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1. Title of report:  Periodic Programme Review
2. Date of report:  May 2005
3. JACS codes:  W100, W200, W700, V300
4. Department:  School of Art and Design
5. Objectives of review:  

All departments undertake a ‘periodic programme review’ of this kind once 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.

6. Conduct of review:

The Panel comprised the Head of the Politics, International Relations and European Studies Department within the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities (Chair), the Faculty Associate Dean (Teaching), two senior academics from other departments, the Director of Professional Development, an External Assessor from outside the University, and a Secretary.

The Panel met members of Departmental staff including all programme directors, and a representative group of Foundation, undergraduate and postgraduate students from all years and programmes.

The Panel also conducted a formal tour of Departmental resources including those for the Foundation programme on a separate part of campus.
The draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments incorporated in the final version.

7. Evidence base:

Documentation provided to the Panel one week in advance was very useful and provided a good basis for discussion.   Documents included standard PPR proforma as required in the University’s Academic Quality Procedures, ie:

Annual Programme Review forms for 2003, 2004 and 2005
External Examiners’ reports for 2001/02, 2002/03 and 2003/04
Staff-Student Forum minutes for 2001/02, 2002/03, 2003/04 and 2004/05
Departmental commentary (self evaluation), including:

· a statement on the Department’s personal tutoring system

· future portfolio developments:  outline of the Department’s plans

Programme specification for each programme under review

Assessment Strategy

8. External peer contributors to process:  

The University’s Academic Quality Procedures require that the Review Panel include an External Assessor who is not a recent nor serving external examiner for the department.  The External Assessor for this Panel was the Head of a Department of Art and Design at another UK university, who had not been an external examiner at Loughborough.   Along with other Panel members, the External Assessor reviewed the documentation provided, took a full part in all discussions, and contributed to the report. 

9. Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review 
· The review covered all of the School’s programmes, at degree, postgraduate and sub-degree levels.   At undergraduate level, the four practice-based programme groups were:  Fine Art (Painting, Printmaking, Sculpture), Textiles (Woven, Printed, Multi-Media), 3-D Design (Silversmithing & Jewellery, Furniture, Ceramics), and Visual Communication (Graphic Communication and Illustration). The review also included an undergraduate degree in History of Art with Studio Practice which had recently been withdrawn, a relatively new MA in Art and Design (Studio Practice), and the Diploma in Foundation Studies programme (sub-degree level).  The School considered the Foundation programme an integral part of its portfolio, and an increasing proportion of undergraduates were recruited from this and other Foundation programmes. The School’s broad portfolio of programmes was unique among A&D departments in pre-1992 universities.

· Teaching, learning and assessment were largely studio and workshop based.
· The total student population was approximately 1,100 of whom some 850 were undergraduates and 200 Foundation. The number of undergraduates was expected to remain stable, and the number of taught postgraduate to increase.  The School had a good record in widening participation, with a considerable proportion of UG students the first in their family to attend university.  

· The sense of community, which was highly valued by both students and staff, had in fact increased since the School became part of the University in 1998.  Students appreciated the close working relationships with staff.
· The School enjoyed national and international respect.  It had been praised in the Quality Assurance Agency’s External Subject Review (2002) for having one of the highest retention rates in the UK for the subject area, a high proportion of excellent degree classifications, and good progression on to employment or higher study.  It had also been congratulated on its excellent record of student achievement in national and international competitions, and for its extensive network of industrial partners and business contacts.  
· Since incorporation into the University, academic staff had developed their research, most notably in Fine Art, Textiles, Animation, Drawing, and History and Theory of Art, and had continued to practise and exhibit within their specialisms.  Many collaborated with colleagues both nationally and internationally.
10. Conclusions on innovation and good practice 
The School had many good features, and the Panel commended it especially for:
· The statistical evidence of excellent progression, achievement and employability of its students, remarked on by the QAA in 2002, and confirmed subsequently.

· Evidence of student success in national and international competitions.

