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1.
Objectives of review

All departments are required to undertake a ‘periodic programme review’ of this kind 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.
2.
Conduct of review

2.1
The Review took place on 21 May 2008.

2.2
The panel comprised the following:

Professor Terry Kavanagh, Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities (Chair)

Professor John Urry, Professor of Sociology and Director of the Centre for Mobilities Research, Lancaster University

Dr Paul Byrne, Associate Dean (Teaching) SSH Faculty

Dr Chris Spray, Senior Lecturer, School of Sport and Exercise Sciences

Professor Mark Webber, Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies

Sophie Driscoll, Vice-President (Education), Loughborough Students’ Union

Robert Bowyer, Programme Quality Team Manager (Secretary)

Dr Rachel Johnson, QE Officer, SSH Faculty (Observer)

2.3
The panel met throughout the day and held discussions with key members of Departmental staff, including the Head of Department, the Chair of the Departmental Teaching and Learning Committee, Programme Directors, and the Departmental Administrator.  The panel met with a representative group of students for discussions over lunch.  (See Annex A for a full list of staff and students who met with the panel.)
2.4
The panel was provided with a brief tour of Departmental facilities.

2.5
The draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments incorporated in the final report.



3.
Evidence Base
The Panel was grateful to the department for providing a clear and comprehensive set of documentation in advance of the review, a large part of the work involved in assembling which had been undertaken by the Departmental Administrator.  It included

· An overview of the main characteristics of the programmes

· A self critical and analytical commentary
appended to which were

· Departmental marking criteria, UG and PG

· Examples of ‘welcome’/’welcome back’ letters to UGs

· Personal Development Planning guidance material

· Examples of coursework feedback sheets

· Guidelines for academic staff induction

· Students’ reading diary template

· A brief overview of the last five years’ statistical data

· An outline of the Department’s future plans for its portfolio of programmes

· External Examiners’ reports 2004/05 to 2006/07 and Departmental responses
· Staff/Student Liaison Committee Minutes 2004/05 to date

· Report of an accreditation visit from the Graduate Qualifications Accreditation Committee of the British Psychological Society, March 2008
For all the programmes:

· Annual programme review forms relating to sessions 2004/05 to 2006/07 (including data on recruitment, progression, degree results, and first destinations; a summary of actions taken in response to feedback, including – for 2006/07 – National Student Survey results; and a commentary on the department’s approaches to feedback to students and personal tutoring) with minutes of APR meetings with the AD(T)
· ‘Assessment matrices’ showing the modes of assessment for modules on a programme by programme basis

· ‘Curriculum maps’ listing compulsory modules against programme intended learning outcomes
· Programme specifications 
Plus, for undergraduate programmes:

· Programme Board decision statistics

4.
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 for this review was Professor John Urry from the Department of Sociology, Lancaster University.  He had previously held office as Head of Department, as Dean of the Faculty, and as Dean of Research at Lancaster, and had chaired the HEFCE Research Assessment Exercise Sociology Panel in 1996 and 2001.  He had not been an External Examiner for the Social Sciences Department at LU.  He reviewed the documentation provided, took a leading part in discussions between the review panel and the department and contributed to the report.

5.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review

5.1
The review covered the following undergraduate programmes:

· BSc Sociology
· BSc Social Psychology
· BSc Criminology and Social Policy
· BSc Communication and Media Studies

and the following postgraduate programmes:

· MA Media Culture and Cultural Analysis
· MSc Criminology and Criminal Justice

· MSc Criiminal Justice Research

· MRes Social Science Research.

5.2 The department aims to provide its students with an understanding and appreciation of the social sciences, in which the interdisciplinary nature of social science scholarship is explained and experienced, and in which the value of research to learning is clearly demonstrated.  The department has throughout its history been distinctive in aiming to conduct both its research and teaching in an interdisciplinary manner.  This provides opportunities for students to take modules from programmes across the department and for reading and debate outside their parent discipline.  

5.3 The BSc in Sociology is taught by academic staff who are both leaders in their research fields and committed teachers.  It provides a solid background in the essentials of sociological theory, research practice, and substantive areas, as well as optional modules that represent the cutting edge work of the scholars based in the department.  The programme maintains a careful balance and integration between theoretical, methodological and substantive topics.  It seeks to enable students to gain an understanding of the relations between individual agency and public issues of social structure, to address key issues in social inequality and cultural diversity.
5.4 Although the BSc in Social Psychology provides students with a full grounding in all areas of psychology, it emphasises the personal and social aspects of psychology, and the way individuals interact in society.  Students develop an understanding of the role of empirical evidence in the creation and constraint of theory and also of how theory guides the collection and interpretation of empirical data.  The programme aims to teach students the mastery of a range of research skills and methods, both quantitative and qualitative, for investigating experience and behaviour, culminating in an ability to conduct research independently.  The programme is accredited by the British Psychological Society (BPS) and graduates are eligible for Graduate Membership of the Society.

5.5 The BSc in Communication and Media Studies is unique in offering an interdisciplinary training in the major social scientific theories and methods that are used to analyse communication at every level, from personal interaction to international relations.  The aim of the programme is to help students understand how communication and media work in the modern world, and to provide them with the specialised knowledge and critical and practical skills of the communication and media analyst.  
5.6 The BSc in Criminology and Social Policy is concerned with the ways that social policy touches the lives of all citizens with the aim of improving their welfare and in particular meeting the needs of those who cannot provide for themselves.  Crime is studied as a social problem that affects everyone, directly or indirectly.  Studying criminology and social policy together enables students to make the connections between crime and other social issues to provide a deeper understanding of society.  The programme provides a grounding in a broad range of social science issues and methodology in year one and is structured to allow an increasing degree of specialisation as students progress, culminating in the final year dissertation.  Often students are able to benefit from choosing topics closely related to the fields of research in which staff are currently working. 
5.7 Each programme aims to provide students with the skills that will enable them to seek employment in a broad range of public and private sector occupations.

5.8 The department houses four Research Centres which contribute to the intellectual climate in which the postgraduate programmes have been developed.  These are the Centre for Research in Social Policy, the Midlands Centre for Criminology and Criminal Justice, the Communication Research Centre and the Centre for Child and Family Research.  

