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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 Ian Campbell, Professor of Sport Sciences (Exercise Physiology) & PVC, Brunel University (External Assessor)



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



Dr Howard Denton, Design & Technology



Professor Tom Weyman-Jones, Economics



Dr Maurice Fitzgerald, Quality Enhancement Officer for SSH

Danny McNeice, Vice-President (Education & Welfare), Loughborough Students’ Union



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 and Annex B).

The Panel was provided with a tour of the Department and its facilities.

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 two 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 2005-08

Statement on the Department’s Future Plans

Actions following Annual Programme Review in 2008

Programme Specifications

Programme Regulations

Annual Programme Review forms for 2005-06 to 2007-08

Data on Undergraduate Programme Board Decisions 2005-08

External Examiners’ reports for 2005-06 to 2007-08

Departmental responses to External Examiners’ reports for 2005-06 to 2007-08

Staff-Student Liaison Committee Minutes from 2005-06 to date

Assessment Matrices showing mode of assessment for every module

Curriculum Maps of modules against programme intended learning outcomes

Undergraduate Population Monitoring Statistics from 2005 onwards

Programme timetables
School’s Bought-in Teaching and Marking Policy

Welcome note to students regarding Personal Tutor

Coursework feedback pro-forma

School’s policy on assessment of students with a disability

School’s staff guidance on marking and moderation

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

The School of Sport and Exercise Sciences (SSES) offers three single honours BSc programmes: Sport and Exercise Science, Sports Science with Management and Sport Management. The latter also includes a version with a year’s industrial placement. The range and content of these programmes reflect the multi-disciplinary strength of the School. After completion of a foundation year consisting of largely compulsory modules, students have opportunities to make choices that reflect their strengths, interests and career ambitions. The School has recently developed a Gymnastics pathway in Sport and Exercise Science, however, in the main students create their own pathways (e.g., if intending to undertake a Postgraduate Certificate in Education in Physical Education) and are guided in this process. The other two BSc programmes also offer choice but require more compulsory modules so as to ensure the necessary management content is covered. Students on these programmes experience a number of modules taught by the University’s Business School. The Sport Management degree includes a compulsory final-year research project and this opportunity for in-depth study is also taken as an option by significant numbers of students on the other programmes. In addition to the single honours provision, the School offers programmes of study in partnership with the Chemistry, English, Geography, Mathematics and Physics departments. All of these programmes are administered through the partner departments and the students enrol on existing modules within the Sport and Exercise Science degree. Whilst these Joint degrees further widen access to the School, some limited rationalisation has occurred with the withdrawal of a programme with Social Sciences.

Taught postgraduate provision in the School covers a variety of disciplines related to sport and exercise including Sports Biomechanics, Coaching, Education, Health, Management, Nutrition, Physiology, Psychology, and Sociology. A strength of this portfolio of programmes is that it allows for in-depth study of different specialist areas related to sport and exercise, and builds on the School’s undergraduate provision. The MSc programmes are characterised by academic rigour and include applied aspects which aim to prepare students for the working world. The programmes also serve as a useful transition to PhD study.

A strength of all programmes offered by the School is that in many cases the lecturers are leading, internationally-renowned researchers whose research and publications inform teaching and professional practice, not just at Loughborough University, but also in many other universities in the UK and abroad.

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 reference points, including subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.

.2
The design and content of the curricula were considered to be effective in enabling the ILOs to be achieved. The multidisciplinary nature of the provision was a strength. The curriculum content was appropriate and there was a good provision of choice for students, which students appreciated. Recent problems with options being restricted because students had not met pre-requisites were reported to have been overcome.
.3
The assessment strategy was considered to be effective overall in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning. However, variation in assessment methods was at times limited, with a number of modules assessed by examination only.
.4
The School was highly successful in the recruitment of high-quality students and staff. External Examiner reports and progression, attainment and employment data for students were testimony to this and to the quality of the programmes. 

