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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:
Prof. Terry Kavanagh, Dean of SSH (Chair)

Prof. Ian Livingston, University of Northampton (External Assessor)

Dr Ruth Kinna, ADT SSH

Dr Robert Hamilton, School of Business & Economics

Dr Lorraine Cale, School of Sport, Exercise & Health Sciences

Alice Swinscoe, LSU Vice President Education

Dr Diane Beale, Teaching Centre

Secretary: Sophie Crouchman, Academic Registry

The Panel met throughout the day with key members of School staff, including the Head of Department and the Chair of the Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee, and with a representative group of students (lists attached as Annex A).

The Panel did not take part in the (optional) 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 in excellent order, two weeks prior to the meeting of the review panel and included the following:

a. Periodic Programme Review pro-forma

b. Overview of the Main Characteristics of the Programmes

c. Self-critical and analytical Commentary
d. Review of the last three years’ statistical data
e. Outline of the Department’s Future Plans

f. Programme Regulations
g. Programme Specifications
h. Annual Programme Review forms for 2007-08 to 2009-10
i. External Examiners’ reports and Departmental responses to External Examiners’ reports for 2007-08 to 2009-10
j. Staff-Student Liaison Committee Minutes from 2007-08 to date

k. Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee minutes for 2009-10 & 2010-11
l. Curriculum Maps of modules against programme intended learning outcomes
m. Assessment Matrices showing mode of assessment for every module
n. Undergraduate Population Monitoring Statistics from 2007 onwards
o. Departmental Handbooks, assessment & feedback documentation
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
.1
The review covered all of the Department’s programmes, including joint programmes. There are 5 Undergraduate honours programmes and 5 Postgraduate Taught programmes:

BSc Geography


BSc Geography with Economics


BSc Geography & Management


BSc Geography & Sport Management


BSc Geography & Sports Science


MSc Global Transformations


MSc Human Geography Research

MSc International Finance & Political Relations


MSc Globalisation, Space & Sport

MSc Environmental Monitoring for Management

UG programmes had a common broad foundation with the opportunity to specialise in either Physical or Human Geography. Students specialise primarily in Part C, where the majority of modules were optional. The department noted that students tended to make links between the modules relating to different strands, thus driving specialisation themselves, rather than being encouraged by the department to choose any one path.
The department runs a number of field courses for students, one of which (in Part A) is compulsory. The cost of field courses varied depending on length and location. Students are required to contribute towards the cost of their own accommodation & expenses, with the department covering the costs of staff.
Students on the 4 year joint programme BSc Geography & Sport Management would take part in a year in industry and gain the additional Diploma in Professional Studies. There were opportunities for all students to gain similar work experience or to undertake a year abroad through the exchange programme between years 2 and 3.
Teaching was research – led and informed by staff research, with research skills being an integral part of the programme for all students.

Graduate employment was good, with graduates entering a wide range of fields.

6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

.1
The panel concluded that the ILOs were appropriate in relation to the overall aims of the provision and relevant reference points, including subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications. 

.2
The design and content of the curricula were considered to be effective in enabling the ILOs to be achieved. The panel expressed some concern that option choices at part B were felt to pose a threat to programme integrity and it was suggested that the department should consider this.
.3
The assessment strategy was considered to be, for the most part, effective in measuring achievement of the ILOs and promoting student learning. The department utilised a range of assessment methods including field notebooks, website design and video presentations. The panel did however raise some concerns in relation to the points outlined below:
i. use of Multiple Choice Questions in some modules. 
ii. change in assessment of the Dissertation module, and the use of a page count rather than a word count, noting that this change had been made as a result of student feedback.
iii. the opportunity for formative assessment where modules were assessed exclusively via examination
iv. joint honours students undertaking 10 credit versions of 20 credit modules 
v. development of critical and transferrable skills year on year, and the need to look across programmes when developing assessment regimes on modules

