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Introduction
SQA has been carrying out an annual standards monitoring programme since 1998. This plays a very important role in ensuring that we continue to offer qualifications of a consistently high standard. The purpose of this programme is to monitor and maintain standards over a longer period of time, including changes in arrangements and specifications. It complements the procedures which ensure year-to-year comparability of grade boundaries in external exams. 

We greatly appreciate the role played by colleges and training providers in providing us with HN/SVQ evidence, and gratefully acknowledge the thorough work of all panel members who participated in the monitoring and analysed large amounts of documents and evidence. 

This report brings together the main conclusions of the comparisons over time conducted in 2012. 

About the monitoring programme
The Monitoring Standards programme aims to establish whether our qualifications have been comparable over time. For SQA, this means that: a Course has remained equally demanding over time, even when reviewed or replaced by an equivalent Course; candidates in one year have been set tasks that are as demanding as in another year; and similar evidence has received the same judgement.

We monitor qualifications by comparing a sample of National, Higher National and Scottish Vocational Qualifications from the current year with their equivalents from previous years. The sample is based on a programme designed to cover various levels and areas in the main qualification types of National Qualifications, Higher National Certificates and Diplomas, and Scottish Vocational Qualifications (see Appendix 1).
National Qualifications 

The material we use is available centrally in SQA. Where possible, the results for internally-assessed components are provided. The material consists of: 

· Course Arrangements documents (which describe the skills, knowledge and understanding, grade related criteria, and specify the assessment) 

· SQA external examination papers and marking guidelines

· grade boundaries and  grade distributions

· candidates’ scripts for each of these categories: 

· closest to the minimum mark for a Grade A (band 2 )

· closest to the minimum mark for a Grade C (band 6 )

Higher National Qualifications and Scottish Vocational Qualifications 

Centres with candidates who have recently achieved one of the mandatory Units in the sample of qualifications are asked to submit assessment material, marking guidelines, instructions to candidates, internal verification forms and the work of two candidates whose evidence exemplifies the standard for the qualification. The panel is then provided with the:

· specifications (which describe the standard) 

· internal assessment instructions, instruments and marking guidelines

· candidates’ scripts 

Monitoring panels 

Panels monitoring standards in National Qualifications are composed of a Principal Assessor (PA) and two senior markers (all usually practising teachers). For Higher National and Scottish Vocational Qualifications, panels are composed of the Senior Verifier and two other verifiers (all usually practising subject experts). 
How monitoring is carried out 
Instructions for the panels, materials, and a questionnaire are made available in confidential web meeting rooms, one for each panel. The panel answers a series of questions about the following aspects:

· Educational Context

· Course Arrangements / Specification

· Assessment

· Marking and grading

· Overall judgement

They start by giving a description of major differences in the educational context of the years they compared, which might help to explain possible changes in attainment. Then they compare the demands set by Course Arrangements or Specifications, as well as the demands set by Assessment Specifications. They analyse the demands set by the assessment instruments. For National Qualifications these were the Question Papers. HN and SVQ assessment instruments are centre-devised, so for these types of qualifications there were various internal assessments of the same Units within each year. They also compare the rigour with which candidates’ responses had been judged by comparing the two sets of Marking Instructions and the quality of scripts with the same grade. Panels reported their findings in a form, asking them to indicate whether the aspects mentioned were more, no more, or less demanding in 2011.

The 2011–12 programme

This report covers the following comparisons:

National Qualifications

	English Intermediate 2 
	2011 and 2006

	English Higher
	2011 and 2005

	English Advanced Higher
	2011 and 2004

	Mathematics Intermediate 2
	2011 and 2002

	Mathematics Higher
	2011 and 2004


Higher National Diplomas 

	HND Electrical Engineering G7TC 16

	2011
	2002

	(DN47 34) Three Phase Systems
	(D4LK04 ) Three Phase Systems

	(DG54 34) Single Phase AC Circuits
	(D4L904 ) Single Phase AC Networks 

	

	HND Beauty Therapy – G7WY 16

	2011
	2002

	(DN6Y 34) Management and Practices of Facial Therapies
	(D4E204) Body Treatments  Electrical 1

	(DN80 33) Face and Body Electrotherapy
	(D4E304) Body Treatments  Electrical 2

	(DN6H 34) Electrical Epilation
	(D4E104) Facial Treatments  Electrical

	(DN6X 34) Management and Practices of Body Therapies
	(D4EE04) Electrical Epilation

	

	HND Admin and Information Technology – G9M8 16

	2011
	2005

	(F7J9 34) Office Technologies
	(DE1R 34) Office Technologies


Scottish Vocational Qualifications
	SVQ Business Administration Level 2

	GA3V 22

2011

	G3JK

2000

	
	G7Y3 22 

2011

	(FD8W 04) Agree how to manage own performance in Business Environment 
	(DP7D 04) Carry out your responsibilities at Work

	(FD8X 04) Undertake work in a Business Environment
	(DP7A 04) Work within your Business Environment 

	(F93W 04) Prepare to communicate in a Business Environment
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Findings: National Qualifications

Intermediate 2 English 

Overall judgement

Standards have remained constant over the two years. The increase in the pass rate, from 73% in 2006 to 82% in 2011, is likely to be due to candidates and centres becoming more familiar with types of questions, marking, and exam techniques thanks to the wide availability of SQA documents and guidance.
Educational context
The number of learners taking an Intermediate 2 English Course has increased from 18,084 in 2006 to 23,210 in 2011. Learners mostly take this Course in S5, which suggests that they have completed Standard Grade or Intermediate 1. 

