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KS3/4 Programming competition Workshop: Feasibility Meeting

Location: University of Leeds

Date: 30 April 2009

Attendance:

Jonathan Aylward (Royds Specialist Language School), Benjamin Blundell (University of Leeds), Roger Boyle (University of Leeds), Garry Brindley (Robert Gordon University), Peter Collingwood (Sheffield Hallam University), Nick Cook (Newcastle University), Peter Dickman (Google, Zurich), Morna Findlay (Informatics Edinburgh university), Peter Fletcher (Education Leeds), Graham Gough (University of Manchester), Toby Howard (University of Manchester), Simon Humphries (Hills Road Sixth Form College / CAS), Stephen Hunt (University of Hertfordshire), Adrian Jackson (Open University), Tony Jenkins (University of Leeds), Waqas Khan (Prince Henry's Grammar School), Claire Molinario (The Institute of Engineering and technology (IET)), Tim Musson (Edinburgh Napier University), Royce Neagle (University of Leeds), Karen Petrie (University of Oxford / BCSWomen), Mark Ratcliffe (e-Skills, UK), Pablo Romero (Sussex University), Eben Upton (Raspberry Pi Foundation), Zena Wood (University of Exeter).

1 Welcome, Introduction and Background

Introduction by RB explaining what this workshop is going to try and achieve.

2 Existing competitions and structures
2.1 Presentation on Heriot-Watt University Programming Challenge by Greg Michaelson.

Website: http://www.macs.hw.ac.uk/cs/challenge/  

Costs: 

Can not resource direct engagement and there is a cost in the prizes

Skills: 

Avoids being over prescriptive and is curriculum based, not technology based. Aims not to require too many new skills and results can be part of a portfolio for submission. Schools have different levels (e.g. some schools use SQL)

Time: 

Should take pupil around 15 hours to complete a competition. The difficulty level related to the competition task can be equated as:

· lecturer: 4 hours to complete; 

· UG: 8 hours to complete;

· School pupil: 15 hours to complete.

Communications: 

Discuss with teachers who need to be able to do the task themselves, need to be offered support and for timing and prize-giving.

Rules: 

Rights and Obligation. Require written parental & school permission. An agreement of use of results. IP belongs to the competitor. NB. CRB important with contact to children.

Competition: 

Graded Challenges and fundamentally array processing. There are two categories, individual and group projects which are set to be fun, wacky and open ended.

Marking: 

Approximately 30min per entrance and is mechanical in marking.

Funding: 

Funding stream is paid by University of Manchester and part of their recruitment investment

Prize-giving: 

Having important people turn up at the prize-giving e.g. VC

2.2 Presentation on Animation 09 by Toby Howard (presenter) & Graham Gough from University of Manchester

Website: http://www.cs.manchester.ac.uk/Animation09/   

Organisation: 

Agreed with GM on the importance of organisational aspects.

Background: 

To overcome the boring school syllabus and the demise of the computing clubs in the current incarnation. Animation categories KS2,3,4 and 16+ with animation 1min maximum in length using Alice, Scratch or Flash. Objective to understand Object Oriented concepts and linked to the curriculum. NB. 2008 was Alice only. Two classes per category - Individual and group.

Funding: 

2008 EPSRC Portfolio Grant from within Department, 2009 was PPE award

Registration: 

420 registered schools, 55 schools submitted with 220 entries.

Prize Giving: 

Need to have a focused event at the end. Animation09 has it at an institution. With 400 pupils attending, issues include health & safety, risk assessment. Prizes include laptops, ipods, gift vouchers for pupils and glass plaque for schools. Important schools take something with them.

Presence and Marketing: 

Animation 09 has a web gallery for pupils to see their work which does not require installing for users. Marketing achieved through usual methods such as flyers and posters, 'spam' to individual schools with public emails, media released and through partnerships such as CLC, NAACE etc.

Submission: 

Web based by the pupils to take burden off the teachers. Teachers register and pupils use the teacher’s registration token. Submission includes the film, title, summary and screen shot.

Administration: 

Approximately 500 person days of staff effort

Marking: 

External judges are used. 

Workshop Discussion and Questions:

· How much adult involvement with entries? How is it monitored?

· How does it relate to curriculum? Have the original objectives been met?

· Has gender been assessed? What is the ratio between male and female entries?

