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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 Jonathan Potter, Head of Department of Social Sciences (Chair)
Professor Brean Hammond, University of Nottingham (External Assessor)
Dr Ruth Kinna, AD(T) Social Sciences and Humanities
Dr Gillian Whiteley, School of the Arts
Dr Dave Berry, PHIR
Alice Swinscoe, LSU VP Education
Caroline Smith, Teaching Centre
 
Secretary: Chris Dunbobbin, Academic Registry
The Panel met throughout the day with key members of School staff, including the Head of School, the Chair of the Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee, and the Drama Subject Leader, and with a representative group of students (lists attached as Annex A and Annex B).
The Panel was provided with a tour of the Department and its facilities.

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



3.
Evidence base

Documentation was provided to the Panel two weeks in advance and included the following:

PPR Panel meeting agenda
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes

Departmental commentary (self-critical and analytical)

Review of last three years’ statistical data 
Statement on the Department’s future plans

PPR cover sheet 

Programme regulations

Programme specifications

Annual Programme Review forms for 2009, 2010 and 2011 including summaries of evaluative data
External Examiners’ reports plus Departmental responses from 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10
SSCC minutes from 2007-08 to date

Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee minutes from 2009-10 to date

Short report detailing the Department’s responses following Faculty QEO’s summary of assessment practice for UG programmes at APR 2010

Curriculum maps of modules against programme intended learning outcomes

Assessment matrices

Undergraduate population monitoring statistics from 2007 starters 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


The Department offered six full-time undergraduate programmes leading to the award of BA:
i) Single Honours English

ii) Single Honours Drama

iii) Drama with a Minor in English

iv) English and Drama Joint Honours

v) English with a Minor in American Literature and Film

vi) English and Sports Science Joint Honours

And one part-time programme:

vii) Single Honours English (Part-Time)

With effect from 2011 entry, two programmes would be added to the Department’s portfolio:

viii) English with a Minor in Business Studies
ix) Drama with a Minor in Business Studies

A further change would come into effect from 2012, when English with a Minor in American Literature and Film would evolve into a full Joint Honours programme in English and American Studies.
At Masters level, the Department offered, in both full-time and part-time versions, four postgraduate programmes leading to the award of MA:

x) English

xi) Drama

xii) Creative Writing

xiii) Performance and Multi-Media

Early in the review period, the English MA was fragmented in various small programmes which more recently had become Pathways on the MA in English programme. The Drama MA was also renamed (formerly Texts in Performance).
English was a substantially larger subject area for the Department than Drama, and this was reflected both in the relative numbers of academic staff with expertise in the two disciplines, and in the different numbers of students enrolled on the programmes. In Part B in 2010-11, for instance, of the 147 students studying on these programmes, 64 were registered on Single Honours English, with 30 on Single Honours Drama; the others were on the smaller programmes. Similarly, of the department’s 25 academic staff (23.1 FTE), 6 were defined as Drama staff, with a further 3 dividing their work fairly evenly between Drama and English. The Department’s two Technical Tutors worked almost wholly in Drama, and the other academic staff taught wholly, or almost wholly in English.

Shared across the Department was a strong commitment to ensuring that teaching was of the highest standards and research-led. The design of the Department’s programmes, and the structures in place to provide student support, were all designed to produce excellence. The Department’s success in this regard was indicated, for example, in the fact that both Drama and English were ranked 2nd nationally for ‘Overall Satisfaction’ in the 2010 National Student Survey.


The Department also contributed to the Joint Honours degree in History and English, administered by the Department of Politics, History and International Relations, and a Minor in English to programmes administered both by that Department and by Information Science. The Department ensured that the needs of students on these programmes were taken into account in all of its planning. In particular it ensured that they were treated fairly when places on optional modules were assigned, and students received appropriate induction and pastoral care in the Department.
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment
6.1
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. 

