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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 3 May 2011.

2.2
The panel comprised the following:

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

Professor Uday Reddy, School of Computer Science, University of Birmingham

Dr Jane Horner, Associate Dean (Teaching), Faculty of Engineering 

Dr Mark Hepworth, Department of Information Science

Dr Gerry Swallowe, Department of Physics

Carol Newbold, Learning & Teaching Development Advisor, Teaching Centre

Alice Swinscoe, Loughborough Students’ Union, VP (Education) 

Secretary: Martine Ashby, Academic Registry 
2.3
The panel met throughout the day and held discussions with key members of departmental staff, including the Head of Department, the Teaching Coordinator and the Quality Manager, and with a representative group of students (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

Documentation was provided to the Panel in advance of the review and included the following: 

· 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 

· External examiners’ reports and departmental responses, 2007/08 to 2009/10

· Reports of External Assessors/Advisory Committees/Accreditation Visits in the period 2007/08 to 2009/10

· Staff/Student Committee Minutes 2007/08 to date

· Departmental Learning and Teaching Committee minutes 2009/10 to date

· Annual programme review documents for sessions 2007/08 to 2009/10, 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 2010

· A report detailing the Department’s responses following the Faculty QEO summary of assessment practice for UG programmes at APR in 2010. 

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.

· Population monitoring statistics for 2007, 2008 and 2009 starters.

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 Uday Reddy from the School of Computer Science, University of Birmingham. He had not been an External Examiner for the Department’s programmes. He reviewed the documentation provided, took a full 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 offers five undergraduate programmes: 
· BSc/MSci Computer Science (CS)

· BSc/MSci Computer Science and Artificial Intelligence  (CS + AI)

· BSc/MSci Computing and Management (C + M)

· BSc/MSci Information Technology Management for Business (ITMB)

· BSc/MSci Computer Science and Mathematics (CS + M) 

Undergraduate programmes in Computer Science and e-Business, and Information Technology and Mathematics had been withdrawn since the last review due to low intake numbers and the ITMB programme introduced in 2008. In 2010, the Mathematics and Computing programme, which had been owned by the School of Mathematics and contributed to by the Department, had been withdrawn and replaced by the Computer Science and Mathematics programme, which was administered by the Department of Computer Science. Having made these changes to its portfolio of programmes in recent years, the Department had no plans for more changes in the near future. 
The undergraduate joint honours programmes aim to equip students with the skills that they need to develop and deploy major IT systems as required in the commercial and industrial environment of their specialist component subject. The programmes aim to provide a complementary set of subjects that is not divided into compartments despite being taught by two academic departments. The single honours programmes, CS and CS+AI, are made up exclusively of the Department’s modules. They extend the computing element of the joint honours programmes, aiming to equip students with an in-depth knowledge of the fundamentals of Computer Science and the ability to apply the knowledge to improving IT processes and tools. They have a common first two years that equip students to go on to choose a specific direction for their final year of study. All programmes allow students to undertake a supervised industrial placement year, the successful

The British Computer Society (BCS) has granted accreditation to the single honours programmes and the ITMB and C+M programmes for the educational requirement for full membership (MBCS) and for Chartered IT Professional registration (CITP). In addition, accreditation has been granted for the single honours MSci courses for the educational requirement for Chartered Engineer (CEng) and Chartered Scientist (CSci) registration, completion of which leads to the award of a Diploma of Professional Studies (DPS). Both the BCS and external examiners have commented favourably on the balance of practical and theoretical outcomes in the programmes.

