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	Periodic Programme Review
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	March 2007

	Department

	Institute of Polymer Technology and Materials Engineering (IPTME)


	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 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 quality and standards in relation to learning and teaching.



	


	Conduct of review

	The Panel comprised the Dean of the Science Faculty (Chair), the Associate Dean (Teaching) for the Science Faculty, the Head of Academic Practice and Enhancement, Professional Development unit, two senior academics from other departments, an External Assessor from outside the University, and a Secretary.

The Panel met members of Departmental staff including the Head of Department, Teaching Co-ordinator, undergraduate and postgraduate programme directors, and a group of undergraduate and taught postgraduate students representing all years and programmes.

The Panel also conducted a tour of departmental learning resources.

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



	


	Evidence base

	Documentation provided to the Panel two weeks in advance was thorough and useful, and provided a good basis for discussion.  Documents included standard PPR proforma as required in the University’s Academic Quality Procedures, ie:

Annual Programme Review forms for 2003/2004 (conducted in spring 2005), 2004/2005 (conducted in spring 2006) and 2005/06 (spring 2007), together with departmental statements on student feedback and tutoring, and reports of actions taken in response to APRs;

External Examiners’ reports for 2003/2004, 2004/2005 and 2005/06 together with formal Departmental responses;

Staff-Student Committee minutes for 2003/2004, 2004/2005 and 2005/06 (for each undergraduate and postgraduate programme);

Departmental commentary (self evaluation);

Programme specification for each programme under review;

Curriculum mapping to show where ILOs were delivered;

Assessment matrices;

Population monitoring statistics from 2001-07.

The Department also provided:
Minutes of the Industrial Advisory Board 2003-2006;

Accreditation reports from the Institute of Materials, Minerals and Mining and from the Institution of Engineering Designers (IOM³ and IED).


	


	External peer contributors to process

	The University’s Academic Quality Procedures require that the Review Panel include an External Assessor who is not a recent nor serving external examiner for the department.  The External Assessor for this Panel was Head of Materials Science in an Engineering Department at a UK university, who had not been an external examiner at Loughborough.   Along with other Panel members, the External Assessor reviewed the documentation provided, took a full part in all discussions, and contributed to the report. 



	


	Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review

	The review covered all of the Department’s programmes.  All undergraduate programmes were honours programmes: 

MEng/BEng Materials Engineering

MEng/BEng Automotive Materials

BSc Design with Engineering Materials (previously BEng Applied Design)

BEng Materials with Management Studies

At postgraduate level:

MSc Polymer Technology

MSc Materials for Industry

MSc Packing Technology (Materials for Industry)

Each UG programme offered both full-time and placement versions;  successful completion of the latter entitled students to the additional Diploma in Industrial Studies (DIS) award.  Approximately 50% of students took advantage of the placement year.

All UG programmes except the new BSc programme were accredited by the appropriate national professional bodies (IOM³ and IED);  the BSc programme was expected to be accredited within three months.  The programmes had a high practical focus, and complied with the ‘materials cycle’ and other professional institution criteria.  

Graduates had a very good employment record, and many students were helped find suitable posts via extensive staff contacts with the industry.
In the most recent National Student Survey, the Department – one of the largest Materials departments in the country - had been placed 1st among UK HEIs in its subject area of Technology.

The Department recruited most of its undergraduates via the Science and Engineering Foundation Studies programme (SEFS), changed course offers and Clearing.   In recent years, the Department had forged strong links with six leading Chinese universities, the Loughborough-China Materials Partnership (LCMP), which now recruited approximately 20 students pa to Part C of its undergraduate programmes.  Successful completion of this year enabled these students to receive their undergraduate award from their home university, and to proceed to an MSc programme at Loughborough.

