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Edifor’s comments

Dr Angus |. Carpenter, Research Centre manager, The Research Centre, City College Norwich

Dear Reader,

Welcome to the latest issue of the Research
and Development Bulletir, Volume 8, number
1. | think there will be something in this
edition that proves to be an interesting and
informative read to all involved across the
Learning and Skills sector. The articles
presented cover a wide range of subject
areas and topics.

Firstly, the City College Norwich’s
personalisation project is presented. This
project initially started three years ago. It is
delivered by the staff within each school and
has grown substantially since its inception. A
small selection of these projects are reviewed
here, with both staff and students giving their
perceptions on the projects they were
involved with. This is followed by an article
that reviews return on investment models, a
way by which institutions could evaluate the
impact of training services on the bottom line,
and what public organisations currently use if
anything to evaluate programmes. Next is an
article that addresses organisational culture
within a mixed economy college and what
this means for its management. This article is
a first from Richard Stakes, University
Centre, Doncaster College, which highlights
our intention for the bulletin to be used by first
time authors. Lastly, is an article that reports
on an international study group that reviewed
how the Dutch use / process accreditation /
recognition of prior learning.

The Research Centre

City College Norwich (CCN) was recently
celebrating after receiving an nfer award that
recognised CCN as a research engaged
college — one of just seven across the UK
currently. On 21% July, five representatives
from colleges and schools joined to officially
celebrate their research engaged awards
(Fig. 1). It was held at CCN’s St Andrews
House site with presentations from the
institutions and a discussion session that
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Figure 1. Attendees at CCN’s celebration day
for being awarded nfer's research
engaged school / college award. Starting
from the left they are: Martin Beedle
(Ossett School & Sixth Form College),
Judy Dawe (CCN), Carys Davies (Yale
College), Richard Steer (CCN), Serena
Dixon (Recreation Road Infant School),
Teresa Whitehurst (Sunfield Research
Institute), Alison Lawson (nfer) and Angus
Carpenter (CCN).

provided the opportunity to develop ideas,
knowledge and potential collaborations.
Institutions that have been successful in
gaining the award can display the nfer
research engaged logo (Fig. 2).

We are an NFER
research-engaged college

Figure 2. The nfer research engaged college
logo.

City College Norwich is also one of the
Learning and Skills Improvement Sector’s
(LSIS) further education laboratory colleges,
working with CUREE and college staff to
report on within college research by
practitioners.

It has been a very busy year for The
Research Centre here at City College
Norwich. The SOUL Record project has
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grown from strength to strength as it expands
from its main stream third sector application
in to new sectors, such as the educational
and children services sectors. Several county
councils are currently investigating ways to
introduce The SOUL Record strategically
across their institutions. Also, the Higher
Education Academy (HEA) is poised to give
further funding to the highly successful ‘HEA
Research Skills workshops’ project. With the
highly positive and complimentary feedback
received for the workshops conducted this
year, which were developed and delivered by
the Research Centre with collaborators such
as Becky Turner from the HELP Cetl,
University of Plymouth, the HEA looks set to
continue to fund the project this year.

With the ever changing landscape of the FE
sector currently being orchestrated by the
coalition government, there will no doubt be
many new situations that will have to be
adapted to in the future. Quite what this will
actually mean for practitioner research
remains unclear at present. Certainly, while
there is an ever increasing awareness of the
potential benefits practitioner research can
bring to an institution, funding for this sought
of research will be much harder to come by in
the future. Therefore, where practitioners do
get the change to undertake research, please
do not forget to disseminate it. The R&D
Bulletin is always happy to receive articles
from people in the sector, especially if ‘new’
authors, and we are very willing to support
potential authors in preparing manuscripts.
Please either contact me directly or go to our
website for further details:

http:/www.theresearchcentre.co.uk/

Dr Angus I. Carpenter
Research Centre manager
The Research Centre

City College Norwich
Ipswich Road

Norwich

NR2 2LJ

Telephone: 01603 773364
Email: anguscarpenter@ccn.ac.uk
Website:  www.theresearchcentre.co.uk

Erratum

In Volume 7, number 2, a full authorship was not

cited correctly. It should read as follows:

Garside, P., Pichon, L., Gobey, K., Stocking, J.,
O’Neill, A., Foster, K., Johnson, D., Wilkinson,
S. (2010) Assessing mentoring. Research and
Development Bulletin, 7(2):47-50

Also in Volume 7, number 2, an author's name

was incorrectly cited. It should read as:

Vallely, J. (2010). Delivery of effective mentoring
through the investigation of the coordination
and quality assurance of mentor support for
ITE trainees. Research and Development
Bulletin, 7(2):21-32

The Research Centre, City College Norwich
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The personalisation project at City College Norwich, a

vignette of case studies

Barbara Abrahams, Lecturer, Hotel School, City College Norwich

Jo Brannen, Lecturer, Foundation Studies, City College Norwich

Cath Harrison-Williams, Lecturer, Health and Care School, City College Norwich
Andy Leech, Lecturer, Technology, City College Norwich

Brenda Unwin, Lecturer, Creative Arts, City College Norwich

Gillian Scofield, Researcher, The Research Centre, City College Norwich

1. Background

A range of personalisation initiatives have
been implemented by the Schools at CCN.
The Schools’ developed and delivered a
range of projects within a number of generic
themes such as, Information, Advice and
Guidance (IAG), Learning to Learn,
Differentiation in Learning and Teaching,
Learning Empowerment, Negotiated
Assignments/ Assessments, Mentoring for
Success, Learner Role in Quality Assurance,
etc. Within these overarching categories
each school has introduced its own projects
which have been implemented over a range
of the courses, qualifications and levels. For
example, the School of Health and Beauty
have engaged with the negotiated
assessment theme which is  being
implemented with students studying at levels
1 — 3, and a mentoring project has been
implemented with Beauty Therapy and
Hairdressing level 2 — 3 students with the aim
of students becoming more confident in
supporting each other. The School of
Creative Arts has instigated a project to meet
the Learn to Learn criteria which is being
delivered through the BTEC Music National
Diploma and the Creative and Media Diploma
and a Mentoring for Success project has
been implemented within the Art and Design
Foundation degree.

2. The case studies

The following five case studies have been
selected from the range of personalisation
projects being conducted by the various
Schools. Each case study gives a staff
perspective of the individual project (as a
result of discussions with the relevant project
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leads) and comprises a Project Summary,
Project Outline and Project Outcomes.
Student perceptions of the projects have also
been sought either via focus group interviews
or by use of on-line questionnaire surveys
and are also included. Additionally, where
appropriate quantitative data has been
available, a Project Impact section is
incorporated to highlight subsequent student
results and achievement. Further Information
provides signposts for accessing examples of
associated documentation where available.

School: Hotel School

Project title. Greater Information Advice
and Guidance (IAG) within the interview
process

Project summary

The main focus of the Hotel School
personalisation project was a review of the
way in which the student selection process
was conducted with an aim to ‘personalise
that experience’ and increase initial
information, advice and guidance (IAG). The
expectation being that this would benefit both
prospective students and the college. In
terms of the student, the project aimed to
gain a greater insight into the needs and
motivation of individuals with the key being to
identify any additional learner requirements
and, thus, have the appropriate student
support mechanisms in place before the
commencement of an individual's course. In
turn, it was expected that this greater
information and knowledge of the individual
would have knock-on benefits for the college,
such as improved course retention and
completion rates.