6.2
The design and content of the curricula were considered to be effective in enabling the ILOs to be achieved. 

6.3
The assessment strategy was considered to be effective overall in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning.
6.4
The undergraduate programmes were structured so as to allow a significant degree of optionality, particularly in Parts B and C, and a wide range of specialist options were available. Comments from undergraduate students indicated that they enjoyed this feature of the programmes. The department described in detail the procedures for managing the provision of optional modules and providing guidance/support for students, and it was noted that fairly labour-intensive checks were carried out to ensure each student selected an appropriate mix of modules. The Department acknowledged, nonetheless, that there was a possibility that students might select options resulting in a narrow or quirky overall portfolio, and it was noted in this context that the Department intended, in Summer 2011, to review the module diets followed by recent graduates. The Panel welcomed this review, and suggested that if patterns emerged in options chosen, the Department should explore the possibility of using these as the basis for the introduction of more structured/defined pathways, in order to reduce the burden on staff of option-checking.
6.5
The Department made no use of timed examinations as a method of assessment, having decided some years previously that they were not an appropriate or effective means of assessment in either English or Drama. Students appeared to be supportive of this assessment strategy, and some described it as a factor which had attracted them to study at Loughborough.

6.6
For all modules, some coursework had to be completed by mid-Semester (normally week 7), with the remaining assessment taking place at the end of the Semester (normally week 13). The intended effect was that students were required to manage simultaneous deadlines throughout their studies, thereby developing transferable skills in personal organisation and planning. Students appeared to be supportive of this structure, but a negative consequence was that the marking burden on staff at the end of each Semester was considerable (see also 6.8).
6.7
In a number of undergraduate modules, 10/15% of the assessment was based on seminar participation. Students were supportive of this, and felt that it encouraged them to prepare thoroughly for, and contribute in seminar sessions. From a Departmental perspective, this method of assessment was felt to contribute to very good attendance rates, and to a high quality of discussion in seminar sessions. Professor Overton had received a Teaching Excellence award in relation to the initiative. The Panel welcomed the benefits arising from this innovative approach, but noted that the criteria for assessing participation appeared to vary from module to module, and emphasised that it was important that the reasons for these differences were clearly articulated to students. 
6.8
The Panel noted that for many modules, the range of assessment methods was relatively narrow (mainly essays with some seminars and presentations). The Panel recommended, in this context, that the Department considered more variety in assessment methods, appropriate to module and programme ILOs, in order to relieve pressures on marking and the provision of timely feedback to students.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities
7.1
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.
7.2
Standard forms were used to provide students with individual feedback, but there was no use of generic feedback, and some students indicated that they would find it helpful, when choosing optional modules, and when embarking on compulsory modules, to have an opportunity to review generic feedback from the previous academic year. Some lecturers did make available model essays, and examples of good and bad essays from the previous year’s cohort, but for some modules, where content changed substantially from year to year, generic feedback of this nature was neither useful or relevant. The Panel recommended, nonetheless, that the Department consider extending the provision of generic feedback.
7.3
One of the External Examiners’ reports for 2009-10 had referred to a misalignment between written feedback and marks (an occasional tendency to award a numerical mark higher than suggested by the tenor of the marker’s comments), and to feedback sometimes being inappropriately personalised. Students described some variability in the quality and detail of feedback from tutor to tutor. It was noted in this context that the relevant Subject Leader had discussed feedback practices with a small number of colleagues with a view to making improvements in this area.
7.4
The Panel welcomed the Department’s robust and innovative approach to the issue of plagiarism. The Departmental Handbook contained a detailed section on referencing and plagiarism; advice on the avoidance of plagiarism was incorporated into core Part A modules; and Part A students were required to undertake and pass an online test on this issue. In addition, the Head of Department had received a Teaching Innovation Award from the institution for her work on library/research skills, which dealt with plagiarism and how to avoid it. This scheme had been developed in close co-operation with the Department’s Subject Librarian, and the prize would enable the Department to roll out this way of teaching plagiarism avoidance to other Departments.
7.5
The Panel noted that basic materials were available on LEARN for all undergraduate modules, but that beyond the agreed minima, module leaders reached their own decision about what additional materials were appropriate, such that some staff used LEARN much more adventurously than others. Students seemed to understand the reasons for this variability of provision, but appeared to feel, on a general level, that there was scope for more innovative and stimulating content for many modules.
7.6
An effective Personal Tutoring system was in place, and students appeared to be very satisfied with both the academic and pastoral support they received from all academic staff. The physical spaces within the department, which allowed for informal meetings between staff and students were felt to be a contributory factor to the good relationships which existed between staff and students. Joint Honours students, whose degree programmes were administered by another Department were allocated a member of academic staff as a point of contact, and were treated in all other respects as members of the Department. Students reported that the Head of Department was particularly helpful and supportive. Some students described going directly to the Head of Department with their requests for assistance (rather than their personal tutor or another member of staff), and this raised some concerns with the Panel about the potential for the Head to be overburdened with pastoral care issues. 
7.7 
The Department’s use of its physical space was exemplary, and the Panel noted in particular the extent to which students used the foyer and café areas for group working and informal meetings with academic staff. The provision of such spaces was felt to significantly enhance the student experience.
7.8
In the previous five years, more than half of the academic staff within the Department had been new, and on probation. During this period, there had been a significant dependence on the role of Head of Department in key areas including the assessment of dissertations and the management of module options. The Department recognised that this could not be sustained indefinitely, and as almost all staff had served out their periods of probation, a range of tasks previously undertaken by the Head of Department were now being delegated.
7.9
The Panel noted that Dr Swettenham had been awarded Mini Project funding by the institution to support the development of the Induction Week for Drama students, introducing students to the Department’s working practices, and greatly accelerating the speed at which they formed productive working relationships with one another, and became familiar with the potential of the Department’s performance spaces.

