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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

2.1
The Review took place on 14 May 2010.

2.2
The panel comprised the following:

Professor Terence Kavanagh, Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities (Chair)

Dr Steven Garner, Department of Design, Development, Environment and Materials, Open University
Dr Paul Byrne, Associate Dean (Teaching) Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities
Dr Lorraine Cale, School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences
Dr David Ryves, Department of Geography
Maurice FitzGerald, Quality Enhancement Officer (Social Sciences and Humanities)

Chris Peel, Vice-President Education, Loughborough Students’ Union
Robert Bowyer, Programme Quality Team Manager (Secretary)

2.3
The panel met throughout the day and held discussions with key members of Departmental staff, including the Head of Department, the Departmental Learning and Teaching Coordinator, and UG and PG Programme Leaders.  The panel met with a representative group of students for discussions over lunch.  (See Annex A for a full list of staff and students who met with the panel.)

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



3.
Evidence Base
The Panel complimented the department on the clear and comprehensive set of documentation provided in advance of the review.  It included

· An overview of the main characteristics of the programmes

· A self critical and analytical commentary
· A brief review of the last three years’ statistical data

· An outline of the department’s future plans 

· External examiners’ reports and departmental responses, 2006/07 to 2008/09

· Staff/Student Committee Minutes 2006/07 to date
· Annual programme review documents for sessions 2006/07 to 2008/09, including statistical data on recruitment, progression, degree results, and first destinations; details of module feedback; a summary of issues raised through student feedback (including National Student Survey results), by teaching staff and in reports from employers, and actions taken in response; and commentaries on the department’s approaches to feedback to students, student placements and personal tutoring.
· Actions taken in response to issues identified at Annual Programme Review 2009
· Summary report from the QEO on current assessment criteria for project/dissertation modules

and for each programme:

· Programme specification

· Programme regulations

· A ‘curriculum map’ listing compulsory modules against programme intended learning outcomes 
· An ‘assessment matrix’ showing the modes of assessment for all modules on a programme by programme basis.
4.
External peer contribution to the process

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 review was Dr Steven Garner from the Department of Design, Development, Environment and Materials, The Open University.  He had not been an External Examiner for Design & Technology.  He reviewed the documentation provided, took a leading part in discussions between the review panel and the department, and contributed to the report.
5.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review

5.1 The department offers two undergraduate programmes: 

· Industrial Design and Technology (BA) 

· Product Design and Technology (BSc) 

Students may follow four-year variants with a one-year industry placement leading to the award of Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS).  Both BSc and BA are accredited by the Institution of Engineering Designers.  The BSc is also registered with the UK Engineering Council, graduates being able take Incorporated Engineer status.  The Chartered Society of Designers does not accredit programmes, but graduates are able to gain membership on an individual basis. 
5.2 At postgraduate level there is a suite of programme strands leading to either MA, MSc, MDes awards: 

· Industrial Design 

· User-Centred Product Design 

· Sustainable Product Design 

· Virtual Product Design 

· Product Design in Business (2009 entry on). 

In addition (but not included in this review): 
· Post Graduate Certificate in Education (PGCE) which can be extended to 

· MSc in Design Education via part-time/distance learning. 

5.3 Since the 2005 PPR, the UG Industrial Design and Technology with Education programme has been discontinued due to small uptake.  However any student wishing to teach can take either of the two current UG programmes followed by PGCE.  This has simplified the routes available without removing students' ability to train to teach.  The PGCE is inspected separately via OFSTED and is rated by OFSTED as 'Category A'; the only Design and Technology PGCE to achieve this status in the country. 

5.4 At both undergraduate and postgraduate levels, programmes are structured so that most modules are 'core' and taught to mixed groups, ie both BA/BSc and MA/MSc.  This offers opportunities for cross-fertilisation of thinking and experience.  It also enhances the efficiency of teaching resource, enabling wider opportunities for students. 

