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1.
Periodic Programme Review Report – Department of Design and Technology

2.
Date: May 2005
3.
JACS codes: H700, W200

4.
Department: Design and Technology
5. Objectives of review

All departments undertake a ‘periodic programme review’ of this kind once 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 discussion 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.

6.
Conduct of review


The Panel comprised the Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities (Chair), the Faculty’s Associate Dean (Teaching), two senior academic staff from other departments, the immediate past Associate Dean (Teaching) of the Science Faculty, and an External Assessor from another University, with the Programme Development & Quality Team Manager as Secretary. 


The Panel met the Acting Head of the Department (who was also the Departmental Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator and the Programme Leader for the undergraduate programmes in Industrial Design and Technology), the Programme Leader for the undergraduate programme in Industrial Design and Technology with Education, and the current and designated future postgraduate Programme Leaders.  It also met a mixed group of current undergraduate and postgraduate students.


The Panel undertook a tour of Departmental workshops and other accommodation during the course of the review.


A draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments incorporated into the final version.

7.
Evidence base


Documentation provided to the Panel in advance of the review met the University’s requirements, was helpful and comprehensive.  It included 

· Departmental self-evaluative commentary

· Programme specifications

· A table mapping module intended learning outcomes against subject benchmarks  

· A ‘module map’ identifying intended learning outcomes for every module

· An ‘assessment matrix’ for the undergraduate programmes showing the mode of assessment for every module

· Annual programme review forms from 2003 onwards – relating to sessions 2001/02, 2002/03, 2003/04 (including data on recruitment, progression, degree results, first destinations, summary of actions taken in response to feedback)

· Population Monitoring Statistics for the undergraduate programmes from 1999 onwards 

· A review of the last three year’s statistical data

· External Examiners’ reports 2001/02 to 2003/04

· Departmental responses to the External Examiners’ reports 

· Staff/Student Committee Minutes 2001/02 to 2003/04

· An outline of the Department’s future plans

The Department also provided copies of its proposals, currently under consideration within the University, for the introduction of new programmes, both undergraduate and postgraduate.

8.
External peer contribution to the process


The University’s academic quality procedures require that the review panel includes an External Assessor who is not a serving External Examiner for the department.  The External Assessor was a senior academic in the same discipline area from another university, who had not been an External Examiner for the department.  The External Assessor reviewed the documentation provided, took a leading part in discussions between the review panel and the department and contributed to the report.

9.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review 
The review covered three undergraduate programmes:

· BA/BSc in Industrial Design and Technology (IDT), taken over either three years or four if a placement year is included; the placement leads to a Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS) award which is additional to the degree;

· BA/BSc in Industrial Design and Technology with Education (IDTE);

· BSc in Industrial Design and Packaging Technology (IDPT) also with DPS

and the postgraduate Masters programme in Industrial Design leading to MA, MSc or MDes.  

The undergraduate programmes offer students the opportunity to develop a wide range of knowledge and skills to enable them to be involved in the integrated design of products, including such considerations as functionality, appearance and manufacture.  The programmes have a strong academic base, combined with an emphasis on the production of fully working prototypes and finished artefacts.  

The programmes offer a core set of modules that are fundamental to named awards, with a range of optional modules that allow students to determine a pathway that best meets their strengths, interests and career objectives.  The award of BA or BSc on the IDT and IDTE programmes is determined by the nature of optional modules selected and evidenced by the nature of students’ final year design project work.  The IDTE programme carries a distinct focus on teacher training and school-based design and technology work and is designed primarily for those intending, following successful completion of a PGCE, to teach.  The IDPT programme is specifically targeted at the development of knowledge for careers in packaging technology.

There is a balance within all the programmes of individual and group-based work, together with a range of lecture, laboratory and workshop-based activities.  The final year dissertation module highlights the underlying academic base while the major design project illustrates the high level of detailed design and technology capability of the students.

The undergraduate recruitment target is 125 per annum across the programmes.  Recruitment to IDTE is typically <10 and IDPT <5.

The postgraduate programme is currently in its third year.  It has a relatively large core element, yet enough elective modules to provide distinctive paths leading to an MA or MSc degree.  Students who study in collaboration with an industrial partner and spend a substantial period working with them as industrial designers may be awarded the degree of MDes.  The programme is designed to improve the effectiveness of designers within industry and to enable both recent design graduates and current practitioners of industrial design to advance their core knowledge and specialist skills to a higher level.  

13 full-time students were admitted to the programme in 2004.

10.
Conclusions on innovation and good practice

.1
The panel considered the industry input to the programmes a commendable feature, for example, in the provision of design briefs, technical support and prizes for student achievement.  Practising designers appointed as part-time teachers were able to provide valuable experience of commercial design work. The department placed significant emphasis on providing a context for learning that related to ‘real world’ activities and this was appreciated by the students.

.2
The department had an effective personal tutoring system, under which students were assigned to a tutor for the whole of their studies.  ‘Year tutors’ were also appointed and would discuss the progress of individual students with personal tutors where appropriate.  Any students causing concern would be considered at staff meetings.  The high level of contact between tutors and students also meant that progress was continually monitored and difficulties identified informally.  Some staff had adopted the web-based ‘Co-Tutor’ system as a means of recording and managing meetings with their tutees.

.3
The Department was proposing to provide Personal Development Planning opportunities for students in 2005/06 through the adoption of the RAPID tool.  

.4
Most modules were characterised by a high level of staff/student contact.  Staff were able to react quickly to particular student difficulties, clarify requirements or provide additional support material.  This was clearly welcomed by the students themselves who praised the accessibility of the staff.  Students were also highly appreciative of the support they received from technical staff.

.5
The department took great care over its undergraduate recruitment procedures.  After some initial shortlisting, all prospective students were invited to a departmental open day and interview which included consideration of their portfolio of design work; this meant that the department was not reliant on the information provided on the UCAS form.  Staff were alert to the pitfalls of the interview in the process of considering students from non-traditional backgrounds.

.6
The department reviewed and updated its programmes and modules each year in the light of feedback from staff, students, external examiners and employers/industry.  There was good oversight by the programme leader and year tutors to ensure that links between modules were exploited to improve students’ learning experience.

.7
The postgraduate programme offered considerable flexibility and range of choice to enable students to develop skills and competencies in the analytical or creative aspects of industrial design.  The programme could be taken full-time or part-time, and the MDes route was available for students already in employment whose professional design practice could be based in their workplace.  The department had responded positively to feedback from the Masters students.  It was pleasing to hear that the ‘Sustainability and Design’ module had attracted postgraduate students from other departments in the University.  

11.
Conclusions on quality and standards

.1
External Examiners’ reports were highly complimentary.  Issues raised were addressed by the department and covered in a formal response.

.2
The Panel was impressed with the module mapping exercise undertaken by the department which confirmed that it had properly thought through the way in which the aims of the programmes, and the relevant subject benchmarks, were reflected in intended learning outcomes at the module level, and the way in which students’ attainment of the outcomes was assessed.

.3
The department employed a wide range of assessment procedures for both formative and summative assessment and had adopted standard forms to help ensure that developmental feedback to students was consistent.  Double-marking and internal moderation procedures were rigorously adopted.

.4
The Panel was satisfied that the level and standards of the programmes were appropriately matched to the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications, though care was needed to ensure the intellectual rigour of the Masters programme.

.5
Progression rates were generally excellent.  There had been some concerns about the number of withdrawals in year one, with some students indicating that the programmes were not what they had expected, but the position was improving.  The department felt its new programme proposals, involving a clearer separation of the BA and BSc from the beginning and avoiding the difficulties of covering relevant technology with BA and BSc students concurrently, would also help.  The students who met the panel confirmed that advance programme information had been accurate and that they had received appropriate counselling on their choice of module options.

.6
Employability statistics were also excellent.  BSc graduates had always enjoyed a wide range of job opportunities.  The department was aware however of increasing competition for jobs amongst BA ID students nationally and the proposed refocusing of the BA degree was designed to help BA graduates in the job market.  The panel was interested to learn that a marketing review of student entry and student employment had been undertaken in conjunction with the Careers Service to inform the current programme redevelopment proposals.

.7
Students confirmed that they were appraised of the assessment criteria for their modules and were aware of relevant deadlines.  They found it helpful to see grading criteria and thought that staff were using the full range of marks.

.8
It was clear that the department invited and reacted to student feedback, both in terms of module and programme questionnaires, through the Staff/Student Committee (which includes PGT and PGR representatives as well as UGs) as well as more informally.  Students commented favourably on the feedback opportunities provided and the responsiveness of the department to their views.  The panel found the undergraduate students very positive about their learning experience, enthusiastic and clearly committed to their studies, with a good esprit de corps, a good culture of attendance and pride in their work.

.9
The panel was surprised to learn that the departmental Teaching and Learning Committee comprised all members of academic staff within the department and functioned essentially as part of the full staff meeting (DSM).  It nevertheless appeared that an appropriate range of business was covered and acted upon.

12. Conclusions on whether the programmes remain current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application, and developments in teaching and learning

.1
Changes in the nature of designing and new product development, and the needs of industry, were well reflected in the programmes and supporting facilities.  A state of the art CAD/CAM facility including rapid prototyping and vacuum casting, funded in part by external sponsorship, was available for students alongside the more traditional workshops.  

.2
External examiners had commented on the strong evidence of the continued improvement and development of teaching materials, enriched in many cases by the research and professional development activities of the staff.

.3
There was good pedagogical research going on in the department.  The Design Education research group was especially strong.

.4
The department had taken advantage of the University’s more flexible approach towards modular structures to introduce longer and larger modules that provided greater scope for teaching theoretical and practical elements in a complementary manner and for scheduling special inputs.  

. 5
Staff in the department were encouraged to make full use of the University’s Professional Development programme and some had taken advantage of the TQEF-funded secondment scheme to develop their use of on-line resources, leading for example to the increased use of Computer-Assisted Assessment (CAA) and the provision of interactive resources to support project work.  Staff also made use of training outside the University, typically in the use of specialist software and equipment used for teaching and learning.

.6
The panel was made fully aware of the department’s proposals, currently under consideration within the University, for the revision and updating of its portfolio.  At undergraduate level, the department will separate the BA and BSc pathways in IDT, and offer BA and BSc programmes that are distinct from the outset.  A new BSc programme will be offered in Product Design and Technology while the existing IDT programme will be refocussed to lead to the degree of BA.  A new Masters degree, in Research Studies in Industrial Design, is also proposed, including a 130-credit project module. This could be a stand-alone qualification for students who want to do an extended design project at a level below the PhD; for others it will provide a one-year training in preparation for a subsequent PhD. 

13.
Forward-looking recommendations for actions to remedy any identified shortcomings and further enhancement of quality and standards


In general, this review revealed a successful department with a strong and enthusiastic student body.  The following points were identified for further consideration by the department.

.1
Recruitment to the undergraduate programmes is buoyant but the numbers on IDTE and IDPT are very small.  Whilst this does not appear to cause problems for the department in terms of programme delivery since the students of all cohorts study together for the majority of the time, the panel would encourage the department to consider the viability of these two small programmes alongside other proposed changes in its portfolio.

.2
Students have some misgivings about the way in which marks were assigned for group work.  The department is encouraged to contribute to work currently being undertaken within the University to identify and disseminate information about effective practice in this type of assessment. 

.3
The department is advised to review the desirability of the practice of setting no written examinations in Part A, from the point of view of student preparation for their use in later stages of the programme.  The department is also advised to reflect on whether the curriculum provides students with sufficient opportunity to practise the writing skills needed for the dissertation in the final year.

.4
The department is encouraged to establish a forum for liaison with industry on a more structured basis.  Such a body could help the department to reinforce its support for industrial placements and provide valuable input to curriculum development.

14.
Further observations and recommendations (not for TQI summary)

.1
Some student experiences in relation to the sandwich year were a matter of concern.  Students reported a lack of support from the department in finding placements although it made much of its contacts with industry; the industrial tutor had been less available than expected and some students reported feeling isolated and potentially vulnerable in the workplace; and several students had not received adequate feedback on their placement year dissertation, not knowing even as they approached their final examinations whether they had qualified for the DPS award.  The department is strongly advised to explore ways of strengthening the support given to students in respect of the placement year and to re-examine associated procedures.

.2
The department’s taught programmes are supported by substantial and specialised resources, including 3 studios, 3 laboratories and 10 workshops.  Whereas recent successful bids for Science Research Infrastructure Fund) (SRIF) and HEFCE Capital Funding have supported the development of new technology and equipment in laboratories and the replacement or worn out machinery and equipment in workshops, consideration needs to be given to a rolling programme of workshop refurbishment.  (Through Departmental Development Plans for 2006/07, which will be reviewed by the Faculty Board.)
.3
Whilst recognising that the final year students were working hard to bring their final year projects to completion at the time of the review, the panel had concerns about the high density of students in the workshops, which raised questions in relation to health and safety.  The panel would recommend the department to take steps to ensure that safe working procedures are not jeopardised by high occupancy rates at busy times.

.4
There was an ongoing developmental issue with respect to the postgraduate programme which had not recruited strongly and had not yet reached a break-even point financially.  The panel felt there was scope to encompass students from a wider range of related academic disciplines, and the opportunity was being missed to provide depth in one or more specific aspects of industrial design in which Loughborough was known as a centre of excellence, in order to give the programme a distinctive ‘flavour’.  The department was also encouraged to consider the scope for increased collaboration with other departments especially in the context of the proposed Graduate School.

.5
Several aspects of the department’s learning and teaching provision were staff-intensive and generated high staff workloads, especially in supporting tutorials, workshops and laboratories.  This was of significant concern to the department, whose biggest challenge was in balancing teaching and research, and it was aiming to reduce staff/student contact and the volume of assessment.  The revised undergraduate programmes would provide some opportunity.  The greater use of PG students to give more design and development support would also be possible.  The panel felt there was an element of ‘gold-plating’ that needed to be addressed and would encourage the department to pursue greater efficiency in its operations, whilst recognising that at the same time it wished to maintain its distinctive culture and reputation for quality.  

.5
Student workloads were also high.  This was partly due it seemed to a competitive ethos amongst the students themselves, which meant that some would go to considerable lengths to produce work to match or surpass the efforts of other students in their peer group, particularly in terms of the design assignments.  The panel suggested that the department consider ways of discouraging students from doing more work than was necessary when it was not adding to their learning.  

Department of Design and Technology

Response to the Report of the Periodic Programme Review Panel

of May 2005


The review panel met, and the report was prepared, during May 2005. A number of staff from the Department attended the panel and were pleased with the positive and supportive nature of the meeting. The department was also pleased to receive a positive report, which identified many elements of innovation and good practice.

A number of issues were identified in sections 13 and 14 of the report, and the following responses are provided:

13
Forward-looking recommendations for actions.

IDTE and IDPT are to be discontinued. There will be no further recruitment to these two programmes during the current academic year, and the new BSc Programme, Product Design and Technology will start in October 2006.

The Department has taken part in the University initiative on group working. We await feedback from the information gathering exercise we completed. As part of our involvement with the engCETL, we are undertaking some pedagogic research into the nature and assessment of group project work. This is in collaboration with Engineering Departments who are also engaged  in design project work.

Interestingly, prior student feedback has not previously identified this as an area of misunderstanding, and the department will make renewed efforts to clarify the allocation of marks through project work and the possibility of ‘negotiation of % allocation’ through the coursework submission form.

Whilst there are no examinations at the end of Year 1, a number of tests are undertaken which include the need to answer questions in the manner of a formal examination. This is considered to be one of the ways in which students are prepared for formal examinations in Part B of the programme. However, detailed development of teaching, learning and assessment within new modules next year, will address this issue, possibly in Technology and Contexts elements of the course.

Development of assessment within the new programmes will also address the need for an increased number of written assessments in Part B, providing opportunity for enhanced guidance on, and development of, formal writing skills.

There is already a great deal of informal contact between the Department and industry. (This was noted in section 10.1 of the report.) This provides a great deal of informal feedback that informs the programme development. The department is considering the establishment of a more formal committee, with a remit to be concerned with the on-going development of UG and PG taught programmes, together with the potential accreditation of the programmes.

14
Further observations and recommendations.

Some student concerns were raised concerning support for the placement year. A review of the placement experience has already been undertaken, and a number of actions have been identified:

All students undertake a formal presentation at the end of their placement, and are provided with informal feedback from this by their placement tutor and industrial supervisor. This is to be strengthened by completion of a proforma written statement, summarising the outcome of the presentation, dissertation and log book. This will clearly state Pass or Fail.

The DPS handbook is to be reviewed and updated. Revisions will include, at least, a summary of key points (linking to further information) and FAQs. By improving the organisation of material provided, it is hoped that students will be encouraged to read through, and refer to, the required information.

Visit report forms will be revised to include student comment (in addition to those of visiting tutors and company supervisors). This will help to ensure that any students concerns are clearly identified.

More formal tutorial arrangements will be arranged for students, prior to their placement in Year 2. Students will be encouraged to discuss the progress they have made in finding suitable placements. The aim is to better support individual student needs as they seek placement opportunities.

The Departmental Development Plans now include a rolling plan of equipment renewal.  The business plans still show an overall surplus, though this is reduced from that of previous projections. It has been noted that there is a trend to narrow the differentiation between HEFCE funding bands following allocation to the University, and comments from our PPR review panel regarding the need to maintain specialist facilities highlight the need for significant funding of ‘lab-based’ programmes.

Points raised regarding high occupancy rates in workshops are noted. They will be passed to our User Safety Audit Group (USAG) for consideration before the particularly busy project times in Semester Two.

Developments to the relatively new Masters Programme are on-going. However, this year there will be particular emphasis on improved recruitment to the existing programme structure, and consideration of an amended structure that improves the viability of this provision.

The high workload of staff, particularly where it is related to staff-intensive teaching provision, has long been a concern for this Department. It has already been identified that it is the high assessment load that has most impact on this issue. Developments within the operational phase of new UG programmes will provide renewed opportunity for consideration of assessment loads, as teaching, learning and assessment strategies are developed in greater detail.

There is also a history of high student workload, often arising from the competitive nature of design-based courses, and the need to develop high quality visual and 3D outputs for finalist exhibitions and CVs. Guidelines for assessment loadings will be strengthened through whole group lectures, personal tutorials and Personal Development Planning.

Tony Hodgson

Head of Department
18 October 2005
