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Item 17 
                                           Education and Student Committee 21.09.17 

 

Periodic Review Update 

This paper provides the following information on Periodic Review for the year 2016-17 

• Overview report on themes and matters for consideration. (p. 2)  
• Interim schedule of Periodic Review Events for 2017-18 (this will be updated once 

finalised) (p. 10) 

Periodic Review Reports 

• MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance (p. 13) 
• Graduate Diploma in Law (p. 21) 
• Legal Practice Course & LLM Legal Practice (p. 29) 
• BSc Radiography (Diagnostic Imaging), BSc Radiography (Radiotherapy and Oncology) 

& Foundation Degree Health Sciences – Radiotherapy Practice (p. 37) 
• BSc Mathematics Cluster (p. 44) 

 

Recommended Actions: 

• To consider the overview report for 2016-17 
• To consider the recommendations for City arising from Periodic Reviews. 
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Overview Report 2016-17 

The Periodic Review Policy gives full details of the aims of the Periodic Review. However, in 
summary, each department/discipline will take part in the process on a 5-6 year cyclical basis. The 
Periodic Review forms part of City, University of London’s framework for the management of the 
quality and standards of provision. In addition, it aims to gain an understanding of developments, 
provisions, and changes undergone by the department under review. It involves the Programme 
Teams, current students and Alumni, and the School Management Team, with the aim of gaining 
greater understating of the provisions available, and the direction of the department/discipline.  
 
Additionally, Periodic Review is designed to support the realisation of the University’s Vision and 
Strategy, and Education and Student Strategy, to ensure that Programmes are demonstrating 
commitment to high quality education for business and the professions, and the continuous 
enhancement of learning opportunities for students.  

The 2016/17 Periodic Review Reports highlighted a number of key themes, alongside some 
programme-specific themes, which are covered below. This report seeks to offer a flavour of the 
types of activities being undertaken in each area, and draw out what students, in particular, like 
about their programmes. It will address, too, areas of best practice and innovative or successful 
development activities. 
 
This report covers the following departments/programmes: 

• MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance 
• Graduate Diploma in Law 
• Legal Practice Course & LLM Legal Practice 
• MA Academic Practice & PhD Professional Education 
• BSc (Hons) / PG Diploma Nursing (Adult, Child, Mental Health)  
• BSc Optometry  
• BSc Radiography (Diagnostic Imaging), BSc Radiography (Radiotherapy and Oncology) & 

Foundation Degree Health Sciences – Radiotherapy Practice 
• BSc Mathematics, BSc Mathematics and Finance, BSc Mathematics, Finance and Economics, 

BSc/MMath Mathematical Science, BSc/MMath Mathematical Science with Statistics, 
BSc/MMath Mathematical Science with Finance and Economics & BSc/MMath Mathematical 
Science and Finance 
 

Note: the reports for BSc Nursing, BSc Optometry and MA Academic Practice & PhD Professional 
Education are pending finalisation at the time of writing. 

Educational Offer/Effectiveness of Programmes ……………………………………………………………… 3 

Academic Standards and Student Achievement ………………………………………………………………. 4 

Student Support and Resources ………………………………………………………………………………………. 6 

Student Community, Engagement and Feedback ……………………………………………………………. 7 

Alumni and Graduate Engagement …………………………………………………………………………………. 8 
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Educational Offer/Effectiveness of Provision 

PANELS HIGHLIGHTED THE FOLLOWING GOOD PRACTICE 
 
A common theme, noted by all Review Panels, was the use of innovative teaching and assessment 
methods. The BSc Optometry programme was particularly commended for the variety of assessment 
offered, including practical OSCE examination and peer assessment, alongside the more traditional 
examination and written coursework assessments.  
 
All Panels also noted the positive response towards embedded employability within programmes, 
and the creative approaches towards developing professional opportunities for students. Positive 
responses to placement opportunities were commended, and commented upon by both student 
and Alumni groups. Of particular mention was the use of Visiting Lecturers (VLs) on the MSc 
Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance programmes, where students felt that 
contact with industry experts was invaluable. The Programme Team for Mathematics, too, expressed 
their commitment to introducing the new, University-wide Microplacements module, which has 
been developed by the Careers Service. This will give students the opportunity to learn 
employability-specific skills alongside their academic undertakings. 

The variety and quality of the feedback given to students was also strongly expressed within the 
reports. Students commented in every Review that feedback was thorough and prompt, and they 
felt able to engage with staff promptly and when necessary to discuss any feedback given. The BSc 
Radiography Review highlighted the importance of in-person feedback, when combined with a viva 
voce examination, with students confirming that personalised feedback was very constructive in 
their academic development.  

WHAT STUDENTS LIKE 
 
All students commented on the accessibility of staff outside of classroom hours, and their feedback 
suggested that was highly valued. 
 
Of particular note within the Reviews were: 
 

• MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance student group reported 
that they found the programme approach, and commitment, to research-informed teaching a 
valuable aspect of their studies. 

• MA Academic Practice & PhD Professional Education students commented on the flexibility 
of their programme, confirming that this was a key feature in their progression and ability to 
fully engage with their studies. 

DEVELOPMENTS SINCE LAST REVIEW 

The Panels noted where there had been significant amendment to programmes, and noted that 
cumulative minor changes within programmes had not constituted significant change. 
 
The Review Report for MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance noted that 
a Partnership Arrangement with the Korea Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) had been 
developed. Students from two programmes at KAIST may attend selected modules from six Cass 
MSc Programmes. 
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It was noted that from 2017-18, the LPC and LLM will be offered as a combined programme. The 
new curriculum has been approved by the University Programme Approval Committee (UPAC) as a 
separate exercise, and the outcomes reported as part of the Periodic Review submission.  
 
The BSc Radiography Programme Team reported that the last professional body (HPCP and CoR) re-
approval and reaccreditation event had taken place, and was achieved, in 2016.  
 
PLANS FOR FUTURE 
 
All Review Reports comment upon the quality and consistency of the programme information 
available to both staff and students, suggesting that further efforts could be made to improve these. 
All Programme Teams were encouraged to make every effort, often in light of the Competition and 
Market Authority guidelines, to ensure that published information is as accurate as it can be, prior to 
publication. 

The Panel for the Graduate Diploma in Law Review was impressed by the possible development of a 
Pro Bono pathway within the LLM as an alternative assessment format to the traditional 
dissertation. However, this is currently under discussion and the Panel advised the Programme Team 
to consider the potential implications for staff workload before progressing with developments. 

Academic Standards and Student Achievements 
 
PANELS HIGHLIGHTED THE FOLLOWING GOOD PRACTICE 
 
All Panels noted the commitment, dedication and demonstrable expertise of the academic staff 
within each department. All Reports recorded high levels of student engagement in the Periodic 
Review process, with particular commendation to the LEaD Programme Team for the transparency 
of their process in inviting students and Alumni to comment on the documentation at all stages.  

The Review Panel for the Graduate Law Diploma noted that students were complimentary about the 
excellent standards of teaching, and the very high quality of the programme content. This was 
reflected in the Review documentation which demonstrated very low withdrawal rates for the 
period 2013-2016. 

The Review Panel for the Undergraduate Mathematics cluster reported an engaged discussion, both 
beforehand within the Programme Team, and during the Review Event itself, regarding the QAA 
Subject Benchmark Statement (paragraphs 4.15 to 4.18) and its relationship with City, University of 
London’s Assessment Regulations, as they pertain to student achievement and progression. The 
Senior Team were mindful that the Assessment Regulations circumscribe the powers of the 
Assessment Board and that there could be tensions between what is permitted under the QAA 
Statement, and the allowances within the Assessment Regulations for compensation and 
competency.  

WHAT STUDENTS LIKE 

Of particular note, were: 

• The students on the Graduate Diploma in Law felt that the smaller teaching groups not only 
benefitted their teaching, compared to competitors, they also felt that it was a contributing 
factor in a building a strong sense of community. They also believed that smaller groups had 
enabled more focused support.  
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• Students from the BSc Radiography group reported finding interaction with service users, 
particularly the service user experience day, very beneficial to their learning.  

DEVELOPMENTS SINCE LAST REVIEW 

All programmes reported developments since their last Review, and the Panels noted the following:  

• The Senior Team in LEaD reported their plans to develop a Research Centre. This will offer 
opportunities to further develop the links between staff research and teaching practice, both 
within the Centre and the University more broadly. Work will continue towards this in 2017-
18. 

• Both BSc Optometry and the Undergraduate Mathematics programmes reported significant 
improvements, evidenced by improvements in NSS scores over the last three years for 
Mathematics, and in the last year for Optometry.  

• In an effort to address progression, the Mathematics department has introduced a Multiple 
Choice Question (MCQ) test, taken in the early part of Programme Stage 1. The test allows 
the Programme Team to assess students’ ability, and to work to ensure students have the 
necessary skills and knowledge to progress successfully.  

• The BSc Radiography programmes were re-approved in 2016 and, as part of the re-approval, 
key changes and improvements were rolled out. This included reposition content within the 
programme to ensure student work-load and assessments were more manageable.  

• The Reflective Review for BSc Nursing noted that a significant change in the fee structure 
was imminent, and that plans to manage any potential impact on recruitment was 
underway. This included the Programme Teams’ involvement in the development of the 
Nursing Associate apprenticeship.  

PLANS FOR FUTURE 

A common theme in the Reports was the requirement to improve the action planning, particularly in 
making development work which is already being undertaken more apparent. In many, though not 
all cases, Teams were making significant improvements, often in innovative ways, but were not 
recording this clearly for the Panels. This is addressed as part of the recommendations of this report. 

There were also discussions regarding programme development, and this should be approached, 
and the growing awareness of the CMA Guidelines. This was of particular relevance to the 
Undergraduate programmes Reviewed, and was most apparent in terms of communicating changes 
to students, and the quality of the student-facing programme documentation.  

Particularly mentioned, were: 

• MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance were working to firmly 
establish their position as a centre of excellence, by continuing to develop research and 
innovation-led teaching. 

• In response to significant changes in the governance structure of the Professional Bodies, 
there will need to be significant changes to the Graduate Diploma in Law programme. The 
Senior Management Team plan to capitalise on the professional expertise and developing 
research base within the School to develop the programme in response to these changes, 
and in-line with the University’s Vision and Strategy.  

• There are plans on BSc Optometry to develop a Personal Development Programme, including 
and ‘Employability Award’, to embed employability within the degree. This will make the 
programme more attractive to both students and employers.  



  

Page 6 of 56 
 

Student Support and Resources 

PANELS HIGHLIGHTED THE FOLLOWING GOOD PRACTICE 

All Panels commended the Programme and Senior Teams for their commitment to providing 
excellent support to students.  

Students also commented on the high quality of the facilities available to them, particularly in clinical 
settings. Significant work has been undertaken in the School of Health Sciences to bring together 
specialist facilities for a number of programmes in the Tait Building. BSc Optometry reported specific 
improvements, with the teaching spaces and clinical laboratories being redeveloped, and a state-of-
art optical suite installed at City Sight. It is worth noting that the term-time clinics (which students 
are required to contribute to), held at City Sight were able to see approximately 3,300 in the year 
2014-15.  

The Report for BSc Radiography programmes noted the positive impact of the Link Lecturer system 
for placement students, and recognised that the smaller groups created a collegiate environment, 
and allowed staff to build rapport and tailor support more specifically. The Report also noted that 
this system allowed for the prompt and professional management of any potential issues.  

Whilst many of the Reports recorded necessary improvements to the quality of student-facing 
documents, the Panel commended the excellent quality of the Student Handbook for the Graduate 
Diploma in Law programme, noting that it was an extremely informative, very easy to use example 
of best practice. 

WHAT STUDENTS LIKE 

Of particular note, were: 

• The wide range of extracurricular activities and opportunities on offer to students on the 
Graduate Diploma in Law, which students reported as enhancing their understanding of the 
legal system in practice.  

• The location of the Graduate Diploma in Law, at Gray’s Inn, the legal heart of London, and the 
professional ethos students experienced in the Postgraduate School because of this, 
contributed to the high levels of student satisfaction with this programme.  

• The students on all Nursing pathways found the practical skills demonstrations by tutors very 
helpful. Particularly, students were impressed by the videos provided by the tutors on the 
Mental Health stream to support students, and the inclusion of Service Users to support 
teaching sessions.  

• Students and Alumni on the BSc Optometry noted the usefulness of lecture capture, via Echo 
360, and its value in terms of revision, access to lectures and engagement with their studies.  
 

DEVELOPMENTS SINCE LAST REVIEW 

The MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance Team have developed the 
Employers Forum (2016), which was recommended by the last Periodic review.  

City Law School have developed the Women’s Network which, although not included in the Periodic 
Review documentation, was discussed with the Panel for the Graduate Diploma in Law, and included 
in the Report.  
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The School of Health Sciences have reorganised staff within their Professional Services, creating a 
role with a specific focus on placements. This role, the Strategic Head of Practice, will be working 
across the School to develop placement opportunity, increasing the capacity of placements whilst 
retaining the student experience whilst on placement. 

PLANS FOR FUTURE 

There were frequent recommendations across the Reviews to improve the quality of the student-
facing documentation, including the Student Handbooks, programme and module specifications. 
Whilst there were examples of good practice, recommendations to continue collaborative working 
with LEaD, and a greater attention to detail in published material (both hard-copy and web-based), 
were present.  

There are plans in place to relocate the City Law School from its two current sites to a single site on 
Sebastian Street for all Undergraduate and Postgraduate programmes. The new space will offer high 
quality facilities to students, and a strategy for maintaining the strong sense of community for 
Graduate Diploma in Law students is under discussion with both the Senior and Programme Team. 

The Programme Team for Radiography identified key pressure points for students in their Reflective 
Review and are continuing to make changes such as alterations to block timetables, realigning them 
to the benefit of students.  

