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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 13 May 2009.

2.2
The panel comprised the following:

Professor Chris Linton, Head of the School of Mathematics (Chair)

Dr Charles Crook, Reader in ICT and Education, University of Nottingham

Dr Martin Harrison, Associate Dean (Teaching) Science Faculty

Professor Ray Dawson, Department of Computer Science

Dr Anne Goulding, Department of Information Science

Danny McNeice, Vice-President (Education), Loughborough Students’ Union

Caroline Smith, QE Officer, Science Faculty 

Robert Bowyer, Programme Quality Team Manager (Secretary)
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 Learning and Teaching 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 some of the departmental facilities.  One member of the panel was given a virtual tour of the department’s web pages and protected pages on Learn.
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.  It included

· An overview of the main characteristics of the programmes

· A self critical and analytical commentary

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

· An outline of the department’s future plans 

· Staff/Student Liaison Committee Minutes 2005/06 to date

For all the programmes:

· Programme regulations

· A programme specification

· An ‘assessment matrix’ showing the modes of assessment for all modules on a programme by programme basis

· A ‘curriculum map’ listing compulsory modules against programme intended learning outcomes

· Annual programme review forms relating to sessions 2005/06 to 2007/08* (including data on recruitment, progression, degree results, and first destinations; a summary of actions taken in response to feedback, including National Student Survey results; a commentary on the department’s approaches to feedback to students and personal tutoring; and issues raised by teaching staff) and a summary of actions taken in response to the APR 2006/07
· External examiners’ reports and departmental responses, 2005/06 – 2007/08
Plus, for undergraduate programmes:

· Population monitoring statistics

* or from the first year of operation in the case of programmes launched during the review period

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 Dr Charles Crook, Reader in ICT and Education, University of Nottingham.  He reviewed the documentation provided, took a leading part in discussions between the review panel and the department, bringing subject expertise in Psychology in particular, and contributed to the report.

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

The following overview was provided by the department.
5.1
The Department of Human Sciences' mission is to "advance understanding of Human Sciences of Human Biology, Psychology and Ergonomics through research, learning and teaching of the highest quality".

Undergraduate Programmes (BSc and BSc with DPS (Diploma in Professional Studies)) 

5.2
The department offers three single honours undergraduate degrees:

Ergonomics, Human Biology, Psychology and a joint honours degree:
Psychology with Ergonomics.  The first year of all the programmes provides students with a sound basis of knowledge in the core areas of ergonomics, human biology or psychology.  In subsequent years students develop particular aspects of their specialist degrees by studying core and optional modules.  Final year students can choose from a range of core and optional modules to construct a programme that reflects their particular interests, abilities and career aspirations.  All final year students are required to complete an independent undergraduate research project.

5.3
A long standing feature of all undergraduate programmes is the option to undertake a year of supervised placement, leading to the additional award of a DPS.  It is also possible for Psychology and Human Biology students to undertake a period of study in Maastricht under the Erasmus Exchange Programme.

5.4
The honours programmes meet the Benchmark Statements for Psychology, Biosciences and Anthropology.  Human Biology graduates are eligible for graduate membership of the Institute of Biology and Society for study of Human Biology. Psychology (and Psychology with Ergonomics) and Ergonomics graduates are eligible for membership of the British Psychological Society and the Ergonomics Society respectively.

Postgraduate Taught Programmes (MSc/MRes) 

5.5
The department offers a range of taught PG programmes aimed at a wide range of candidates who would like to extend their knowledge and develop their professional skills in ergonomics, occupational health, psychology and human biology.  The Ergonomics MSc is a long-running and world-leading programme.  Four MSc programmes in Ergonomics are offered: Ergonomics (Human Factors), Ergonomics for Health Professionals, Human Factors in Transport and Human Factors for Inclusive Design.  Each stream follows a similar core content but with a different specialism.