5.9 The MA in Media and Cultural Analysis provides students with a comprehensive introduction to current thinking and debate in the key areas of media and cultural analysis.  It aims to develop students’ skills and competencies in the full range of research methods and techniques relevant to the investigation of media and culture.  It provides students the opportunity to specialise in areas and topics that particularly interest them through elective modules and the personal research project undertaken in the final stage of the programme.
5.10 The MSc in Criminology and Criminal Justice programme provides facilities for those who work in or with criminal justice agencies to reflect on their work in the light of an academic discipline.  It also enables those who have recently obtained a first degree to specialise in the study of criminology and criminal justice as a prelude to a career in a criminal justice agency or government department, or in academic research.  The programme serves as a forum for the development of criminological analysis and research both within the UK and internationally, and students benefit from the teaching of external specialists who have built up an excellent working relationship with the department over a number of years.  The programme can be taken on a full-time or part-time basis.
5.11 The Criminal Justice Research programme, now converted into an MRes, equips those seeking a research career with a criminal justice agency (or elsewhere), or will provide research training for existing practitioners.  The degree is also ideal for those aiming at further research in the form of PhD studies.  It is recognised by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC). 
5.12 The underlying rationale of the MRes in Social Science Research is to equip students with a wide range of skills that will prepare them for doctoral research and for careers in social research.  The programme has ESRC recognition for research training.  It maintains a high level of teaching by internationally recognised researchers who have made considerable contributions to the development of research methods in their fields.  The programme can be taken on a full-time or part-time basis.
5.13 The total intake to the four UG programmes reached 198 in the current session, numbers being fairly equally balanced amongst the programmes.  The MSc in Media and Cultural Analysis has the largest intake of the PG programmes: 18 students were admitted in the current session; in 05/06 and 06/07 the intakes were 36 and 41 respectively.  8 students were admitted to the MSc in Criminology and Criminal Justice in 2007/08, whilst only 3 students registered on the MRes in Criminal Justice Research.  The Social Science Research programme attracted 10 new students in the current session.

6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

6.1 The department had taken careful account of the benchmark statements for the relevant disciplines in drawing up the intended learning outcomes (ILOs) for the various programmes, whilst holding them in balance with its interdisciplinary approach.  The BSc in Social Psychology had also been developed against the British Psychological Society’s curriculum requirements for accreditation.  The MRes programmes had been designed to meet the ESRC research training guidelines.  The qualification descriptors for Honours and Masters degrees as set out in the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications were reflected in the ILOs, as incorporated in the individual programme specifications.  The curriculum was continually renewed and invigorated by the introduction of new optional modules reflecting intellectual and disciplinary innovation, new staff appointments and student interests.  

6.2 External examiners had confirmed the relevance of programme content and the high standards being achieved.  An external examiner in Social Psychology, for example, had complimented the department on an ‘innovative and creative’ programme, ‘offering students wider coverage of social psychology than is usual in other undergraduate programmes, with an impressively critical feel to it.’  The external examiner for the BSc in Communication and Media Studies had praised ‘the strengths of Loughborough teaching in its emphasis on social science methods’, and ‘the emphasis given to the dissertation in the teaching process and overall assessment’.  The MRes in Social Science Research ‘reflected the particular strengths [of the department] in research methods.’  
6.3 The panel was informed of important changes to the Social Psychology curriculum that had taken place since 2003, several of which were in response to the demands of the BPS.  Other changes were in response to comments from students about the level of contact hours on programmes, and as a result of increasing attention to key transferable skills.  Contact hours had been increased by 2-3 hours per week in Part A and by a similar amount in Part B.  A greater variety of delivery methods and assessment techniques was now used, and key transferable skills were better integrated in modules.  
6.4 The department had recently instigated a change across the UG programmes making most ‘open’ modules available in both 10 and 20 credit versions.  Open modules were generally lecture courses that could be taken by all students in the department as long as they had the necessary prerequisites.  10-credit versions comprised lectures, module clinics, and examination components, but no coursework.  20-credit versions comprised lectures, tutorials, and module clinics, and both coursework and examination components of assessment.  The 20-credit versions were assigned to a higher credit level (6 rather than 5 and coded as C rather than B), as well as carrying a higher volume of credit.  These changes were also introduced in response to student feedback about the amount of staff/student contact time, which had been increased by the increase in the number of modules that students were required to take and the introduction of regular module clinics.  
6.5 The assessment matrices indicated the assessment methods used across the programmes.  There was a mix of examinations and coursework mainly in the form of essays and reports which the panel adjudged satisfactory in the light of the module and programme structures.  Parts B and C were weighted 40:60 for purposes of degree classification.  There were no examinations in the PG programmes.
6.6 The final year project was an important feature of all the UG programmes.  It accounted for 40 of the 120 credits available from the final year and gave students the opportunity to bring to fruition much of the empirical and theoretical training they had received previously.  

6.7 The department had introduced explicit marking criteria for both UG and PG work of all kinds, which the panel considered commendable.  These avoided the boundaries (no marks at 40, 50, 60 etc) and extended the mark grades up to 95%.  The department felt this increased the likelihood that excellent work would be given due weight in the overall assessment and that students performing at First Class or Distinction level would be appropriately rewarded.  Penalties were applied in the form of grade reductions if work was received late (zero marks if more than 25 hours late).  The panel supported this approach provided it was consistently applied.  
6.8 The panel noted that Part B and Part C students not infrequently took modules together, which appeared to challenge expectations of progression.  The department pointed out that core elements of the programmes were structured to ensure preparation and progression; the spread of achievement within a year cohort could be as extensive as between Part B and Part C students; and the presence of Part B students was not felt to hinder those in Part C.  An analysis carried out by the department had shown that Part C students generally out-performed the Part B students in the module assessments, and it was not therefore considered unfair that for the Part C students the module marks carried a higher weighting for purposes of the degree classification than for students in Part B.  It was noted that students tended to group themselves by year in signing up for the associated tutorial classes.
6.9 The PG programmes provided students with an opportunity to study issues in the social sciences in detail, and acted as mediation between UG work and the capacity to engage effectively and autonomously as social science researchers or practitioners.  
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1 The panel has full confidence in the teaching provided in the department.  The panel found the students lively and enthusiastic, interested in their subject and generally positive about their experience as students at the University.  They appreciated having the chance to be taught by and interact with staff who were research leaders in their fields.  They found staff approachable, ready to see students ‘off-timetable’ and responsive to e-mails.  Students felt their programmes would prepare them well for future employment even if undecided at this stage about the career path they might follow.  
7.2 There were criticisms amongst the UG students, however, of the amount of staff/student contact time that they received.  Many had expected more formal contact time and a more structured engagement with the teaching/learning process.  The department estimated that the average staff/student contact hours per teaching week were:
Year 1

12 
Year 2

7

Year 3

4

These hours comprised lectures, tutorials, practical classes and module clinics, and, in the final year, meetings with the dissertation supervisor.  These hours did not include off-timetable face-to-face contacts arranged by students, nor the significant amount of contacts made by e-mail.  There was some variation by subject group.  Some innovations had been introduced by the department in response to students’ concerns, but it was apparent that there remained a disparity between student perceptions and the views of the staff.  