 

Student Community, Engagement and Feedback 

PANELS HIGHLIGHTED THE FOLLOWING GOOD PRACTICE 

The Reviews were agreed that, where relationships with Professional Bodies were existent, that 
these were strong and well maintained. It was also noted that the inclusion of industry expertise, 
and exposure to the industry, outside of academia, was of benefit to students.  

It was commonly reported that there was a strong sense of student community at both 
Undergraduate and Postgraduate level. This was, in many cases, supported by small group guidance, 
or structured peer-to-peer frameworks.  

In particular, the students on the MA Academic Programme reported the numerous opportunities 
for two-way feedback on the programme, and the sense of ownership over their studies this 
fostered. Describing their feedback as ‘feedforward’, students reported feeling encouraged to 
engage with both their tutors and the programme through feedback.  

WHAT STUDENTS LIKE 

Of particular note, were: 

• Students from the MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance groups 
praised the formal career and professional development support provided by the School to 
both students and Alumni.  

• The Buddy System for students on BSc Nursing (Child), and the Personal and Professional 
Development support on the Mental Health stream, which students reported as offering 
invaluable support and helping to build strong peer-to-peer bonds. Both represented 
excellent examples of guided, peer support within the School of Health Sciences.  

• The Mathematics taster days delivered by the department, in conjunction with Careers and 
the Widening Participation scheme, have been very popular and successful.  
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DEVELOPMENTS SINCE LAST REVIEW 

The Programme Team for BSc Nursing commented that the increased use of Moodle, including 
quizzes and the communication of additional information, had increased student engagement with 
their studies. This was confirmed during the Review event, with current students commenting on the 
usefulness of these activities and resources.  

The Report for the BSc Optometry programme noted the development of, and subsequent success 
with, the peer-to-peer mentoring programme for students. Developing stronger links between the 
students on each Programme Stage, the programme encourages students on a more advanced stage 
to act as mentors, and to support less advanced students with their clinical skills by overseeing 
practice time and offering feedback where necessary.  

PLANS FOR FUTURE 

All Programme Teams commented on the development, and implementation, of a University-wide 
Attendance Monitoring policy, as laid out in the Education and Student Strategy. Commonly noted 
were concerns around how this might work in practice, and many Programme Teams reported ways 
in which they had been working towards in-house policies around attendance.  

The Panel for the MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance Review noted 
that students would appreciate opportunities to engage with students on cognate programmes 
(such as the LLM Maritime Law programme, as well as other programmes within Cass), and the 
agreed that this could broaden their overall sector knowledge. 

The Programme Team for the Graduate Diploma in Law noted in their Reflective Report that there 
were plans to develop the presence of alternative media for disseminating information to students. 
Suggestions included the more comprehensive and effective use of Moodle, rather than relying on 
email alone.  

 

Alumni and Graduate Engagement 

PANELS HIGHLIGHTED THE FOLLOWING GOOD PRACTICE 

All Panels were attended by Alumni, who spoke highly of their respective programmes. Their 
contributions, where appropriate, have been noted in the Reports.  

Reports noted the excellent, and enduring links with the respective Alumni communities. 
Specifically, Alumni from the Graduate Diploma in Law reported that they still referred to the course 
materials for their own legal practice, post-qualification. 

WHAT STUDENTS LIKE 

Current students on the MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance & MSc Energy, Trade and Finance 
programmes spoke highly of the links with the Alumni community. As their programme is a specialist 
subject area, students noted that ongoing links with Alumni within the small industry community 
were vital in fostering contacts for future employment.  

PLANS FOR FUTURE  

The Programme Team for Nursing reported that they were working with the students on Programme 
Stage 3 to further develop the Alumni network for the benefit of the programme.  
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Recommendations Arising from Periodic Review for University Consideration 

The Periodic Review Panels did not identify any risks requiring institutional consideration, however, 
the following enhancements were required to be put in place: 

i. To consider the growing importance of CMA guidelines and the implications for programme 
development or significant amendments 

ii. To improve the consistency of student-facing documentation, specifically in terms of 
programme and module specifications 

iii. To strengthen the relationship between research and teaching, and to make this more 
apparent to students 

iv. To improve the quality of the Action Plans included in the Reflective Review documentation. 

There were also considerations across the Reviews which linked explicitly to the developments with 
the Education and Student Strategy: 

i. To put in place explicit plans to address progression, where necessary 
ii. To implement plans for attendance monitoring, in-line with University policy. 

The recommendations above are representative of both the key thematic concerns, and issues most 
frequently expressed, in the collated conditions of the 2016-17 Periodic Review Reports.   

Lucy Dawkins 
Academic Development and Quality Officer 
Student and Academic Services 
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Interim Schedule of Periodic Review Events for 2017-18 

The reviews in table 1 represent those already scheduled for 2017-18, and those carried forward 
from 2016-17.  
 
Table 1 

School Programme/Cluster Last 
Review 

Preliminary 
Event Date 

(where 
agreed) 

Development 
Day Event 

Date 
(where 
agreed) 

PR Event 
Date 

(where 
agreed) 

Law LLM Grouping 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

10/11 TBC TBC TBC 

Law LLB/GELLB 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

10/11 15/11/17 17/01/18 04/04/2018 

SASS PG English 
Programmes 

 TBC TBC TBC 

SASS UG and PG Economics 12/13 TBC TBC TBC 

SASS  UG International 
Politics 

12/13 TBC TBC TBC 

SHS  MSc Health 
Management 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

12/13 27/09/16 01/10/16 19/12/17 

SHS PG Radiography 
Programmes 

12/13 TBC TBC TBC 

SHS PG Optometry  12/13 TBC TBC TBC 

Cass  Masters in Innovation, 
Creativity and 
Leadership (MICL) 

 TBC 11/10/17 TBC 

Cass MBA Programmes 12/13 TBC TBC TBC 
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Cass MSc Management 12/13 TBC TBC TBC 

Cass  Quantitative Cluster 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

11/12 TBC TBC Mid-June 
2018 

SMCSE PG Aviation 
Programmes 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

07/08 16/11/16 04/04/17 TBC 

SMCSE MSc Project 
Management, Finance 
and Risk 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

(should 
have had 
first 
review 
14/15) 

16/11/16 30/06/17 Autumn 
Term    
2017-18 

SMCSE MSc Maritime 
Operations 
Management 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

 16/11/16 24/04/17 November 
2017 

SMCSE Energy, Environmental 
Technologies and 
Economics 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

 16/11/16 18/04/17 Autumn 
Term    
2017-18 

SMCSE MSc Construction 
Management & MSc 
Civil Engineering 
Structures 
(Carried through from 
16/17) 

07/08 16/11/17 19/01/17 23/10/17 

 
The programmes in table 2 represent those which require a review, but are subject to consultation 
with Schools, and Student and Academic Services capacity.  
 
Table 2 

 
School Programme Last Review 

SASS MSc Food Policy 10/11 
SASS CPE 11/12 
SMCSE BSc Computing Programmes 10/11 
SMCSE BSc Information Science 10/11 
Law Research Programmes 12/13 
SHS MSc Advanced Practice 12/13 
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It may be the case that the number of Review Events will decrease due to programme groupings, but 
the projection for 2017-18 suggests a significant increase in Review activity both for the imminent 
and subsequent academic years.  
 
The programmes in table 3 report programmes which were approved in the academic year 2012-13 
and are either eligible for, or approaching the time of first Review.  
 
Table 3 
 

School Programme 
Cass MSc Leadership and Inspirational Development 
Cass MSc Wealth Management 
SMCSE MEng Biomedical Engineering 
SMCSE MEng Decision Sciences 
SMCSE Advanced Computer Science 
SHS Masters in Public Health 
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Periodic Review report  
Programmes reviewed 
MSc Energy/Shipping, Trade and Finance (ETF/STF) 

Date of review 
1st June 2017 

Review participants 
Review Panel members: 

Name  Role  

Professor Laurence Solkin  Deputy Dean, School of Arts and Social Sciences (Chair) 

Dr. Sara Jones  Senior Lecturer, Cass Business School (Internal Panel 
Member) 

Dr. Efstathios Milonidis Senior Lecturer, Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
(Internal Panel Member)  

Professor. Anthony Beresford  Cardiff Business School (External Panel Member) 
Georgina Murray  Midwifery Student (Student Panel Member) 
Helen Fitch  Assistant Registrar (Quality) (Lead Secretary) 
Alexander Rhys  Quality Co-ordinator (TEF/Quality) (Co-Secretary) 

  
Meetings held during the day and attendees:  

Senior Staff Team 

Name  Role  

Professor Marianne Lewis Dean, Cass Business School 

Professor Jo Silvester Deputy Dean, Cass Business School 
Professor Costas Grammenos LRF Chair in Shipping, Trade and Finance, Chairman- Costas 

Grammenos Centre for Shipping, Trade & Finance 
Dr. Nick Motson Associate Dean, MSc Programme 
Professor Paolo Volpin  Head of  Faculty of Finance  
Dr. Simon Parker Associate Dean,  Academic Quality and Standards 

 

Students and alumni 

Name  Role  

Alumni 
Gulsah Pamuk MSc Energy, Trade and Finance Graduate 

Dimitris Saratzis MSc Energy, Trade and Finance Graduate 
Theo Zisis MSc Energy, Trade and Finance Graduate 
Sofia Vlachou MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance Graduate 
Nicholas Trikeriotis MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance Graduate 

Students 
Soreen Gharnagharian MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance  
Zoe Pierre MSc Energy, Trade and Finance  
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John McFarlane MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance 
Elisha Powell MSc  Energy, Trade and Finance 
Qi Qi MSc Energy, Trade and Finance 
Polyxeni Liadi MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance 
Konstantin Petersen MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance  

 

Programme Team 

Name  Role  

Professor Michael Tamvakis Course Director, MSc Energy , Trade and Finance 
Professor Nikos  Nomikos  Course Director, MSc Shipping, Trade and Finance 
Dr. Nikos Papapostolou Senior Lecturer in Shipping Finance 
Dr. Panos Pouliasis Senior Lecturer in Energy/Commodities and Finance 
Professor Lilian de Menezes Professor of Decision Science 
Professor Keith Pilbeam Professor of Economics, School of Arts & Social Science 
Dermot Campbell  Visiting Lecturer in Oil and Energy Trading 
Hanna Anders MSc Admissions Manager 
Alison Sands MSc Academic Quality and Standards Manager 
Lenka Havlikova Senior Course Officer, MSc Programmes 
Moynul Ahmed Course Officer 
Patrick Baughan LEaD representative  

 

School co-ordinator: Mary Flynn 

Preparation for review 
Date of development day: 21st November 2016 

Reflective review and supporting evidence  
Panel members were provided with the Reflective Review document and supporting evidence four 
weeks ahead of the review.  This included the following key documentation covering the preceding 
three years: annual programme evaluations (including management and survey data), external 
examiner reports and responses, Staff-Student Liaison Committee minutes, programme handbooks, 
and Advisory Board minutes.   
 
Changes to provision  
The documentation included an overview of amendments made to the provision since the last 
periodic review. 

It was confirmed that the cumulative effect of amendments since the last periodic review did not 
require re-approval via the current periodic review process.  

 

Professional/ regulatory/ statutory body involvement  

STF is accredited by the Institute of Chartered Shipbrokers and course graduates can gain up to three 
exemptions from the Institute's membership examinations. ETF is accredited by the Energy Institute 
and students receive free membership while on their degree. 
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Partnership provision 
The ETF programme has a partnership with KAIST (Korea Advanced Institute of Science and 
Technology) and the current articulation agreement. This agreement began in January 2015, 
whereby students on two of the KAIST programmes can attend selected modules from six of the 
Cass MSc programmes. This relationship is managed by the Associate Dean of Programmes in 
collaboration. 

 

Conduct of the review 
The Reflective Review (which will be submitted to the Education & Quality Committee with this 
report) provided the Panel with a clear overview of the history and context of the provision, 
developments since the last periodic review and short and long term action planning. 

The Panel considered the educational offer, effectiveness of the programme, academic standards 
and student achievement, inclusivity of design and equality of opportunity, and student support and 
resources.  During the course of the review day the following topics were given particular 
consideration: 

• The strategic fit of the programmes within the School, the Costas Grammenos Centre for 
Shipping, Trade & Finance (the Centre) and the University structures, and how the currency 
of the provision is maintained 

• Competitor analysis and marketing strategies 

• Application data and recruitment 

• Alumni relations 

• Relationship with employers 

• The link between research and teaching 

• The course structure and its current credit weighting 

• The extent to which Visiting Lecturers are engaged to teach aspects of the programmes  

• Student support and career development opportunities 

• Assessment methodology 

The Chair thanked the students, alumni, Programme Team and Senior Team for their engagement 
with the process and their contribution to the discussions during the day. 

Outcome of the review 
 

The Review Panel confirmed that the development and review processes were robust and enabled 
and evidenced the following:  

• A reflective, enhancement focused, peer- review process drawing effectively on internal and 
external expertise and including constructive and challenging discussion of the academic 
provision  

• On-going educational development of the provision and the student learning experience 
including continued alignment with relevant benchmark standards  
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• Consolidation of areas of development and action planning in line with the University’s 
Education & Student Strategy 

• Promotion of student engagement within quality and enhancement processes including the 
use of student feedback and contributions during the development process, receipt of the 
reflective review by student participants ahead of the review, and contributions on the day 
both via Panel membership and the student meeting 

The Periodic Review Panel considered that: 

• Confidence could be placed in the academic standards of the reviewed provision; 

• Confidence could be placed in the quality of the learning opportunities available to students. 

