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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 29 April 2010.

2.2
The panel comprised the following:

Professor Chris Linton, Dean of the Faculty of Science (Chair)

Professor Forbes Gibb, Department of Computer and Information Sciences, University of Strathclyde
Dr Martin Harrison, Associate Dean (Teaching) Faculty of Science
Barry Haworth, Department of Materials
Dr Steven Kenny, School of Mathematics

Caroline Smith, Quality Enhancement Officer (Science & Engineering)

Brian Parkinson/James Spokoini, Loughborough Students’ Union – deputising for Chris Peel, Vice President (Education)

Robert Bowyer, Programme Quality Team Manager (Secretary)

Martine Ashby, Academic Registry (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 Learning and Teaching Committee, UG and PG Programme Tutors and the Departmental Administrator, and ‘link tutors’ from the other departments involved in joint UG programmes.  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 draft report was circulated to all Panel members and their comments incorporated in the final report.



3.
Evidence Base
The Panel complimented the department on the clear and comprehensive set of documentation provided 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 

· Accreditation reports from the British Computer Society (February 2009) and the Chartered Institute of Library and Information Professionals (October 2009)

· External examiners’ reports and departmental responses, 2006/07 to 2008/09

· Staff/Student Committee Minutes 2006/07 to date
· Annual programme review documents for sessions 2006/07 to 2008/09, including statistical data on recruitment, progression, degree results, and first destinations; a summary of issues raised through student feedback (including National Student Survey results), by teaching staff and in reports from employers, and actions taken in response; and commentaries on the department’s approaches to feedback to students, personal tutoring and student placements

· Actions taken in response to issues identified at Annual Programme Review 2009

· A report from the QEO on assessment criteria for project/dissertation modules 

and for each programme:

· Programme specification

· Programme regulations

· A ‘curriculum map’ listing compulsory modules against programme intended learning outcomes 
· An ‘assessment matrix’ showing the modes of assessment for all modules on a programme by programme basis.
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 Forbes Gibb, from the Department of Computer and Information Sciences, University of Strathclyde.  He had not been an External Examiner for Information Science.  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 Department of Information Science aims to be regarded nationally and internationally as the outstanding UK department in its field, both in terms of teaching and of research, and to provide a stimulating, friendly and supportive learning environment.  Within this broad statement of purpose, the department aims to deliver programmes which enable high-quality graduates and postgraduates (i) to gain a clear understanding of the principles of information science and of the professional practice derived from them, and (ii) be eagerly sought by employers both at home and abroad across a broad range of activities in the traditional and emerging sectors.
5.2 The Department offers four undergraduate programmes which combine Information Science with modules from the Business School, Computer Science, and English and Drama:

· BSc Information Management and Business Studies (IMBS)

· BSc Information Management and Computing (IMC)

· BA Publishing with English (PWE)

· BSc Web Development and Design (WDD) (new in 2009/10) – also incorporating modules from Computer Science
A further BSc programme, in Publishing with e-Business (PWEB) was withdrawn in 2009.
The blending of the different disciplines provides students with a broad range of skills much sought after by employers; students are equipped for careers in a range of information management professions by developing essential skills and knowledge for success in the information age and knowledge-based society including an in-depth understanding of the information landscape and the ability to organise, store, manipulate and communicate information effectively.  Undergraduate programmes in the Department of Information Science also build students’ key transferable skills and equip them with the skills to become independent lifelong learners.  An important feature of all the undergraduate programmes is the option to undertake a year of supervised and salaried work placement, leading to the additional award of Diploma in Professional Studies (DPS).

5.3 The Department offers a choice of three postgraduate programmes focussing on the management of information, knowledge and technology in different professional contexts:

· MSc Information and Knowledge Management (IKM)

· MA/MSc Information and Library Management (ILM)

· MSc Information Management and Business Technology (IMBT).
The programmes equip students with a comprehensive set of skills with underpinning theory, preparing them for employment in a range of professions essential to an information/knowledge centred society and economy including an understanding of current theories and practices of information and knowledge organisation, behaviour and management.  There is a strong emphasis on the development of competencies in the understanding and use of technology for information handling, analysis and management.  Students have the opportunity to undertake independent research on a topic of their choice under the supervision of a member of academic staff, leading to the preparation of a 15,000 word dissertation.  All programmes feature input from individuals and organisations representative of relevant professions and industries to maintain current awareness and develop understanding of contemporary challenges and opportunities within the discipline and practice of information, knowledge management and business technology.  The Department’s three postgraduate programmes are accessible to students for part-time study and include the delivery of some of the modules in 3-week block mode.