The Department’s MSc programmes were largely based on EPSRC initiatives and provided options for full- and part-time modes, and for PG Diploma and Certificate qualifications.  Most taught postgraduates were full-time international students, built on long-standing links with Singaporean universities in particular, and with universities in India, Thailand, Saudi Arabia and China.  Part-time postgraduates were almost always UK students.  The PG programmes also offered a high practical focus and development of transferable skills, together with industry-sponsored projects.  The Department expected its postgraduate programmes to be accredited within the next four months, making them some of the first Materials PG courses in the country to be accredited.
External input for all undergraduate and postgraduate programmes was maintained, inter alia, via:

· accreditation by professional bodies;

· the Industrial Advisory Board;

· visiting lecturers;

· the placement year for undergraduates;

· final year UG projects and postgraduate projects conducted in liaison with industry.

Professional accrediting bodies and the Industrial Advisory Board each made a significant contribution to curricula.



	


	Conclusion on innovation and good practice

	max 500 words, actual 
Evidence of the Department’s continual innovation and striving for good practice included:

· The Loughborough-China Materials Partnership.  The Panel noted:  (a) that the Department found face to face interviews (conducted in China) a more useful measure of English-language ability than IELTS scores;  (b) that the Part C students were guaranteed hall of residence accommodation;  (c) Departmental provision throughout the first year of English language sessions conducted in small streamed groups, using bought-in teachers;  (d) the inclusion of assessed English-language modules in Part C which formed part of the criteria for entry to the MSc;  (e) efforts to integrate this group of students including mixed laboratory groups and Departmental social events;  (f) the careful laboratory supervision necessary for students with relatively little hands-on experience.

· Departmental involvement in the establishment and running of the Centre of Excellence for Teaching and Learning in Engineering (engCETL) which was based on campus.

· The Department’s purchase of learning and teaching resources using funding made available via HEFCE and similar sources, and through the engCETL.

· Its use of a tailored version of the ECHO software package, developed by the engCETL, for allocating final year projects (and shortly for allocating masters’ dissertations), which benefited both staff and students.

· Adoption of the one-week residential course in management and leadership as an option for MEng students.
· Its extensive learning and teaching review of 2005-06.

· Its adoption of more systematic feedback to students on their assessed coursework, in response to results from the first two National Students Surveys.



	


	Conclusions on quality and standards

	Evidence that these were commendably high included:

· Accreditation of the Department’s programmes with appropriate professional bodies.
· Regular consultations with the Industrial Advisory Board,  which helped ensure the Department was well conversant with needs of industry.
· Student progression rates after SAP, including achievement of Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs).

· The degree classification profile which demonstrated that the programmes added value.
· The very high level of appropriate graduate employment in industrial organisations, together with very positive employer feedback and continued demand for the Department’s graduates.  A good proportion of both MEng and BEng graduates also continued onto PhD study.

· Appropriate postgraduate employment in materials-related industries in their home countries for international students.

· External Examiners’ reports that noted the relevance of both UG and PG programmes for industrial needs.

· Student use of the Mathematics Education Centre/ Mathematics Learning Support Centre.

The Panel was impressed by the very positive group of students it met.  Students at all levels clearly felt well supported by staff, whether they be academic, technical or administrative.  They appreciated the relatively small size of the Department, and felt confident in staff approachability and helpfulness;  staff were clearly sensitive to cultural issues and to the needs of international students.  Students appreciated support in preparation for and during their placement year.  The Staff-Student Committee obviously worked well.

Students also praised the central support services, particularly the Careers Centre.

The Panel was also impressed by the wide use of state-of-the-art laboratory resources by students at all levels:  students benefited from the additional resources brought in by staff research.  It noted, however, the difficulties of obtaining continual investment to ensure resources were kept up-to-date, and to ensure that Health and Safety requirements concerning staffing levels were met.



	


	Conclusions on whether the programme(s) remain current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application and developments in teaching and learning

	The considerable evidence that programmes remained current and valid included:

· Professional accreditation of programmes.

· The input from the Industrial Advisory Board.

· The undergraduate placement year, together with the many well-established and extensive industrial contacts.
· The recent curriculum review of undergraduate programmes.
· Teaching and learning that was informed by (a) staff research, particularly in the final years and at postgraduate level, and (b) personal staff contacts with industry.