It was recognised that young people who
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progress in to Further Education (FE) could
have a variety of learning difficulties and / or
disabilities, such as dyslexia, ADHD or other
learning support needs around literacy and
numeracy, and it was felt that there was a
need to find a way of personalising the
application process and interview experience
so that those needs became recognised pre-
enrolment. This would then allow for greater
strategic planning of resources within the
college.

Project overview

The project involved the redesign of a
number of practices and procedures. Firstly,
greater flexibility was introduced into the
availability of interview dates themselves.
Rather than having one fixed day of the week
for interviews these were arranged so that
they were held on different days of the week,
which, in itself, increased accessibility and
interview attendance rates.

Another major procedural change that
developed as an outcome from this
personalisation project was that every
application form was inspected and studied
more carefully, prior to interview, by the
personalisation lead in the Hotel School. The
application forms were sifted and checked ...
to see if GCSE grades, either actual or
predicted will meet the needs of the demands
of the course”. Forms were also checked for
any disclosures by applicants themselves or
“... just as crucial, evidence of undisclosed
learning needs ...”. As explained by the
personalisation lead:

“.. It may be that the young person
has filled in the application form
themselves and it is quite apparent
that the literacy doesn’t match the
level of the course ... they might have
spelt quite simple things wrong and
yet they are applying to do a level 2
course ...”.

Consequently, any potential issues
highlighted on the application form would be
brought to the attention of interviewers prior
to the applicant attending interview.

The ‘interview process’ was also revised to
provide a welcoming experience for potential
students. This consisted of a half day where
attendees (parents were also invited) were all
welcomed by the Head of School and
introduced to some of the teaching team
within the School. During these three hours
the applicants, split in to two groups,
completed a basic skills review and had a
tour around the School to view the facilities
and resources. This was as well as
conducting their one:one interviews.

A further introduction, as a result of the
project, was an ‘aspirations sheet’, which was
given to students to complete whilst attending
college for their interview. There was
recognition that interviews and application
forms could only provide basic levels of
information and, therefore, the objective of
the aspirations sheet was to augment this
data. This additional tool had a number of
beneficial aspects. For example, it allowed
staff to gain a ‘wider picture’ of the young
person and their motivation. It asked
questions such as; ‘What are they aspiring
to?’, ‘What can they do to reach that?’ and
‘What can we [the college] do to support
that?’. This written form had to be completed
on the day (negating the chance for parents
to complete it on behalf the learner) and
provided further evidence of any potential
learning support needs required by the young
person. The School’'s essential skills tutor
was available on the interview day to meet
with any of the students where there was an
identified need.

Finally, the project introduced a series of
‘trigger questions’ to be asked at interview,
alongside the standard City College Norwich
interview questions. Although it was
highlighted that the questions appear to be
‘simple’, they were actually designed with
care to help understand the interviewee in
more detail and provide an indication as to
the level of their motivation. An example cited
was interviewees would be asked; ‘Who is
your favourite chef?. Whilst, it was
acknowledged that, in isolation, this was not
‘a perfect measure of motivation’, put
together with the other additional resources,
developed under the project, it ”... gives you

The Research Centre, City College Norwich
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a much more rounded picture of the person
that you’re interviewing”.

Project outcomes, the staff perspective

It was confirmed that the project had been
very effective, with the Hotel School student
retention currently up at 90%. Whilst it was
recognised that other, external factors may
also have impacted on retention rates it was
considered that identifying student support
needs early had resulted in learners keeping
on programmes until they completed.
Similarly, although not ‘researched’, the
impression gained was that students were
much happier in the Hotel School with the
variable support mechanisms in place.

The project lead highlighted that as a
consequence of the introductions made
during the personalisation project, “... now
we're talking about planning the support in
November — May, not waiting until they
[students] come to us in September and
working on the back foot”. An outcome of
increasing achievement and retention was
acknowledged, however, as also pointed out,
“... for me there is a kind of qualitative thing -
that you’ve already made a good connection
with these people”.

In summing up, the benefit of the project was
pointed out:

‘I think that transition from High
School to Further Education College is
enormous, absolutely enormous, and
that we don’t give it enough afttention,
and that it's just a little stepping stone
to make them [applicants] think, well
actually this is a safe environment
where people care about you.”

The pilot project was instigated in 2008/09
and the developments / outcomes and
procedures were refined, in true action
research style, over the period of the project
and have subsequently now become
embedded as current practice within the
Hotel School.

Project outcomes, the student perspective
A focus group was held with a sample of the
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students, where they was asked to comment
on their experience of the interview process
within the Hotel School. However, 12 months
plus has elapsed since the focus group
students were, themselves, going through
this process. Hence, this would affect the
details of their recall about the experience.
The participating students were studying on
courses ranging from Entry Level to Level 2.

It was agreed that the tour of the School was
very useful and that without the tour the
students would not have had the opportunity
to see what was available and on offer as one
student remarked: "It [the tour] was very
good, the equipment was good that you could
use”. The benefits from the tour were the
opportunities it provided to meet people and
obtain information, as one student
commented; ”I think so, because you get to
know the staff very well when you’re on the
tour, so you get more information from the
staff ... [and]... you get to meet new people
as well.”, while another student pointed out;
”...that [the tour] helped me as well because
when they showed me ... they gave me my
timetable as well, and that really helped me
because | knew where to go already from the
first day | came in, instead of being scared
and didn’t know where to go”.

In terms of the day being organised with
group sessions (aside from the individual
interviews), again, this was felt to be a
preferred format as highlighted by one
individual; ”...it was totally better in a group”.
Also, it was agreed that the group
arrangements helped to break the ice and
that, as such, attending the college for an
interview did not feel so isolated. This was
summed up when one student stated, “... we
did activities which helped to bond, because
when you come to college it's like different
from school and it's bigger isn’t it”. Another
student stated:

“When [ first came in [for interview] we
went in Inspirations [restaurant] and
like | didn’t know anyone then and
there was quite a few people, but
because there was a load of people
that grabbed my confidence up ... /
met people there that are my friends to
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this day’.

The focus group were complementary
regarding the level of additional support
available to students once studying. They
also highlighted that ”... your support is there
when you need it”. They felt there was a good
assessment process at the interview day too.
One interviewee commenting on the
assessment process said it allowed for
support to be available when students
required it, thus, highlighting where the
project meets its aim to identify early and
provide the appropriate student support
mechanisms for individuals.

When asked for views regarding the
‘aspirations’ sheet, which  prospective
students were required to complete on the
interview day, one of the group commented
positively that from this sheet "They [college
staff] know what you want to do and they can
help you”.

The students also mentioned that the
induction week was very useful stating, "It
made me feel a lot more confident”.

Finally, in terms of the overall impression that
prospective students took away from the
Hotel School’s interview process, it was felt
that this was ‘professional’. As one student
commented, the process was managed in a
way he expected to find in the world of work:
"This is really what you would do outside”.
The student confirmed that he could not see
where there needed to be any changes made
to the Hotel School interview process.

