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Response to Student Feedback from Central Services:

Academic Year 2008-09

For the academic year 2008-09, processing of Student Feedback forms was undertaken by the Teaching Centre following the reorganisation of Professional Development.

Upon receipt, forms were logged and processed within a maximum of 10 working days.  Departments were informed by e-mail that quantitative data was available to them on LUSI, and forms could be collected from the Teaching Centre to receive any qualitative feedback.

It was agreed at Programme Quality Team (PQT) that an electronic Pilot should be run during Semester One on a small sample of modules from Chemistry, Civil and Building Engineering and PIRES.  In Semester Two the departments chose a number of non-critical modules to sample further electronically, with Teaching Co-ordinators’ awareness that response rates could be low.  It was intended that feedback for these modules would be accessible on LUSI, but unfortunately data was unavailable.  Visual inspection of these modules revealed no further investigations were necessary as regards to the Library, IT Services or Facilities Management.

A total of 502 modules were processed in Semester One and 623 modules in Semester Two, with an additional 10 modules for Semester One as part of the electronic Pilot 1 and 75 modules for Semester Two as part of electronic Pilot 2.  Totals for the year equate to 1,125 paper based modules (93%) and 85 electronic modules (7%).  Electronic feedback response rates were reported regularly at PQT.  

A third electronic pilot is taking place during Semester One this academic year, with data input into LUSI and an improved questionnaire layout for ease of use.  During the academic year 2007-08 a total of 1,313 modules were processed.  The reduction in the number of modules processed during 2008-09 is largely due to the Business School (190 modules) collecting their own data internally.

As from 1 October 2008, revised questions relating to the Library, Facilities Management and IT Services were included on the Module Feedback form.  Previously two questions relating to the Library were re-worded to one question – Q10: ‘The library resources and services are good enough for my needs’.  The revised IT Q11 reads: ‘I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to’. The question relating to Projectors, boards and screens has been removed and Q12: ‘The teaching rooms for this module were fit for purpose’ is the only question utilised for Facilities Management.  

It was agreed at a PQT meeting on 14 July 2008 that Programme feedback would not be collected and processed (unless specific requests from Departments) due to duplications with the National Student Survey.  From the current academic year, Programme feedback will not be collected.

The Projects, Placements and Dissertations (PPD) feedback form is due to be reviewed next academic year.  Data for a total of 41Projects, Placements and Dissertations was processed during 2008-09.

Reports are appended for the following three service providers:

1. University Library (Ruth Jenkins)

2. Facilities Management (Caroline Pepper) 
3. IT Services (Carys Thomas)

Heads of Support Services noted above were alerted to outcomes of student feedback where mean scores were <3 and asked to provide a written response.  The reports appended herein address concerns raised via student feedback and provide an account of action taken by the respective service providers.

The percentage of modules referred was 6%.

The majority of issues raised were relatively straight-forward and have been addressed by the relevant Service provider.  However, the following more substantive issues are being brought to the attention of LTC.

Issue One

It would appear that some modules have been inaccurately reported with low scores due to students completing forms with negative comments when, for example, IT services are not utilised for their module or where library support is neither necessary or appropriate.  Although this has been a continuing problem and we have alerted Departmental OMR Co-ordinators to the accuracy of this on a number of occasions, this still remains an issue.  

Recommendation:
a) To ensure student feedback data is meaningful, it is suggested that when Departmental Co-ordinators overprint the Module feedback forms with their individual Departmental questions, any questions that are not relevant for students to comment upon are actually crossed through.  This approach has been used by the Business School and removed any uncertainty on the students’ behalf.   
b) If the above is accepted, the Teaching Centre Administrator should raise this matter again with all Departmental OMR Co-ordinators, who will need to liaise with individual lecturers on a module-by-module basis to identify accurately questions this will apply to.  An illustrative example should be provided.

Issue Two

There are a few problems relating to Reading Lists.

Recommendation

LTC request that the Head of Library Services contacts Departmental Teaching and Learning Coordinators to ensure that Reading Lists are being made available in a timely manner.    

Issue Three

I wish to draw LTC’s attention to the Head of Library Services’ report concerning feedback collection in the Business School and invite further discussion on the matter.  (See page 4, para 2.)
Proposal for Consideration

A report on the third electronic pilot will be made to the PQ Team in March.  It will be necessary at that point to take decisions on the future methodology for University student feedback collection.  

