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APPENDIX QE1a





MODULE REVIEW 
MODULE TUTOR - REPORT FORM

The review of a module is carried out initially by the Module Tutor.  When the module review is completed, its findings are considered by the Academic Director or Programme Manager and noted at the Academic Discipline’s Annual Programme Review. Module feedback and what changes will be made as a result of the feedback given are also discussed at Staff Student Consultative meetings. This form is not compulsory but is provided to support the module review process.   

	Academic Session: 2023/2024


	Module Title: Statistical Programming


	Module Code:	ACCB5021





	Student Feedback

Number of students registered and eligible to complete the questionnaire: 5

Number of returns: 0

Legitimate issues/ positive comments raised by a significant number of students (Please note number of students).

N/A




Are there any sections or questions where the majority of students indicate that they ‘mostly or definitely disagree’ or where the results are well below the scores for other sections?

N/A







	Module Tutor’s response to feedback given by students


N/A








	Tutor Self-Reflection

In what way might the module be improved in terms of content, delivery and assessment as a result of the feedback given?  What (if any) changes will be made?

As an introductory programming module in the era of generative AI this was a tricky module to run. I thought it best to allow the students to use generative AI as a supporting tool in the hope that it would encourage them to use it effectively and ethically. With this in mind I changed the structure of the two assignments from two coding problems (potentially easy to run through a genAI) to a problem and a report describing how they undertook the problem.

In class I made it clear as to when it’s appropriate and useful to use a genAI. In the first half of the module, when the students are learning the basics of the coding language, genAI are only useful for explaining code, as the students don’t have the technical expertise to recognise if the genAI is giving them a good answer. Once they’ve got those basics then it’s more useful as a productivity enhancer rather than a capability enhancer. The overall pattern that I noticed was that the stronger students didn’t really bother with it but the weaker students used it to improve their grades.

Did it work? Yes, to a degree. In future there’s no point giving as many marks for commenting as that’s an ideal task for a genAI. I think the 60/40 split for code/documentation is about right but I may tweak what I ask for in the documentation as I suspect that some of the documentation submitted had more than a hint of genAI to it in a couple of cases. I’m loathe to move from assignments to exams as that would be moving from a reasonably realistic assessment to a more artificial one. I’m going to have to have a think about this one.


How will any changes made to the module as a result of feedback be communicated to all the students that took this module?
 

N/A





	
Module Tutor:        	Nik Whitehead           	Date: 28/5/24

Academic Director/
Programme Manager:	………………………………………   	Date: ……………………
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