· Continued Departmental engagement with the engCETL.
· Well-equipped and up-to-date teaching and learning resources, which were among the best of UK university Materials departments.
· The significant and unique contribution made to Departmental programmes by the University’s Ergonomics and Safety Research Institute (ESRI).


	


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

	The Panel recommended that the Department:

1. Ensures its Examinations Committee acts upon concerns raised in some External Examiners’ reports regarding second marking and moderation of some postgraduate examination papers.  The Committee should ensure consistency across all programmes by adopting a Department-wide policy.  

2. Ensures that all staff provide students with dates for the return of their assessed coursework.

3. Considers using current students to fully integrate incoming international postgraduate students.

4. Reviews its current integration strategy for the LCMP students so that they are quickly and fully integrated, and minimise situations where, outside teaching and learning sessions, they mix mainly with others from their group and use their first language.  This review should include dispersing the group between halls of residence. 

5. Liaises with ESRI to ensure that jointly-taught modules are fully integrated.

6. Reviews its practices regarding entry routes and qualifications.  The review should include consideration of a separate four-year UG programme which incorporates the Science and Engineering Foundation year, and raising the entry standard.  The review could be conducted in tandem with other SEFS developments, and take account of similar programmes already offered within the Faculty.

7. Ensures that students with differing Mathematical experience are equally well prepared for Part C modules that require Mathematical knowledge.

The Panel suggested the Department also:

1. Considers the use of a term such as ‘Study Week’ instead of ’Student-Centred Week’, as the latter did not truly reflect activities during this period.

2. Explores the possibility of closer links with the Centre for Excellence in Mathematics and Statistics Support (SIGMA) based on campus, with the aim of benefiting students, perhaps by use of case studies.

3. Might be rather more proactive in exploiting its many industrial contacts to benefit its students, especially in view of the buoyant market for Materials graduates.

4. Takes advantage of the excellent graduate employment prospects in its forthcoming publicity campaign aimed at potential UK undergraduates, and makes sure it gives adequate promotion to the new BSc Design with Engineering Materials programme.

5. Considers the greater use of Alumni in recruitment, especially overseas.

Departmental actions following these recommendations would be followed up via the Annual Programme Review (APR) in spring.

The Panel also:

1. Requested the University confirm that all teaching laboratories are fully compliant with Health and Safety legislation, including staffing levels. 
2. Suggested the University consider whether the English Language Study Unit should either (a) provide more appropriate (tailored) pre- and in-sessional support for departments, and minimise occasions where departments bought in such support, or (b) co-ordinate the use of such bought-in provision.


	


	


Institute of Polymer Technology & Materials Engineering (IPTME)

Responses to the PPR-2007, Panel Report

The Institute would first like to offer sincere thanks to all members of the PPR Panel for their commitment and dedication to the range of tasks required to complete the Periodic Review of teaching and learning activity. 

A number of comments have been made in the Review Report and we would like to respond to these in the sections below. Where appropriate, the item in italics is the quotation from the PPR Report;  our responses are given immediately below the points raised, together with ‘Action’ points.

A
Objectives and Conduct of the Review, Evidence Base, External Peer Contributors, Overview of Programme Characteristics
We welcome the report provided;  it appears to be almost entirely accurate and we have no further comments to make beyond those set out below.

B
Conclusions on:   Innovation and Good Practice;  Quality and Standards;  Current Validity of the Programmes
Overall, we were very pleased to receive such positive comments in these categories. We will continue to seek all available opportunities to innovate and to enhance the quality of our programmes.

We believe that some additional evidence regarding ‘Quality and Standards’ has arisen from the aggregated scores for ‘Materials’ subjects obtained in NSS Category 17 (Technology) following the National Student Surveys carried out in 2005 and 2006. We hope for a similar positive result in 2007 and will do everything we can to use the feedback from these surveys to address any issues of relevance to our programmes and student support mechanisms.