5.5
The statistical data for the last three years showed that UG intake had been steady, although numbers on both IMC and IMBS had fallen in 2009.  Applications for Publishing with e-Business fell to an unviable level in 2009 leading to the withdrawal of the programme.  Mean A-level scores had been increasing across all programmes, reflecting a deliberate strategy to recruit higher calibre students.  Pleasingly, applications for 2010 entry had increased, except for IMBS, following a targeted marketing initiative aimed at schools and colleges.  The department was hoping to increase the numbers of international students at UG level, and was working with the International Office to develop links with quality international HEIs.  A link had recently been established with Singapore Polytechnic to take students in the top 5-10% with a Diploma in Digital Media directly into the second year of the new WDD programme.  At PG level, the ILM programme had a steady intake with a growing proportion of international students; there had been a sharp drop however in the numbers recruited to IKM, especially in the number of international students.  IMBT was recruiting small numbers at present but appeared attractive to international students; a requirement that students entering the programme should have at least one year’s work experience had been dropped for 2010 and applications were rising.  The adoption of block delivery teaching was helping to attract part-time students.  
5.6
Progression rates were generally very good, though a significant number of first attempt failures were noted for IMBS Part A in 2009.  It was also remarked that the departmental review of the statistical data understated the number of students lost to the UG programmes through withdrawals and transfers.  The majority of UGs obtained either a 2.1 or 2.2 degree, with relatively few being awarded a First.  The majority of PG students completed full Master’s degrees, exiting with a lesser award only if prevented from completing their studies for financial or other non-academic reasons.
5.7
Employment rates across all UG programmes were high.  The numbers going on to further study or combining employment with study, either for further degrees or professional qualifications, were rising.  A small number of graduates went on to Master’s degrees within the department, and the department wished to increase the numbers taking this route.  
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment
6.1 The panel judged the intended learning outcomes of the programmes, as set out in the programme specifications, to be appropriate to the stated programme aims.  External reference points such as subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications had been taken into account.  It was noted that the Librarianship and Information Management benchmark statement was considered relevant to all the programmes, both UG and PG; the ILOs for the UG programmes were also informed by the subject benchmarks in General Business and Management (IMBS), Computing (IMC), and English (PWE).  It was remarked that ‘Information Science’ did not appear in the title of any of the department’s programmes and only once in a module title.
6.2 The IMC programme was accredited by the British Computer Society (provided students undertook the Computer Science project module).  The PG ILM programme was accredited by the Chartered Institute of Library and Information Professionals; the PG IKM programme had been submitted to the same body for accreditation and the outcome was awaited.
6.3 The ILOs for both UG and PG programmes focussed on building an understanding, awareness and application of information science concepts within different professional contexts as well as the development of relevant practical vocational skills.  At PG level, the emphasis was on independent study and depth of critical engagement, analysis and application of theory.
6.4 The panel felt the curricula of the UG programmes were well designed progressively to extend knowledge, understanding and skills from one part to the next.  The final year allowed students a wide range of options to tailor their programme to their specific needs or interests, and included a project (30 credits) where students could select their own topic area and develop their independent research skills under the supervision of a subject specialist member of academic staff.  Key transferable skills such as independent learning, time management, written and oral communication skills and bibliographic citation were introduced in Part A, and developed in Part B and the final year; team working skills featured strongly in Part B.  
6.5 The panel noted that students’ choice of options was not explicitly controlled in the programme regulations for IMBS and IMC, so as to ensure an appropriate balance between the two relevant disciplines reflected in the degree titles, but monitored administratively within the department.  The panel considered it advisable to add an appropriate rubric to programme regulations to ensure that balance was maintained.  It was noted that a revised version of the PWE programme with a 50:50 split between Information Science and English (currently 66:33) was under discussion.
6.6 At Master’s level, the IKM and IMBT programmes both comprised 120 credits of compulsory taught modules, plus a 60 credit dissertation.  The ILM programme comprised 100 credits of compulsory taught modules, 20 credits of optional modules (with the intention that students use the opportunity to gain specialised knowledge and skills relevant to a range of careers) and a 60 credit dissertation.  It was queried whether the number of options was sustainable: the department responded that there was a degree of self-selection and that the position would be reviewed in due course.  The IKM and IMBT programmes were exclusively ‘block taught’, while the ILM programme included two block taught modules.  Block delivery was considered by the department to provide the level of flexibility necessary for study by part-time students in full-time employment, alongside those studying full-time.  It had been a feature of the IMBT programme since its launch in 2008/09 and introduced into the IKM programme in a major revision prior to the 2009/10 session, with the intention of making that programme also more feasible for part-time study.  The panel was informed that the department would be reflecting on the effectiveness of the block taught arrangements.  Students had been positive, and produced good quality work.  It was felt the arrangements also had a social benefit in reducing the fragmentation of the cohort.  A further possible step might be to consider distance learning. 