7.3 The innovations included the restructuring of ‘open’ modules (para. 6.4 above), and the introduction of module clinics for each module which provided students with the opportunity for individual meetings with lecturers on three occasions per semester.  Tutorial classes were now on a ‘sign-up’ basis (for second and third year students) to allow students flexibility in the organisation of their studies.  The panel found that students had mixed views about the effectiveness of the module clinics.  They broadly welcomed the sign-up tutorials and staff found that attendance had increased, but some students found the lack of regularity in the timetable and the lack of continuity in the student group detracted from their value.  The panel concluded that generally students discounted contact that was not weekly or structured when they spoke about the amount of contact time they received.  It was clear that, in spite of the changes that had been introduced and the willingness of staff to provide guidance to students outside lectures and tutorials, the department needed to do more to establish appropriate expectations amongst students about their engagement in the teaching and learning process from the beginning of their programmes.  
7.4
It was the view of the panel that the issue of staff/student contact hours was more fundamental than a matter simply of student perception, however, and the panel would recommend that the department give further consideration to the possibility of introducing more structured contact in the form of additional seminars/tutorials.  
7.5
By comparison with the UGs, the PGT students were reported to have made only positive comments about the number of timetabled contact hours they received.  The panel was able to meet with only one PGT student and was therefore unable to confirm PGT views for itself.  
7.6
It was noted that all students received a departmental handbook and were given a programme handbook on induction day.  Detailed module outlines were given by each module leader at the start of the module.  The Learn server had become established as the main portal for communicating teaching information to students and the panel was told that staff use of Learn was ‘comprehensive, thorough and effective’.  Student comments in this area were generally positive; they were aware of the potential for the availability of lecture notes to affect attendance and commented that giving out notes at the lecture promoted attendance and aided their own note-taking.  The panel commented that for this PPR it would have been helpful to have seen examples of students’ weekly timetables.  It suggested that consideration be given to requesting them in future and that PPR panels should routinely be given sight of programme handbooks.  
7.7
The panel welcomed the fact that the department had introduced feedback forms for providing individual feedback to students on coursework assignments.  These contained the grading scheme, a list of tick-box assessment criteria against which students’ (anonymised) work was marked on a 5-point scale, and a box for written feedback.  Written comments were also provided on the returned work.  Students commented to the panel that work was not always returned on the designated date and that comments were not always legible.  
7.8 Staff also provided generic feedback on the Learn server, on both coursework and examinations (see also 8.12 below).  
7.9 Supervision for the final year UG dissertation was close and individual: the supervisor and student would discuss and mutually agree a workplan with interim targets.  Regular meetings were timetabled, with opportunities for additional meetings if needed.  

