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1. Objectives of review
All Schools 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 School’s complete portfolio of undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.  A self-evaluative commentary forms the focus of discussions between the School and the review panel, whose report and recommendations are intended to assure the University of the quality of the School’s programmes and the standards being achieved by its students.  The review panel will also report on the effectiveness of the School’s arrangements for managing quality and standards in relation to learning and teaching.

2.
Conduct of review

The panel comprised:

Professor Morag Bell
Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching) (Chair)
Professor Tim Ibell
University of Bath (External Assessor)

Dr Jane Horner
Associate Dean (Teaching), School of Aeronautical, Automotive, Chemical and Materials Engineering
Dr Ruth Kinna
Associate Dean (Teaching), School of Social, Political and Geographical Sciences 
Carol Newbold

Teaching and Learning Development Adviser, Teaching Centre

Rob Pearson
Head of Programme Quality & Teaching Partnerships Office, Academic Registry
Rebecca Bridger
Loughborough Student Union President

Dr Samantha Marshall
Assistant Registrar, Academic Registry (Secretary)

The panel met with key members of School staff including the Dean, AD(T), the Undergraduate and Postgraduate Directors of Studies and six Programme Directors. A full list of participant names is included as Appendix A. The Panel also met with a group of current students.
The draft report was circulated to all panel members and their comments incorporated into the final report.

3.
Evidence base
Documentation was provided to the panel in advance of the meeting and included the following:

· PPR commentary and self-evaluation document, including an outline for the School’s future plans
· Programme regulations and specifications for each UG and PGT programme

· A curriculum map for each programme showing how ILOs are delivered and assessed in certain modules

· An assessment matrix for each programme showing the mode of assessment for each module

· A sample of Learning and Teaching Committee meeting minutes from 2008/9 onwards
· A sample of SSLC minutes from 2008/9 onwards

· UG population monitoring statistics from 2008 onwards
· External examiners reports for UG and PGT programme from 2007/8 onwards 
· External assessors reports for accreditation of programmes

· Annual Programme Review forms for 2010/11

The School formally thanked Margaret Missett for the preparation of the review documentation.

4.
External peer contribution to process
The University requires that the review panel includes an external assessor, who is not a serving external examiner for the School. The external assessor was a senior academic at another UK University. The external assessor received the documentation provided, took full part in all discussions and contributed to the report.
5.
Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review
The School currently offers a strong portfolio of well-established, coherent programmes. Undergraduate programmes are offered in the fields of Civil Engineering, Transport and Engineering Management (including two industry sponsored programmes). Postgraduate taught programmes are offered in the fields of Construction, Building Energy, Transport and Water Engineering and Development. The School maintained a strong theme of sustainability throughout its programmes.
The School has well established links with industry and approximately two-thirds of students choose to spend a year undertaking an industrial placement.  
6.
Aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) of the programmes, curricula and assessment

6.1
The School’s long-standing record of accreditation by professional bodies and history of graduate employment with key industrial partners supported the appropriateness of the ILOs in relation to the overall aims of the provision. The panel noted that there was a wide range of opportunities for skills development across the School’s programmes. However, the panel encouraged the School to review the aims of each programme as detailed in the programme specifications, whilst focusing on the spirit of the Loughborough programme and presenting the information in a way that would inspire students. 
6.2
The School had recently reviewed the provision of undergraduate projects across all of its programmes and had introduced web-based project lists for most programmes for 2012-13. This has introduced standard mechanisms for project definition and allocation whilst retaining individual negotiations where appropriate.
6.3
Undergraduate students that the panel met with felt they had a large amount of coursework, but agreed that it was manageable if they applied good time management skills. The panel recommended that the School revisits the type and variety of assessment methods used across its portfolio of programmes, in particular CMQS, and ensured that over-assessment, in particular via coursework, was avoided.  
6.4
The panel asked the School to address comments raised in a recent external examiners report with regard to the lack of marks above a B or C awarded for coursework on transport programmes.

7.
Quality of learning opportunities

7.1
The panel considered the range and appropriateness of the methods of learning and teaching employed across the School’s programme to generally be of a good standard. The School encouraged staff to develop current e-learning facilities.

7.2
The panel encouraged the School to review the method of delivery for teaching on some MSc courses where lectures were delivered in homogeneous, four-hour teaching blocks.
7.3 
Following feedback received from students whom the panel met with, the School was encouraged to review the limited choice of modules currently available for the Low Carbon Building Design and Modelling MSc and Civil Engineering programmes (parts C and D).
7.4
The School has strong and longstanding links with industrial partners who return to the School annually to recruit placement students. It is common for those on placements to gain employment with same company following graduation. The panel commended the School on its pro-active approach to the expansion of placement opportunities for students; specifically the opportunity for students to take up work placements in Malaysia.