Processing over the last 14 years has been carried out by an Optical Mark Reader (which is no longer manufactured) and although an annual maintenance contract is taken out for approximately £1,950.00 p.a., the machine is old, noisy and slow and there is no back-up should a major repair be required.  

If a paper-based system continues, and this is serviced by the Teaching Centre, urgent consideration will need to be given to the purchase of a scanner for the academic year 2011-2012, which would offer a more efficient and low risk alternative.  The support of IT Services would be needed for the set-up and for the redesign of the forms. 

Jo Wilkins

Teaching Centre Administrator
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University Library

Library-related module feedback from students, 2008-2009

Overview

The module feedback questions relating to the Library were reduced from two (Q8: The Library has the books and resources I need for this module and Q9:I was able to get help in the Library when I needed it ) to one - Q10: ‘The library resources and services are good enough for my needs’ during the academic year 2008–2009.

The number of modules attracting a mean score of less than 3.00 for question 10 decreased.  The total (39) was 40% lower than in 2007-2008.  The dramatic decrease is most probably due to:

· three Departments taking part in the pilot of electronic module feedback and this data currently not being available

· the Business School undertaking their own module feedback, which did not include questions about the Library.

As in previous years, the reasons for modules receiving the low scores were investigated in detail by the staff of the Faculty Teams.  This is seen as part of their continuous liaison between academic departments and the Library.   Library staff:

· ascertained whether there was an online reading list for the module

· studied the module reading list (if there is one) and checked the availability and demand of the library material listed

· contacted the academic staff teaching the module to discuss the feedback and in addition, were required the Learning & Teaching Co-ordinators for the Departments were copied into emails discussing the module feedback scores.

There were also several low-scoring modules for which Library support is neither necessary nor appropriate: in such cases students should be instructed to tick the ‘does not apply to me’ box.  (It may be that they were so instructed but still answered the questions.)
Where problems were identified, steps have been taken to improve matters.  These include encouraging lecturers to add new material to reading lists; encouraging lecturers to add reading lists to the online reading list system; purchasing additional copies of books; purchase of electronic copies of texts; moving copies of texts from long to short loan and vice versa; correcting broken links on modules and arranging additional information literacy courses.  

General points are:

· close liaison between teaching staff and Library staff is crucial

· electronic resources are not always recognised as Library resources, so that where modules rely heavily on e-journals, for example, students may not realise they are using a resource provided by the Library

· student expectations of Library support can be unrealistic

· students are often expected to buy key texts: failure to do so makes low scores for Q8 inevitable – especially for modules with large numbers of students

· information literacy teaching by Library staff can be very beneficial, and is an opportunity that should be more widely taken up by departments

· low scores for Q9 can be related to perceptions about information resources, with insufficient copies of books interpreted by students as the Library being ‘unhelpful’; and could also be interpreted as ‘I didn’t need\try to ask for help’.

Detail of Faculty Team investigations follows.
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Engineering Team

Summary

A summary of the Engineering Faculty modules with responses lower than 3.0 to the question relating to the Library are given below.

	Dept
	Module
	Semester
	Score
	Response?

	CV
	P278
	1
	2.67
	Yes

	CV
	P265
	2
	2.33
	No

	MM
	P902
	1
	2.93
	No

	MM
	A507
	2
	2.87
	Yes

	MM
	A508
	2
	2.98
	Yes

	MM
	B710 *
	
	
	

	MM
	A577 *
	
	
	

	MM
	B660 *
	
	
	

	TT
	A014
	1
	2.75
	No

	TT
	D007
	1
	2.9
	Yes

	EL
	P033
	1
	2.76
	Yes

	EL
	P833*
	
	
	

	EL
	A004**
	2
	2.96
	No

	EL
	A007
	2
	2.82
	Yes

	EL
	B019
	2
	2.91
	No

	EL
	C054
	2
	2.9
	Yes

	EL
	D025
	2
	2.5
	Yes

	TOTAL 2008/9
	13 Modules*
	
	
	

	TOTAL 2007/8
	27 Modules
	
	
	


* Four modules were found to be “dummy modules” created for the purpose of reading long module feedback forms.

** This module also received poor library module feedback last year.

General comments

A total of 13 module groups gave the library below average feedback.  This was a very pleasing decrease of 52% on the 27 module groups giving such feedback in the 2007/8 academic year.  Every department saw a reduction in the number of modules providing below average feedback to the Library question.  The eleven Electronic & Electrical Engineering modules giving poor feedback last year was reduced to five this year and the number of Chemical Engineering modules giving poor feedback was reduced to zero.  The poor scores that were received were often very close to the mean of 3.0, with eight being within 0.2 points of the mean.