.5
Only one of the undergraduate programmes currently allowed for a formal placement year with the award of Diploma in Professional Studies. The Panel and the students interviewed were strongly in favour of extending the availability of placements to other undergraduate programmes.

.6
A workload imbalance between semesters in Master’s programmes and overlap of content with undergraduate provision where students had undertaken their undergraduate studies at Loughborough was identified from Staff Student Liaison Committee minutes and through discussion with the students.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

.1
The School has a world-class reputation in teaching and research, as evidenced by RAE results and External Examiners’ comments. This reputation was endorsed by the students interviewed, who felt that the School had met all their expectations. All professorial staff contributed to teaching, some even in the 1st year where appropriate.

.2
The Panel was content that the methods of teaching and learning were appropriate for providing students with learning opportunities to support achievement of the ILOs. All staff were engaged with on-line learning, though levels of use were variable. There was evidence of good practice in the use of on-line learning, but there was a need to exchange ideas more, encourage greater use and make use of the resources on campus to develop this further.

.3
The Personal Tutoring system appeared quite informal, particularly at taught postgraduate level, with no requirement for students to see their Personal Tutor, though students were made aware of their Personal Tutor and how to contact them and did tend to visit them at least once in their first year. In addition, students performing badly after semester 1 examinations were asked to visit their Personal Tutor. The students interviewed saw it as their individual responsibility to keep in touch with their Personal Tutor or seek advice elsewhere, and were happy with the support given by staff in the School, whether or not this was via their Personal Tutor. The Panel was unconvinced that such a system was enough for students who may be vulnerable, academically or otherwise, and for guiding students to make sure they chose the right module options after their first year. Co-Tutor was being used by some staff, but this was not being used to full capacity and would be particularly valuable for keeping a Personal Tutor informed should their tutee seek advice from other staff.
.4
It was not always clear from undergraduate Staff Student Liaison Committee minutes that actions had been followed up. However, it was apparent that actions were followed up elsewhere within the School through student participation in undergraduate programme committees and other School committees. Staff-Student liaison appeared to be minimalist for taught postgraduate provision. Nevertheless, the students interviewed were happy that they could see action being taken and issues resolved and that staff were very responsive. 
.5
The School had improved its feedback to students on their progress by providing generic exam feedback on examinations and adopting a pro-forma for coursework feedback. Staff would be endeavouring to pay more attention to formative comments when completing the coursework feedback pro-forma. A number of modules were assessed only by examination at the end of the module, which could make it difficult to provide feedback on progress during the course of the module and identify students with difficulties. However, feedback lectures, formative on-line tests and module clinics were available. Students appreciated that feedback on their work had improved, but there remained some variation between modules.
.6
The School was progressing the co-ordination and enhancement of international exchanges with strategic partners and working with the Academic Registry to ensure that these were regularised.

.7
The School adhered to its policy on the use of research students in laboratories, seminars and tutorials for undergraduates. The students interviewed were happy with this and with the standard of provision.

.8
There was a recurring theme in Staff Student Liaison Committee minutes of student discontent with the Analysis and Performance in Sport and Applied Sports Science modules. The Panel was content that measures had been put in place to resolve this and whilst these were still in progress there were reported to have been improvements.

.9
There was also a recurring theme in Staff Student Liaison Committee minutes about Library provision. The School has identified the need to manage students’ unrealistic expectations with regard to Library facilities.

.10
The MSc programme in Coaching had been ambitious in bringing coaches back to academia as part-time students and had met with difficulties in student retention. It was hoped that a recent review would improve delivery and the induction and monitoring of students.

.11
The new Clyde Williams building provided excellent facilities for staff and students. However, the School was spread over seven sites and some areas were now somewhat aged. The University would need to resolve this situation in the longer term. 

8.
Management of quality and standards

.1
The Panel concluded that the School 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.  Issues raised at the last Annual Programme Review were being addressed.

.2
Comments from External Examiners were uniformly positive and acknowledged the high calibre of the School’s staff. The Panel was content that the School gave proper consideration to the issues raised by External Examiners.