 

The Panel commended the following particular strengths: 

1. The Programme team for their ongoing commitment to research informed teaching and the 
rationale provided for how the research undertaken is translated into teaching activities 

 

2. The Programme team for their strong relationships with industry, as exemplified by their use 
of visiting and guest lecturers. 

 

3. The Programme team for fostering solid links with their alumni. 

 

4. The ongoing career support made available to students during their course. 

The Panel enquired about the strategic fit of the programmes within the School, the Centre 
and the University structures.  During discussions, the School’s emphasis on its approach to 
research and innovation, and to firmly establishing its position as a thought and leader driven 
centre of excellence, were described.  The Team advised that new ideas are tested to assess 
market reactions before being incorporated into the degree programmes.   
The Panel were impressed with the response given during the meetings with the Senior Team 
and Programme Team in relation to their approach to how the research undertaken by staff 
informs the teaching within the programmes. Whilst this link was not clear in the 
documentation, it was felt to be a strength of the programme.  The student group also 
reported that they found the approach to research informed teaching valuable.  

The documents provided in advance of the meeting, and discussions throughout the day 
highlighted the Programme Team’s commitment to the ongoing development of their 
relationship with employers. This was exemplified by the Programme Team’s use of visiting 
and guest lecturers in their course. Students reported that they found these direct links to the 
sectors they were studying a positive and beneficial experience.  

The alumni and students met by the Panel praised the Programme Team for their continued 
effort in engaging closely with their alumni. It was felt that in such a specialised field, these 
strong ongoing links with alumni were important, helping to foster a network of contacts with 
the industry.  
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5. The community spirit amongst student and staff in the STF/ETF programmes. 

 

The Panel required the Department meet the following conditions: 

All conditions must be met by 01.09.2017 and a response submitted to the Panel Secretary; the Panel 
Chair will determine whether the response sufficiently addresses the Panel’s concerns and will consult 
with other Panel members if required. 
 

1. To review and rationalise the current credit structure with a clear plan for moving towards the 
agreed University model of 180 credits for a Masters degree.  

 
2. To formally remove elective modules which cannot be consistently resourced.  

 

In addition to the formal career and professional development support provided by the 
School, both the alumni and students found the career support within the programmes 
beneficial. They reported that the staff were incredibly helpful at signposting students to 
opportunities for potential roles. The student group valued that the industry and guest 
lecturers were able to provide a direct insight into working within the sector within the 
teaching of the programmes, and advised that any of these guest lecturers were then happy 
for students to contact them directly for career support.  

Students and alumni reported a strong sense of community spirit between staff and students 
on the programmes. In particular students noted that they felt a much deeper sense of 
belonging within the programme than in the broader Cass Business School, or City, University 
of London.   

The Panel raised concerns that the current programmes are based on students achieving 210 
credits, 30 credits more than the agreed University model of 180 credits for a Masters degree. 
During discussions the impact on student and staff workloads, as well as resource allocation, 
was noted.  The Senior Team confirmed that these programmes were out of step with the 
credit values of other Cass Masters degrees and this was an issue they were aware of and 
wanted to address.  
The Programme Team suggested that the high workload and credit volume was an 
expectation from students and employers as an indicator of a rigorous approach, but 
recognised that this was resource intensive.  
Whilst it is acknowledged that rationalising the curriculum content to 180 credits will require 
substantial revision to the programmes, it was nonetheless seen as necessary to meet both 
the School and University expectations and the standard sector model. A clear outline and 
plan for moving towards the agreed model, with a target date is required as a condition.   
 

The programmes currently offer a broad range of elective modules, some of which rely on 
visiting lecturer appointments due to the specialisms of the contents. 
The documentation outlined that for some elective modules offered on the programmes it 
had not been possible to find a suitable guest lecturer, and therefore the modules had not 
run for numerous years. Whilst work was being undertaken by the Programme Teams to fill 
these vacancies, it had not been possible in some cases.   
Cass offer a wide range of electives overall and are mindful of the impact on students if their 
chosen module(s) do not run for any reason.  The Panel required that, in cases where elective 
modules could not be consistently resourced, they are formally removed from the 
programmes as it was not possible to offer them.   
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3. To review the module specifications, updating terminology so that they are all clearly at FHEQ 
level 7.  

 
4. To review the Quantitative Methods module to align to evidenced employer expectations, 

ensuring there is appropriate consideration of the range of skills that students will start the 
courses with.   

 
 
The Panel made a number of recommendations for areas where enhancements could be made to the 
programmes: 
 
All recommendations must be responded to initially via a report to the School Board of Studies 
accompanying this report and in full via the one year on report. A copy of the report, initial response 
and one year on report will be submitted to Education & Quality Committee following approval by 
the Board of Studies.  

1. Increase the clarity of the process of marking during peer assessment, ensuring it is 
appropriately monitored and assessed, and that students are provided with appropriate 
marking schemes.  

The Panel reviewed the module specifications for the programmes. It was noted that some of 
the specifications were not using appropriate terminology for FHEQ level 7 programmes. It 
was agreed that work would need to be done to ensure all modules were updated 
appropriately to evidence the Masters level learning and demonstrate where critical thinking 
is developed. It was recommended that the Programme Teams liaise with LEaD to support 
this process.  

Discussions with the students and alumni highlighted concerns in relation to the Quantitative 
Methods module at the beginning of the programme. Particular concerns related to the fact 
that students start the programmes with varying prior levels of quantitative methods skills, 
and the module was either too advanced for those with less experience, whilst those with 
more developed skills were frustrated at having to slow their pace.  The students suggested 
that a bridging course would be useful to support those who needed to strengthen their Excel 
and maths skills to an appropriate level before they enter the programme. 
The documentation identified that the Quantitative Methods module had previously 
experienced poor scores in module evaluations but that the issues had been reviewed and, 
after the introduction of two new lecturers, the scores had increased.  
It was highlighted that the graduates need to develop a strong knowledge of quantitative 
methods for their careers, however the alumni reported that the methodology taught on the 
module differed from that used in industry and there was insufficient coverage of areas such 
as data modelling.   
Based on the current student feedback from the discussions at the student meeting, the 
Panel have set the condition that the Quantitative Methods module is to be reviewed to 
ensure that students can engage with the content independently of their previous 
experience.  The review should include consultation with employers to ensure that the skills 
taught are appropriate for the current requirements of the shipping, and particularly the 
energy industries.  
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2. Ensure that there is sufficient support for the development of students’ communication skills 

with a particular focus on verbal and oral communication in group work.  

 
3. Ensure that the Employers Forum is expanded to include independent employers and not 

solely alumni.  

 
4. Make the process for translating research into teaching more explicit. 

 

One of the main concerns highlighted during the meeting with the students pertained to 
marking of group work. There was a consensus amongst the students that the marking 
criteria was not always inherently clear, and there was a perception that some students could 
potentially “coast” through certain modules. The students also had concerns about the 
volume of group work assessments they had to undertake. 
It was also raised that in some modules where peer assessment had been introduced,  the 
marking criteria was not communicated to students, so it was difficult for the students to 
know how to approach these assessments when judging each other. The Panel have 
recommended that the Programme Team introduces clearly articulated marking schemes for 
peer assessment.   
It was agreed that the Programme Teams should review the current assessment 
arrangements for group work to ensure students are appropriately monitored and assessed 
and confirm that module specifications outline how group work marks are assigned to 
individuals. 

During discussions with the students and alumni about group work, concerns were raised 
about the support available for the development of the verbal and oral communication skills 
required for students to be active participants in these activities.  The Programme Team 
reported that the English requirements for applicants was high at IELTS Level 7 but was Level 
6.5 in writing and other categories. With regard to the provision of in-session support, the 
Programme Team advised that Cass based support for communication skills had been 
discontinued and students’ contribution to group work was not currently assessed. 
The Panel therefore recommended that the Programme Team ensure there is sufficient 
support to develop students’ communication skills, and in particular, their verbal and oral 
communication skills – allowing students to fully engage and participate in group work.  

As part of the previous Periodic Review recommendations the Programme Team was asked to 
set up an Employers Forum to engage with employers, and get their feedback on the 
programmes and their content. The Programme Team established the Employers Forum in 
2016. The Panel noted from the documentation that the Employers Forum solely consisted of 
employers who happened to be alumni.  
The Panel agreed that it would be beneficial to have an external perspective on the Forum, to 
bring a fresh and independent perspective. The Panel have therefore recommended that the 
Programme Team expands the Employers Forum to include independent employers. 

Whilst the Panel were impressed with the verbal representation from the Senior Staff and 
Programme Team with  regard to how  the Centre’s research is incorporated into teaching (as 
noted in Commendation 1), it was not clear from the documentation as to how this 
relationship was managed. The Panel therefore agreed it would be beneficial for the 
Programme Team to clearly articulate this process, emphasising the unique selling points of 
the links between the Centre and industry and how the research is used to maintain the 
currency of the degree programmes. 
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5. Monitor the outcomes (including employment) of students undertaking different pathways 
within the degree courses. 

 
6. Consider opportunities for students to meet other students on cognate courses. 

 
 

Helen Fitch, Assistant Registrar (Quality) 

Alexander Rhys, Development Co-ordinator (TEF/Quality) 

Date of approval of report by Panel: 03.08.17 

Date of deadline set for School Response: 15.01.18 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

In 2015-16 the Programme Teams introduced a third exit pathway which was the option for 
students to do 3 elective modules and an Applied Research Project. Alternatively, students 
could do a full research project of 5 elective modules. As of yet no review has been taken on 
the outcomes of students on the different pathways, and the impact of the students’ choice 
of pathways on their degree classification and career destinations.  
The Panel have therefore recommended that this monitoring of outcomes (including 
employment) is undertaken.   

Whilst the students were incredibly appreciative of the community atmosphere within the 
programmes, they were also aware of other cognate courses on offer within City and Cass 
such as the Maritime Law degrees. The students reported that they would like the 
opportunity of engaging with these students to help broaden their understanding of the 
sector as a whole.  
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Periodic Review report  
Programme reviewed 
Graduate Diploma in Law 

Date of review 
17 May 2017 

Review participants 
Review Panel members:  

 Name  Role  

Dr Andy Denis  Senior Lecturer, Department of Economics, School of Arts and Social 
Sciences (Chair)  

Nathan Olliverre  Student, PhD Computer Science (Student Panel Member)  

Stephen Halsall  Senior Lecturer, Professional Programmes, The City Law School 
(Internal Panel Member) 

Professor Ray Cocks  Professor of Law, School of Law, Keele University (External Panel 
Member)  

Emily Thornton  Policy Analyst (TEF/Quality), Student and Academic Services 
(Secretary for the Periodic Review) 

Alison Edridge  Assistant Director (Quality and Academic Development), Student and 
Academic Services  

 

Meetings held during the day and attendees: 

Students 

Name Programme, Year 
Lin Liu GDL, 2015/16, currently registered on the BPTC 
Anna Dannreuther GDL, 2012/13 
Nimneh Hyde GDL, 2013/14 
Raphael Uribe Arango GDL, 2016/17, Student Representative 
Daniel Petrides GDL, 2016/17 
Helen Rodger GDL, 2016/17 
Rebecca Jacobs GDL, 2016/17 
Marcus Johnson GDL, 2016/17, Student Representative 
Zeeshan Khan GDL, 2016/17, Student Representative 

 

Programme Team 

Name  Title/Role  
Professor Jason Chuah  Head of Department 
David Herling  GDL Programme Director and Module Leader for: 

LD2001 – English Legal System 
LD3001 – Public Law 
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LD3002 – Contract Law 
LD3009 – Research Requirement 
LD3010 – Introduction to Legal Ethics 

Alan Reed  LD3003 – Criminal Law – Module Leader 
Claire De Than  LD3004 – Equity and Trusts – Module Leader 
Sarah Gale  LD3005 – European Union Law – Module Leader 

LD3007-Tort Law –Module Leader 
Martin Dixon  LD3006 – Land Law – Module Leader 
Simon Goulding  LD3006 – Land Law 
Anton Cooray  LD3004 – Equity and Trusts 
Elliot Schatzberger LD3004 – Equity and Trusts 

LD3006 – Land Law 
Katherine Reece-Thomas LD3002 – Contract Law 
Dr John Stanton Assessments Officer 
Dr Margaret Carran Deputy Associate Dean (Education) 
Aurelia Murphy School Head of Academic Services 
Lorraine Price Quality Officer 

 

Senior Staff Team 

Name Title/Role 
Professor Carl Stychin  Dean/Chair of Board of Studies  
Paul Long  Chief Operating Officer  
Aurelia Murphy  School Head of Academic Services 
Professor Susan Blake  Associate Dean (Education)  
Dr Margaret Carran  Deputy Associate Dean (Education) 
Professor Jason Chuah Head of Academic Programmes 

 

School Co-ordinator: Lorraine Price 

LEaD contact: Professor Pam Parker 

Preparation for review 
Date of development day: 17 May 2017 

Reflective review and supporting evidence  
Panel members were provided with the Reflective Review document and supporting evidence three 
weeks ahead of the review.  This included the following key documentation covering the preceding 
three years: annual programme evaluations (including management and survey data), external 
examiner reports and responses, programme handbook, assessment handbooks, professional, 
statutory or regulatory body reports, previous periodic review documents, programme specification, 
module specifications, assessment regulations.  

Additional information including; the School of Law Plan 2026, Law library report and marking 
schemes feedback.  

Professional/ regulatory/ statutory body involvement  
Until 2015, the GDL was regulated by the Joint Academic Stage Board (JASB) of the Bar Standards 
Board and the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA). The JASB had oversight of course content and 
determined assessment strategy. This tight regulation prevented changes to the programme. In 
2015, the JASB was disbanded and previous supervisory functions were entrusted to course 
providers and the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA).  The BSB and the SRA in their separate capacity 
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still have codes of rules that the GDL pathways must comply with but these are now more orientated 
to procedure rather than content. This allows for greater flexibility and can permit further, more 
robust programme developments that will enhance students’ satisfaction.   The SRA are planning to 
make significant changes to the future requirements for the GDL.  Final details are awaited and the 
Senior Management Team outlined details of their proposed approach to dealing with the 
forthcoming changes during the Periodic Review meeting. 

