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	Programmes reviewed

Aeronautical Engineering, BEng/MEng  (Aero)

Automotive Engineering, BEng/MEng  (Auto)

Advanced Automotive Systems MSc  (Auto MSc)

Advanced Methods in Aeronautical Engineering (Aero MSc)


	Actions

	Issues raised by last APR 
The department included a formal response to the 2008 APR in this years documentation. Not all the points below were raised as issues in the last APR report . However these formed part of the discussion in the review

· The Student support office appears to have made an impact on communication with students and this is reflected by an improvement in the relevant sections of the 2008 NSS results.

· Staff student committees are working well at undergraduate level but see comments under the MSc programmes below.

· Coursework collection and return with the monitoring of feedback appears to have had a positive impact with the department having more awareness of the timing of coursework return and the quality of feedback.  The NSS result has improved in this area.

· The analysis of module assessment results with a relatively high number of failures is ongoing, see progression

· The issue of the relatively high number of resits in parts A & B is discussed under progression.

· The department has changed the individual investigative project assessment and feedback requirements for the BEng, MEng and MSc programmes to more clearly reflect the different outcomes and credit levels. All students receive written individual feedback on their individual investigative project report.

· The department has ensured that EEs are aware of their condonement policy before examination boards and have made minor changes in consultation with the ADT, 

· The department has drawn the staff’s attention to the External Examiner‘s comments on ‘some less challenging exam questions’ on the Automotive MSc programme.  The examiner was happy with the exam papers for 2007-08.

· The small numbers of students on the MSc in Advanced methods in Aeronautical engineering is discussed under applications.
	

	Admissions

· Applications remain steady for both the MEng and BEng variants of the Aero and Auto programmes.  Home/EU admissions targets have been met without problem.  International applications and admissions have increased in the past few years from a very low base to an average of mid teens.  Intake quality remains high.

· The Auto MSc has seen a shift in recent years from students being predominantly home/EU part-time and working for motor manufacturers to the current intake of which the majority are full time and mainly international.  This trend is likely to increase with the current recession impacting on the industry partners.  Overall recruitment remains healthy.

· The Aero MSc has small numbers.  Only two graduates in 2008 and no students admitted for 2008-09.  A reasonable number of applications (>50) were received for 2008 entry and offers were made but there is a problem with conversion.  The department is working with the faculty marketing officer to see if it they are losing students to competitors, whether improved marketing will help or whether they should change the programme title and content to specialist area rather than a generic aeronautical degree.  Small numbers are not a problem for teaching resources as all the modules are already delivered either for the Aero MEng or the Auto MSc.
	Marketing of the programme needs to be reviewed


	Progression

· At undergraduate level whilst the overall progression rates remain satisfactory the number of students requiring resits remains high.  The exception to this was the Auto MEng which had  very high progression rates at the first attempt.  It was noted that Part B of the Auto MEng had a 100% progression at the first attempt.The department has done a detailed analysis of the modules in part B that the students have failed.  All Part B students who failed a semester 1 module were interviewed by the year tutor and warned about their performance.  Part A students identified as being in a possible fail situation after the Semester One results are published are interviewed by the Year Tutor and Dept Administrator. The department believes that the main reason for failure is lack of effort which is coupled with poor attendance.  The department takes attendance records in all tutorials  in part A but none in part B.  Attendance at lectures does decline in part B.

· The new LUSI progression printout has a separate entry for debtors and these are included in the failures at first attempt in the percentage pass rate when in fact they have passed the academic assessment.  The department queried whether this should happen as it depresses the pass rate.


	Department to continue to monitor UG progression rates particularly at Part B.

Query debtors on the progression stats.

	Attainment

Attainment of awards at both UG and PG level are good.  
	

	Destinations

Employment rates for graduates are good.
	

	Student feedback – module feedback

The results of the module feedback together with a summary of student comments are taken to the SSLC.  The Programme Director in the first instance discusses any module which returns a score of less than 3.0 with the module leader. Only one module fell into this category in 2007-8 and this was dealt with.  Overall feedback is good. The department surveys all modules each year.
	