7.10 Different styles of teaching and learning were adopted at PG level, appropriate to the ILOs.  For example, on the MRes in Social Science Research, much of the teaching was in small workshop settings.  There was a higher level of student-led peer evaluation, and critical reflection on the work of others.  
7.11 The panel was able to confirm that the department’s personal tutoring system met the University’s requirements.  All UG students were allocated to a personal tutor for their first two years of study, with two formal meetings scheduled in each year, one at the beginning of the year and one at the start of Semester 2.  In the final year the role of personal tutor was taken over by the student’s dissertation supervisor.  Details of the personal tutor scheme were explained at induction day and students met their personal tutor as part of the induction programme.  All first year students were required to complete a 500-word essay in the first few weeks which served to alert their personal tutor to any difficulties in written expression with which they might need help and formed the basis for a wider discussion of the student’s academic strengths and weaknesses.  The essay required students to use a referencing system set out in their programme handbook and therefore flushed out students who had failed to read it.  
7.12 Records of meetings, phone calls and correspondence with tutees were kept in Co-tutor.  Co-tutor could be accessed by all academic staff and the administrative team, and was used to alert personal tutors to issues relating to individual students such as non-attendance, impaired performance claims, leave of absence or disciplinary action.  It was remarked that its usefulness as a recording tool would be further improved if it could store e-mail responses from students.  
7.13 The panel was satisfied that appropriate arrangements were in place for monitoring student attendance and performance and for identifying and contacting any particular students in need of support and advice.  These arrangements involved a sharing of information between personal tutors, Programme Directors and the Departmental Administrator, as well as individual module leaders.  Students themselves felt they knew who to turn to if they needed help.  The department had an active Disabilities Coordinator and had adopted a pro-active approach to SENDA.  The Coordinator ensured that module resources on the Learn server were SENDA compliant, that the learning needs of students with a disability or additional needs were met, and that appropriate assessment arrangements were made.  
7.14 Students were encouraged to talk to their personal tutor about making module choices for the coming year.  Students’ selection of modules for the BSc in Social Psychology was checked by the administrator to ensure that it met BPS accreditation requirements.  Students were also well supported in their choice of dissertation topic for the final year, which was made before the end of Part B.  Students told the panel that they had all been able to pursue a subject which matched their interests.
7.15 The panel was shown examples of ‘welcome’/’welcome back’ letters sent to students at the start of each academic year.  The Programme Directors wrote to first year students in a friendly and encouraging way to reinforce and remind them of key information provided at induction day.  Second and third year students received friendly ‘welcome back’ letters, explaining how the coming year would fit into their overall programme of study, and were met as a cohort by the relevant Programme Director.  The Programme Directors had worked together on drawing up the letters.  The panel found the letters helpful and informative and a feature of good practice.  
7.16 Students were introduced to Personal Development Planning (PDP) through an e-mail from the T&L Coordinator which invited them to develop a PDP portfolio during their studies and to discuss it any time with their personal tutor.  Attention was drawn to the possible use of the RAPID program (Recording Academic Professional and Individual Development) as an aid to developing their portfolio.  The panel noted that the steps being taken by the department were in line with University policy to give all students an opportunity to engage in the PDP process.  
7.17 Reading expectations associated with lectures were high and students reported that reading lists were extensive.  The department asked UG students to keep a reading diary, as a way of encouraging students’ engagement with learning materials and to provide a potential focus for progress discussions between students and their personal tutor.  Reading diaries were not routinely reviewed by staff and students who met with the panel were ambivalent about their usefulness.
7.18 Second-year students on the BSc in Communication and Media Studies had the opportunity to spend a semester at a partner University in Europe offering a comparable or cognate degree programme, through the Socrates/Erasmus exchange programme.  The credit/marks for the work completed abroad contributed to the LU degree classification.  Incoming exchange students added diversity to the student population in the department.  The number of incoming exchange students outnumbered those outgoing, and the department was making efforts to encourage more outgoing students to take part.  The department was entering similar exchange agreements with universities in the USA and Australia from 2008/09; these would be available to non-EU students who were excluded from Socrates/Erasmus arrangements.  A Socrates/Erasmus exchange programme was also being developed for Sociology.  The panel welcomed these initiatives which resonated with the University’s internationalisation strategy.  
7.19 There was a strong presence of international students at PG level.  All 18 students registered in 2007/08 on the MA in Media and Cultural Analysis were from mainland China.  The department endeavoured to integrate international students through social events, and believed the development of dedicated social/study space for PG students would help.  Formal and informal feedback from international students was that staff support was good and valued.  They were somewhat disappointed however to arrive expecting a British experience and find themselves with a group of their own nationality.  Students also had problems in making the transition from a hierarchical educational system to the more informal culture of HE in the UK and needed to build up confidence in their English language skills.  The department had deliberately set high English language requirements for the MCA programme, raising its IELTS requirement to a minimum score of 7.0, in order that international students were not alienated from the teaching and learning process by having to struggle with the language.  Numbers admitted had dropped by over 50% in 2007/08 by comparison with the previous year; the department was aiming for rather higher numbers but for fewer than the peak of 41 admitted to the programme in 2006/07.  The panel was disappointed not to have had the opportunity to meet with any international PGT students during the review.
7.20 The panel remarked on the fact that the department offered no degree programmes with a DIS/DPS option.  It was informed that a few students took leave of absence to engage in placements and work shadowing.  The department might wish to reflect on ways of facilitating opportunities of this kind for students where this would be relevant to their studies. 
7.21 The panel had a number of concerns about the physical resources available to the department.  Some upgrading of facilities was taking place: carpeting and lighting were being replaced, a small UG common room had been created and a common room for PGTs was planned.  However there was very little common space in the department where students (and staff) can meet together, or even where each could meet separately.  The Social Psychology laboratory space and observation suite and equipment were poor and outdated, to the extent that the BPS accreditation team which visited in March 2008 had strongly advised the University to develop the level of resources available and had asked for an action plan that detailed how this would be achieved.  Students who met with panel listed the building and its lack of social space amongst their main ‘dislikes’.  The panel shared the department’s obvious concerns about the negative impact that the unattractive physical context might have on student recruitment, as well as on the future recruitment of staff, and would recommend that the urgent need for investment be drawn to the attention of appropriate bodies within the University.  
7.22 Other issues mentioned by the students were a need for more books to be available on short term loan, the desirability of having a member of staff responsible for mature students, and the lack of a PGT community.  

8.
Management of quality and standards

8.1 The panel noted that the department had made a number of organisational changes since the last PPR to strengthen its management of learning and teaching.  These included the formalisation of the role of the Chair of the Teaching Development Sub-Committee as Teaching and Learning Coordinator, and the revitalisation of the sub-committee with the revised title of Teaching and Learning Committee (TALC).  The committee membership had expanded to include the chair of the Staff/Student Liaison Committee.  The panel remarked on the fact that the latter role was specifically assigned to a member of staff who was neither T&L Coordinator or a Programme Director, which signified that the SSLC was treated seriously.  
8.2 A secretarial post had been converted to a clerical officer position to strengthen the administrative team, which now comprised a Departmental Administrator and two clerical officers.
8.3 The panel explored the extent to which subject groups within the department shared an awareness of common issues and exchanged effective practice.  It was informed that development proposals from the programme teams came forward to TALC and were passed on for final approval by the Departmental Staff Meeting (DSM), before being submitted for University approval as appropriate.  There was good collaboration between the Programme Directors, who met regularly with the T&L Coordinator.  The recent interregnum in the Departmental Administrator post had highlighted the need to share information to ensure that quality and standards issues were effectively addressed, and had cemented this dialogue.  Staff new to the Programme Director role confirmed that they had been helped by experienced Programme Directors.  An intranet version of the departmental Staff Handbook was accessible to all staff, and a formal induction programme had been instituted for all new staff which was intended to outline good practice in relation to the delivery and monitoring of teaching.  
8.4 The UG Staff Student Liaison Committee (SSLC) was a departmental-wide body and issues raised by students in one subject area were therefore made known across the department.  The SSLC was also an effective forum for consulting students on T&L issues.  The Chair of SSLC was able to report to TALC and the DSM, and ‘close the loop’ with the student representatives in due course.  A single PG SSLC had also been organised in the current session, replacing programme specific meetings.
8.5 The panel heard that the Library Liaison staff member regularly attended SSLC meetings, thus ensuring that students could receive informed feedback more quickly, and be given useful information that allowed them to use the library more effectively.  The panel considered this a feature of good practice.

8.6 Student feedback forms were issued at the end of every module and at the end of the programme.  In the case of the MA in Media and Cultural Analysis, programme feedback was collected and responded to part way through the year, which helped to overcome the reticence of some international students to air any problems more informally.  The panel welcomed this approach to a commonly experienced problem.  

8.7 A breakdown of module feedback statistics was given to the HOD and the lecturers concerned, and issues arising were pursued.  The panel noted that a departmental ‘module summary sheet’ was provided with the completed APR forms, indicating that all modules received a score of over 3 (approximately two-thirds, over 4).  However since the score for each module was an average of all the question scores, the panel felt the summary had the potential to disguise specific points (strengths as well as weaknesses) within the overall picture.  The department may wish to reflect on the limitations of the summary feedback information.
8.8 The panel felt that many of the APR forms for 2008 (relating to 2006/07) were rather bland and lacking in detail by comparison with previous years, particularly those relating to the PG programmes.  The panel would encourage the department to continue to ensure that sufficient detail was provided for the APR meeting with the AD(T) to highlight any issues as well as good practice at programme level.
8.9 The department had taken note of the results of the National Student Survey which were broadly in line with those for the University as a whole (87% of its students were satisfied with the quality of their course) and was working to effect improvement in three particular areas, namely provision of feedback to students, help with study choices, and personal development in relation to confidence about communication and tackling unfamiliar problems.  
8.10 The panel was able to confirm from the data provided that the department recruited students with very good entry qualifications – it had been able to raise its points requirements - and progression and attainment data and employment data were very good.  External examiners had confirmed that high standards were being set and achieved.   

