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1. Objectives of review
The following generic statement will normally be adopted:
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
To include details of panel composition and membership, the proceedings on the day of the review, who the panel interviewed and how the panel agreed the report.

2.1
The Panel comprised:

Professor Tony Thorpe, Acting Dean of the Engineering Faculty (Chair)

Professor Barrie Mecrow, Nottingham University (External Assessor)

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

Dr Jane Horner, Department of Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering

Dr Steve Tarleton, Department of Chemical Engineering

Mrs Caroline Smith, Quality Enhancement Officer for the Science Faculty (representing the Director of the Teaching Centre)

Mr Danny McNeice, Vice President (Education), Loughborough Students’ Union

The Panel was supported by a Secretary from the Academic Registry.
2.2
The Panel met throughout the day with key members of the Department’s staff, including the Head of Department, the Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator, the Departmental Administrator, undergraduate and postgraduate programme directors, and with a representative group of students.  
2.3
Some of the Panel members made a tour of the Departmental learning and teaching facilities, and one studied the on-line support available for Distance Learning.

2.4
The draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments were incorporated in the final report.

3.
Evidence base
A summary list of all documentation provided to the panel.

Documentation was provided to the Panel two weeks in advance and included the following:
Periodic Programme Review pro-forma

Departmental Critical Review 2004/05 – 2007/08

Commentary on the last three years of statistical data

Programme specifications for each programme

Programme regulations for each programme

Annual Programme Review (APR) pro-forma for 2005/06 – 2007/08, including a report on actions taken in response to the Associate Dean (Teaching)’s feedback on the 2008 APR

External Examiners’ annual reports and Departmental responses 2005/06 – 2007/08

Minutes of the meetings of the Systems Engineering Education and Training Steering Group 

External Assessors/ Advisory Committees/ Accreditation reports

Minutes of the meetings of the Departmental Staff-Student Committee 2005-2008

Population Monitoring Statistics from 2007
Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for all UG and PGT programmes, and curriculum map against ILOs for each programme
Assessment matrices showing modes of assessment for each module

4.
External peer contribution to process
How the external assessor was involved, how he/she was selected and what his/her role was.

The University’s Academic Quality Procedures require that the Review Panel includes an External Assessor who is not a serving External Examiner for the Department.  The External Assessor for this Panel was a senior academic in the same discipline at another university.  The External Assessor received the documentation provided ahead of the meeting, took a full part in all discussions, and contributed to the final report.
5.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review
This will draw on the overview by the department in its commentary, and also contain a brief statement of the panel’s view of the programmes in relation to content and approach, and distinctive features.
Undergraduate programmes
5.1
The Department offered six mainstream honours degree programmes at both BEng and MEng level, eleven programmes with a semi-specialist theme (five of which offered only at MEng level), and two specialist programmes at MEng level only.  All programmes were fully accredited by the Institution of Engineering and Technology (IET) and the Measurement and Control and the Energy Institute as meeting the academic requirements for Chartered Engineering status.  In addition, the Royal Aeronautical Society accredited the Systems Engineering programmes.
5.2
All undergraduate programmes were available with a one-year industrial placement, which was flexible in that it could be taken between Parts B and C of BEng programmes, or between Parts B and C or Parts C and D of MEng programmes.  Successful completion of the placement year led to an additional Diploma in Industrial Studies award.  Students were helped to prepare for the placement by a tailored Industrial Preparation course in Part B as well as by the good contacts staff had with companies.  Following their placement, many students were offered some form of sponsorship for the remainder of their programme or were supported by the companies in the form of facilities, advice, etc.
5.3
The mainstream programmes had recruited well in recent years, in a difficult climate for this subject, although one programme relied on changed course offers from another department.   The Department expected in the near future to offer programmes in its two mainstream disciplines of Electrical and Systems Engineering, and to discontinue nine of its semi-specialist programmes.  These and other changes would leave a portfolio of nine programmes, of which five would be BEng or MEng only.  
5.4
The Department’s undergraduate provision differed from typical Loughborough programmes in that they were delivered across both semesters in 15- and 20-credit modules.  The Department was aware that its teaching timetable was currently restrained by an over-reliance on a small number of key staff and the wide range of optional modules.  
Taught postgraduate programmes
5.5
The Department offered six MSc programmes (a seventh would shortly be discontinued).  Three of the six were offered in full-time (FT) or part-time (PT) mode,  one FT only, one PT only, and the sixth FT or PT with full Distance Learning (DL) options.  All were based on 15-credit modules delivered in two-week blocks.  The DL programme in Renewable Energy Systems Technology had proved so popular that the Department expected shortly to have to restrict recruitment.  Resources did not permit development of DL versions of other MSc programmes. Two programmes were currently over-reliant on bought-in teaching.
5.6
The Institution of Mechanical Engineers and the IET accredited the MSc in Renewable Energy Systems as satisfying the educational base for Chartered Engineer status for graduates who have an accredited BEng degree.

