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1. Introduction
During 2010/11 the Programme Quality Team (PQT) discussed proposals to amend the APR and PPR processes.  The discussions arose in response to the University re-structuring and in response to feedback from Schools about how the processes could be made more efficient and effective.  Further discussions took place over the summer and the outcomes are now presented to LTC for comment and approval.
In summary, it is proposed to keep PPR largely unchanged (while recognising the importance of accreditation reviews), but to revise the APR process in order to deliver the following outcomes:

· maintaining the rigour and consistency of existing monitoring and review processes

· reducing the burden on School staff in preparing for the reviews

· consolidating the range and variety of monitoring and review activities

· transferring responsibility for co-ordinating the reviews and preparing the data from Schools/Departments and Faculty ADTs to the Programme Quality & Teaching Partnerships Office (PTQP)

· providing the University with a clear and consistent oversight of all its provision  
· linking up processes at all levels of the University 
· responding to national developments such as the NSS and the publishing of Public Information requirements
The proposals cover all taught provision delivered at Loughborough University. The Teaching Partnerships Sub-Committee will be asked to consider how the processes should best operate for our collaborative provision (BUE, Loughborough College, PSB, NAFA). 
Learning and Teaching Committee is asked to approve the recommendations, with the view to implementation in 2011/12.
2. Annual Programme Review (APR)
The APR process provided a good opportunity for the University to engage with programme teams to discuss their provision.  It was reported that Departments and individual programme leaders welcomed the opportunity to have a discussion of this nature: identifying problems, good practice, receiving advice and so on.   
The process required Departments to prepare the information to be reviewed.  This was then used during a meeting between the ADT, Teaching Centre QEOs and programme leaders, which took place in January/February of each year.  The ADT then wrote a report for consideration by LTC in June.    
Although programme teams and the University felt the reviews were beneficial and worked well, there were also some concerns about the APR process.  Firstly, about the efficiency of the process:

· It was reported that there was a large administrative burden on Schools/Departments in preparing documentation for the meeting.  
· The timing of the event, well into the academic session, meant that we may not have been as responsive to issues as we might otherwise have been.  There may not have been the opportunity to implement changes resulting from the review until the following academic session, a potential lag of two sessions after an issue has occurred.  

· There were also several meetings throughout the year to discuss provision which can be classified as APR-type activity: a meeting for the APR itself, a meeting to discuss the NSS, and a meeting for the QEO to discuss APR related issues.

Secondly, related to how APR linked with other processes:

· Although there was reporting through to LTC, it was on a programme by programme basis, and so the University lacked a clear overview of each of the data sets across the institution. e.g. what are the admissions standards across all provision? What are progression rates across all provision?
· There was also not a clear process for feeding through the findings from APR into more strategic School Developmental Plans.  
Thirdly, that elements of the current process have been made redundant by the University restructure:

· Both APR and PPR were designed to operate at Departmental level, but in the new structure they will need to focus on the Schools, and where appropriate, their constituent Departments.  

· The process was led by the Faculty AD(T), who managed the process, convened meetings and wrote reports for LTC.

Recommendations
In view of the above issues, it is proposed to amend the APR process from 2011/12 onwards as follows:
1. The APR process will be managed by PQTP.
2. The primary unit of review will be the School.

3. All 10 Schools will be subject to APR each year, irrespective of whether or not they are also subject to PPR (although the APR will not be replicated in PPR).
4. There will be one APR meeting per School that will last approximately one hour.
5. The APR meeting will occur earlier in the year, in December, so that it can feed into School Development Plans.
6. Documentation will be collated by PQTP, with Schools asked to prepare data that is not available centrally.  The documentation to be considered during APR is detailed in Appendix 1.
7. Schools will be asked to produce an evaluation document, reflecting on the data and identifying actions and timescales where appropriate. The Teaching Centre Quality Enhancement Officers (QEOs) will be available to provide advice and support on the format and content of the School evaluation document.
8. Taking the above into consideration, the timescale for APR will be:

i. End of October:

PQTP to send documentation to School

ii. End of November:

School to respond with evaluation

iii. End of November:

Panel to have pre-meeting

iv. December: 

APR meetings in Schools

v. January:


APR report to LTC

9. The APR panel for each visit will be constituted as follows:

Chair: 


PVC Teaching

Panel members:   
Head of PQTP



LSU Vice-President (Education) 

Secretary: 

Member of PQTP  
10. The Panel will expect to meet the following from the School:

· Dean of School

· School ADT
· Learning & Teaching Co-ordinator(s)
· Operations Manager
11. The aim of the meeting will be to:

· Satisfy the panel that the actions and timescales proposed by the School in their evaluation document are appropriate
· Identify areas where the School would benefit from additional support / liaison outwith the APR meeting (e.g. input of the QEOs, support from the Library, etc.)

· Satisfy the panel that the School is monitoring and evaluating ‘quality’ data throughout the year as it becomes available (see Appendix 3: ‘Quality Cycle’)

· Agree School and institutional learning and teaching priorities for the year ahead

12. The secretary will write a report for each School on a standard template which will go to LTC and feed into the learning and teaching section of the School Developmental Plan meeting in January / February each year. 
13.  LTC will also receive an overview report from PQTP aggregating the data at University-level.
3.
Periodic Programme Review (PPR)
PPR currently takes place on a five year cycle and is conducted by an independent review panel. Up until this session the review was managed by the Faculty ADT. 
It covers a department’s complete portfolio of undergraduate and postgraduate taught 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 the quality assurance of learning and teaching.