The Panel was also impressed by the wide use of state-of-the-art laboratory resources by students at all levels: students benefited from the additional resources brought in by staff research. It noted, however, the difficulties of obtaining continual investment to ensure resources were kept up-to-date, and to ensure that Health and Safety requirements concerning staffing levels were met.

We are aware of the value of our equipment and related Technical Staff resources, to provide practical teaching and learning facilities to comply with stated learning outcomes and to help students develop their skills and expertise. We are currently taking all measures possible (including TIF, SRIF and engCETL capital funding) to enhance our practical facilities, following some years of under-investment.

C
Forward-looking recommendations for actions to remedy any identified shortcomings, and for further enhancement of quality and standards
The Panel recommended that the Department:

8. Ensures its Examinations Committee acts upon concerns raised in some External Examiners’ reports regarding second marking and moderation of some postgraduate examination papers. The Committee should ensure consistency across all programmes by adopting a Department-wide policy.

In response, we would indicate that we do have a Department-wide policy regarding exams, however we will ensure that it is followed by all staff. Whilst the scope of the Examinations Committee is pre-examination only, we will also look again at our ‘Examinations Code of Practice’ to see whether further modifications are required. In particular, the issue of ‘Moderation’ (of marking, during the assessment process) will be raised in response to the comments made by the PGT External Examiner.

· ACTIONS:  TLC-U, TLC-P

9. Ensures that all staff provide students with dates for the return of their assessed coursework.

At the moment, we believe that our current procedures are appropriate, so long as the relevant part of the Coursework Code of Practice is adhered to. We do not believe that a change in policy is required but will re-visit the issue at Teaching & Learning Committee level and will remind all Staff of their obligations, in this respect.

a. ACTION:  TLC-U, TLC-P

10. Considers using current students to fully integrate incoming international postgraduate students.

Whilst we are increasingly aware that peer group support is appreciated by taught students, we do not yet have a mechanism in place to provide this type of support on a routine basis. Several questions arise from this suggestion including the student groups that might be most relevant (LCMP, other International PGT, and / or UG students), the mechanism of support and, of significant importance, the possibilities of training provision for those providing peer group support to student groups. This item will be raised at a Staff Meeting, Staff-Student Committee and the training issues investigated.
· ACTIONS:  Staff Meeting and Staff-Student Committee agenda items; Staff Development and / or LSU (training opportunities)
11. Reviews its current integration strategy for the LCMP students so that they are quickly and fully integrated, and minimise situations where, outside teaching and learning sessions, they mix mainly with others from their group and use their first language. This review should include dispersing the group between halls of residence. 

We are already aware of this issue and have taken some limited steps towards further integration of LCMP students, via the Staff-Student Committee. Most students live in groups in private sector accommodation, beyond the control of the department. However, we agree that further progress could be made and have asked the LCMP Director (Dr. Xujin Bao) to formulate a policy to help achieve this objective. 
· ACTION:  X Bao

12. Liaises with ESRI to ensure that jointly-taught modules are fully integrated.

ESRI Staff make a valuable and effective contribution to our teaching activity, helping to provide a very distinctive element in the curriculum for ‘Design with Engineering Materials’ (DEM). We already have ESRI representation on our TLC-U, but agree that further liaison would be mutually beneficial and also to the long-term benefit of our students.
· ACTION:  H Wu, E Johnson, B Haworth to meet with ESRI Staff

13. Reviews its practices regarding entry routes and qualifications.  The review should include consideration of a separate four-year UG programme which incorporates the Science and Engineering Foundation year, and raising the entry standard.  The review could be conducted in tandem with other SEFS developments, and take account of similar programmes already offered within the Faculty.

This issue is under continuous scrutiny within the department; we do all we can to attract increasing numbers (and standards) of UCAS applicants, albeit in a relatively small national pool of students. The stated targets in our Development Plans are made with these issues very much in mind. The issue of a separate, 4-years Batchelor’s programme (to include SEFS) is interesting but requires full debate within the department and with the new SEFS Programme Director when in post.