.4
The panel noted the more recent introduction of a wider range of assessment types, such a field notebooks, website design and video presentations. Such developments would add to the existing range of transferrable skills gained by students. Students themselves commented favourably on the range of assessment, although noting that the current assessment regime did not appear to distinguish between those students who attended lectures, and those who chose not to. Opportunities to increase transferrable skills should be identified wherever possible and the panel would recommend this form part of the department’s planned review of teaching.
.5
The panel commented on the importance of student engagement with taught delivery. A number of students had commented on the variation in quality of delivery between academic members of staff and the panel reminded the department that, whilst variation in style between colleagues was to be expected, differences in the quality of delivery were of significant concern. Of note were comments from students that some academic members of staff were less engaging and more didactic in their approach to lecturing. The panel agreed that it was important to encourage colleagues to work together to explore the most effective ways of delivering taught programmes.
.6
Undergraduate (UG) programmes contained a large number of 10 credit modules, particularly at part C. It was noted that this was, in part, due to recent staff turnover, and that the department planned to address the issue through a planned Teaching Review in 2011-12.
.7
Undergraduate (UG) programme developments in the five years since the last Periodic Programme Review had been informed by research interests. High staff turnover had been managed well and research interests of new staff had informed not only modules but also the field trip offering available to students.
.8
UG programme development had reflected a move away from globalisation and towards social geography, whilst recent appointments had strengthened teaching of GIS. Developments in the joint Geography – Sports Science programme had shifted towards a different range of modules with an emphasis on social science rather than physiology.
.9
The department commented on the balance between human & physical geography and the routes available to UG students. With the exception of the Part A course, there were no other field courses which combined physical and human geography. The department reassured the panel that UG students were keen to specialise in either strand, with some expressing the desire to do this earlier in Part A. The integration of the two strands was driven by student module choice. 
.10
The increasing portfolio of Postgraduate Taught (PGT) programmes was also developing through the research strengths of staff, initiated by staff themselves where the necessary critical mass existed. The Panel would recommend that the department consider the strategic direction of PGT programme development, (i.e. creating a mix of niche research based programmes and market-driven vocational programmes) and to market the programmes accordingly. Future developments included the desire to incorporate sustainability themes within the programmes, driven by the department’s continuing collaborations with the Sustainability Research School.
.11
The previous PPR report had noted that prospective PGT students were failing to engage with the programmes offered by the department. In addition, PGT provision was vulnerable due to the low numbers of students and the large number of options and the Panel questioned whether this was sustainable. The department noted the upward trajectory of recruitment over previous years and efforts to re-brand 2 courses were designed to boost recruitment. It was noted that the International Financial and Political Relations (IFPR) programme was particularly attractive to a wide range of students, including International students, and the Panel suggested that the move to a larger School might allow further opportunities for broadening the scope of the PGT provision, particularly in human geography, and recruiting an increasing number of International students. 
.12
Managing the relationship with other departments & Schools was particularly important in those PGT programmes that relied on teaching from outside of the Geography department. 

.13
The Panel noted the statistics in relation to admissions, progression, attainment and destination of degree programmes. There were no significant areas of concern, although the final degree destination of graduates was unclear in many cases as the categories could be misleading. This was, however, a result of the statistical data collection rather than of the department, and the panel noted with interest the wide range of graduate destinations within the data.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

.1
The Panel was content that the methods of teaching and learning were appropriate for providing students with learning opportunities to support achievement of the ILOs.