.3
There were currently seven research and teaching groups that did not appear to share good practice between them. There would be benefit in more communication across the disciplines. However, the groups were to be replaced within the new School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences from 1 August 2009 by a new organisational structure with a Director of Learning and Teaching across disciplines.
.4
Recruitment on some postgraduate programmes was limited by the staff available to supervise projects. The School might wish to consider alternative approaches to the taught postgraduate project, such as the Research Practice Seminar pioneered by the Department of Economics.
.5
75% of the School’s international taught postgraduate population were recruited to one programme. There was scope to increase international taught postgraduate  recruitment and the School would be exploring the possibility of achieving an increase across the range of taught postgraduate  programmes.

.6
The National Student Survey gave a positive view of the School. This was backed up in the interview with students. The School needed to ensure that it responded to the NSS results and considered its outcomes seriously. 
.7
The School has an extensive range of specialist postgraduate taught programmes, all independent though with some shared modules and with varied success in recruitment. The Panel was satisfied that strategies were being developed to increase recruitment to those programmes with vulnerable viability.

9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

.1
The involvement of world-renowned researchers in teaching at all levels and the resultant enrichment of learning and teaching.
.2
The democracy within the School whereby students were included on other bodies in addition to the Staff Student Liaison Committee. This assisted the resolution of any issues on an ongoing basis. 

.3
The welcome email to new undergraduates informing them of the Personal Tutor role and how they could make contact with their Personal Tutor.
.4
The electronic system used within the School for administering students’ module choices, which appeared to be a useful addition and which other departments might find helpful.
.5
The pro-forma for feedback to students on their coursework, also a valuable development which other departments might find useful.
10.
The department’s future plans

.1
From 1 August 2009 the School would be combining with the Department of Human Sciences (excepting Ergonomics) to form the School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences. The transition was intended to be as seamless as possible for current students but has provided the opportunity to review the organisational structure for teaching. In time the commonality of modules and programmes would be explored with the aim of increasing efficiency and option choices.
.2
The Panel recognised the great strengths of the School and anticipated that the dimension that Human Sciences would bring to the School would be complementary. 
11.
Conclusions and recommendations


Aspects for Commendation
.1
The breadth of high-quality programme provision.

.2
The involvement of all academic staff, many internationally recognised, in teaching at all levels, which was a great strength.

.3
The professional approach towards undergraduate recruitment which was a major task with very high ratios of applicants to places. The pre-application camp organised by the School had been appreciated by those students who had attended and had encouraged them to apply to Loughborough.
.4
The strong data for undergraduate admissions, progression, retention and degrees awarded.

.5
The students interviewed, who were a credit to the School, and recognised their own responsibilities for their learning. They were strongly supportive of the School’s provision and particularly the speed with which staff responded to their queries.
.6
The successful partnership between taught postgraduate and postgraduate research provision whereby about 50% of Master’s students registered for research degrees in the School.

Recommendations for Action
.7
The School should seriously consider the provision of formal placements across undergraduate provision, with an appropriate Diploma award.
.8
An overarching policy on staff-student liaison for taught postgraduate programmes was required to ensure equity of provision and to allow communication between Staff Student Liaison Committees. More transparent recording of Staff Student Liaison Committees minutes was required, at both undergraduate and postgraduate level, to follow up actions more clearly, close loops and ensure that students were kept informed.
.9
Greater use of Co-Tutor should be encouraged, which would be particularly useful where students may seek advice from other staff rather than their Personal Tutor.

.10
The comments from students that the School’s graduates progressing to Master’s programmes in the School experienced some repetition of teaching and that postgraduate students had experienced an imbalance of workload between semesters should be explored.
.11
The School should continue to review its suite of taught postgraduate programmes with a view to increasing international recruitment.