· ACTION: TLC-U;  liaison with the new SEFS Director (if appropriate)
14. Ensures that students with differing Mathematical experience are equally well prepared for Part C modules that require Mathematical knowledge.

The provision of Mathematics teaching has recently been reviewed (2005-06 Programme Review) and re-structured, within the curriculum of all our undergraduate programmes. Nevertheless, on the basis of this point being raised we will ask key members of staff to review the mathematical content of taught modules (in Parts B, C and D particularly) and the prerequisite mathematical skills provision.

· ACTION:  H Wu, S Martin, TLC-U

The Panel suggested the Department also:

6. Considers the use of a term such as ‘Study Week’ instead of ‘Student-Centred Week’, as the latter did not truly reflect activities during this period.

The term currently used “Student Centred Learning Week, (SCLW)” was chosen for obvious reasons to emphasise the opportunity for a dedicated study period for students, to complement the formal teaching in the early part of Semester 1. Nevertheless, we will re-label it the “Study Week”, as suggested.

7. Explores the possibility of closer links with the Centre for Excellence in Mathematics and Statistics Support (SIGMA) based on campus, with the aim of benefiting students, perhaps by use of case studies.

Whilst IPTME contributes to and has excellent links with the Engineering (eng) CETL, similar links with SIGMA have not yet been formed. This point is well made and we will make every attempt to explore the opportunities afforded by the resources available within SIGMA. We already have an action plan to determine if and how the UK Centre for Materials Education (UKCME, Liverpool University) could be used to fund and develop mathematical resources (such as Case Studies) for Materials Engineering students; there is therefore a possibility of combining expertise and resources available at both Loughborough (SIGMA) and Liverpool (UKCME).

· ACTION:  S Martin, RL Higginson (liaison with UKCME)

8. Might be rather more proactive in exploiting its many industrial contacts to benefit its students, especially in view of the buoyant market for Materials graduates.

IPTME is proud of its industrial links and the contributions that are made (in various guises, including sponsored projects, industry-based speakers and DIS Placements) from industrialists to its teaching and learning activities. Moreover, efforts are currently being made to encourage members of IPTME’s Industrial Advisory Board (IAB) to take a more pro-active role in their own collaborations. In addition, we also have an ongoing project with engCETL who have provided a Staff resource to enhance industry-based PGT students and DIS Placements within IPTME.

However, these contributions are part of a rapidly-changing scenario and IPTME will review the means by which even more pro-active roles might be taken by industrial partners. We see a role for a new Member of Staff, a Graduate Development Officer, who we hope to be allowed to appoint, in terms of industrial liaison.

· ACTION:  Management Team, Graduate Development Officer (GDO)
9. Takes advantage of the excellent graduate employment prospects in its forthcoming publicity campaign aimed at potential UK undergraduates, and makes sure it gives adequate promotion to the new BSc Design with Engineering Materials programme.

This is certainly extremely important to our student recruitment activities.

· ACTION:  RL Higginson, H Wu, Admissions Team
10. Considers the greater use of Alumni in recruitment, especially overseas.

Whilst this mechanism is already part of our recruitment strategy, it is accepted that there is more that can be done to involve our Alumni in recruitment. Current links with Singapore (Alumni members who are teaching staff at Singapore Polytechnic), China, Thailand and India give ample opportunity for this type of exploitation. Formulation of a strategy towards this objective will be the responsibility of our Postgraduate Teaching & Learning Committee.

· ACTION:  TLC-P

Departmental actions following these recommendations would be followed up via the Annual Programme Review (APR) in spring.

The Panel also:

3. Requested the University confirm that all teaching laboratories are fully compliant with Health and Safety legislation, including staffing levels. 

4. Suggested the University consider whether the English Language Study Unit should either (a) provide more appropriate (tailored) pre- and in-sessional support for departments, and minimise occasions where departments bought in such support, or (b) co-ordinate the use of such bought-in provision.

· ACTION:  Loughborough University (no actions for IPTME)
Departmental Response
May 14th 2007
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