5.5 Programmes at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels include a final major design project carrying a modular weight of 60.  At undergraduate level, from 2009, the major project has been parcelled with a design week, making a total of 70 credits with a 63/7 split.  The major project integrates learning and experience for the student in a significant piece of design which also acts as a central resource for the student's CV.  The department also enters students for the Royal Society of Arts (RSA) Design Directions competition, regularly winning awards.  
5.6 Most academic staff in the department are leading researchers, as reflected in the 2008 RAE survey which placed the department at the top of the UK tables for Design subjects by a significant margin.  This research directly influences the development of the programmes, for example in Sustainability and Design.  In addition there is a high proportion of staff who have gained promotion to Senior Lecturer via the 'teaching excellence' route (the SL promotion process is now somewhat different). 

5.7 The panel was informed that undergraduate recruitment was buoyant with 539 applications for 2009 entry enabling the Department to select a strong intake of 99 BA and 44 BSc with an average UCAS score of 303.  Applications for 2010 were 650.  There was no specific target for BA or BSc numbers, enabling the Department to be flexible and focus on achieving a high quality intake each year.  The statistical data for the last three years showed that international applications and intake within these totals had been slowly rising, from a very low base, to 36 applications and an intake of 10 in 2009. 
5.8 Master’s recruitment was rising steadily: 45 applications in 07/08, 53 in 08/09 to 84 in 09/10. The largest proportion of applications was from overseas; of the 09/10 total, 9 were home students and 75 international.  Selection was by folio, usually sent by post, plus the standard English tests, references and conditional on degree grades. 
5.9 Progression rates were generally very good, though there were a significant number of first attempt failures in Part A in 2008-09, and eventually 10 failed to proceed.  In the same year there were also 9 first-year withdrawals and 2 transfers to other departments.  The department had not identified secure reasons, and better withdrawal/transfer figures for the current year 2009-10 seemed to indicate that 2008-09 was a ‘blip’.  The vast majority of PG students were successful in completing Master’s degrees, with only one withdrawal and no failures in the past three years.
5.10 The proportion of 1st or 2.1 honours degrees had stayed relatively constant, between 65 and 70%.
5.11 Destinations data were impressive.  The 2007/08 statistics, reported in 2009, showed the department had the strongest figures in the University (93%) for graduates in employment and study or training or combining employment with study.
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment
6.1 The panel considered the aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the UG programmes, as set out in the programme specifications, to be appropriate.  External reference points such as subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications had been taken into account.  It was noted that it was necessary to reference the benchmark statements for both Art and Design, and Engineering.  The UG programmes had also been planned in relation to accreditation from the Institution of Engineering Designers.  The panel felt that the ILOs of the PG programmes, however, were not appropriately constructed to differentiate the strands of the PG programme, or to differentiate the PG programme sufficiently from the UG programmes.  They were couched too much in the language of the UG skill sets and did not demonstrate a higher level of intellectual challenge.  It was felt they might be more closely aligned with the Masters qualification descriptor in the FHEQ.  It was suggested the Teaching Centre might help the department to address these points.  In the PG programme specification, the panel thought the availability of the MDes degree across the named routes was unclear, and it was unclear also whether the programmes could be taken on a part-time basis.  
6.2 The panel noted how the BA and BSc programmes were differentiated.  30 credits worth of modules were specific to each programme in Part A, 30 in Part B and 20 in the final year.  In addition, the 30-credit module Design and Manufacturing Technologies in Part B had BA and BSc variants.  Students also had a choice of topic in modules such as the final year dissertation and major project: their choices served to integrate their learning and experience along the specific pathway, BA or BSc, which they had followed.  