6.7 It was noted that the department’s Postgraduate Team was reviewing the assessment loading of modules of similar and different credit weighting, following concerns expressed by students on the ILM programme.  It was expected to make recommendations on the amount of assessment considered appropriate for 10 and 15 credit modules at this level, in order to improve consistency.  The panel felt this would be a helpful development.  The panel noted that the 60-credit PG dissertation was expected to be of the order 15000 words, whereas 10000 words were expected for the 30-credit final year UG project.  It was put to the department that the PG word-limit was rather low, and it was suggested that consideration be given to raising it for discursive subject matter.  
6.8 It was noted that students on the ILM programme could receive either an MA or MSc degree.  This would be negotiated between the student and the Programme Tutor and would depend on the subject matter, methods and content of their dissertation, and their choice of module options.  
6.9 The panel welcomed the broad range of teaching and learning strategies deployed to deliver the curricula.  Methods of assessment were also varied, a point which had attracted favourable comment from external examiners.  Assessed coursework assignments included the analysis of scenarios and real world case studies.  It was also pleasing to see that the programmes received input from industry experts and practitioners, to ensure that students benefitted from the latest developments and maintained current awareness of the industries and professional contexts in which they would be employed.  The department had an External Advisory Board which had contributed to programme revision and the development of new programmes.  
6.10 It was noted that the PG programmes were assessed entirely by coursework and this approach was strongly defended by the department, which considered examinations less appropriate for assessing students’ attainment of the module ILOs at this level.  
6.11 The department was asked about its approach to plagiarism and other aspects of academic misconduct, such as commissioning.  The panel was assured that the department and the University generally, made clear the potential penalties and took a firm line against offenders.  The importance of proper academic referencing was communicated to students at initial induction, through the student handbook, and in the case of UGs through specific modules such as Studying Information Science in Part A and the Research Methods module taken in Part B in preparation for the final year project.  The leaflet, ‘Don’t be a Copy Cat’, published this session by the Students’ Union, had also been very helpful.  Students were required to sign a declaration of authenticity on every coursework cover sheet.  Plagiarism detection software (‘Turnitin’) was used by the department if there were doubts about the authenticity of students’ work.  It was noted that the Department of English and Drama, ‘link department’ for the PWE programme, required assignments to be submitted electronically and ran all submissions through the plagiarism detection software.  The amount of plagiarism detected by the department was very small.  In the context of the PG programmes, the department emphasised that assessment tasks were very specific and refreshed every year; they were often report-based assignments in which students were expected to draw on their own prior experience, and required a problem-solving approach rather than essay writing.  It was therefore felt that opportunities for academic misconduct were ‘designed out’ by the assessment strategies adopted.  No instances of commissioning had been encountered.  
6.12 The panel was informed that students had raised the issue of the amount of group work involved, particularly in Part B of the UG IMC programme.  The main issue was understood to be the difficulty that students experienced in getting together in the time available, but in discussions with the students on the day of the review, the panel also identified issues with the composition of groups and the assignment of marks to individuals.  It was noted that the departmental LTC would be undertaking a review of group work across the UG programmes over the summer of 2010 and the panel would encourage it to examine all these aspects.  The panel was assured that the department was aware of the University policy statement on group working and had guidelines on group work and assessment which harmonised with it.
6.13 One of the external examiners had commented encouragingly on the use of peer and self-assessment, but felt the process by which this took place was not always clear.  The panel would echo the view of the external concerned that the process should be made explicit to students and examiners.
6.14 The AD(T) indicated that he had identified a number of minor points in the programme documentation which he wished to draw to the attention of the department.
7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1 Induction days were held for new UG and PG cohorts at the beginning of the academic year and timetabled induction sessions were also provided for returning students.  Inductions were supported by written documentation and further sessions on particularly important issues, such as plagiarism, and the final year project.  