School: School of Technology
Project  title:  Achieving
combined year student groups

SUCCesSS;

Project summary

This Technology School personalisation
project focused on peer mentoring as a
means to increase the level of success
achieved by individual students. Whilst
students completed and passed their specific
course, generally they were achieving pass
grades rather than extending themselves to

gain merits or distinctions. As highlighted by
the project lead; “... the success rate was ok
but the distance travelled was something we
needed to look at”. For example, prior to the
project there was a number of students who
progressed in to their second year but had to
undertake re-sits from the first year or who
had referrals in different subject areas of the
course. Therefore, the aim of this project was
to work towards raising individual student
grades, thus move the cohort grades from the
majority being pass towards a higher number
of merits and distinctions in their coursework.

The project was based upon the introduction
of an ‘Achieving Success’ session each week
whereby the first year and second vyear
groups would come together to work jointly
and peer mentor under naturally built
relationships. The premise and expectation
was that the two year groups would
holistically support, help and mentor each
other. Specifically, year two students leading
in the mentoring of year one students.
Ultimately, there was an expectation that
these sessions would have positive impacts
in the form of improved course grades,
retention and progression rates.

This particular project involved Engineering
National Diploma students at Level 3 and was
first implemented in the academic year 2006-
07.

Project overview

At the time of the initial pilot project there was
some, perhaps expected, reluctance on the
part of the two student year groups to mix
until they had got to know each other. In
order to overcome this, the project started
with a social event that took the form of a
‘Green Day’, when it was arranged for Toyota
cars to be present at the college and the two
student groups, working together, had to
design, build and race a solar powered model
car. This activity acted as an initial ice
breaker and other similar events have been
used in following years, when new student
cohorts begin the course. These consisted of
a social evening in Norwich, the group
undertaking a cookery exercise in the Hotel
School and the continued organisation of the
‘Green Day’, which were all enjoyed by the
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students. During the early stages of the
project, staff considered how best to
introduce the second year students to the
new first year cohort. It was decided to allow
the students progressing in to the second
year to resolve this situation. They then
decided to develop and run the induction
week for the new first year cohort. As such,
students were asked by staff; “What didn’t we
do in the induction well?”, “What would you
improve?”, “What would you like to do and
how would you like to be introduced to the
college?”. As the project lead explained; “...
and so they put together a plan of the whole
week ... and they documented every
session”. Thus, as a result of organising
student induction in this way, the two student
year groups were immediately mixing at the
start of the academic year.

Additionally, in terms of improving the
success of the project, it was decided that it
would be beneficial for the students to attend
mentor training. Hence, both year groups
received some formal training at the college
so that they had a grasp of mentoring skills,
which could then be used within the
Achieving Success session.

The Achieving Success session itself was not
optional but timetabled as part of the course,
hence student attendance was required. The
session was 1% to 3 hours per week, and the
class size was approximately forty (approx.
twenty students from each year). The
facilities provided included a large classroom
equipped with both normal desks, where
groups could work together, CAD stations
and computer desks with PC / internet
access. At the start of each session the
students “... declare what they are going to
achieve in that session” said the project lead.
The goals would be written up on a white
board so that their targets were clear for all to
see.

Students were free to decide what they
wished to use the session for and work
together in small sub-groups. A member of
staff was, obviously, always present during
these sessions and would assist students
with their chosen activities and in ‘pairing up’
groups of students who wished to work on
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similar tasks or who would like help from
students in the alternative year group. For
example, if a first year student wanted help
with a particular subject / unit the lecturer
would be aware of a second year student
who was particularly strong in that subject
area and would consequently suggest
appropriate students for mentoring. It was
also acknowledged to students that within
these sessions the student mentors facilitate
and guide only, “... they [the students] are not
telling them what to do but showing them how
to get there”. It was also highlighted that
where a student was mentoring, this not only
helps the mentee but, in itself, also helps to
reinforce the understanding of the mentor
who was ‘teaching’ a topic to others in the

group.

The actual activities undertaken in the
Achieving Success  sessions  varied
depending on the students’ requirements.
However, examples might be working on
revision for an exam, working on
assignments, such as science or maths, or
using the session for visits from external
speakers, etc. At particular times of the
academic year students may look at
completing their UCAS forms or job
applications. An example cited being if a
student was interested in progressing to
university the written target on the white
board might be “... by the end of the session
today, identify three universities and courses
you're interested in. So we start them getting
ready to get their UCAS form in”.

Alternatively, the group dynamics within these
sessions has encouraged not only the second
year students to mentor those in the first year
but also visa versa. For example, second
year students re-sitting units from year one
may find it useful to revise with first year
students who were currently completing that
unit and could give relevant information.

Project outcomes, the staff perspective

Since the introduction of the Achieving
Success session there had been an effective
achievement of a greater number of merits
and distinctions by students. As highlighted
by the project lead, "The majority are getting
distinctions in the majority of [units]
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because they've been given the help and
guidance of how to get there” (Figure 1).

Within the sessions, students also have
access to a spreadsheet log of their results
and can, therefore, assess their own progress
and where they might improve. An awareness
of their ongoing course grades also appeared
to have resulted in another benefit, in that this
has introduced an element of ‘positive
competition’ between students. Hence,
motivation appeared to be greater for
students having worked within the mixed year
one and two group. As highlighted, the class
has fulfilled two aspects; “... they have a time
slot to do their work and a peer group to help
them do their work”.

The Achieving Success session, mentor
training and the student led induction week
have since become embedded as part of the
National Diploma. The retention rate for the
two year course was at 90 per cent (rising to
100 per cent for the second year cohort of the
course) and whilst it was recognised that
external factors may have also impacted
upon retention rates, it was considered that
Achieving Success sessions had had a
positive impact on these outcomes.

In summing up the benefits of the project it
was stated by the project lead that, “Now we
are looking at the majority of them passing
with distinction rather than the majority of
them, four years ago, passing with a pass”.

Project outcomes, the student perspective
Two focus groups were held with students
(year one and year two) who were asked to
give their thoughts on the Achieving Success
session, which they attend as part of their
Engineering National Diploma course.

The first year group commented on the type
of activities they would complete within the
class and pointed out that they could choose
what they wished to do. One student
explained, “Basically if you've fallen behind
on something it's a chance to catch up on
that, or if you’ve got everything done you can
either help people, or do work that people
haven’t started yet, it's basically organising
everything really”. Further examples given of

10

the use of time in the session might be to
discuss a recent visit to a local employer or
exam revision.

The way in which the session had been
beneficial to improving grades was clearly
highlighted by the statement of another
student:

“If you've done everything, maybe if
you've got a merit you can... [ask the
lecturer]... can / just do the distinction
stuff, so you can go and do it again.
So if you want to do the higher grades
you can do’.

Regarding the benefits of having a mixed
student year group, one of the focus group
members stated:

“..there is us and the second years so
if we need any help from them,
because obviously they've done it
before, we can ask them for help and
vice versa ... so they come and ask us
about some stuff that we can help
them with, which is a good group
bonding session’.