6.3 Within the BA and BSc programmes, students had very limited modular choice: only 20 credits in Part B and 10 in the final year.  Considerable flexibility however was available within many modules, and within the various Design Practice modules and the Dissertation particularly (totalling 155 credits over the three years). 
6.4 The panel felt the curricula of the UG programmes were well designed to progressively extend knowledge, skills and experience from one part to the next.  First year modules, supported by the personal tutoring system, aimed to introduce students to the more autonomous learning associated with study in higher education.  The two 20-credit Design Practice modules, one in each semester, acted as an integrating spine for work done in other modules.  All Part B modules ran over the whole year, enabling staff to plan for progression.  The Part B Design Practice module included a design week, which ran in Week 15 of Semester 1, when the timetable was suspended and students worked specifically on a chosen design brief.  This aimed to give students experience of total focus on a project such as they might find in industrial practice, as well as preparing them for the similar component of the final year Design Practice module.  In the final year, single-semester modules worth 30 credits were all scheduled in Semester 1.  The remaining 90 credits came from the Dissertation worth 20 credits and the Final Year Design Practice module comprising the major design project (63 credits) and the design week (7 credits).  Work on the major design project was timetabled asymmetrically, to reflect the practice of design, with work accelerating, becoming more intense and labour intensive from start to finish.  After the end of the design week at the start of Semester 2, students had only their major project and the Dissertation to focus on.  The Dissertation was handed in after Easter, following which students could focus entirely on their project.  

6.5 Design Practice modules and the associated design weeks provided vehicles for the application of students’ knowledge and understanding, and a context for learning that related to real-world activities.  Many projects therefore were supported by industrial clients and collaborators who provided design briefs, technical and other support, and prizes for student achievement.  The panel felt this should be applauded: it helped to keep module content relevant and up to date and to highlight the strengths of students with potential employers.
6.6 The final year projects also exemplified a particular emphasis of the department, that design work is detailed both internally, externally, and realised as a fully working prototype where appropriate.  Modelling was expected at a level which enabled rigorous user evaluation and confirmation of functionality in addition to demonstrating flair in form.  This emphasis on physical realisation meant student contact time was high across all years of the programmes.  

