Department of Computer Science

Response to PPR 2006

1. Firstly the department thanks the panel for their time and effort in reading the extensive documentation and visiting the department on the PPR day.  We were pleased to read the complimentary and accurate report.

2. In section 13 three points were raised and we would like to individually address these now.

3. Internal structures and mechanisms:

13.1
The department is advised to re-examine the robustness of its internal structures for quality management, assurance and enhancement, and to put in place simplified and more transparent mechanisms for recording its implementation of measures to assure or enhance the quality and standards of its programmes.

3.1 Although all issues raised by students in the Student-Staff Committee, in module feedback or through direct contact were adequately addressed, this was not clearly fed back to students. It has therefore been decided that a standing item on the Student-Staff Committee would be “Quality Issues” where all actions resulting from issues raised would be reported back to the committee. This would “close-the-loop” enabling students to see what has become of the issues raised. As all Student-Staff Committee minutes are made available on the Department’s teaching intranet (co-teach), this would also make the information directly available to all students in the Department.

3.2 The Department’s Module Meetings, where each module is reviewed by the examiners, an independent moderator and the Quality Manager has produced a very satisfactory monitoring of the Department’s teaching quality. These meetings have, however, been very time consuming and the records of these meetings have not been easily accessible to staff (records are held by a secretary and must be requested individually if a member of staff wishes to inspect any). The Department has therefore been developing an on-line virtual meeting and recording system that will be easier to use, will be less time consuming and will make all records easily accessible. It is expected to implement the system some time in the current academic year.

3.3 Examination of the Department’s robustness of its structures for quality management and the mechanisms for recording measures taken showed the systems, based on the Departmental committee actions, are both simple and complete. However, tracing the “life” of an issue raised through the Student-Staff Committee, or by any other means, is far from straight-forward. Although all records relating to a particular issue are available on-line on the staff intranet, tracing these currently requires searching for the relevant lines in the minutes of one, two, three or even on some occasions, four different Departmental committees. The Department has, therefore, decided to investigate the implementation of an on-line “Issue Tracking System” so that tracing all records relating to each incident can be traced and accessed simply and easily by both staff and students. This is still in the initial stages of investigation but the aim is to have a pilot system available within the current academic year.

3.4 It is expected that these actions should also go someway to handling the issues raised in section 14.7 of the report.

4. Team working code of practice:

13.2
Group work features significantly in the programmes.  It is valued by students and recognised by employers.  The panel would nevertheless advise the department to consider the formulation of a set of guidelines for the benefit of students, addressing issues such as group selection, preparation of students in group working skills, and approaches to assessment (eg use of individual, peer or group-based assessment methods).  (A University policy statement has already been circulated in draft form to initiate discussion on these issues.)  

4.1 The department has documented its group working policy and made it available to all staff involved in assessment by group work.  This is attached to this response.

5. Engagement with external organisations:
13.3
The department is encouraged to engage more closely with appropriate external organisations such as its accrediting bodies, relevant parts of the HEA subject network, and the new CETLs, in order to glean examples of effective practice in learning and teaching that might transfer to the Loughborough context and ensure that it is apprised of new directions being taken within the discipline nationally.

5.1 This is a more long-term issue. These items will be addressed in future Learning and Teaching Committees in the department.  The departmental Teaching Coordinator already monitors developments and courses from the HEA and will add the CETLs to the portfolio of monitored items.

6. In section 14 a number of other points were raised, which are addressed below.

7. Difference between the BSc and MComp programmes:
14.1
The department should ensure that its understanding of the difference between the BSc and MComp programmes is fully reflected in the aims and ILOs of the two programmes, and engage with the current debate concerning the future of the integrated Masters under the Bologna process.  

7.1 This will be updated at the next review of programme specifications during spring 2007.

8.  Please see 3.1 above regarding:

14.2
The department should ensure that module feedback from students is routinely discussed at Staff Student Committee meetings.  

9. The department notes that the panel feels quality and standards are being maintained.  Proper auditing mechanisms will be put in place. Please see 3.3 regarding:
14.3
The recommendation under 13.1 above is intended to indicate that the department needs to approach the assurance and enhancement of quality in a more systematic way.  The panel felt that quality and standards were being maintained, but linkages between the various individuals and bodies with responsibilities for quality matters were complicated, and audit trails were inadequate to provide evidence of actions taken.  

10. The Department will do the following:


14.4
The panel recognises that the department has undertaken a large amount of programme development work in the recent past, for which it is to be commended.  The panel hopes that its future plans, such as those for the introduction of a new route PhD, an MRes and international collaboration in Masters provision, will be pursued in the context of University strategy.

11. The following is an issue the department is already aware of. It is expected that the restructured Part A will allow improvement of progression rates.
14.5
Progression rates should continue to be carefully monitored, especially from Part A to Part B.

12. The following will be done:
14.6
The panel appreciated sight of the BCS/IEE exemption and accreditation visit reports (2003) and the department’s responses.  The panel requests that the department place on record with the other PPR documentation copies of the subsequent communications from the two bodies concerned, confirming the exemption and accreditation awarded.

13. Self critical and analytical commentary:
14.7
The panel was grateful to the department for the information provided in advance of the review and for supplementing this in the course of the event.  The panel noted however that the ‘self-critical and analytical commentary’ was, as in the case of the material supplied for the QAA Developmental Engagement (2003), almost entirely descriptive, ‘[lacking] reference to supporting evidence…and actions taken as a result of internal review processes and external examiner comment.’

13.1
The department recognises this lack.  The improved auditing processes mentioned above should allow the department to improve its reflective documentation in future.

Department of Computer Science

Team Working Code of Practice

1. The Department believes all students should experience team work as part of any computing related degree. Team Projects in Part B of all the Department’s undergraduate programmes and Group Project in Part D of all MComp programmes provide teamwork experience in which the ability to work as a team is considered as part of the module assessment. Other modules may employ assessed team or group work though they may not necessarily include assessment of teamwork skills.

2. Any module that involves group or team work as more than 50% of the assessment will use peer review as a means of allocating individual marks. A suggested method is for all team members to submit a confidential, individual assessment of how each member of their team contributed to their group’s output. The module leader would then take this as a guide to how marks should be distributed between team members. 

3. Undergraduate students will be given some guidance on how to organise and conduct themselves in group work assignments during Part A.

4. Where there is any conflict between members of a team or group, the module leader will encourage the students to resolve the conflict themselves. Only if this fails to resolve the conflict would the module leader intervene.

5. Group sizes and the method of allocation of team members to groups will be decided by the module leader based on the needs of the module concerned.

6. Any variation from these guidelines must only take place with the approval of the Department Learning and Teaching Committee.