One of the examples cited was “They [the
second year group] did business this
semester and we did ours last”, which
highlighted where second year students
might be mentored by first year students who
had already completed the module
concerned. The benefits of this mixed year
group was also apparent when second year
students could mentor first year students
regarding progression routes: "They can tell
us what their plans are for the future and that
kind of gives you an idea about what you
want to do...”. A second student added, “...
they told us what uni’s [universities] they were
going to, [and] how they got in”.

The group also commented that they “... get
to work with people that you wouldn’t
normally work with”. They felt that this
provided helpful skills, such as ‘getting on
with people’. Similarly, the students also
remarked that because they remain later in

The Research Centre, City College Norwich



The Research and Development Bulletin

the day to attend the Achieving Success
session, there was a sense that it was

more like a working environment”. It was also
suggested that there was a greater motivation
to attend a larger group session, such as
Achieving Success, than perhaps there might
be if this was ‘free time’ to study individually.

The students commented on the usefulness
of having access to a spreadsheet of their
grades; “... so if you have a referral you can
find out...” and they also indicated that if a
student had problems (for example, if there
was an instance of bullying) it was possible to
go to the lecturer for help in that session.

The second focus group, with the second
year students, also gave positive comments
regarding the mixed year sessions. One
student commented:

‘I think it's a good session because
you get to do what you like, and the
teachers there to help you. You
always have a lecturer there and
support staff ... because it's an open
session you do what work you warnt,
you've got access to PCs and desk
space, a lecturer, so everyone'’s there,
so If you need help you can always
mix with different students’.

In terms of working in smaller subgroups it
was stated that the lecturer would direct them
to helping a group of first years if they needed
help with an assignment. The reciprocal
nature of the class was also highlighted with
the students confirming that conversely the
first year students could assist the second
year students with re-sits, etc. However, it
was mentioned that it was not necessarily a
group of first year and second year students
together, “... it's just who is doing what
assignment”.

In regard to the session’s organisation it was
highlighted that “I think the lesson structure
works really well. You have to write what your
goal is and the teacher makes sure you
achieve it”. The students explained that they
could work in smaller groups on assignments
and, supporting a comment made by a first
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year student, this group indicated that if there
was a course visit or ‘engineering day out’ the
Achieving Success session “... gives us that
whole lesson to plan things ... plan out what
we need to do”. The students felt it was a
good motivating session but also “... relaxing
and eases a bit of the pressure, because you
know you’ve got that lesson if you do need to
catch up”.

The group were also able to confirm in
hindsight that they found the session useful
when they, themselves, had been in the first
year of the course: “I think it made the first
year a lot easier, also you have a vague idea
of what happens on your second vyear”.
Another student added; “ .you get a better
insight into what the college was like when
you’re a first year”.

Finally, one of the students expressed the
opinion that; “l think a lot of people would
have failed ... | know | would have failed the
course if | didn’t have Achieving Success”.
The focus group generally felt most students
would agree that the session was really
helpful; “... it really does help”.

Project impact

A spreadsheet was provided by the project
lead that included the recorded grades (fail,
unclassified, pass, merit, distinction) gained
by students on the National Diploma for each
unit. Data were collated and presented on the
percentage of unit grades achieved by
students completing (who had gained course
certification) the National Diploma in
Mechanical Engineering (total course 18
units) (Fig. 1). It showed a decrease in pass
grades and concomitant rise in the number of
merit and distinction grades being gained by
students (Fig. 1) for these students. However,
it should be noted that the year groups 2004-
06 and 2006-08 completed identical units,
while some units completed by the 08-10
group were different to those of the previous
cohorts.
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Figure 1. Changes in student grades
achieved since the introduction of the
‘Achieving success’ sessions by CCN
course staff on the National Diploma in
mechanical engineering. (unclassified =
black, pass = white, merit = light grey,

distinction = dark grey).

Twenty one students commenced year one of
the two year course, in the academic year
2008/09, of which twenty completed the
course, nineteen passed and only one
student failed. The second year of the course
had twenty entries all of whom completed the
final year with nineteen passing and one fail.

School: School of Health and Social Care
Project title: Negotiated assignments

Project summary

The School of Health and Social Care
personalisation pilot project was conducted
with students studying on the second year of
a Foundation degree (Fd). The project
allowed students to negotiate one of their
assignments in terms of developing and
agreeing an assignment brief and the
associated criteria for the learning outcomes
within the boundaries of the module. As the
project lead highlighted:

“What we set out fo do was try to allow
students that freedom to be much
more independent and to actually take
much more initiative  with  their
assignment work ... by using this
personalisation route’.
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The expected outcomes of the project were
that students would engage with the course
work at a much deeper level and that
developing and designing an assignment
would encourage greater academic
understanding and critical thinking. It was
anticipated that this in turn might have a
subsequent positive impacts on the grades
obtained by students within the group.

The pilot project was implemented within the
current, 2009/10, academic year and the
module selected for this pilot was ‘Health
Care Policy and Practice’.

Project overview

The personalisation project was discussed
with  potential students who expressed
interest in the opportunity to design their own
module assignment. The class worked in
three subgroups and each group produced an
assignment brief for the module together with
the instructions, criteria and learning
outcomes required for the assignment. The
subsequent assignment schemes were
displayed on the whiteboard and the class, as
a whole, chose one assignment to implement
for the module from those drafted. Whilst
working in three small groups facilitated
student involvement, it was decided that as a
pilot project, and in order to keep the project
manageable, one assignment would be
chosen jointly by the group. The process of
developing the assignment took place over a
two week period (during the first three weeks
of the module), after which the lecturer
involved reiterated, with the class, the agreed
outcomes, focusing on the content and
meanings that were explored in depth. It was
reported that:

“There was a very good atmosphere in
the classroom over these two weeks
while we were doing these activities
and there was a good bit of
competition about who was going to
have the best assignment”.

It was agreed that the task also appeared to
increase motivation for the students as the
interviewee explained; “ some of the
students actually said to me they found it very
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motivating. They actually got more stuck into
this module than any others”. An example
was given of one student who commented
that he had expected this module to be ‘dry
and boring’, but had realised that it wasn’t
when he became engaged, and because he
was able to apply the assignment exactly to
his work, he then saw the relevance and the
module’s aims fitted into place.

The project lead also pointed out that they felt
one of the benefits of the process was that
students gained an insight into the intricacies
of setting an assignment, of which they
previously had little  knowledge or
understanding:

‘I think a lot of the students didn’t
reallse  just how hard  writing
assignments can actually be, writing
the assignment brief, and just how
much understanding of the learning
outcomes you really do need”.

The feedback from the group was positive
with students stating that they felt more
engaged; “... a lot of them said they felt
engaged at a far deeper level, had more
understanding ”. Similarly, it was also
highlighted that students had also
commented that they felt the assignment
design had greater relevance to their work:

“.. and they just felt it was more
relevant to their work because they
were able fto make, probably, | think,
those deeper connections of what they
were doing ...[and]... they felt they had
control over the assignment process,
which then also allowed them to link
very closely into work”.