The MSci programmes aim to broaden and deepen the skills and abilities which are taught on the equivalent BSc programme. Until 2010, these integrated Master’s programmes led to the award of an MComp degree. However, acting in response to student requests and in a move to bring the programmes in line with competitor institutions, the Department made the decision to change the award for these four-year programmes to an MSci.
5.2 The Department offers a choice of five postgraduate programmes:

· MSc Information Technology (IT)

· MSc Multimedia and Internet Computing (MInC)

· MSc Internet Computing and Network Security (ICNS)

· MSc Digital Imaging, Computer Graphics and Vision (DIGV)

· MSc Internet Computing and Networking (Nets)

All of the programmes are taught by means of short intensive modules and are available either via full-time or part-time study and also on a module-by-module basis for CPD. The Panel noted that the CPD option was not marketed explicitly but was offered as an option to applicants enquiring about part-time mode. The Department may wish to consider promoting the CPD option more aggressively by including it on a short courses webpage. 

5.3 The IT programme aims to bring IT skills to graduates from non-computing disciplines. It focuses on the design and construction of information systems with regard to human and security issues and, in doing so, shares some modules with the other Master’s programmes. High priority is given to meeting the needs of prospective employers requiring graduate students with expertise in the IT field. 

5.4 The other PGT programmes are specialist programmes designed for graduates who already have a high degree of knowledge of computer systems and their operation. The MInC and DIGV programmes are taught entirely by the Department whilst the ICNS and Nets programmes include a small number of modules offered by the Department of Electronic and Electrical Engineering.

5.5 The MInC programme aims to advance students’ understanding of the global Internet, multimedia interaction and the design and implementation of usable systems. The ICNS programme focuses on understanding of advanced principles of computer networks and distributed computing, and object-oriented systems design and programming. It aims to give an appreciation of the security issues and vulnerabilities for computing and networked systems and the principles of encryption and their application to security problems. The DIGV programme aims to advance students understanding of digital imaging, computer graphics and computer vision. The Nets programme, the most recent PGT programme to be launched, aims to provide in-depth knowledge of the Internet and networking technologies and their importance in a range of applications and wireless sensor networks and their applications. It also aims to acquaint them with the use of hardware and software used in networking applications with a view to understanding their internal structure and algorithms. All of the programmes prepare students for further research in Computer Science, and graduates from all programmes have continued to PhD studies in the Department. 

5.6 The Department was encouraged to consider pursuing accreditation from the BCS and the Institute of Engineering and Technology (IET) for its Master’s programmes, as acquiring this status could make the programmes more attractive to overseas students. This was especially important given the Department’s goal of doubling its PGT numbers. When pursuing this accreditation, it may find the EAB route most appropriate for its particular requirements.  

5.7 The statistical data revealed that UK/EU undergraduate application numbers had risen steadily over the previous five years, with the increase in numbers being generally consistent across all of the Department’s programmes. The rise in applications had allowed the Department to be more selective, and it had gradually increased its entry requirements resulting in an improvement in the quality of students recruited. The Department had also experienced a steady rise in international applications over the same period, though application and intake numbers remained modest. PGT numbers had remained static over the same period except in 2010 when intake numbers had been a little disappointing. The Department had noted a general increase in the proportion of UK students recruited on to its Master’s programmes and, in particular, an increase in the number of Loughborough graduates choosing to join its programmes. 

5.8 The proportion of first and 2.1 honours degree had stayed relatively constant over the previous three years at around 65 per cent, and most PGT students were successful in completing their Master’s degrees. The vast majority of undergraduates progressed satisfactorily to the next part of their programme. However, the Department had experienced relatively high failure rates at first attempt on some programmes and, in particular, C+M in Part A. The Department was encouraged to devise an action plan to address these failures. It should continue to analyse undergraduate failure rates closely and to gauge whether failures were concentrated in a small number of modules or whether they were more wide spread. It should establish the reasons for the failures and develop measures to address them. If, after analysing the failure rates, it found that students were routinely failing certain first-year modules, it may wish to consider whether there is sufficient support in place for students without a computing background. It may also wish to consider changing its first-year progression requirements to stipulate that students must obtain credits in certain modules in order to progress to Part B. 

5.9 After a sharp increase in the number of graduates who were still unemployed six months after graduating in 2008, this figure had fallen once again for 2009 graduates. The vast majority of posts gained by the Department’s graduates were graduate level roles. 