6.7 The final-year dissertation was seen to highlight the academic base underpinning all elements of the programmes.  It was a unique and substantial piece of work.  Along with the major project it delivered key/transferable skills incorporated in the ILOs.  The panel heard from final-year students who they spoke to that they were concerned they had had only limited opportunity earlier in their programme to practise their research or writing skills, and found the dissertation daunting – if, nonetheless, eventually, enjoyable and stimulating.  The department informed the panel that students were given briefings about the Dissertation module requirements and provided with tutorial support.  There was an interim submission worth 10% of the marks to provide formative feedback and additional assessment criteria had been provided to enable students to understand better what was expected of them.  Whereas the outcome would normally be an extended essay of 9000 words, the Learn site indicated that it could take other appropriate forms, which the student could negotiate with their supervisor and the dissertation module leader.  The panel welcomed this flexibility and felt the options of assessment type should be made clearer in the module specification.  The panel also remarked that the suggested word count was relatively high for a 20-credit module and that this might be reviewed.  An extra Learn site had also been set up to help students about to enter their final year in identifying suitable topics (an ongoing problem in respect of both projects and dissertations, which could affect attainment in the final year).  It was noted that the department had debated the Dissertation module at length and felt it important to retain it.  
6.8 At Master’s level, there were five named routes through the available modules.  Each route was defined by a different compulsory 15-credit module and its own major project module.  All five routes shared two core 20-credit modules in Research Methods for Design Ergonomics and Design Practice and provided students the opportunity to select two electives from modules on offer in the department or, subject to approval, other departments (for instance, Materials).  Students aiming for the MDes degree undertook professional design practice while employed in industry in lieu of the electives.  The major project was in two parts: research and feasibility (35 credits) and project execution (60 credits).  Its focus was on a product or particular aspect of industrial design and it could be University or industry-based.  The award of MA or MSc depended on the choice of elective modules (whether predominantly creative or analytical) and the nature of the research and design project.  The PG modules were taught in four-week blocks.  It was understood that the majority of students completed their programme, including the project, on a full-time basis.
6.9 The panel remarked that the PG programmes were not discussed at any length in the PPR commentary.  The panel explored the differentiation between the expected outcomes of work at UG and PG level.  It also discussed the programme portfolio.  It seemed to the panel that the department was struggling to find a clear market niche.  One of the difficulties was of meeting the needs and aspirations of different audiences.  It seemed that only one or two of the programme routes would offer added value for graduates from the department’s own UG programmes.  The highest proportion of the students registered on the programmes were from overseas, and the department was therefore attempting to maintain a flexible approach towards the portfolio to ensure the programmes remained attractive to this market in particular.  It had elicited feedback from the current international students to gain a better understanding of their needs and what had attracted them to the programmes.  The programmes quite properly drew on staff research interests which also had to be taken into account in any developments.  The panel discussed possibilities, including interaction design, sustainable design, enterprise education, product commercialisation, and scope for collaboration with other departments including the Business School.  
6.10 The panel welcomed the broad range of teaching and learning strategies deployed to deliver the curricula, which were detailed in the programme specifications, and the balance of individual, collaborative and team-based work involved.  Methods of assessment were also varied, including formal examinations (though not at PG level), essays, presentations, and design and make projects.  Assessment criteria were published to students well in advance and in line with the departmental Coursework Code of Practice.  They were also made available in module guides/handbooks and on Learn.  All modules had interim assessment points to ensure that students gained feedback on their performance before any summative assessment at the end of the module.  The department observed the University requirement that in year-long modules, at least 20% of the module mark was allocated for work in Semester 1.  The panel was made aware of a perception amongst BSc students that their workload was higher than for students on the BA programme.  The department believed this to reflect the greater volume of assignment hand-ins and examinations on the BSc, rather than a fundamental imbalance in learning hours, and had met with students to discuss their concerns.  
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1 The department interviewed all (UK) UG applicants with potential: some 500 in 2009/10.  All academic staff were involved in interviewing, which took place in the context of an Open Day when presentations were made to applicants and guided tours were made round the department.  Interviews were 1:1 and lasted 30 minutes; they were focused on the applicant’s design folio and a ‘re-design’ task they were briefed to bring.  The open day and interview policy was demanding on staffing, but it was intended to ensure that applicants were clear about the nature of the programmes and the department’s expectations.  The department reported positive feedback from applicants.  The panel felt it helpful to have established before students joined the department that the programmes would be challenging and demanding in terms of workload and time.
7.2 Personal tutors acted as both academic and personal tutors, handling such matters as career possibilities, CV writing, job applications and providing references.  Up to October 2009, each personal tutor handled a group of around 30 tutees made up of students from each year group, including placement students.  Students were therefore followed by the same personal tutor throughout their stay at the University.  This arrangement allowed tutors to organise vertically grouped meetings in the early part of the year, when experienced students could be used to support freshers.  In addition, each year had a year tutor who managed issues specific to that year; for example, the first year tutor organised the induction programme which extended across the year.  In the light of disappointing first year progression statistics and analysis of feedback, the department decided in 2009 to modify this system, by assigning first year students to specialist tutors who were selected on the basis of having a significant teaching contact with the year group.  This meant that all such tutors would have day to day personal contact with the year group and a good understanding of the operation of the year as a whole, and as module leaders were used to handling issues and procedures critical to students’ early engagement with their programme and to their subsequent development, such as study skills and essay writing in the context of exploring the nature of design, and project management skills in the context of design practice.  The role of year tutor was taken by the ‘master tutor’ for the year.  The ‘vertical model’ had remained in place from year 2 onwards, with second year students being assigned to other tutors who stayed with them from then on, including supporting them through any placement year.  
7.3 Students indicated to the panel that in practice current second-year UGs were still contacting tutors to whom they were assigned in their first year.  It was clear however that staff were generally accessible to students; many had an open-door policy and there was a high level of contact between staff and students in the department.  The department did not wish to adopt a rigid approach, and it would be evaluating the changed UG personal tutoring system at the end of the academic year. 

