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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 Panel comprised:

Professor Terry Kavanagh, Dean of Social Sciences & Humanities (Chair)

Professor Richard Green, Professor of Energy Economics, University of Birmingham (External Assessor)

Dr Paul Byrne, AD(T) of Social Sciences & Humanities

Phil Sawdon, School of Art & Design

Dr Richard Hodgkins, Geography

Sophie Driscoll, Vice-President (Education & Welfare), Loughborough Students’ Union

Observer: Dr Rachel Johnson, Quality Enhancement Officer, Social Sciences & Humanities 

Secretary: Dr Jennie Elliott, Assistant Registrar, Academic Registry

The Panel met throughout the day with key members of Departmental staff, including the Head of Department and the Chair of the Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee, and with a representative group of students (lists attached as Annex A).
The draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments incorporated in the final report.



3.
Evidence base
Documentation was provided to the Panel three weeks in advance and included the following:

Periodic Programme Review pro-forma

Overview of the Main Characteristics of the Programmes

Departmental Commentary (self-critical and analytical)

Review of Statistical Data across Programmes 2004-07

Statement on the Department’s Future Plans

Programme Specifications

Annual Programme Review forms for 2004-05 to 2006-07

Data on Undergraduate Programme Board Decisions 2006-07

External Examiners’ reports for 2004-05 to 2006-07

Departmental responses to External Examiners’ reports for 2004-05 to 2006-07

Staff-Student Liaison Committee Minutes for 2004-05 to 2006-07

Departmental Away-Day Minutes: 2007, 2006

Programme Timetables 2006-07

Assessment Matrices showing mode of assessment for every module

Examination and Coursework Assessment Criteria

Module Assessment Feedback form

Curriculum Maps of modules against programme intended learning outcomes

Undergraduate Population Monitoring Statistics from 2002 onwards

Views from Alumni and Prospective Students

4.
External peer contribution to process
The University requires that the Review Panel include an External Assessor who is not a serving External Examiner for the Department.  The External Assessor for this panel was a senior academic in another University.  The External Assessor received the documentation provided, took a full part in all discussions, and contributed to the report.




5. Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review

.1
Undergraduate Programmes
Eleven Honours programmes are offered.  The key features are as follows:
· These programmes combine contemporary economic analysis of topical issues with a wide range of applications to real world problems.
· Four common core modules in the first year make it possible for students to be able to switch between different degree programmes to reflect their area of specialist interest.
· Each degree offers an extensive range of options to second and third year economics.
· Specialist modules are research-led ensuring that students are taken to the cutting edge of relevant new thinking.
· There is an opportunity to undertake an additional year studying abroad under the Socrates-Erasmus programme.  Whilst take-up in practice is very small a growing number of students completing Part B now seek a year's work experience by arranging their own placements with companies in the financial sector before returning for Part C of the degree.
· The development of subject-specific and transferable skills in these programmes ensured very good career prospects for students completing their programmes.
· Employers seek high quality graduates who are both literate and numerate.  Familiarity with information technology and the ability to apply economic analysis to a wide range of practical applications are also highly valued.  These factors underpin the design of the Department’s programmes.
Single Honours Programmes
· BSc(Hons) Business Economics and Finance
· BSc(Hons) Economics
· BSc(Hons) International Economics
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Accounting
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Human Geography
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Politics
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Sociology
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Social Policy
· BSc(Hons) Economics with French
· BSc(Hons) Economics with German
· BSc(Hons) Economics with Spanish
(These last 7 programmes are now referred to below as Combined Honours degrees.)
Other Degree Programmes with Economics
Economics is offered also as a Minor part of a degree programme with other subjects.
· BSc(Hons) Human Geography with Economics (Geography Department)
· BSc(Hons) Modern European Studies (Politics, International Relations and European Studies (PIRES))
· BSc(Hons) Politics with Economics (PIRES)
· BSc(Hons) Mathematics with Economics (Mathematical Sciences Department)
· BSc(Hons) Sociology with a minor subject (Social Sciences Department)
.2
Postgraduate Programmes
Five masters’ programmes and one diploma programme are offered.  The key features are as follows:
· The MSc in Economics and Finance [ECPT31] has gained Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) research training recognition as part of the ‘1+3’ PhD route for research in Economics and Econometrics. (The Department has ESRC ‘+3’ recognition as well.)
· Entry requirement for this MSc programme is minimum upper-second class honours in undergraduate programmes in Economics (single honours or joint honours) with a substantial economics and quantitative content, or equivalent.
· The MSc in International Banking [ECPT35] and the MSc in Banking and Finance [ECPT36] are also designed to provide routes to PhD work.
· Entry requirements for all these MSc programmes are minimum upper-second class honours in undergraduate programmes in Economics Banking or Finance, or equivalent.
· There are two MA programmes: MA in Banking and Financial Markets, [ECPT42] and MA in Money Banking and Finance [ECPT43], which are designed for careers in financial services and central banking but do not provide pre-PhD research training.
· Entry requirements for the MA programmes are minimum second class honours in undergraduate programmes with normally (but not exclusively) some Economics, Finance or Business preparation, or equivalent
· The Diploma in Economics [ECPT30] is a one-year conversion programme to enable further postgraduate study in economics. Students who succeed at a sufficiently high level are allowed to proceed to one of the MSc programmes. Minimum entry requirement is a university degree in any subject with good grades. 
· The MSc programmes combine contemporary economic and financial analysis at an advanced level, and treat both theory and a wide range of real world problems, particularly in policy analysis.
· Pathways for all of the postgraduate programmes are clearly signalled to entrants (see Pathways annex below).
· All modules are research-led ensuring that students are given the latest developments in their field of specialisation. 
· All MSc and MA programmes include training in research methods at one of three levels: introductory, intermediate or advanced: 
	Programme
	Training in research methods
	Modules

	MSc Economics and Finance, ECPT31
	Advanced
	Mathematical and Econometric Methods, ECP207

	MSc International Banking, ECPT35
	Advanced or intermediate
	Research Methods, ECP206 or Mathematical and Econometric Methods, ECP207

	MSc Banking and Finance, ECPT36
	Advanced or intermediate
	Research Methods, ECP206 or Mathematical and Econometric Methods, ECP207

	MA Banking and Financial Markets, ECPT42
	Introductory
	Methods of Data Analysis ECP101

	MA Money Banking and Finance
	introductory
	Methods of Data Analysis ECP101


· The development of subject-specific and transferable skills and advanced knowledge of theory and empirical research in these programmes ensure very good career prospects for students, especially international students returning home.
· The MSc programmes have provided more than half of the graduates who have gone on to complete PhDs in the department.
· Employers at this level seek high quality graduates who are analytically well trained and numerate, and who can initiate their own evaluative research using high level analysis. University, consultancies, companies, Central Bank and commercial bank research departments require graduates who have high level training and these factors underpin the design of the Department’s programmes.
.3
The Panel considered the provision listed above to provide a good portfolio of programmes. Undergraduate provision was responsive to demand and the evidence in terms of student recruitment, employment statistics and discussions with students demonstrated that programmes met both student and employer expectations.

.4
Postgraduate provision was distinctive in having both MA and MSc programmes and having the innovative Research Project Seminar which served as an alternative to the Master’s dissertation.

.5
The programme portfolio attracted a large number of international students. The Panel considered that all the evidence presented demonstrated that the Department managed this situation well.

6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

.1
The Panel concluded that the ILOs were appropriate in relation to the overall aims of the provision and relevant external reference points, including subject benchmark statements and the FHEQ.