5.6
The department is at the forefront of research on protecting and promoting the safety, health and well-being of workers.  The department leads the way in the research and practice of preventing occupational risk factors and reducing illness and injury at work.  Recently, the department started a set of MSc/PGDip programmes in the occupational health area (Psychology, Work and Health, Occupational Health for Safety Professionals, Workplace Health) which are gaining popularity among graduates from Loughborough, other UK graduates and international students.

5.7
The introduction of the Master of Research (MRes) programmes is also a recent development.  These programmes, in Human Biology, Psychology and Ergonomics, are designed to equip students with the research skills necessary to go on to complete a PhD or to work as a researcher in commerce, industry or the health sector.

5.8
The full time PG programmes are studied over a calendar year and are based on 180 credits.  Two thirds of the MSc/MRes content is taught with students learning through lectures, laboratory sessions and practical work. The final third is a research project in the summer.  It is also possible to study for a Postgraduate Diploma (120 credits) or, in the case of the MSc routes, a Postgraduate Certificate (60 credits).

6. Imminent structural changes 
Future plans for the department were described to the panel at an early stage in the review and where relevant informed discussion of existing provision.  Psychology and human biology teaching and research activities would join the newly created School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences (SSEHS) from 1 August 2009 (involving some 25 members of academic staff from Human Sciences).  The creation of the School of Design (title to be confirmed) from 1 August 2010 would bring the ergonomics, human factors, and psychology with ergonomics teaching and research from Human Sciences together with the work of the Department of Design and Technology and the Ergonomics and Safety Research Institute (ESRI).  During 2009/10 ergonomics teaching would be carried out by a smaller Department of Ergonomics (Human Sciences) (some 8 academic staff).  The existing programmes would continue, with the same titles, the same modules and teaching staff as at present, and it was not anticipated that current or prospective students would experience any disruption.  It was proposed however to discontinue the BSc programme in Psychology with Ergonomics after the 2009 intake.  In the future, the formation of the two new Schools would bring exciting new opportunities for programme development and enhanced learning opportunities for students.  
7.
Aims and intended learning outcomes of the programmes, curricula and assessment
7.1 The panel found the content and structure of all the programmes to be sound and considered that standards were being set at an appropriate level in relation to external criteria, including those set by the relevant accrediting bodies.  
7.2 The panel would nevertheless suggest that there should be more practical work for undergraduates in Psychology.  This appeared to be a resource issue and one recognised by the department.  
7.3 The UG programme in Ergonomics was believed to be the only one of its kind. The department had to work hard in the recruitment process to draw the programme to the attention of potential applicants and turn its unique position to advantage.  
7.4 At PG level, the suite of Ergonomics Master’s titles had also been introduced to improve the marketing of the provision offered in this field.  All streams were accredited.  There was increasing competition from other HEIs offering Master’s programmes in this field, but recruitment for 2009 looked more promising.  The MRes included a large amount of generic material, with taught modules focussing on preparing students for research.  Projects could be based in a specific area or be multidisciplinary.  The panel was informed that the amalgam of disciplines led to a lot of intelligent and stimulating discussions from different viewpoints.  The timetable for the Masters programmes was designed to be helpful to part-time students.
7.5 The panel found the ILOs as set out in the programme specifications very much curriculum-based, with heavy emphasis on what was studied, rather than outcomes.  There was considered to be insufficient differentiation between the Bachelor’s and Master’s level ILOs in Ergonomics, particularly under the skills sections, although the department pointed out that Master’s students were expected to demonstrate higher level skills, especially in the project module.  

7.6 The panel would advise the department to make use of the qualification descriptors in the FHEQ as a point of reference and to include the FHEQ in the list of reference points in section 2 of programme specifications.

7.7 The panel felt the curriculum maps could be improved: some curriculum areas seemed to be missing.  It was understood that the department had found them difficult to complete.  

