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The 2009 NSS results were released over the summer, starting on 22 July when HEIs were able to preview their own results over the HEFCE extranet.  The preview data was released to the press on 6 August, when the Ipsos MORI results site was also launched, allowing HEIs to see their results at a high level of detail and with access to students’ comments.

Within the University, a range of data has been circulated to departments.  On 6 August, departments were provided with the relative rankings of ‘level 3’ subjects at LU, based on responses to the ‘overall satisfaction’ question Q22, when ranked by average response score and when ranked by percentage satisfied with their programme (responses at points 4 and 5).  A comparison of the scores for 2009 and 2008 by subject area was also circulated.  In addition, departments received a spreadsheet showing LU mean scores in all relevant subject areas for all 22 questions for 2007, 2008 and 2009, to enable departments to see movements in responses over the past three years.
A meeting was held on 21 August involving the PVC(T), AD(T)s and colleagues from Registry, the Planning Office and the Teaching Centre to discuss the results and to consider what further information might usefully be provided.
Departments were subsequently provided with one or more separate files relating to the main subject area or areas in which the department appeared.  As well as a breakdown of LU responses to the 22 questions, these showed how each LU question response ranked against other institutions featuring in the subject area, with the percentile rank, thus enabling departments to identify stronger or weaker areas of the survey responses relative to the rest of the sector.  All departments also received a file containing data from the Ipsos MORI results site showing LU results at institutional level and by department (rather than subject area).  Results from the optional question bank on placements were included for relevant departments.  
The QEOs have subsequently produced an analysis of students’ qualitative comments from the survey.  Relevant sections have been made available to departments and the AD(T)s and the full analysis has been presented to Programme Quality Team.  

The AD(T)s, having seen all the data available, have instigated meetings with individual HODs and key L&T staff for discussion of their results.  Summaries of the meetings held in Engineering and SSH have already been presented to PQ Team, whilst in the Science Faculty, discussions with departments will be incorporated in forthcoming Deanery visits.  In both Engineering and Science, HODs have been asked to identify 2 actions arising on their NSS results which they will pursue in 2009/10.  
The summary report of the QEOs’ analysis of the qualitative comments is attached as Appendix 1.

The following data tables are included in separate Excel files under this agenda item for information:
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LU results, on basis of mean score, by subject area, all questions, 2007, 2008, 2009
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LU results, on basis of mean score and % agree, by department

(a) all questions

(b) placement questions
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LU rankings within subject areas on basis of Q.22 only, by mean score and % agree 
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94 Group institutions, mean scores for all question sets (ranked on Q.22)

APPENDIX 1
Teaching Centre
2009 National Student Survey

Analysis of Qualitative Data for Loughborough University

Caroline Smith

Quality Enhancement Officer (Science)

Dr Maurice FitzGerald

Quality Enhancement Officer (SSH)

Dr Sarah Bamforth 

Pedagogic Research Associate (Engineering)

October 2009

Introduction

This document contains analysis of the qualitative comments made in the 2009 National Student Survey (NSS).  An overview of the purpose and method used for the analysis is provided followed by brief, overarching reflections. The remainder of the document contains the analysis, which is presented for each department of the University, ordered according to Faculty:
1. Faculty of Engineering

2. Faculty of Science

3. Faculty of Social Science and Humanities

Departmental information is presented according to the University structure at the time of completion of the 2009 NSS.
Rationale

This analysis was undertaken by members of staff within the Teaching Centre at the request of the Pro Vice Chancellor (Teaching). Qualitative comments made by Loughborough students responding to the 2009 NSS were examined in order to offer insights into the numerical scores obtained by departments, to inform discussion and to suggest ongoing quality enhancement activities.

Method

A content analysis of the data was completed. This activity aimed to identify both the individual issues raised by students and the range of views expressed within the free text comments. This process involved simple coding and sorting of data with very little re-interpretation. Counting and recording the number of comments received offered some indication of the strength of feeling but there is no attempt to provide explanations within the analyses. The aim was to present the data in a readable, useable format whilst preserving the original impact of the comments as intended by the students who made them. 
Once all the individual analyses were completed, themes emerging from the entire data set were sought (see below).