.2
The design and content of the curricula was considered to be effective in enabling the ILOs to be achieved, but the Panel queried whether communication and presentation skills might be more explicitly covered. It was felt likely that these did form part of the curriculum, but were not necessarily assessed. The Panel was not unduly concerned, bearing in mind the excellent employment record of students and the rigorous interview procedures they were normally subject to for that employment, but wished to encourage the Department to continue with a mix of delivery methods including presentations. 

.3
The experiences of staff in terms of research, external consultancy work and other external activities was felt to provide an enriched research-led curriculum. This was confirmed by External Examiners’ comments. Discussion with students, however, indicated that they were enthusiastic to have a greater insight into the ‘real world’, with perhaps lectures from those in relevant professions and more coverage of current affairs in Economics.

.4
In general the assessment strategy was considered to be effective in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning. However, there was concern about the appropriateness of the use of Multiple Choice Questionnaires (MCQs) in Parts B and C of undergraduate programmes. This concern was borne out by comments from an External Examiner and student.

.5
UG progression rates could be improved in some areas, but the Department remained convinced that A-level Mathematics should not become a requirement for their programmes. Evidence suggested that problems related particularly to international  students entering on the basis of Access qualifications. The Department had now increased its IELTS requirement and it was hoped this would improve future progression rates. 

.6
There was also concern about the low 20-credit weighting for the undergraduate project, which required an 8 -10,000 word project report. This again was borne out by the comments of students, both in SSLC reports and during interview, who felt that the effort involved in the module warranted more than 20 credits. There was also concern amongst the students that the support provided by Supervisors during the project was not uniform.

7.
Quality of learning opportunities

.1
The Panel was mindful of the difficult staffing position in the Department, with a current Student Staff ratio of 35:1, to be reduced to 27:1 when new appointments were in place, and the resultant pressure this placed on established members of staff which was exacerbated when new probationary staff were protected for a period from full teaching and administrative roles. In addition, turnover of junior staff was high and the recruitment of academic staff in the Economics discipline was difficult nationwide. The Department was to be congratulated, under such circumstances, on the quality of its provision, as evidenced by External Examiners’ comments, the comments of students and the attraction of employers to its graduates. 

.2
The staffing position was influential in determining some elements of provision and in shaping programme developments. It had, together with the challenges of a largely international student population, led to the development of the Research Practice Seminar as an alternative to the Master’s dissertation. The Panel considered this to be an interesting and innovative development that appeared to be working well, a view shared by External Examiners.

.3
There was currently no formal placement on undergraduate programmes other than an ERASMUS placement involving a year abroad. Some students, under their own volition, secured internships in vacations or one-year professional placements for which they had to obtain the necessary Leave of Absence. Discussions with students indicated that they found these placements very beneficial in terms of experience, securing employment and during their remaining studies, and would welcome a more formal arrangement for placements. The Panel was of the view that there should be provision for year-long placements to be accredited. 

.4
The Personal Tutoring system appeared to work well for Part A and the involvement of Personal Tutors at induction was a good development, though the Panel would wish to see Programme Directors present in addition to Personal Tutors, if feasible. Adoption of the Co-Tutor system for recording meetings between Personal Tutors and their tutees was almost universal, but staff had some reservations that the Co-Tutor system was not as effective as they would like.  

.5
The Panel was made aware from the documentation and from the staff and students interviewed of the lack of a departmental space where staff and students could meet for social purposes and in which students could work individually or in groups. The students felt this to be responsible for the lack of a departmental spirit amongst students, who were more likely to associate themselves with their Hall or Club membership. Such a space would also be beneficial in aiding the development of group work within programmes.

.6
From its discussions with the students the Panel concluded that the programmes had met students’ expectations. There were no serious issues in relation to feedback provided on students’ work, and students were kept reasonably well informed of how they were progressing. The Department was responsive to issues raised by students in Staff-Student Liaison Committee and staff were generally approachable and friendly. There were no issues concerning material available on the Learn VLE, other than incorrect staff office times, and information that students needed was available in Programme Handbooks. Tutorials and extra mathematics tuition were appreciated.