Only one module that received poor feedback this year was also listed last year (highlighted on the above Table).  As last year no response was received from the member of staff contacted.
With the reduction of the two Library questions into one this year, it was difficult to get a detailed picture as to where the problems with library provision lay.
Action taken
We checked each module which had scored below the mean of 3.  We then examined reading lists attached to the module and any indicative reading list and noted any mismatches or gaps.  We then contacted all lecturers to discuss potential solutions. These emails were copied into Learning & Teaching Co-ordinators for the Departments.  Where there was no reading list, we would suggest one.  Where there were few titles, we suggested additional titles.  Where there were few copies, we suggested additional copies.  Where it was thought training would help, it was offered. If there were problems with broken links we would fix them automatically.

Outcomes 

Responses were received from 8 of the 13 module leaders contacted – a fairly pleasing response rate given feedback in the past, however 100% would be appropriate in these circumstances.  Outcomes achieved as a result of contact with each of the departments is summarised below.

Aeronautical/Automotive Engineering
E-mails were sent to the two module leaders offering to purchase additional material and provide training to the students. Only one reply was received which resulted in the purchase of additional copies of one of the recommended texts.

Civil and Building

Both modules for which poor feedback was received were WEDC distance learning modules. Surprisingly one was a module where 5 texts were actually sent to students. No response was received to an e-mail sent to the module leader offering information on services to part-time and distance learners and the electronic reserve. Pleasingly an immediate response was received for the other module which resulted in the creation of a reading list and the purchase of additional recommended reading.
Electronic and Electrical
One of the modules listed was a dummy module set up for the purpose of reading multipage feedback forms. Responses were received for four out of the six remaining modules. In one case additional copies of recommended texts were purchased. Two module leaders offered to meet and discuss the issue and in one case a firm date has been fixed. Finally one leader agreed that a reading list should be created and this is being encouraged and supported.

Wolfson School

Again three of the modules listed for the Wolfson School turned out to be dummy modules set up for the purpose of reading multipage feedback forms. Of the remaining three modules, responses were received from two module leaders. In one case recommendations were received for background material which could be purchased and the issue was referred to the student representative who promised to take it to a future reps meeting. 
As a result catalogues are being searched to order further material for this course and we are awaiting additional feedback from the student representatives. As a result of contact from the other module leader extra recommended texts have been purchased.
Lizzie Gadd, Becky Laing, Stephanie McKeating, Tracy Marshall and Sharon Reid
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Science Team
Introduction

This document details an investigation into the library provision for Science faculty modules which attracted low scores relating to the question on library resources and services.

Analysis of Science modules affected with last years’ scores for comparison.

	Department

	Low scores

2008/09

	Low Scores 

2007/08


	Chemistry

	0

	0


	Computer Sci

	2

	2


	 Human Sci

	0

	1


	Maths Sci

	1

	3


	Physics

	1

	1


	Information Sci

	1

	1


	Materials

	2

	1


	Total

	7

	8



	


This years’ total of 7 low scores for the Science Faculty continues the consistently downward trend - ten years ago 43 modules attracted low scores and this year’s total is the lowest on record for the Science faculty team beating last’s 8 and the previous best of 17. Chemistry and Human Sciences had no low-scoring modules for library questions.

Each academic librarian analysed the reading lists, catalogue of modules and provision of texts against numbers on each module. The low scores in Information Science and Physics modules represent the views of 1 and 2 people respectively. Nevertheless since these represent disenchantment they were investigated. In one instance a reading list was created. Texts have also been moved to shorter loan periods to improve availability. Academic Librarians contacted lecturers to invite them to identify any other possible causes of low satisfaction. Summaries of responses from academic staff and remedial actions taken are provided by department as below.

COC201(International Computing)

The lecturer did not recommend particular texts but may do so for future modules. It was agreed that the lecturer and the librarian would investigate possible additions to stock.  The lecturer wondered if the students on this particular module expected more of an “internationalised” experience in the Library, making number of suggestions as to how this might be achieved which will be investigated further.

COF181(Introduction to Programming)

The lecturer already provides links to a number of online resources but has noticed that until recently there have been few if any particularly suitable textbooks. He has suggested 3 texts for purchase; these have been ordered and he will consider which if any is appropriate to add to the reading list.