7.4 At Master’s level, with relatively low numbers, the Programme Leader acted as personal tutor and held regular meetings with students through the year.  Special support was provided for international students.  There was an initial induction week at the start of the year, and students were encouraged to make presentations drawing on their own prior experience and individual backgrounds.  They were urged to take up in-sessional English Language support opportunities when appropriate and supported in their writing skills through the Research Methods module.  Social trips were also organised, for instance, to the Design Museum.  
7.5 Staff, both as tutors and module leaders, were advised to circulate information on students who might be causing concern via a staff group email to alert colleagues rapidly to any issues.  Most staff used Co-Tutor as the main tutorial support system, to record any relevant information from tutor meetings and to send and record emails to students either individually or in groups.  The undergraduate administrator also had access to the system.  The link created from Co-Tutor to student data on LUSI (the main student record system) was appreciated, and most academic staff had obtained HOD clearance to take up this option.  
7.6 It was noted that since the change in the personal tutoring system meant personal tutors could no longer use their own tutees from year 2 to support first-year students, the Department Student Committee had taken over the organisation of a peer support system.  Early indications as to its effectiveness were positive.  An instance was the way in which finalists helped first-year students with CAD.  
7.7 Students received high levels of verbal feedback on their work on an ongoing basis through weekly studio or lab contact with staff.  Module leaders also used group emails at key points to reflect on the group progress made to date, to signal specific issues and suggest targets.  Feedback on coursework assignments was given as soon as possible and usually within three weeks at most.  A feedback sheet was normally used, headed by the module and assignment details and including the grade descriptor for an ‘A’ grade in that assignment to help contextualise the written feedback offered.  A mark breakdown supported by written feedback would normally be provided.  Staff often sent generic feedback to the module group after an assessment, and the panel felt this should be encouraged more widely.  Students who gained low or fail marks were generally invited for in-depth one-to-one tutorial support.  Staff were encouraged to lead written feedback with positive points and present areas needing development as positively as possible.  Following disappointing results in the 2007/08 National Student Survey, in the area of assessment and feedback in particular, the department had reviewed practices and procedures in discussion with students and between teaching staff, and the subsequent development work had resulted in improved results in the following year’s survey.  Staff had been encouraged to base assessment criteria and specific feedback on module ILOs and make these available to students as well as briefing them carefully on module requirements and assessment procedures to ensure transparency.  Considerable effort had also been made to improve student understanding of the assessment process of project work, particularly for finalists, and where team teaching was involved encourage better harmonisation of procedures and terminology amongst module tutors.  
7.8 Staff/student contact hours were high due to the nature of design activities and the work on modelling and prototyping involved.  Timetabled contact hours per week were currently 18.5 in Part A, 10.5 in Part B and 10 in the final year.  Students would have longer contact with staff, particularly technical staff, while undertaking their design and prototyping work beyond the timetabled sessions.

7.9 Time management and workload were significant issues for UG students in the department.  Time management was treated as one of the professional skills that students would need in the real world.  To enable effective time and workload planning, students were made aware of all assessment points and weightings in the first week of each semester (or year if a year-long module) and given an assessment calendar to help them in their planning.  For first-year students, the calendar was pre-populated with assignment deadlines, whereas in subsequent years they were expected to manage this activity as part of their learning experience.  The majority of students coped well but the department observed that a minority found time management difficult, resulting in high-stress levels towards hand-in points.  Project-based coursework was carried out in relatively ‘public’ environments and this generated a competitive reaction in some students who felt it necessary to spend more time on their work than was really required, putting themselves under further pressure.  The department was constantly reviewing its approaches to teaching time management skills, as well as encouraging students to appreciate that efficient well focussed work did not require huge amounts of time spent.  Students were also directed to the Library study skills website.  
7.10 Another question associated with the final-year project, which had been raised by one of the external examiners, was how the department ensured equal opportunities for students with widely varying budgets to spend on their project.  The department was also concerned that students were increasingly using rapid prototyping to produce models and prototypes and spending considerable sums on such work.  Staff had agreed there was a need to encourage students to use appropriate modelling strategies; significant RP work should be costed beforehand and discussed with the module leader before commissioning as more appropriate and lower cost systems were often available.  A maximum figure was suggested in the handbook and students were obliged to indicate on the coursework submission sheet if they had sent any work outside the department.  Assessment would continue to focus on the ILOs.  The department would continue to be vigilant about this.  
7.11 Learn was used extensively by both staff and students.  It served as a repository for important departmental information, including the departmental handbook.  A new section had recently been developed to provide a briefing for students in preparation for the final year.  Learn was also used by staff to supplement module information provided in module specifications.  Each module also had a Learn discussion section.  Further IT support for student learning included the availability of an online resource to support 3D CAD modelling.  The department was alert to the danger that some students were becoming over-reliant on materials that staff placed on Learn and not attending lectures.  Attendance at lectures and lab sessions had been monitored for some time; the department intended in future to adopt a policy that attendance records would be fed into the Attendant database linked to Co-Tutor.  