.7
Contact hours on UG programme were currently :

· Part A: c.18 hours per week (c. 30% more for students without A-level Mathematics)

· Parts B & C: c.15 hours per week 

In addition students had access to staff outside those hours.

8.
Management of quality and standards

.1
The Panel concluded that the department had appropriate procedures in place, as expected by the University, to maintain and enhance the quality and standards of its programmes and that these were being managed effectively. 

Comments from External Examiners were uniformly positive.

.2
The Department was imbalanced by having very experienced staff with high expectations and a large proportion of junior less-experienced staff. It would be important for the Department to maintain some continuity of staffing in the future to ensure that standards were maintained once experienced staff retired.

9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision
.1
In regard to para 8.3 above, the Department has initiated the appointment of junior staff as Deputy Programme Directors as part of its succession planning. This was considered to be a positive development that warranted consideration in other departments. It might also be useful if this was coupled with a system of ‘shadowing’ of senior staff by junior staff. 

.2 
The Department’s Student Progress meeting in February each year, at which students at risk of failure and students performing well were identified and subsequently sent letters to this effect, was considered worthy of dissemination across campus.

.3
The Research Practice Seminar, established as an alternative to the dissertation on Master’s programmes, was considered to be an innovative development which appeared to be working well. It was noted that at the time this was proposed and approved by the University it was recommended that it be reviewed after a period of operation to determine whether it would be of value elsewhere in the University. That review had not yet taken place and the Panel recommended that it should now be undertaken.

10.
The department’s future plans

.1
The Panel appreciated that planning was challenging with large student cohorts and a high proportion of international students for which recruitment could be volatile. The SSR was recognised as being excessive by comparison with other UK Economics departments. The Panel emphasised the need for the SSR to be driven down in order to maintain standards and for stability in departmental staffing.

.2
As part of its future plans the Department was considering its involvement in more combined programmes with Economics as a minor, for example with History.

11.
Conclusions and recommendations

.1
The Panel wished to commend the Department on the following:

(a) The hard work by members of the Department to ensure that standards did not suffer in the face of difficult staffing situations, that the Department came out well in the National Student Survey and that it continued to bring in the highest income to the University per staff member. Particular commendation was extended to the senior staff in the Department.

(b) The development of a good PGT portfolio for the international market which was proving very successful in recruitment. The ESRC recognition of the MSc in Economics and Finance was also to be commended.

(c) The way that staff experience in terms of research, consultancy and other external involvement informed teaching and learning.

(d) The Department’s support for its students, particularly in view of the high proportion of international students

.2
The Panel also wished to commend the students interviewed for their positive contribution to the review.

.3
The Panel recommends that the Department:

(a) seriously considers the possibility of reducing its student intake in an attempt to reduce the SSR to a manageable level, suggested as 20:1 being the Arts and Humanities norm. This should reduce pressure on existing staff and aid the retention of new staff. Methods of delivery should also be reviewed with the aim of reducing pressure on staff (paragraphs 7.1, 8.3, 10.2).

(b) reconsiders the weighting of its UG project module to bring this more in line with the weighting of such modules across the Faculty and in recognition of the effort required by students (paragraph 6.6).

(c) provides guidelines on what was expected of staff in providing support to students when engaged on their projects, in order to ensure that this support was equitable, and on what was expected of students in terms of independent work (paragraph 6.6).

(d) considers the introduction of four-year UG programme variants with a placement year leading to the award of Diploma in Professional Studies (or other award permitted by Regulation XI) (paragraph 7.3).
(e) gives consideration to increasing the opportunities for greater input on programmes from practitioners (paragraph 6.3).
(f) reviews its assessment strategy in regard to the number and nature of MCQs, in particular to avoid their use in Part C and to ensure that they were appropriately challenging and discriminatory if used in Part B (paragraph 6.4).

(g) ensure that staff office hours on the Learn VLE were up-to-date (paragraph 7.6).

