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1. Objectives of review
All departments are required to undertake a ‘periodic programme review’ of this kind every five years.  The review is conducted by an independent review panel and covers a department’s complete portfolio of undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.  A self-evaluative commentary forms the focus of discussions between the department and the review panel, whose report and recommendations are intended to assure the University of the quality of the department’s programmes and the standards being achieved by its students.  The review panel will also report on the effectiveness of the department’s arrangements for managing quality and standards in relation to learning and teaching.

2.
Conduct of review
The University’s quality procedures require the Panel to include an External Assessor from another university (who cannot be an External Examiner for that department nor a member of Loughborough University staff within the previous five years), the Associate Dean (Teaching) of the appropriate Faculty, one – three academic staff from other departments (who should not normally include any who were making a significant contribution to the delivery of programmes under review), the Director of the Teaching Centre or the Faculty’s Quality Enhancement Officer, the Vice President (Education) of Loughborough Students’ Union (or the second student member of the Learning and Teaching Committee).  The Panel should be chaired by the Dean of the Faculty except where the Review is of his/her own department;  in this case the Chair was an experienced head of another department who had recently been Acting Dean.  The Panel membership for this Review was approved by the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching), and is given at Appendix 1.
The Review followed the agenda suggested in the University’s quality procedures, but did not include the (optional) tour of departmental resources.  The list School staff the Panel met during meetings is given at Appendix 2.  

The draft report was circulated to all members of the Panel for comment before being sent to the Head of School.
3.
Evidence base
Documentation required for the University’s PPRs include:
(a) An overview of the main characteristics of the programmes

(b) A self-critical and analytical commentary under the following headings:

· Educational aims of the provision

· Learning outcomes

· Curricula, including programme structure, and assessment

· Quality of learning opportunities

· Maintenance and enhancement of standards and quality

· Student feedback

· Feedback from External Examiners and any other external sources

· Staff development opportunities

· Effective practice and innovation

(c) A brief review of the last three years’ statistical data

(d) An outline of the department’s future plans

(e) For each under- or postgraduate programme:

· Programme specification and programme regulations
· Annual Programme Review forms for the previous three academic years

· External Examiners’ Reports together with formal departmental responses for the previous three academic years

· Reports of any external assessors/ advisory committees/ accreditation visits in the previous three academic years

· Staff-Student Committee minutes for the previous three academic years

· The Faculty QEO’s summary of assessment practice for undergraduate programmes

· A ‘curriculum map’ showing how programme ILOs are delivered and assessed in certain modules
· An ‘assessment matrix’ for each programme showing the mode of assessment for each module
· Population monitoring statistics for undergraduates starting in 2007 and 2008
The School provided a file of documents that included minutes of its Learning and Teaching Committee, Industrial Advisory Committee and Innovative Manufacturing Engineering Consortium.

4.
External peer contribution to process
The External Assessor was a senior academic from another university who was experienced in learning innovation and professional practice.  He had full access to all documentation, took a full part in all discussions, and contributed to the final report.  His endorsement that the Panel considered an appropriate range of issues is attached to this report.
5.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review
5.1 
The Wolfson School was created in 1997 from the long-established departments of Mechanical Engineering and Manufacturing Engineering.  At the time of the Review it had (approximately) 850 undergraduates, 200 taught masters, 160 research students and 60 research assistants, supported by 70 academic/academic related, 35 technical and 23 administrative/ secretarial staff.  

5.2
Undergraduate and postgraduate taught provision each had their own Director, Administrator, Staff-Student (SSC) and Learning & Teaching Committees (L&TC).  The Directors advised the Head of School on teaching matters and were responsible for teaching quality issues, including internal and external reviews such as professional accreditation.  Each programme had a Programme Director, and other staff were responsible for placements, overseas study and pastoral care.  The two L&TCs comprised the Head of School, Programme Directors and Administrator, and received input from various sources including External Examiners, Staff-Student Committees and the Industrial Advisory Committee.  L&TCs and SSCs also reported to the Staff Meeting which was essential in dissemination of teaching strategy and quality issues.  
5.3
The School’s teaching was research-led.  It offered six undergraduate programmes:

BEng/ MEng Mechanical Engineering

BEng/ MEng Product Design Engineering 

(re-named for 2008 intake, was Product Design and Manufacture)