8.
Management of quality and standards
8.1
The Panel concluded that the Department 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.  
8.2
The Panel noted the statistics in relation to admissions, progression, attainment and destination of degree programmes. There were no areas of concern.

8.3  
Comments from External Examiners were generally very positive and suggested a 

well-developed and broad curriculum, with good student feedback. The Head of Department’s responses to EE reports were good, and it was evident that the Department gave proper consideration to the issues raised by External Examiners and those raised through module feedback from students. 

8.4
Expanding international recruitment to all programmes was a priority, and the Department was working closely with the International Office on this. However, the high level of English literacy required for all programmes was a constraint in this area. 
8.5
In order to increase prospective students’ (and their parents’) perceptions of the diversity and attractiveness of its programmes, particularly from an employability perspective in the post-Browne higher fees environment, the Department had introduced, from 2011 entry, programmes in English and Drama with a Minor in Business Studies. Applications had thus far been modest, but the programmes had not yet been fully publicised. A one-semester Part C module, Work Experience, would also run for the first time in 2011-12. 
8.6
Recruitment to the MA programmes was challenging, as evidenced by the relatively low student numbers, and this situation was unlikely to change in a higher fees environment. However, the Department was committed to maintaining its taught postgraduate provision, which operated as an effective feeder into PhD studies within the Department. A significant part of the Department’s efforts in recruiting to its MA programmes was focussed on its own undergraduate students, around 30% of whom went on to study at Masters level. Efforts were also made to recruit students from other disciplinary backgrounds, and the Panel emphasised the importance of marketing the MAs to potential applicants from these two groups in different ways.
8.7
The MA programmes were deliberately structured to include generic as well as distinctive elements, in order to provide opportunities for all staff to participate in Masters level teaching. Double-weighting was given to MA modules in the Departmental workload model, to take account of the increased intensity and complexity of the content, together with the smaller number of students.
8.8
The Panel expressed some uncertainty about whether the Modern and Contemporary Research Group was appropriately named, given the very wide definition that appeared to be given to the terms ‘Modern and Contemporary.’
8.9
There was some evidence from student comments that both undergraduate and postgraduate students felt somewhat separated from the rest of the University. It was also apparent that some postgraduates felt themselves to be at the periphery of the Departmental community, perhaps due in part to their small numbers. The Panel noted in this context that MA students were not allocated personal tutors, but rather their main contacts were their Programme Tutor and PG Programme Administrator. The postgraduate students interviewed by the Panel nonetheless described building very good relationships with whichever academics they felt most comfortable in approaching. Notwithstanding the above, the Panel recommended that postgraduate students be explicitly advised on registration that they should consider their Programme Tutor to be their de-facto Personal Tutor; i.e. the person within the Department they can approach in relation to non-academic matters.
8.10
It was apparent that students were unaware of what actions had been taken in response to the previous year’s NSS, and the Panel recommended that the Department took steps to close this loop. Students also felt that there was scope for a wider dissemination of information on actions taken in response to student module feedback (i.e. beyond discussion at SSCs).
8.11
The Panel noted the Department’s support, based on the advice of its External Examiners, for the introduction of a Merit band into the Masters qualification. It was felt that Loughborough’s failure to adopt such a classification disadvantaged its ‘good but not outstanding’ Masters students in comparison with many of those at comparable Universities, and might be a disincentive for students to choose to study at Loughborough.