7.8 The panel considered the current assessment strategy satisfactory, but felt it could be more imaginative especially in the assessment of practical and key transferable skills, in order especially to encourage students to engage in discourse about their subject.  There also appeared to be a lack of consistency in the assessment burden across modules on the UG programmes.  

7.9 Overall progression rates were very good on all UG and PG programmes, although the number of first attempt failures on the BSc in Ergonomics was relatively high in both Part A and Part B, and the total Part B pass rate (summer plus SAP) was lower than in Human Biology and Psychology.  There had been a problem with one particular module in 2007/08 and this had been looked at very carefully with the external examiner.  

7.10 UG recruitment was steady but there was an unevenness of attraction in the four programmes.  The Psychology programme was heavily oversubscribed, whilst applications for Ergonomics were low.  A-level points scores for the single honours programmes had increased for the last 3 years.  The average points score in Ergonomics was lower than in Human Biology and Psychology.  There was only a very small proportion of international students at UG level, but a larger proportion amongst PGs.

7.11 A high proportion of 2.1 degrees were awarded (60% in Human Biology, 66% in Psychology).  This was considered to be not untypical of similar programmes elsewhere in the sector.

8.
Quality of learning opportunities
8.1
Teaching was informed and invigorated by research.  This was remarked upon by External Examiners.  Options and projects in particular related to staff research interests.  Human Biology undergraduates carried out analyses using techniques that would be used by researchers.  

8.2
Consultants and clinical practitioners contributed to the undergraduate programmes.  Industrial visitors contributed to the Master’s programmes in Ergonomics.  Altogether, some £18.5k per annum was spent on bought-in teachers from industry and the public sector, and their inputs were clearly valued by students.  

8.3
The panel commended the fact that undergraduates were being given good access to the human biology and ergonomics research labs and use of relevant equipment.  The department drew attention however to the fact that due to increased student numbers, practical teaching facilities were fully extended and technical support staff were working at full stretch in maintaining equipment and setting up lab classes.

8.4
It was noted that quantitative methods and use of statistics was an important element of the department’s work at both UG and PG levels.  It was suggested that students in the department might make more use of the Statistics Advisory Service provided by the sigma CETL/Mathematics Education Centre, and that the department should explore possibilities with the Centre.  

8.5
Students and staff found ‘Learn 2’ an improvement on the earlier version of Learn, and staff appreciated the technical support available to them through the e-learning team for working with the new system.  The department expected staff to put up lecture and assessment schedules on Learn for all modules, and also lecture notes, either before or after the lecture according to individual preference.  

8.6
The personal tutoring system in the department appeared to be working well, at both UG and PG levels.  UG students in Semester 1 of the first year met regularly with their personal tutor for the module ‘Studying Human Sciences’.  Attendance was expected and staff meeting with the panel suggested that in practice it was 90%+.  In Semester 2, students would be invited to discuss S.1 assessment results with their personal tutor (take-up said to be c.80%).  Beyond the first year, students were offered meetings once a semester, normally by email from the tutor:  Students were made aware that they could request a meeting at other times if they had specific issues.  It was claimed that tutors kept log books to record meetings of their students.  The possibility of using Co-Tutor had been explored but rejected.  The panel felt that the department should re-consider the advantages of an electronic system.  The panel welcomed the fact that students were introduced to their personal tutor on induction day and introduced during their first year to RAPID Express for PDP.  The relevant Programme Director acted as personal tutor for all students on the Master’s programmes, though a shadow tutor was available if required for pastoral advice and guidance.  

8.7
Human Sciences, like many other departments, was finding student attendance at lectures a difficult issue.  It was trying to counter student perceptions that they needed only what was presented on the lecture slides, rather than more extensive notes, and to address the growing culture of downloading rather than reading for a degree.  This point was being stressed in a number of modules where students were expected to read and review research papers.  It was noted that staff were keeping attendance records in relation to individual modules, but there appeared to be insufficient co-ordination to allow them to see the broader picture.  