5.7
The Panel noted that the Department had been able to continue a high level of student recruitment, against the national trends in the discipline, and that it had some notable successes, such as the undergraduate Systems Engineering and the postgraduate  Renewable Energy programmes.  The Panel agreed that the Department currently offered an undue number of programmes, especially at undergraduate level.  It therefore approved the imminent reduction in their number, but felt that cuts should be even more stringent than was planned (see sections 8 and 11 below).  It also agreed that some parts of the Department’s intake were over-reliant on changed course offers.

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

Conclusions on the appropriateness of the ILOs in relation to the overall aims of the provision and relevant external reference points, including subject benchmark statements and the FHEQ; the effectiveness of the design and content of the curricula in enabling the ILOs to be achieved, and the effectiveness of the assessment strategy in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning.

6.1
The programme ILOs were in line with the FHEQ and national benchmarking statements.  However, the Panel considered that:

(a) There was an undue number of ILOs for each programme, and a lack of distinctiveness between them, especially for the BEng and MEng variants;

(b) The curriculum maps were over-populated and it was unlikely that all items were actually being delivered;  they were also variably (and some unrealistically) populated;
(c) Level 7 modules were being delivered in Part C and Level 6 in Part D.  The Department needs to be able to demonstrate that the majority of Level 7 modules build on knowledge gained in Level 6 modules.

6.2
The Panel was reassured that a review of both ILOs and the curriculum mapping would shortly be conducted, in time for the accreditation visit due in November 2009.
6.3
The Panel also considered that the MSc REST programme aims did not do justice to what was being delivered, and urged the Department to reconsider these in time for that visit.  

6.4
The Panel also found that the range and methods of assessment were appropriate to the programme Aims and ILOs.  It was pleased to note that the Part C ‘dummy’ modules were to  be discontinued.  However, it believed that the year-long 15- and 20-credit module structure of undergraduate programmes required further consideration to ensure that it was delivering what the Department had expected, as it was not clear to the Panel that this change had had the desired effect.  In addition, as the the Department was aware, this structure restricted students’ choice of optional modules offered by other departments.  The Department should also consider whether the use of 15- and 20-credit modules, with very few assessments in Semester 1, contributed to its weak progression statistics, particularly at Part B, and to attendance issues in Part A and Part B.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

Conclusions on the range and appropriateness of the methods of teaching and learning employed by the programmes for providing students with learning opportunities to support achievement of the ILOs;  on the quality, management and development of resources supporting student learning, including staff;  and on the effectiveness of strategies of academic support, such as those relating to induction, personal tutoring, personal development planning (PDP) and feedback on progress.

7.1
The Panel identified a good range of appropriate learning and teaching opportunities across the discipline, including the research-led teaching which was especially notable in Parts C and D and at postgraduate level, and the very wide choice of optional modules.  I It identified some good practice in the use of the University’s VLE, Learn, which was popular with students.  However, students reported that provision on Learn varied, and it was not clear whether all Departmental modules provided the minimum content required by the University.  The Panel strongly recommended that the Department ensure that all teaching schedules and coursework schedules/ diaries were available on Learn (a University requirement), and that all students were aware of their availability.
7.2
In particular, the Panel commended:

(a) The high quality of the online material for the MSc REST DL programme, together with the academic and personal support these students received from academic and administrative staff;

(b) The Mathematics support available for students, especially for those with poor or no A-Level Mathematics, which included the optional Additional Mathematics modules;