7.2 All students were allocated a personal tutor.  It was departmental policy wherever possible to ensure that a student’s personal tutor and programme tutor were different, and to avoid mixing academic and pastoral care.  Students were invited to attend a minimum of two face-to-face meetings per year with their personal tutor, the first to take place by week 5 of semester 1.  The second meeting early in semester 2 was used to review progress after the release of semester 1 results.  Tutors were expected to follow up on any students who failed to respond to invitations to meetings.  There were no modules which deliberately brought students together with their personal tutors, although the department had in the past experimented with involving personal tutors in group work and assessment in the first year Studying Information Science module.  The panel felt there was a risk that some students would not get the support they needed sufficiently early and welcomed the fact that the department intended to reconsider introducing personal academic contact into a first year module.  
7.3 Attention was drawn to the more informal arrangements that enabled students to find help within the department when it was needed.  For UGs, the final year project tutor played an important role and was the person most likely to provide a reference for a student.  PG students were more likely to engage with their programme tutor.  The departmental administrator was an important additional point of contact.  There was an ethos of accessibility within the department: academic staff operated an appointment system for students who required personal support and many maintained an open-door policy.  There were very few problems.  The students who met with the panel confirmed this to be the case and appreciated the care exercised by the staff. 
7.4 Personal tutors made use of Co-Tutor to make notes of meetings with tutees and record actions, and the Attendant facility to record and monitor attendance.  Though useful, staff in the department believed these systems could be made more effective and had suggested various improvements.  One improvement to Co-Tutor, for example, would be to allow staff to ‘cc’ email messages which they sent to students directly into Co-Tutor records. 
7.5 Non-attendance appeared to be a growing problem, mainly at UG level, which the department was tackling in various ways.  Many staff sent individual emails to students who missed two classes sequentially.  More class tests and group work with peer assessment had been found to improve student engagement.  
7.6 The department was keen to support student progress through the use of formative as well as summative assessments, for example, computer aided assessment and ‘test yourself’ quizzes during modules, and to ensure that there was some formative assessment in the course of any module where the summative assessment was based on a single piece of work.  All UG students received interim feedback on the final year project module during semester 1.  PG students were required to produce an assessed research proposal on their dissertation topic as part of the Research Management module which provided them with initial feedback.  
7.7 In modules with an examination worth 50% or more of the module mark, generic feedback on the examination was posted on Learn.  Students were also provided with generic feedback on coursework assessments through Learn, as well as more specific and individual feedback for each module from the staff concerned.  Staff were expected to return students’ work with feedback within three semester weeks of the submission deadline.  It was noted that external examiners, though complimentary about the quality and quantity of the feedback that students received, had been critical of the consistency of presentation of that feedback.  The department had taken action to address these comments by developing a generic ‘cover and feedback sheet’ to encourage markers to provide comments under each assessment criterion.  An adapted version of the sheet was available for group work.  The panel noted however that the department was reluctant to require staff to use the coversheet, since some preferred to provide feedback in other formats which they felt were more appropriate for their modules.  The panel felt that one way forward would be to require all staff to use a generic coversheet as a minimum but allow individual staff to supplement it with additional feedback if they wished.  The departmental LTC regarded this as ‘work in progress’ and would continue to monitor the quality and presentation of feedback in the light of comments from external examiners in the current session.  
7.8 It was noted that PG students who met with the panel were less positive than the UGs about assessment and feedback.  Whilst variety in assessment methods was generally felt to be feature of good practice, some of the PG students felt they could not easily carry forward what they learned from one method of assessment to another.  
7.9 The panel was informed that a 10-credit module would typically involve at least 22 hours of class activities.  On the basis of a student studying 60 credits per semester, over 11 weeks, this was reckoned to equate to 12 hours of formal staff:student contact per week.  Final year project students were guaranteed 5 hours of supervision and Master’s dissertation students 10 hours. 
7.10 The arrangement of departmental space, with staff offices in close proximity to learning and teaching space, helped to ensure close and effective working relationships between students and staff and to create a positive learning environment.  The department’s close proximity to the University Library was also beneficial.  External examiners had commented on the cohesiveness of the department, including the cohesion between teaching and research, and complimented the department on its well organised and friendly environment.  It was to be hoped that this culture could be replicated when plans for the relocation of the department were acted upon.  The departmental facilities, such as computer labs, were available to its students out of hours, which supported student-led independent learning.  The majority of lab-based practical classes were held in the department’s dedicated IT facilities, but it was noted that student numbers in some classes meant that sessions had to be repeated which was an inefficient use of staff time.
7.11 Staff made good use of Learn.  All modules were reported to conform to the Faculty’s ‘minimum presence’.  Many exceeded it.  Some staff were exploiting the interactive features of Learn.  Other technological initiatives included the use of podcasts and discussion lists, the use of Skype and Web-EX telecommunications systems to deliver talks by overseas experts, and the provision of formative digitised audio feedback. 