.12
The School should continue to monitor the availability of module options, particularly for joint honours students, to ensure that individual student’s choices are not extensively curtailed by pre-requisites.
.13
Some formality to the Personal Tutor system should be developed. The School may also wish to extend its use of Co-Tutor. The email sent to new students could be repeated each semester inviting students to visit their Personal Tutor to discuss progress and future option choices. 
.14
The School should continue to monitor the Analysis and Performance in Sport and Applied Sports Science modules to ensure that the problems identified were being resolved. 

.15
Programme Specifications should be revised to conform with the University’s current template. This would replace two sections with hyperlinks to other documents and so reduce the need for frequent updating.

.16
The improvement of ageing buildings in the School should be a priority in the East Park Strategy and should ensure that staff could be united with their research students. A communal area for students would be a helpful addition.

(For action by the Dean)
3 June 2009
SSES PPR 22 May 2009

Members of staff of the Department who met with the Review Panel

Professor Myra Nimmo – Head of Department

Dr Chris Spray – Chair of Learning & Teaching

Mr David Stead – Director of Undergraduate Studies

Dr David Stensel – Director of Postgraduate Studies

Professor Fred Yeadon –  Head of T&R Group, Sports Biomechanics (taking

over as Director of Learning and Teaching from 1st Aug 09)

Prof Barrie Houlihan – Head of T&R Group, Sport Management

Dr Dennis Howitt – staff from Social Sciences - joint programme

Mrs Ranjna Mistry – School Administrator

Students of the Department who met with the Review Panel

	CAPES, Gary
	MSc
	Exercise Physiology

	BARNES, Jemima
	MSc
	Psychology of Sport & Exercise

	SYMONS, Leah
	MSc
	Sport & Exercise Nutrition

	BARNEY, Lucie
	MSc
	Sport Management

	CHAN, Derwin
	MSc
	Psychology of Sport & Exercise

	
	
	

	CURBISHLEY, Mark
	BSc
	Sport and Exercise (Intercalated)

	DYKE, Andrew
	BSc
	Sport and Exercise

	MAN, Min Joe
	BSc
	Sport Science with Social Science

	SANDFORD, Gareth
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	TARRANT, Amy
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	WHITEHEAD, Sarah
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	CLARKE, Gemma
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	DANCE, Rachel
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	ROCHE, Stuart
	BSc
	Sport & Exercise Science

	STANLEY, Oliver
	BSc
	Sport Science with Management


Response to the Periodic Programme Reviews May 2009

School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences
This paper represents a combined response to the recommendations made following the Periodic Programme Reviews (PPRs) for Human Sciences (HS) and the School of Sport and Exercise Sciences (SES) in May 2009.  

Firstly, a general response is provided, followed by details of actions which have, or will be taken in response to the specific recommendations.  Some recommendations were similar for both Schools and have therefore been organised accordingly and grouped into broad categories.  Which recommendations related to which school is also indicated (as HS or SES). 

General
A new structure for ‘Learning and Teaching’ has been introduced within the new School to try to establish an effective means of managing, reviewing and developing all aspects (please see Appendix ).  (Not circulated.  Copies available from the Secretary on request.).  The structure clearly defines the remit, roles and responsibilities of the different Committees associated with learning and teaching.

A number of new roles have been created in the School to support the new structure and Committees and which enable many of the recommendations to be given particular focus and attention.  For example, new Director of Quality Enhancement and Senior Staff-Student Liaison Co-ordinator posts have been created.  Each Undergraduate Programme Committee also has its own Staff-Student Liaison Co-ordinator, Assessment Co-ordinator, and Placement Co-ordinator.   

The School organised an away day for staff in September, the afternoon of which was devoted to ‘Learning and Teaching’.  This included discussion of some of the issues and recommendations that had been highlighted within the PPRs.  
The Director of Quality Enhancement has met with a number of colleagues (and aims to meet with others in the near future) to discuss the PPR reports and in particular the recommendations and future actions and developments.  To date, meetings have taken place with the Faculty Quality Enhancement Officer, the Senior Staff-Student Liaison Co-ordinator, and some Programme Directors.