8.8
It was perhaps misleading that the departmental commentary indicated that email was the favoured method of communication.  A lot of information was supplied at lectures and workshops, as well as through Learn.  Typically, Learn might be used to make an announcement to all students registered on a module, and then there might an exchange of emails between a student and their personal tutor resulting in a one-to-one meeting.  

8.9
Students appeared to be generally satisfied with the feedback they received on their work and progress, although it was an issue that appeared frequently in SSLC minutes and variability of feedback on assignments was also noted by an external examiner.  The department needed to keep a watchful eye on consistency between staff in terms of the amount of feedback given and its timeliness.  The panel noted steps being taken to enhance procedures such as the coursework checklist to increase staff awareness of timings and welcomed the appointment of an Assessment and Feedback Co-ordinator for the Psychology programme.  A standardised feedback form for lab reports was also being considered.  Staff had agreed to provide generic feedback at module level on examinations. 
8.10
Opportunities for the Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS) students were advertised on the notice board and students were encouraged to apply.  All students received at least one visit from their academic tutor during the placement.  They were expected to make a presentation to other students on return.  Students’ reports were made available to the external examiners.  Students who had been on placement told the panel they felt the experience had been highly beneficial, and some felt it should be promoted more extensively.  The department had some difficulty in finding sufficient paid placements especially in Human Biology and Psychology.  NHS positions were typically unpaid.  
8.11
Human Biology and Psychology UGs had the opportunity of participating in a one semester Erasmus exchange to Maastricht in their final year.  They could opt for a 50 or 60 credit module, into which marks awarded by the host institution would be imported.  The department assured the panel that students were given clear information about the assessment process before they departed on the exchange.  

8.12
In terms of physical facilities, the panel was reminded of the refurbishment of the Wavy Top accommodation that had taken place since the last PPR, allowing more activities to be brought together on a contiguous site.  The Student Common Room had been much improved in the process.  Refurbishment of the Ergonomics lab was also scheduled, which the panel welcomed.  The launch of the new School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences and the opening of the HEBS building now provided biosciences staff with access to excellent new facilities.  The panel commended the student common room as a good facility which it was worthwhile to retain. 

8.13
There had been a significant turnover of staff during the last five years, and as recently as 18 months ago, as many as one-third of the academic staff in the department had been probationers.  It was reassuring that all relevant Teaching Centre assessments had been good.  To the extent that the department was proactive in its approach to staff development beyond probation, it focussed its attention largely on personal research planning.  In terms of making new staff aware of institutional and departmental teaching-related procedures, and keeping current staff up-to-date with developments, information was largely supplied through the Departmental Administrator.  An A-Z and FAQs were also published on the departmental intranet.  It was reported that there was a good informal support network amongst staff.  The panel was told that the department had recently ‘re-engaged’ with appraisal.  Past experience was that any development needs identified through appraisal tended to be on a personal basis rather than generic. 

9.
Management of quality and standards

9.1
The panel was satisfied that the department had appropriate quality assurance procedures in place.  It was dealing appropriately with student feedback, responding to the NSS and other data, and following up actions from annual programme review.  External examiners’ reports were referred to Programme Directors, taken to the appropriate Subject Teaching Committee, and thence to the Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee.  Action was taken in response to their comments and a formal response sent from the HOD.  A year-end review of every programme took place through the respective Subject Teaching Committee.  The panel was of the opinion that lines of responsibility needed clarification and that the effectiveness of the hierarchy of committees (eg Subject Teaching Committee, Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee, Departmental Staff Meeting) should be addressed as part of the structural changes about to take place.  