7.12 The University had a range of policies and procedures which cascaded down to departments through Disability Co-ordinators to ensure that the interests of students with disabilities or additional needs were appropriately addressed, particularly in relation to assessment.  Special equipment had been made available when needed and it was noted that a blind student had been able to graduate from the department.
7.13 The panel noted the regular communication maintained with link departments in relation to the joint programmes, and the care taken by programme tutors to maintain an overview of the whole programme, for example, in terms of methods of assessment or assessment loading.  The programme tutors had also reviewed with their counterparts the performance of student cohorts on the joint programmes, such as IMBS and IMC, by comparison with the performance of cohorts from the link department who took the same modules, in order to identify any particular problems and the need for any targeted action to support the students concerned.  BS modules with a high maths content in Part A had been identified as challenging for IMBS students and better links with the Maths Learning Support Centre had now been established to support students on these modules.  The possibility of increasing the GCSE Maths requirement for IMBS students from Grade C to Grade B would be considered.  
7.14 The panel welcomed the fact that UG students had the opportunity to take a placement year between Part B and Part C leading to the Diploma in Professional Studies.  Departmental support was provided to help students identify suitable placements and put themselves forward for placement positions.  The placement tutor organised a series of seminars during Part B, covering a range of relevant information, most of which was also posted on Learn, and including presentations from the Careers Centre and employers.  An academic supervisor would visit students at least twice during their placement year and maintain regular email contact.  Students who met with the panel spoke positively about their placement experience and the employability skills they had gained from it.  Some students commented on the fact that bigger departments such as the Business School were able to resource a more extensive infrastructure to support their placement activity and felt that the level of support should be more evenly provided across the University.  It was historically difficult to find year-long placements in the publishing sector.  It was noted too that the economic recession had made it more difficult for students to find suitable positions.  The panel suggested that departmental alumni might be in a position to assist in identifying or indeed offering placement opportunities.  Students unable to find placements were able transfer to a 3-year programme.
7.15 The HOD looked carefully at individual staff training needs in his six-monthly review of Personal Research Plans with all academic staff and through mentoring sessions with probationary staff.  It was felt the University’s new PDR system would be a helpful development.  The department held regular ‘blue skies’ events and away-days for exploration of strategic issues.  Staff were encouraged to take advantage of opportunities for continuing professional development, to use sabbaticals to explore good practice elsewhere, to apply for University funding such as Teaching Awards, to seek membership of professional bodies and to involve themselves in external networks to support their professional development in both teaching and research.  
8.
Management of Quality and Standards
8.1 The panel considered that the department had effective systems in place for the management of quality and standards.  