Specific
School Structure

Recommendation - To clarify lines of responsibility and address the effectiveness of the hierarchy of committees (e.g. Subject Teaching Committee, Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee, Departmental Staff Meeting) as part of the structural changes about to take place. (HS)

Response - As outlined above, the new structure for ‘Learning and Teaching clearly defines the remit, roles and responsibilities of the different Committees.

Programme Specifications

Recommendation - To review programme intended learning outcomes (ILOs), with the assistance of the Teaching Centre, to reduce the focus on content. (HS)

Recommendation - To ensure that the qualification descriptors in the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) are used as a point of reference and mentioned in programme specifications. (HS)

Recommendation - Programme Specifications should be revised to conform with the University’s current template. This would replace two sections with hyperlinks to other documents and so reduce the need for frequent updating. (SES)

Response - The Programme Directors for Human Biology and Psychology have met with the School’s Director of Quality Enhancement and/or the Science Faculty’s Quality Enhancement Officer to review the programme specifications.  These are currently being revised and are now near completion.  All Programme Directors will be asked to revise the specifications for their programmes to conform with the University’s current template at the first Learning and Teaching Committee of the year.

Programme/Module Design, Content and Organisation

Recommendation - The School should continue to review its suite of taught postgraduate programmes with a view to increasing international recruitment. (SES)

Recommendation - The School should continue to monitor the availability of module options, particularly for joint honours students, to ensure that individual student’s choices are not extensively curtailed by pre-requisites. (SES)

Recommendation - The comments from students that the School’s graduates progressing to Master’s programmes in the School experienced some repetition of teaching and that postgraduate students had experienced an imbalance of workload between semesters should be explored. (SES)

Recommendation - To consider increasing the amount of practical work for UG students in Psychology, if easier, embedded within the syllabus of existing modules. (HS)

Recommendation - The School should continue to monitor the Analysis and Performance in Sport and Applied Sports Science modules to ensure that the problems identified were being resolved. (SES)

Recommendation - The School should seriously consider the provision of formal placements across undergraduate provision, with an appropriate Diploma award. (SES)

Response - Taught Postgraduate Programmes and international recruitment, repetition of teaching between Programmes, and imbalance of workload between semesters have been discussed by the Director of Quality Enhancement and the Postgraduate Programme Director and these issues will be taken to Postgraduate Programme Committee.  The Director of Quality Enhancement will also seek advice regarding international recruitment from the International Liaison Co-ordinator.

Module options and pre-requisites, particularly for joint honours students, will be discussed at Learning and Teaching Committee and the module options available to students will be reviewed and monitored.   
The amount of practical work in Psychology has been increased substantially recently in some modules, but will continue to be reviewed via colleagues at Psychology Programme Committee.  

With regards to Analysis and Performance in Sport (APS), a new module leader has been appointed for these modules for 2009 -10 and some other staff changes have also been made to the tutors contributing to these.  The structure of APS is currently under review and the Director of Quality Enhancement has met with the module leader to discuss the issues and to explore possible solutions and developments for the future.  Any proposed changes will be shared at Programme Committees and Learning and Teaching Committee.  Similarly, the Applied Sports Science module will be discussed at the relevant Programme Committees and Learning and Teaching Committee.
As noted earlier, new Placement Co-ordinators have been appointed within the new ‘Learning and Teaching’ structure (for the Sport and Exercise Science and Sport Science with Management Programmes), with the role to review and develop placements for these programmes, as appropriate. 