Whilst it was pointed out that, generally, the
aim was to write modules and assignments
with work related links, it was felt the benefit
of the student involvement in this instance
meant “... students making those cognitive
links between learning and the doing. As well
as being in control and being really
independent and learning, what they feel is
relevant to them. Hence, personalisation
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really”.

The Health, Care Policy and Practice module
chosen for this pilot was indicated as being
quite a difficult and challenging module. In
this context, it was one which was felt would
be appropriate for the students to engage in.
It was stated, however, that the assignment
brief task was more appropriate for year two
students; second year students having
gained more experience of the level of
academic work required, although depending
on student cohort capabilities it might be
possible to attempt in semester two of the
first year. This having been said, it was also
highlighted that similar tasks had already
been introduced to both year groups on the
Fd; first year students had been introduced to
writing  instructions for a constructed
assignment, while second year students had
been given the task of designing ‘a scheme of
work’. It was felt that these previously
established developments complemented the
assignment brief exercise undertaken in this
pilot by building steps towards this more
complex work.

Project outcomes, the staff perspective

It was confirmed that the pilot had been
effective in terms of a number of benefits to
the students, such as the increased
opportunity to introduce critical thinking and a
deeper understanding of assignment criteria
and leaning outcomes. Notwithstanding the
impact on marks awarded for the module and
the student feedback was also good.

In terms of a noticeable difference to the
marks awarded, the interviewee stated:

“.. there were no fails in that group
and | think overall, the marks are
pretty solid. | think for some students
there might have been slightly higher
marks, but | was pleased with the
outcome”.

It was also agreed that to a certain extent
there was evidence that the benefits gained
by the students undertaking the task in the
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pilot module were transferred to other, later,
modules. As the project lead stated:

‘I certainly saw, in a moadule | taught
them over a whole year, quite a
change in some of them in terms of
how they were much more aware, if
you like, of the importance of learning
outcomes...”.

As explained by the project lead, there was
an aim to embed the assignment brief task
into the second year teaching. However, in
building up to this level of work, the lecturer
confirmed that they would be considering
strategies with colleagues to include ‘stepping
stone’ tasks threaded throughout the two year
Fd course, in order to embed this type of
learning across the whole programme. In
taking this work forward, it was suggested
that it might be appropriate to involve student
representatives at various stages during
course development, such as internal
verification of assignment briefs:

‘I think there would be a lot more
student engagement all round and that
to me would probably increase
motivation all round, and that sense of
ownership”.

In summing up, the following quote
highlighted what the project lead felt were the
main successes of the pilot project:

‘I would say it was a very positive
experience. | think what | got out of it
was, | liked to see the students do that
deeper level digging into learning
outcomes, getting  much  more
understanding, making it really fit with
what they do, what they need to learn,
how they are applying it to work, but
for me, | think the greatest pleasure
comes from seeing students enjoy
themselves while they are learning”.

Project outcomes, the student perspective

Students participating in the personalisation
project were asked to complete a short,
online, questionnaire that gave the
opportunity for them to provide their views on
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the pilot project task anonymously. The
module group comprised of seventeen
students, all of whom completed the
guestionnaire.

Twelve of the cohort indicated that they had
not previously been involved in the design
and development of an assignment. The
guestionnaire asked if, having experienced
the assignment development pilot, the
students felt they had greater ownership,
understanding and enthusiasm for completing
this assignment. The response to each of
these points was, generally, a positive one.
Ten students agreed it did give them greater
ownership while four stated that it didn’t and
three were ‘undecided’. Sixteen students
agreed that they had a greater understanding
with just one ‘undecided’. Ten students
agreed that they had greater enthusiasm for
the assignment while four ticked ‘no’ and
three were ‘undecided’. These recorded
student views appear to support the aims of
this pilot project with the outcome of student
understanding being particularly strong.

To ascertain the impact of the negotiated
assignment brief task at an fundamental level
- in terms of completing a piece of academic
work - students were also asked whether,
they were clearer about completing the
‘Health Care Policy and Practice’ module in
regard to:- the theoretical background;
literature review; subject areas to be covered
in the content; type and style of presentation;
and general confidence in producing the
piece of work. Again, the responses from the
students were in the main positive, as the
results presented in Table 1 show.

Table 1. Understanding of requirements for
completion of the assignment within the
Health Care Policy and Practice’ module.

Academic assignment Clearer Understanding
reguirements

Yes No Un-

decided

Theoretical background 13 3 1
Literature to review 13 1 3
Subject areas to cover in the 17 0 0
content
Type and style of presentation 13 3 1
Confident about producing 12 3 2
work
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The questionnaire asked what mark (%)
students received for this piece of work and,
as a result, where the mark for this module
fell in relation to their overall range (low,
middle, high, higher) of coursework marks. A
range of marks were reported, ranging
between 41-72% (with two non-respondents)
with nine students recording marks of 50% or
above. Nine students indicated no particular
change between this module mark and those
of others. ‘High’ or ‘higher marks were
gained by six students in total (three in each
category), while ‘lower’ marks were indicated
by the remaining two students.

To elicit additional qualitative data, an open
ended question asked students to reflect on
the task used in the pilot project and whether
they would recommend its use more widely
within the college. Out of the seventeen
respondents to this question, students were
generally positive about the idea. At least
fourteen provided, clear, positive feedback,
these included:

“This gives you a better understanding
of what is expected in the assignment”

“l think it was very useful fo do this as
it helped me to understand learning
outcomes better and prepare the plan
for an assignment”

‘By developing our own learning
outcomes the assignment became
more personal to us and helped and
encouraged us to make more of an
effort to research and read around the
subject, making it much more
interesting”

‘By looking into each aspect of the
subject, | was able to research and
develop in depth but | also felt in
control of my own learning, had a
greater  understanding and  felt
confident fto write the assignmernt,
This development in my learning was
successful as | achieved an increase
of 11 marks from the last assignment”

“Yes | would [recommend it] as it
generally enables the student to feel
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proud of thelr achievement and
ownership of the assignment they
have produced”

Of those who expressed some reservations,
these manly concerned issues such as time
constraints and the time consuming nature of
the task. Also, despite the assignment task
being completed over two weeks and being
set during the initial three weeks of the
module, it was indicated that perhaps the
assignment brief task might have been set at
an earlier stage:

‘At the time | felt stretched with other
assignments and felt that this process
was added pressure to my already
busy schedule”

‘I would recommend it to be done at
the beginning of the moadule, after first
2-3 lessons, as later on people have
much more work to do, assignments to
write, and get frustrated that they have
to do that as well”

Finally, students were asked for any
suggestions, both positive and negative, they
had for staff who might wish to use a similar
personalisation task in the future. The brief
responses reflected similar points to those
above. Negatively orientated responses
given, again, concerned the time constraints,
the time consuming nature of the task and
added pressure:

“There are not many lessons in each
modadule and unless you can get this re-
write done in one lesson, it seems to
take up precious teaching/learning
time that the student needs to grasp
the subject, module, to get working on
it early”

However, conversely, positively orientated
points highlighted a better understanding of
the subject, the opportunity to work in student
peer groups, and the flexibility.
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School: School of Creative Arts

Project title: Learner role in Quality
Assurance: Student delivery of Micro
teach session

Project summary

The School of Creative Arts personalisation
project was centred on two modules that
were incorporated within the first and second
years of a Foundation degree, from its
introduction in 2008. The first year (Project
Design and Delivery 1) and second year
(Project Design and Delivery 2) modules
respectively and required students to
research, design and deliver workshops to
their peers.