9.2
The panel was informed that each degree level module had a nominated internal moderator.  The internal examiner and the moderator were encouraged to discuss and agree content, delivery and assessments.  The examination marking and moderation procedures had been praised by the external examiners.  This was certainly commendable, but the panel would expect there also to be internal moderation of marking for modules in Part A in accordance with University guidelines, and that a second member of staff would have sight of Part A examination papers before they were finalised.  The panel noted that there had been an exchange of communications with the external examiner for Psychology about the moderation of marking for final year projects, her concern being that there seemed to be no overarching moderation process to ensure that different pairs of markers (projects were second-marked) arrived at similar marks for work of similar quality.  This issue was being addressed in the course of a review of Psychology assessment and feedback procedures generally.  It was reported that group moderation had been tried for the projects on the Master’s level programmes in Ergonomics, but the very high workload had been found to outweigh any benefits.  

9.3
It was noted that marking guidelines were produced for examinations, in order both to assist external examiners and also for internal quality control procedures (ie internal moderation).  The department had concluded that model answers as such were inappropriate to prevailing styles of assessment. 

9.4
The care taken to respond to issues raised in the SSLC was commended, as was the fact that all students in the department had access to the minutes of its meetings.  It was understood that less formal discussions often took place between PGT students and the programme directors outside the SSLC in order to resolve any issues.  There were some minor criticisms of the presentation of the minutes: it was not always possible (for someone outside the department) to distinguish students from staff in the list of attendees; action trails were not always clear.  It was suggested it would be helpful to have a starred item listing issues discussed by the PGT students.

9.5
The panel noted that students had expressed concerns in the SSLC about negative marking.  Assurance was given that the practice related only to MCQ tests, in order to prevent students benefitting from guesswork.  Staff were expected to advise students in advance when and how it would be used.  

9.6
The department was understood to comply with University guidelines on the use of anonymous marking.  

9.7
There was a suggestion that marks were awarded for attendance on the ‘Studying Human Sciences’ module.  The department regarded attendance on this module as compulsory, but was keen to point out that the module briefing notes made it clear that participation as well attendance was required for the award of marks.  
9.8
The department makes substantial use of the University Ethical Advisory Committee.

10.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision
10.1
A noteworthy innovation introduced in the teaching of the module Anatomy and Physiology II was the adoption of a version of ‘Cooperative Learning’ (a practice developed at the University of Michigan by Professor Daniel Klionsky).  Reading quizzes using MCQs were used at the start of the class; the lecturer then led discussion on the reading quiz to help students understand the correct/incorrect answers; a mixture of lecture and cooperative learning discussion would then continue for the rest of the two-hour period.

10.2
A few staff in the department had volunteered to be involved in piloting TurningPoint (an electronic voting system using anonymous keypads) and had subsequently adopted it in their modules.  It was positively received by students and considered to be a good way of improving student engagement.

10.3
The panel wished to commend the extra support offered informally to international students through the departmental administrator.

10.4
The use of industry settings for work on modules at PG level, including projects, was a feature of good practice.

11.
Future plans
11.1
The panel felt the imminent structural changes presented major opportunities to be seized in relation to both UG and PG programmes, particularly by taking advantage of the new synergies that would be available.  The panel welcomed the fact that the Director of Learning and Teaching of the new School of SSEHS would be convening meetings which would involve staff from both SSES and Human Sciences to review current programmes.  Various possibilities at UG level were mentioned to the panel in the course of discussions.  The panel expressed the hope too that consideration would be given to offering a postgraduate programme in (an area of) Psychology.  The panel found it disappointing that the Ergonomics with Psychology programme would be discontinued owing to recruitment difficulties, but believed the creation of the new School of Design would provide great opportunities for reconsideration of the content and branding of UG Ergonomics.  

11.2
The panel foresaw other benefits in the changes in management structure that would ensue from the changes in prospect.  The panel found at present the department to a large extent fractured into the three discipline groups behind its main UG programmes, Ergonomics, Human Biology and Psychology, and operated a discrete infrastructure in each area which carried a high management overhead.  The size of the staff cohort for each programme was insufficient to ensure that modules were always tailored to the specific abilities and aspirations of the student group and, in running a large number of modules relative to its staff numbers, the department was vulnerable to staff perturbations such as resignations or illness.  

