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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 Elaine Hobby, Head of English and Drama  (Chair)

Dr Paul Jobling, School of Humanities, University of Brighton (External Assessor)



Dr Paul Byrne, Associate Dean (Teaching) of Social Sciences & Humanities



Dr Robert Hamilton, Business School


Dr Ruth Kinna, Politics, History and International Relations 


Dr Maurice Fitzgerald, Quality Enhancement Officer for Social Sciences & Humanities
Chris Peel, 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 School staff, including the Head of School 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 School 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 2006-09
Statement on the Department’s Future Plans

Actions following Annual Programme Review in 2009
Programme Specifications

Programme Regulations

Annual Programme Review forms for 2006-07 to 2008-09
Data on Undergraduate Programme Board Decisions 2006-09
External Examiners’ reports for 2006-07 to 2008-09
Departmental responses to External Examiners’ reports for 2006-07 to 2008-09
Staff-Student Liaison Committee Minutes from 2006-07 to date

Summary report from Faculty Quality Enhancement Officer on assessment criteria for projects/dissertation modules

Assessment Matrices showing mode of assessment for every module
Curriculum Maps of modules against programme intended learning outcomes

Undergraduate Population Monitoring Statistics from 2007 onwards

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

Loughborough University School of Art and Design (LUSAD)
 has a long tradition of excellence in foundation and undergraduate provision across art and design, and a growing portfolio of postgraduate taught programmes in the field. The Foundation Studies (pre-degree) programme, externally-validated by EdExcel, offers a thorough and broadly-based practical training across art and design, together with a strong academic core that places history, theory and concept-led research at the heart of the making process.  

At undergraduate level, LUSAD offers degree programmes in four main cognate areas: Textiles, 3-D Design, Visual Communication, and Fine Art. In the period under review, the Department started a process of consolidation within its undergraduate provision that has seen a number of smaller, more specialist degree programmes within these four areas brought together into single programmes mapping more directly onto the cognate clusters. This process has not yet been concluded. 

Staff initiated these changes through an awareness of academic and recruitment imperatives, recognising shifts in the field of art and design (both in research and pedagogical terms) and the increasing demands of students to work more flexibly across materials and develop more broadly-based approaches to their practices as artists and designer-makers. The first cognate area to make this change was Fine Art (intake 2006-7), where three specialist programmes (in Painting, Printmaking and Sculpture) gave way to the present BA (Hons) Fine Art in which students move more freely between different genres, materials and practices in an ‘expanded’ and contemporary form of making.

The degree programme in 3-D Design New Practice (first intake 2007-8) sought to respond to shifts within the design profession that favoured graduates with strong design skills capable of working across a range of materials in their work. The new programme thus draws on the strengths of the former, more specialist programmes (BA Hons Ceramics, BA Hons Furniture, BA Hons Silversmithing and Jewellery), while enabling students to adopt more eclectic and informed approaches to the professional sphere. The three programmes within the Textiles cluster (BA Hons Multi-Media Textiles, BA Hons Printed Textiles, BA Hons Woven Textiles) have been brought together and expanded in relation, especially, to new technologies and cross-disciplinary practices, to form a new programme: BA Hons Textiles: Innovation and Design (first intake 2010-11). Cognisant of programme changes within LUSAD and at national level within the field, colleagues within Visual Communication are currently developing a single programme that will replace the present BA Hons Graphic Communication and BA Hons Illustration programmes, while also foregrounding the School’s particular strengths in animation.

Postgraduate taught programmes have also seen significant development during the period under review, having gone from a single programme (MA Art and Design Studio Practice) to, at present, three taught Masters (MA/MSc 2D and 3D Visualisation (shared with the Department of Design and Technology), and MA Studio Ceramics: Methodologies and Practice; first intakes 2009-10). From 2010-11, there will be five programmes, with MRes Art, Design & Performance by Practice, and MA Art in the Public Sphere coming on-stream.

Underpinning all of LUSAD’s taught provision is a strong emphasis upon the notion of ‘thinking through making’, an understanding that practice and its conceptual implications, including the research and enquiry that are undertaken in and through the making process, are intimately interconnected. LUSAD’s programmes seek to explore and expand those connections and develop students’ independent abilities to produce artefacts, to articulate their contexts and to interrogate their own positions and those of others in the field.

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.

.3
The assessment strategy was considered to be effective overall in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning. Considerable effort had been made by the School to look carefully at the ILOs and to establish assessment methods and criteria in relation to the ILOs.
.4
However, assessment on taught postgraduate (PGT) programmes was not always consistent across programmes for similar tasks. The School needed to explore whether this inconsistency was legitimately subject-specific and driven by module aims.
.5
Undergraduate (UG) programme developments in the five years since the last Periodic Programme Review had been properly informed by research interests, and had resulted in a broader based curriculum. The School was cognisant of the need with such a strategy to ensure that programme content was appropriate and that programmes would remain viable should a member of staff leave. 