BEng Manufacturing Engineering (renamed for 2009 intake, was Manufacturing 


Engineering and Management)

MEng Innovative Manufacturing Engineering

BSc Sports Technology 

5.4
It also offered a pre-undergraduate Science and Engineering Foundation programme (SEFS) for applicants with good A-Level grades in inappropriate subjects.  All BEng/MEng programmes were fully accredited by appropriate professional bodies for CEng registration.
5.5
The School offered six taught postgraduate programmes:
MSc Advanced Engineering (P-T)

MSc Advanced Manufacturing Engineering and Management (F-T/P-T)

MSc Engineering Design (F-T/P-T)

MSc Engineering Design and Manufacture (P-T DL)

MSc Mechanical Engineering (F-T/P-T)

MSc Mechatronics (F-T/P-T)

All MSc programmes were accredited by the Institution of Mechanical Engineers and the Institution of Engineering and Technology;  very few UK MSc programmes had such professional accreditation.

5.6
Full- and part-time PGT students could be taught together via one-week block-taught modules which catered for students in employment.  The School also provided bespoke programmes for industry.
5.7
Undergraduate programmes provided students with a foundation of compulsory modules in Parts A and B, and allowed them to specialise in Parts C and D with modules based on staff research.  All undergraduate programmes provided industrial or professional training options that were supported by the School’s strong links with some 200 industrial/business organisations, and offered opportunities to work or study overseas.  At the time of the Review the proportion of undergraduates taking the placement year was approximately 60% but had been much higher before the recent economic recession.  The School itself had recently provided places for students who had been made redundant from their placement or where sponsoring companies were unable to honour their commitments.  The School allowed considerable flexibility for students to transfer between sandwich and full-time variants, and between BEng and MEng programmes.  Extensive high-quality resources, supported by staff research income, facilitated a range of projects and group work in all years.  The School encouraged its students to ‘work hard, play hard’ by taking part in extra-curricular activities that benefited their personal development and employment opportunities, and discipline-specific graduate employment rates were high.
5.8
In recent years, the School’s undergraduate intake had relied on the Mechanical Engineering and SEFS programmes, as Manufacturing Engineering had suffered from a national shortage of well-qualified applicants.  However, the School had recently raised its intake requirements for Mechanical Engineering, and a consequent rise in the number of applicants had allowed it to be more selective.  It had also become less reliant on SEFS.  Recruitment to all programmes was approximately 2/3 Mechanical and 1/3 Manufacturing Engineering but the School continued to try to equalise numbers.  Its share of all UK Manufacturing Engineering applicants was 39%, and it was the single largest recruiter of accredited Manufacturing programmes in the UK.  Recruitment to the sponsored Innovative Manufacturing Technology/ Engineering programme had been low even before the recession, which was disappointing because it had been introduced at the request of industry.  The School believed it appropriate to continue to offer the programme because it involved major UK organisations and helped the School’s profile.

5.9
The School aimed shortly to review its portfolio of taught postgraduate programmes, and would probably withdraw two or three;  it might also increase the proportion of compulsory modules in masters programmes in line with a national trend.  Intake to taught PG programmes varied:  the Mechanical Engineering programme was popular especially with international students, and the majority of ‘BEng top-ups’ were on the Manufacturing programmes.  The School had some 30-40 Distance Learning students who were supported by both online and hard copy learning materials, and who typically completed in four years rather than the eight allowed for part-time students.  
5.10
The School’s strong links with the University’s Engineering Centre for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (engCETL) and the Higher Education Academy (HEA) Engineering Subject Centre based on campus had enabled the development and implementation of a number of learning and teaching innovations including online peer assessment, CAA and online attendance and personal tutor monitoring.

5.11
The School’s NSS results over the past five years had generally been the highest in the Faculty, although, in common with other HEIs, results were weakest in ‘Assessment and Feedback’ questions.  
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