 

Conduct of the review 
The Reflective Review (which will be submitted to Education & Student Committee with this report) 
provided the Panel with an overview of the history and context of the provision, developments since 
the last periodic review and plans for the future. 

The Panel considered the educational offer, effectiveness of the programme, academic standards 
and student achievement, inclusivity of design and equality of opportunity, and student support and 
resources.  During the course of the review day the following topics were given particular 
consideration:  

• Teaching and learning resources available to students 

• Assessments and feedback 

• Intensity of programme workload for students 

• Programme management including staffing  

• Course team involvement in programme enhancement activities 

• Student support and career development opportunities 

• Extracurricular activities 

• Progression rates 

• Student support and career development opportunities 

• The future direction for the programme to account for external regulatory change 

The Chair thanked the students, Programme Team and Senior Team for their engagement with the 
process and their contribution to the discussions during the day. 

 

Outcome of the review 
The Review Panel confirmed that the development and review processes were robust and enabled 
and evidenced the following:  

• A reflective, enhancement focused, peer- review process drawing effectively on internal and 
external expertise and including constructive and challenging discussion of the academic 
provision  

• On-going educational development of the provision and the student learning experience 
including continued alignment with relevant benchmark standards  

• Consolidation of areas of development in line with the University’s Education & Student 
Strategy 
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• Promotion of student engagement within quality and enhancement processes including the 
use of student feedback and contributions during the development process, receipt of the 
reflective review by student participants ahead of the review, and contributions on the day 
both via Panel membership and the student meeting 

The Periodic Review Panel considered that: 

• confidence could be placed in the academic standards of the reviewed provision; 

• confidence could be placed in the quality of the learning opportunities available to students. 

The Panel commended the following particular strengths: 
 

1. The Programme Team for their on-going commitment to and work on the Programme, 
highlighted by the positive response from students. 

2. .  
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

2. The Programme Team for their work to reconnect students with the ethical underpinnings of 
legal practice through teaching on the Introduction to Legal Ethics course. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The efforts of the Programme Team in sustaining an effective Personal Tutoring scheme 
resulting in a strong sense of community amongst the GDL student body. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The documents provided in advance of the meeting and discussions throughout the day 
demonstrated the Programme Team’s commitment to the on-going development of the GDL.  
 This was supported by the overall positive endorsement that the Panel heard from the 
students during the meeting with them.  
Discussions with the students highlighted that they were extremely engaged with the 
programme. The relationships they had built with staff members and the sustained support 
that they received from the Programme Team were central to their positive student 
experience.  
The students were complimentary about the excellent standard of teaching and the very high 
quality of the programme in its content and delivery. In particular, the students cited the 
wide range of extracurricular opportunities provided which enhanced their understanding of 
the workings of the legal system in practice.   
 
 
 

The Panel was impressed by the efforts of the programme team to reconnect students with 
the values and philosophy underpinning the ethical foundations of legal practice.  
The Panel commended the innovative, unique approach taken by the Programme Team to 
help students gain an enhanced understanding of the fundamental principles of the Law. 
Students were usually technicians when they arrived and the course helped to fill this void.  
Students explained to the Panel why this had been an outstanding course. Recent alumni 
commented that they still referred to the course materials in their own legal practice, post- 
qualification.   
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4. The Senior Management Team for their clear vision on the future direction of this programme 
to account for external regulatory developments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. The Programme Team for their Innovative use of information technology in assessment.  

 

 
The Panel required the Department meet the following conditions: 
 

1. A formal action plan for 2018/19. This must support outcomes from the Reflective Review, 
reflect on-going actions from Annual Programme Evaluations, include detail of planned 
development of provision of a 3-5 year period and detail any programme amendments, new 
programmes to be developed or proposals for the removal of modules, as relevant. 

 
 

The Panel agreed, following the discussions throughout the day and as evidenced in the 
reflective report, that the GDL programme team had fostered a very strong sense of 
community. This was sustained by the support on offer to students through the effective 
personal tutorial system.  
Further positive aspects which contributed to the sense of community included the 
additional support on offer such as meetings with alumni. Students stated that they were 
encouraged to email or approach their personal tutors at any time outside of lectures and 
tutorials and help was always forthcoming.  The nature of the teaching groups, being smaller 
when compared to competitors, was also felt to be a positive contributing factor to the 
community and allowed for closer relationships and more focused support. 
The Panel praised the structured way in which academic and pastoral support was provided 
to students with timetabled support and feedback sessions. Alongside this, guidance was 
available from academic or personal tutors on a more informal basis when required. The 
commitment of the programme team to enhancing the overall experience of their students 
was considered commendable. The strong links with alumni were also confirmed during the 
meetings with students and recent alumni.  The programme team highlighted a number of 
initiatives which had not been referenced in the paperwork including a women’s network. 
These resources provided invaluable opportunities for students to network and develop their 
future career plans.  
 

One of the main concerns highlighted, in advance of the review and throughout discussions 
with the external Panel member, was the impact of potential changes to the GDL by the 
Solicitors Regulation Authority on the future of provision at City.  
Despite this uncertainty the Senior Management Team had a clear vision and recognised that 
the changes were in fact opportunities for the School which were likely to encourage 
development of the programme. The Panel was reassured by the approach of the Senior 
Management Team to capitalise on the professional expertise and rapidly developing 
research base that the School enjoyed through a commitment to the School Plan and, by 
proxy, to City’s Vision and Strategy 2026.  City’s recent membership of the University of 
London and the acquisition of new premises for the School were also very positive 
developments that could enhance the future direction of the programme.  
Though it was acknowledged that the information regarding the SRA developments was still 
tentative, the Senior Management Team showed a clear appreciation of the work that may be 
required of them, the potential changes to provision and the challenges that will also become 
evident once plans are confirmed. 
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The condition must be met by 31 August 2017 and a response submitted to the Panel Secretary; the 
Panel Chair will determine whether the response sufficiently addresses the Panel’s concerns and will 
consult with other Panel members if required. 
 

2. To review all module specifications to ensure that these are in line with institutional 
regulations, policy and CMA guidance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The condition must be met by 30 June 2017 and a response submitted to the Panel Secretary; the Panel 
Chair will determine whether the response sufficiently addresses the Panel’s concerns and will consult 
with other Panel members if required. 
 

3. Programme Committee Meetings must take place and be formally recorded in minutes.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Panel was concerned that Programme Team had not submitted a detailed formal action 
plan within the paperwork ahead of the Periodic Review meeting. This was a critical element of 
the Periodic Review process and required urgent attention.  This was essential for evaluating 
current provision and informing the future strategic direction of the programme.  
The Panel required assurances that the future direction of the programme was based on 
reflective evaluation of outcomes from the Development Day, Reflective Review (including 
actions arising from the 2012 Periodic Review) and reflected on-going actions arising from 
Annual Programme Evaluations.  
The plan should include evidence of short and long term action planning with timescales and 
include details of planned development of provision over a three to five year period. It should 
detail any programme amendments, new programmes to be developed or proposals for the 
removal of modules, as relevant.  
The lack of short and long term action planning should be urgently addressed as this was 
critical for evaluation and the future strategic direction of the programme. 

The Panel noted upon thorough review of the paperwork provided by the programme team 
that there were instances of inconsistent and inaccurate information contained within 
module specifications. These required urgent review and amendment to ensure alignment 
with institutional regulations, policy and CMA guidance thus ensuring equality of opportunity 
for all students.  
 

The Panel was concerned that the Programme Team did not meet formally as Programme 
Committee reporting to the Board of Studies on a regular basis which was an institutional 
requirement. Records provided within the Periodic Review paperwork did not satisfy the Panel 
that such formal meetings were taking place. It was acknowledged that the team worked 
closely together and there was evidence of effective liaison; however, for logistical reasons and 
with many teaching staff working part-time, physical meetings had occurred infrequently.   
Regular formal Programme Committee meetings were essential to inform short and long term 
action planning. This would facilitate review of current practices and determine the future 
strategic direction of the programme.   
The Programme Committee meetings would also consolidate the good working relationship 
with Professional Services staff.  
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The condition must be actioned during the 2017/18 academic year and records of the first meetings 
submitted to the Panel Secretary by 1 December 2017; the Panel Chair will determine whether the 
response sufficiently addresses the Panel’s concerns and will consult with other Panel members if 
required. 
 
The Panel made a number of recommendations for areas where enhancements could be made to the 
programmes: 
 

All recommendations must be responded to initially via a report to the School Board of Studies 
accompanying this report and in full via the one year on report. A copy of the report, initial response 
and one year on report will be submitted to Education & Student Committee following approval by 
the Board of Studies.  

7. Review the way in which career development information and materials are disseminated to 
students. The communication of support for both prospective solicitors and barristers 
should be more visibly balanced. Students should be signposted to appropriate support; for 
example there is capacity within the VLE (Moodle) for this purpose. There could also be a 
more joined up approach with other City departments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. Explore appropriate mechanisms to engage staff and students in quality processes, in 
particular annual programme evaluation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Panel observed a recurring theme in discussions with students and alumni that there was 
a perception of an imbalance between the career development opportunities available for 
prospective barristers when compared with those provided for solicitors. Further discussions 
with the Senior Management team and Programme Team reassured the Panel that there 
were a range of opportunities available to all students irrespective of their future career 
paths. It was clear that these were not always effectively communicated.  
The Panel recommended that the careers support available to all students should be visible 
and more readily accessible. It was acknowledged that a strength of the programme was the 
preponderance of intending bar students which was unusual. In addition, the way in which 
the two professions approached recruitment differed in terms of timing during the academic 
year. Solicitors firms tended to recruit before students enrolled on the GDL whilst in contrast 
the Bar was actively recruiting whilst students were at City, hence the perceived higher 
profile on campus. 
Feedback from students and alumni indicated that there was concern that valuable 
opportunities may have been missed through ineffective communication. There was evidence 
of an over-load of email correspondence sign-posting students to development activities 
which the student panel member felt was less desirable than the use of alternative media. 
The Panel was of the view that there was capacity within the VLE (Moodle) for this purpose 
and this could be developed in conjunction with Professional Services and the Careers 
Service. 
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Emily Thornton, Policy Analyst (TEF/Quality) 

 

Date of approval of report by Panel: 7 July 2017 

Date of deadline set for School Response to Report: 31 October 2017 

  

The Panel recommended that the Programme Team take steps to explore strategies to 
engage both staff and students in quality processes, in particular annual programme 
evaluation. 

It was acknowledged that the Programme Team and student representatives had been 
consulted in preparation for the Periodic Review and were aware of broader quality 
assurance processes underpinning the GDL programme. However, the Panel was of the view 
that there was scope for developing this area, to fully engage students and staff members to 
enhance quality assurance processes.  

The Panel agreed that the annual programme evaluation process would be opportunity for 
colleagues to work together in reflecting upon the GDL provision and making plans together 
to account for external regulatory changes and the future direction of the programme.  
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Periodic Review report  
Programmes reviewed 
Legal Practice Course and LLM in Legal Practice 

Date of review 
29th March 2017 

Review participants 
Review Panel members:  

 Name  Role  

Dr Anton Cox  Head Of Department – Mathematics, School of Mathematics, 
Computer Science & Engineering (Chair)  

Issy Cooke  Student, Women’s Officer, Students’ Union (Student Panel Member)  

Dave Flinton  Programme Manager, School of Health Sciences (Internal Panel 
Member)  

Dr Luke McDonagh  Programme Director GELLB, The City Law School (Internal Panel 
Member)  

Byron Jones  LPC Course Leader, School of Law and Politics, Cardiff University 
(External Panel Member)  

Helen Fitch  Assistant Registrar (Quality) (Lead Secretary) 

Jason Haines  Student Experience Officer (Secretary)  

 

Meetings held during the day and attendees: 

Students 

Name Programme, Year, Mode of Study 
Ruth Tomlinson LPC 2016/17 Current Student 
Hiba El-Berjawi LPC 2016/17 Current Student  
Matey Avgustinov LPC 2016/17 Current Student 
Aya Alshekhili LPC 2016/17 Current Student  
Angelina Mihaylova LPC 2016/17 Current Student 
Alizeh Hameed LPC 2016/17 Current Student  
Khuncha Sabir LPC 2016/17 Current Student 
Imogen Runacres LPC 2016/17 Current Student  
Paul Lahat LPC 2016/17 Current Student 
Wayne Codogan LPC 2011/12 Previous Student 

 

Programme Team 

Name  Title/Role  
Professor Peter Hungerford-Welch  Assistant Dean Professional Programmes  
James Catchpole  Programme Director LPC  
Amanda Fancourt  Programme Director LLM Legal Practice  
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David Amos  Programme Staff  
Gay Wilder  Programme Staff  
Edward Iredale  Programme Staff  
Jim Palmer  Programme Staff  
Jo Bingham  Programme Staff  
Professor Susan Blake  Associate Dean (Education)  

 

Senior Staff Team 

Name Title/Role 
Professor Carl Stychin  Dean/Chair of Board of Studies  
Paul Long  Chief Operating Officer  
Kiri Lee  School Head of Academic Services (GIP)  
Professor Susan Blake  Associate Dean (Education)  
Professor Peter Hungerford-Welch  Assistant Dean Professional Programmes  

 

School co-ordinator: Lorraine Price 

LEaD contact: Professor Pam Parker 

Preparation for review 
Date of development day: 5th January 2017 

Reflective review and supporting evidence  
Panel members were provided with the Reflective Review document and supporting evidence four 
weeks ahead of the review.  This included the following key documentation covering the preceding 
three years: annual programme evaluations (including management and survey data), external 
examiner reports and responses, programme handbooks, assessment handbooks, professional, 
statutory or regulatory body reports, previous periodic review documents, programme 
specifications, module specifications, assessment regulations.  