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. External reference points such as subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications had been taken into account and BCS requirements had also been taken into consideration in the design of the programmes. 

6.2 The undergraduate programmes, with the exception of the CS+M programme, were split evenly between a core Computing component and a specialist component in Management or Computer Science. All students, whether single or joint honours, therefore took modules in the Computing core and one of the specialist components. By contrast, the CS+M programme combined specialist Computer Science subjects with specialist Mathematics subjects, rather than the common Computing core. The Department maintained regular communication with contacts in link departments in relation to the content and delivery of the joint programmes.

6.3 The split between the core and specialist elements was clearly defined in Parts A and B but was less so in Parts C and D. During Part C, all students undertook a project which formed a substantial part of the year’s requirements. This was accompanied by a compulsory module in Software Project Management and a number of options based on the research strengths of staff in the Department and, for the joint programmes, the partner departments. In Part D, MSci students undertook a large research project together with group project work and management modules to deepen and widen their knowledge of the subject area(s).

6.4 The panel felt the curricula of the UG programmes were appropriate but noted that the Department’s undergraduate students were not given the opportunity to learn a modern foreign language. Providing them with such an opportunity could improve their employment prospects further. Therefore, the Department was encouraged to allow its single-honours students the option of doing so and should not be discouraged by potential timetabling problems. 

6.5 The curricula for the ITMB and C+M programmes were very similar, with most taught modules being common to both. The ITMB had been set up in response to an initiative by e-skills UK and sought higher entry requirements than the C+M. The main difference between the two programmes was that the ITMB’s pathway had been specified and endorsed by the companies of e-Skills UK and, as a result, there was   a smaller range of options available to students on this programme. However, students on the programme benefited from access to ‘guru’ lectures offered by outside speakers and were able to undertake a final-year project for a customer in industry in order to meet a genuine need. The e-Skills Council was encouraging the University to recruit more students to the ITMB programme. The Department was considering this suggestion and may do so by discontinuing the C+M and making use of the quota for the programme for the ITMB programme. Given the programme’s higher entry requirements, this could result in the Department being able to attract larger numbers of more able students.
6.6 The postgraduate taught programmes compromised 120 credits of compulsory taught modules plus a 60 credit computing project. The taught element of the full-time version of the programmes consisted of eight 15-credit modules, each delivered and assessed within a three-week period. In the part-time version of the programmes the research methods and project preparation module was split into two modules for ease of delivery. The delivery of modules in blocks had been introduced in response to industry feedback, and the blocks had been increased in length from two weeks to three weeks in order to be able to include the assessment component within them. The Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee had recently reviewed its approach to teaching the PGT programmes and concluded that this mode of delivery continued to be appropriate at this level. Some students who met with the Panel were less keen on this mode of delivery, as they felt the block delivery did not give groups enough time to get to know each other before launching into group work and little time to develop a rapport with the lecturer. This contradicted earlier feedback which the Department had received where students had welcomed the intensive nature of the modules.

6.7 The Department was very aware of the rapid pace of change within the discipline and responded by regularly making minor adjustments to its programmes on a modular basis as part of the module review process. Acting in response to comments made by the BCS, the Department had re-established its Industrial Liaison Committee and had found the Committee helpful in informing decisions on the content of its programmes. The Department had taken up proposals for curriculum changes made by the Committee and intended to consult it over planned changes to the curriculum to ensure that the programmes continued to meet industry requirements. The Committee had recently complemented the Department on the relevance of its MSc programmes and, in particular, for its specialist programmes. 

6.8 Some of the undergraduates who met with the Panel had been impressed by, and appreciative of, the option module day which the Department runs to inform their final-year option choice. The Panel noted that this event was not as helpful as it could have been to students when, as has happened in the past, some staff did not attend to represent their modules. The Department was encouraged to ensure that all module options were represented at the event and that sufficient information was given about all options to prevent confusion over module content.

