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1.5 It seems that candidates who fail
are given feedback, but to ensure this
is taken on board by the candidate,
they should have to write a reflective
comment on how they intend to
address their deficits before they are
allowed to resit the examination. | also
believe that requesting an additional
attempt at an examination should not
be classed as an appeal. An appeal
should be a challenge against the
conduct of the examination. Currently
most individuals are allowed a third
attempt, which is fine for this type of
professional qualification provided the
candidate shows improvement at each







small group and the result of the
‘appeal’ relayed to the External
Examiner. The risk of bringing an
appeal to the full Board might allow
bias to dictate the outcome because
the 'appeal’ was being addressed



2.1 1 am not involved with assessment
at other institutions, but there is
evidence of students choosing RVC
modules to complement those from



examination year.

The hearing of appeals by a
subcommittee appears appropriate
for this type of award where
candidates need prompt feedback in
order to progress quickly through the
modules. It would be helpful if the
external examiners are made aware of
the results of the appeals as
conducted.

With most candidates including either
general time pressures from work and
other studies or lack of initial insight
into the quality of work needed in
their appeal, a review of the
permissible grounds for and process
for considering requests for a third
attempt would be useful.

Information given to candidates
regarding appeals should be clarified
to ensure fairness, and the quality and
quantity of feedback to candidates
following failure in the examination
could be reviewed to facilitate
improvement in performance

4.2 The revised grading scheme for
the CertAVP improves the assessment
for this award. The grading scheme is
very clear.

The changes to the Assessment and
Award Regulations for 2014-15 are
significant and consideration should
be given to clarifying the position for




current candidates enrolled under the
previous regulations that may feel
disadvantaged if they fail a module
with borderline marks that they would
have passed under the new
Regulations.

assessed to a different requirement. Students under the
old regs can see the new regs on Learn and so are aware
that there is a lower “pass” mark applied to individual
pieces of work in the new system. However, there have
also been changes to the grading descriptors for case
reports so it is unlikely that the standard required to
achieve an overall module pass will substantially change.
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The Programme

Please comment, as appropriate, on the following aspects of the programme:
1.1 Course content

The course content is clearly defined.



Student performance

Please comment, as appropriate, on:

2.1 Students' performance in relation to those at a similar stage on comparable courses in other
institutions, where this is known to you



Assessment Procedures

Please comment, as appropriate, on:
3.1 Assessment methods (relevance to learning objectives and curriculum)

The assessment is fair, but the introduction of the new Common Grading Scheme for clinical cases is
causing difficulty. Concerns were raised that in some instances candidates that passed this year would
have had to re-submit their work under the old regulations. The criteria need to be adjusted if 40% is
considered a pass so that poor practice is more appropriately penalised. There should be more
descriptors below the pass mark to ensure that, as this is a professional exam, poor clinical practice is not
incorrectly rewarded with a pass.

Response from college YES
requested:

COURSE DIRECTOR: Dr Jill Maddison
Course Director Response:

We agree that this issue is of real concern for the CertAVP where the feedback provided to candidates is a
very important part of the learning experience. There are two options - to have the Masters Assessment
and Award regulations modified so that the mark threshold to contribute to the weighted module mark is
higher (e.g. above 45%) or if this is not possible, to amend the marking descriptors so that there is an
additional grade between 35% and 38% to improve the grading options in this mark range and the
descriptors are appropriate for a professional exam.

Action Required:

Discussion with appropriate RVC committees to progress this
Action Deadline:

31-Jul-2016

Action assigned to:

Jill Maddison

3.2 Extent to which assessment procedures are rigorous

The assessment is rigorous, but the descriptors under the new Common grading Scheme are incorrectly
scaled for a professional exam. See above.



3.3 Consistency of the level of assessment with the Framework for Higher Education
Qualifications (FHEQ)

There is good consistency of assessment between the modules.

Response from college
requested:



Assessment Process

Please comment, as appropriate, on:
3.1 Assessment methods (relevance to learning objectives and curriculum)

The assessment is fair, but the introduction of the new Common Grading Scheme for clinical cases is
causing difficulty. Concerns were raised that in some instances candidates that passed this year would
have had to re-submit their work under the old regulations. The criteria need to be adjusted if 40% is
considered a pass so that poor practice is more appropriately penalised. There should be more
descriptors below the pass mark to ensure that, as this is a professional exam, poor clinical practice is not
incorrectly rewarded with a pass.

Response from college YES
requested:



General Statements

4.1 Comments | have made in previous years have been addressed to my satisfaction

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:



4.6 Candidates were considered impartially and fairly

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

Response from college NO
requested:

4.7 The standards set for



4.11 Appropriate procedures and processes have been followed

Yes

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:

Response from college NO
requested:

4.12 The processes for assessment and the determination of awards are sound

No

Additional comments, particularly if your answer was no:
The new Common Grading Scheme has introduced anomalies which need to be addressed.

Response from college YES
requested:

COURSE DIRECTOR: Dr Jill Maddison

Course Director Response:

As previously discussed. The seriousness of the issue is noted and agreed with.
Action Required:

As discussed previously

Action Deadline:

31-Jul-2016

Action assigned to:

Jill Maddison



Completion

If you have identified any areas of good practice, please comment more fully here. We may use
information provided in our annual external examining report:

Do you have any suggestions for improvements based on experience at other institutes? We may
use information provided in our annual external examining report:
No. The Modules are well managed and provide a good training platform.

Response from college NO
requested:






