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This report contains the main recommendations (section 11) and the relevant extracts from the panel’s PPR report (in section 6 to 8), each followed the School’s response (in italics).

11.
Conclusions and recommendations

(i) The panel encouraged the School to review the aims of each programme as detailed in the programme specifications, whilst focusing on the spirit of the Loughborough programme and presenting the information in a way that would inspire students (paragraph 6.1).

(ii) The panel recommended that the School revisits the type and variety of assessment methods used across its portfolio of programmes (paragraph 6.3).
(iii) The panel encouraged the School to review the method of delivery for teaching on some MSc courses where lectures were delivered in homogeneous, four-hour teaching blocks (paragraph 7.2).

(iv) The School was encouraged to review the limited choice of modules currently available for the Low Carbon Building Design and Modelling MSc and Civil Engineering programmes (parts C and D) (paragraph 7.3).

(v) The panel noted that the University is considering ways to give academic recognition for students undertaking short work placements, such as summer placements (paragraph 7.4).
(vi) The panel suggested that a stronger message with regard to taking personal responsibility for one’s education could be communicated to students across the University (paragraph 7.10). 
(vii) The panel noted that entry requirements for undergraduate programmes (not including MEng or BEng Civil Engineering) were low when compared to most programmes offered by the University. The panel recommended that the School revisits entry requirements for these programmes and discusses this with the Admissions Office.
(viii) The panel noted that the School had already acted upon the NSS findings and was currently undertaking a review of student assessment and feedback in conjunction with the Teaching Centre and student focus groups (paragraph 8.3).

(ix) The panel recommended that the School contacted the ELSS with regard to the provision of additional English language support for specialist subject related vocabulary, for postgraduate students. The suitability of the University’s current pre-sessional English language provision was flagged as a University wide issue for consideration outside of the School (paragraph 8.4).
(x) The panel recommended that the distribution of SSLC minutes to all students, as practiced by the Civil Engineering programmes and some others, was adopted across all programmes (paragraph 8.5).
(xi) The panel questioned the appropriateness of the title of the MSc in Building Services Engineering (paragraph 8.6).
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

6.1
The School’s long-standing record of accreditation by professional bodies and history of graduate employment with key industrial partners supported the appropriateness of the ILOs in relation to the overall aims of the provision. The panel noted that there was a wide range of opportunities for skills development across the School’s programmes. However, the panel encouraged the School to review the aims of each programme as detailed in the programme specifications, whilst focusing on the spirit of the Loughborough programme and presenting the information in a way that would inspire students. 
Response: All programme aims have been reviewed by the Programme Directors and improvements proposed that seek to make them more inspirational, whilst retaining their robustness for the purposes of curriculum design. These were presented at the School staff meeting on 26 September with the objective of next undertaking a full check with each programme’s ILOs and module content in time for any modifications necessary as part of the Annual Update process in March. Thus we will implement the refreshed aims in time for the 2013-2014 academic year. 
6.3
Undergraduate students that the panel met with felt they had a large amount of coursework, but agreed that it was manageable if they applied good time management skills. The panel recommended that the School revisits the type and variety of assessment methods used across its portfolio of programmes, in particular CMQS, and ensured that over-assessment, in particular via coursework, was avoided.  
Response: The School is currently undertaking a review of student assessment and feedback, which has been initiated through a research project with CEDE into assessment and feedback. CEDE has just made its recommendations that were presented at the School staff meeting on 26 September. Programme Directors will next conduct a detailed mapping of current levels and quality of assessment feedback, identify possible divergences and liaise with other PDs to share good practice.

    Changes will be instigated through the next annual update process for 2013-14. This will be assisted by a review of the latest KIS data and initiative started in January to provide properly coordinated cross-module coursework schedules for all Parts of all Programmes.
6.4
The panel asked the School to address comments raised in a recent external examiners report with regard to the lack of marks above a B or C awarded for coursework on transport programmes.
Response: We understand this comment relates to a comment from the Transport Studies external examiner Professor Bamford in 2011. The Programme Director responded to all his comments (as usual) including: “We will also continue to endeavour to use a full spread of marks when the submitted work warrants this, especially at the upper level and to ensure that some generous marking in modules with a small spread of marks, is avoided.” The Programme Director has reminded staff not to limit coursework marks (i.e. go as high as possible). Moreover the TS group are now reviewing all its coursework assignments to introduce specific, weighted assessment criteria (i.e. marking schemes) wherever possible and it is hoped that this will not only give great transparency of what is required, but may also assist in ensuring an appropriate range of marks.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1
The panel considered the range and appropriateness of the methods of learning and teaching employed across the School’s programme to generally be of a good standard. The School encouraged staff to develop current e-learning facilities.

Note: The School has a detailed e-Learning policy (which has been circulated at University level as an example of good practice) and has recently established its e-learning group chaired by Rod Shaw. This group will monitor current developments in the field and good practice in the School/University and make recommendations.
7.2
The panel encouraged the School to review the method of delivery for teaching on some MSc courses where lectures were delivered in homogeneous, four-hour teaching blocks.
Response: It has proved difficult to understand the basis of this criticism.  While some four-hour blocks exist, none of the Programme Directors have been able to identify homogenous teaching blocks.  Most are no longer than three hours, and where four-hour sessions occur they consist of a variety of activities, usually some lecturing combined with participatory tasks so students are not consistently sitting and listening and taking notes.
7.3 
Following feedback received from students whom the panel met with, the School was encouraged to review the limited choice of modules currently available for the Low Carbon Building Design and Modelling MSc and Civil Engineering programmes (parts C and D).
Response: The Low Carbon Building Design and Modelling MSc programme offers fewer options for a valid reason. It had module options, but students and the Industry Liaison Committee found there were too many options for too few students. The list of options was therefore reduced and the relevant accreditation bodies approved this. 

    The Transport Group has also recently revised its MSc offer from two programmes to one in the face of low student numbers and to rationalise (almost eliminating) any bought-in teaching. The programme we have developed offers a good grounding in the areas of knowledge, skills and abilities required by transport professionals. We will consider the possibility of options in the future, should student numbers and skills requirements suggest appropriate areas.

    Programme changes to the Civil Engineering BEng will enhance options for Part C BEng, from 2 to 3 modules. No Change to the MEng is planned; currently it has 2 in part C and 2 in part D. The programme has been like this for some time and we do not have a strong demand, or the resources, for more.
7.10
When asked by the panel ‘Who owns your education?’ students were not forthcoming and most related more readily to the ownership of the associated debts incurred, rather than the ownership of a holistic educational experience.  The panel suggested that a stronger message with regard to taking personal responsibility for one’s education could be communicated to students across the University. 
Response: The Programme Directors and the AD(T) will make a concerted effort to emphasise this point at Induction. It will also be done periodically throughout the programme such as Staff Student Committee meetings, Module Review meetings and, for UG programmes, through the Year Tutors. We have also asked Personal Tutors to also emphasis the importance of students taking responsibility for their education, making specific reference to the Student Charter.
8.
Management of quality and standards
8.2
The panel noted that UG students were often admitted with A level point scores that were in excess of the minimum entry requirement. The panel also recognised the high quality of graduates that left the School and the School’s excellent employability record. The panel noted that entry requirements for undergraduate programmes (not including MEng or BEng Civil Engineering) were low when compared to most programmes offered by the University. The panel recommended that the School revisits entry requirements for these programmes and discusses this with the Admissions Office. The panel suggested that some students were currently attracted to Loughborough due to the low entry grade requirements, not because of other Loughborough specific qualities, as suggested by the School. Anecdotal evidence from the student feedback session substantiated this, with one of the reasons cited for choosing Loughborough being ‘the low entry requirements’.
Response: The entry requirements for the AEDM programme (from 2012-13 onwards) were raised from 280 to 300 points. This did not have a negative impact on recruitment as the AEDM intake target for 2012-13 was met (31 home students).
   Analysis of the CEM data suggests that raising the requirement from 280 to 300 points would halve the intake, and consequently the Dean has decided that the offer will remain at 280 points for the 2013 entry.
   The transport programmes have a quota of 35 and current entry requirements of 280. In August 2012, 26/38 home students that made it onto the two programmes achieved 300 points or more. There are three options: 1) keep both at 280, 2) raise one of the two to 300 & 3) raise both to 300. Both Marcus Enoch and the previous Admissions Tutor think that due to the nature of the programmes, they should both be at the same level. The Dean has decided that the offer will remain at 280 points for the 2013 entry, given the uncertainties in the home recruitment market and the needs of the School and the university in response to student numbers.
8.4 
The panel recommended that the School contacted English Language Support Services (ELSS) with regard to the provision of additional English language support for specialist subject related vocabulary, for postgraduate students. It was noted that the School considered that the current, general pre-sessional English language courses were inadequate with regard to addressing the specific language needs of some of the School’s international students. The suitability of the University’s current pre-sessional English language provision was flagged as a University wide issue for consideration outside of the School.
Response: This issue has been addressed on two fronts.  Firstly, discussions were held with a School with similar problems to understand how they approached the problem.  Secondly, the ELSS was also contacted with a view to providing school-specific English language tuition.  The School is keen to pursue this option, but the cost is yet to be calculated and approved by the Dean.
8.5
Students found the SSLC to be an effective mechanism for representation within the School. Civil Engineering students received copies of the minutes and key outcomes from these meetings, however, students studying on transport programmes were not informed of the outcome of their SSLC meetings. The panel recommended that the distribution of SSLC minutes to all students, as practiced by the Civil Engineering programme and some others, was adopted across all programmes.
Response: Our investigations have shown that most programmes already do this, but the practice is being extended to cover all UG and PG programmes without exception.
8.6
The panel questioned the appropriateness of the title of the MSc in Building Services Engineering; Building Physics was suggested as a more fitting alternative. The School explained that this title had most appeal to the overseas market. Whilst appreciating the demands placed on the School with regards to international recruitment, the panel suggested that the School should revisit this issue in order to assure itself that this branding of the programme was not having a deleterious effect on UK applications.
Response: After careful consideration of various options, a change was approved in June from ‘MSc Building Services Engineering’ to ‘MSc Low Energy Building Services Engineering’ effective from Oct 2013 for new entrants and agreement was reached in principle to allow existing students to transfer to the new title if they wish.
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