ISP425 (Culture and Change Management)

This module has relatively few students, however titles listed on the reading list are also on a number of other reading lists, most notably a very intensive module belonging to the Business School.  The situation where books are in demand from several departments but with a substantial module attendance discrepancy is always a tricky problem, because buying for the smaller module inevitably means that resources will be soaked up by the larger.  In this instance, there was a cap placed upon further copies being purchased by the Business School.  Three extra copies had been purchased from Information Science funds in the summer. 

The module organiser will consider alternative texts for the next time the module is run and has also taken on board an offer of help in finding the students alternative literature from the resources which we already have.

MPC012 (Polymer Engineering)

The lecturer identified the culprit text as a very popular book which is on multiple reading lists and is out of print.  Following a discussion it was agreed the lecturer would contact Mark Summers (Copyright Officer) about the possibility of scanning parts of the text.

MPP215 (Polymer Processing)

According to the lecturer, the issue was almost certainly “not enough copies of the module text (which he co-authored).  It is very heavily used by students on a number of modules and is out of print.  Usage figures indicate that students avoided the multiple copies in short loan, favouring week loans. Copies have therefore been switched to week loan to improve availability.  It was agreed that an additional copy of the text would be ordered and placed in Reference (provided that it could be sourced via the out of print specialists). 

Mathematical Sciences

MAB265 (Scientific Programming)

The module leader has not yet found a text which he wants to recommend since his teaching of programming is oriented more towards the scientific aspects rather than the system and administration applications which most books written by computer scientists would use.  The module leader has decided to write a book himself for this module which he anticipates will be finished in the next semester, so that this problem should not arise in the future.

PHC110 (Physics and Management Project)

Only one form contained negative feedback, nevertheless the module leader was contacted and an offer to set up a reading list was made.

Peter Lund with contributions from Ginny Franklin and Frank Parry 

21 December 2009 
SS&H module feedback for 2008/2009

There has been a reduction in SSH modules scoring below three from the Library oriented questions “I received help in the Library when I needed it” and "The Library has the books and resources I need for this module" on the module feedback forms.  This year 15 SS&H modules received scores below 3 compared to 22 last year.  This reduction is mainly due to the Business School developing their own feedback form that did not include questions relating to the Library.
No module from Design & Technology, Geography or Social Science received a score below three for the Library questions.
	
	2008/2009
	2007/2008
	2006/2007

	No. of modules
	15
	29
	38

	Modules to ignore
	0
	7
	9

	TOTAL
	15
	22
	31


Investigations
Library staff:

1. Checked whether reading lists were being made available to students via the University’s reading list system
2. Examined online reading lists to ensure material there were an adequate number of current titles, appropriate number of copies and loan statuses, and whether links were correct etc.
3. Checked the loan history of key texts to ascertain how popular items were

4. Fruitful discussions were held with individual academics regarding the low scores received by the Library questions, with only one or two academics not responding to requests for information.

Issues

Low scores were due to:

1. Students having little need of library resources due to the way the module was constructed.  Either because they were very practical based or project modules.  Staff tend to ask the students to say the questions are not applicable, but this does not always happen.

2. Lack of up to date material to support the module.  For example a reading list may exist, but it has not been updated for a year or two and therefore the material is not as relevant as it could be.

3. No one specific textbook was available for the module.

4. Reading lists were available, but there were only a few items and / or not enough copies leading to the students competing to borrow them.
5. The Library being unaware of what resources were being recommended as there were no online reading lists.

6. Broken hyper links on the Online Reading list system and Learn may have caused frustration for the students.

7. A hiccup in the processing of a few lists and the Library not recognising that additional copies were required.
Actions taken:
The following actions were taken:

1. Where there was no reading list on the University’s reading list system copies were sought either via investigating material on Learn or asking the lecturer for a copy.  This was then added to the Reading list system by Library staff and the Academic notified.

2. Where there were broken links on the online reading list, Library staff automatically fixed them

3. If there were only a few items on the reading list, Library staff suggested possible additional titles.
4. Where there were few copies of a title, Library staff suggested additional copies and or purchase of an electronic version of the item. 

5. Where items were in heavy demand, Library staff suggested either additional copies and / or change in loan status.

6. Discussions took place amongst team members to ensure that changes on the reading lists were not missed and procedures tightened up.
09ECB136 Transport Economics [feedback score: 2.38]

Some of the core books were not available.  The books have now been ordered.
09ECB001 Intermediate Macroeconomics [feedback score 2.95]

Some of the core books were not available.  The books have now been ordered.  Also there were broken links on the reading list to specific e-journal articles and these have now been fixed. 