Additional information including; sample LPC assessment feedback form, session guide, module 
evaluation data, skills assessment criteria and the Programme Director LPC periodic review summary 
was also provided.  

Changes to provision  
The documentation did not include an overview of amendments made to the provision since the last 
periodic review however all changes must comply with SRA requirements. From 2017/18 the LPC 
and LLM will be offered as a combined programme; the new curriculum has been approved by City’s 
University Programme Approval Committee (UPAC) as a separate exercise.   

Professional/ regulatory/ statutory body involvement  
The LPC is regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (the SRA).  The SRA require that any 
individual wishing to qualify as a solicitor in England and Wales studies on, and passes all elements 
of an LPC.  The SRA sets out the requirements for the content of an LPC that all providers must 
adhere to.  The Programme Team are required to submit an annual course monitoring report to the 
SRA (last report 2015/16).  The SRA are planning to make significant changes to the future 
requirements for the LPC.  Final details are awaited and the Programme Team outlined details of 
their proposed approach to dealing with the forthcoming changes in the review documentation. 
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Conduct of the review 
The Reflective Review (which will be submitted to Education & Student Committee with this report) 
provided the Panel with a clear overview of the history and context of the provision, developments 
since the last periodic review and short and long term action planning. 

The Panel considered the educational offer, effectiveness of the programme, academic standards 
and student achievement, inclusivity of design and equality of opportunity, and student support and 
resources.  During the course of the review day the following topics were given particular 
consideration:  

• Progression rates 

• Proposed revisions to the course structure and assessment regime 

• Assessment regulations 

• Development of media for the programme 

• Learning resources and changes to format of materials for students 

• Identifying the USP of the course 

• Student support and career development opportunities 

• Location of the current teaching and the impact of the future move on the student 
experience 

• The future impact of SRA directives on the LPC 

The Chair thanked the students, Programme Team and Senior Team for their engagement with the 
process and their contribution to the discussions during the day. 

Outcome of the review 
The Review Panel confirmed that the development and review processes were robust and enabled 
and evidenced the following:  

• A reflective, enhancement focused, peer- review process drawing effectively on internal and 
external expertise and including constructive and challenging discussion of the academic 
provision  

• On-going educational development of the provision and the student learning experience 
including continued alignment with relevant benchmark standards  

• Consolidation of areas of development and action planning in line with the University’s 
Education & Student Strategy 

• Promotion of student engagement within quality and enhancement processes including the 
use of student feedback and contributions during the development process, receipt of the 
reflective review by student participants ahead of the review, and contributions on the day 
both via Panel membership and the student meeting 

The Periodic Review Panel considered that: 

• confidence could be placed in the academic standards of the reviewed provision; 

• confidence could be placed in the quality of the learning opportunities available to students. 
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The Panel commended the following particular strengths: 
 

6. The Programme Team for their ongoing commitment to and work on the Programme, highlighted by 
the positive response from students; 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

7. The Programme Team for their continued development of the programme in a changing 
regulatory landscape; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8. The high level publication of the student handbook, as one of the most comprehensive and 
informative that the Panel have seen; 

 

 

 

 

9. The community spirit amongst the LPC/LLM community, as exemplified by the role of Personal 
Tutors in their relationship with the student body; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The documents provided in advance of the meeting and discussions throughout the day 
highlighted the Programme Team’s commitment to the ongoing development of the 
LPC/LLM.  This was clearly evidenced by the detailed and conscientious approach to the 
documents provided for the Panel and supported by the overwhelmingly positive 
endorsement from the students. 
Discussions with the students highlighted that the relationships they had built with staff 
members and the ongoing support that they received from the Programme Team were 
central to their positive student experience 

One of the main concerns highlighted, in advance of the review and throughout discussions 
with the external Panel member, was the future impact of potential changes to the LPC by 
the Solicitors Regulation Authority on the future of provision at City.  
Despite this uncertainty the Programme Team had remained consistent in their approach to 
the programme and continued undeterred in the development of the programme for the 
betterment of the student experience. 
Though it was acknowledged that the information regarding the SRA developments were still 
tentative, the Programme Team showed a clear appreciation of the work that may be 
required of them, the potential changes to provision and the challenges that will also become 
evident once developments are confirmed. 
 

The Panel recognised that the Student Handbook whilst extremely informative, containing 
information pertaining to all facets of student experience, was also clearly laid out and easy 
to use.   

The student meeting highlighted how positively the students viewed their relationship with 
the staff on their programme, with some students highlighting that the positive impression 
staff had made on them prior to enrolling on the course had played a key role in their 
decision making process when choosing an institution at which to study. 
Further positive aspects of the strong sense of community were supported by the additional 
support on offer which includes professional mentors, meeting with alumni and the role of 
personal tutors. Students stated that they were encouraged to email or approach their 
personal tutors at any time and help was always forthcoming.   
The nature of the teaching groups, being smaller when compared to competitors, was also 
felt to be a positive contributing factor to the community and allowed for closer relationships 
and more focused support. 
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10. The two week foundation period which was highlighted by students as being an extremely 
positive aspect of the course; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11. The consideration of expanding the opportunities for students to undertaken pro bono activity 
and the development of a pro bono pathway within the LLM; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Panel endorsed the following which were not covered within the reflective review documentation 
but were discussed during the development day 

1. The Panel endorses the action plan provided by the programme 

 
 
 

The Panel required the Department meet the following condition: 
 
The condition must be met by 30th June 2017 and a response submitted to the Panel Secretary; the 
Panel Chair will determine whether the response sufficiently addresses the Panel’s concerns and will 
consult with other Panel members if required. 
 

5. Ensure that the current arrangements regarding fee charge for resits due to extenuating 
circumstances are in line with regulations, policy and CMA guidance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

One of the most positive aspects of the course highlighted by the students was the two week 
foundation period at the beginning. The students felt that this is one of the main strengths of 
the course structure as it prepared them well for their studies. 
For students that came to City to enrol onto the LPC from other providers, this was 
highlighted as being integral to their decision making; City’s comprehensive pre-course 
foundation  compared very favourably to similar foundation periods which only lasted for 
three days at other providers. 

Students have an opportunity to undertake pro bono work during the course of their studies.  
This has enabled them to work directly with clients and has been beneficial to their 
professional development. 
The Panel were impressed by the possibility of the introduction of a pro bono pathway within 
the LLM as an alternative to the dissertation format final project. However it was recognised 
that this was currently at the discussion stage and would not be in place for September 2017. 

The action plan for the next steps in the development of the programme, as detailed in the 
reflective review document, was positively received and endorsed by the Panel. 

The Panel was concerned that the LPC Assessments Handbook states; 
‘There is a £90 fee payable for each reassessment taken after July of the academic year in 
which you started the course. This is reduced to £35 if the previous attempt has been set 
aside following a successful application for extenuating circumstance. There is no charge for 
in-course reassessments’ LPC Assessment Handbook 2016 – 2017, P. 16 
It was felt that the practice of charging students for reassessment if they had an approved 
extenuating circumstance does not represent equality of opportunity and this should be 
reviewed to ensure it is aligned with City policy and CMA guidance. 
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The Panel made a number of recommendations for areas where enhancements could be made to the 
programmes: 
 
All recommendations must be responded to initially via a report to the School Board of Studies 
accompanying this report and in full via the one year on report. A copy of the report, initial response 
and one year on report will be submitted to Education & Student Committee following approval by 
the Board of Studies.  

9. Consider how the course materials are disseminated to students 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10. Ensure sufficient resourcing of proposed changes to the LPC curriculum and structure and the 
potential increase in work on the dissertation element on the combined LPC/LLM 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

11. To make the discussed and noted changes regarding the formative assessments and mock 
exams, with consideration given to the impact on both staff and students 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Overall the students were satisfied with the quality of the course materials and how they are 
received at the start and throughout the programme; they particularly like receiving specific 
materials in session where relevant.  It was noted that the Programme Team are planning to 
consolidate the learning materials and introduce the use of media to support learning for 
next year.  In the light of the plans to combine multiple documents into one, the Panel 
recommended that consideration should be given to the extent of media based learning and 
the logistics and timing of distributing materials to students to ensure that their views are 
taken into consideration. 

The students had been consulted on the proposed new course structure for next year, and 
welcomed the changes which would improve the distribution of workload and increase the 
opportunities for exam revision time. 
The Panel reviewed the proposed revised structure and the plans to re-write and modernise 
elements of the documentation.  There was some concern that whilst the proposed changes 
are laudable, they may not be achievable with the current level of resource available.   The 
Panel noted that some additional resource has already been approved to support this but 
queried whether this would be sufficient to complete the work within the timescale. 
It is anticipated that the new combined LPC/LLM course from 2017/18 would attract an 
increased number of students to the programme, which would in turn impact on the volume 
of dissertation supervision and marking.   
It was recommended that consideration should be given to securing additional resource for 
both the development and delivery aspects of the changes to alleviate the pressures of the 
additional work for the Programme Team. 

The Programme Director outlined plans to increase the use of formative assessment to 
reinforce learning at key points within the course and prepare students for their summative 
assessments.  The student group had advised that they would value marked formative 
assessments and both the Panel members and the students were positive about the proposed 
changes to formative assessments and mock exams.  The Panel strongly recommends that the 
changes are executed as proposed noting that formative assessment for the course should be 
proportionate and that student and staff workload, as well as feedback delivery methods, are 
considered. 
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12. Review the wording of the 80% attendance policy to ensure it is in line with City policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13. Review: 

a. the career provision that is provided for students and ensure a more joined up 
approach with other City departments 

b. Review the scope and timing of networking opportunities to maximise opportunities 
for students 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The student group advised that they were concerned about low attendance rates at some 
workshops.  This has a negative impact on the student experience of those attending, 
particularly for workshops focussing on group activities and interview practice. 
It was acknowledged that there is a correlation between attendance and achievement and 
the Programme Director noted that the Team stress the importance of attendance to 
students.  Nevertheless, the Panel was concerned that the LPC Assessments Handbook states: 
‘Please note: the CLS can prevent any student from taking any assessment, or from continuing 
with the course, if their attendance record is not satisfactory (if attendance falls below 80%). 
For further information see Assessment Regulations 4.1 and 10.1 in the Assessment 
Handbook in the ‘LPC Central’ on Moodle.’  LPC Assessment Handbook 2016 – 2017, P. 17 
It was noted that work is currently being undertaken to develop a University-wide approach 
to student engagement and attendance.  It will be necessary for the Programme Team to 
ensure that requirements for the programme are in line with relevant City policies. 
 

The student group felt that whilst they are theoretically and academically prepared for a 
career in Law, they are not prepared for the process of seeking and gaining employment in 
their chosen field. This is supported by the fact that only two of the students within the group 
meeting the Panel have secured training contracts.  Students are able to access a Training 
Contract Advisory Service offered by the School as well as the City Careers service however 
they highlighted that, rather than using the Training Contract Advisory Service, they instead 
seek assistance from Personal Tutors. The students value the advice offered by the City 
Careers Advisor for Law but highlighted that a more joined up approach between the law 
specific career provision and the City Careers, Development and Outreach Service would be 
beneficial. 
The School also hosts Law public events which are advertised to the students, however the 
students noted that these and other networking opportunities frequently clash with busy 
periods in the academic year and assessment deadlines, which prevent students from 
attending.  They would welcome opportunities to network at later points during the course 
which would fit around their workload. 
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14. Review and continually monitor progression rates in light of the proposed assessment 
changes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15. Consider how, as a programme, the move to Sebastian Street will be managed to ensure the 
continuing high levels of student satisfaction  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Helen Fitch, Assistant Registrar (Quality) 

Jason Haines, Student Experience Officer 

 

Date of approval of report by Panel Chair:  

27 April 2017 

Date of deadline set for School Response:  

Condition to be met by 30 June 2017 

Programme Team response to the Review Report to be received by 31 July 2017 

 

  

The LPC and LLM have had low levels of withdrawal rates from 2013 – 2016. The Panel was 
reassured that progression rates are in line with sector figures released by the SRA.  
Progression is tracked to some extent at Assessment Boards where module pass/fail rates are 
scrutinised,   However, in the light of the future changes to the course and assessment 
strategy, it was agreed that it would be particular important  for progression rates to be 
closely monitored for future cohorts. 
The Panel recognises that due to the nature of the course, including the period of time 
permitted for students to access reassessment opportunities and maximum periods of 
registration, monitoring progression rates may be challenging.  However it was agreed that 
accurately tracked progression rates will be necessary.   