Professional Development Workshops held in 2007, 2008, and 2010, were all well attended, and concentrated on key strengths and weaknesses in candidate performance that had been identified by markers and examiners. In addition, External Assessment reports (PA reports) have been published on the website each year, again concentrating on key strengths/weaknesses/development needs. 
Since 2006 the SQA website has become more accessible to teachers, pupils and parents. This has meant that freely available past papers and Marking Instructions have been much more in the public domain. This has perhaps helped to clarify key exam techniques in the minds of candidates. Guided Marking Instructions for the Close Reading and Critical Essay papers have also been published, sometimes with SQA endorsement. 
Centres are clearly becoming familiar with the types of questions set in the Critical Essay paper, and are selecting texts accordingly. As seen in the selected scripts, and from impressions gained at SQA procedures, it would seem that centres are increasingly able to prepare candidates at Intermediate 2 to write two equally extended Critical Essays. This was not true in the early days of the qualification (pre 2006) when the second essay was often inferior to the first essay. 

Course Arrangements/Specification
The only difference between 2006 and 2011 in terms of Course Arrangements and Assessment Specification is the introduction of the Writing Folio in which two pieces of writing completed during Course time are submitted to SQA for external assessment. A different range of skills has been brought to the Course Assessment, but these skills were previously tested in Unit Assessment and candidates have had to work hard on the completion of a Folio. The introduction of the Folio has not changed the level of demand of the assessment.

Assessment
In the setting of the Close Reading paper for 2011 the setters followed the same principles as in 2006. In the Prose Section of the Critical Essay paper there was a slight change in the wording of one of the typical questions. Up to and including 2006, the question allowed only the selection of a non-fiction text. Candidates did not discriminate between fiction and non-fiction texts. The 2011 question was more open, allowing for an answer on either type of text. This has not led to a change in demand (the questions have the same level of difficulty), but has removed a possible barrier of accessibility.

Marking and grading

The distribution of marks over parts of the exam has changed from 50% each for Close Reading and Critical Essay in 2006, to 40% each and 20% for the newly added Writing Folio in 2011. The boundary for a Grade C was 47% in 2006 and 49% in 2011. In Close Reading (where there is a new set of Marking Instructions every year) the approaches to setting and to marking remain the same; for example, in Analysis questions over the two years there was one mark available for the identification of a technique, and one mark available for a satisfactory analytical comment. 
The Marking Instructions for the Critical Essay are exactly the same for 2006 and 2011. The new element, the Writing Folio, has resulted in a new marking approach (pegged marking). On examination of the scripts available the Writing pieces have been marked with the same rigour as the Critical Essays, and the pegged marking approach has not made a difference to the level of demand across the elements. 
On examining the marking of the candidates’ scripts, it is clear that approaches and standards have remained constant over the two identified years. The scripts had a broad similarity. 

Higher English

Overall judgement

Despite a number of changes between 2005 and 2011, the overall demand of the assessment did not alter in any significant way.

The percentage of candidates who achieved Grade A and B passes compared to Grade C passes has increased from 2005 to 2011 (see Appendix 6.2). The pass rate has also gone up from 68% to 73%. 
The increase in the overall pass rate up to 2010 is best explained by teachers’ and lecturers’ greater familiarity with the major changes introduced in 2003 and by the availability of more advice on standards from SQA. The further increase in the pass rate from 2010 to 2011 may have been caused by the (re-) introduction of a Folio, which allowed candidates to benefit in the Course Assessment from skills previously required only for internal assessment. The re-structuring of the Critical Essay marking Categories in 2008 may have contributed to the increase in the percentage of candidates who achieved Grade A passes.

Educational context
More candidates are coming to Higher from Intermediate 2 rather than Standard Grade. It is conceivable that such candidates are ‘better prepared’ for Higher because of the similar structures of the assessments, but this is debatable and any difference is likely to be very slight.

Teachers’ and lecturers’ knowledge of SQA standards should have been increased by the introduction (in 2003) of annual (very well attended) Professional Development Workshops, by the provision of fresh material on the Understanding Standards website, by the official publication of much more detailed Marking Instructions, and by other clarifications provided in the Arrangements and in the ‘Guidance for Candidates’ section on the SQA Higher English web pages.

Course Arrangements/Specification

Other changes to the Arrangements apart from the introduction of the Folio of Writing in the Course Assessment were mostly to clarify the features of the genres of writing, etc.

Assessment
The Folio of Writing was introduced for the 2011 examination and formed 20% of the Course Assessment; Close Reading (40%) and Critical Essay (40%) made up the other 80%. On the surface, this may appear to be a fundamental change to the structure of the examination, but the assessment of writing has always been part of the Course Arrangements — Outcome 2 of the Language Study internal assessment requires candidates to ‘compose a piece of writing in a particular genre’. The requirement for candidates to produce two pieces of writing in different genres has been balanced by the removal of the Personal Study Unit, thus ensuring no change in the overall level of demand. 

Close Reading: the subject matter in both papers was accessible, and there was no significant difference in the level of demand. The balance between both papers in 2005 and 2011, and between their marks, was the same. More marks were awarded for Understanding in 2005 (21 marks in 2005 compared with 16 in 2011). However, the sharper focus of the 2011 comparison question seems to have ensured a balance, and there is no difference in overall level of demand. 

The changes to the appearance of the text and questions (2011 — bigger font, no columns in text, separate questions and text) perhaps reduced the physical demands of reading the paper, but these changes have no impact on the nature of the task/skills/level of demand. In response to concerns about candidates’ poor performance in the Question on Both Passages, an extra fifteen minutes was allocated to the time allowed (from 2009). As the form of this question has not been altered, the overall level of demand remains unchanged.