6.1
The Panel was concerned that the School’s programme specifications did not distinguish clearly enough between different programmes and between BEng and MEng variants, and they lacked specific detail.   It was also concerned that the individual project in Part C of the MEng Mechanical Engineering programme had a D-level code, although there was no articulation of the different learning outcomes expected from a level 7 (D code) module and a level 6 (C code) module.  The School explained that the similarity of programme specifications was partly because Parts A and B were common to all BEng and MEng programmes, but it acknowledged that the projects differed mainly in the expectations of supervisors, with MEng students expected to demonstrate a greater theoretical understanding.  The similarity of programme specifications was also because the School had written them in a way intended to meet the needs of different types of users, although it expected that most prospective students would seek such information from the webpages.  The similarity of individual projects was also because the regulations enabled MEng students who decided to graduate at the end of Part C, and not continue on to Part D, to obtain an IMechE accredited BEng degree.  The Panel considered these points but was not persuaded they were sufficient to explain the lack of differentiation.  
6.2
With regard to assessment, the School had introduced marking grade descriptors in 2009 in an attempt to provide greater consistency of coursework feedback to students for those modules that involved a number of staff.  It intended in future to provide students with grades on individual pieces of coursework in preference to percentage marks.  The School recommended that staff should return all marked coursework to students within four weeks of submission, but it acknowledged that not all staff complied with this.  It also recognised that international students especially were reluctant to approach staff directly about such late return,.  The Panel agreed with the School that it might be over-assessing its undergraduates and supported the proposed review of assessment practices. 
6.3
The School did not experience a high incidence of plagiarism.  All students were warned during induction about the dangers of plagiarism, and the School’s practice of sharing a single mark between those who were believed to have colluded on coursework seemed to be effective in preventing further cases.  Masters students were warned during induction by both School and Library staff, during a pre-project module delivered in Week 2 of Semester 1 (which also helped identify students with weaker English-language skills), and again when the major project was introduced in December.   The Panel suggested that reducing students’ overall assessment load might also help reduce the incidence of plagiarism, as some students were tempted to cheat when under pressure of time.  
6.4
For a number of years, Annual Programme Reviews had recorded the School’s attempts to address the relatively poor progression rates in Parts A and B of undergraduate programmes.  These included timetabled sessions with personal tutors where students were given specific tasks, and a year-long 20-credit ‘study skills’ module for Mechanical Engineering students which involved competitive group work aimed at improving both engagement and learning.  The School had also tried to influence undergraduate attitudes towards credit accumulation vs deeper learning, and their tendency to compartmentalise learning, by introducing more year-long modules in Part A for all B/MEng students, and putting formative tests in place of summative examinations at the end of Semester 1.  It was not yet clear whether Part B progression rates would improve as a result of these changes, but the evidence suggested that some Part B failures were students who had struggled during their Part A studies, but who had been supported, and enabled to progress through to their second year.

6.5
The School was disappointed that, despite its endeavours over many years, some Product Design students changed course or withdrew at an early stage.  It was possible that some did so because they found the course more demanding than expected, not because they had not realised it was essentially an engineering programme.  The School had recently changed the programme title to emphasise its engineering content, and now interviewed all applicants;  it was pleased that recent data showed a positive correlation between interviewing and good progression rates.

6.6
The School tried to ensure coherency in its taught postgraduate programmes by means of a logical sequence of modules which included the Semester 1 Integration Project.  All block-taught modules were completed by Easter, which enabled students to work full-time on their individual projects from April onwards.  The School used Semester 1 results to help identify and then support weaker students for the remainder of their programme.  As much as possible, it used its own rooms for teaching as a means of helping students, especially international students, to identify with the School.  Postgraduates who studied on block-taught modules were able to achieve the necessary depth within a short time by doing a significant amount of preparatory reading.  
6.7
At present, the School did not teach masters and Part D students together, partly because MSc one-week block-teaching was difficult to mesh with semester-long undergraduate modules.  However, imminent staff retirements might oblige it to do so in future, at least for the Manufacturing Engineering programme where most MSc students were international and Part D numbers were small.  The School thought that such joint teaching might help support international taught postgraduates, as MEng students generally performed better than MSc students. Most international students found year-long modules easier than block-taught modules but they also benefited from mixing with part-time UK students during block teaching.  The School mixed international and UK taught postgraduates for laboratory-based practical work because many of the former had little hands-on experience, whereas the part-time UK students were practitioners with significant levels of industrial experience.  
7.
Quality of learning opportunities


7.1
The majority of staff used the online Co-Tutor software to record meetings with their personal tutees.  Use of Co-Tutor was expected to increase in the near future, because staff now realised that such information was used if (e.g.) there were any issues with progression, and because departments were now required to record contacts with its international students to enable the University to comply with the terms of its UKBA licence for student visas.  

