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Response to the Periodic Programme Review Report 
Department of Aeronautical and Automotive Engineering 

 
1 Background 
 
The Periodic Programme Review (PPR) for the Department of Aeronautical and 
Automotive Engineering was conducted on 4th May 2011. The formal report was 
received by the Department on 6th October 2011. This document constitutes the 
Department’s formal response and will be discussed at the next Departmental Staff 
Meeting on 27th November. All the teaching staff will be made fully aware of the 
contents of the PPR report and this response.  
 
2 General Observations 
 
Delivery of the report was delayed until after the start of the current academic year 
and it has not been possible to complete (and in some cases initiate) actions in 
response to the suggestions and recommendations of the report in the weeks available 
before this formal response is requested.  The department welcomes both the 
recognition of positive characteristics of the department’s programmes and also the 
constructive recommendations and suggestions for improving them. Each of the 
recommendations raised in the report’s conclusions is repeated in section 3 below 
along with the Department’s response. 
 
The department shares the disappointment of the panel relating to the low student 
numbers available for the meeting. This will be noted for future meetings and more 
careful preparations will be made particularly when the Easter break is so close to the 
meeting date, as hampered the recruitment of students to this particular event. 
 
 
3 Response to Forward Looking Recommendations 
 
3.1 The Panel recommended the Department clearly to differentiate between the 
ILOs in those cases where modules were taught jointly to Part D undergraduate and 
taught postgraduate students. 
 
These issues have been reviewed in the module and programme annual updates. Post 
graduate programme directors are requested to ensure that there are clear distinctions 
between undergraduate counterparts and that these are reinforced by the module 
leaders during delivery. 
 
3.2 The Panel recommended that the Department review Parts C and D 
coursework with a view to standardising the amount of effort required for different 
modules and to minimising deadline bunching. 
 
Undergraduate programme directors and part C year tutors will be asked to make 
recommendations to the departmental teaching and learning committee to address 
these two issues. 
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3.3 The Panel recommended that the Department adopt the use of Turnitin 
software for significant pieces of coursework such as projects in order to identify any 
possible instances of plagiarism. 
 
It is intended to try one or two pilot studies of Turnitin during this academic year then 
encourage its use where appropriate in following years.  
 
3.4 The Panel believed that delivering 20-credit MSc modules over a 35-hour 
week to be too intensive, and recommended the Department to reconsider its 
implementation of the block–teaching approach to its Automotive Engineering 
programme.  The Panel believed that the declining number of part-time/CPD students 
meant the Department now had a good opportunity to conduct a significant review of 
this programme. 
 
New academic leadership arrangements for this programme are now in place. There is 
agreement that it is now a timely opportunity to commence the review as 
recommended. There is a substantial effort underway to re-engage with Ford MoCo 
who have been the main provider of part time students to the MSc in the past. The 
involvement of Ford is seen as a very positive thing for the Auto courses and a move 
away from block taught would prevent this from happening. 
 
3.5 The Panel recommended that the Department increase its recruitment of both 
undergraduates and taught postgraduates, but that, if necessary, it should concentrate 
its efforts into recruiting additional international undergraduates in preference to 
attempting to improve its taught postgraduate numbers. 
 
The departmental student intake aspirations are considered annually in the school 
development plan. The above comments are noted and will be taken into 
consideration at that time. 
 
3.6 The Panel believed that the Department’s two disciplines had served it well 
over many years, but agreed that it now needed better integration of the two divisions.  
The Panel believed the Department was unique in offering undergraduate 
programmes which specialised from part A onwards, and commented favourably on 
its ability to attract more high-quality undergraduates in both disciplines than other 
universities, without any reliance on international students.  The Panel recognised 
that these standards could not be achieved without investment in both human and 
physical resources, and recorded the Department’s concerns over the imminent loss 
of some of its staff, and the threat this might pose to its well-established reputation in 
both research and teaching.  The Panel was pleased to note the Department’s 
commitment to its undergraduate teaching, and encouraged it to ensure that teaching 
remained a priority when recruiting new staff.   
 
Recent and planned staff recruitment has addressed many of the concerns that were 
developing at the time of the PPR. While some damage to teaching reputation may 
have occurred as a result of this difficult period (e.g poorer 2011 NSS results) 
appropriate action has been taken. A planned decrease in student numbers along with 
probationary staff taking on more load over the next few years will see the department 
reputation return to or exceed its long running standard. Integration between the two 
divisions does occur well and is one of the key strengths of the department. 
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3.7 The Panel recommended the Department to seek clarification from its 
accrediting body regarding its requirement that students who failed their final year 
projects at the first attempt would be prevented from obtaining Honours degrees.  In 
practice, very few students obtained only pass degrees, but experience in another 
Faculty suggested that the Department was in a good position to question this 
requirement of the professional body.  
 
Clarification has been sought and an internal discussion will be held if we are in a 
position to change our undergraduate programme regulations appropriately. We 
would wish to remain parity between our two disciplines. 
 
3.8 In responding to these recommendations, the Department was encouraged to 
take advantage of the University’s many resources, such as the Library, Teaching 
Centre and Staff Development, and to ensure all staff made good use of its online 
resources such as Learn and Co-Tutor. 
 
The AAE teaching and learning committee are pleased to promote these activities to 
the AAE staff involved in teaching activities. 
 
3.9 The Panel also recommended that the University investigate an issue with 
LUSI data that made BEng results appear relatively poor in comparison with student 
entry levels, and showed significant numbers of transfers in and out of the 
programme. The problem seemed to be related to students taking the placement year. 
 
There is support within the department for this recommendation, but the action 
belongs to central administration. Allowing transfer between academic routes was a 
flexibility well-liked by staff and students in the department. There is a positive uplift 
on statistics for some programmes gaining the better students but a more pronounced 
negative impact on the statistics relating to the remaining small groups of weaker 
students. Averaging across all programmes produces sensible and highly satisfactory 
statistics. 
 
3.10 In addition to these recommendations, the Panel suggested that the 
Department:(i) Introduce formal induction sessions for Part B returners (see para. 
7.2 (vi) above).(ii) Review of ‘management’ in the curriculum (see para. 7.2 (iii) 
above). (iii) Review its one-week block-teaching for MSc Automotive Engineering 
students (see para. 7.3 above). (iv) Consider whether the MSc Advanced Methods in 
Aeronautical Engineering programme remained viable (see para 8.1 above).(v) 
Ensure that clear audit trails were developed for Staff Student Committee minutes and 
accreditation reports (see para. 8.3 above). (vi) Determine what it wanted from its 
Industrial Advisory Committee (see para. 8.4 above). 
 
The issues raised in these final suggestions are recognised in the department and will 
be discussed and action taken on them. Item (iv) has already been discussed at the last 
departmental meeting and it has been decided to suspend the Aero MSc and review if 
and how it may be reintroduced as a more viable programme. 
 

A Spencer  
Chair of Departmental Teaching Committee 

November 2011 