.2
Students on all UG programmes have the possibility of a one-year student exchange leading to a Diploma in International Studies, and three of the UG programmes have the opportunity for a one-year placement leading to a Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS). Despite the department’s reassurances that opportunities for placements & exchanges were widely promoted, there appeared to be a differential understanding amongst the students as to whether placements were available on their programme, and some apparently did not become aware of the placement option until it was too late to take advantage of this. Such students may opt instead to take leave of absence in order to gain work experience. The panel suggested that all students be encouraged to take part in a placement or exchange and noted that this was the aspiration of the University as a whole.
.3
Students were generally happy with their induction to the department, although those on joint programmes felt that more information about the partner department both at the start of, and during, their programme of study would be helpful. 
.4
Of concern to the panel were the comments from some students that the requirement for staff to be research-active took precedence over teaching. Notwithstanding this, students for the most part had good access to academic staff, although students commented that the practice of keeping office hours was apparently inconsistent as was the level of support provided by staff for the dissertation module. Also of concern was the feeling amongst joint honours students that they were neglected by academic colleagues in their partner departments (SBE / SSEHS). This may, in part, be due to the size of the Geography department in comparison to the partner departments and the panel would recommend that the management of the joint programmes be reviewed (see also para 8.5).
.5
A number of students on joint programmes felt that they were disadvantaged by only receiving 10 credits for modules which were weighted as 20 credits for students undertaking the single honours programme. The department noted that, contrary to some students impression, the assessment was not the same for joint honours students as it was for single honours, and the credit weighting fairly reflected the module content & assessment.
.6
Whilst the department assured a minimum presence of information on the Learn VLE server, the level and content with which e-learning was used across the department varied widely. It was suggested that induction material should be more widely available on Learn, and that staff should share best practice to ensure more consistency in the publication of electronic resources, an area which was becoming increasingly important to students. Furthermore, departmental staff and students should be aware of copyright issues in relation to material made available through the VLE Learn server.
.7
The department was committed to providing written feedback for all summative assessment, together with continuous feedback through seminars and group/individual tutorials. Both the panel and department expressed concern that students appeared reluctant to collect feedback in some cases. There appeared to a misunderstanding amongst some students about what constituted feedback and there also appeared to be some inconsistency in the type of feedback provided by staff. The department had taken some steps to address concerns and it was noted that the NSS score relating to feedback had improved in recent years. The panel would recommend that the department continue to work with students to help them understand the nature and importance of feedback mechanisms.
.8
Provision within the department for students with additional needs was good and the department liaised with central services to ensure appropriate arrangements were in place. It was noted that improvement to the student information system (LUSI) had helped in this regard. The department had thoroughly reviewed all modules to ensure that assessment methods were appropriate for all students. The department confirmed that no student with additional needs or a disability would be prevented from taking part in a field trip.
.9
Whilst students generally appreciated welfare and teaching support provided by the department and University more widely, a number of students were not aware of additional support available to them, such as the Maths Education Centre. It was suggested that Learn could be used to help disseminate this type of information and that it should be reinforced throughout the year.

.10
The Panel appreciated the benefits of student field trips and suggested that, under the new fee regime from 2012 onwards, students may expect part or all of the costs of such trips to be met by the department. It was noted that there seemed to be no unwillingness from students to pay for the costs of trips, however the department was constantly reviewing the field trip provision and seeking potential ways of finding alternative funding. The Panel noted that some students had, in fact, raised concerns about the cost of such trips, particularly those non-compulsory trips e.g. to the Arctic. Some students also commented that they were attracted to the course due to marketing of certain trips, which subsequently became unavailable.
8.
Management of quality and standards

.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.  Issues raised at the last Annual Programme Review were being addressed.
.2
Issues raised in the previous PPR had also been addressed, although significant changes in staff had contributed to a number of major changes to the programme offering.
.3
Comments from External Examiners were positive, whilst noting some recurrent concerns, particularly regarding plagiarism, which was of particular concern to the panel. The department had addressed the issues raised by External Examiners and ongoing monitoring was in place.