3 What is being and can be done at KS3

3.1 Simon Humphreys, Hills Road College, Cambridge

ICT teachers do a good job. Issue occur due to the curriculum and many

ICT teachers teach computing not as their main subject.  

Competitions: currently entered that engage the pupils include:

· ‘Cipher Challenge’ (CC), http://www.cipher.maths.soton.ac.uk/: CC has two categories of difficulty and each category has different levels getting progressively harder. Trial exercises and being cross curricula is helpful.

· ‘British Informatics Olympiad’ (BIO), http://www.olympiad.org.uk/ 

Occasionally

· ‘Brain Academy’, http://www.brainacademy.qmul.ac.uk/ 

· ‘try2hack’, http://www.try2hack.nl/   

Use university mentors where possible and maths is critical.

KS3 principles:

· problem solving (pupils love the challenge)

· group working (pupils like to dialogue)

· end results (can be assessed)

· progression (pupils like to get to the next level ~ small prizes at each level)

· cross curricular (this is needed)

· and it can be scaled.

3.2 Jonathan Aylward, Royds High School Leeds

JA presented issues teaching at school:

· boring units of work

· uptake of computing/ICT at KS5 is poor

· students are uninspired by computing

· both parents and pupils have little understanding of ICT & Computing

JA presented the KS3 curriculum for ICT and computing leading to a discussion of how it can be interpreted and possible problems. Also the main solutions the teachers opt for.

JA presented current work achieved at Royds including networking and hardware units and also introduced a proposal to add a Python programming unit to fit with the curriculum with support from Education Leeds and University of Leeds within the scope of the curriculum.

Workshop discussion:

It is noted that most schools are not pushing computing skills and staying with ICT skills. JA was congratulated for his  work to include computing skills within the interpretation of the curriculum. It was noted that JA use of computing is an exception rather than the rule and is ahead of the game.

4 Brainstorm possibilities: costs, structure, etc. (All)

RB opened this session asking:

1.
Do we need a competition?

2.
What might it look like?

3.
How might it take shape?

4.
What might it cost?

4.1 Do we need a competition?

· Not to replace competitions that are already out there

4.2 What might it look like?

· Must be scalable (PD). 

· Cannot have 1000 people marking. 

· Must be without bias  (KP)

· Structured with regional heats and then the national competition (ZW). Twinning schools to universities

· Limit the cost of schools and interest universities

· Make heats regionally based and use automatic marking. Real judges in the finals. (AJ)

· Develop a distance learning package for teachers to deliver the scheme of work. Support this with an online forum where they can answer each others' questions and use a person or team of people to answer queries that the community doesn't respond to (this should happen rarely)( 160 hours total development time?)

· ZW, Exeter have workshops sending academics to the school and set-up a website with resources for workshops which works well. This would be a good structure for a competition.

· Further discussions on possible hierarchy of challenges to encourage a variety of abilities. 

· There is an issue with competitions with a few winners and lots of loses. 

· Challenges that help teachers teach the curriculum. Example units that are easy to use in class and supplied as a package with the competition. Unit provides schemes of work and how it relates to the national curriculum.  

· Base the competition on the level of knowledge provided by the unit (AJ)

4.3 How might it take shape?

· Develop a KS3 Scheme of work for the control and sequencing part of the ICT curriculum. Only seven lessons, but base it on introductory programming. Initially, the language would have to be fixed (?), but versions could easily be produced using other languages. Teachers will like a pre provided unit, about 50 person hours (AJ)

· Developing the scheme of work and teachers' learning package will make the course organisers and sponsors pretty prominent in schools (AJ).

· Setting up and build infrastructure

· PD (Google) informed of possible option to request Google Engineers to use their 20% external project time to build infrastructure (subject to engineers showing an interest)

· MR could not promise financial support from e-Skills but would be willing to look at offering support and publicise (interested in pushing soft skills)

· Discussion on Industrial support.

· Microsoft, Cambridge

· CS4HS, Google (improve computing but must scale)

4.4 What might it cost?

· Programming Competition will be very expensive and a huge resource investment including secretaries, technicians etc. 

· PD (Google) stated the  needs to be an investment in the competition – developing an infrastructure: automate independent marking, submission, etc. This would also save costs.

5 Conclusion

· Consensus is that a programming competition is a good idea and useful to the industry, higher education and to support schools to teach computing.

· It was suggested that a second meeting on a larger scale to work through this would be beneficial.  MR (E-skills) suggested their next "Insight" event may be a vehicle.
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