.6
The increasing portfolio of PGT programmes was also developing through the research strengths of staff, initiated by staff themselves where the necessary critical mass existed. The School intended to move to a more strategic approach in due course and the Panel would recommend that all the main areas of the School’s expertise were covered. 
.7
The new BA in Fine Art, formed following the consolidation of three UG programmes, was well integrated and working as a cohesive unit and praised by External Examiners. It should provide an exemplar for the other consolidated programmes coming on line. 
.8
There had been some difficulties with Critical and Historical Studies (CHS) provision, as identified by the comments of External Examiners, students and the School. Critical appraisal would be integrated into the dissertation in 2010-11 and the success of this measure would be reviewed at the next Annual Programme Review.  However, External Examiners’ reports for all  undergraduate programmes in Art and Design had commended the opportunity to integrate theory and practice on a subject-specific basis in researching and writing the dissertation.
.9
The development of ‘sustainability in design’ in the curriculum was underway, primarily included within Part C projects at the present time.  A policy was emerging, as with the involvement of internationalisation and globalisation within the curriculum.

.10
The  progression route for undergraduates through their chosen specialism was not always clear. The Panel would recommend that visual maps be provided for students to illustrate how the overall aims of the programme would be achieved over the course of the three years of study.
.11
The Panel noted the statistics in relation to admissions, progression, attainment and destination of degree programmes. There were no areas of concern.

.12
Progression of students from the Foundation Programme to degree programmes was good overall, but progression to Part A of LU programmes continued to be a challenge, with only 54.5% of FE students progressing to LU programmes in 2008-09. This was not a reflection of a mismatch between the Foundation Programme and Part A of LU programmes, but more related to the diagnostic nature of the Foundation Programme. 

7.
Quality of learning opportunities
.1
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.
.2
Students on all UG programmes have the possibility of a one-year student exchange leading to a Diploma in International Studies, and three of the UG programmes have the opportunity for a one-year placement leading to a Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS). However, there appeared to be a differential understanding amongst the students as to whether placements were available on their programme, and some apparently did not become aware of the placement option until it was too late to take advantage of this. 
.3
Students were generally happy with their induction to the School, but expressed concern that some International PGT students experienced language difficulties and were not directed to the central provision for English language support.
.4
Students on the new PGT programmes had experienced some problems with schedule changes at short notice, which had been particularly problematic for part-time students travelling long distances and compounded by multiple contact lists for students, some of which were inaccurate. The Panel was willing to accept that these were teething problems with the first year of operation of the programmes, but they needed to be resolved for subsequent years.
.5
The School aimed for 6 hours per week of scheduled student contact, but, together with monitored attendance in workshops or studios, actual face-to face contact was much greater. This was not always the experience of the students interviewed, and their comments suggested that they were not always aware of the open access to staff in office hours.
.6
The School required a minimum presence of information on the Learn VLE server and Faculty checks had shown compliance with this. However, the content, level and sophistication with which e-learning was used across the School varied from excellent to minimal.
.7
The School was committed to providing written feedback for all summative assessment, together with continuous feedback through seminars and group/individual tutorials. The module assessment and feedback form provided to students for summative assessment usefully stated criteria and learning outcomes. However, the School was aware that there were inconsistencies in how the forms were completed.
.8
The School gave proper recognition to issues raised through the National Student Survey. However, the percentage of students responding to the survey remained relatively low within the University despite attempts by the School to make this easier for students.

.9
Though not evidenced by students’ comments, the Panel was aware of the danger that the location of the School, separated from the main University campus by a road, could result in students feeling detached from the University.  Students at the Frederick Street site expressed a feeling of detachment from both the School and the University. The Panel would advise the School to encourage its students to make greater use of those University central services that did not appear to be widely used by the students, such as the Library and IT Services, giving them the benefit of additional support and greater integration.
.10
Students interviewed were unhappy about being charged to use some of the facilities within the School. The Panel was assured that charging only related to equipment purchased for purposes other than teaching and not essential to students’ work, but requested that this be explained to students to avoid any further confusion. 
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 and those raised by the validation panel in regard to the collaborative UG programme in Graphic Communication with the Nanyang Academy of Fine Art, Singapore, had been addressed. 
.2
Comments from External Examiners were positive. The School gave proper consideration to the issues raised by External Examiners and those raised through module feedback from students.