8.2 It was clear that the department responded to comments from external examiners.  The external examiners’ reports were discussed at a full departmental staff meeting before the HOD wrote a response, and a number of issues had been pursued in detail through the departmental LTC, resulting in the review of procedures and practices, such as the use of a standard cover and feedback sheet for student coursework.  Marking guidelines or grade descriptors had also been developed for a range of assessment methods as a direct consequence of external examiners’ comments; these had been published in the student handbook and distributed to all staff.  It was noted that the external examiners met students from across the department’s programmes wherever practicable.  

8.3 The department was responsive to feedback from students, including the National Student Survey in which the department had generally achieved excellent results, with an overall satisfaction score slightly above the University average.  Measures recently taken, such as the new cover and feedback sheet, the development of grade descriptors, and also the introduction of a module moderation system, were all expected to help improve on the scores in the assessment and feedback section of the NSS.  

8.4 The department exceeded University requirements on student module feedback by collecting feedback on all modules every year.  Statistical results were seen by the Chair of the LTC who took action on average scores <3.  The Staff:Student Committee appeared to be working well, with the agenda being largely student-driven.  There was one committee encompassing both UG and PGT issues.  The Chair of the student departmental committee attended.  Actions were followed up and reported back at the next meeting.  A minor criticism from the panel was that it was not easy to trace issues from one meeting to the next; this could be overcome by better cross referencing from numbered minutes.  The SSC minutes were made available to students on Learn, which was considered good practice in terms of ‘closing the loop’.

8.5 The departmental Learning and Teaching Committee, chaired by the department’s Director of Learning and Teaching, played an effective role in maintaining and enhancing the quality of learning and teaching within the department.  This had overall strategic responsibility for quality and ensuring that the University’s academic quality assurance procedures were followed.  Below this were an Undergraduate Teaching Group (TUG) and a Postgraduate Team (PGT).  Representatives of these two groups sat on LTC and any changes to the curriculum or learning provision proposed by the two groups were forwarded to LTC for approval.  Minutes from all three groups were placed on the departmental intranet.  LTC reported to the departmental staff meeting.  It was suggested by the panel that departmental LTC minutes be made available to PPR panels in future.
8.6 The panel was appreciative of the inclusion in the documentation of the AD(T)’s APR report on the department from the previous session, and alongside this a resume of actions taken by the department in response to the AD(T)’s report, which showed good progress on the points raised.  

8.7 The department had taken action when appropriate on feedback from accrediting bodies.

8.8 The department’s policies on internal moderation and double marking were clarified for the panel and were in line with University codes of practice.  In the case of projects and dissertations, it was noted that a difference of more than 10% in marks between first and second markers would trigger the involvement of a third marker, who would normally be the programme tutor.  
8.9 It was queried whether, given the small size of the discipline area within the sector and University rules against reciprocal arrangements with other HEIs, the department experienced difficulty in selecting appropriate external examiners.  The department indicated that it had always managed to make suitable appointments, using its networks of contacts, although the field was indeed limited especially for the PG programmes.  
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

9.1
The panel regarded the following as features of good practice:
(i) close and effective working relationships between students and staff
(ii) a broad range of teaching and learning strategies and methods of assessment

(iii) regular review and updating of programme content and delivery to ensure relevance and attractiveness to prospective students

(iv) a proactive departmental LTC, supported by an Undergraduate Teaching Group and Postgraduate Team
(v) responsiveness to feedback and use of statistical data 

(vi) the steps taken to supplement University academic quality procedures and codes of practice at departmental level

(vii) good communications with link departments, working in the interests of the students

(viii) encouragement of placement opportunities 
(ix) input to programmes from relevant professions and industries

(x) accreditation where appropriate by professional bodies.
9.2
The panel remarked on the following as innovative features of the provision:
(i) a system whereby all coursework instructions are reviewed by a module moderator, which encourages consistency in the presentation of coursework instructions and has the additional benefit of spreading best practice and innovation