7.2
Undergraduate students confirmed the Panel’s suspicion that module choice was in practice more limited than published material such as programme regulations suggested: for example, students taking Part C of the Mechanical Engineering programme had found their choices constrained by timetabling.  Undergraduates also believed that the allocation of individual projects was not always equitable; the Panel was not convinced the allocation mechanism worked as well as the School believed, and warranted further consideration.
7.3
The Panel suggested that the School might review its current programme of visits to placement students, to ensure it was worthwhile continuing with three p.a. in order to gain students the additional IMechE recognition as part of the Monitored Professional Development Scheme, which was the main driver for this.

7.4
The Panel found that students were generally content with access to facilities, although they had problems in accessing some software which was only accessible in certain IT laboratories that were not always available because of teaching or because they were not open 24/7. 
7.5
Discussions with students indicated that there was little integration of taught postgraduates on different MSc programmes.

7.6
The Panel’s discussions with the student representatives showed that, at present, students did not always enjoy comparable experiences in group work, especially in Part A and at MSc level.  It believed the School could do more to prepare students on different programmes for group work, including making sure they understood the reasons for undertaking it and how to work together effectively.  Students also indicated that they preferred online peer assessment in group work because it was anonymous, and recommended the School discontinue any remaining paper-based peer assessment as soon as possible.

8.
Management of quality and standards 

8.1
External examiners (EEs) had commented in their reports that the School tended to be conservative in its marking of assessed work at both undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels, and had recommended that it should extend its range, particularly for good-quality individual projects.  The School hoped the recently-introduced generic grade descriptors would help accomplish this, but pointed out that EEs had also congratulated it on maintaining high UK standards.  In addition, evidence suggested that students rarely achieved distinctions in their individual projects if they had not already performed at this level in their taught modules.
8.2
The School had recently held a professorial ‘away-day’ to consider the implications of the imminent retirement of some key staff.  The staff had agreed to try to retain current staffing levels by increasing research income, which would necessitate reducing the number of optional modules offered and reducing staff teaching loads.  In common with other Faculty departments, the School was addressing this loss of some experienced practitioners by buying in semi-retired industrialists on term-time teaching-only contracts for Design modules.  The Panel suggested that it might also help the School to consider strengthening its links with the University’s new Design School.
8.3
At the time of the Review, the proportion of international students in the School was approximately 12-15%.  Compared to many HEIs, the School required international applicants to have a relatively high IELTS entry score, or required them to attend one of the University’s range of pre-sessional courses in English language.  International students who had problems with their English language during their programme were recommended to enrol for one of the University’s in-sessional programmes.  The percentage of international students was likely to rise if the School adopted the Department of Electronic and Electrical Engineering model of paying travel expenses to enable international taught postgraduates (current and alumni) to promote the University in their home areas.  The School would also consider some 2+1+1 schemes with a few carefully-selected overseas institutions.  

8.4
With regard to continuing professional development, the Panel noted that all academic probationers were subject to mandatory training, supported by means of a reduced workload in their first three years.  Staff Development provided a wide range of courses that were available to all staff, and offered sessions that could be delivered within departments. Staff Development also facilitated study that was tailor-made for individual professional needs, and at least one member of the School’s staff had recently taken advantage of this opportunity.

For further information on Management of Quality and Standards, please see also paras 5.4 and 5.9 above regarding accreditation.
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision


9.1
The School had a history of developing and adopting innovative learning and teaching.  Its work with the engCETL over the previous five years had included development of the online system for peer assessment in group work (WebPA) and the online Co-Tutor system for recording student attendance and meetings with their personal tutors and other staff.  The School had also developed a range of innovative learning within specific modules, such as peer mentoring, where Part D students mentored Part B students;  finalists were trained for this purpose by departmental staff in the style of Staff Development or MBA courses..  Other innovative teaching and learning included a form of ‘Dragons’ Den’;  International Design (together with teams of Mexican students);  video reporting;  competition and problem-based learning;  and the extra-curricula Formula Student.
9.2
The School had also introduced a cross-campus ‘treasure hunt’ to help induct freshers, which had proved popular.  It had also worked for two years with the University’s Counselling Service on a ‘buddying’ system which teamed new students with returning placement students, although lack of interest among freshers meant the scheme had now been discontinued. 
9.3
The students whom the Panel met reported that they appreciated the fact that all B/MEng programmes were accredited, and the School’s industrial links which benefited both placement and graduate employment.  They also appreciated the various means of support for their study.  Undergraduates had enjoyed the Part A Week 1 team-building exercise and Week 5 group work, the peer mentoring modules, Part D group-based design projects and problem-based learning.  Both undergraduates and taught postgraduates found staff approachable, and appreciated their willingness to consider suggestions to improve the student experience.  They believed they had made the right choice of university.  However, undergraduates seemed unaware they would be eligible for financial support if they continued on to postgraduate study at Loughborough, and the Panel suggested that the School ensure its students were kept informed of such possibilities.
10.
The department’s future plans