Recommendations

Following a discussion at PQT, it was decided that the PPR process should remain largely unchanged.  However, the restructuring of the University necessitates some revisions of the process and LTC is asked to comment on the following proposals to amend the process from 2011/12 onwards:

1. The PPR process will be managed by PQTP.

2. The primary unit of review will be the School.

3. The PPR process will remain largely unchanged from 2011/12 onwards.  Schools will prepare documentation as currently required and the panel will write a report for consideration at LTC alongside a School response.

4. PPRs will be scheduled once every 5 years. The AD(T)s consulted Schools / Departments on the timetable for future reviews during 2010/11 (see Appendix 2).
5. PPRs will be scheduled and conducted to avoid duplication of accreditation activity.  As the scope / remit of accreditation activity will vary, PQTP will discuss the conduct of each PPR with relevant Schools on a case-by-case basis.
6. PPRs will avoid the duplication of the APR process.  The outcomes of the APR will form part of the evidence base of the PPR and the School will not be asked to evaluate the data again.  This should reduce the length of the PPR visit and allow the PPR to focus on areas not covered by the APR.
7. There will be a PPR panel for each visit as follows:

Chair: 
PVC Teaching
Other panel members: 
Member(s) external to the University (it may be appropriate for Federal Schools to have an external per Department)

Up to 2 ADTs from other Schools  
Director of the Teaching Centre (or nominee) 
Head of PQTP
LSU Vice-President (Education) 

Secretary:   
Member of PQTP
8. Where possible, review visits will last no longer than one working day.
Appendix 1

The APR Data Set 

1. PQTP will take the lead in preparing the documentation and will consult with other services and the School as necessary to ensure all information is present.
2. Where appropriate, the data will be preceded by a summary identifying strengths / issues and will be benchmarked against existing KPIs or the University norm, with outliers being highlighted for discussion at the APR meeting.
Content of the Data Set:

	 Data


	Session data relates to
	Source

	1. Recruitment data (UG and PGT) 


	current academic session
	Admissions and Recruitment

	2. Programme Board Decisions/Degrees Awarded


	previous session
	2011/12 – PQTP

2012/23 onwards - Planning

	3. Withdrawals


	previous session
	2011/12 – PQTP

2012/13 onwards - Planning

	4. First Destinations of Graduates


	previous session
	Careers and Employability Centre

	5. Attendance monitoring report


	previous session
	School

	6. NSS results


	previous session
	Planning and Teaching Centre

	7. Student module feedback
	Previous session
	School

	8. External Examiner reports and responses


	previous session
	PQTP

	9. Student / Staff Liaison Committees


	previous session
	PQTP

	10. External Accreditation reports and School responses
	previous session
	School

	11. APR/PPR reports and responses
	previous session
	PQTP


Appendix 2
Schedule of PPRs on a 5 year (Quinquennial) cycle

1. Former cycle

	Year of PPR
	SSH
	SCI
	ENG

	2001
	English

Geography
	Computer Science
	Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering

	2002
	LUBS 

Drama
	Chemistry
IPTME
	Civil and Building Engineering

	2003
	Economics

Social Sciences
	Mathematical Sciences

Physics
	Chemical Engineering

	2004
	PIRES

SSES
	Human Sciences
	Electronic & Electrical Engineering

	2005
	Design and Technology

LUSAD
	Information Science
	Mechanical and

Manufacturing Engineering

	2006
	Geography 

English and Drama
	Computer Science
	Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering

	2007
	LUBS
	Chemistry

IPTME
	Civil and Building Engineering

	2008
	Economics

Social Sciences
	Mathematical Sciences

Physics
	Chemical Engineering

	2009
	PIRES

SSES
	Human Sciences
	Electronic & Electrical Engineering

	2010
	Design and Technology

LUSAD
	Information Science
	Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering

	2011
	Geography

English and Drama
	Computer Science
	Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering


2. New cycle

	Year of PPR


	School

	2011/12


	School of Business and Economics

School of Civil and Building Engineering

	2012/13


	School of Science

School of Electronic, Electrical and Systems Engineering

	2013/14


	School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences

Loughborough Design School

	2014/15


	School of Social, Political and Geographical Sciences

Wolfson School of Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering

	2015/16


	School of the Arts, English and Drama

School of Aeronautical, Automotive , Chemical and Materials Engineering


Appendix 3
The Quality Cycle

The APR and PPR processes are part of a ‘quality cycle’ which continues throughout the year.  They should be seen as part of this cycle of continuous monitoring and evaluation of data, not as distinct stopping off points. 

	‘Quality’ Process


	‘Quality’ data
	Time of year

	-
	External Examiner reports and responses


	June to December

	APR
	-
	December

	-
	NSS results


	August

	School Development Plan
	-
	January

	-
	Programme Board Decisions/Degrees Awarded,  Withdrawals


	February/March (from 2012/13 onwards)

	PPR
	-
	March to May

	-
	First Destinations of Graduates


	Throughout year

	-
	Attendance monitoring data


	Throughout year

	-
	Student / Staff Liaison Committees


	Throughout year

	-
	External Accreditation reports and School responses
	Throughout year

	-
	Student module feedback
	Throughout year
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