Critical Essay: two minor alterations to the layout of the paper were made from 2007. The font size was increased, and the advice on techniques was moved to the start of each Section of the paper. The level of demand was unchanged. 

Marking and grading

There was a re-structuring of the marking Categories for Critical Essay in 2008. This was designed to stimulate the use of upper and lower marks in each category and reward above average Critical Essays more fairly. The overall demand however, was kept at the same level.

The 2011 scripts, although in the same ranges as those from 2005, had a different profile. Because of the way the 2011 scripts had been selected, their folio marks were above average, while marks for other parts of the exam were the lowest possible in their grade. For 2005, marks for all parts of the exam were in the same range. Because of these differences in profile, the panel decided not to compare the scripts.
Advanced Higher English

Overall judgement

The panel reported that on the whole, the demands for a pass in the 2011 Advanced Higher English qualification were at the same level as in 2004. The changes to the arrangements in 2010, with a rationalisation of options in the language and literature Question Papers after that date, were not thought to have lowered the demand. The far greater length of texts in 2011 may have increased the difficulty, but this will have been compensated for by lower boundary marks for Grades A and B since 2010. 
The proportion of learners receiving a Pass has risen from 79% to 85%, but this difference is likely to be fluctuation rather than indicate a trend. A similar percentage has been reached on occasion in the intervening years, even with more demanding grade boundaries. 

The review looked at the performance of candidates as a whole, and not at performance in individual components, therefore detailed comments on changes in performance in the Specialist Study compared to performance in the Literary Study Paper have not been provided. 

Educational context
The number of candidates increased slightly in 2011. 

Changes in 2010 at Higher level had reduced the significance of Personal Study and of extended writing on a particular topic. Therefore the students taking Advanced Higher in 2011 were not used to preparing a longer critical analysis, and this may have had an impact on Dissertation results. 

Course Arrangements/Specification

The Course Arrangements and Assessment Specification, where different, were felt to be no more or less demanding than in 2004. Changes to the Assessment Specification included a change in the number of options, as Scottish Literature and Scottish Language were combined in Literature and Language Studies and there was no Oral Communication option. This was not felt to have had any impact on the challenge for candidates as they still had to reach the same standard of attainment. 

Another change was that the Literary Study Section now specifies particular poems. 

Assessment

On the whole the 2011 assessment was no more or less demanding than that in 2004. 

Literary Study

The change in the specification of poetry has raised issues for candidates. The need to have a specific, fluent knowledge of three named poems may disadvantage the average candidate who could make a more general response in Drama and Prose. However candidates do have the option of answering on other genres than Poetry. 

Textual Analysis

The length of all the texts in the 2011 paper was greater:

	
	2004
	2011

	Prose
	2 pages
	4 pages

	Non-fiction prose
	3 pages
	5 pages

	Poetry
	28 lines
	83 lines

	Drama
	5 pages
	10 pages


Candidates had the same time allocation of 1.5 hours. However, the change in grade boundaries does seem to have taken the greater time demand of reading the question into account. 

Creative Writing

The level of demand of the 2011 assessment seemed to be the same as in 2004, although candidates had to produce only two pieces of creative writing, while previously they had to produce four, two of which were selected for external assessment. 

Language Study and Reading the Media

Scripts for neither of these papers were provided as part of the review, therefore comments cannot be made on them. This is a reflection of the generally low uptake of these optional elements at Advanced Higher, with more candidates preferring either Textual Analysis or Creative Writing.

Marking and grading

There were no significant differences in the quality of the scripts from the two years. All met the criteria for the grade they had been awarded. Generally, the responses, Folios and Specialist Studies at Grade C were relevant, thoughtful and secure, as specified in the performance criteria given in the Arrangement Documents. Similarly, the responses, Folios and Specialist Studies at Grade A provided evidence of appropriate levels of excellence. There was some concern, particularly for evidence at the lower end of the Grade A band, that it was perhaps not quite as good in 2011 as that from 2004. In other words, some evidence which received a low Grade A in 2011 might have received a Grade B in 2004. However, evidence was available for only a small number of candidates, and this impression was not consistent enough to confirm or reject it.
 
Intermediate 2 Mathematics

Overall judgement

The Question Papers from 2002 and 2011 were of a very similar standard. Although the 2002 assessment had two more marks assigned to questions related to Grade ‘A’ criteria, this has been compensated for by more severe marking instructions for two ‘comparison of statistics’ questions in 2011. The lower Grade ‘A’ boundary in 2011 (which has been applied since 2007) was considered to have made it slightly easier for candidates to gain a Grade ‘A’ in that year compared to 2002, when the assessment was of comparable demand. 

Educational context
The number of candidates rose significantly, from 12,527 in 2002 to 22,409 in 2011, as centres gradually decided to allow S4 candidates (and even some S3 candidates) to be presented for Intermediate 2 Mathematics. The S4 candidates in 2011 tended to be from higher ability ranges than the S5 population sitting the same examinations. Because of the participation of this group of abler candidates one would expect the pass rate in 2011 to be much higher than in 2002, and one would expect the percentage of candidates who achieved Grade ‘A’ passes in 2011 to be higher than it was in 2002. This was indeed the case, as shown in the Appendix. 

Other factors which may contribute to the increase in passes include familiarity with the exam, the production of books of past papers and student guides, and Professional Development Workshops for teachers aimed at improving attainment in Intermediate 2 Mathematics. These workshops, delivered by members of the Intermediate 2 team, did not start until after 2002.