The Panel members were impressed with the strong sense of community and positive 
feedback from the students on their experience on the course. 
Throughout the student meeting it was clear that both the setting of Gray’s Inn at the legal 
heart of London and the professional ethos they experienced in the postgraduate building 
contribute both to the recruitment of Postgraduate students and the high level of student 
satisfaction with their programme. 
There are plans in place to relocate the City Law School from its two current sites to a single 
site in Sebastian Street for all Undergraduate and Postgraduate programmes.  The approach 
to maintaining the current sense of postgraduate community following the move was 
discussed with both the Senior Team and the Programme Team.  The Panel was advised that 
the risks and benefits of the move had been researched at the planning stages and the new 
space would offer high quality facilities. 
It was agreed that it should be considered how the current high levels of student satisfaction 
can be maintained once the Undergraduate and Postgraduate programmes move to the new 
location. 
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Periodic Review Report – Pre-Registration Radiography 
Programmes 
Programmes reviewed 
BSc (Hons) Radiography (Diagnostic Imaging)  

BSc (Hons) Radiography (Radiotherapy and Oncology)  

Foundation Degree Health Sciences – Radiotherapy Practice 

Date of review 
22nd June 2017 

Review participants 
Review Panel members:  

Name Role 

Simon Parker  Associate Dean Academic Quality and Standards, Cass Business 
School (Chair) 

Judith Sunderland Lead Midwife for Education, Midwifery and Radiography, School 
of Health Sciences (Internal Panel Member) 

Amanda Fancourt Senior Lecturer, LPC Programme Director, City Law School 
(Internal Panel Member) 

Christopher Cobb Lecturer in Diagnostic Radiography, University of Suffolk 
(External Adviser) 

Catherine Holborn Senior Lecturer, Radiotherapy and Oncology, Sheffield Hallam 
University (External Adviser) 

Zack Sardar BA (Hons) English (Student Panel Member) 

Alison Edridge Assistant Director (Quality and Academic Development) (Lead 
Secretary) 

Sophie Cutforth Student Experience Administrator (Co-Secretary) 
 

Meetings held during the day and attendees:  

Name Programme, Year, Mode of Study 
Students 
Matthew Ulewich Radiotherapy & Oncology, Y3, FT 
Atish Rattan Radiotherapy & Oncology, Y2, FT 
Nisha Rajput Radiotherapy & Oncology, Y2, FT 
Ragavi Rasalingam Radiotherapy & Oncology, Y1, FT 
Mollie Yates Radiotherapy & Oncology, Y1, FT 
Sophie Morgan Diagnostic Imaging, Y3, FT 
Roksana Akhtar Diagnostic Imaging, Y3, FT 
Sophie Hughan Diagnostic Imaging, Y2, FT 
Aine Callan Diagnostic Imaging, Y1, FT 
Ariane Govindapillai Diagnostic Imaging, Y1, FT 

 

Senior Team 

Name Title/Role 
Professor Stanton Newman Dean, School of Health Sciences/Chair of Board of Studies 
Julie Attenborough Associate Dean, Director of Undergraduate Studies 
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Maria Dingle Associate Dean, Education Quality & the Student Experience 
Dr Dave Flinton Divisional Lead, Conjoint Division of Midwifery and Radiography 
Dr Rachael-Anne Knight Associate Dean for Education Technology and Innovation 
Matthew Such Chief Operating Officer, School of Health Sciences 

 

Programme Team 

Name Title/Role 
Dr Dave Flinton Divisional Lead, Midwifery and Radiography 
Dr Sophie Willis Programme Director, Pre-Registration Radiography, Diagnostic 

Imaging 
Richard Thorne Programme Director, Pre-Registration Radiotherapy and Oncology 

Paul Bland Senior Lecturer, PG Diagnostic Radiography Programme Director 

Pam Cherry Senior Lecturer, Radiotherapy. Clinical Co-ordinator Radiotherapy 
John Hoath Lecturer, Diagnostic Imaging, Digital Imaging 
Liam Mannion Lecturer, Radiobiology, Anatomy, Physiology and Oncology, 

Professional Practice, IMRT & IGRT 
Jayne Morgan Senior Lecturer, Diagnostic Imaging, Radiation Physics/ 

Equipment, Computed Tomography (CT) Scanning 
Paul Osborne Imaging Practice Development Lead Radiographer, Link Lecturer – 

Basildon & Thurrock University Hospital NHS Trust 
Chris O’Sullivan Senior Radiographer at UCLH NHS Foundation Trust (0.5); 

Seconded Lecturer (Radiotherapy & Oncology) SHS (0.5) 
School co-ordinators: Katy Beavers  

 

Preparation for review 
 
Reflective review and supporting evidence  
 
Panel members were provided with the Reflective Review document and supporting evidence ahead 
of the review.   

This included the following key documentation covering the preceding four years:  

Radiography Programme Curriculums including Clinical Portfolios for the Radiography Diagnostic 
Imaging and radiotherapy programmes, Programme Handbook, Academic and Practice Placement 
Support documentation, Staff CVs, Staff Development and Scholarly Activity, Teaching and Module 
Evaluations, Placement Evaluations, Pyramid Evaluations, Service User Involvement and Evaluation 
documentation, Guest Lecturer Overview,  Periodic Review Development Day Consultation; Event, 
Meeting Action Point Foci and SWOT Analysis 2016, Re-approval Curriculum Documentation, 2011 
Periodic Review report UG Radiography, HENCEL Quality and Contract Performance Management 
Annual Reports, Undergraduate First Destinations, QAA Subject Benchmark Statement Mapping, 
PSRB Statement Mapping, PSRB reports, Undergraduate Annual Programme Evaluations, Student 
Survey and Induction Data, External Examiner Reports and Responses, Radiography Advisory Board 
Minutes, Staff Student Liaison Committee Minutes, Assessment Forum Terms of Reference 15-16.   

 
 
 



  

Page 39 of 56 
 

Changes to provision  
The documentation included an overview of the actions plans from the periodic review development 
day held as part of the consultation process which formed the Reflective Review document and 
supporting evidence.  

The documentation also included the changes planned following the recent re-approval of the 
Radiography programmes and approved by the relevant PSRBs and the University.  

 
Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) involvement 
The professions of Radiography are registered with the Health and Care Professions Council (HCPC) 
which accredits the City, University of London radiography programmes as well as the College of 
Radiographers (CoR). Successful completion of the programmes entitled graduates to apply for 
registration with the HCPC. The last re-approval and reaccreditation from the HCPC and CoR was 
achieved in 2016.  
 

Conduct of the review 
The Reflective Review (which will be submitted to Education & Student Committee with this report) 
provided the Panel with a clear overview of the history and context of the provision, developments 
since the last periodic review and short and long term action planning. 

The Panel considered the educational offer, effectiveness of the programmes, academic standards 
and student achievement, inclusivity of design and equality of opportunity, and student support and 
resources.  During the course of the review day the following topics were given particular 
consideration: 

• Placements; 

o Preparation for clinical placements 

o Support on clinical placements 

o Relationships with providers  

• Employability 

• Funding changes and future challenges 

• Feedback and assessment 

• Service user involvement  

The Chair thanked the students, Programme Team and Senior Team for their engagement with the 
process and their contribution to the discussions during the day. 

 

Outcome of the review 
The Review Panel confirmed that the development and review processes were robust and enabled 
and evidenced the following:  

• A reflective, enhancement focused, peer-review process drawing effectively on internal and 
external expertise and including constructive and challenging discussion of the academic 
provision  

• On-going educational development of the provision and the student learning experience 
including continued alignment with relevant standards  

• Consolidation of areas of development and action planning in line with the PSRBs and City’s  
Education & Student Strategy 
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• Promotion of student engagement within quality and enhancement processes including the 
use of student feedback and contributions during the development process, receipt of the 
reflective review by student participants ahead of the review, and contributions on the day 
both via Panel membership and the student meeting 

The Periodic Review Panel considered that: 

• confidence could be placed in the academic standards of the reviewed provision; 

• confidence could be placed in the quality of the learning opportunities available to students. 

 

The Panel commended the following particular strengths: 

1. Consistent focus on the importance of service user involvement, engagement with this and 
how it has been embedded in a number of ways and is not a 'token gesture' throughout 
recruitment and programme delivery.  Stakeholder engagement more broadly. 

The Programme team provided the Panel with examples of how service user input had been 
embedded in the programmes to enhance the experience of students. Service user input has 
been embedded from the start of student’s experience of the programme. 
 
The Programme team stated that during the recruitment phase every student is invited to 
interview where a service user is part of the panel. The student feedback is that they like 
being interviewed by a service user and service users are instrumental in this process 
providing a different perspective and a human element.  
 
The Programme team have also looked at critical points of the student cycle identifying when 
it would be beneficial to have service user involvement i.e. transitions at the end of the year 
and receiving the viewpoints of how to respond to service users. During the preparation for 
practice event the programme included service users and this event covered the patient 
pathway session to session throughout the day.  
 
There is also a communication skills exercise with service users which offers students the 
opportunity to receive feedback from a service user. Students provided positive feedback and 
it is invaluable for students to understand how they can improve their engagement with a 
patient. 
 
In terms of student learning, the team noted that service users come in to speak to students 
about their experience and there is the service user experience day within programmes. The 
service user experience day students find particularly useful as a variety of service users 
provide their experiences and there is a mix of students on both programmes. A range of 
seminars are offered such as in dementia care, in imaging. This is beneficial to students as 
there is a variety of different of questions from the perspectives of different programmes 
creating cohesion across the different programmes where they have the opportunity to learn 
with and from each other. 
 
Another opportunity the team highlighted was an ‘ask the expert’ event with Speech and 
Language students, which provided an opportunity for students to learn about inter-
professional workings and other work opportunities.   
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2. Approach to feedback on assessment 

The programme was re-approved last year by stakeholders and as a part of the re-approval 
the changes and improvements were rolled out. Key changes were featured in the action 
plan, which included repositioning content in the programme to ensure work and assessment 
load was more manageable. It was identified there were key pressure points that were 
problematic for students therefore changes have been made such as changing block 
timetables and realigning them which is of benefit to the students.  
 
The Programme team have focused on improving feedback across the programmes and there 
has been on emphasis on on-going feedback and providing relevant and succinct feedback in 
various forms that students can employ.   
 
The students expressed to the Panel that they felt the variation and range of assessments 
offered to students was a strength of the programme as they provided students different 
modes of learning and chance of improvement. Students provided examples of assessments 
including a variation of exams, essay coursework and OSCEs and stated that the programme 
does not rely heavily on one particular assessment type so students have equal opportunity to 
succeed even if they have varying strengths at particular assessment types.  
 
Students reported that they feel the programmes have excelled at how assessment feedback 
is provided and the support they received with the assessments. Student’s commented that 
they will always have a revision session prior to an assessment and they receive feedback in 
multiple forms. The forms of feedback include general feedback sessions, sessions where they 
can review their exam scripts, histograms and individual feedback which was detailed and 
useful. Students felt that way the feedback was constructive and helped them develop and 
improve themselves. Students also stated that the viva’s in all three years and also have the 
opportunity for practice vivas with feedback so they can improve their practice. They are 
provided 5-10 minutes of feedback for a mock viva.  

 
3. Links with clinical partners and level of clinical support including preparation for clinical 

placements, role of link lecturer and students acting as mentors for other students 

The Periodic Review submission demonstrated a number of areas where the Programme 
Team showed a commitment to working with partners to enhance the students’ experience. 
The School have reorganised staff within the professional services so there is a role with 
specific focus on placements. This role, the Strategic Head of Practice, will work across the 
School to develop placements; increasing the capacity of placements whilst retaining the 
student experience on placement.  There is a strong emphasis on engaging with practice 
partners closely and lecturers are committed to spending half a day a week in practice. 
Although this may be costly it allows the programmes to remain up to date with the 
profession and allows the programmes to adapt quickly to the latest developments.  
 
The Programme Team noted that although student number caps on the programme have 
been removed, the student numbers for the programme are still directed by placement 
capacity. The team have conducted modelling at where limits are, how this may be improved 
and also looked at existing simulated practice environments at City and how they can be used 
more efficiently. 
 
Students are provided a link lecturer for each of their placements. The Panel noted that 
students are well supported on placement by this role. Link lecturers visit the placement and 
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act as a student’s person tutor and liaise with clinical staff as required. The Panel noted that 
this is a valuable role connecting the programme with the clinical placements whilst 
maintaining a student focused approach especially in regards to forward planning and the 
changes in the field. The use of link lecturers allows staff to build rapport and tailor support 
for students in smaller groups creating a collegiate environment. This approach allows the 
team to resolve any issues promptly and in the early stages.  
 
The Panel noted contrary to the impression of Reflective Review Document, students felt that 
their experiences on placement were similar and consistent, especially in terms of contact and 
support.   
 
The Panel were pleased to hear from the students that they have the opportunity to meet 
students in other years from their placements over lunch. This prepares them for what to 
expect from a student perspective. Students also reported that they have the opportunity to 
talk about their academic modules and gain their advice. This relationship with students from 
later years was important to students to support their development.  
 
Students were encouraged to reflect on their mentoring role with other students in their 
reflective writing and based on HCPC proficiencies it shows they are able to develop others 
which helps their confidence.  
 
The Panel noted students felt prepared to manage challenging situations on placement. 
Students stated they received a lecture on challenging patient situations and how to manage 
these. Further to this students felt the visits from link lecturers enabled conversations and 
reflection on any challenging situations in a supportive environment.  
 

 
4. Passion, enthusiasm and responsive of the programme team 

The Panel celebrated the passion shown by the staff and the focus on providing a good 
student experience and successful students.  
 
The feedback the Panel received from the students was that the academic staff across both 
programmes are passionate about what they teach which students felt helped them learn and 
engage more effectively with their studies.  
 
It was noted how responsive staff are to students, such as providing additional revision 
sessions and tutorials to students who may be struggling in specific areas and also providing 
responses to queries promptly. Students felt they aware able to put in requests to staff and 
the team would deliver this where appropriate.  

 
 
The Panel made a number of recommendations for areas where enhancements could be made to the 
programmes: 
 

1. To extend the use of Wiley Plus to the Diagnostic Imaging programme (if not already used). 

The Panel noted that students on the Radiotherapy programme found the use of Wiley Plus 
extremely helpful, especially for anatomy. Students felt that the mini quizzes helped identify 
areas they needed to work more on and how they are progressing.  
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The Programme team also highlighted it is useful to identify students who are struggling 
quickly and the results for anatomy have improved since implementing it more.  
 
The Panel felt that the programmes could develop the use of Wiley Plus so it is used more 
extensively across both programmes.  

