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External Contributions to the Programme Approval Process 
 
External contribution to the process had been provided by: 
Dr Rafael Palacios, Reader in Aeronautics, Imperial College London 
Prof Ron Summers,   Professor of Information Engineering, Loughborough University 
Prof David Easterbrook, Deputy Head of School of Marine Science & Engineering, University of 
Plymouth 
Prof Charles Augarde, Professor in Civil Engineering, Durham University 
Prof Harm Askes, Head of Department of Civil & Structural Engineering, University of Sheffield 
 
This expertise, combined with that of the University members, provided a full and robust Committee 
to consider the range of matters to be addressed through the Programme Approval process. 
 
 
Student contribution to the Programme Approval Process 
 
The Students’ Union Vice-President (Education) is a standing member of the University Programme 
Approval Committee in order to ensure that student views are considered appropriately. On this 
occasion he was unable to attend the meeting, but had reviewed the proposal and had no concerns.   
 
 
Conflict of interest 
 
No conflicts of interest were declared. 
 
 
Outcome of Committee discussion: 
 
The Committee agreed the following commendations, conditions and recommendations: 
  
Commendations: 
 

1. The Committee commended the programme team on the considerable amount of work that 
had gone into restructuring the existing programmes, and developing for students a unique 
and innovative programme within London. The positive response to recruitment, retention 
and industry challenges was particularly noted.  
 

2. The Committee commended the programme team on the management of placements within 
the School and the support offered to students whilst on placement.  

 
 Conditions: 
 

1. To articulate more clearly the differentiation between learning outcomes for BEng/MEng 
awards within all programme specifications. Consideration should be given both to shared 
learning outcomes and those that are distinct for each award level, including specifying the 
specific characteristics expected of students at master's level.  
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        2.    To state clearly on all module specifications, the number of assessment components within   
the module and their type and weighting. Additionally to review and, where appropriate, 
revise the amount and size of assessment in each module to ensure appropriateness for the 
amount of credit. Furthermore to outline resit arrangements. Note: Assessment Regulations 
from 2016/17 require a resit for only those components failed at the first attempt. 
  

3.    To articulate within each module specification the opportunities available to students for 
formative assessment, including feedback that should help them to prepare for later 
assessment.  
  

4.    To standardise the referencing system in all reading lists (e.g. to use Harvard 
referencing), and to ensure all module specifications include up to date texts where 
appropriate  
  

5.    To finalise and publicise the requirements for Foundation Year entry in light of the fact that 
students will be applying imminently for Foundation Year entry 2017/18 for progression to 
City in 2018/19. 
   

6.    To address the additional list of revisions provided in relation to both programme and 
module specifications. 

It was advised that revised programme specifications and module specifications should be submitted 
with the responses to the conditions with the changes clearly highlighted, and would require sign-off 
by LEaD. 
 
Recommendations: 
  
      1.     To undertake an assessment mapping exercise for the programmes to support the work 

requested in conditions 2 and 3 above. 
  
      2.     To keep under review the possibility of allowing appropriate students to transfer in to the 

Structural Engineering degree after successful completion of Year 1 
 
Deadline for the programme response to the conditions and recommendations, with full 
supporting documentation:   
 
Conditions 1, 5 & 6: Thursday 8th September.  
Conditions 2, 3, 4 & recommendations: Friday 28th October. 
 
 
Summary of discussion: 
1. The Programme 
 
The proposal to significantly change the Undergraduate Engineering provision comprised major 
amendments to five existing programmes within the School (BEng/MEng Aeronautical Engineering, 
BEng/MEng Mechanical Engineering, BEng/MEng Electrical and Electronic Engineering, BEng/MEng 
Civil Engineering, BEng/MEng Biomedical Engineering) as well as the introduction of two new 
programmes (BEng/MEng Structural Engineering, BEng/MEng Engineering). 
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The Committee welcomed the programme team and asked them to begin by outlining the key 
objectives of the programme restructure and whether they considered that they achieved these. The 
Dean responded that there had been several objectives of the restructure, firstly to provide 
undergraduate students with best educational experience so they were well positioned for graduate 
employment, secondly to respond to the changing field of Engineering, which had seen an increasing 
focus on computational techniques, thirdly to expose students to the breadth of expertise within the 
School and best practice within the sector by taking advantage of the many engineering consultancies 
based in proximity to the University. Finally to respond to the increasingly diverse requirements of 
the industry which required engineers with a broad knowledge base of different types of engineering, 
as well as those focussed on specialisms. The Dean commented that the industry liaison group had 
been satisfied with the scope of the changes proposed and as a result he was confident that the 
objectives of the redesign had been met. 
 