Course Arrangements/Specification 

The same edition of the Arrangements Documents for Intermediate 2 Mathematics was in use for both the 2002 and 2011 examinations. 

Assessment

The total marks of the papers changed between 2002 and 2011. Paper 1 changed from 27 to 30 and Paper 2 from 54 to 50, making the complete total change from 81 to 80. It meant there were three more marks on non-calculator work and four less on calculator work, but this could not be said to have made the exam more or less demanding. 

The assessment for both years:

· tested every Outcome

· had no duplication of a topic (i.e. no topic was tested twice)

· had marks spread evenly across each of the 3 Units 

· had a similar percentage of non-routine marks  (2002 –  36%, 2011 – 40% )

· had a similar percentage of A/B marks (2002 – 38%, 2011 – 36%)

· contained questions which use real-life contexts, mainly on the same topics

Some questions which were grouped together with others in 2002 were presented separately in 2011. However these differences do not seem to make one paper easier or more difficult than the other.

Because 2011 had marginally less A/B material it could be said that it was slightly less demanding, although the extra non-routine material in 2011 would go some way to address this.
Marking and grading

Where questions assessed the same content and had the same marks, it seems that 2011 had more precise instructions to the markers, usually in the form of notes or specimen responses. This would make marking more consistent; though it would not necessarily make it any easier or more difficult for candidates to score well. However, different instructions in two questions meant that 2011 candidates were not awarded the mark that 2002 candidates would have been given for a particular answer.

Comparing responses in both years to similar questions related to Grade A criteria, and again to similar questions related to Grade C criteria, we conclude that any differences in marks achieved seem to stem from the responses, not from differences in questions or marking.

The grade boundaries for each year were the same apart from the Grade ‘A’ boundary, which was 72% in 2002 and 70% in 2011. Given that the assessment and marking were of the same level of demand as in 2002, the lower Grade A boundary seems to have made it slightly easier to achieve an ‘A’ in 2011. 

Higher Mathematics

Overall judgement

Overall the 2011 candidates who achieved a Grade C had a similar experience to the 2004 candidates with regards to the level of demand of the papers.
Overall, for candidates at level C the 2011 papers were as demanding as the 2004 with regards to the:
· Level of difficulty of the papers.

· Skills that were required to be demonstrated for a C pass.

· Layout of working and communication of answers.

However, the quality of Grade ‘A’ band 2 scripts seems to be slightly lower in 2011 than in 2004.

Educational context

The population of candidates has remained stable. Preparation for the exam will have changed as a result of the introduction of multiple-choice questions in the Course Assessment. This was accompanied by the publication of two specimen assessments and objective assessment materials for use in preparation.

Course Arrangements/Specification 

New Course Arrangements were applied from 2008. The only change was in the Assessment Specification, with the addition of multiple-choice items to the assessment. The level of demand remained the same. 

Assessment

The Assessment Specifications were of the same level of demand as before.

In 2004, there were two papers. Paper 1 was allocated a time of 1 hour 10 minutes, and consisted only of written response questions. Calculators were not allowed in this paper. The paper was worth 60 marks. Paper 2 was allocated a time of 1 hour 30 minutes, and again consisted solely of written response questions. Calculators were allowed in this paper. The paper was worth a total of 70 marks.

In 2011, there were still two papers. Paper 1 was allocated a time of 1 hour 30 minutes and consisted of two sections, section A with 20 objective test questions worth 40 marks in total, and section B with written response questions worth a total of 30 marks. Overall the paper was worth 70 marks. Calculators were not allowed in this paper. Paper 2 was allocated a time of 1 hour 10 minutes and consisted solely of written response questions. Calculators were allowed in this paper. The paper was worth a total of 60 marks.

The overall number of marks has not changed, but in 2004 approximately one third of all questions came from each of the three Units at Higher. In 2011, 25% of questions came from each of the three Units at Higher, and the remaining 25% was taken from anywhere within the Course. This gave a better distribution of questions within the paper.

Objective questions replaced part of the non-calculator paper, and this change did allow examiners to assess more of the content than they had previously been able to do. The total timing for the assessment did not change, and the percentage of questions related to Grade C criteria (65%) and those related to Grade A/Grade B criteria (35%) also remained the same. 

Prior to 2008, the aim was to have a third of all the marks available allocated to questions in which candidates have to decide what the correct pathway through the question is. The problem was that candidates found that this made the whole paper difficult. It was decided that the split of marks for Grade A/Grade B scripts against Grade C scripts could be maintained with only 25% of all marks for this type of question.  

Marking and grading

The structure and nature of the Marking Instructions have developed over the years, and significantly so in 2010 and 2011. The main aim of these changes was to give better guidance to markers and make them more user-friendly to schools and candidates. The purpose of the changes was not to make marking any different between 2004 and 2011.

In both the 2004 and 2011 examinations, candidates who achieved a Grade C had to demonstrate the same skills and abilities to obtain their Grade C pass. Although the percentage of candidates who passed increased slightly in 2011, this was probably due to the increase the amount of in information given to centres, and possibly as a result of CPD courses run by SQA over the past two years. There were no significant differences in the ability of candidates who achieved a Grade C over these two examinations.

The scripts of candidates who achieved a Grade ‘A’ in 2011 all had full marks for the multiple-choice test. In the other parts they seemed of a poorer quality than the 2004 scripts.
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Findings: Higher National Diplomas
Electrical Engineering

Overall judgement

Two mandatory Units from the Higher National Diploma in Electrical Engineering were monitored in 2002, and have now been included in the comparison with 2011. Their overall level of demand has remained the same although there are major changes between the old and new Units. 