09ECB005 International Economic Relations [feedback score 2.93]

Some of the core books were not available.  The books have now been ordered.  Also there were broken and incorrect links on the reading list to specific e and print journals.  These have now been fixed. 
08EAC024 – The Writings of Intimacy

Module leader felt that the majority of the problems was caused because they were new and were getting to grips with how the different systems (including ordering stock from the Library) worked at Loughborough.  Titles arrived slightly later than expected, there was a shortage of multiple copies and loan statuses did not encourage circulation of stock.  This has now been rectified.

08EUA112 - Oral English Language Skills for Native French-Speaking Students 2 [feedback score: 1.00]

Students are not required to read for this module and students were told that the Library question was not applicable and not to complete it.

08EUC634 – The Beatles and the 1960s [feedback score: 2.60]

Module leader disappointed with this score.  Module requires extensive reading.  Change in loan status of key items has been agreed.

08EUC627 - Intelligence and National Security [feedback score: 2.73]

Module leader felt problems occurred due to:

a) The slow purchasing system operating within the Library resulting in an inadequate stock of books at the time [comparisons were made with Amazon].

b) There being a limited number of key texts written in this area of study, a fact the students have difficulty appreciating. 

However, it should be noted that the module leader had also made available to the students a long list of books available from Nottingham University that he had not requested the Library to buy.

08EUC628 - The Asia-Pacific in Global Politics [feedback score: 2.59]

Problems included insufficient copies of texts, inappropriate loan status of items and a lack of Asia-Pacific journals being available.  The module leader has agreed that additional copies should be purchased and loan statuses changed.  Also the Library now subscribes to journals that focus on Asia-Pacific.

08EUB617 – The Politics of Multiculturalism [feedback score: 2.82]
There was an unexpected increase in student numbers, which meant there were insufficient copies of texts and incorrect loan status of items.  The module leader also felt that students actively disregard recall notices which places increased pressure on stock.

08PEP404 Research Project in Sports Biomechanics 

The module leader stated that there is no reading list since students have to find articles associated with their choice of project.  The Library has advised that a reading list could contain items on how to undertake research as well as links to appropriate databases.  There is a recognition that the students may not be very good at finding such information, but the module leader feels it is the role of their project supervisor to direct students to appropriate information sources. Not the Library.
08PEP403 - Current Research in Sports Biomechanics
The module leader feels that students should not have responded to the Library questions as the module is seminar based, with ALL papers that students are required to being supplied in hard copy to each student.

08PEC005 - Research Project: Physiology module
The module leader feels that students should not have responded to the Library questions as the module is project based and a reading list is not required.  Students should work closely with a project supervisor on the module and be guided to project specific resources (including literature).
08PEC005 – Research Project: Physiology [Feedback score: 3. 85]
The module leader is unsure why the Library received a low score and is going to liaise with staff to check that library resources are adequate in specific research areas.  The module leader was also unsure why the Library received a score of 2.87 for providing help and argues that the students should know how to find information and should not require training or help.  “There is nothing in the module specification that suggests that library training was going to be provided in this module. Final year students who do not know how to use the library should not be allowed to register for the module. Consequently, no training was provided”
Ruth Stubbings with contributions from Louise Fletcher, Sandra Reid, Barbara Whetnall and Helen Young 
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Subject:
Student Feedback Relating to Teaching Rooms

Origin: 
Caroline Pepper, Facilities Management

Teaching Support and Administration Manager
The numbers of responses below a score of 3 for 2008/09 were as follows:

	
	Number of responses for

all teaching space
	Number of responses

allocated to pool teaching space
	Allocated pool rooms

	Semester 1 
	8
	2
	D109, JJ017, W005c, U011

	Semester 2
	8
	3
	JJ004, U011, D002, W005e

	Total
	16
	5
	8


The total of 16 negative responses is an improvement on last year where there were 20 scores under 3 (26 in 2006/7 and 59 in 2005/6), although previously the questions were broken down by room and AV. 

11 of the responses related to departmental teaching space. There is currently no central data available on this space, although it will be collated as part on the Central Timetabling project.

Pool Space
· Module code CMC002 had a response of 2.96 which related to D109, JJ017 and W005c.  At the beginning of semester 1 2008 there was an issue with the blinds in D109. These were replaced by week 5. JJ017 is under discussion as part of the east park master plan. W005c (west park) had a shared data projector provision with the surrounding rooms. Additional projection facilities were provided for semester 1 2009/10, and the room is currently being upgraded with glass writing surfaces. There is a reluctance to travel to west park for academic departments based on the centre of campus, and this is considered wherever possible during the room allocation process.