Turning to professional accreditations the Committee questioned whether these were in place for the 
new degrees and if not, when they might be finalised. There was also some concern that the 
programme specifications did not clearly articulate what professional exemptions were available. The 
programme team responded that they were not able to apply for accreditations until full approval 
had been given by the University but assured the Committee that appropriate approval should be in 
place by the time degrees started. It would be made clear in the specifications what exemptions 
students were eligible for. 
 
The Committee was concerned that because of the flexibility students had which would allow them 
to change degree at the end of Year 1, that there might be a negative effect on the ‘student 
experience’ resulting in unevenly large or small numbers on certain pathways. The programme team 
replied that they expected most students to remain on the course they enrolled on with perhaps 2-3 
who might change. Students valued the opportunity to change but in practice most didn’t. The 
programme team also commented that they did not believe that a small cohort would feel isolated 
because of the shared, common first year.  
 
The Committee asked for clarification on transfer arrangements and whether these were articulated 
clearly enough for students. The programme team explained that there were several mechanisms in 
place to ensure that students had all the information they required, including 3 touch points during 
the first year and additional information sessions during Year Two in the run up to the transfer to 
MEng. These sessions would be supported with written guidance which would also incorporate 
information for career options. Personal tutors would continue to play an important part in guiding 
their tutees.   
 
The Committee questioned why students were denied the option of transferring into the Structural 
Engineering degree.  The programme team replied that the proposed Structured Engineering degree 
was unique to City; currently no other University in England offered a degree in that specialist 
subject. With this in mind the team wished to ensure that students who applied, and were accepted 
onto the programme, were committed from the very beginning. With a target of 10 students in the 
first year, ensuring the best possible experience was paramount. This included offering students the 
opportunity to complete projects with local companies in Year 4 and with a finite number of places 
available it would not be possible to over-recruit. The programme team agreed that this would be 
made clear from the start of the course and would be non-negotiable. 
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The Committee asked the programme team to expand on what had been built into the revised 
programmes to ensure better recruitment and retention.  The programme team cited the flexibility to 
transfer degree at the end of first year as unique for a university in London and this would attract a 
broader group of prospective students. There had been a considerable reduction in student numbers 
which would enable the School to be more selective when recruiting and ensure an excellent student 
experience. 
 
The proximity to the Clerkenwell Design Centre was also an excellent selling point, with many leading 
engineering consultancies on City’s doorstep. Design had also been made more explicit within the 
engineering programme and it was hoped this would make the degree more attractive for women. In 
line with usual marketing activity staff would be visiting Schools and new promotional videos had 
been created.  
 
The Committee expressed further concern about those students joining the programme via the 
Foundation Years with Westminster Kingsway College and City and Islington College. The programme 
team was still considering whether to interview prospective students but confirmed that meetings 
with the students would be arranged whilst they were on the Foundation Programme to determine if 
extra support would be needed to succeed on their degrees at City. The Committee noted that INTO 
and Kaplan foundation programmes also needed to be factored into these plans and asked that the 
programme team prioritised finalising and publicising the requirements for Foundation Year entry in 
light of the fact that students would be applying imminently for Foundation Year entry 2017/18 for 
progression to City in 2018/19. 
 
 
2.  Programme Content 
 
The Committee noted from the proposal that no major revisions had taken place since Stage 1.  
 