7.12 Departmental resources for learning and teaching included specialised studio, laboratory, computing and workshop environments, together with appropriate technical support.  Equipment and facilities had been updated and extended in recent years.  Some student feedback indicated that final-year UGs and Master’s students needed more space.  The formation of the Loughborough Design School and its move to a new building in 2011 would offer an enhanced environment closely linked to research activity.  Staff and student focus groups had been active during the design phase of the new building to advise the architects on the desirability of specific features and resources.

7.13 The panel welcomed the fact that UG students had the opportunity to take a placement year between Part B and Part C leading to the Diploma in Professional Studies.  79 students were following this option in 2009/10, just over half of the year group.  All students were briefed during Part B on the procedures involved and a ‘DPS Handbook’ was provided in printed form and on Learn.  Students were helped to build their CV through the Design Communication module and the Careers Centre contributed to this.  Students who had undertaken placements also gave presentations about their experience.  Students could identify placements themselves or apply for one of those where companies approached the department, details of which were circulated to second year students.  Students themselves suggested there was a lack of central resource and if they did not get fixed up with a placement early on in their second year, the efforts required to make arrangements could become a distraction from their Part B work.  During placement all students, except those overseas, received a minimum of three visits.  The panel heard that students on placements overseas (these included China, Malaysia, Singapore, Germany, the Netherlands and Ireland) had been contacted via videoconference link which had been found to work well.  The department had moved from a small number of tutors managing all the DPS visits to all staff managing a small number: this allowed staff to identify and visit companies which related better to their own areas of interest in terms of research and enterprise and helped foster stronger links between the department and partners in industry.  From the start of 2009/10, an experienced administrator had been given responsibility for organisation of the placement year to help keep pace with the increasing numbers taking up this option.  
7.14 Students who had been on placement informed the panel they had found it a valuable and rewarding experience.  The department believed the experience of the DPS students brought significant benefits to their final year and the general ambience of that year for the whole cohort.  Care was taken to integrate the students proceeding directly from Part B and those who had completed a placement.  Students were placed in mixed seminar groups and encouraged to support each other’s project direction.  A number of early evening events were held in the first few weeks of the final year, combining social with academic functions.  These had proved popular and effective in establishing useful early feedback on design directions.  
7.15 As already noted, the 2008 RAE survey had placed the department at the top of the UK tables for Design subjects by a significant margin, and it had gained a strong reputation for its research-informed programmes.  At the same time, a high proportion of staff had gained promotion to Senior Lecturer via the 'teaching excellence' route.  Once past probation, which staff found to be a rigorous process, they were encouraged to take advantage of other opportunities for continuing professional development, to apply for funded Teaching Awards to develop pedagogy and teaching resources, and work on innovative developments through the engCETL.  All staff had a budget enabling them to attend appropriate conferences and were encouraged to involve themselves in external networks, as well as research-led collaborations.  Reciprocal visits took place to other universities in the UK and Europe.  Some members of staff were taking the opportunity to work with a Visiting Industrial Fellow on the development of an enterprise strand to programmes.  The strategy of involving the majority of staff in the supervision of placement students gave them opportunities for insight into industrial practices and technologies and enabled them to develop these links for research and curriculum development purposes.  
8.
Management of Quality and Standards
8.1 The panel considered that the department had effective systems in place for the management of quality and standards.  