8.11 The panel noted that the department had adopted anonymous marking in relation to coursework as well as examinations (except in the case of the dissertation which was blind double-marked).  The panel considered this a feature of good practice.  
8.12 The department was providing generic feedback to students on their examination performance, which was a requirement the University had recently introduced.  This was done via the Learn server and by e-mail to the class.  The feedback covered the class performance and advised how individual questions had been tackled and with what overall success.  Copies of the generic feedback were sent to the external examiners.  Students appreciated this feedback but sometimes found it difficult to apply it to their own performance.  
8.13 The panel was informed that postgraduate research students were rarely asked to undertake teaching duties.  Those who did so were usually at the writing-up stage and were required to undertake appropriate training provided by Professional Development.  The panel nevertheless received a report in its meeting with the students of one poor experience which suggested that the PGR concerned was inadequately prepared for the task.
8.14 The panel was able to confirm that the department had responded appropriately to external examiners’ reports.  Individual external examiners had themselves commended the department and the University for the way in which they received a detailed written response each year to their reports.  There was an ongoing dialogue on certain issues, such as the relative weighting of examinations and coursework.  
8.15 The department had devised its own internal procedures for dealing with impaired performance claims.  Within the last 18 months, it had systematised its procedures for dealing with cases of suspected plagiarism.
8.16 Generally, the panel was assured through the documentation and its discussions that the department had appropriate procedures in place for the management of quality and standards, in line with University requirements and expectations.

9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

9.1 The panel deemed the following to be features of good practice worthy of wider dissemination in the University:

(a)
The introduction of explicit marking criteria avoiding boundaries and extending the mark grades, and penalising late coursework by grade reductions if still within 25 hours of the deadline for handing in - 6.7

(b)
The introduction of standardised feedback forms for returning coursework assignments - 7.7

(c)
Systematic use of Co-tutor - 7.12

(d)
The ‘welcome’/’welcome back’ letters sent to students at the start of each academic year - 7.15

(e)
The effectiveness of the SSLC with a designated chair and a member of Library liaison staff in attendance - 8.4, 8.5

(f)
The introduction of anonymous marking of coursework (as well as examinations) - 8.11

(g)
The provision of generic feedback on examinations - 8.12

9.2 The panel noted the following innovations introduced by the department, but is of the view that these need further evaluation by the QE Officers/Teaching Centre before they can be more widely disseminated: 

(a) Module clinics – 7.3

(b) Sign-up tutorials – 7.3

(c) The 500-word diagnostic essay for first year students – 7.11
(d) Reading diaries – 7.17 
10.
The department’s future plans

10.1 The department had grown by over 20% in the last five years, in terms of both staff and student numbers, and was beginning to think more like a large department.  It placed a strong emphasis on staff being good and effective teachers and was aware of the need for more transparency and systematization in order to maintain and enhance quality and standards.
10.2 The department was planning carefully targeted expansion of its PGT programmes, and exploring possibilities in relation to promotion and marketing.  The home student market for PGT programmes was difficult because of the lack of student funding and the returns on the staff effort involved in developing it were uncertain.  The numbers progressing from UG to PG programmes were very small.  The department proposed to develop a new Masters in the area of Cultural Sociology, and possible new streams within the existing criminology and media Masters degrees.  The panel felt the department might consider capitalising on the expertise and reputation of its staff in Social Psychology/Discourse Analysis, to offer a PGT programme in this area.  It was also suggested that the department consider opportunities for joint offerings with other departments at the PG level.
10.3 One third of the academic staff of the department would be 60 or over by the end of 2008.  It was proposed to recruit a proportion of replacements at a more junior level, lowering the age profile.  Internal promotions would be supported as appropriate and strategic senior appointments would be sought.  It was anticipated that the ‘new blood’ would further invigorate the department and quicken the pace of change.  This would bring great opportunities for refreshing programme content and teaching and learning practice.  The panel would encourage the department to consider strategically what new subject areas might be developed through the staff changes in prospect. 
10.4 The department was still contributing to the joint honours programme in Sports Science and Social Science.  The programme was being phased out, however, as part of the School of Sport and Exercise Science’s programme of rationalisation.  Admission had been closed after the 2006 entry.  The final graduates would complete in 2009.  

11.
Conclusions and recommendations

11.1
In the course of the review, as reported above, the panel identified the following features that it would wish to commend:
(a)
The department’s success in securing BPS accreditation for the BSc in Social Psychology and ESRC recognition for its MRes programmes – 5.4, 5.11, 5.12
(b)
The way in which the department had responded to student feedback in restructuring its UG programmes and supporting student learning - 6.3, 6.4, 7.3
(c) 
The introduction of explicit marking criteria avoiding boundaries and extending the mark grades, and penalising late coursework by grade reductions if still within 25 hours of the deadline for handing in - 6.7
(d)
Comprehensive, thorough and effective use of Learn - 7.6

(e)
The introduction of standardised feedback forms for returning coursework assignments - 7.7

(f)
Systematic use of Co-tutor - 7.12
(g)
The department’s proactive approach to students with a disability or additional needs - 7.13

(h)
The ‘welcome’/’welcome back’ letters sent to students at the start of each academic year - 7.15

(i)
The encouragement given to students to engage in PDP - 7.16

(j)
The opportunities for students to participate in Socrates/Erasmus and other exchange agreements - 7.18
(k)
The department’s efforts to support and integrate international students - 7.19, 8.6

(l)
Measures taken by the department to strengthen its management of teaching and learning, encourage communication between programme teams/subject groups, and induct new staff - 8.1, 8.3

(m)
The effectiveness of the SSLC with a designated chair and a member of Library liaison staff in attendance - 8.4, 8.5

(n)
Work being undertaken to effect enhancements in response to NSS results - 8.9

(o)
The introduction of anonymous marking of coursework (as well as examinations) - 8.11