The School had seen an increase in the number of students who had taken up summer placements and short periods of work experience, rather than year-long work placements. The panel noted that these shorter placements were not recorded on a student’s academic record in the same way that a placement year was recorded as a DPS. The University is considering ways to give academic recognition for these shorter placements.
7.5 
Students highly value the opportunity to undertake a placement. The students the panel met with were satisfied with the level of support the School and the University Careers and Employability Centre provided with regards to finding a placement. PGT students were satisfied with the opportunities they had to develop their employability skills and had attended a number of employer lunches and industry networking events. They also believed that access to the School’s visiting lecturers and external presenters provided excellent opportunities to meet with industry representatives.
7.6
All students saw the group-work and peer assessment that was integrated into many modules as a necessary for developing key employability skills. PGT students felt that semester two coursework in particular, provided opportunities for creativity and for the development of presentation and teamworking skills. All students, but particularly those in WEDC, valued the opportunity to work in a multicultural, internationally diverse environment. 
7.7
The panel commended the excellent induction process in WEDC, in particular, its cultural and social aspects and the decision to give the first piece of coursework a low weighting to allow international students time to adjust to Loughborough’s assessment criteria. The panel considered the ‘return home’ session offered to international students to be an innovative example of an outstanding pastoral support for students.

The panel recognised that distance learning had been a labour intensive, but highly successful undertaking for WEDC. The School had no current plans to extend its current part-time or distance learning provision, but the panel believed that WEDC’s experience in this area would be valuable if the School were to alter its provision in the future.
7.8
The School requires Part A students to meet with their tutor regularly and tries to maintain variability in these meetings by incorporating a mix of specific work related tasks and informal discussions. The School also closely monitors the progression of Part A students and circulates interim module assessment results of students whose progress is not satisfactory, to the relevant personal tutor. Staff used Co-tutor for the purposes of attendance monitoring. PGT students found it helpful to have the same person as their personal tutor and project supervisor and were satisfied with the levels of support they received from them.
7.9
Students valued the School’s good facilities and resources, and the group study rooms in the library. Some students requested that they were granted access to the School after 10pm and at weekends as this would enable them to have greater access to computing facilities with specific software. The panel appreciated that this might not be possible as there are University wide issues with regard to misuse of 24h facilities by a minority of students.

7.10
When asked by the panel ‘Who owns your education?’ students were not forthcoming and most related more readily to the ownership of the associated debts incurred, rather than the ownership of a holistic educational experience.  The panel suggested that a stronger message with regard to taking personal responsibility for one’s education could be communicated to students across the University. 
8.
Management of quality and standards
8.1
The panel noted that the School had applied a compelling approach to the development of its senior management structure. Senior members of academic staff were appointed into key roles, whilst a stream of more junior members of staff were encouraged into roles that allowed them to build experience in this area. The School’s Quality Assurance coordinator (a senior academic member of staff) worked with the Directors of UG and PGT studies to ensure consistency and quality was maintained across the School’s portfolio of programmes. 
8.2
The panel noted that UG students were often admitted with A level point scores that were in excess of the minimum entry requirement. The panel also recognised the high quality of graduates that left the School and the School’s excellent employability record. 
The panel noted that entry requirements for undergraduate programmes (not including MEng or BEng Civil Engineering) were low when compared to most programmes offered by the University. The panel recommended that the School revisits entry requirements for these programmes and discusses this with the Admissions Office. The panel suggested that some students were currently attracted to Loughborough due to the low entry grade requirements, not because of other Loughborough specific qualities, as suggested by the School. Anecdotal evidence from the student feedback session substantiated this, with one of the reasons cited for choosing Loughborough being ‘the low entry requirements’.
8.3
The panel noted that despite excellent results overall, some of the School’s NSS results regarding assessment and feedback could be improved upon. The School was aware that the levels of feedback provided had been variable across modules. Of the students that the panel met with, all believed that the level of feedback they received from lecturers was varied, but mostly good. The panel was pleased to note that the School had already acted upon the NSS findings and was currently undertaking a review of student assessment and feedback in conjunction with The Centre for Engineering and Design Education and student focus groups. 

8.4 
The panel recommended that the School contacted English Language Support Services (ELSS) with regard to the provision of additional English language support for specialist subject related vocabulary, for postgraduate students.

It was noted that the School considered that the current, general pre-sessional English language courses were inadequate with regard to addressing the specific language needs of some of the School’s international students. The suitability of the University’s current pre-sessional English language provision was flagged as a University wide issue for consideration outside of the School
8.5
Students found the SSLC to be an effective mechanism for representation within the School. Civil Engineering students received copies of the minutes and key outcomes from these meetings, however, students studying on transport programmes were not informed of the outcome of their SSLC meetings. The panel recommended that the distribution of SSLC minutes to all students, as practiced by the Civil Engineering programme and some others, was adopted across all programmes.