(h) in view of all the above and also the high proportion of junior probationary staff within the Department, approaches the Faculty’s Quality Enhancement Officer in the new Teaching Centre for advice, to ensure that QE could be fully embraced within the Department. 

.4
The Panel also recommends that:

(a) The Graduate School should develop an initiative around ESRC accredited programmes.

ACTION: Dean

(b) The attention of Estates Management Committee be drawn to the need for a suitably equipped space for students within the Sir Richard Morris building for individual/group learning, which should be planned for when space became free from other building developments (paragraph 7.5).

ACTION: Dean

(c) Consideration be given to reducing the amount of documentation for PPR, which was becoming physically unmanageable e.g. a link to be provided to Programme Specifications rather than these being provided in hard copy.

ACTION: Secretary

APPENDIX
Department of Economics – PPR 14 May 2008
Staff who met with the PPR Panel
Professor Eric Pentecost, Head of Department

Mr Peter Maunder, Chair Learning and Teaching Committee

Dr Adrian Gourlay, Undergraduate Programme Director 2005-06

Professor Tom Weyman-Jones, Postgraduate Programme Director 2007-08 Dr Paul Turner, Postgraduate Research Director 2007-08
Diane Flatley, Executive Officer

Students who met with the PPR Panel

	NAME
	COURSE
	DATE OF ENTRY

ENTRY
	SSLC

	YEAR 1
	
	
	

	Kimberley HONEY
	Business Economics & Finance
	2007
	NO

	Claire O'REILLY
	Economics with Social Policy
	2007
	NO

	
	
	
	

	YEAR 2
	
	
	

	Jia Cheng ZHAO
	Business Economics & Finance
	2006
	NO

	
	
	
	

	YEAR 3
	
	
	

	Kypros ANDRONICOU
	Economics
	2004
	NO

	Toby BANFIELD
	Business Economics & Finance
	2004
	NO

	Jonathan BEESTON
	Economics
	2005
	NO

	Mitchell GLYNN
	Business Economics & Finance
	2005
	NO

	Andrew McLUCKIE
	Economics
	2005
	YES

	Matthew PAGE
	International Economics
	2005
	NO

	Mark PATTERSON
	Economics
	2004
	NO

	Heena SAMANI
	Business Economics & Finance
	2005
	NO

	
	
	
	

	POSTGRADUATE
	
	
	

	Adeniyi ADEGBULUGBE
	Economics & Finance
	2007
	YES

	Millicent OHENE-BOADI
	Economics & Finance
	2007
	NO

	Dong Yang XU
	Banking & Finance
	2007
	NO

	Ying ZHANG
	Economics & Finance
	2007
	NO
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Conclusions and recommendations

.1
The Department is pleased to receive so many warm commendations from the Review Panel (as set out in 11.1 and 11.2 of the report) for its success in high quality learning and teaching and student support despite its difficult staffing situation. The Department discussed each of the Panel’s recommendations at its annual teaching away day, and responds to as follows.

.2
The Panel recommends that the Department:

(i) seriously considers the possibility of reducing its student intake in an attempt to reduce the SSR to a manageable level, suggested as 20:1. Methods of delivery should also be reviewed with the aim of reducing pressure on staff (paragraphs 7.1, 8.3, 10.2).
This recommendation exactly replicates one made in the 2003 PPR. While the Department warmly embraces the intention of the recommendation, it is sadly impractical. The Department is compelled to maintain an exceptionally high SSR because it is almost entirely reliant on student fee income. Had the Department been allowed (as it requested) to retain its financial surplus in high earning years to smooth its income profile in leaner years, this recommendation could have been adopted, as the Department itself suggested on numerous occasions. However, since this strategy was denied to the Department in favour of transferring each year’s surplus to the centre, any attempt to reduce student intake significantly will push the Department into long-term financial deficit. An obvious remedy that will allow a lower SSR is for the Department’s undergraduate unit of resource to be raised from its current level, which is the lowest in the University by a significant margin, but this request has also been rejected on numerous occasions. A SSR of 20:1 is simply not achievable without substantial financial loss, unless the Department recruits only international students at a high fee and closes its doors to UK-EU students, or receives a higher unit of resource in the form of a higher share of the University’s HEFCE income stream. Methods of teaching delivery are and will continue to be under constant review, but the major burden on scarce staff resources is the assessment load, rather than the teaching delivery, although there are now no tutorials in non-core subject modules.