(p)
The provision of generic feedback on examinations - 8.12

(q)
The thoroughness of responses to external examiners - 8.14

11.2
The panel has also identified a number of issues for the department’s further consideration.

(a)
The department is advised:
(i)
To give further consideration to the possibility of introducing more structured staff/student contact time in the form of additional seminars/tutorials – 7.4 
(ii)
To do more to establish appropriate expectations amongst students about their engagement in the teaching and learning process from the beginning of their programmes - 7.3
(iii)
To fine tune its assessment procedures to ensure that student work is returned by the designated date and that the written comments of staff are legible - 7.7

(iv)
To continue to ensure that sufficient detail is provided for the APR meeting with the AD(T) to highlight any issues as well as good practice at programme level - 8.8

(v)
To consider strategically what new subject areas might be developed through the staff changes in prospect – 10.3

(b) The panel is of the view it would also be desirable for the department:

(i) To reflect on ways of facilitating opportunities such as placements and work shadowing for students where this would be relevant to their studies– 7.20

(ii) To give further consideration to other issues raised by the students - 7.22

(iii) To reflect on the limitations of summary module feedback data - 8.7

(iv) To consider capitalising on the expertise and reputation of its staff in Social Psychology/Discourse Analysis, to offer a PGT programme in this area; and to consider opportunities for joint offerings with other departments at the PG level – 10.2

11.3
The panel also makes the following recommendations to other bodies:
(a)
To be directed through the Dean to the PVC(T) and Operations Committee
That the attention of appropriate bodies be drawn to the urgent need for investment to develop the physical resources available to the department, to allow it to respond to the requirements of the BPS accreditation panel, and address the potential of negative impact on student and staff recruitment - 7.21

(b)
To be directed to the Programme Quality Team

That in future PPR panels should routinely be given sight of programme handbooks, and consideration be given to providing panels with examples of students’ weekly timetables and reading lists - 7.6, 7.17
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Response of Department of Social Sciences to Panel Report on Periodic Programme Review, 21st May 2008

1. Preliminary Comments

1.1 The Department would like to thank the Periodic Programme Review Panel for its positive and constructive report on the work of this Department. We were pleased to note that the panel has full confidence in the teaching provided in the Department, and that it recognised that our communication with students is friendly and encouraging, that our expectations of students, especially in terms of reading, are high, and that students find staff approachable, responsive and ready to see them ‘off-timetable’ (7.1, 7.15, 7.17). 

1.2 It was also encouraging to have the panel’s approval for recent developments with respect to our marking criteria (6.7), treatment of late coursework (6.7), use of anonymous marking in both coursework and examinations (8.11), introduction of standardised feedback forms for returning coursework (7.7), provision of generic feedback on examinations (8.12) systematic use of Co-Tutor (7.12), and our effectiveness in running the Staff Student Liaison Committee, including having the Library liaison staff member in regular attendance(8.4, 8.5). 

1.3 We were pleased to be commended for our success in securing renewed BPS accreditation for the BSc in Social Psychology and ESRC recognition for our MRes programmes (4.4, 5.11, 5.12), for the way we have supported student learning and responded to student feedback in restructuring our undergraduate programmes (6.3, 6.4, 7.3), our effective use of Learn (7.6), our proactive approach to students with a disability or additional needs (7.13), our promotion to students of PDP (7.16), our participation in Socrates/Erasmus and other exchange agreements (7.18), our efforts to support and integrate international students (7.19, 8.6) and induct new staff (8.3),  the thoroughness of our responses to external examiners (8.14), the measures we have taken to strengthen our management of teaching and learning, including the encouragement of communication between programme teams and subject groups (8.1, 8.3) and the work being undertaken to effect enhancements in response to NSS results (8.9).

1.4 With respect to the National Student Survey, additional evidence has appeared since the PPR about the results of our enhancement efforts. We are gratified to see that the most recent NSS results published in September 2008 show that the Department’s score for student satisfaction with teaching (92%) is higher than the university average (90%) with only four other Departments receiving higher individual scores (in 2007 seven Departments had higher percentage scores). 

1.5 More generally, we have made improvements during the past two years that are significantly above the university’s average rate of improvement over the same period in six of the seven areas measured. This is shown in Table 1 (on page 2).

1.6 In respect of ‘assessment and feedback’ we are now scoring better than the university average. The same is the case with regard to ‘academic support,’ and ‘organisation and management.’ We have made significant progress during the past year in respect of ‘personal development.’ We expect student perceptions of ‘learning resources’ to improve still further as new teaching facilities backed up with wireless network and audio-visual equipment become available, as intended, during the 2009-10 academic session. This facility will be primarily for the Social Psychology undergraduate degree but we hope further upgrading elsewhere in the Department’s premises will soon follow.
Table 1: NSS results 2006-08
	
	NSS

2006
	NSS 2007
	NSS 

2008
	2006-08

	1 Assessment and Feedback: 
	
	
	
	

	1a University average
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8
	+ 0.1

	1b Social Sciences
	3.6
	3.7
	4.0 
	+ 0.4

	2 Academic Support: 
	
	
	
	

	2a University average
	4.1
	4.2
	4.2 
	+ 0.1

	2b Social Sciences
	3.9
	4.0
	4.3 
	+ 0.4

	3. Satisfaction with Teaching:
	
	
	
	

	3a University average
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3 
	+ 0.2

	3b Social Sciences
	3.9
	4.2
	4.3 
	+ 0.4

	4. Organisation and Management:
	
	
	
	

	4a University average
	4.2
	4.3
	4.3 
	+ 0.1

	4b Social Sciences
	4.2
	4.2
	4.4 
	+ 0.2

	5. Learning Resources:
	
	
	
	

	5a University average
	4.3
	4.4
	4.4 
	+ 0.1

	5b Social Sciences
	4.3
	4.1
	4.4 
	+ 0.1

	6. Personal Development:
	
	
	
	

	6a University average
	4.1
	4.2
	4.2 
	+ 0.1

	6b Social Sciences
	3.9
	3.9
	4.1 
	+ 0.2

	7. Overall Satisfaction: 
	
	
	
	

	7a University average
	4.1
	4.3
	4.4 
	+ 0.3

	7b Social Sciences
	3.9
	4.1
	4.4 
	+ 0.5


1.7 As you know, despite recent improvements in lighting and carpeting, and upgrading the student common room, all of which have made an impact on perceptions, our facilities remain cramped and visually uninspiring. Recruiting high-level students and engaging them in an effective teaching/learning process is a demanding challenge when carried out in the discouraging physical conditions confronting the staff, our students and visiting parents in these buildings. We are grateful to the panel for mentioning this issue in the panel report (7.21, 11.3).