· The high quality of learning opportunities, including:

· The considerable amount of academic staff time devoted to students, not only in teaching, learning and assessment, but also in pastoral support and guidance;
· The way that teaching was informed by staff research and continuing practice within the discipline, to the benefit of students at all levels;

· The individual workspaces provided for students, invaluable in this practice-based subject;
· The extensive and high quality facilities and equipment provided for students;

· The opportunities for students to use resources in other University departments including equipment in the Engineering and Science faculties;
· Group critiques, which by encouraging constructive criticism of student work, were useful learning experiences and good preparation for future careers as practitioners whose work was open to public criticism;

· Student learning contracts and statements of intention, which, together with taught modules such as Business and Entrepreneurial Skills, were good preparation for future careers as employees or free-lance professionals.

· Opportunities for all undergraduates to take a semester or year abroad, and be eligible for the Diploma in International Studies;

· Opportunities for Textiles students to undertake a ‘sandwich’ year and become eligible for the Diploma in Professional Studies;

· The support received by students from technical staff, who were seen as a vital part of the learning experience.

· The inclusion of current students in interviewing prospective undergraduates.

· The change of term dates for the Foundation programme to enable students to begin University at the same time as other new students, and thereby to enhance the sense of belonging.  This was particularly important for Foundation students from outside the UK/EU.

11. Conclusions on quality and standards (500, actual 126)

The Panel was pleased to note that:

· Recruitment, retention, progression, achievement and employment data were exemplary in the UK for the subject area.  These and other data were monitored through Annual Programme Review meetings with the Associate Dean (Teaching) for the Faculty.
· The School enjoyed a good national and international reputation within the discipline.  
· External Examiners’ reports were positive, and demonstrated that intended learning outcomes (ILOs) were being attained by students, that programme content and methods of delivery and assessment supported the achievement of ILOs, and that programme specifications were being met.

· Intended learning outcomes (ILOs) were clear, and appropriate for the educational aims. 
· The sense of community between students and staff had a beneficial effect on the student learning experience.
12. Conclusions on whether the programmes remain current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application, and developments in teaching and learning. (max 250, actual 171)

The considerable evidence that programmes remained current and valid included:

· The buoyant and high calibre of student recruitment, and very good graduate employment.

· Continued student achievement in national and international competitions.

· The high regard in which the School, its programmes and students were held nationally.
· Continued staff involvement in research and in practice within their specialisms, including exhibitions.

· The School’s responsiveness:
· To the national decline in applications for 3-D Design programmes, by adapting the three programmes to a single programme, with specialist pathways in the second and third years enabling students to develop their particular interests;

· To student demand, by restructuring the Fine Art programmes into a single programme, with specialist pathways in the second and third years to enable students to develop particular interests;

· To student demand, by introducing proposals for an Animation specialism at all levels - Foundation, undergraduate (via a pathway within Illustration) and postgraduate (via an MA in Animation) - that would be well-supported by staff expertise and research.
13. Forward-looking recommendations for actions to remedy any identified 

shortcomings, and for further enhancement of quality and standards. 
(max 250, actual 226)
The Panel noted the considerable potential for the School to build on its portfolio of high-quality programmes, and its good relations with other departments (partly fostered by student use of equipment elsewhere on campus).  It strongly encouraged the School to develop new programmes:


(a) 
within the School - including specialisms such as Interior Design that were



currently taught at Foundation but not at undergraduate level;


(b) 
between the School and other departments in the University – perhaps 



particularly taught postgraduate degrees.
The School was encouraged to consider:
· The information provided to students, to ensure they are fully aware of all University facilities available to them, including the various locations of 24/7 computing provision;
· While recognising the benefits of traditional methods of assessment within the discipline, reviewing the assessment strategy to include (a) examinations in areas amenable to this form of assessment, (b) interim targets for heavily-weighted modules;  
· A closer curriculum match between the Foundation programme and undergraduate programmes;

· In the light of the restructuring of the Fine Art and 3-D Design programmes, and the expectations of increased recruitment from the Foundation programme, further to consider an appropriate recruitment strategy;

· Means of ensuring that students know how to access the University’s Student Handbook and are aware of its contents.

These recommendations would be followed up in the next Annual Programme 
Review.