The aim was to see if, and how, the
experience would influence students. For
example, would having to prepare to deliver a
learning session and produce their own
resources give them a better appreciation,
awareness and understanding of the
background of their own Fd lectures /
sessions delivered by staff. As highlighted by
the project lead; “... because they have to
deliver their own session, whether their view
point on their own classroom experience
changes having given their own lesson”.
Having said this it was pointed out that:

“.. although the project was for
learner evaluation of the classroom we
were very clear that it wasn’t going to
be about the quality of the teaching
they were receiving, it was about the
experience of giving a lecture, so It
didn’t become a personal attack on
their tutors and tutors weren’t made to
feel it was another observation
process”.

Additional outcomes of this project were
possible higher expectations of the student
group. It was also indicated that dependent
on the outcome of the project, it might be
feasible to introduce a similar task (i.e.,
delivering a half hour workshop) into Creative
Arts courses at Level 3 with the prospect that,
again, this might raise expectations and
aspirations, thus, ‘improve learner
participation’. There was a focus on *
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whether students’ perceptions changed and,
if they did change, how you could incorporate
peer learning ... to benefit the students. Peer
learning happens elsewhere anyway, but not
in such a formal way”.

Project overview

As an integral part of the Fd, the project was
based on the work and assignments that
students had to complete as part of the
module requirements. As highlighted by one
of the course lecturers, one of the aims of this
Fd was to enable people to become arts
facilitators and as such the ‘Project Design
and Delivery’ modules focus on “... teaching
students about learning styles, how to write a
lesson plan, what an aim is, what an objective
is and the differentiation. So they learn, if you
like, the basics that a teacher would have”.
The students have access to lecturers’
workshop lesson plans and then have to
develop a workshop of their own, which was
delivered to their course peers and staff. The
lecturer to explain that the students *
design and deliver an ice breaker first of all
...They then organise everything from the
management point of view, how to lay out the
tables, make sure they've ordered all the
equipment they need ... they produce the
resources, handouts ... and they then lead
the group for two hours”. Following each
student’'s workshop delivery the lecturers
have a plenary session to discuss the
teaching experience; i.e., what went well and
what could be changed or improved.

The experience students gather from the first
year undertaking of this task was built upon in
the second year, where students were asked
to design and write a twenty hour scheme of
work. They design workshop sessions,
written out week by week, and, again, they
deliver one session (of 10 x 2 sessions) to
their peer group. The course lecturer stated
that “They are learning what it’s like to stand
up and talk to people and deliver a session.
They’re learning organisational skills but they
are also learning lots of practical art skills
from each other...”. It was also pointed out
that many of the students work in volunteer
positions and that a number of them had
been involved in external exhibitions.
Therefore, they had added experience of

The Research Centre, City College Norwich



The Research and Development Bulletin

some delivery of workshops with the public.

The module assignments had learning
outcomes that required students to: (1)
design and prepare an arts based project for
delivery to specified clients in the areas of
health / community; (2) identify the needs of
different client groups and write aims and
objects; (3) to write session plans, (4) prepare
resources and deliver the workshops and (5)
evaluate the project outcomes. Hence these
specific modules provided students with the
insight required for them to evaluate their
experience.

The lecturer highlighted that a considerable
amount of the teaching for these practical art
modules was of a personalised nature where
students were often tutored on an individual
basis

‘All the creative side of the Arts and
Wellbeing tends to be personalised
learning because one sets off, with
perhaps an overall project framework,
Arts Practices /s one [module], but
then people take it in individual
directions so somebody might be
working with sculpture, somebody with
painting, somebody with print making,
so | am working with each of them
individually”.

The interviewee also explained that a tutorial
system was employed to support students;
students booked a time and “... we talk
specifically about their work, contextual
references, what they need to do, how to
develop it...”.

Project outcomes, the staff perspective

In regard to the project’s aim of informing the
students’ view of the delivery on their own
course, the lecturer interviewed suggested
that the students had gained an awareness in
terms of the processes involved in developing
and delivering lessons. They stated:

“They [the students] recognise how
much organisation has to go into
teaching now ... it gives them a
greater appreciation of all the
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managing and all the organising that
has to go on”.

Also, it was observed that:

‘I think it's been very successful in
making them [students] much more
mature in their approach to learning as
a whole, it emphasises organisational
Skills and creativity, so it's had a role-
on impact on their organisation and
how they deal with the rest of the
course’.

It was also an opportunity to not only put their
art and organisational skills into practice but
also their communication skills and
awareness of others, which was covered in
other modules.

Interim feedback forms given to first year
students by their lecturers to comment on the
Project Design and Delivery 1 module, also
appeared to support the fact that students
gained a greater understanding of what was
involved in lesson planning. For example,
students cited:

‘How in depth you need fo be when
putting together a lesson plan”

“ also realising how  much
preparation is needed, very useful”

“How fo structure a lesson plan. | have
researched my chosen subject and
also researched my target group”

‘Interesting fo see how lessons are
planned in advance and how much
actual variation has to be taken into
account”

Having completed the first full delivery of the
two year Fd, course staff were considering
whether one Project Design and Delivery
module was sufficient, or whether they could
adapt one module to become more focused
on the students own practice as an artist and
the second on organisation skills required
when leaving the course.
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Project outcomes, the student perspective
Students on the Arts and Wellbeing
Foundation degree were asked to complete a
short, online, questionnaire to provide their
views on aspects of this project experience.
The questionnaire was sent to students in
both years of the Fd (7= 20). The survey was
completed by eleven students; seven from
year 1 and four from year 2. All the students
stated that they had delivered a workshop
session. The majority of the questions
focused on acquiring data of a qualitative
nature, to gain an insight into the views of the
student group.

Students were asked if the planning and
development of the workshop / lesson
required more work than they expected. Of
the eight respondents, six indicated they had
found that the task required more effort than
they had originally expected while two stated
‘no’. Students were also asked to summarise
what they learnt most from the experience of
having developed their own session. Nine
students responded and highlighted themes
such as the importance of: (1) preparation,
(2) time management, (3) lesson plans, (4)
differentiation and learning styles and (5)
having confidence. Student statements
highlighted these main points:

‘How fo devise and plan out a lesson
plan, including identifying how to adapt
the lesson to suit different learning
skills and possible issues with
differentiation Gaining practical
skills ... Gaining self confidence...”

“The importance of time management,
applying the session / presentation to
different learning styles (e.g. VARK)
etc... The most valuable thing | have
developed through giving
presentations and delivering micro
teaches is my communication skills
and confidence”

‘A better understanding of my own
strengths, and organizational skills. |
learnt the full extent of all that is
involved, time, planning, preparation,
delivery and evaluating”
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‘I have learnt that lesson planning is a
lot more work than you might
expect...”