2. Issues recommended for further consideration by PRP panel: contact time and expectations

2.1 (a) (i) We are advised to give further consideration to the possibility of introducing more structured staff/student contact time in the form of additional seminars/tutorials, and (a) (ii) to do more to establish appropriate expectations amongst students about their engagement in the teaching and learning process from the beginning of their programmes (7.3,7.4).

2.2 We intend to take positive action on both these points. The two items - (a) (i) and (a) (ii) – are very closely related. The Department has a strong tradition of treating students as apprentice researchers who need to develop the practice of using the guiding frameworks provided by their lecturers to seek out sources for themselves and work on them, with appropriate feedback and support, to produce essays, presentations and, eventually, a final-year dissertation. 

2.3 A basic message that needs to be delivered with increased explicitness to each succeeding cohort of students is that they must aspire to producing coursework and examination answers that are much more than mere rehearsals of lectures or specific chapters in core textbooks (bearing in mind that many modules do not use a core textbook but expect students to be highly proactive in the use of the library). The most important lesson we try to convey from the very beginning is that producing an essay is an act of scholarly research, that the essay should have some element of originality in thought and expression, and that it should be presented in a thoroughly professional manner.

2.4 Our practice has been to tell undergraduates 

· that 100 hours of effort are required for each 10 credit module, 

· that the timetabled hours of formal contact with the teacher in the classroom are an important part of 100 hours during which the teacher’s function is to inform, guide, advise and give feedback, 

· that this formal staff-student contact has to be complemented by many hours of contact between the student and the required reading material, and 

· that timetabled contact can be supplemented by as much informal (and non-timetabled) one-to-one contact with staff as is needed in any particular case. 

In practice, current statements of timetabled contact hours significantly understate the amount of staff-student contact that occurs in the teaching/learning process within the Department.

2.5 We recognise that we need to do more to induct students into the attitudes and practices necessary to be effective undergraduate researchers. For example, we need to explore ways in which existing initiatives such as the initial 500-word essay and reading diary may be supplemented by complementary initiatives such as workshops on the formulation, critique and presentation of arguments in student essays. This needs to be related closely to the particular contents taught by the different subject groups. The skills may be generic and transferable but they are best taught in an immediately meaningful context within subject groups. More generally, the question of helping students to ‘learn how to learn’ by these and other methods is being put on our Departmental agenda. This issue will be taken up within subjects groups and in the Department’s Teaching and Learning Committee (TALC). We would expect innovations here to pay dividends in terms of, for example, better class attendance and more original essays written to a higher standard. The proposals just discussed would inevitably require more timetabled staff-student contact. Personal tutors, along with Programme Directors, will continue to play a key role in establishing appropriate expectations.

2.6 We are responding positively to the call for increased contact hours but not in the wrong way or for the wrong reasons. We will do it in a way that improves our capacity to enrich the narrow expectations and raise the low level of commitment of that proportion of our students who, initially at least (and some throughout their degree) see their central activity as attending lectures rather than visiting the library. They cling to a ‘passive learner’ model that is unsympathetic to the apprentice researcher model implemented within the Department.  According to the ‘passive learner’ model (i) education takes place solely in the direct teacher-student interface, ie it consists wholly of teaching students as relatively passive learners; and (ii) students are then expected to demonstrate the effectiveness of this teaching process by reproducing its content in various exercises, including coursework and examinations. 

2.7 We constantly emphasise the importance of the complementary input made by students outside the lecture room and classroom. Lectures, seminars and tutorials are organised so that they lead students towards that non-timetabled effort. We provide structured contexts for staff to engage productively with students on a regular basis as they carry out the research for their essays and presentations, submit them for assessment, learn from the feedback, and move on to the next challenge. 

2.8 Our primary goal is to ensure that our students are given appropriate learning challenges in a way that ensures they remain fully engaged. We accept that it will be helpful to return to the question of how this can be done in the most effective manner. As teachers we need to improve our students’ understanding of, and commitment to, the programme we are offering them. This means clarifying still further the specific expectations that must continue to be met by students and teachers respectively, and the rationale that lies behind them. It also means enabling students to identify more fully and closely with the social sciences and their teachers, partly by increasing the amount of time they spend in lectures and tutorials/seminars. However, our response to the advice to consider introducing more structured staff/student contact time will not be movement towards the ‘passive learner’ model described in 2.6. Far better in our view is a careful rebalancing of the mix between timetabled contact hours, private study by the student (reading, researching and writing), and un-timetabled staff-student contact including email consultation and office visits. The object is to rework our existing approach so it meets our existing pedagogical goals even more effectively. 

2.9 This must be done in a way that takes into account the fact that resource constraints are likely to continue and may intensify, that incoming students are less well-prepared for the ‘research mode’ than in the past, and, not least, that the Department has grown considerably in the last few years, requiring more formality and transparency of expectations than before. One very positive factor is that the recent influx of younger academic staff into the Department has brought additional creativity into the system.

2.10 The fact that only three departments in the University have a higher NSS rating (2008) than this Department for overall satisfaction with teaching persuades us that we are justified in our continued commitment to the ‘apprentice researcher’ model of the social-science student. In this context we have three practical objectives that are closely related to each other: 

(a) to increase our students’ familiarity and engagement with the range of knowledge encompassed by social science by increasing the total amount of time they spend in lectures where they can both learn from and be motivated by academic practitioners of social science; 

(b) to improve the students’ capacity to engage in study as apprentice researchers within the social sciences, and

(c) to provide a learning environment which is structured to provide more regular ‘report-back’ points, for example in the form of a two-weekly schedule of classes/seminars related to modules.

All three objectives are being discussed in subject groups and TALC. 

2.11 Regarding 2.10 (a), 

(i) the Communication and Media Studies (CMS) team is discussing ways to enhance preparation for the final-year dissertation in the second-year programme. Its members are considering adding additional lecture/seminar sessions to the second-year module Researching Communications, an innovation that would strengthen the element of progression. 

(ii) The Social Psychology group is developing plans that would enable them it to make one of the following changes in their final-year programme: either to add an Advanced Social Psychology module to the final year (in association with the dissertation), or to add a module entitled Current Issues in Social Psychology. Consideration is also being given to running compulsory modules on the basis of two-hour rather than one-hour slots. 