The data analysis was undertaken by Caroline Smith (Quality Enhancement Officer, Science) with support from Maurice FitzGerald (Quality Enhancement Officer, SSH) and Sarah Bamforth (Pedagogic Research Associate, Engineering). Working arrangements meant that there was an opportunity for discussion of the analysis at an early stage with regular occasions for assessing internal reliability of the analyses. Management of the activity and compilation of this report was the responsibility of Caroline Smith.
Presentation of analyses  

Qualitative data received from IPSOS-MORI (who administer the NSS on behalf of HEFCE) consisted of a series of comments which were deemed to be either positive or negative. The analyses therefore followed this format and described comments as either “negative” or “positive”. IPSOS-MORI removed any offensive comments and any which named an individual member of staff although this process is not foolproof. Any such comments were therefore anonymised during the analysis. Additionally, some comments were impossible to analyse, particularly those consisting of a single word such as “nice”, for example, and these comments have been omitted where their meaning is unclear.

Wherever possible, verbatim comments have been preserved. This means that language may not be consistent with Loughborough University’s own terminology. For example, there is widespread use of the word “course” within the comments and therefore within the analyses. This can reasonably be interpreted as referring to “programme”.

The analyses presented are as detailed as possible given the available data – where the analyses remain a little unclear, this is due to a lack of original explanation offered within the comments. For example, where comments have been made which relate to “some modules” it has not been possible to identify the modules in question.

Data have been presented according to the NSS categories although it is not always possible to locate a comment precisely within a category, particularly if the comment is unclear or alludes to more than one point. Educational issues are complex and comments relating to assessment, for example, may therefore occur in “academic support”, “assessment and feedback” or “organisation and management” although during the analysis, an attempt was obviously made to adopt a consistent approach.

The qualitative analyses are presented with the corresponding mean quantitative score for each of the NSS categories.

Extrapolation of the analyses
Clearly, the analyses presented should not be taken as a comprehensive, wholly representative or balanced account of students’ perceptions of departmental practices.  The numbers of students making comments is presented so that departmental staff can consider the results in an appropriate context. The analyses do remain, however, as a snapshot of the feelings and thoughts of those students who took the time to make comments. As such, the analyses should be considered alongside other sources of information which departments possess and perhaps reviewed when occasions for self evaluation (such as PPR) present.
It remains impossible to identify students or to determine any demographic data which may help the analyses. 
Overarching reflections on the analyses
These reflections below are offered as an initial starting point for discussion. 
Many positive comments were received (across all Departments) relating to the performance of academic staff. Such comments indicated that not only teaching ability but also attributes such as friendliness, helpfulness and approachability were also valued by students. Additionally, there were many comments praising the support offered to students (from individual staff, from personal tutors) and the associated contact with staff. Although this theme was also identified in 2008, this year’s results would seem to indicate that students expectations have risen and that staff now have to do more to “qualify” for positive comments in this category. Some students alluded to staff “going the extra mile” or having an open door policy which ensures staff are available “on demand”. This does seem to imply that student expectation is creeping ever higher.

Placements continue to attract positive comments. Those students who undertook a placement recognised the value of this activity in linking theory to practice and improving employability.

Whilst there were good numbers of positive comments referring to the experience of studying at Loughborough University generally, there appear to be greater numbers of negative comments this year. Some of these negative comments were non specific but other comments opted for a business approach, citing a lack of “value for money” in aspects of the programme. Specific areas for complaint were a perceived lack of contact time, lack of support prior to/during placements and the cost associated with purchasing learning materials (having to print handouts or buy art consumables, for example). 

Students have again this year identified organisation of programmes as in need of improvement. Common themes to emerge were: a lack of communication between staff and students, changes to programme organisation, perceived irrelevance of mandatory modules and perceived poor scheduling of coursework and examinations.

Issues of communication, especially for those staff who do not have English as a first language, were identified by students. This year, some of these negative comments were explicitly linked to such phrases as “no point attending lectures” in situations where students felt disengaged.

Aspects of assessment and feedback continue to frustrate students with comments referring to inconsistencies in marking and lack of constructive feedback. Although the widespread condemnation of poor feedback practice appears to have reduced this year, possibly since students have other, competing concerns (see above), there are still some issues to be resolved.