6.9 The Department used a range of teaching and learning strategies to deliver the curricula. These varied according to the learning outcomes that needed to be achieved. Methods of assessment were also wide ranging and included computer-aided assessment for formative assessment. The Department made extensive use of group work assessments after Part A of its undergraduate programmes. The group work practical exercises aimed to equip students with experience of teamwork to prepare them for this mode of working in their later careers. Some students had been critical of the potential unfairness of group work activity if some group members did not participate fully in the activity. The Department was encouraged to make use of Web PA to ensure that staff were made aware of such instances and that fair assessments could be made. 

6.10 Careful consideration was given by module leaders and the teaching coordinator to proposed changes to assessment methods for individual modules.  However, the overall assessment load for students on a programme appeared only to be checked when a new programme was introduced. Therefore, there was scope for an imbalance to develop over time. The Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee was encouraged to carry out a review of assessment load at programme level and to put in place a mechanism to ensure that a good balance was maintained.

6.11 The Panel noted the concern of one external examiner that the Department reused examination questions. This practice was seen to be increasingly more inappropriate in the light of growing numbers of instances of academic misconduct. The Department was encouraged to put in place mechanisms to ensure that the reuse of examination questions was restricted. 

6.12 The Department made use of an electronic system for marking final-year projects which it had developed in response to comments made by the BCS. The ILOs for the various project modules had been revised as a result of the comments and made the focus of the marking schemes. For each ILO group, grade attainment descriptors had been provided to guide assessors. The system had also been trialled on non-project modules, and it may in future be developed to provide students with component grades and comments. The Panel commended the system and welcomed these further developments in its use which would allow the Department to provide more assessment feedback to students with minimal additional effort.

6.13 Undergraduate students were required to learn five programming languages in Part A. Some, with prior programming experience, did not find the modules in which programming was taught overly challenging. However, others who did not have this experience were more reliant upon demonstrators when they encountered problems. Their experience varied depending upon the teaching assistants that they encountered. The Department was encouraged to ensure that its teaching assistants were briefed carefully and were given clear instructions on the level of support which they should give to students. If it provided sufficient support for its students, the Department might be able to provide more challenging work for them that would stretch them, and retain the interest of the more experienced among them. The Department was also encouraged to consider whether the requirement to study five programme languages, some of which had minimal differences between them, was contributing to the Part A failure rate.

6.14 The Department was asked about its approach to plagiarism and other aspects of academic misconduct, such as commissioning. It dealt with any instances which it encountered in accordance with University policy and practice. However, the Department did not routinely ask students to submit electronic copies of coursework alongside paper copies and had only recently made it a requirement that the final-year project should be submitted both in paper form and electronically. Therefore, it had not been in a position to carry out computer-aided checks for plagiarism. The Department was encouraged to be vigilant for instances of plagiarism in written coursework and in programming coursework and to make use of plagiarism detection software where there were doubts about the authenticity of students’ work.

7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1
The Department held induction days for new UG and PG cohorts at the beginning of the academic year where students were introduced to the Department’s resources and their personal tutors. The Department saw personal tutoring as an important aspect of its pastoral role and allocated each student a personal tutor. The Department also had an International Tutor who provided support to international students and a Senior Tutor who oversaw social aspects of interaction within the student population. Tutor groups met once each semester, with an additional meeting on the first day for Part A students. In a student’s final year the role of personal tutor passed to project supervisors who typically met with students for half an hour each week. The Department also operated a peer support system where, as part of a module, Part D students acted as mentors for Part A students undertaking group work. The system had proved popular with both mentors and mentees, with some of the former recognising its benefits for their personal development. 

7.2 The Department aimed to foster a positive atmosphere between staff and students and organised social events to encourage interaction between them. Students appeared to receive excellent individual support from the Department. Those students who met with the Panel appreciated the support which they received. They found staff approachable and willing to act promptly to resolve problems which they brought to their attention. However, the Department did not give the impression of being proactive in seeking out issues of concern to its students. Standard mechanisms for identifying issues, such as the Staff/Student Committee, were not as effective as they could be, and some students who were encountering difficulties on a module were not picked up until after the end of module assessment. 