14. Further observations and recommendations (no limits)
(for internal use only, this section will not be published in the TQI summary)
At the School level:

· The Panel noted the School’s serious concerns about recruitment in the light of the possibility that UCAS might withdraw Route B in favour of Route A.  Route B, essentially based on a Diploma in Foundation Studies in Art and Design, together with an interview which considered a portfolio of work, was by far the preferred means of admissions within the discipline.  This process enabled students to make an informed decision about possible future specialisms, promoted a good conversion rate, and fostered a very high retention rate.   A high proportion of undergraduates were recruited from the School’s own Foundation programme, and indeed many had chosen to take the Foundation at Loughborough in the hope of continuing onto undergraduate study here.  Route A, effectively based on A-Level scores, had poorer conversion and retention rates.  Students confirmed the staff belief that the Foundation programme was the best preparation for undergraduate degrees in the Art and Design discipline.
· The Panel also noted the School’s perceptions that the University did not appreciate the importance of the Foundation programme within its portfolio of programme, and especially its significance for recruitment onto undergraduate programmes.  The imminent move of Foundation students to the main campus was expected greatly to facilitate the progression of students from Foundation onto degree programmes.
· The Panel further noted the School’s frustrations regarding the time it could take to appoint staff including replacements, and the additional problem of integrating previously part-time teachers into the community of full-time academics.

· It was also encouraged, within the next academic year, to complete the rationalisation of Fine Art programmes and 3-D Design programmes.
· The Panel was pleased to note the considerable strengths of the School - evident inter alia in its well-established reputation, student achievement, the QAA ESR report, and other points noted above – and its considerable potential for future developments in research and teaching.  However, it expressed some concerns about management planning and the apparent lack of well-defined longer-term strategies, eg over five and ten years.  It strongly encouraged the School to further consider the implications of being a research-led department, particularly on traditional learning, teaching and assessment practices.  The Panel recognised that both students and staff were still adapting to a slightly different method of working from an intensively student-centred one to one in which contact hours were necessarily more structured and limited.  However, it believed students should be encouraged to develop more independent ways of learning, and that both staff research, and the projected increased numbers of postgraduate students, required staff to alter traditional ways of working.
· The Panel considered that because its resources were key among the School’s strengths, there needed to be long-term investment in the infrastructure, reflected in a rolling programme or strategic resources plan.  The School should therefore clarify its resourcing needs, and develop proposals for replacement and renewal of resources, including up-to-date technology necessary to support newer areas such as Animation, current building space, and staffing. 
· The Panel encouraged the School to acknowledge that the process of incorporation into the University was now complete, and the School no longer needed to refer in its documentation to transition.
· The Panel acknowledged the need for additional expertise and the benefits of currency involved in employing a relatively high proportion of practising artists and designers as part-in teachers.  However, it encouraged the School further to consider the consequent opportunity cost and ‘invisible weight’ on full-time academic staff (including time spent on mentoring, integration and administration), and to see if there were better ways of dealing with this scenario.

· The School was also encouraged to consider means of promoting a better sense of  student involvement within the University.  Although LUSAD had been part of the University for seven years, students’ perceptions remained that they were ‘different’ from most other students.  They believed this was partly because of the traditional ways of learning, teaching and assessment within the discipline, and believed that other students considered them to be part of Loughborough College rather than the University.  The Panel acknowledged the autonomy of Loughborough Students’ Union, but encouraged the School to seek its help in fostering a better sense of LUSAD student involvement in LSU activities.  This might be facilitated by ensuring that publicity and promotional materials were distributed around the School, that visits were made to the School by Union officials and other members during events like Council elections, and by increasing the number of departmental representatives to reflect the large numbers of students in the School.  
· The School was further encouraged to keep Visual Communications students informed about the proposed move to the Frederick Street part of the campus, and to take steps to ensure that this move did not jeopardise the highly-valued sense of community fostered by being on the main campus.
These recommendations would be followed up in the next Annual Programme Review.