The questionnaire asked if students’
experience had changed their attitude
towards lecturers or the way that students
now received lectures delivered by the course
lecturers. Of the nine respondents to this
question, the large majority (7= 7) had said it
had changed their attitudes towards lectures
they had received since their own experience.
Where students had stated ‘yes’ to the
guestion, they were asked to summarise their
attitudinal changes. All the comments were of
a positive nature and generally highlighted an
engagement in the learning process and an
appreciation of their own lecturers:

‘My attitude changed in that | gained a
new respect and empathy for them
[lecturers]. / now appreciate the work
that goes into delivering a session and
the careful observations that have to
be made in order to ensure that
everyone can cope and feel as
involved as possible in the sessions.
Also the importance of feedback.”

‘I was more engaged in observing
their [lecturers] processes of delivery
and watching the way in which my
fellow audience responded ...”

‘I developed a greater appreciation of
their [lecturers] work and input to us,
as students. | became more aware of
their teaching styles and was able to
learn from their tutoring. Things that |
felt worked and didn’t work in order to
strengthen my own styles and skills...”

‘It made me realise just how much
work the lecturers have to do to plan
each session we have...”

Following on from this question, students
were asked what had been the biggest
learning point from having conducted their
own presentation / lesson. A variety of
comments were provided here, with students
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indicating widely differing aspects, such as:

“To be extremely organised and time
conscious!”

“Confidence to speak to an audience /
deliver a session to a group.”

‘Research skills and referencing!”

‘Need fo try to talk slowly and clearly,
and to give time for learners to
respond to what you are saying /
asking to / of them.”

‘Allowing students more time to come
up with their own ideas and
suggestions.”

In response to the question had the
experience given them more confidence to
deliver workshops / presentations, of the nine
student responses, eight said ‘yes’. Thus the
majority of students had benefited and eatrlier
observations made by the students would
seem to indicate confidence as an important
factor for them in terms of workshops
delivery. Those students who ticked ‘yes’
were asked to enlarge on their responses by
providing their reasoning:

“The experience of stepping outside
my comfort zone, standing and
speaking at the front of the class has
allowed me to exercise skills that /
would not have otherwise felt
comfortable doing”

‘It was good fo see people’s reactions
and work, very satisfying. The better
the planning, the better this will be.”

‘I feel | have developed a way of
developing  presentations that Is
comfortable for me and can be used in
multiple situations.”

‘I have become more comfortable
about public speaking ... | have been
able to begin to enjoy delivering
presentations and workshops because
of the practice and application of these
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Skills in the classroom, and in work
based learning settings.”

‘I know | am capable of delivering a
workshop but | have learned what |
need fo do fo improve it in future.”

The questionnaire also asked if students
would like more opportunities to give
presentations / lessons, either within their
peer group or, possibly, to a wider audience.
Eight out of nine respondents indicated an
interest in further opportunities. Students
added further comments to support or expand
their views, while the student who stated that
they did not want additional practical delivery
opportunities, wrote:

‘But | know this is not the right answer
... practice is the thing. Straight after
the micro teach there were things that
| wanted to put right, and then another
opportunity would be welcome”

The students wanting more opportunities to
deliver presentations, generally, cited further
practice as the main reason:

‘I think more opportunities to deliver
presentations etc. to my group would
be good as the group has become
very well formed and comfortable with
each other. | think, personally,
delivering a presentation to a larger,
unknown group at this point would be
too much for me.” [Second year
student].

“Yes, because it will give us more
practice and confidence in delivery.
Would be good o share the
experience with a partner / in pairs, etc
— In order to share ideas”

‘It would be useful to have the
opportunity to deliver such things to a
wider audience, still with the support of
the tutors as delivering to your peer
group becomes a comfiortable place
and it is important to be stretched
beyond that at some point in the 2nd
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year.”[Second year student].

Interestingly one of the first year students
commented:

‘I feel it might be beneficial to micro
teach the first years next year. They
benefit from learning a new skill and
are given a taste of what they
themselves will be doing and we get
the chance to teach fo a wider group.”

Finally, students were asked if there were any
other activities / skills that they thought would
be beneficial to their experience and
understanding of workshop delivery, which
they would like to see incorporated in the
future. This elicited several suggestions:

‘Just to be given the opportunity fo
present to a wider and more diverse
audience. At the moment | have only
worked with familiar class mates. [
would be interested to find out how |
would react to the same situation but
teaching / presenting to people I didn’t
necessarily know.”

“Integrating 1st and 2nd years for the
delivery of micro teach sessions ... as
this would further exercise
communication skills, confidence and
group cohesion.”

‘I think practical lessons in the
construction of PowerPoint
presentations would be a useful
addition to our learning.”

‘.. possibly some teaching in to the
background of specific user groups”

‘Maybe fo plan another, longer
session in pairs or groups so that you
get used fo having to work along side
other people ... as you won't always
be the only facilitator in your
placement giving sessions.”
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School: School of Foundation Studies
Project title: Mentoring for Success: A
Level student mentors to Phoenix Plus
GCSE students

Project summary

It became apparent to staff that many
students leave the Phoenix Plus programme
to attend A-levels and ‘struggle with the leap’
from GCSE to A-level study. The Phoenix
Plus (P+) programme incorporated a wide
range of students from a variety of
backgrounds. The students on the P+
programme have invariably had negative
experiences of education, which included
bullying, sickness, behavioural and emotional
issues, such as depression.

The P+ programme allowed students to study
their chosen GCSEs in smaller groups; up to
20 students. However, many of the students
needed greater amounts of time and often
required one:one tutorials to help them
complete their work. There was a general
consensus that any extra support would be
beneficial. Although the P+ course has an
excellent Additional Learner Support (ALS)
system, and tutors were available a vast
majority of the time, this was not necessarily
when students were able to meet with tutors.
Thus, it was decided to implement a
mentoring programme between students from
the sixth form centre (6FC) and Foundation
studies (FS) P+ GCSE programme.

Project overview

Through discussions with students and staff
the need for extra support for individual's
progression was identified. During
discussions with colleagues on the P+ GCSE
programme the project lead found that,
although keen on the idea, those colleagues
felt there was a need for earlier
implementation. They were also unsure of
how the project would work within the
department.

Therefore, it was agreed to create a link
between 6FC and Foundation Studies to set
up a mentoring programme between 6FC and
FS that could continue beyond one academic
year. This was to improve retention rates on
the P+ GCSE programme, to provide
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additional support for learners with social,
emotional and behavioural issues and to
improve progression rates from P+ to A-level
programmes. Although these were ambitious
aims, it was felt that they were achievable
within a two year period.

Tutors were encouraged to propose the
mentoring  programme to  appropriate
students within the 6FC. Mentoring was
discussed in the 6FC tutorial sessions. It was
explained to all interested students that the
main characteristics of mentors were
empathy and open-mindedness. Several of
the mentors had been mentors at their
previous schools, or had had experiences
from school where they believed having had
a mentor themselves would have been
beneficial. P+ tutors were asked to identify
students progressing on to A-Levels who
would benefit from the mentoring programme.