.4
The department had made efforts to engage students in providing useful feedback in the form of module questionnaires and on certain departmental issues, as well as in the annual NSS. Comments raised by students via these routes were appropriately dealt with via the SSLC or the departmental Learning & Teaching Committee. 
.5
A robust Personal Tutoring system was in place and the department felt this operated effectively. Concern however was raised by some students that they could be assigned a dissertation tutor in an area unrelated to their chosen topic, however this would be addressed from 2011-12 onwards. Co-Tutor online resource was being rolled out across the department, although it was acknowledged that the department was somewhat behind other departments in the University in fully utilising Co-Tutor. The panel would recommend that use of Co-Tutor be addressed by the department.
.6
Joint honours students were assigned a tutor within Geography and were not currently assigned to a tutor in SBE / SSEHS, an arrangement which caused concern amongst many joint honours students. Despite efforts made by Geography staff to resolve issues with staff in SBE / SSEHS directly, the panel would recommend that the management of joint programmes be constantly reviewed by both the home & joint departments and that students be reminded regularly of the process for discussing concerns with staff in their joint department.
.7
Appropriate procedures were in place for monitoring student attendance and following up non-attendance. The department confirmed that Attendant was currently used in 1 module and use was being rolled out across the department. The Panel noted concern amongst some PGT students of poor attendance and engagement in their cohort, an issue that should be addressed by the department.
.8
There was a single combined UG/PG Staff Student Liaison Committee since the small number of PG students meant that a separate PG committee would not be viable. Students felt the SSLC worked well, that staff listened to the issues they raised and acted promptly upon them and there was evidence of this in the minutes provided. It was noted that minutes of the departmental SSLC were shared with departments involved in joint programmes. 
.9
The department outlined its process for compilation of the PPR submission. The Self-evaluation document should be seen as a snapshot taken at the current time, since the department planned on carrying out a review of teaching in academic year 2011-12. The panel questioned why the review had not been done as an integral part of the PPR, however the department felt that the outcome of the PPR process should feed into the planned review and outlined that the review was timely due to recent changes in personnel and expertise.
.10
With regard to staff development, information was primarily disseminated via LTC, following discussion of the most appropriate workshops for staff. All staff attended compulsory workshops and certain other defined training. New academic staff were catered for by the University’s well-regarded probationary programme and it was noted that probationers had a greatly reduced teaching load. Informally, the department was keen to share best practice with other departments and to invite colleagues from across the University to give talks and presentations to staff.
.11
Whilst administration in the department was generally very efficient and support staff were highlighted as being excellent, concern was expressed that there was a lack of consistency in the application of administrative processes amongst academic staff.
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

.1
The Panel highlighted the Tutorial module as a particular example of best practice in allowing staff to further engage students and build on the regular personal tutoring system. This was particularly important in Part A to manage the transition between school and University in terms of both assessment and critical thinking.
.2
At Masters level, the module in professional practice was very well regarded by students and could usefully form part of the UG programmes, particularly as UG students were increasingly keen to gain transferrable skills.

.3
The use of Web PA in all assessment of group work was to be commended.

.4
Evidence that colleagues within the department were exploring new modes of taught delivery was very encouraging. Sharing of best practise and innovative methods was recommended.

.5 
The creation of a refurbished informal learning space within the department had made a very positive impact on students and provided an excellent environment to undertake both group and individual study. The space enhanced students’ sense of belonging in a department which already had a strong sense of community due to both its size, and the relationships between staff and students.

.6
Both the enthusiasm of staff across the department and the relationship between staff & students was recognised. The Panel commended the sense of belonging that students felt and appreciated that the size of the department facilitated this. Administrative support in the department was highly praised and informal relationships between support staff and students were excellent and support staff had an open door policy. The department should however be mindful of over-reliance on key members of support staff, notwithstanding their skills and abilities.
.7
Numbers of students taking up opportunities for exchanges were good, with the possibility to expand further.

.8
The effectiveness of the SSLC and the positive comments from both staff and students in this regard were noted.

.9
The compulsory nature of the field trip in Part A meant that all students would take part in at least one field trip during their course. It was also noted that the one compulsory trip was designed to be low cost.

.10
The programmes provided ample opportunities for students to develop skills attractive to employers.
.11
At part C, module content related closely to staff research interests, which was to be encouraged, although it did leave the department vulnerable if staff turnover was high.
10.
The department’s future plans 
.1
The University restructure and move to Schools provided opportunities to work more collaboratively with colleagues in Social Sciences & PHIR, both in teaching and in research. Whilst there were significant implications for the Department, it was felt that the restructure provided an impetus to review all of the department’s activities. 

.2
The department appreciated the need to recognise the wider LU experience that all students benefitted from, whilst retaining and improving on the unique experiences for students in the Department of Geography. The department was committed to building on examples of good practice such as the tutorial module.
.3
A particular challenge was the recruitment of sufficient numbers of PGT students to ensure the continuing viability of the Masters programmes. This may involve the continuing review of how the programmes are marketed to prospective students.
.4
Whilst the department had a responsibility to provide excellence in taught delivery and pastoral care, it was recognised that student expectations, engagement and appreciation of research in the department needed to be managed carefully.
.5
The department would continue to review the resources available to students, in particular study space and access to computers and related technologies.