10.1
The Panel noted the School’s continued attempts to achieve a better balance in recruitment to Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering programmes, particularly at undergraduate level.  It also noted that the School might combine some teaching across different programmes in order to provide MEng Product Design Engineering students with more module choice:  options for this group were currently limited because their numbers were small. 
10.2
The Panel was pleased to learn that the School hoped to reduce the number of its optional modules for undergraduates, although it appreciated that this might be difficult to achieve if some staff continued to limit the number of registrations on their modules.  The School might resolve this issue by sharing good practice on staff workload models with other Faculty departments.
10.3
The Panel learned that the School was considering some new programmes, based on staff research expertise, in areas such as sustainability, energy, and biomedical engineering.  The Panel considered that the School should be cautious about introducing new programmes in these subjects, and should not spread itself too thinly nor increase its administrative load.  The Panel also felt that biomedical engineering was somewhat risky when the School had only two staff with expertise in this area.
10.4
The Panel also noted that the School might make significant changes to the undergraduate individual projects, including:  raising the credit weighting, linking them more closely to existing staff research groups, selecting the type of project that was likely to win national competitions and reach the standard required for journal publication.
11.
Conclusions and recommendations

11.1
The Panel considered that the School had a number of strengths, not all of which were clear from the documentation or discussions.  It was well-organised, employed good staff with a range of skills and experience, and provided high-quality facilities for all levels of students.  Undergraduate and taught postgraduate recruitment were buoyant, with high (and rising) undergraduate intake standards, and all BEng, MEng and MSc programmes were fully accredited by appropriate professional bodies (see para. 5 above)  Discipline-appropriate graduate employment was good on most programmes, and External Examiners were content with standards (see para 8 above).  The Panel was pleased to note the School’s continued support for the Sports Technology students in obtaining placements and suitable graduate employment, by establishing links with organisations outside the field of engineering.

11.2
The School had engaged with the engCETL and HEA Engineering Subject Centre to develop and implement a range of innovative learning and teaching practices, notably WebPA and Co-Tutor, that supported student learning and achievement of programme ILOs (see paras 5 and 9.1 above).
11.3
The Panel commended the School’s research-led teaching, but believed that current research activity should not be the main driver of new programmes:  it recommended that the School should consolidate delivery of its core subjects and not dilute its portfolio by a proliferation of subjects and programmes (see paras 10.1 –10.3 above).
11.4
The Panel noted the School’s continuing reliance on the SEFS programme, which apparently contributed to the number of failures or withdrawals on undergraduate programmes.  It believed the School was wise to persist with its Manufacturing Engineering programmes, despite a number of years of poor recruitment (a trend that was reflected at national level) as the situation could improve in future.  The Panel shared the School’s disappointment with the low level of recruitment to the flagship Innovative Manufacturing Technology/Engineering programme, especially as it had been introduced at the request of industry.  It agreed with the School’s intention to retain it because of the prestige it brought, its ability to recruit high-quality students, and its low additional costs (see para 5.8 above).
11.5
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, and address the issue of insufficient specific detail.  Among other things, the programme specifications needed to make clear that MEng students need to demonstrate both a deepening and widening of their knowledge and understanding.  As part of this review, 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.  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 (see para 6.1 above).
11.6
The Panel recommended that the School review its assessment strategy to:

i. 
Address the issue of variable coursework weighting across different modules;

ii.
Ensure that students were provided with clear marking criteria for assignments;

iii.  
Ensure that all staff provided students with timely feedback on coursework;

iv.
Address the apparent over-assessment of undergraduates;

v.
Use a wider range of marks, especially for individual projects.;

vi.
Investigate a possible correlation of the recent changes to Part A formative assessment and the relatively poor Part B progression rates 
(see para 6.2 – 6.4 above). 
11.7
The Panel recommended that the School better prepare students for group work to ensure they received an equitable experience.  The School should also ensure that online peer assessment was used for all group work and discontinue any paper-based assessment asap (see para 7.6 above).