7.3 The Department was conscious of poor attendance rates for some undergraduate modules, particularly in the second semester of Part A and throughout Part B, but was unsure of the reasons for this. Analysis of student results had confirmed a correlation between poor attendance and poor performance in assessments. Informal feedback from students had indicated that some non-attendance could be put down to students having covered similar material on previous courses or a belief that accessing module materials on Learn was an adequate substitute for attending the lecture or tutorial. The Department monitored attendance using the Attendant monitoring system for undergraduates and by assignment submission for postgraduates. During week six of each semester, undergraduates with an attendance record of less than 50 per cent were contacted and pursued until an explanation of their absence was received. They were reminded at this point of the need for them to attend regularly in order to achieve good marks. The Panel was pleased that the Department pursued non-attendance but considered that it should not wait until the sixth week before contacting students about their absence. It also encouraged staff to hold meetings at the end of the first semester with students who were frequently absent to discuss their absences and their progress.

7.4 Staff were required to provide assessment feedback for all modules. The Department did not stipulate to staff how this feedback should be provided, so it was conveyed to students in a number of ways, with staff providing group-based or individual feedback, as appropriate. Feedback documents were posted on the departmental intranet and also Learn following examinations. Most modules also included feedback sessions. The Panel noted a concern expressed by an external examiner that, despite these efforts, students were not provided with sufficiently helpful feedback on coursework. The Department had also received relatively low scores for feedback in the National Student Survey (NSS). It was considering ways of improving feedback to students and was encouraged to extend use of its electronic marking system to allow it to provide more detailed feedback to students. It was also encouraged to hand back to students any paper-based coursework along with the assessment feedback.
7.5 In the 2010 NSS, students rated the Department’s learning resources very highly, placing it fourth in the UK out of 93 institutions. This sentiment was echoed by those students who met with the Panel. The Department’s resources were to be further enhanced with the planned development of the Haselgrave Building in which many of the Department’s staff were situated and much of its teaching delivered.
7.6 Until recently, the Department had made use of its own intranet entitled ‘coteach’ to provide students with a raft of module-related material and resources including student handbooks. The Department had made a deliberate decision to provide student handbooks in a web-based format only, which ensured that students had access to the most up-to-date version of key information and had easy access to related sources via embedded weblinks. Coteach was now linked with the Learn server to provide a single access point for students. During the review, the Department suggested refinements to Learn which would be of benefit to staff and students. It was proposed that staff should be provided with the facility to see modules as students saw them and that students should be allowed to see material from the subsequent year’s modules to inform their module choice. 

7.7 Students were given the opportunity to undertake an industrial placement year. They were assigned a placement tutor who helped them to find appropriate employment and who visited them at least twice during their placement. Those students who were interviewed spoke very highly of the placement support which they received. The Department had also received positive feedback from a number of companies that had taken its students on placements or who had employed its graduates. They had been impressed, in particular, by how well prepared students were to take on initiatives and by their confidence in doing so. 

7.8 The previous PPR report had encouraged staff to avail themselves of the development opportunities offered internally by Staff Development and by the HEA-ICS. Staff were actively encouraged in their personal development reviews to attend internal development opportunities offered by Staff Development, and a development fund existed to support staff attendance at external events including HEA-ICS conferences and one-day workshops. Staff were also encouraged to attend the Department’s seminar series and training sessions on specific topics provided for the whole staff at the annual information day and staff meetings. 

8.
Management of Quality and Standards

8.1 The Panel considered that, for the most part, the Department had appropriate procedures in place for the management of quality and standards. Issues raised at the last Annual Programme Review were being addressed and those raised during the last BCS accreditation visit had been addressed. 
8.2 The curricula, programme structures and assessment were continually reviewed and were refined in response to module feedback, module reviews and scrutiny by the Learning and Teaching Committee. 