(c) Staff engagement with the engCETL, which had enabled the automated feedback on laboratory practicals.  However, the Panel shared students’ concerns about the lack of practical sessions at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels (this issue had also been raised at the Department’s last PPR).
7.3
The Panel also had concerns about:

(a) The structure and effectiveness of pastoral aspects of the Department’s Personal Tutoring procedures:  students at all levels reported that they did not know who their personal tutor was, and, except for a small number of key staff, including support staff, they did not know who to consult for advice, eg on module choice;
(b) Students’ reports about the variable quantity and quality of feedback on assessed work, and late or even non-return of some coursework;

(c) The apparent lack of parity of treatment and experiences of MSc students, who seemed to identify with their programme rather than the Department, and who did not appear to have any academic or social interaction between programmes;
(d) The apparently low levels of engagement of the majority of staff with undergraduate and taught postgraduate students;

(e) The sometimes weak undergraduate progression rates in summer, when the majority of students subsequently passed in the Special Assessment Period in September.

8.
Management of quality and standards

Conclusions on whether the department has appropriate procedures in place, as expected by the University, to maintain and enhance the quality and standards of its programmes and whether these are being managed effectively. 

8.1
The Panel had a number of concerns about the effective Departmental management of quality and enhancement.  These included responding to issues raised by External Examiners, such as the timely return of student assessed work, and the lack of evidence, and quality, of second marking.  The Panel was not satisfied with the generic Departmental responses to External Examiners’ annual reports, which did not address issues raised by individual Examiners.  The Panel also had some concerns about the variability of marking of some MSc student projects, but was reassured by the Department that an increase in the number of permanent staff would in future help improve consistency.

8.2
The Department did not appear to have adequate mechanisms to ensure compliance with the University’s minimum quality management requirements, or to ensure that loops were closed.  For example, there was no evidence of discussion of module feedback at Staff-Student Committees.   Neither was there any evidence of decision-making by the Departmental Teaching and Learning Committee (no minutes of this or the Academic Practice Committee were provided for the Panel), and day to day management was apparently conducted by informal meetings of a few key staff (this issue had also been raised at the Department’s last PPR).  The Panel noted that the Department’s weekly strategy meetings included learning and teaching issues, but these were not minuted.  
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

This section will highlight any areas of innovation and/or examples of good practice deemed worthy of wider dissemination.

9.1
The Panel was pleased to note that the students it met were generally happy and complimentary about support they received (including that from support staff), that they were enthusiastic, and had many positive suggestions to make.  Students liked the open door policy (which included the Departmental Administrator) and the mentoring scheme;  postgraduates also praised the support they received for the REST DL programme.  Undergraduates welcomed the industrial placement opportunities, and the help the Department provided in preparation for the year out;  however, the Department should ensure that it implemented the agreed procedures, including a minimum of two visits pa.    

9.2
The Panel was also pleased to note the students’ self-directed learning, the group and final year projects, and the Department’s continual investment in learning resources.  

9.3
The Panel noted that the Department was the only one in the University to offer only 15 and 20-credit year-long modules at undergraduate level.  Some of the students the Panel met approved of this structure but others were less supportive, mainly because it restricted their choice of modules outside the Department.  The Panel also noted that there was no evidence that the change to this structure had had any positive impact on student progression, and recommended that the Department should reflect on whether this format had actually delivered what had been expected.
.4
The Panel commended especially the MSc REST DL programme:  the Department had a strong market lead in the subject,  it was a unique selling point, and was a good model for other DL programmes.  

10.
The department’s future plans

The report will comment on the department’s future plans as shared with the panel.

10.1
The Panel welcomed the imminent review of the Department’s portfolio of undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.

10.2
The Department had two concerns about University examinations.  The first was the  exponential increase in recent years of students with additional needs (some quite minor) for whom the Department had to make special invigilation arrangements.  The Department now struggled to find available rooms and staff to cover this increase.  The second concern related to examinations for its DL students who lived overseas:  it was proving increasingly difficult to find suitable invigilators and locations.  