.3
The School had instigated significant changes in the previous five years to align structurally & procedurally with the University. There had been development to a more research-led environment through new appointments and the expansion of PGT provision and PG Research Student numbers, with teaching becoming more research-led. The Panel was cognisant of the importance of the University understanding the nature of the discipline and for both the School and the University to accommodate each other’s culture. 
.4
A Personal Tutoring system was in place, with Personal Tutors independent from the student’s programme area.  The Co-Tutor online resource was used across the School. Procedures were in place for monitoring student attendance and following up non-attendance. Discussion with students suggested that students did not necessarily use the formal routes of Personal Tutors and Staff-/Student Committee when raising issues, but were more likely to approach Programme Directors, Technical Tutors or the Departmental Administrator. The Panel would recommend that these matters be revisited, so that loops can be seen to be closed. 
.5
There was a combined UG/PG Staff/Student Committee. From the minutes of that Committee, and discussion with students, the Panel identified that students were using more informal routes to raise programme issues rather than the SSC, with the result than even if issues were addressed this was not necessarily fed back to the students. The opportunity to close the loop on action by having this recorded in SSC minutes was being lost. In the interests of both the School and the students, the Panel would therefore recommend a more formal SSC, where students were encouraged to raise issues, and with more formal minuting to ensure that follow-up action could be seen to have been taken. This was also likely to improve student attendance at the SSC. 

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

.1
The module assessment and feedback form provided to students for summative assessment, which stated criteria and learning outcomes, was a valuable development that other departments might find useful. 
.2
Though requiring some refinement, the incorporation of an enterprise dimension within UG and PG programmes was a development worthy of extension to other programmes in the University.

.3
The section on ‘what makes the programme distinctive’ within Programme Specifications was exemplary.
.4
Programme Handbooks were exemplary in content and presentation, particularly in regard to the celebration of students’ work.

.5
The celebration of final year students’ work was to be commended for wider adoption, though it was appreciated than in some disciplines this would not be appropriate.

10.
The department’s future plans
.1
The estate continued to be a challenge. The School’s desire to vacate old and expensive buildings was understood to be a pressing need, particularly with the reasonable concern of a detrimental effect on student and staff recruitment. The lack of flexibility by the University over the last five years in regard to space had been regrettable. It was hoped that planned movements would result in the School being less dispersed.

.2
The effect of the change in UCAS recruitment procedures to Art and Design programmes would undoubtedly prove challenging to the School.

.3
The Panel welcomed the continuing rationalisation of UG programmes, which had worked well for Fine Art and had helped to integrate the School.
.4
The Panel also welcomed the continuing development of PGT programmes, commendably growing from research interests.
.5
Two new UG programmes in collaboration with Nanyang Academy of Fine Arts in Singapore would be coming on stream in 2010-11. The School should aim to emphasise the positive impact of this on other students in the School.
11.
Conclusions and recommendations


.1 
Aspects for Commendation
(i)
The efforts of the School and particularly the Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator and Learning and Teaching Committee in proactively bringing about structural and procedural changes. It was hoped that the School would fully embrace the developments. 

(ii)
The integrated UG Fine Art programme, which should serve as a model for the other newly combined areas within the School. 
(iii)
The integration of theory and practice in the research topic chosen for the 9,000-word dissertation. 

(iv)
The developing international dimension within the School and its significance to the learning opportunities available to students.
(v)
The support given by Technical Tutors and Technicians, which was highlighted by students.
.2
Recommendations for Action
(i)
The School was aware that integration of specific subject areas within the BA 3D Design: New Practice programme needed further development, and should continue to prioritise this.

(ii)
The School should explore whether the inconsistency of assessment across PGT programmes was legitimately subject-specific and driven by module aims. (para 6.4)
(iii)
The extent of language difficulties experienced by International PGT students should be explored and students encouraged to take advantage of the central provision for English language support. (para 7.3) 

(iv)
Students should be encouraged to take advantage of all the Central Services and support available to them on campus. (para 7.9) 
(v)
Students should be encouraged to raise programme issues at the Staff-Student Committee rather than via more informal routes. Action should be monitored via the Committee minutes. (para 8.5)
(vi)
The School should explore how the Personal Tutoring system could be strengthened so that students were encouraged to use this as one of the more formal routes for raising issues, and loops could be seen to be closed. (para 8.4) 

(vii)
The School should ensure that students are made fully aware of the availability of student exchanges and placements on their programme when they commence their studies. (para 7.2)
(viii)
Visual maps should be provided for students to illustrate how the overall aims of the programme would be achieved over the course of the three years of study. (para 6.10) 

(ix)
As the portfolio of PGT programmes develops, the School should strive to cover all the main areas of its expertise. Recruitment of International students should be one of the clear priorities. (para 6.6)
(x)
The School should ensure than contact lists for students are kept up-to-date and that contact made with students is co-ordinated. (para 7.4)
(xi)
The School should continue to explore ways of encouraging students to complete the NSS survey, as a poor return rate was likely to impact badly on the School’s ratings in league tables. Perhaps a standing item on the Staff-Student Committee might be useful to demonstrate how issues identified in the survey were being addressed. (para 7.8)
 11 June 2010
� The School’s name is changing with effect from August 2010, at which time it will become the School of the Arts (SA). 
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