At the University-level:  
· The University was invited to consider whether, in order to make informed recommendations about future proposals, Panels should have access to the relevant department’s Development Plan.
mk

May 2005 revised June 2005
LUSAD Response to Periodic Programme Review, May 2005
The PPR Report has now been circulated widely throughout LUSAD so that responses to its recommendations and assessments of the School’s programmes might be as representative as possible. 

In general, members of the School were impressed by the dedication of the Review panel in attending to the specificity of our programmes and the diversity of the subjects we teach. In what follows, responses and corrections to the report are ordered according to its original sequence and headings.

The School’s responsiveness
1.Proposals for changed to the existing provision within 3D Design have now reached Strategic Phase and we plan to recruit to the new programme for 2007-8.

2. Proposals are being finalised for the unified Fine Art degree programme and should go forward to Strategic Phase by the end of the calendar year.

3. Animation specialisms are developing through Visual Communications programmes at undergraduate level, but the development of an Animation MA has been put on hold for now, while the current MA embeds more thoroughly and animation research develops more fully in the School.
Forward-looking recommendations for actions to remedy any identified shortcomings, and for further enhancement of quality and standards. 

1. The developments in both 3D and Fine Art undergraduate programmes are responsive to changes at the national level within art and design and cognisant of the demands of our own Foundation students. While we feel that development of a programme in Interior Design would be too costly at this point, having neither current staff specialisms nor technical expertise to support this fully, we have given priority to developing 3D undergraduate provision such that it is more flexible and responsive to student demand. It is noteworthy in this respect that our own Foundation staff and students have responded very positively to the 3D moves.

2. Discussions are on-going with English and Drama concerning the development of shared postgrad taught provision and, now that our MA has run for a full year, we can begin to pursue similar discussions with other Departments. 

3. We have reviewed the information provided to students to ensure that they are aware of the full range of University facilities available to them. The information was already in our documentation, but students have been directed to it more formally.

4. LUSAD have examinations (in high-credit History of Art modules) and interim targets for a majority of heavily-weighted modules. We review our programmes regularly and the possibility of extending examinations and/or developing more varied assessment modes continues to be considered.
5. Introductory Studies are being reviewed this year and the issues addressed in the PPR will form an important part of that internal review process. However, for now, it is worth noting that the move from Frederick Street to the main campus has been positive for Foundation students and staff, who report a closer working relationship with the undergraduate programmes already. Additionally, our Progression document is near complete and will be operational soon, thus encouraging a better ‘fit’ between Introductory Studies and undergraduate provision.

6. Recruitment and Marketing are being discussed and overhauled at present, in light of the changes to our programmes and needs at HE and FE levels.

7. The issues raised by PPR will form part of our APR preparations this year, as will the content of this response.
Further observations and recommendations
1. We have already noted the review of Foundation beginning this year and will attend PPR issues in that process.

2. The introduction of a comprehensive workload model this academic year has begun to address the issues of working methods and the balance of teaching and research for staff. It will be reviewed and developed further for 2006-7. Additionally, our workload model is making a significant impact on our Bought-In teaching and enabling us to reduce our dependence on these colleagues, whilst still using  small numbers of bought-in and casual staff to provide specialist teaching at key points in the courses. We are also exploring these issues in our Development Planning, so that we can enhance our research-led provision through strategic appointments that supplement our existing strengths and free up colleagues for their research. 

3. The current Technical Review and the appointment of a Lead Technician have driven a thorough review of infrastructural resources, from physical plant to the high-level technical specialisms needed by staff to make best use of them. Planning is now being centralised and the emphasis is on proactive planning for mid- to long-term developments.

4. The one point to which all colleagues in LUSAD responded vigorously was the suggestion that our students were not integrated into University life. There are numerous examples of the positive impact LUSAD students have had on the life of the campus, not least a number of our undergraduates actively involved with Hall and Union politics. One of our second-year students won the SSH Faculty prize last year and many of our undergraduates are on teams or in University societies. Colleagues felt strongly that LUSAD students’ sense of being ‘different’ was a badge of pride in their unique position as young student artists and designers and was misunderstood by the panel.

5. To date, VisCom students have responded positively to their new base in Frederick Street, though this will be monitored closely throughout the year.