 
2. For the School of Health Sciences to keep under the review the level of resource to support 

the ongoing success of the programme alongside future development of Radiography to 
maintain City’s position within the market (e.g. development of research, postgraduate 
provision, changes to funding and student number controls). 

It was highlighted by the Panel that the significant achievements of the relatively small 
programme teams are noted, however it is recommended that the programmes continue to 
review how they support the ongoing success of the programmes together with the 
development of research and personal development of the staff. From a strategic view point 
the Panel noted it may allow the School to develop other areas and explore opportunities 
such as postgraduate and CPD provisions.  
 
The School has responded to the changing environment and has already plans to manage this. 
The Panel recommend this is continued to be reviewed and evolved.  

 
3. To monitor the effectiveness of the new rotation arrangements for clinical placements that 

will be implemented in 2017/18. 

As the team are reappraising existing placements to optimise the capacity and in discussions 
with new providers it is recommended that the proposal of the new rotation of placements is 
monitored and there is continued consultation with the SSLC.  
 
It was noted that this new rotation arrangement would seem to provide more flexibility and 
provide a better more fluid experience. It provides more parity in students experiencing 
certain placements rather than spending most of their time at one.  

 
4. To consider how the strengths of the programme and areas of commendation can be 

promoted and conveyed to prospective students 

The Panel noted that were many areas of good practice and commendation within the 
programmes, that may be promoted further to potential students. The Panel recommend that 
the programmes identify their strengths and ensure these are well communicated for 
example via website, open days and the prospectus.   

 

Alison Edridge 

Sophie Cutforth 

Date of approval of report by Panel: 18th July 2017 

Date of deadline set for School Response: 31st October 2017 
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Periodic Review Report  
Programmes reviewed 
BSc Mathematics  

BSc Mathematics and Finance  

BSc Mathematics with Finance and Economics  

BSc/MMath Mathematical Science 

BSc/MMath Mathematical Science with Statistics  

BSc/MMath Mathematical Science with Finance and Economics  

BSc/MMath Mathematics and Finance  

Date of review 
Wednesday, 8th February 2017  

Review participants 
Review Panel members:  

Professor Chris Hull Head of Department, Department of Optometry & Visual Sciences, 
School of Heath Sciences (Chair) 
 

Zain Ismail Vice-President Students’ Union (Education) (Student Panel Member) 
 

Dr Sebastian Hunt Senior Lecturer, Department of Computer Science, School of 
Mathematics, Computer Science & Engineering (Internal School Panel 
Member) 
 

Professor Stuart Sime  BPTC Course Director, City Law School (Internal Panel Member) 
 

Dr Peter Giesl  Director of Teaching & Learning, University of Sussex  (External Panel 
Member) 

  
Nerida Booth  Senior Student Experience Officer, Student & Academic Services 

(Secretary) 
 

Meetings held during the day and attendees:  

Students/Alumni 
Name Programme, Year, Mode of Study 
Delia-Roxanna Ionete Maths, Finance and Economics, Year 1 (Student Rep) 
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Ciprian Burlibasa Maths, Year 2 
Jelena Mircetic Maths, Finance and Economics, Year 2 
Junaid Khan Maths, Year 3 (Student Rep) 
Caroline Seilern-Aspang Maths, Finance and Economics, Year 3 
Julia Cen MMath Maths, graduated 2016 (current PhD student) 
Aliza Marriot Maths, graduated 2016 

 

Programme Team  
Name Title/Role 
Dr Alessandro De Martino  UG Programme Director 
Dr Maud De Visscher Senior Lecturer 
Dr Olalla Castro-Alvaredo Senior Lecturer 
Dr Oliver Kerr Reader 
Professor Mark Broom Professor 
Professor Pam Parker LDC Liaison  
Alexis Barker Course Officer 
Caroline Milton Course Operations Manager 
Mohson Khan Professional Liaison Unit 

 
Senior Staff Team 

Name Title/Role 
Professor Roger Crouch Dean/Chair of Board of Studies 
Richard Basch Chief Operating Officer 
Cat Edera Head of School Administration/Academic Services 
Dr Cristina Gacek Associate Dean (Education) 
Dr Anton Cox Head of Department 

 

School co-ordinator: Michele Vermeulen  

Professor Pam Parker, LEaD Liaison was not able to attend on the day; however, LEaD was provided 
with a copy of the Reflective Document and supporting documentation, and a copy of the Report of 
the Review Day will be circulated to LEaD.   
 

Preparation for review 
Date of development day: 1st June 2016 

Reflective review and supporting evidence  
Panel members were provided with the Reflective Review document and supporting evidence four 
weeks ahead of the review.  This included the following key documentation covering the preceding 
three to four years: annual programme evaluations (including management and survey data), 
external examiner reports and responses, Programme Management Committee minutes, Staff-
Student Liaison Committee minutes, programme handbooks, Advisory Board minutes.  The action 
plan from the previous periodic review and QAA Subject Benchmark Statement for Mathematics, 
Statistics and Operational Research were also provided. 

The Panel asked for additional documentation for information, including information providing an 
analysis of competitors’ offer, risk assessments on placements, and Assessment Board reports.  

Changes to provision  
The documentation included an overview of amendments made to the provision since the last 
periodic review. 
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The Panel noted that on-going changes to provision are monitored and consulted on where re-
approval or earlier periodic review may be warranted.  It was confirmed that the cumulative effect 
of amendments since the last periodic review did not require re-approval via the current periodic 
review process. 

 

Conduct of the review 
 
The Reflective Review (which will be submitted to Education & Student Committee along with this 
report) provided the Panel with an overview of the history and context of the Department’s 
provision, developments since the last periodic review, and short and long term action planning. 
 
The Panel considered the educational offer, curriculum design, effectiveness of the programme, 
academic standards and student achievement, School strategy and management, and educational 
opportunities and, student support and resources.  During the course of the review day the 
following topics were given particular consideration: 
 
1. School Strategy and management of the Department  

 
The Senior School team considers the offer of the Department of Mathematics to be a natural fit 
with the other disciplines covered within the School by the Department of Computing and 
Departments of Engineering. The School’s Senior Team is confident the programmes delivered by 
the Department of Maths align very strongly with the overall strategy of the School.   
  
The Senior Team consider the Mathematics degrees to be of a very good quality, but acknowledge 
there is more work that can be done.  The School is mindful that there is still work to be done 
towards meeting the objectives set out in City’s Education & Student strategy, and will be focusing 
on the challenges identified in its strategic planning: NSS scores (these have been improving but 
change in survey questions may present difficulties in terms of students’ perceptions of their feelings 
of the institutional community), student recruitment, student progression, building and maintaining 
sense of community amongst staff and students.  
 
The Course offer is dependent on staffing numbers – and the smaller Department does restrict the 
potential of a broader offer.  The School is focusing on consolidating student numbers – and is keen 
to emphasize areas for development that do not rely on an increase in staffing numbers.  There are 
no plans for the School to increase student numbers or staff numbers for the department (beyond 
the current recruitment on-going at the time of this Review) although having more staff members in 
the department would be advantageous. The School has requested to recruit 2 FTE, but expects that 
1 FTE will be approved.  The School suggests the relatively small size of the department can be used 
as a USP for the department – and the School could make more of this feature if it decided to.  The 
academic team believe they are well supported by professional staff in the School, and by the 
Professional Learning Unit and Careers Service.   
 
The size of the Department makes specialisms for research-led teaching difficult.  The Programme 
Team feel it has had success in being consistent in content of teaching and ensuring marketing and 
recruitment messages are clear about what is offered by the Department. The Department is aware 
that students may wish to pursue more specialist content, and the department is open this, but 
delivering specialisms within a small department is challenging. There is some consideration within 
the Programme Team on the possibility of delivering a Year 3 module drawing on research.  The 
Department made the decision to discontinue the MMaths, as the small size of the department 
made delivering this difficult.  
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2. Educational offer, curriculum design and employability 
 
The Programme Team noted that there was continual work on the development of modules.  The 
programmes being offered reflect the professions students are most likely to move into.  There is no 
sign of students’ likely future professions changing. The Programme Team is aware that its 
competitors are opening Business Schools – the School already delivers programmes in conjunction 
with the Cass Business School.  The Department would rather having a stronger 3rd year offer than 
re-introduce the MMaths (taught programme).  The School is mindful that it needs to have an 
alternative offer – a “unique selling point”.  The School has identified the smaller cohorts and 
smaller teaching class sizes as attractive aspects of what it can offer.  These aspects of the offer can 
lead to increased NSS scores, as students come to appreciate the benefits of these features and their 
distinctiveness.    
 
Some students suggested they would benefit from more guidance on what modules worked well 
together, but reported that staff were very helpful to students in providing information and support 
to students who needed this to make a choice of modules.  
 
The Student group agreed that they would have liked to have more applied maths content – this 
could be a mixture of modules, not so only pure maths, but also fluid dynamics and other forms of 
maths. On the whole, there was agreement amongst the Student Group that the Department 
offered a good number of options, though some said they would have liked more options available 
for electives, such as one to two modules on computer science (programming, in particular).  The 
Programme Team were aware that students were interested in these type of modules, however 
experience has shown that these modules were not popular when delivered in the first year. 
Students felt that it would be helpful to have the presentation for the 1st year Numerical Methods 
module before students would be required to do their Project.    
 
The Panel put the issue of the whole year modules to the student group for their view. The Student 
Group reported that the rationale for whole year modules was not clear. Students reported that the 
content for these modules may not be interlinked between the first half of the year and the second 
half, though some modules were more integrated than others. These modules may not be taught by 
the same member of staff across the whole year.  Having modules that ran across the year, with 
assessment taken just once in the summer, increased pressure on students in a short period of time. 
Students understood the Department’s rationale for the 30 credit whole-year modules, but 
suggested that the modules would be better split over the year (with assessment in January and in 
the Summer). The Programme Team suggested that they had no objection to breaking up these 
larger (30 credit) modules. However, the decision to create larger modules - with the main 
assessment in the Summer - was in response to student’s concerns about the pressure of having 
assessment in January, immediately following the Christmas/New Year closure when staff were not 
available to provide support. There was also some concern in the Programme team that having 
exams in January and in the Summer exam period would encourage short-term learning.  The Panel 
noted there were two options: either look to integrate the content of these larger modules, so that 
the rationale of having these larger modules was clearer; or, break the modules up into smaller 
modules. It was noted that the latter option would necessitate assessments at two points during the 
year.  
 
It was noted by the Programme Team that it would be difficult for an undergraduate to move 
directly to a research-orientated postgraduate programme, as the undergraduate programme does 
not provide many opportunities to develop research skills. Students who wanted to potentially 
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pursue further studies after the undergraduate expressed an interest in having this option. The 
Programme Team were aware of students moving to other institutions to pursue a Masters or PhD.  
The Student group suggested that the Programme Team could consider introducing research-led 
teaching through applications.    
 
The Panel noted that employability is a major focus of the TEF-related action plans for City. The 
School is fully committed to preparing students for employability, and has already recognised the 
need to support work on employability - the School’s plans are not particularly prompted by TEF. 
The School’s view is that supporting student employability does not necessarily mean just changing 
regulations, or degree titles, but putting in place a range of measures.  A common thread across the 
School, is to promote and support students to think about employability. The School and Programme 
teams are keen to work with the Careers team and Professional Liaison Unit to introduce the right 
support for students.  The Programme Team is introducing very specific measures to target 
employability issues. There are many employment options available to students and the Programme 
Team noted more work needs to be done to help students understand what these options are and 
how they can use their degree to enter these areas of work.   
 
The Programme Team feel that placements have not been as successfully delivered for Maths 
students as in other departments (within the School).   The Team’s analysis of the challenges of 
providing placements and meeting the high demand suggests that, unlike other areas of the School, 
there are less apparent industrial links with Mathematics and this impacts on where placements 
could usefully be established. Setting up a placement often relies on staff having personal 
connections within a particular industry, and the range of disciplines within the Department creates 
a challenge when establishing these relationships to create placement opportunities. The placement 
team focus on students in Years 2 and 3.  There is a greater demand for Summer placements, and 
the team is working on building on the Summer placement opportunities.  The Team has recognised 
that students seem to increasingly demand shorter placements, and in response the Department is 
currently working on delivering micro-placements, which would take place over a two week period 
at the end of a student’s first year.  The Student group confirmed that students perceived 
placements to be a valuable development opportunity, and enhanced their employability, but that 
these were very difficult to secure. Their own research showed them that this is a very attractive 
experience for their CVs. There was lots of competition between City students to secure a 
placement.   Students prefer a summer placement, for a short period of time, as this fits best in with 
their studies.  Those students who had done a placement reported that they found there was a good 
level of support provided to students. Aside from placements, students were unclear about what 
opportunities there were to develop employability-skills. There was an expression of interest in 
more workshops to improve presentation skills, as this would help the process of applying for 
placements.   
 
The Panel noted the fee associated with the placement students are required to pay (£1800).  The 
School confirmed this fee is School policy, and this does not seem to be discouraging students from 
perusing placements.  The application process for placements is still very competitive.  The Student 
Group reported that those who had no experience of placements were unaware of the fee for 
placements. 
 
The Programme Team are introducing an employability module – similar to that already delivered by 
Computer Science. The Careers Service are helping deliver this 5 credit module, with a focus on the 
need of Widening Participation students, in the 1st year. These new modules (which are Pass/Fail 
modules) are delivered in Part 1 to encourage students early in their studies to partake in 
employability skills development. These particular modules lead onto micro-placements (which 
themselves have no credit load).  The intention is that the compulsory element and credit load 
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encourages students to engage with employability skills development, but does not present a risk in 
terms of their academic progression.  The issue of being permitted to run 0 credit employability 
modules was raised at ExCo and in UET, there is support in the School (Senior Team, Dean) for micro-
placements.  It was noted that other Schools are delivering 0 credit employability modules.   
 