In 2005 new design rules introduced more demanding assessment conditions by holistically assessing an unpredictable sample at the end of the Course — with usually no more than one resit, but requiring 60% instead of 100% correct answers. Previously, assessment took place immediately after each part of the Unit was completed and there was more opportunity for resits. However, changes in the content of the Single Phase AC Circuits Unit, and the removal of a practical laboratory exercise from the assessment of Three Phase Systems Unit, compensated for this. 

Educational context

Perhaps the biggest change between 2002 and 2011 is in the design of HN Units. In 2002 HN Units were designed under a system in which candidates had to satisfy all Outcomes and Performance Criteria. In effect, a 100% pass mark applied to such Units. College staff were very conscious that their candidates had to satisfy every Performance Criterion and, as a consequence, tended to assess Performance Criteria individually. Such an approach often placed a heavy burden of assessment on both candidates and centre staff. 
Both new Units were written under the new SQA HN Design Principles. These sought to integrate assessment, without reducing assessment standards, with a view to reducing the time for assessment in the Unit compared with the old Units, thus providing more time for teaching and learning to take place. In addition, more support materials were available on-line and via VLEs in centres to support learners

Since 2002, Higher Education has attracted more and more students away from the traditional base, and that has changed the candidate base for vocational education at the HND/HNC level. In general, the student body was more complex in 2011. Some centres have seen an increase in overseas students whose first language is not English. The number of candidates working part–time has increased, as has the number of hours worked per week. The panel reported that in 2011 fewer candidates possessed Higher Maths and Physics than in 2002.

Single Phase AC Networks/Circuits

Specification

The technical standards of the 2011 Single Phase AC Circuits Unit are less demanding than those of the 2002 Unit. The 2002 Unit focused exclusively on single phase AC problems, covering areas such as the application of complex numbers to the solution of single phase circuit problems, measurement in AC circuits, and series and parallel resonance. The 2011 Single Phase AC Circuits Unit was designed partly to provide candidates, at the start of their HNC/HND, with an opportunity to revise basic electrical concepts as applied to the solution of problems involving DC circuits, and partly to introduce candidates to the solution of single phase AC circuit problems using complex notation. One part of the content has been moved to another Unit.

Assessment

On balance, the overall level of demand of assessment in the reduced Unit is unchanged. On the one hand, less assessment was carried out in 2011 compared to 2002: competence in knowledge/skills was sampled at one assessment event and the minimum mark was 60% instead of 100%. On the other hand, however, this end test/examination offered fewer re-assessment opportunities and demanded that candidates develop better exam techniques. Also, in 2011 candidates were unable to predict the questions and knowledge/skills that would be assessed, while in 2002 assessment and reassessment questions closely followed chunks of teaching and could be predicted. 

In 2011, most assessment closely resembled SQA exemplars. In 2002 the assessment conditions, such as time available and use of resources, varied and so did the application of ‘Merit’ statements.

The 2011 assessments do not include practical work. This is assumed to have remained part of teaching and learning activities.

Quality and judgement of evidence
The quality (accuracy and neatness) of evidence was lower in 2011. This is likely to be the result of different assessment conditions compared to 2002. In 2002, both assessment and re-assessment questions could be predicted by students, so student responses could be a little more elaborate with, in general, better quality sketches, and diagrams etc. A pass mark of 60% was applied to 2011 materials, whereas a 100% pass mark was applied to those from 2002.  

Three Phase Systems

Specification

The Unit Specification Standards in 2011 are on the whole of the same level of demand as before.

The technical content of the Three Phase Systems (2002) and Three Phase Systems (2011) Units is virtually identical. The 2011 Unit Specification content is somewhat reduced in that it does not include skills/knowledge in practical techniques. It does however, recommend that practical work be carried out during delivery to support teaching and learning. 

Assessment

The 2011 assessment was of the same level of demand as that from 2002. The same changes in approach and conditions applied as reported above for Single AC Networks/Circuits.

Quality and judgement of evidence
The quality (accuracy and neatness) of evidence was lower in 2011 only because the assessment conditions were different from in 2002 as reported above for Single AC Networks/Circuits.

Beauty Therapy 

Overall judgement

The 2002 Units caused concern because of the heavy burden of assessment. Due to the reorganisation of Units, individual new Units cover a smaller amount of knowledge and skills, assessed through open-book instruments and practice instead of through closed-book knowledge tests. This knowledge is assumed to have been acquired previously or in other Units. 
The greater use of Case Studies across the new Units is seen as demanding better and higher skills. Reducing the assessment burden to make optimal use of delivery time, and having fewer barriers to achieving a Unit for all learners, characterise the 2011 Units in contrast to those from 2002. 
The assessment of Body Therapies (DN6X 34) was considered to be more demanding than the corresponding parts of the 2002 Units, while the assessment of the new of Face & Body Electrotherapy (DN80 33) and Management & Practices of Facial Therapies (DN6Y 34) were considered less demanding, and assessment of Electrical Epilation (DN6H 34) was considered to be at the same level of demand.

Educational context

In general there are various changes in teaching practice between 2002 and 2011. Much more emphasis is now given to planning lessons to provide opportunities for engaging learners in shaping learning and teaching class activities; using college resources (including ICT); developing learners confidence, responsibility and independence; and participation in additional/external activities to enhance their skills and employability. Evaluation of learning and teaching is also a vital part of today’s teaching practice, for learners through self evaluation, peer evaluation and for lecturers through feedback from learners on learning and teaching approaches.

