Communications
e List agreed modes to share information, docs & resources, e.g. by email, facebook,
whatsapp, wikis, google docs etc.)
e Also consider issues on the appropriateness of when it is acceptable to communicate
(no too early & not too late in the day). Another consideration is to state the lead
time expected to receive a response before initiating subsequent contact.

Making Decisions
e State the basis on how decisions will be made — majority, consensus etc.
e How are matters of deadlock treated?
e Anopenness & objectivity is required to meet the demands of producing the product
required in the assessment.

Sanctions (refer back to Student Code of Practice)

We all hope to work well together. We acknowledge we have different strengths, experience
and backgrounds. We accept that this assessment is a team piece of work and we are all
personally responsible for doing our best. However, we agree now that

(i) If individuals have difficulties in working with the team or on the task we will try
to sort them out promptly
(ii) We will seek advice as soon as is possible from our tutor / MC for those serious
problems which we cannot resolve ourselves.
Signature of team member: Date

b Bl Rl i
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Abstract

The following document presents the Institutional response of Institute of Technology Carlow to
the QQI Green Paper on Assessment of Learners and Learning. It has been compiled through
collaboration with all staff and consultations with groups, including committees of Academic
Council and representation from the Institute’s Teaching and Learning Centre. It presents an
overall comment on the Paper, before analysing the themes addressed within. The response also
highlights some issues around assessment for further consideration, which have not been fully
explored in the paper.

Overall Comment on the Paper

This is a welcome document from QQI and timely especially given all the work which has been
conducted under the banner of the National Forum’s Enhancement theme of Assessment. In that
sense, the document has acted as a starting point for some opportune conversations around
assessment and has created a space for some fruitful discussions on this very important theme.
Itis a very readable document and the way in which it is structured, with 25 discussion questions,
has allowed for wider dialogue on the issue of assessment.

1. Themes addressed

1.1. Definitions and scope of assessment: a broad range of issues around the theme of
assessment are raised, which is great to see; it is also good to see assessment of, for
and as learning highlighted in the introduction (p.9), along with the assertion that
assessment is “integral to the curriculum, to teaching and to learning”. Whilst it is
understandable that not all aspects of assessment can be addressed within the
document, it is slightly disappointing that the focus is exclusively on assessment of
learning (especially given that for many educators in higher education, the focus in
recent years, has moved towards assessment for and as learning).

The definition of assessment (p.12) also seems to move towards a more summative
version of assessment - an evaluation related to standards based on evidence - yet just
below provides a broader description - where learners may assess themselves. The
examples of assessment on the same page (p.12) do give a much broader description
of assessment and perhaps this could be reflected in the definition earlier on the same
page. Also there are some very useful definitions of ‘effective learning, teaching and
assessment’ presented on p.17. This section begins with a wide ranging
definition/description of “effective learning” (p.17) - this needs to be embedded into all
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programmes of learning. In addition, more clarification on the concept of implementing
a holistic assessment (p.51) would be welcome.

The term “attitude” and the assessment of attitude is also referred to a number of times
in the document, including on p.28 - this is an interesting concept/development and one
which could be further explored. In line with the assessment of attitudes, it would be
apposite to include the assessment of values, particularly as many programmes are now
aligned to institutional graduate attributes, where values and attitudes feature strongly
and the assessment of these can often prove difficult.

With an increase in the number of programmes moving to a blended/online space, it
appears that the document is more or less silent on assessment within this domain and
there is scope for a piece on this. We are aware that Blended Learning has been the
subject of a White Paper, but the focus of that was quality assurance, rather than purely
assessment. A more detailed examination of the issues around online or remote
assessment (p. 61) would be very relevant, and not just around the use of technology
but also around the proctoring and moderating of such assessments.

1.2. Grading/results/standards: it is reassuring to see that the document acknowledges the
presence of extraneous variables when it comes to assessment and outcomes (as
illustrated in the examples presented on p.10) and that grades/results standards may
vary within an institution and that, as such, it is often hard to pinpoint the reason for
same; this could be further explored in terms of the challenges of implementing effective
assessment strategies, both within departments and across institutions.

Section 5.9 Standards for Award Classifications highlights the lack of any recent
systematic study about how awards classifications are determined in Ireland and on p.44
mentions the vagueness of classification criteria. Further discussion is necessary here
on how to align a learning-outcomes approach with a marking scheme/classification
approach.

Section 7.14 Whether to Grade is one which would benefit from further development, as
would the subsequent section on the Reliability of Grading.

Section 13.3.1 Failure to Grade to Reasonable Standards is also a very interesting piece
and it's good to see its presence in the document and interesting to explore what is being
done in NZ around same with ‘consistency reviews’.

1.3. Terminology adopted: on p. 11, in section 1.1., it would be good to include the terms

‘facilitating’ and ‘moderating’, especially as these terms are used more and more as we
enter blended/online spaces.
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1.4.

On p.12, where the reasons for assessing are listed, it might be good to also include
‘recognise prior learning’ and ‘promote peer collaboration’. ‘Experiential learning’ is
included but ‘prior learning’ can be more than that and this should be acknowledged.

Learning Outcomes: some good examples of writing learning outcomes presented on
p. 50 - with the acknowledgement that terms such as ‘critically analyse’ should be
considered within the context of the entire sentence and not just the verb alone. There
is also the acknowledgement on p.50 that writing learning outcomes is ‘an art’. Again,
this would need to be viewed in line with staff professional development and the need
for pedagogical upskilling/development.

We would also welcome the view expressed on p.50 that terms such as ‘critically
analyse’ can be incorporated at any level of the 10 NFQ levels and that ‘individual word
choices are not that important if the ideas are comprehensible’. It would be very useful
if these interpretations were shared across the sector, in all areas relating to module and
programme design.

Section 7.4 echoes th