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

9.1
Increasing student involvement in classroom discussion and the level of student preparation for seminars by introducing an element of assessed contribution in a range of modules (paragraph 6.7).

9.2
Robust and innovative procedures for dealing with plagiarism (paragraph 7.4).

9.3
The exemplary use of formal and informal teaching and learning spaces to significantly enhance the student experience (paragraph 7.7).

9.4
The Induction week for new Drama students (paragraph 7.9).

9.5
The inclusion of a truncated version of the University’s IP Policy and Procedures on all coursework coversheets.
9.6
The widespread use of peer review of teaching in a staff development context.
10.
The department’s concerns and future plans
10.1
It was noted, with reference to the Guardian University Guide 2012 league table, that the SSRs for English and Drama at Loughborough were high compared to those at other institutions ranked above and immediately below. The Department was concerned about whether it would be able to remain competitive, and continue to deliver a high quality student experience in the longer term, with its existing SSR, without risking staff burn-out.
10.2
Within the Department there were four Professors, two of whom were at, or nearing retirement age, one Reader, and four Senior Lecturers, with the remaining staff at Lecturer level. The Department was concerned, therefore, that as well as more staff overall, there was a need to increase the number of senior staff, particularly within Drama, in order to provide the necessary leadership going forward.
10.3
In order to allow the Department’s performance spaces to be available to students outside of specifically timetabled programme-related sessions, a part-time Theatre Technician was required.
10.4
The lighting, camera, and sound equipment in the theatre would soon become obsolete, and investment was needed to keep it up to date.
10.5
The Department was keen to increase its international student recruitment, particularly at postgraduate level, and was working closely with the International Office in this area. However, a constraint was the fact that a high level of English literacy was required for all programmes, and the focus of most of the International Office’s activities tended to be on non-English-speaking countries. 
10.6
It was not possible to foresee all of the implications of the introduction of £9000 per annum tuition fees. There was some concern within the sector that students would be less attracted to English and, in particular, Drama in a high fees environment. However, the Department had a good story to tell including its high NSS standings; its range of programme options, including the new programmes in English and Drama with a Minor in Business Studies, which would be coming on stream in 2011-12; and its excellent graduate employment statistics.
11.
Conclusions and recommendations

11.1
Aspects for Commendation
(i) Increasing student involvement in classroom discussion and the level of student preparation for seminars by introducing an element of assessed contribution in a range of modules (paragraph 6.7).
(ii) Robust and innovative procedures for dealing with plagiarism (paragraph 7.4). 

(iii) The comments from the students interviewed were very positive; they appeared to be very satisfied with their programmes of study, and enjoyed very good relationships with staff in the Department (paragraph 7.6).