Due to reductions in delivery time, theory and knowledge is either assumed to have been acquired previously, or is acquired through home study, while contact time mostly focuses on practical skills. Time is also found through integration of Units. There is less time for guidance and support, but better tracking of attendance and progress.

The workplace in 2011 makes more use of technology and is more regulated.

One main requirement for colleges is to provide programmes to ease and facilitate access to learning. The size of student groups has increased, and there is also a greater variety of learner within the groups. Some students come to the HN programme well equipped with prior knowledge through the NC route; and some have a high practical ability, but need to develop academically compared to direct entrants with no prior practical knowledge but good academic experience. Another group are adult returners with good social skills but limited study skills and IT ability. 

Most current candidates cope well with the increased autonomy, though others require a lot of support, for instance there a larger number of candidates with domestic, financial or health issues and the accompanying lack of attendance. These issues can be a barrier for some students if not monitored. More students have employment of some kind. There is a student charter, so students are better informed of their rights and have higher expectations. This also sets out their responsibilities. Citizenship is embedded in Units to help candidates develop social skills and collaborative learning.

Specification

Units from the 2002 Beauty Therapy framework were completely revised, reorganised, and integrated (see Figure 1). Parts of the two Body Electrical Units were included or assumed known for both the 2011 Body Therapies Unit and the 2011 Face & Body Electrotherapy Unit. The latter also includes one part of the 2002 Facial Electrical Units, while another part of this corresponds with the 2011 Management & Practices of Facial Therapies. Only the Electrical Epilation Units are directly comparable.

Figure 1: Correspondences between 2011 and 2002 Beauty Therapy Units.


Body Therapies  

Specification

The 2011 Specifications are more demanding. The 2011 Unit’s purpose is to consolidate the candidates’ body diagnostic and application skills. The assessment is therefore much more focused towards detailed Case Studies and observation, and demands a higher level of consultation, planning, monitoring and evaluation. The 2011 Unit Specification is geared at the level of a Pass with Merit in the two Body Electrical Units in 2002.

Assessment

Assessment in 2011 is more demanding than in 2002 as it is based on case studies and observation, while 2002 involved closed-book assessments. Knowledge and skills required for 2011 are more detailed and advanced, and practical skills have increased from 2002.

Quality and judgement of evidence
The quality of the 2011 evidence is higher and it is less leniently judged. The collation of case studies involves in-depth detailed consultations, on the basis of which the learner devises a complex treatment plan to meet the individual needs of the client. Closed-book assessments may in the past have been considered to be more taxing and beneficial to learners, but these are now considered to run the risk of encouraging learning for assessment, instead of encouraging the retention of knowledge. The design of the 2011 assessments requires the learner to be independent in their learning and draw on their past knowledge and skills, which is essential to conduct a successful case study.

Management & Practices of Facial Therapies 

Specification

Comparing the two Units in isolation makes the 2011 Unit Specification seem less demanding, as it requires three instead of eight treatments, and covers less knowledge. However, the candidates are required to have achieved this knowledge previously or in other 2011 Units, so the level of demand of the qualification, across the Units, has remained the same.

Assessment

The 2011 Unit is assessed through practical application and observation, supported with Case Studies and related documentation. In 2002, the written assessments in most centres were closed book and therefore vital information had to be retained by the learners.

The 2011 Unit assessment is not specific for a particular client, treatment, or equipment. This type of case studies may allow assessment of progression in practical skills, treatment planning, and analysis, but they do not guarantee coverage of a good range of equipment. 

In 2002 assessments were part of a formative series of assessment over time, providing written feedback from the tutors at every stage and collectively again at the end of the Unit. In the few pieces of 2011 evidence, however, there is less evidence of written guidance by tutors, and no evidence of feedback on the case studies apart from their being marked satisfactory.   

Quality and judgement of evidence
The quality of evidence and feedback is lower in 2011, and the judgements were more lenient. 

Face & Body Electrotherapy 

Specification

The Face & Body Electrotherapy Unit replaced Facial Electrical and Body Electrical 1 and 2. Obviously, this one Unit covers less electrical equipment, fewer knowledge areas, and has fewer practical assessment observations.

Assessment

On the whole, the 2011 assessment is less demanding than before. The new Unit Specification in 2011 only requires one closed-book assessment, often asking for short responses. The other assessment for underpinning knowledge is open-book, and requires the candidate to discuss the electrical equipment. There are fewer practical assessments to be carried out and the use of a piece of equipment that is being observed is less specialised.

The 2011 Unit Specification allows the centres more flexibility to select the type of practical electrical treatment and client type to be used in the assessment. However, when the new HND Units were written, informal agreements were made with groups of centres to share development of assessment material. This has resulted in some centres using very similar instruments of assessment and marking guides. Also, SQA provided assessment exemplars for mandatory Units, which again has resulted in less variation in centre devised instruments of assessment.

Quality and judgement of evidence
The overall quality from candidate’s evidence in 2002 surpassed that of the evidence from 2011. In 2011 there was also evidence that candidates were awarded a pass when the evidence requirements were not all met. Some assessors accepted candidate evidence as a pass in 2011 when candidates had not covered all evidence requirements, or they accepted other treatments then those advised in the Unit Specification. This may point to the need to allow coverage by implication or through equivalent evidence when assessing holistically.
Electrical Epilation 

Specification

The 2011 Unit Specification was of the same level of demand as the 2002 Specification. Higher-level Performance Criteria were balanced against fewer Outcomes and a smaller amount of knowledge and skills. The outcomes summarised and integrated knowledge areas and skills that the previous Unit Specification had treated as individual Outcomes and Performance Criteria. The number of practical assessments was slightly increased in the 2011 Unit evidence requirements, but generally the evidence requirements covered the same areas of expertise.