From the pool of potential mentors,
individuals were asked to nominate
themselves if they wanted to be a mentor.
These individuals then attended training,
including safe guarding, confidentiality and
listening skills. The mentors attended one of
the GCSE sessions and observed the
session, ‘getting to know’ the typical needs of
students on the P+ programme.

The mentors were matched with mentees by
the strength of their subject areas. They
attended the class and made contact with the
tutor via email. Also, mentors had regular
meetings with project staff to discuss issues
and to ensure and encourage their continued
participation.

Project outcomes

Mentors attended ten sessions within P+,
although they had not yet been able to work
individually with their mentees. However, this
involvement has laid the foundations for
continuing support for the next academic
year.

During a focus group, mentors were asked for
their opinion on the project. The feedback
was positive and the mentors had some
suggestions for future practice. This feedback
will be reflected in the next year plan. For
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example, the mentors commented on the
matching process, “Going into classes to help
[allows] students to come to you ... to pick
people out to be mentored then just says to
them, you know, | must be doing something
wrong”. As a result of this comment, the next
year plan will not assign people immediately
but allow this to occur naturally.

In conjunction with the mentoring project a
‘meet and greet’ was set up between A-Level
students and P+ prospective A-Level
students. The ‘meet and greet’ took place
during an A-Level tutorial session and
included refreshments. P+ students were
encouraged to match up with someone doing
a subject they had applied for and discuss the
requirements, commitment and tutors on the
course.

The event was very successful with four of
the potential ten P+ students and nine A-
Level students attending. Through
observation and joining the discussions it was
evident that this was useful to both groups.
P+ students were asked if they enjoyed the
opportunity to discuss the A-levels and were
unanimous in their agreement that it was
“well worth it”.

The future plan for the mentoring project was
to commence the relationship earlier in the
academic year in order to provide the much
needed support at the beginning of the
course. Previous P+ students studying A-
Levels would be invited to join the
programme. Mentors would still be selected
in a similar way and with the support of the
New Deputy head of the 6FC. It would also
be important to include the enrichment team
in the planning to increase numbers involved.

Project outcomes, the staff perspective

A selection of student mentors attended a
focus group to discuss their views regarding
this peer mentoring, personalisation project.

The students were asked why they had
decided to put themselves forward to be
mentors. One student indicated that they had
been mentored while at high school, which
they found a supportive experience. So they
felt it might be helpful to others if they
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volunteered to be a mentor at college.
Another student saw it as an opportunity that,
“... came up, so why not take it ...”, as they
had time available. A third student had also
been previously mentor at school, where they
had mentored new, year seven students.
They remarked that, “I really enjoyed it so |
thought I'd carry on”.

For the two students who had had some
previous experience of mentoring, the
mentoring scheme received at the college
was generally what they had expected.
Although it was said to be “..more
professional...” at the college, where they

had undertaken mentor training.

The focus group were asked what they
thought was the goal of the peer mentoring.
One of the students felt it was, “To support
and help a lot of the people in the college”.
The student mentor identified that some
students in their class struggled because
English was not their first language:

“so if they have someone fo come and
talk to when they don’t understand
rather than sticking their hand up in
class and making a fool of themselves,
which they think they would, then it
gives them the ammunition to say they
need help”.

Another of the focus group commented on
that fact that having skills for mentoring not
only helped others but helped them
personally as well. It was suggested that it
built a link between GCSE students and the
6th form, “... so if they are going to come
here, they feel more comfortable about being
here because they are going to have
someone they can ask questions about 6™
form and all of that to, as well”.

In terms of receiving preparation and training,
the students confirmed that there was a
training session each week with training “...
on confidentiality, how to recognise peoples’
behaviour, who to go to if there was a
problem...”. It was suggested perhaps
individual sessions could be longer so overall
training would be completed earlier.

The students clarified how they were
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‘matched’ with the mentees, this experience
appeared to vary. One of the group explained
their mentees were assigned to them. In
another case, the teacher introduced the
mentor to the class and explained who they
were and that they were there to assist if
members of the class needed to contact them
for help with their work. Another mentor was
both assigned two mentees and introduced to
the class generally as being there to assist,
as with the example above.

The focus group understood that the
mentoring appeared to be mostly for
academic work, initially, but could extend to
other areas once the mentees got to know
their mentors.

The focus group were asked if they would
introduce any changes to the mentoring
scheme. One of the students suggested she
felt the best way of being introduced to the
students concerned was via the whole class,
SO0 mentees can come to the mentor if they
need help. There was some confusion
between the student mentors as to whether
individual students were ‘picked’ to be
mentored or whether they had chosen to be
mentored.

The focus group outlined what they felt they
gained for taking part in the scheme, other
than gaining mentoring skills. For example,
“Talking and listening and respecting people,
just the ability to help somebody else with
what you know, in a different way to what you
help your friends”. At the time of the focus
group, it appeared that the mentoring had
petered out to a certain extent (due to classes
being cancelled, and / or early revision for the
GCSEs). However, email contact was
available between the mentors and mentees.
The focus group participants appeared to
mainly assist within a classroom setting and
saw the mentoring as mainly academic help.
However, they did understand that there was
an intention for the mentoring to be both
academic and pastoral. It was suggested
perhaps if there had been a room set aside
for mentoring this would have offered
somewhere organised to meet outside of the
classroom environment.
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1. Introduction

Many organisations utilise training
programmes for staff development and/or the
up-skilling of the business work force.
However, despite the large costs often
associated with such training events, the
benefits are often neglected or evaluation
methods used which do little to assess the
robustness and effectiveness of a
development programme and thus the
business impact remains unknown. As such,
the main driver for this project was to review
the current tools used for evaluation and
reflect on their usefulness for measuring
impact. Following a review of theoretical
evaluation models, interviews were used to
collect data on current training evaluation
methods being used in a variety of business
settings. The data collected could then be
used to inform the development of an in-
house training evaluation which incorporates
business impact and considers return on
investment.

The expected outcomes of the project were
to include a literature review of relevant
theoretical models followed by an
investigation of the various evaluation
methods actually used by a number of
organisations. This would then allow a
comparison between both theoretical models
and evaluation methods used in practice, with
a view to implementing a ROl evaluation
model.

2. Methodology

A literature review was conducted to identify
the main theoretical models of training
evaluation used in business settings. The
literature review was conducted using
appropriate books and journals and also
papers available from internet searches
conducted for ‘bottom-line benefit’ evaluation
and ROI.
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Taking into account the project timescale the
intention was also to conduct a small number
of interviews to gain an insight into the
systems currently used in the workplace.
Semi-structured face-to face interviews were
conducted to collect data on training
evaluation methods being used in practice by
organisations. The selection of participating
organisations did not draw on scientific
sampling methods, but rather, organisations
where personal contact permitted.

Ethical guidelines were adhered to in carrying
out this project and participants were advised
of data protection issues surrounding the
anonymity and confidentiality of the
information provided in the report.

In terms of the parameters of this project,
unless otherwise specified, ‘evaluation’ refers
to the evaluation of ‘in-house’ staff training
and development i.e. that which does not
lead to recognised qualifications. The terms
‘bottom line benefits’ and ‘ROI’ are used
interchangeably.

3. A current perspective

Literature appears to suggest that little t