	Student feedback – NSS

· The department has put in a considerable amount of effort into analysing the results of the NSS over the past 3 years and taken a number of steps (eg setting up the student support office) to address issues.  A detailed commentary of the last three years results was presented in the documentation together with analysis of the results of its main competitors. was 

· The department’s score in all areas including overall satisfaction has risen over the three years.

· The weakest section is assessment and feedback, which is the same formost departments, but again overall scores have improved.

· The score for “feedback on my work has been prompt” has risen from 3.1 (2006) to 3.8 (2008) which may be in part attributable to the system of centralised return of coursework which is checked for suitable feedback.

· The department rates highly when compared to their main competitors and does particular well in assessment and feedback.

· It should be noted that the Auto students are included with the Mechanical/Manufacturing return.

· The department has raised an issue with the Registry that students who transfer from BEng to MEng after the Part B Exam board are treated as finalists in part C and so receive the survey which they do not feel they have to complete because they are not finalists.  There were significant numbers in this category in the 2008 survey and the issue needs to be addressed.

Note- Following this meeting, the Department contacted the Registry over the issue of non-finalists being contacted for the survey. The Registry supplied the department wilth the list of the non-finalists who are in the survey population.  The Department was pleased to note that the BEng to MEng transfers had been excluded from the survey


	The university to monitor students included in the NSS as finalists




	Staff Student Liaison Committee (SSLC)
Detailed minutes of the UG SSLC meeting were presented a number of issues were raised 

· Students were dissatisfied with J110 lecture theatre.  Student disliked the seating and the shape of the room made using whiteboard difficult.

· Student reported that feedback on coursework had improved and this had been well received.

· The department made all handout material available on LEARN but do not issue printed versions of any handouts.  Some students have asked for an electronic copy on a CD. Previously the department did issue printed notes at the start of the semester but charged for these.  There is concern that some students are not printing copies of the notes to bring to relevant classes.  

There were no formal minutes for the MSc programmes.  It was reported that the programme tutor had informal meetings with the full time Auto MSc students once a month but no minutes were taken.  Part time students were reluctant to spend additional time at the university to attend SSLC meetings beyond their attendance for the taught block modules.


	The department should consider whether printed copies of essential handouts should be made freely available to students.

The department should ensure that formal SSLC meetings are held and minuted in line with the university code of practice.

	External Examiners [Accreditation] – Reports and Departmental responses

The department has a professional accreditation visit in January 2009.

The External Examiners reports were complimentary about the high standards of the programme.  Some issues were raised and most have already been dealt with.  The main issues raised were

· Numerical errors were discovered among the scripts selected for second marking.  The external suggested that all scripts be second marked.  The department checked all the other scripts and did not find further errors and is content that it’s second marking strategy is satisfactory. (Aero)

· The external wants the university to supply historical data on average marks, numbers of failures etc. for all modules so that he could see trends.  The department’s view is this is not routinely supplied to externals (Aero).

· An error was discovered in the new LUSI marks data (the algorithm for rounding off marks changed) between pre boards and the exam board.  The EE was concerned that the university system had not been rigorously tested before first use (Aero).

· A concern had been expressed to the EE by students that students who put in low effort to group work to concentrate on individually assessed work in other modules might benefit relative to those who put more effort into group work.  The department uses the WebPA peer assessment system which is widely used across the university and elsewhere.  It is  confident that students understand the Peer assessment practices used.  (Auto)

· The external examiner queried the use of different d mark sheets for full-time and part-time students.  The department has looked at this and will continue the practice.  Part-time students work on an industry based project supplied by their employer whereas the full-time students do a university based project.  There are different module codes with different criteria.  (Auto MSc) 


	Should the university provide module results data to EE in this form?




	Other

The department has been concerned over the ‘project skills’ of the full-time students on the Auto MSc compared to the industry based part-time students.  It has introduce a 15 credit ‘skills’ module to address this.  Full time students will now do the 15 credit skills module, a 15 credit project development module and a 45 credit project module.  The Part-time student do a 60 credit project module.  The department states that students who fail the project development module will struggle to complete a satisfactory project.  The project development module is a prerequisite for the project module but students who fail it can resit and then proceed to the project module.  It is the department experience that students who fail the development module at the first attempt will go on to fail the project module but have spent significant extra time in the university and incurred extra expense.


	Can the department make passing the project development module at the first attempt a requirement for taking the project?