8.3 Feedback from external examiners was, on the whole, very positive and confirmed the quality of the programmes and the standards attained by the students. However, the Panel was unable to find a clear audit trail for the consideration of external examiners’ reports. The Head of Department wrote to external examiners to thank them for their reports and informed them that their reports would be considered at a forthcoming Learning and Teaching Committee meeting. Some reports were received by the Committee and any issues were considered, but this did not appear to be common practice, and external examiners did not appear to be informed of the outcome of discussion of points which they had raised in their reports. The Department was encouraged to discuss all external examiners’ reports at Learning and Teaching Committee meetings and to write to external examiners to inform them of agreed action following timely consideration of their reports. 

8.4 The Department’s Learning and Teaching Committee met four times each year and was chaired by the Teaching Coordinator. The Staff/Student Committee also met four times a year and was chaired by the Head of Department. The business of both committees encompassed UG and PGT issues, and actions that arose were followed up and reported at subsequent meetings. Agendas of Staff/Student Committee meetings were largely staff-driven, though student representatives did make some use of the meetings to raise issues. The Department’s student representatives were largely selected via informal processes, particularly when the cohort size was small, and were not routinely re-elected.

8.5 The Department exceeded University requirements on student module feedback by collecting feedback on all modules every year. It was commended on its innovative approach to module evaluation. Instead of being considered at module review meetings, modules were scrutinised via an online module quality monitoring system. The system required those involved in the delivery of the module to comment on module feedback from students, assessment feedback, assessment results and comments from external examiners and to indicate the action which they intended to take as a result. Their comments were recorded online together with comments from the module reviewer, and an action plan was determined which the Quality Manager then summarised for the Annual Programme Review. 
8.6 Whilst some staff informed students, on the next running of a module, of changes which had been made to it as a result of the review process, not all did. Therefore students were not routinely informed of changes made as a result of their module feedback, and, as a result, the Department was not taking advantage of the opportunity to demonstrate to students that it reflected upon and acted upon their comments. It was encouraged to discuss module feedback, and report on any action taken as a result of it, at Staff/Student Committee meetings. If it did not already do so, it should publish the minutes of these meetings on the intranet. 

8.7 The Department was commended on its impressive results in the National Student Survey (NSS). In 2010 it achieved sixth position out of 93 institutions and was ranked first for responses to three of the survey’s questions. In 2011, its efforts to promote the survey to its graduates had resulted in its best ever response rate. Following previous surveys, the Department had been swift to seek changes to address issues which have been identified and believed that action that it had taken in response to comments about feedback on coursework would address these concerns. The Department informed finalists of the action which it had taken as a result of the previous year’s NSS and was encouraged to feed this information back to the student population as a whole via Staff/Student Committee meetings.

8.8 The Department had systems in place for the approval of assessments and the moderation of assessed work and examination scripts. All examination papers and coursework specifications were moderated by another member of staff, and Part B, C and D assessments award were moderated by an external examiner. Module moderators sampled approximately ten per cent of student assessment, and external examiners were asked to moderate a sample of all degree-level assessment. All individual project work was marked by the supervisor and a second marker, and external examiners were given the opportunity to read all project reports.

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

9.1
The panel regarded the following as features of good practice:

(i) its accessible and supportive staff 

(ii) input to its programmes from industry

(iii) support for student placements

(iv) accreditation where appropriate by professional bodies

(v) its final-year option module event

(vi) its efforts to encourage students to participate in the NSS and its methods for resolving issues raised by students during the survey

(vii) its potential for CPD provision

9.2
The panel remarked on the following as innovative features of the provision:

(i) use of automated systems to streamline or enhance processes, such as the module quality monitoring system and the final-year project marking system. The Department is encouraged to find ways of sharing these systems with other departments within the University. It may wish to begin by sharing them with other departments in the new School of Science 

(ii) the range of innovative teaching styles which the Department makes use of. Of particular note are the ITMB programme’s industry-linked final-year project and its Guru lectures given by invited external speakers from industry. It is encouraged to highlight these features in publicity for the programme

(iii) increasing use of computer-aided assessment for formative assessment 

(iv) peer support provided for first-year students by Part D students as part of a final-year module.