12.
Conclusions and recommendations

12.1
The department’s programmes received the positive and enthusiastic endorsement of the students who met with the panel.  The panel was also impressed with the friendly and approachable attitude of the staff.  The panel would wish to highlight the following aspects for commendation:
(i) the option of a DPS year;
(ii) the option of a semester abroad under the Erasmus scheme;
(iii) the recognition/accreditation of programmes by the relevant PSRBs;
(iv) the fact that undergraduates were being given good access to the human biology and ergonomics research labs and use of relevant equipment;
(v) the integrated use of Learn in support of teaching and learning;

(vi) the support received by students through the department’s personal tutoring system; 

(vii) the steps being taken to improve feedback to students on their work and progress;

(viii) the student common room facility; 
(ix) the publication of an A-Z and FAQs on the departmental intranet for the benefit especially of new members of staff;

(x) the care taken to respond to issues raised in the SSLC;

(xi) the innovative features and good practice referred to in Section 10 (Cooperative learning, use of TurningPoint, support offered to international students, use of industrysettings for work on PG modules);
(xii) the willingness of the staff of the department to embrace the structural changes now proposed and to realise the benefits that could ensue for both staff and students. 
12.2 The panel also identified the following issues for further consideration and action by staff of the department:
(i)
to consider increasing the amount of practical work for UG students in Psychology, if easier, embedded within the syllabus of existing modules; 
(ii) to review programme ILOs, with the assistance of the Teaching Centre, to reduce the focus on content and better to differentiate the Bachelor’s and Master’s ILOs for Ergonomics;
(iii) to ensure that the qualification descriptors in the FHEQ are used as a point of reference and mentioned in programme specifications;
(iv) to consider the scope for using more imaginative methods of assessment and to review possible inconsistencies in the assessment burden across modules;
(v) to keep under review the number of first attempt failures at Parts A and B of the BSc in Ergonomics;
(vi) to explore the possibilities for students to draw on the Statistics Support Service of the sigma CETL/Maths Education Centre;
(vii) to reconsider the advantages of an electronic recording system for tutorial meetings

(viii) to keep a watchful eye on consistency between staff in terms of the amount of feedback given and its timeliness;
(ix) to clarify lines of responsibility and address the effectiveness of the hierarchy of committees (eg Subject Teaching Committee, Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee, Departmental Staff Meeting) as part of the structural changes about to take place;
(x) to ensure that there is internal moderation of marking for modules in Part A in accordance with University guidelines, and that a second member of staff has sight of Part A examination papers before they are finalised;  
(xi) to address some minor criticisms of the way in which the SSLC Minutes are presented.
ANNEX

Human Sciences PPR 13 May 2009 

Members of staff of the Department who met with the Review Panel

Professor Roger Haslam, Head of Department

Dr Sarabjit Mastana, Chair of Learning & Teaching Committee

Professor Noel Cameron, Programme Director, Human Biology

Dr Claire Farrow, Programme Director, Psychology

Professor Eef Hogervorst, Programme Director, MRes

Dr Martin Lindley, Programme Director, Ergonomics and Psychology with Ergonomics (undergraduate)

Dr Neil Mansfield, Programme Director, Ergonomics (postgraduate)

Students of the Department who met with the Review Panel

Caroline Dickson, Ergonomics (Part C)

Amy Evans, Human Biology (Part A)

Sophie Howes, Psychology (Part C)

Jo Kesten, Human Biology (Part C) 

Faye Powell, Psychology (Part C) 

Silvia Costa, MRes

Derek Dumulo, Ergonomics MSc

Yi-Fan, Ergonomics MSc

Aadil Kazi, Occupational Health MSc

Victoria Kendrick, Psychology with Ergonomics and Occupational Health MSc

Martha Williams, Ergonomics MSc
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