8.6
The panel questioned the appropriateness of the title of the MSc in Building Services Engineering; Building Physics was suggested as a more fitting alternative. The School explained that this title had most appeal to the overseas market. Whilst appreciating the demands placed on the School with regards to international recruitment, the panel suggested that the School should revisit this issue in order to assure itself that this branding of the programme was not having a deleterious effect on UK applications.
9.
Examples of good practice and innovative features of the provision

(i) The School maintained a strong theme of sustainability throughout its programmes (paragraph 5).

(ii) The Panel commended the School on its pro-active approach to the expansion of placement opportunities and for the pastoral support available for students on placements (paragraph 7.4).

(iii) The panel commended the excellent induction process and pastoral support in WEDC (paragraph 7.7).

(iv) The panel noted that the School had applied a compelling approach to the development of its senior management structure. The School’s Quality Assurance coordinator (a senior academic member of staff) worked with the Directors of UG and PGT Studies to ensure consistency and quality was maintained across the School’s portfolio of programmes (paragraph 8.1).

10.
The School’s future plans

The introduction of Architecture as a programme at Loughborough had been under consideration by the University for several years. Any firm decisions regarding this were pending allocation of the necessary space and resource. The School and panel agreed that the addition of an Architecture programme to the School’s current provision would enrich the experience of all the School’s students and would not simply be driven by a desire for School expansion.

Notwithstanding the possible introduction of Architecture, the School has no current plans for significant change to its portfolio of programmes, but highlighted that there was always flexibility and adaptation at the modular level. The panel noted that the School had streamlined its MSc provision for transport programmes following the withdrawal of input from an industrial sponsor.
The panel suggested that the School considers its long term strategy for its programme portfolio to ensure that all programmes align with the strategic objectives of the university in terms of both entry profile and subject area. In particular the School might consider how the current programmes would align with Architecture, if such additional provision was added to the portfolio.

In the mid-term, and when resources permitted, the School hoped to undertake a review, in collaboration with a wide range of industrial contacts, to consider their future portfolio of programmes in terms of content and skills development. 

The panel considered the School to be well placed for future global developments in the field of water engineering, due to the continued integration of WEDC into the School.

11.
Conclusions and recommendations
(i) The panel encouraged the School to review the aims of each programme as detailed in the programme specifications, whilst focusing on the spirit of the Loughborough programme and presenting the information in a way that would inspire students (paragraph 6.1).
(ii) The panel recommended that the School revisits the type and variety of assessment methods used across its portfolio of programmes (paragraph 6.3).
(iii) The panel encouraged the School to review the method of delivery for teaching on some MSc courses where lectures were delivered in homogeneous, four-hour teaching blocks (paragraph 7.2).

(iv) The School was encouraged to review the limited choice of modules currently available for the Low Carbon Building Design and Modelling MSc and Civil Engineering programmes (parts C and D) (paragraph 7.3).

(v) The panel noted that the University is considering ways to give academic recognition for students undertaking short work placements, such as summer placements (paragraph 7.4).
(vi) The panel suggested that a stronger message with regard to taking personal responsibility for one’s education could be communicated to students across the University (paragraph 7.10). 
(vii) The panel noted that entry requirements for undergraduate programmes (not including MEng or BEng Civil Engineering) were low when compared to most programmes offered by the University. The panel recommended that the School revisits entry requirements for these programmes and discusses this with the Admissions Office.
(viii) The panel noted that the School had already acted upon the NSS findings and was currently undertaking a review of student assessment and feedback in conjunction with The Centre for Engineering and Design Education and student focus groups (paragraph 8.3).
(ix) The panel recommended that the School contacted the ELSS with regard to the provision of additional English language support for specialist subject related vocabulary, for postgraduate students. The suitability of the University’s current pre-sessional English language provision was flagged as a University wide issue for consideration outside of the School (paragraph 8.4).
(x) The panel recommended that the distribution of SSLC minutes to all students, as practiced by the Civil Engineering programmes and some others, was adopted across all programmes (paragraph 8.5).
(xi) The panel questioned the appropriateness of the title of the MSc in Building Services Engineering (paragraph 8.6).
The Panel noted examples of good practice, as summarised in section nine of this report, and were keen for these examples to be shared across the institution.
The report will in due course be accessible, with the School’s response, via the Learning and Teaching Committee web-site which is open to an external audience. 
SM, May 2012
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Professor Tony Thorpe

Dean of School

Professor Simon Austin

Associate Dean for Teaching

Dr Jacqueline Glass

Director of Undergraduate Studies
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Director of Postgraduate Studies
Mr Geoff Hodgson 
Programme Director, Commercial Management and Quantity Surveying
Mr Julian Mackenzie 

Programme Director, Construction Engineering Management
Dr Mohamed Osmani
Programme Director, Architectural Engineering & Design Management
Dr Paul Fleming
Programme Director, Civil Engineering
Mr Michael Smith

Programme Director, WEDC

Professor Malcolm Cook
Programme Director, PGT Building Design and Low Carbon
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