10. Future plans

10.1 The Department would become part of the School of Science in August 2011. The Panel believed that this would offer benefits for the management of learning and teaching in the Department and new recruitment opportunities.

10.2 Later that year, the building in which the majority of the Department’s staff and students were accommodated, the Haslegrave Building, was to be refurbished. The University’s IT support staff, who were currently based in the building, would be relocated elsewhere, and the Department’s research students and staff who were located in Holywell Park would be accommodated within the building. The refurbished building would provide an increase in student study space generally and would boast an open plan space for research students, academic offices surrounding a communal open plan area and accommodation for administrators on the ground floor where they would be readily accessible by students and visitors. The Panel hoped that the new design of the building and facilities within it would improve the student experience further and give them greater access to staff, allowing more opportunities for their problems to be identified and addressed. 

10.3 The Department wished to double its PGT population over time, ideally with the majority of additional numbers being made up of full-time students. In order to do this, the Department intended to refresh its PGT portfolio and had established a working group to review its programmes. It was considering making changes to the programmes to reflect its two main research strengths, vision and networking, and to take advantage of its links with other subject areas within the University. It may pursue the possibility of offering more generalist courses to potentially expand the IT programme into International Computing or Business Computing. In addition to these changes to the PGT programmes, the Department also intended to pursue teaching partnerships with selected high calibre institutions in China. In exploring opportunities for new PGT provision, the Department was encouraged to make use of available market research data, such as HESA data, to identify which subject areas potential applicants may be interested in. 

11.
Conclusions and recommendations

11.1
The panel wished to thank the Department for the helpful documentation which it had provided for the review.

11.2 It wished to commend the Department on the friendly and supportive learning environment which it had created for its UG and PGT students which was apparent from the paperwork and from students’ comments. It was also commended on the impressive learning resources which it provided for its students. 

11.3 The Department was also commended for successfully raising its undergraduate entry requirements without reducing student numbers.

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

(i) to consider pursuing BCS and IET accreditation for its Master’s programmes (5.6) 

(ii) to devise an action plan to counter high failure rates for some modules (5.8) 
(iii) to consider changing its progression requirements to stipulate that students must obtain credits in certain modules in order to progress to Part B (5.8) 

(iv) to consider providing single honours students with the opportunity to learn a modern language as part of their programme (6.4)

(v) to provide sufficient information on all option modules to inform student choice and to ensure that all option modules are represented at option module days (6.8)
(vi) to make use of available software to ensure fair marking for contributions to group work assessments (6.9) 

(vii) to review and maintain an overview of assessment load at programme level (6.10)

(viii) to put in place mechanisms to minimise the reuse of examination questions (6.11)

(ix) to review the training of teaching assistants and the requirement for undergraduates to learn five programming languages in the first year (6.13)

(x) to remain vigilant against plagiarism and to take steps to guard against it (6.14)

(xi) to contact absent students earlier and to arrange end of first semester progress meetings with students who were absent frequently (7.2 & 7.3)

(xii) to extend use of its electronic marking system to allow it to provide more detailed feedback to students (7.4)

(xiii) to review its process for handling external examiners’ reports (8.3)

(xiv) to report action taken as a result of student feedback at Staff/Student Committee meetings and to publish the minutes of these meetings on the intranet (7.2, 8.6 & 8.7)

(xv) to consider making use of market research data to identify which subject areas potential PGT applicants may be interested in and to set up a short course webpage to allow it to advertise the CPD opportunities which it provided (5.2 & 10.3).

11.5 The panel would also recommend that the following issues be brought to the attention of appropriate other bodies within the University:

to ask the e-learning team to provide enhancements to Learn to allow staff to see modules in the same mode as students registered on the modules and to allow students to access material for the subsequent year’s modules to inform their module choice (7.6)

ANNEX A
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