(iii) The Sociology group is exploring ways to expand existing compulsory modules in the second year and develop a new compulsory module in the final year. 

(iv) The Criminology and Social Policy group has proposed making a wider range of lectures available to undergraduates across all the Department’s programmes.

All four groups will bring their proposals to TALC for further discussion with a view to sharing ‘good practice.’

2.12 Regarding 2.10 (b), the discussion signalled in paragraphs 2.5 has to be carried forward in TALC and by subject groups. It will lead to more timetabled contact with students.

2.13 Regarding 2.10 (c), consideration has to be given to increasing the number of classes/seminars/tutorials associated with modules that students are expected to attend, possibly scheduling them in a repeating two-weekly cycle. The simplest way to do this without adding undue complexity to the timetable is to increase the size of existing classes and adapt the tutorial programme to ensure a strong element of continuity/progression across the semester. There are obvious resource implications in terms of the provision of adequate space for larger classes. Also, larger classes may require different teaching techniques from smaller classes, although strategies such as breaking the class up into smaller groups for specific tasks for part of the time may be used. 

2.14 The effect of (a) to (c) will be to rebalance the mix between timetabled contact, private study and informal off-timetable contact. Staff-student contact hours will increase (although no figure can be given as to the extent of this at present). This increase in contact hours must not be at the expense of the amount of time students spend working on their own (on the contrary, we will be looking for creative ways to increase compliance with this expectation). However, it may be necessary to impose a more formal regime than in the past with respect to the times when academic staff are available to their students on an ‘ad hoc’ basis. There is extensive off-timetable contact at present, much of it through email. To the extent that the regime described in 2.10-2.13 is introduced, staff may find that in order to protect their research time they need to announce ‘office hours’ with respect to email contacts with students. More generally, they may become a little less available ‘off-timetable.’ 

3. Other issues recommended for further consideration by PRP panel: assessment procedures, APR, new subject areas
3.1 The Department is advised to ‘fine tune its assessment procedures to ensure that student work is returned by the designated date and that the written comments of staff are legible’ (7.7). We will do this. In fact, the current system normally works very effectively and we are sorry when individual failures happen, as they sometimes do. Specific cases of lateness in returning coursework (normally by arrangement and with warning) occasionally occur. Instances of complaints about illegibility are also rare, though obviously regrettable. When this cannot be dealt with by direct communication between the individuals concerned, the relevant Programme Director would normally sort it out. The Staff Student Liaison Committee is another body where such matters can be raised.

3.2 We are advised to ‘continue to ensure that sufficient detail is provided for the APR meeting with the AD(T) to highlight any issues as well as good practice at programme level’ (8.8).  We will continue to ensure this. In addition to the formal reports that we make to the AD (T), the Department has good informal communication with him, at the level of both Departmental Head and Teaching and Learning Coordinator. This continues to be very helpful.

3.3 We are advised ‘to consider strategically what new subject areas might be developed through the staff changes in prospect’ (10.3).  This matter is always kept under review but the Departmental context should be borne in mind. Our undergraduate degrees all attract a very healthy level of applications and we are able to demand high entry qualifications in terms of A level results or the equivalent. Staff changes sometimes provide the opportunity for new undergraduate option modules to be developed, or existing one strengthened, within these existing undergraduate programmes.  Teaching these degrees keeps our existing resources fully stretched and pressure on resources is likely to increase still further as we fine-tune our pedagogical strategy (see 2.10-2.14). At the postgraduate level, new masters degree in Cultural Sociology and Cultural Analysis are being developed. This new degree, and the masters degrees both in Cultural and Media Studies, and in Criminal Justice Research all reflect the Department’s strategic decision to focus any plans for expansion in programmes at the masters level. 

4 Other issues on which further reflection is considered desirable by the Department

4.1 We are asked to ‘reflect on ways of facilitating opportunities such as placements and work shadowing for students where this would be relevant to their studies’ (7.20). In the past, when individual students have decided to take a year out of their studies to get work experience in a placement that they have organised themselves, the Department has generally been able to accommodate this. Such individual arrangements do not place any additional burden on staff members since no supervision of the work experience is required. In practice, students often relate their work experience to the final year dissertation that they carry out on their return to the university. We are happy to see this continue but have no plans to introduce it systematically across the Department. In the case of Social Psychology, there is no room for such options in our BPS-accredited degree. Furthermore, it is likely that any such opportunities would have to be approved by the BPS and would he a heavy burden administratively. Both the Communications and Media Studies group and the Criminology and Social Policy group are currently assessing both the possibilities and limitations of potential arrangements in this area. 

4.2 The possibility of capitalising on the expertise and reputation of its staff in Social Psychology/Discourse Analysis in a new PGT programme was raised (10.2). One relevant factor is that any masters in psychology would have to provide a route to Chartered Psychology status through accreditation by the BPS, or it would not attract recruits. Masters courses in psychology in the UK are regulated by the BPS and need to be taught by chartered psychologists with qualifications in the forensic, health, clinical or other relevant areas of psychology. With one exception, we do not have any staff members who are qualified to teach such a course. Members of the Social Psychology group make a large contribution to staffing the MRes degree and it is difficult to see how a new PGT offering in discourse analysis could be developed without pulling these resources off the MRes, leading to staffing bottlenecks elsewhere. PGT issues, including those raised in 4.2, will be discussed in the Teaching and Learning Committee. We need to ensure that our masters’ programmes continue to be developed in a coherent and effective way.

4.3 We accept the point made about the summary module feedback data (8.7) and agree that it would be more informative to provide more detail within the overall picture.

4.4 With respect to other issues raised by the students (7.22), 

(a) ‘the need for more books to be available on short term loan’: we are in close touch with the Library liaison officer, who also attends SSLC, and, in the light of her advice, support all measures that optimise student access to books, including through short term loan; 

(b) ‘the desirability of having a member of staff responsible for mature students’: we will keep this under review, bearing mind that it may be more sensible to organise this at Faculty level in view of the small number of mature students in any one department; and 

(c) ‘the lack of a PGT community’: we organise welcoming meetings for our PGTs at the beginning of the year and as part of that meeting’s business we provide PGTs with information about the shared social space that is available to them (especially in the Stuart Mason Building).

5    Conclusion

Finally, we would like to reiterate our thanks to the Periodic Programme Review panel. Their pertinent and constructive comments are helping us to confront the ever-present challenge of continual enhancement of our teaching programme. 

16th October 2008
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