(ii) use of technology such as podcasts, discussion lists, SKYPE, Web-EX telecommunications, formative digitised audio feedback
(iii) use of experiential and inquiry-based learning, and other forms of contemporary pedagogy
(iv) commercial enterprise software installed in labs and embedded in programmes following collaboration with external provider.
10. Future plans
10.1 The panel was informed that the department was undertaking a major revision and restructuring of all its UG programmes to come into effect for 2011-12.  It had reached the point of starting to prepare appropriate documentation for submission through University approval procedures.  There would be a revised mix of 10 and 20 credit Information Science modules each semester, and a reduction in the number of modules taught by departmental staff.  There would be an emphasis on team teaching with one member of staff having overall responsibility for a module, supported by colleagues with relevant expertise.  Modules would be designed to be flexible so that different programme cohorts would take a common core of a module and then split into programme groups to focus on content and skills of specific relevance to their programme ILOs.  The revised approach was expected to increase teaching efficiency in the department, and allow staff more easily to block time off for research.  
10.2 The existing portfolio of programmes would be maintained – the WDD programme was new for 2009-10 in any case - and the modules offered by link departments would remain largely unaffected except in the case of PWE where a revised 50:50 split between the departments was proposed.  
10.3 There had been extensive consultation with employers, over both the programme aims and content.  The department had secured Enterprise Funding to develop new content and materials including e-learning packages with a range of relevant organisations. 

10.4 No major changes to the PG programmes were planned, though the possibility of extending the portfolio into the field of records management was being explored with appropriate external organisations.  The IMBT programme had been running for only two years; there would be a change in the admission criteria for 2010 which should enable the programme to attract more students.  The IKM programme had undergone major revision in 2009 to update content and improve accessibility for part-time students in employment through block delivery.  Minor revisions might be made to the mode of delivery for further modules on the ILM programme.  
10.5 The department was scheduled to relocate in 2011-12 to buildings which would be vacated by the central administration.  Extensive refurbishment and conversion work would be necessary.

11.
Conclusions and recommendations
11.1
The panel wished to thank the department for the helpful and comprehensive documentation it had provided for the review.

11.2 It wished to commend the department on the friendly and supportive learning environment it had created for its students.  This was apparent both from the paperwork, and from students’ own comments.  

11.3 The department was also to be commended on the way in which it had successfully responded over recent years to changes in the relevant professional and industrial fields in which graduates would be employed, and continued to evolve its provision.

11.4 The panel identified the following areas for further action by the department:

(i) to continue efforts to increase international student recruitment (5.5)

(ii) to continue efforts to make the PG programmes accessible for part-time students, and possibly consider the introduction of distance learning at a future date (5.5, 6.6)
(iii) to add a rubric to IMBS and IMC programme regulations to ensure that students undertook a diet of modules balanced between the two disciplines reflected in the degree titles (6.5)
(iv) to continue work on improving the consistency of the correlation between assessment loading and credit weighting (6.7)

(v) to consider the desirability of increasing the word-count for the PG dissertation (6.7)

(vi) to remain vigilant against academic misconduct and take steps to guard against the increasingly sophisticated methods which are being used (6.11)

(vii) to ensure that its review of group work covered all the areas of concern raised by students (6.12)
(viii) to ensure that procedures for conducting peer or self-assessment were clear to students and examiners (6.13)

(ix) to address the points raised by the AD(T) in respect of programme documentation (6.14)

(x) to reconsider introducing personal academic contact into a first year module (7.2)

(xi) to pursue the work in progress on the presentation of feedback to students on assessed coursework (7.7)

(xii) to help the reader to trace actions on issues raised at the Staff Student Committee by better cross referencing (8.4).
11.5 The panel would also recommend that the following issues be brought to the attention of appropriate other bodies within the University:
(i) to ask the engCETL team to consider an improvement to Co-Tutor which the panel felt would be particularly helpful, to allow staff to ‘cc’ email messages which they sent to students directly into Co-Tutor records (7.4)
(ii) to suggest to the PQ Team that departments be asked to provide copies of their recent LTC minutes at future PPRs (8.5).
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