(iv) The exemplary use of formal and informal teaching and learning spaces to significantly enhance the student experience (paragraph 7.7).

(v) The award-winning Induction Week for new Drama students (paragraph 7.9). 

(vi) External Examiners’ reports were generally very positive and suggested a well-developed and broad curriculum, with good student feedback. The Head of Department’s responses to EE reports were good, and it was evident that the Department gave proper consideration to the issues raised by External Examiners and those raised through module feedback from students (paragraph 8.3).

(vii) The inclusion of a truncated version of the University’s IP Policy and Procedures on all coursework coversheets.
(viii) The widespread use of peer review of teaching in a staff development context.

(ix) Robust arrangements for the delivery and assessment of the dissertation module. 
11.2
Recommendations for Action
(i) Follow-through on plans, in Summer 2011, to review the module diets followed by recent graduates, and, if patterns emerge, explore the possibility of using these as the basis for the introduction of more structure/defined pathways, in order to reduce the burden on staff of option-checking (paragraph 6.4).

(ii) Address the over-reliance on the role of Head of Department in a number of areas by following-through on stated intentions to delegate responsibilities to other staff (paragraphs 6.4, 7.6, 7.8).
(iii) Ensure that the rationale for any differences in the criteria for assessing participation, from module to module, are clearly articulated to students (paragraph 6.7). 

(iv) Consider more variety in assessment methods, appropriate to module and programme ILOs, in order to relieve pressures on marking and the provision of timely feedback to students at the end of each Semester (paragraphs 6.6, 6.8).
(v) Consider extending the provision of generic feedback (paragraph 7.2). 
(vi) Explore opportunities to provide innovative and stimulating content for a greater number of modules on LEARN (paragraph 7.5).
(vii) Ensure that those elements of the Induction Week for Drama students, which are transferable in nature, are incorporated into the induction arrangements for other students (paragraph 7.9).
(viii) Consider whether the Modern and Contemporary Research Group is appropriately named, given the very wide definition that appears to be given to the terms ‘Modern and Contemporary’ (paragraph 8.8).
(ix) Explore how all students within the Department could be made to feel more connected to the University as a whole, and how Masters students could be made to feel more of a part of the Departmental community (paragraph 8.9).

(x) Advise postgraduate students on registration that they should consider their Programme Tutor to be their de-facto Personal Tutor; i.e. the person within the Department they can approach in relation to non-academic matters. (paragraph 8.9).
(xi) Explore the potential for wider dissemination of information on actions taken in response to student module feedback i.e. beyond discussion at SSCs (paragraph 8.10).
(xii) Explore further how the Department’s portfolio of programmes might be revitalised and developed in the light of the new tuition fee regime (paragraph 10.6).
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ANNEX A

List of School staff the Panel met:
Professor Elaine Hobby, Head of Department

Dr Brian Jarvis, Chair of Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee

Dr Neal Swettenham, Drama Subject Leader

Undergraduate Programme Tutors:
Dr Mary Brewer






Dr Chris Christie

Postgraduate Programme Tutors:
Dr Kerry Featherstone






Professor Nigel Wood






Dr Nick Freeman






Dr Gabriel Egan






Robert Brocklehurst

Dr David Fletcher, Joint English and Sports Science Programme Representative

ANNEX B

List of Students the Panel met:
Single Honours English:



Beth Hartshorne (Part A)

Lolly Adefope (Part B)

Jodie Kemberley (Part C)

Single Honours Drama:



Georgina Carter (Part B)
English and Sports Science:



Sian Mackenzie (Part A)

English and Drama Joint:



Chris Wilson (Part B)

Drama with a Minor in English:


Adam Shea (Part B)

English with a Minor in North American Literature and Film:


Olivia Burke (Part A)








Victoria Sanderson (Part B) 


Megan Cooper (Part C)

Creative Writing:

Peter Griffiths (Masters)

Drama:

Kaitlin Stilwell (Masters)

English:

Govinda Bhalla (Masters)
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