(j) reconsiders the weighting of its UG project module to bring this more in line with the weighting of such modules across the Faculty and in recognition of the effort required by students (paragraph 6.6).

The Department reopened this debate which has engaged its attention many times in the last few years. In view of the risks to a student associated with failure in the project module (a real possibility even with the best supervision possible) the Department has decided to maintain the project credit weighting at 20. 
(k) provides guidelines on what was expected of staff in providing support to students when engaged on their projects, in order to ensure that this support was equitable, and on what was expected of students in terms of independent work (paragraph 6.6).
The Department has reviewed the guidelines on project meetings to ensure that all staff and students are aware of the required input from both parties.
(l) considers the introduction of four-year UG programme variants with a placement year leading to the award of Diploma in Professional Studies (or other award permitted by Regulation XI) (paragraph 7.3).

The Department is competing in an undergraduate economics marketplace in which economics sandwich degree programmes are virtually non-existent, and in the rare cases where they are used, they are recognised to be extraordinarily demanding in staff time. There would be no competitive advantage to Economics from offering this award, notwithstanding the need felt by other departments to offer it in order to compete. The system which operates at present, whereby the small number of students who do want a four year programme and can find a placement for themselves are given automatic leave to complete it, works extremely well with minimal bureaucracy and requirement of few resources. Adding the bureaucracy and resource requirements necessary to associate a Diploma award with this opportunity would achieve no substantive change for the students involved but would impose additional burdens on the Department’s scarce administrative resources. 

A possible reason for student advocacy of this award is a mistaken impression that the Department would be able to organize the placement position for the student. Even on standard sandwich programmes, Departments are unable to guarantee the availability of placements nor are they able to relieve students of the effort needed to find them. Economics simply does not have the staff resources or time available to organize, monitor and implement this Diploma Award. It will continue to offer the current choice of Erasmus year abroad or leave of absence to take up any placement that a student can find for himself or herself. 

(m) gives consideration to increasing the opportunities for greater input on programmes from practitioners (paragraph 6.3).

The Department has begun discussions on implementing this recommendation particularly for its postgraduate students, although it must be remembered that such practitioners are very busy and very highly remunerated, and therefore likely to be expensive.

(n) reviews its assessment strategy in regard to the number and nature of MCQs, in particular to avoid their use in Part C and to ensure that they were appropriately challenging and discriminatory if used in Part B (paragraph 6.4).

The Department debated this at length at its teaching away day. Three factors have driven the move towards extensive use of multiple choice question (MCQ) assessments. i) They are an excellent tool for discriminating amongst students on the basis of their detailed knowledge of the subject, even at postgraduate level as is acknowledged in many different national education systems. ii) They are an excellent counter to the rising and widespread plagiarism in student coursework. iii)They are absolutely critical in  reducing staff workloads which is one of the panel’s recommendations.

(o) ensure that staff office hours on the Learn VLE were up-to-date (paragraph 7.6).

This has been implemented

(p) in view of all the above and also the high proportion of junior probationary staff within the Department, approaches the Faculty’s Quality Enhancement Officer in the new Teaching Centre for advice, to ensure that QE could be fully embraced within the Department. 

The Chair of the Department’s L&T Committee has already met with the Director of the new Teaching Centre to take this idea forward. It is likely that some help will be sought from the Higher Education Academy Economics network in providing subject specific material for new staff.