8.2 Feedback from external examiners was generally very positive and confirmed the quality of the programmes and the standards attained by the students.  The external examiners’ reports were considered initially by the Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator and by the relevant Programme Leader(s).  They were then discussed at Teaching and Learning Committee and Staff/Student Committee before actions were agreed and a response sent to each external examiner covering all the issues which they had individually raised.  It was clear that the department responded to their feedback.  A number of issues had been pursued in detail through the departmental LTC, resulting in the review of procedures and practices, such as the improvement of briefing of students in preparation for their final year project and linking of assessment criteria and specific feedback to module ILOs.  It was noted that the external examiners normally met, privately, with students from across the programmes during visits to the department.  

8.3 The department was responsive to feedback from students, including the National Student Survey.  Measures taken in the area of assessment and feedback following a disappointing set of results in the 2007/08 survey have already been discussed (para 7.7).  The department’s results improved significantly in the 2008/09 survey and the overall satisfaction score (Q22) was equal to the University mean at 4.3.  The majority of issues raised through module feedback and the Staff/Student Committee fell under the same heading of assessment and feedback or related to student perceptions of heavy workload.  Examples of actions taken in response to student feedback in other areas were set out in the documentation.  
8.4 All UG modules were formally evaluated by module leaders over a three-year period, or more frequently, if for example, there were significant changes in module content, staffing or delivery, using the University’s standard OMR feedback forms.  Their evaluations and summaries of the quantitative and qualitative data were fed into Annual/Periodic Programme Review.  The panel noted some relatively low module feedback scores for questions on the Library and queried whether the department encouraged optimum use of the staff and services available.  It was suggested that the appropriate Academic Librarian might be invited to a Staff/Student Committee once a year to help strengthen links.  In the case of PG modules, a conscious decision had been made to use direct discussions with the students as the preferred method of eliciting feedback.  Individual module leaders conducted their own informal module review process each year.  Most UG modules also had opportunities for whole cohort meetings where staff could address specific issues as they arose.  The Learn discussion groups and group emails helped in supporting these mechanisms.
8.5 The Staff:Student Committee met once a term and appeared to be working well, with the agenda being largely student-driven and focussed on issues arising during programme delivery.  There was one committee encompassing both UG and PGT issues.  Each committee meeting was preceded by informal meetings at each year level including Master’s, between those year reps and the year tutor.  These meetings had been introduced as a result of student feedback as a way of making the main meeting more accessible and productive for the students themselves.  They had been well received and enabled a more effective exploration of issues and these then to be dealt with or fed forward to the main committee.  Actions from the main committee were followed up and reported back at the next meeting.  

8.6 The departmental Learning and Teaching Committee met on a monthly basis as part of the full staff meeting, and periodically to fulfil such tasks as the annual module/programme update.  This meant that the majority of teaching staff were available at the meeting and able to be involved in discussion and decision-making.  The panel was not convinced of the effectiveness of this strategy and was reassured to hear that with the formation of the Loughborough Design School in August 2010 a more formal structure would be put in place with a separate Learning and Teaching Committee.  An Acting LTC for the new School had already been formed, and meetings had taken place with Programme Leaders from Ergonomics and the Ergonomics Safety Research Institute (ESRI).  The panel considered it essential that the new School developed robust quality procedures and took steps to ensure that they were implemented consistently by staff across the School.  
8.7 The department’s policies on internal moderation and double marking were clarified for the panel and were in line with University codes of practice.  Significant pieces of coursework, such as major projects and dissertations, were double-marked (often blind double-marked) and moderated internally by third marking before scrutiny by the external examiner.  
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

9.1
The panel regarded the following as features of good practice:

(i) accessible and approachable staff and a student-centred ethos leading to effective working relationships between staff and students
(ii) a broad range of teaching and learning strategies and methods of assessment including provision of formative feedback
(iii) research-informed teaching adding breadth and depth to the curriculum

(iv) analysis and evaluation of feedback and its use to identify areas for quality enhancement
(v) technical and other support for projects from industrial clients and input to programmes from practising designers