 
3.  Learning, Teaching and Assessment 
 
The Committee asked the programme team to articulate what the key differences were between a 
Bachelor’s and a Master’s degree in Engineering. At present it was not clear what the differentiation 
was in terms of learning outcomes or assessments between the two levels.  The programme team 
responded that the Integrated Masters would aim to equip students with a higher level of technical 
skills and more in depth design experience, preparing them for the professional environment they 
were entering into. The majority of assessment in the final year would be completed in individual and 
group design projects involving multi-disciplinary activities which the Undergraduate students would 
not be expected to complete. Furthermore at Masters level students would be expected to develop 
and demonstrate initiative in problem solving. The Committee was satisfied that the programme 
team had considered the differentiation between levels but requested that this was reflected more 
clearly within all programme specifications. Consideration should be given both to shared learning 
outcomes and those that were distinct for each award level, including identifying the specific 
characteristics expected of students at master's level. Finally all learning outcomes should be mapped 
to QAA subject benchmarks. 
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It was noted that some of the reading lists did not appear to be up to date and that the referencing 
system varied substantially across modules. The programme team were also asked if they had 
responded to comments that relevant computer packages be added to specifications. The 
programme team acknowledged that work needed to be completed to ensure that referencing 
systems were standardised and also that a review of texts would take place but commented that 
there were classic texts, that were still available, that were considered essential reading and would 
continue to be included. With regard to whether relevant computer packages should be mentioned in 
specifications, the general consensus was that they would rather not as many packages would change 
year to year and specifications would need to be continually updated. The Committee agreed that 
including a statement that ‘industry standard’ packages would be used would be appropriate. The 
Committee asked that the programme team review the reading lists to ensure consistency and 
appropriate referencing style. 

Discussion turned to the proposed assessment strategy; the Committee asked the programme team 
to articulate their overall assessment strategy at UG and PG levels. Specifically the differentiation 
between BEng and MEng levels as at present this was not clearly evident in module specifications. 
The Committee also commented that the number of assessment components within the modules and 
their type and weighting was not always clearly articulated, and in places the amount of assessed 
work required seemed excessive for their 20 credit value. The arrangements for resits were currently 
unclear for certain modules, e.g. where group work was failed, or where an assessment component 
comprised a number of smaller tasks that did not need to be passed individually. It was also not clear 
within each module specification where there were opportunities available to students for formative 
assessment, including feedback that should help them to prepare for later assessment.  

In response, the programme team explained that MEng students would be expected to demonstrate 
more originality and confidence when tackling unfamiliar problems and that they would be expected 
to identify those problems and offer creative solutions. Year 4 assessment also included more 
analytical elements and individual work to further test students’ understanding.  

With regard to the information provided on assessment components the programme team confirmed 
that this had been discussed and it had been agreed to leave specific assessment details open-ended, 
but that the finer details would be uploaded to Moodle at the beginning of each term for the 
students.  Whilst the Committee accepted there needed to be some level of flexibility, there also 
needed to be enough clarity for a student to plan their work, and further detail on the nature of each 
assessment should be provided. The Committee also recommended that it would be useful for the 
programme team to undertake assessment mapping throughout the programme, to ensure that the 
volume and range of assessment was appropriate to both the level of study and number of credits 
attached to the module as well as including opportunities for formative assessment in the module 
specifications. 

 

 
4. Student experience 
 
The Committee was interested to know how the programme team planned to address NSS scores 
particularly those related to teaching and assessment. The programme team agreed that excellent 
teaching that engaged students during their course was paramount. Providing parity across modules 
and offering students a clear plan at the start of year and not deviating from this would continue to 
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encourage improvement in NSS scores. 
 
In response to questions regarding placement activity the Committee heard that the programme had 
a dedicated professional liaison unit to help students find placements. At present there were more 
placements available than students willing to take them up. The Committee asked if there was a 
strategy for effectively communicating these opportunities to students and heard that the 
programme campaigned hard to ensure all students considered applying for a placement. Those who 
wished to engage were interviewed formally by the placement provider. The programme had 
ensured there was appropriate support to help students with the process, for example providing 
workshops for CV preparation. It was not currently possible to guarantee placements for all students 
as the School was not able to arrange placements in all specialist areas.  
 
Once on a placement there were formal mechanisms in place to ensure students remained 
supported and engaged. At the end of the placement students were required to submit a final 
portfolio and complete a presentation to obtain the degree with the placement title.  
 
5. Quality assurance, standards and regulations 

The Committee heard that compensation was now available at all levels of the programmes. The 
Committee queried whether as all modules were core that this was a cause for concern but the team 
commented that students were still required to have met all the learning outcomes before 
compensation could occur. This change had also been made in response to views of one the 
professional bodies that the compensation arrangements in the current degrees were too strict. 

Some areas for enhancement within specification documents and some errors and inconsistencies 
within the Stage 2 submission were identified. Full details would be shared with the Programme 
team to enable them to be addressed within the final version of the documentation. 
 
 
6. Resources 
 
The documentation indicated that the resources required had not changed since Stage 1. 
 
 
Claire Stack  
Quality Officer 
August 2016  