· Module code ECC050 was allocated to U011 and had a feedback score of 2.60. This room has been earmarked for renovation 

· Module code ECC004  was allocated to JJ004 and had a feedback score of 2.93. This room was due to leave the pool when the HEBS teaching rooms became available. It was decided that the teaching block remain in the pool due to the increase in student numbers, is under discussion and will form part of the east park master plan.

· Module codes ECC140 scored 2.92 and ELD028 scored 2.67. These relate to rooms U011, D002 and W005e. Comments as above

· Looking at the responses the only pattern identified is that 4 of the 5 responses relate to 3rd year groups, and that 3 of the 5 responses relate to Economics.

Facilities Management has encouraged departments making room bookings to identify styles of rooms which best suit their teaching and learning requirements. More departments are making use of this and a better match is perhaps being made and resulting in an improved experience. This is reflected in the feedback statistics.

Student Feedback Scores – IT Resources – Semester 1, 2008-9 

Modules where “IT Resources” scored less than 3 out of 5.

	Department
	Module
	No of forms
	Score for “IT resources”
	Notes

	TT
	C006
	2
	2.00
	This is a group project based vehicle design project. There were only two feedback forms returned because there are not any whole group sessions with these students and it is taught by external lecturers.

The module requires the students to make quite a lot of use of CAD but I have not received any comments or complaints regarding the provision through the student reps or staff student committee.

I suggest that I follow this up by organising a session with the whole

group(and its MEng equivalent) to get much more complete feedback this year from the module so that we can see if there is any real root problem.

	TT
	P412
	13
	2.00
	Still under investigation. No negative comments have been received, and it is believed that the IT work for the module was carried-out in the Department and that everyone had full access to the facilities.

	CV
	P268
	5
	2.67
	These are paper-based distance learning modules on which there are a large proportion of  students who are based overseas, sometimes in locations that do not have reliable Internet access. Course information is not posted on Learn. Hence, students may only use the university webmail service and some may opt for messages to automatically be forwarded to their preferred email address so they have little obvious contact with the university’s’ IT Resources.

	CV
	P272
	4
	2.33
	

	CV
	P273
	1
	2.00
	

	EL
	A102
	122
	2.57
	No direct use of IT, but lack of material on Learn was given. The module is not running this year.

	EL
	P061
	17
	1.67
	The use of IT was not required for this module


Student Feedback Scores – IT Resources – Semester 2, 2008-9 

Modules where “IT Resources” scored less than 3 out of 5. 

	Department
	Module
	No of forms
	Score for “IT resources”
	Notes

	PH
	C110
	2
	2.50
	There were two students on this course, one of them was an Erasmus student for just one semester. The Erasmus student was tasked with collecting data from an experiment and this had to be transferred to another pc using a disk. He considered that there should have been another means of transferring the data, but his supervisor didn't consider that it was necessary for the amount of data concerned.

 

There was also a suggestion from the lecturer who processed the forms that an incorrect form may have been used, due to a shortage of forms.

	PE
	P213
	6
	2.50
	These were mainly part time students who work away from campus - and some of them had trouble with off-campus access to readings. We have sorted it out this year with a special induction for them on their first taught weekend.

	PE
	C109
	8
	2.83
	The member of staff concerned no longer teaches this module.  It is thought that he did not use any computer resources such as Learn or PowerPoint presentations.  The department will ensure that the replacement follows the school expectations of minimum presence on Learn.

	MM
	P902
	16
	2.87
	No comments from the students on this module regarding the IT services support .

	MM
	D901
	21
	2.75
	The low score was due to relatively old (4 years) PCs in Lab T101 being used for image processing work. The students noticed a faster execution times for their code when running on pool PCs.

We have purchased new PCs for T101, but these will not be installed until summer 2010. The decision to do this was mainly due to IT support, but also student comments. We may get some adverse comments this year, even though the different performance will be pointed out again. The PC speed makes no difference to the task solution that the students generate

	MM
	A112
	25
	2.50
	This is page 2 of feedback for MMA102and students are asked not to complete the IT services question on this form, therefore this is just an error from one or two students out of the larger batch which leads to a below expected score.

	MM
	B660
	9
	2.50
	As above for module MMB600.


18