Assessment

Recommendation - To consider the scope for using more imaginative methods of assessment and to review possible inconsistencies in the assessment burden across modules. (HS)

Recommendation - To keep a watchful eye on consistency between staff in terms of the amount of feedback given and its timeliness. (HS)

Recommendation - To ensure that there is internal moderation of marking for modules in Part A in accordance with University guidelines, and that a second member of staff has sight of Part A examination papers before they are finalised. (HS) 

Response - These recommendations have been discussed by the Director of Quality Enhancement and some Programme Directors, and will be discussed with others in the near future.  The recommendations will also be considered at Programme Committees and Learning and Teaching Committee, in an effort to achieve wider use of imaginative assessment methods, greater parity in assessment avoiding assessment overload, more consistency in the quality and timeliness of feedback, and to ensure compliance with the University’s code of practice for assessment.  
Assessment and feedback has also been identified as a priority area for the new Director of Quality Enhancement to address which, in consultation with the Director of Learning and Teaching and colleagues, will involve a review of existing policy, practice and feedback forms in order to encourage more consistent and enhanced practice.  With the support of the Teaching Centre and with reference to example forms from other departments, some new feedback forms are currently being developed for consideration by colleagues at Learning and Teaching Committee in the near future.  

Student Support

Recommendation - Some formality to the Personal Tutor system should be developed. The School may also wish to extend its use of Co-Tutor. The email sent to new students could be repeated each semester inviting students to visit their Personal Tutor to discuss progress and future option choices. (SES)
Recommendation - Greater use of Co-Tutor should be encouraged, which would be particularly useful where students may seek advice from other staff rather than their Personal Tutor. (SES)

Recommendation - To reconsider the advantages of an electronic recording system for tutorial meetings (HS)

Recommendation - To explore the possibilities for students to draw on the Statistics Support Service of the sigma CETL/Maths Education Centre. (HS)

Response - The personal tutorial system is currently under review and feedback has been invited and gathered from colleagues on the current system and how it can be further developed.  Some preliminary guidance for Personal Tutors has been produced and circulated for tutors on certain key issues and a Personal Tutorial handbook is currently being developed for implementation next year.  This will aim to outline a clear policy and common principles and practices.  

The use of co-tutor and the benefits of the new system have been encouraged and promoted amongst staff both via e-mail and meetings with some Programme Directors.  From conversations with staff and from the number of enquiries being received about co-tutor, it would appear that a greater number of colleagues are indeed now using the system.  This will be monitored.  Personal tutors will also be strongly recommended to use co-tutor over other methods of record keeping in the Personal Tutorial Handbook.   

The recommendation concerning drawing on the support from the Mathematics Learning Support Centre was a surprise to Human Sciences colleagues as they liaise and work closely with the Centre on a number of promotional and other activities.  For example, Support Centre staff attend first lectures on relevant modules to promote the Centre and its services, offer formal and informal ‘in department’ support to students during the year, and project students are specifically encouraged to use the statistics consultancy service in their 3rd year.  In addition, the Centre is promoted via LEARN, organised tours of the facility, an information slide show which plays periodically on a big screen in the School, and via posters and flyers in the student common room.   Colleagues are, however, keen to explore ways in which links between the School and the Centre might be further developed.
Staff-Student Liaison

Recommendation - An overarching policy on staff-student liaison for taught postgraduate programmes was required to ensure equity of provision and to allow communication between Staff Student Liaison Committees. (SES)
Recommendation - More transparent recording of Staff Student Liaison Committees minutes was required, at both Undergraduate and Postgraduate level, to follow up actions more clearly, close loops and ensure that students were kept informed. (SES)

Recommendation - To address some minor criticisms of the way in which the SSLC Minutes are presented. (HS)

Response - The recommendation for a staff-student liaison policy for taught Postgraduate Programmes  was discussed by the Director of Quality Enhancement and the Postgraduate Programme Director when they met and a ‘pilot’ policy and formal Committee structure is now in place.  Similarly, the recommendations concerning the recording/presentation of minutes have been considered by the Director of Quality Enhancement and the Senior Staff-Student Liaison Co-ordinator and the preparation of, and follow up actions from minutes will be closely monitored.

Other

Recommendation - The improvement of ageing buildings in the School should be a priority in the East Park Strategy and should ensure that staff could be united with their research students. A communal area for students would be a helpful addition. (SES)

Response - This recommendation was identified as an action for the Dean.

Fred Yeadon (Director of Learning and Teaching)

Lorraine Cale (Director of Quality Enhancement)