External Assessor’s endorsement 
The PPR was conducted in a thorough and professional manner. The opportunity to meet and talk with both staff and students helped me to feel that I had obtained a very balanced view of the Wolfson School programmes under review.
Overall the programmes appear to be operating well, with students satisfied with the learning and teaching on offer. The industrial involvement in the programme is commendable as it provides the ‘real world’ context that is so important in engineering programmes today. The course content is relevant, although there are questions over the options available and what choice the students really have.
The available facilities were praised by the students and it became clear that the lecturers work hard to make themselves available to students in order to support them in their studies. The learning and teaching practice used throughout the programmes should be developed to provide more variety in approach  and the use of teamwork should be reviewed to ensure it is explained, appropriate and not over-used. The potential over-assessment of students is an area requiring further review within the School.
Retention was acknowledged as an issue. The School suggested that the combined approach of personal tutors and the introduction of PBL had impacted retention positively, yet there was no evidence of how the approach was being evaluated. This should be a consideration for the future.
These comments would have to be my headlines, although I fully endorse the panel’s final report and recommendations.
Dr Robin Clark

May 2010

APPENDIX 1

List of Panel members
Professor Tony Thorpe, Head of the Department of Civil and Building Engineering 

(Chair)
Dr Robin Clark, Head of Learning and Teaching Research, Centre for Learning 
Innovation and Professional Practice, Aston University (External Assessor)

Professor John Dickens, Associate Dean (Teaching) of the Faculty of Engineering

Dr Steve Tarleton, Director of Studies, Department of Chemical Engineering

Dr Jane Horner, Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator, Department of Aeronautical 


and Automotive Engineering

Mr Scott Vickers, student member of Learning and Teaching Committee and the 

Engineering Faculty Board, representing Loughborough Students’ Union

Mrs Caroline Smith, Quality Enhancement Officer for the Faculty of Science

In attendance:  Marie Kennedy, Academic Registry

APPENDIX 2

List of School staff the Panel met

Professor Rob Parkin, Head of School

Dr Peter Willmot, Director of Undergraduate Studies

Mr Paul King, MSc Programme Director

Mr Andy Taylor, Postgraduate Admissions Tutor

Mrs Helen Sankey – PG Executive Officer

Mrs Kathy White – School Administrator

Undergraduate Programme Directors:


Dr John Edwards – Sports Technology


Dr Paul Leaney – Innovative Manufacturing Engineering


Mr Tony Sutton – Mechanical Engineering


Mr Bob Wood – Manufacturing Engineering/Manufacturing Engineering & Management


Dr Bob Young – Product Design Engineering/Product Design and Manufacture

APPENDIX 3
List of students the Panel met 

Undergraduate

Mechanical Engineering programmes:

Brian Davis (MEng Part D, DIS)

Daniel Hutchinson (MEng Part D, DIS)

Emily Cheung (MEng Part C, DIS, student rep)

Kilian Marten (MEng Part C, EU student)

Will Hall (BEng Part B, student committee)

Sandra Doran (MEng Part B, student rep)

Tom Ince (BEng Part A, student committee)

Craig Turner (BEng Part A)

Manufacturing Engineering programmes:
Product Design Engineering

Nazim Gire (MEng Part D, DIS)

James Sheridan (MEng Part D, DIS)

Innovative Manufacturing Engineering

Jeff Roche (MEng Part D)

James Malin (MEng Part C)

Sports Technology

James DoUndergraduatelas (BSc Part B)

Manufacturing Engineering & Management

John Mathewson (BEng Part B, student committee Chair)

Manufacturing Engineering

Karolis Risovas (BEng Part A, student rep)

Postgraduate programmes:

Emily Cook (part time) – Engineering Design & Manufacture

Chris Veale – Engineering Design

Simon Jenkins (previously LU Mech Eng BEng DIS) – Mechanical Engineering

Louise Hoang – Advanced Manuf Eng & Management

Thomas Dumargue (EU student) – Mechatronics
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