The new Anatomy and Physiology for Beauty and Complementary Therapists Unit is more comprehensive and demanding than previous Units, which may better serve and support the underpinning knowledge in this Unit.

Assessment

The overall assessment evidence for 2011 was of the same level of demand as in 2002. It covered the same knowledge and skills at the same level of demand, although the assessment practices had changed. Open-book written assignments had replaced the 2002 written question papers. Greater emphasis was given to content and presentation of essay style assignments.

The centre instruments of 2011 assessment are of a higher quality with details of assessment conditions clearly signposted. Assessor feedback was more evident in the candidate evidence from 2011.

Quality and judgement of evidence
Judgements in 2011 were more lenient. A pass was awarded to candidates who had not completed evidence requirements practically, though the number of practical assessments has changed little since 2002. Conforming to industry standards, the detail required for client consultations records in 2002 has mainly been reduced to a checklist type of record card. This means that if candidates know more than can be shown in the checklist, they cannot demonstrate their superior knowledge.
Administration and IT 

Overall judgement

It was felt that there were only a small number of pieces of candidate evidence to compare the 2011 Unit with that from 2005, Office Technologies (DE1R 34). This made a comparison of standards very difficult considering there is large uptake for the Unit. Based on evidence available, and on knowledge gained at external validation events, the panel felt that there was no difference in the quality of evidence and the way in which they had been judged. 

Educational context

Due to the increased access to technology, many centres have introduced online, virtual, and blended learning and have improved their ICT facilities for all learners. Assessors have also enhanced their own ICT skills as part of day-to-day teaching and assessment practice, through CPD and from personal experience of new technologies. 

The structure of the group award changed substantially in 2005, which resulted in assessors being less comfortable with delivery and assessment. The 2011 Unit had not changed greatly and this issue did not arise. 

With an increase in applications to attend colleges, students are now selected onto Courses as opposed to being recruited. This may lead to students on the Course having higher pre-entry qualifications than in 2005 and in turn a better quality of candidate responses. More candidates are moving from National Certificate to Higher National Certificate due to limited opportunities in the job market. 

Office Technologies 

Specifications
The 2011 Office Technologies Unit has undergone a limited review by SQA to update the content and create a greater flexibility for the assessment, embracing opportunities for integration.

This is a mandatory Unit in the HND Administration and Technology group award, and Unit topics are sampled in the HND Administration and IT Graded Unit 1. There is a slight move from ‘using’ to ‘understanding’ technology, which fits with the level of this Unit (SCQF Level 7). 

Whilst there is more to produce in the evidence requirements of the 2011 Unit, the flexibility in the conditions under which the assessment is carried out equalises the level of demand. Overall it is felt that the level of demand has remained the same compared to 2005. 

Assessors have benefited from various networking events throughout the period, which has developed greater confidence in the delivery and assessment. Various resources (eg COLEG packs) have supported both assessors and candidates. The networking meetings have helped to standardise the marking of the Unit. 

Assessment

Following the limited review of the HND Administration and Information Technology group award there are now opportunities to integrate assessments within this Unit and suggestions are outlined the Assessment Guidelines. 

In the 2011 Unit, the centre determines the conditions under which assessments are carried out. However, this does not make the assessment any more, or any less, demanding. 

All the evidence reviews were based on candidates being assessed using SQA exemplars. 

4
Findings: Scottish Vocational Qualifications 
SVQ Business and Administration Level 2 

Overall judgement

The level of demand of Unit Specifications is very similar. The quality of assessments and evidence has greatly improved since 2000, and the level of judgements of the evidence is very similar to before, but much more consistent across centres.

Educational context

SVQ assessment delivery has changed its focus since 2000 as most candidates are employed, all are assessed in their workplace, and real work is used rather than assessment using simulated exercises and candidates working in a simulated office environment.

Changes in clerical/administrative roles within the workplace have also provided additional opportunities for evidence as roles are more expansive. There are for example no ‘Typing Pools’ anymore, and staff have to be more adaptable and undertake a variety of tasks in their role.
Candidates are taking more ownership for gathering evidence from real work activities and (in most cases) providing an audit trail to the standards. They are more confident with Information Technology judging from the inclusion in their evidence/portfolio of scanning documents, digital photographs, and voice recordings. Annotation (Personal Statements/Storyboards) is word-processed rather than handwritten. The use of e-portfolios was much more widespread in 2011.

Employers are more familiar with SVQs and understand the concept of proving competence from real work.

Specifications
Both current SVQs — the latest one, which started in 2011 (GA3V), and the outgoing one which is still running (G7Y3) — were on the whole at the same level of demand as the old one in 2000 (G3JK). The latest SVQ has more choice in optional Units, and newly introduced specialist Units, reflecting current practice and the changes that have occurred in the workplace over the last 10 years. 

The increase in the range of options available to candidates has made the SVQ much more accessible to a far wider range of candidates as it can be tailored to the job role of the individual. 

The introduction of the ‘spiky profile’ approach in the latest SVQ, (GA3V), has enabled a better fit for candidates. This approach means that candidates are now able to fully exploit and receive recognition for their skills at the level they routinely and consistently perform those skills at. They are no longer prevented from adding a Unit to their qualification because they perform a task that is less complex than the demands of the Unit. For example at Level 3, candidates have the option of completing a Unit at Level 2 if the corresponding tasks in their work are at that level. Conversely if they are performing tasks in a more complex way than demanded in for example Level 2, they are able to get recognition of this and complete the Unit at Level 3.