10.3
The Department also had some concerns about the Periodic Programme Review process:  it had found the University guidelines on the critical review to be unhelpful, and the word limit insufficient  to allow adequate discussion of all its programmes.
11.
Conclusions and recommendations


This section will include a summary of aspects for commendation, which may already have been highlighted in earlier sections, as well as forward-looking recommendations for actions to address any shortcomings and for the further enhancement of quality and standards.  Recommendations will normally be referenced back to points discussed in previous sections, with an indication of significance and urgency.  Any issues for consideration outside the department concerned will be flagged appropriately.  

11.1
The Panel commended the Department for:

· its strong industrial links, notably with BAe Systems;

· the professional accreditation of all programmes;

· its Systems Engineering programmes, a subject which few universities were able to offer;

· the retention of a high-quality intake in a climate of declining national applications, which many comparable universities were unable to match;
· the Department’s attempts to improve the intake qualifications for its undergraduate programmes;

· the MSc REST programme, the DL version of which provided very good online resources, including academic and personal support.
11.2
The Panel was concerned at the very lean management structure of the taught programmes and the Department’s continuing over-dependence on a small minority of key staff.  It acknowledged the excellent work in recent years of the Director of Undergraduate Studies, supported by the Departmental Administrator and some other staff, but considered that this was unsustainable:  there needed to be better engagement and support from academic colleagues, and a better distribution of workload.  The Department might consider appointing directors of undergraduate and of postgraduate programmes, separate programme directors, and perhaps year tutors.  The Panel also recommended that more emphasis be given to the personal tutoring system, with tutors given a clear pastoral role.  

11.3
The Panel also considered that the number and range of programmes, pathways and modules offered was unsustainable.  It therefore commended the Department’s intention to rationalise the provision, especially the reduction of mainstream undergraduate programmes to combinations in Electrical and Systems Engineering.  The Department should send a clear, strong message about its portfolio by taking immediate action to reduce undergraduate provision to perhaps two or three core programmes, and reducing the number of optional modules.  The Panel had noted Departmental comments that some options had very few registrations, and that the number of options had an impact on timetabling, and believed that reducing the number of programmes and modules should help alleviate pressure on staff, and free resources to expand those parts of its other provision where both demand and intake quality were high.
11.4
The Panel felt that, as part of this review, the Department should reflect on what it intended for the REST programme.  It seemed unfortunate if future intakes would be restricted because of lack of physical and human resources, given that the University enjoyed a substantial income from the programme, and demand continued high.  The Panel therefore suggested that the Department consider buying in appropriate support such as project supervisors.
11.5
The Panel was concerned about the parity of experience of MSc students.  There appeared to be little integration across programmes, and the Panel believed it would be helpful to foster a sense of identity with the Department rather than with individual programmes.  More social mixing should also benefit academic cross-fertilisation.  
The report will in due course be accessible, with the department’s response, via the Learning and Teaching Committee web-site which is open to an external audience.  

Departmental staff the Panel met during the Review 
Professor Yiannis Vardaxoglou

Dr Keith Gregory

Mrs Julie Bouazza-Marouf

Mrs Brioni Hunt

Professor David Parish

Dr Simon Pomeroy 
Dr David Mulvaney 

Mr Rob  Edwards 
Mr Roger Tomlinson

Dr Roger Dixon 

Dr Richard  Blanchard 
Dr Simon Watson

Ms Jenny Evans

Departmental students the Panel met during the Review
Gaukhar Massabayeva

Part A BEng Electronic & Electrical Engineering
Edwin Bowden-Peters

Part B BEng Electronic & Electrical Engineering
Jacob Allinson



Part C BEng Electronic & Electrical Engineering
Tolulope Falade


Part B MEng Electronic & Electrical Engineering
Emma Kowalczuk


Part D MEng Electronic & Electrical Engineering
Mustanir Ali



Part D MEng Electronic & Software Engineering
Emma Chapman


Part C MEng Systems Engineering
Tom Ebinger



Part C MEng Systems Engineering
Iain Ransome



Part C MEng Systems Engineering
Sam Ashfield Murphy


Part C MEng Systems Engineering
Jack Lloyd



Part D MEng Systems Engineering
Tom Powell



Part D MEng Systems Engineering
Alice Cannon



Part D MEng Systems Engineering
Claire Weston
Part C MEng Electronic and Computer Systems Engineering

Amit Kotecha



MSc REST
Chinwe Christiana Njoku

MSc Networked Communications
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