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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 2009 APR in this year’s documentation.
· The Aero MSc has small numbers.  Marketing of the programme needs to be reviewed. ---  The programme has 4 students in 2009-10 and as most of the modules are shared with Part D of the MEng there is only a small amount of extra teaching.  The programme competes directly with Cranfield..  The department intends to continue with the programme at present
· Department to continue to monitor UG progression rates particularly at Part B. ---  see progression below.  
· 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.  It is not possible to remove these students from the survey due to the census date. Now departments are issued with the list of those students who will be in the NSS. This allowed the department to identify those MEng students who will be surveyed in Part C. These students were contacted by Programme Directors and asked to complete the survey. The department’s NSS response rate for the 2010 is well above the university average.
· The department should consider whether printed copies of essential handouts should be made freely available to students.  ---  The department will print the notes on Learn for the students at cost.  
· The department should ensure that formal SSLC meetings are held and minuted for the Auto MSc in line with the university code of practice.  ----  This has been implemented.  
· Can the department make passing the project development module at the first attempt a requirement for taking the project for MSc programme?  ---  This is no longer an issue as the issue will be resolved by the planned restructure of the programme

	

	Admissions
· Applications to the UG programmes remain strong.  The home/EU intake for 2009 exceeded target mainly due to a large number who met the BEng offer having initially applied for the MEng.  This commitment to applicants giving automatic entry to BEng to MEng students who narrowly miss the MEng requirement has been dropped for 2010 entry.  Entry grades for the MEng programmes have been raised for 2010.  Intake quality remains high with the BEng at 300 points and the MEng over 330.
· The Aero MSc did recruit 4 students this year. The department intends to continue with the programme and monitor recruitment

	

	Progression
· At undergraduate level the overall progression rates are good although there is still under 70% passing at the first attempt on Part B of the aero programmes.  The department continues to monitor this but feels that poor attendance contributes to student failure which most rectify in the September resit.

	

	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. No module had a score less than 3.0 in 2008-09  Overall feedback is good. The department surveys all modules each year.
	

	Student feedback – NSS
Report to PQT October 2009
The first set of data supplied by the Planning Office only contains the Aeronautical students. Students on the automotive programme are returned under the Mechanical Production and Manufacturing Engineering grouping  The second set supplied gave the response for the whole department. Thus the department has extracted the data for the Automotive students and compared the responses of the two programme groups, The department had a number of concerns about the process in 2009. These were
· There were no visits from LSU to speak to students.
· They were being chased about low response when the target number of 113  was incorrect. Correspondence with Student Records in September confirmed that the revised target group was 97 students.  So the response rate recorded by the university was artificially low and incorrectly skewed towards a poor response rate from automotive students. The departments published response rate in April 09 was 71.68%, when the real response rate was 83.51%.
· Students who transferred to MEng at the end of Part B are not surveyed in their final year so 15 students were missed.  These students were surveyed in Part C last year. This issue was resolved for this year hence the reduced target group . However surveying students in the wrong year does not produce a representative result. The department feels that its Part D students are the most positive students and more positive in Part D than Part C.
The data show that the results for the Auto students were at or above the faculty average and better than those for the aero students.  The processes for the two groups of students is the same with many shared modules.  The department will try and identify areas where the experience of the two sets of students differs. Changes have already been made to Part D Aero Eng for 09/10 in response to student complaints about the workload in the design module. This has been increased in weighting to reflect the actual effort put in by students. 
The department is concerned that there is no teaching space and no social space for students within their building.  The growth in student numbers have led to the department having the high student/staff ratios. These factors impact on the student experience.
There are negative comments about staff whoses first language is not English.  However some staff in this category receive very good student feedback.
The department has no modules where student feedback is below 3. All modules are surveyed each year and discussed at Staff Student Committees. This year the Hod will raise the threshold for which module feedback issues will be considered by looking at the those modules with the lowest 10% overall.
There will be more explicit explanation of study choices given towards the end of each year for the following year.
	

	Staff Student Liaison Committee (SSLC)
Detailed minutes of the UG SSLC meeting were presented.  A number of issues were raised 
· Good feedback to students on actions resulting from NSS
· The department had an informal programme feedback session with the Auto MEng final year students which was attended by about 25% of the cohort.  This was thought to be worthwhile and will be repeated
· The workload on the vehicle design module was again raised.  The department has introduced a shortened version (30 credits) for the BEng students and the number of complaints has reduced.  The students put extra effort into this module by their own choice.
· Minutes for the Auto MSc were provided this year but the minutes are very brief with little reporting of any issues with modules on the programme.

	The minutes for the MSc programme should adopt the style of the UG programmes.

	External Examiners [Accreditation] – Reports and Departmental responses
Accreditation
The department had a professional accreditation visit in January 2009 from the IMechE and the RAeroS.  The visit was very successful with all programmes accredited for the next 5 years.  A number of items listed as excellent/commendable including the approach to design teaching, laboratories, strong industrial links and supportive students.  The reports noted a number of areas for attention which the department is addressing through an agreed action plan.  These were recommendations from the PEIs not conditions for accreditation.
Points raised in the visit report included
· students met by the panel stated that there had been significant improvement in the issue of feedback.
· Students would like more international links
· The panel felt that marking was rigourous and that marking and degree awards might be considered to be more stringent than elsewhere.
External Examiners’ Reports
·  The Aero EE stated that the programmes maintained a high standard in comparison to a National Benchmark and praised the high teaching quality.  He identified a number of minor points which the department is addressing.  He raised an issue concerning moderation of final year projects to ensure consistency across the department and the department is reviewing its processes. 
· The EE for the Auto Programmes provided a very positive report commenting on good standards and conscientious staff and no action points.
· The Report for the Auto MSc was very positive complimenting standards and processes with no significant issues of concern
	Department is reviewing processes for final year projects.


	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 introduced 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.
Other issues covered at the meeting
A  Assessment Practice on UG Projects and Dissertations
Caroline Smith had reviewed UG project/dissertation modules and her report was discussed. Main points emerging were:
1) ILOs should be reviewed to ensure they are clear and that they can be easily tracked through to the assessment criteria of projects.
2) consider further guidance on the “student performance” assessed element so that the supporting information is comparable to the other  elements.
3) supervisors should be encouraged to discuss assessment criteria with students as the project progresses.
B  Do personal Tutors see their tutees for curriculum activity & use of Co-Tutor
Personal tutors cover pastoral care only.
The department does not use co-tutor but staff deposit paper based reports with the administrator for students that have any issues.  This system does not pick up whether individual students have been seen by their tutors and the department should address this.
C  Use of Learn
All staff required to have minimum presence.  Some make more extensive use of Learn
D Central Processing of applications
The department is happy with the current system of processing in the department.
E Discretion at Programme Boards
The department uses condonement sparingly and whilst staff do not like the principle of condonement they want to retain some discretion for the programme Board..
F  Induction for returning students
The Part B tutors talk to returning students and there is a session for Part C and Part D which mainly focuses on projects.

	Can the department make passing the project development module at the first attempt a requirement for taking the project?
Teaching Co-ordinator/QEO
A system for recording meetings ithe personal tutors should be adopted that can check that all students have been seen