The absence of the range statement in the Units of the latest SVQ (GA3V) has reduced the detail specified. This consolidates the much wider range of evidence already being referenced against Units in the outgoing SVQ (G7Y3) as candidates and assessors now consider and discuss a broader scope of activities rather than following a prescribed list. Centres now have more support, from the SQA website, Assessor Guidance, the CfA (Council for Administration) website, and SQA Quality Network Events. This addresses any gap left by the removal of range.

Assessment

Assessment has been compared between SVQs as a whole rather than between corresponding single Units because of the amount of holistic assessment covering more than one Unit, especially in the latest SVQ (GA3V ).

The assessment in the most recent SVQ (GA3V) has the same level of demand as the corresponding qualification in 2000. It is just focused in a more direct manner. 

Portfolios from 2011 demonstrated methods of assessment had changed as the evidence was gathered from real work activities, where Assessors use the following practices:

· more use of assessor observation
· more use of holistic assessment and cross referencing

· better balance between performance and supportive evidence (triangulation)

· introduction of an audit trail from the evidence to the Unit/PI/K&U

· more annotation in the form of storyboards/personal statements providing the history of the task/work product

· reduction in unnecessary evidence, eg organisational policies/procedures

· quality evidence rather than quantity

· more knowledge & understanding covered in performance evidence

· candidates taking more ownership and identifying evidence with less direction from assessors 

In contrast, teaching and assessment practice in the old SVQ used more simulated exercises, checklists; banks of questions and marked individual pieces of evidence Unit by Unit (quantity rather than quality).
Quality and judgement of evidence
The quality of candidate evidence produced for the latest SVQ (GA3V) was higher, but its level of demand was much the same as in 2000.

Evidence for the latest SVQ (GA3V) was annotated at appropriate points to indicate coverage of Performance Indicators and Knowledge and Understanding, which allows for verification of assessment decisions rather than re-assessing evidence, and also improves the audit trail. There is a much better balance between performance evidence and supporting evidence, which has led to much more robust triangulation of evidence.

Evidence produced addresses multiple Units rather than being focused on a single Unit. Rather than finding evidence to meet individual range statements, assessors are guiding candidates to provide evidence of full processes, which has not only resulted in a reduction in the quantity of evidence required, but also resulted in the selection of more meaningful and less fragmented evidence. 

5
 Conclusions
Comparing old specifications, assessments and evidence with those of 2011 is a very different exercise in National Qualifications than in Higher National Units and Scottish Vocational Qualifications. But overall standards were judged to be comparable.
In English and Mathematics at the levels that were compared, the arrangements and assessment practice had not changed, or had changed only slightly. Their level of demand and the standard of the work awarded minimum C and A grades seemed to have remained constant. The percentages of candidates achieving a Pass had improved slightly at all levels. The panels could point to clear improvements in communication, which may have allowed teachers to prepare their candidates better than in the first years of the new National Courses.

The specifications of the Higher National Units in Engineering, Beauty, Administration and IT and for the Scottish Vocational Qualification in Business and Administration had seen major changes. In all cases, the panels concluded that the nature of the specifications, assessments, and of the evidence was of higher quality than before because of a change to more holistic or realistic assessment. In some cases, the judgement of this evidence may have been more lenient, but this needs to be seen in the context of different assessment situations, such as end-of-course assessment instead of repeatable assessment after each Unit, and more complicated Case Studies.
Appendix
Grade boundaries for National Courses

	  
	
	
	GRADE BOUNDARIES

	Course
	Level
	Year
	Max Mark
	Upper A
	A Mark
	B Mark
	C Mark
	D Mark

	English
	Intermediate 2
	2011
	100
	84
	69
	59
	49
	44

	
	
	2006
	100
	82
	67
	57
	47
	42

	
	Higher
	2011
	100
	71
	64
	55
	47
	43

	
	
	2005
	100
	72
	65
	56
	47
	42

	
	Adv. Higher
	2011
	100
	78
	65
	56
	48
	44

	
	
	2004
	100
	
	70
	60
	50
	

	Mathematics 1,2,3
	Intermediate 2
	2011
	80
	68
	56
	48
	40
	36

	
	
	2002
	81
	
	58
	49
	40
	

	
	Higher
	2011
	130
	108
	97
	84
	71
	64

	
	
	2004
	130
	
	102
	82
	62
	


Grade distributions for National Courses

	
	
	Grade distribution

	Course
	Level
	Year
	Entries
	% 

A
	% 

B
	% 

C
	% Passes
	% D 

	English
	Intermediate 2
	2011
	23,210
	20
	31
	31
	82
	8

	
	
	2006
	18,084
	16
	25
	32
	73
	10

	
	Higher
	2011
	30,068
	19
	26
	28
	73
	11

	
	
	2005
	28,707
	14
	21
	32
	68
	14

	
	Adv. Higher
	2011
	1,861
	25
	33
	27
	85
	6

	
	
	2004
	1,720
	14
	28
	37
	79
	10

	Mathematics 1,2,3
	Intermediate 2
	2011
	22,409
	37
	19
	17
	73
	7

	
	
	2002
	12,527
	22
	18
	21
	60
	10

	
	Higher
	2011
	20,657
	25
	25
	22
	72
	8

	
	
	2004
	19,394
	23
	21
	25
	68
	9
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� The latest SVQ level 2 Business Administration (GA3V) was compared with its immediate forerunner, G7Y3, which was still running in 2011, as well as with the old 2000 SVQ, G3JK.





� The boundary mark for grade A was lowered in 2011 after considering the performance of candidates progressing from Higher to Advanced Higher and concluding that more candidates deserved a grade A.