.6
The department felt it was important to review how existing Module and Programme Specifications mapped on to overall programmes, particularly in the case of joint programmes.
11.
Conclusions and recommendations

.1
The panel recommended that the planned review of learning & teaching should be pursued and should consider communication with students and the management of student expectations. Opportunities to increase transferrable skills should also be considered.
.2
The panel recommended that the assessment regime should be comprehensively reviewed to ensure that variation was rationalised (including  in assessment feedback) so all students had an equitable experience and were aware of their responsibilities.
.3
The management and ownership of joint programmes was of some concern to the panel and a review of this area was necessary. All students should have the opportunity to complete a Dissertation but clarity was needed on which department the responsibility for dissertation supervision should fall. 

.4
The department was encouraged to identify where module choices could be simplified and rationalised to avoid duplication, whilst being mindful of programme structure and content. 
.5
Whilst, in general, an appropriate level of personal tutoring was in place, the Panel recommended that the department ensure the existing personal tutoring system took account of students who did not complete a dissertation module. 
.5
The department should ensure that students are made fully aware of the availability of student exchanges and placements on their programme when they commence their studies. The panel recommended that the department seek support from the University to expand the current placement scheme.
.6
The panel recommended that the department review induction processes for parts A, B & C, both to help manage student expectations and to ensure that students were aware of the resources available to them in the department and the wider University. The department could draw on support from the wider University (e.g. the Teaching Centre) to help develop an effective Induction programme.
.7
The panel acknowledged recent changes made to the PGT programmes and recommended that review and development should be ongoing given the uncertainties in the market and the opportunities presented by the new School structure. The department was encouraged to foster a greater sense of community amongst PGT students who were currently rather disparate as a group.
.8
The department should address issues surrounding the responsible use of new media and copyright to ensure students were aware of the implications of reproducing material from lectures & seminars. The University’s policy on acceptable use of IT should be embedded within guidance for both staff and students.
.9
The department should engage further with emerging learning technologies such as Co-Tutor, Learn and Attendant, and ensure that these were used with consistency across the department. Use of Learn to provide developmental feedback and to address plagiarism was particularly encouraged.
.10
Staff in the department were encouraged to share best practice locally, as well as continuing to attend central staff development workshops. Development needs of staff should be more clearly identified and a tailored programme of training could then be established for individuals. Continuing professional development of staff should focus on encouraging innovation in teaching.
Annex A
Members of Staff who met with the Panel

Prof. Helen Rendall 

Acting Head of Department

Dr David Rives 

Chair of Department Learning & Teaching Committee

Dr John Harrison 

BSc Programmes Tutor & PDP Coordinator

Dr Ed Brown 
Research Programmes Director & MSc Programmes Director for Globalisation, Space & Sport; International Finance & Political Relations

Dr David Graham
UG Dissertation Module Convenor & MSc Programme Director for MSc Environmental Monitoring for Management

Mrs Rachel Breen
Departmental Administrator

Dr Michael Hilley
Joint Programme representative from School of Sport, Exercise & Health Sciences

Dr Laurie McAuley
Joint Programme representative from School of Business & Economics

Student Representatives who met with the Panel
	UG Programmes
	

	Single Honours Geography
	Hannah Clement, Part A

	
	Fiona Almond, Part B

	
	Stacey Balsdon, Part C

	Joint Honours Geography and Management
	Charlie Rickards, Part A

	
	Kate Frogatt, Part C

	
	Millie Chander, Part C

	Joint Honours Geography and Sport Management
	Conor Savage, Part A

	
	Lawrence Gurney, Part B

	
	Abi Woodhead, Part B

	
	Lily Bond, Part C

	Joint Honours Geography and Sports Science
	Dafydd Bailey, Part B

	
	Louise Richards, Part C

	PGT Programmes
	

	Environmental Monitoring for Management
	Sophie Goddard

	Globalization, Space & Sport
	Catherine Waite

	International Financial and Political Relations
	Di Shi

	
	Opeoluwa Marquis
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