(vi) emphasis on inculcating professionalism in students
(vii) encouragement and support of placements 

(viii) accreditation where appropriate by professional bodies
(ix) student participation – and success – in national competitions
(x) introducing students to new agendas such as sustainable design, and enterprise in a creative industries environment.
9.2
The panel remarked on the following as innovative features of the provision:

(i) peer support (‘buddying’) for first-year students organised by Department Student Committee

(ii) development of an evening peer review exercise/social in week one of the final year major project, to help integrate students returning from placement with those proceeding directly from Part B
(iii) in one module, recording of verbal feedback on assessment using voice recorders and generating MP3 files to enable verbal feedback to be emailed to students 

(iv) use of an open-source electronics prototyping platform which allows students to build fully working prototypes in their projects (taken forward with engCETL support).
10. Future plans

10.1 The Department of Design and Technology would join with the Department of Ergonomics (Human Sciences) and the Ergonomics Safety Research Institute (ESRI) to form the Loughborough Design School (LDS) with effect from 1 August 2010.  The department, and the panel, believed this would offer new opportunities in terms of learning and teaching and a broader range of staff resources, skills and experience.  
10.2 A strategic decision had already been taken to develop new programmes in Design Ergonomics (BSc), Road and Vehicle Safety (MSc) and Design in Business (MSc) which would broaden the spectrum of programmes on offer.  The School would open further new opportunities at Master’s level.  It should be possible to teach more efficiently and increase student numbers, including international numbers, through better marketing and improved recruitment processes.  Stronger linkages would be forged in terms of enterprise and knowledge transfer.  

10.3 The LDS would move into the new East Park Design Centre in summer 2011 and would have the chance to capitalise on this new environment to enhance both learning and teaching and research capabilities and build on the synergies between the disciplines which were being brought together.  

11. Conclusions and recommendations
11.1 The department had established a very strong reputation for both its teaching and research, its external examiners were highly complimentary about the quality of the programmes, the standard of admissions and progression rates were very good and graduate employability figures excellent.  The department was also to be complimented on the friendly and supportive learning environment it had created for its students.  Staff/student contact hours were high and students found the workload challenging, but the department was to be commended on understanding and managing student expectations and in effect establishing a shared contract with its students at the outset as to what they would achieve by the end of their programme.  
11.2 The panel considered the sustainability of the model, and its heavy demands on staff and students alike, a major challenge.  It would be important to ensure that the programmes were adaptive to changing external contexts, in terms not only of content but also the resources, including staffing, deployed to support them.  
11.3 Although outside the scope of this review, the department was also to be complimented on the high standard of the PGCE programme.
11.4 The panel identified the following areas for further action by the department:
(i) to revisit the ILOs for the Master’s programmes to ensure that they reflected an appropriate level of intellectual vision and challenge and aligned more closely with the Master’s qualification descriptor in the FHEQ (6.1)
(ii) to clarify aspects of the programme specification for the Master’s programmes (6.1)

(iii) to adjust the module specification for the final year UG dissertation – in line with statements which appeared on the Learn site – to indicate to students that whereas the outcome would normally be an extended essay, it could by negotiation take other appropriate forms, and to review the word count for the extended essay vis-a-vis the credit rating of the module (6.7)
(iv) to reflect further on the programme portfolio at Master’s level and its market positioning (6.9)
(v) to evaluate the changes in the personal tutoring system (7.2)

(vi) to continue efforts to ensure that students understood and were comfortable with the department’s assessment processes (7.7)
(vii) to draw on central services wherever possible to assist staff in the department and enhance student support (eg Careers, Library, Teaching Centre) (6.1, 7.9, 7.13, 8.4)
(viii) to ensure that a more formal quality management structure and robust procedures were adopted by the new Loughborough Design School and that steps were taken to share good practice amongst the staff involved (8.6)
(ix) to build on the synergies between the disciplines that were being brought together in the LDS to develop the portfolio of programmes and increase student numbers, particularly from overseas (10.2).
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