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Response to Periodic Programme Review (PPR) Panel Report

Wolfson School of Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering 

 

1.
Background

 

1.1
The Periodic Programme Review (PPR) for Wolfson School was conducted on May 1st 2010. The formal Report on the exercise was forwarded to the School by the Secretary from the Academic Registry, Marie Kennedy on June 17th  2010.

This document constitutes the School’s formal response. 

 

2.
General Observations

 

2.1.
The PPR exercise involved the compilation and presentation of an extensive evidence base. This document will avoid repeating material already disseminated and will confine itself to matters raised in the ‘Conclusions and Recommendations’ section of the report, particularly those which may require further action.

 

2.2. The School welcomes the positive assessment of its teaching provision and issues relating to academic quality contained in the PPR Report. The report found many areas on which to compliment the School and reported very encouraging feedback from the students that the panel had met. 

In particular we note that the School was commended for:

· the quality of its staff with a wide range of skill and experience.
· Its excellent teaching and learning facilities for all levels of student.
· Its buoyant recruitment and high (rising) intake standards.
· Maintaining professional accreditation
· Good discipline related graduate employment
· innovative work with the engCETL and HEA subject centre

· Research-led teaching. 
2.3. The PPR Report encouraged the School to continue existing efforts to enhance the quality of programmes and of the student learning experience. 
2.4. The School confirms that the conclusions listed in the report are an accurate reflection of the case.

3.
Response to Specific Recommendations
 

3.1. Panel Recommendation: The School should consolidate delivery of its core subjects and not dilute the portfolio by the proliferation of subjects and programmes.(11.3)

Approximately 3-years ago, market research identified the need to balance staff loading by reducing reliance on the mechanical engineering and SEFS programmes and to attract a different demographic to the courses. Three potentially popular topics were identified for possible diversification: Engineering Management, Biomedical Engineering and Energy.  

A new BSc Engineering Management programme starts October 2010. This degree is relatively well resourced from existing staff and shows promise in diversifying our recruitment.


The Biomedical option was the subject of a detailed feasibility study completed on 19th April 2010. Both Degree and MSc options are under consideration. The recommendation of the PPR will be considered in the ongoing discussion. 
The School has decided not to create a separate undergraduate ‘energy’ programme. 



3.2. Panel Recommendation: The School should retain its commitment to Manufacturing programmes (11.4)
This recommendation requires no action.

3.3. Panel Recommendation: The Panel strongly recommended that the School review its BEng and MEng programmes with a view to clearly differentiating between subjects and levels, especially with regard to individual investigative projects (11.5)
The School has already commenced a review of programmes in order to improve delivery efficiency whilst maintaining a high quality student experience. In particular, a system will be devised to more definitively distinguish between   MEng and BEng projects and the module specifications will be revised to reflect more detailed outcomes that define learning at levels 6 and 7. Alongside this, a review of   more radical project options will also take place.

Programme specifications will be revised to make it clear that MEng students need to demonstrate both a deepening and widening of their knowledge and understanding.

3.4. Panel Recommendation: The School should address the issue of a Level 7 module taught at Level 6 in the MEng Mechanical Engineering programme where level 7 learning outcomes are not specified.  (11.5)
The School will ensure that level 7 outcomes are specified and achieved where D level modules are specified whether taken in part C or part D of the programme and that learning to this level is demonstrably cumulative. 
3.5. Panel Recommendation: The School should also ensure that students understood that MEng study was cumulative, as some undergraduates apparently perceived Part D as an ‘add-on’ to Part C (11.5)
Programme review will seek to exemplify and enhance the differences between B.Eng and M.Eng programmes beyond part B and convey this to the student body.

3.6. Panel Recommendation: The Panel recommended that the School review its assessment strategy (11.6 i) to  Address the issue of variable coursework weighting across different modules. 

The School assessment strategy is clear about appropriate coursework weightings, however, there has been a tendency to drift away from the policy in recent years and this has resulted in a general shift towards more coursework. The School recognises that a one size fits all policy is inappropriate for different subject areas and while it is not essential that the coursework/exam weight ratio  is the same for each module, the overall balance must be equitable. The internal process of approval of changes at the annual module update will be reviewed  and applied far more rigorously.
3.7. Panel Recommendation: (11.6 ii) Ensure that students were provided with clear marking criteria for assignments
Staff have been regularly reminded to provide clear marking criteria. This will be a matter of diligent attention and review
3.8. Panel Recommendation: (11.6 iii) Ensure that all staff provided students with timely feed-back on coursework; 
Staff have been regularly reminded to provide timely feedback on coursework. The School publishes a coursework schedule for each degree part at the start of each semester setting out hand in and return dates and we believe there has already been some improvement in this area, however there is still room for significant improvement.  This will be a matter of diligent attention and review
3.9. Panel Recommendation: (11.6 iv) Address the apparent over-assessment of undergraduates; 
This was discussed at a recent staff meeting. There is a need to design assessments to more closely address the intended learning outcomes and move away from time consuming (for both staff and students) written  reports where these are unnecessary. There are obvious connections with recommendation 3.6 and new approvals will keep in mind the need to reduce the overall coursework load. The School will review this matter over the coming year and ensure that reductions in student load are met and that effort for similar weight modules are more equitable
3.10. Panel Recommendation: (11.6 v) Use a wider range of marks, especially for individual projects.;

As a result of several recent comments from external examiners (noted in the PPR report) this issue is already being addressed. Wider acceptance of the use of grades for coursework marking and adherence to the new simple grade descriptors should tackle the problem. We urge caution, however as this must not be seen as a vehicle to artificially raise marks but rather, to stretch the marking zone. We have introduced, this session, a requirement that coursework average marks are compared with exam average in the same module – an explanation is required if these differ by more than 15% (this is a check on the validity of the assessment design).
3.11. Panel Recommendation: (11.6 vi) Investigate the cause of the relatively poor part B progression rates.
Action:  to monitor and report.
3.12. Panel Recommendation: The Panel recommended that the School better prepare students for group work to ensure they received an equitable experience and ensure that online peer assessment was used for all group work and discontinue any paper-based assessment. (11.7)
A Teambuilding exercise was introduced to Mechanical Engineering part A  in 2008 with some success, similar activities will be introduced to other programmes. Paper based peer assessments of group work will be abandoned unless they can be specifically justified.
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