The Student Group reported they found the employability module, and the Careers Service on the 
whole, very helpful.  Students supported the fact that this module was compulsory, recognising that 
this was to encourage student engagement, as there was a perception amongst students of a low 
take-up within the Maths department of the support available through the Careers Service. It was 
noted that there are students (albeit a minority) who know what they want to do and they may not 
see themselves as needing to access the Careers Service. Students liked to use the applied 
mathematics modules as examples of work for the purposes of applications and interviews. For a 
similar reason, students expressed an interest in programming and coding modules, as these are also 
perceived to be helpful in relation to employability.  
   
3. Marketing and Recruitment  

 
The Student Group stated that their choice to come to City was influenced by where their friends 
were attending.  As job prospects were important to students, City was identified as having a focus 
on employability, which made the institution attractive.   
 
The Programme team noted that the market is challenging as it competitive. It is acknowledged that 
the department were down on full time staff and recruitment activities were resource heavy.  Whilst 
the relatively small size of the department may seem a disadvantage, this could be seen as an 
advantage to potential students who are looking for a smaller co-hort.  It is difficult to recruit PhD 
students with a small department – as fewer staff cannot easily support research students.  With the 
MMaths discontinued, the route by which the department might recruit these research students is 
also more challenging.  
 
The Maths Programmes have been successful in attracting students who are fully engaged in their 
studies.  There is a working group for 1st year recruitment – this group covers recruitment activities 
in colleges and schools.  The School is making an active push to recruit in a targeted way from 
particular schools with students who are highly engaged in the discipline of mathematics. This is 
expected to have a positive impact on progression rates. Staff currently offer a packet of events to 
attract particular Schools.  Current students do visit colleges and Schools. Taster Days delivered by 
the department in conjunction with Careers and the Widening Participation have been very popular 
and successful.  It was noted that, where potential students have their minds set on applying to 
other prestigious institutions, there is a limit to the impact of a recruitment event run by the 
Department. This can be frustrating for staff who put a lot of effort and time into delivering 
recruitment sessions and opportunities. 
 
The School’s Senior Team noted that the School could benefit from increased support from central 
marketing services. The Panel suggested making the most of Professional career officers in colleges: 
the Programme Team acknowledge this option, however, the most impact seems to come from 
academic staff engaging personally in recruitment activities.   
 
In terms of communicating the offer of the Department of Maths programmes, the marketing for 
Maths programmes emphasizes the location of City and its benefits, and the employment 
opportunities. However, it was acknowledged that the School could be clearer about the uniqueness 
of the Department’s offer in the market.  The School does not believe it is capitalising enough on 
City’s location at the moment, and it could be making more of this in marketing messages.  
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4. Student progression  

 
The Senior School team highlighted initiatives taken within the School and Programme Team in 
particular, to more actively recruit students from secondary level education sector and schools with 
a mind to improving progression rates.  
 
The School is keen to clarify where students struggle and identify what kind of support would be 
most helpful to overcome those struggles.  The School and Programme Team continue to work with 
Learning Enhancement and Development (LEaD) to enhance delivery of the programme to support 
student achievement, with the aim of improving progression rates within the School. The Review 
Panel noted fourteen separate initiatives by the Department – which unfortunately had negligible 
impact on progression. The Panel noted the Programme Team’s “inspired” decision to create a more 
challenging curriculum in Year 1. This action was taken in direct response to the poor progression 
rates, and since this change the Programme Team has seen improved progression rates from Year 1 
to Year 2, and from Year 2 to Year 3.   
 
The Panel were keen to know more about the MCQ test, an assessment taken in the early part of the 
first year of the programme, noting that the data showed a trend in students not passing this test at 
the 1st attempt.  Students need A Level Maths to qualify for entry, but the standard of the Year 1 
students’ maths skills still need to be assessed.  The MCQ test allows the Programme team to assess 
students’ skills and bring all students up to the same level, ensuring they can progress successfully 
through the programme. This is the third year this assessment has been run. Students have four 
attempts to pass the test. Where students do not pass the first attempt, they are provided with 
additional support via drop-in tutorials.  It was noted that during the resits, students could access 
personal tutor support. Whilst, later in the year there were no formal office hours offered, students 
were welcome to contact staff directly to seek support. Students are sent information about support 
available to them and it is made clear when their final chance to pass the test is. 
 
The Panel suggested that data could be used to predict progress for students – and perhaps students 
identified of being at risk of failing the programme could be targeted with extra support.  It was 
acknowledged there is no analysis of the data available on this assessment and the Department 
cannot say at this stage if there may be a correlation between the number of attempts a student has 
taken to pass the test and the outcome of their first year on the programme. The Programme Team 
were of the view that the MCQ test was one way of targeting these students who needed on-going 
additional support, as it could measure certain weaknesses that could be addressed early in the 
student’s studies.  The Panel noted there were some modules where analysis suggested students 
struggled. The Programme team referred to the use of the Kent Index in the supporting 
documentation – this Index was intended to show in which modules students tend to struggle.  A 
high resit rate could be linked to just one module, which a large number of students have found 
challenging.    
 
The Panel noted the attendance rate of students.  The Programme Team acknowledged that whilst 
there was no clear evidence of a link between attendance and progression, it had been noted that 
the best performing students tended to be those with the highest attendance. The Programme Team 
noted that it was challenging to engage with students whose attendance was dropping. The team 
have a practice of emailing students if a student’s attendance has dropped.  The Panel noted that at 
highest levels, student attendance was less than 50%.  The Student group acknowledged this, and 
were of the view that this may be due to timetabling not being convenient for students who 
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commute into campus from a distance – scheduling classes, tutorials and lectures more closely 
together may go some way to improve attendance at taught sessions.  
 
The Student group suggested encouraging competition between students could improve students’ 
motivation and engagement.  For example, offering bursaries and prizes for top students would be 
appreciated by students and would encourage high achieving students.  The Student group also 
suggested that publishing marks ranking would encourage students to push themselves, however 
the Panel noted that it would be unlikely that City could do so given our obligations under the Data 
Protection legislation.  
 
The Panel noted the range of assessments used by the Programme Team.  The Programme Team use 
a variety of assessments. Class tests or coursework worked well for some students and were found 
challenging by other students. The Panel noted some good examples of creative approaches to in-
class tests which encouraged independent work (and avoided the risk of plagiarism) and also 
supported preparation for examinations.  The Student group expressed in an interest in longer 
pieces of coursework, to be taken alongside their in-class tests and examinations.  This would 
provide an opportunity to spend more time preparing their work, and work with other students on 
group work.   
 
The Review Panel noted that the QAA Subject Benchmark Statement (sections 4.15-4.18) encourages 
providers’ assessment regulations to permit internal/external examiners freedom to exercise 
academic and professional judgement when considering a student’s performance across a range of 
subject matter. The Panel were concerned that City’s Assessment Regulations did not permit the 
Assessment Board to fully exercise the discretion encouraged by this Benchmark Statement.  The 
Programme Team acknowledged that this was a frustration and it was seen as a significant factor 
when considering the difficulties in improving the progression rates within the Department.  The 
Senior Team were mindful that the regulations will impact on the Assessment Board’s powers to 
progress a student – and that some aspects of City’s assessment regulations possibly disadvantage 
Maths students at City, compared to Maths students at other institutions.  The Panel noted that the 
QAA Benchmark Statement set out expectations regarding use of compensation rules (paragraph 
4.16) where compensation would be allow for less competency in some modules where the student 
has strength in other modules – City’s regulations did not appear to correlate with these guidelines.   
 
5. Support for students 

 
The School’s Senior Team noted that engaging students successfully in looking at options to address 
the call for an improved sense of student community was a challenge. Setting aside space specifically 
for Maths students was one potential way of encouraging a better sense of student community. The 
Student group agreed that having space specifically for Maths students could encourage greater 
engagement by students and collaborative working and support between student cohorts.  The 
School is keen for resources to be made available to the Department, as required. However, there 
are constraints on what can be achieved where use of physical space is the issue. The School 
acknowledged that it could consider asking for more investment from Estates.  It was noted that any 
student space would need to be near to academic staff space, to be attractive to student for regular 
use.  Where the Maths Department is currently accommodated is next to Professional Services 
space, and any expansion in this area would necessitate reallocation of other Departments, which 
would be challenging.    
 
The Student group reported that they felt, overall, the volume and type of information about 
modules available to them was sufficient.  They recalled that it was understood that if they needed 
more information, they could contact staff members to discuss the content of the modules. Some 
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students reported seeking advice from students in the cohort above theirs.  It was agreed that a 
guide on what modules would be considered pre-requisites for other modules would be helpful 
when choosing modules.    
Typically, teaching for a module is delivered via one two-hour lecture (broken up as the lecturer 
decides) and one one-hour tutorial.  It was noted that large class sizes discouraged interactivity, 
which some students found challenging.  The Programme Team aimed to use exercise classes to 
engage with students and preferred small group tutorials for these types of sessions. Students 
reported that they feel they could be pushed more by teaching staff, and that problem-focused 
exercise workshops using examples in teaching and problem or exercise focused tutorials were 
considered to be very helpful and much appreciated.  Having exercises regularly supplied by tutors 
for students to work on in their own time was also appreciated. The delivery style of a lecturer will 
impact on the students’ perception of how helpful the session was, and an enthusiastic delivery of 
teaching was considered to have greater impact on students’ understanding of the content being 
taught. The student group suggested that it would be helpful to students to have a 1-2 minute 
introduction at the beginning of each taught session, so students could better understand what was 
being covered in that session. Some tutors provide tests for students in the tutorial – which take 10-
15 minutes to do, followed by a discussion of the test in small groups – and this is found to be very 
helpful.  The test has a very small weighting to encourage engagement, but without major risk to the 
student’s academic record.  There was no means by which these in-class tests could be retaken.  It 
was agreed by students that staff generally provide helpful lecture notes, and prepare students well 
for examinations.  
 
Students were aware of different styles of teaching and support between Maths, Finance and 
Economics.  Students taking Finance modules were often assumed to have a certain level of 
knowledge about the subject and lecturers were reluctant to provide additional support (via, for 
example, catch-up sessions) to Maths students with no prior knowledge of Finance subjects. When 
students raised this with Finance lecturers, it was suggested that this problem should be raised with 
the Maths department.  It was noted that Cass module leaders were more likely to provide 
resources upfront (for example, give out lecture notes before the lecture) which Maths students 
found helpful as a means of catching up. The Student Group reported that mistakes had been found 
in the Economics examinations papers – and students were often not provided with additional time 
in the exam to compensate. Some students reported that their experience of taking modules in 
other Schools has led them to think they may have chosen their modules differently.   
 
The Programme Team is open to the use of the lecture capture; however, the methods used in 
lectures can make it difficult to use lecture capture effectively.  Some staff make substantial use of 
the whiteboard, and when the whiteboard is not visible in the frame of the video (due to the way 
the camera is set up), this can present a technical challenge.  Students reported that most lecturers 
do not use lecture capture.  Students do appreciate the use of whiteboards in classes- as they are 
able to absorb more when calculations are done in class.  The Programme Team acknowledge that 
lecture capture is not perfect, but there is a demand by students for it. It has been noted that 
students have requested video recording of specific mathematical problems being worked out, as 
this can be very helpful for them. Likewise, audio recording can be useful. Students found the Great 
Hall to be a poor venue for lectures, as the venue was too big to allow effective lecture delivery and 
was not conducive to lecture capture. 
 
There were differing preferences across the student cohort for online materials and lecture notes, 
but generally students welcomed the use of online materials, particularly notes posted online (via 
Moodle) and exercises to work in in their own time. Students reported that notes provided by 
lecturers were not always their own – these may be notes inherited from former lecturers. This has 
led to issues when problems or queries are raised regarding the notes, and as the lecturer had not 
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produced the notes they were always able to resolve these queries themselves. Some students 
reported that materials had not being updated from previous years.  Some students stated a 
preference for receiving lecture notes prior to a lecture to help them prepare.   
 
Students reported that they liked the volume and format of feedback they received on assessment, 
that some staff are very detailed in their feedback (especially with examinations) and this approach 
to feedback is considered very helpful. Some staff provide more general feedback – to a whole class, 
with comments provided online - this feedback tends to be more directed at common mistakes 
made, which is considered helpful. Students know they can seek further support from staff during 
office hours.   
 
The Student group stated that more 1-2-1 time with tutors (for academic tutoring) would be 
welcomed. Students reported that they mostly saw their Personal Tutors in the 1st year, and it was 
useful to meet with Personal Tutors.  Some Personal Tutors arranged small group meetings, which 
were considered helpful. Academic staff in the department offer 2-3 office hours per week, so that 
students can seek support on a 1-2-1 basis, however most students do not seem to want to use 
office hours.  There was some experience of students seeking contact with tutors via email. Students 
reported that they were not aware of particular support for students in the lowest quartile, but 
considered that more support for students who have a weakness in certain subject areas would be 
helpful (especially after the initial MCQ test at the beginning of year).  
 
When asked by the Panel about awareness of the Buddy Scheme at City, the Student group reported 
that students were not very well aware of the scheme or the benefits associated with it. However, 
there were some anecdotal reports of students who had engaged with this Scheme and found it very 
useful.  
 
In response to an invitation from the Panel for general comments or suggestions, one suggestion 
was to give students credit for printing.  
 

 

The Chair thanked the students, Programme team and the Senior Team for their engagement with 
the process and their contribution to the discussions during the day. 

 

Outcome of the review 
 
The Review Panel confirmed that the development and review processes were robust and enabled 
and supported the following:  

• A reflective, enhancement focused, peer- review process drawing on internal and external 
expertise and including constructive and challenging discussion of the academic provision  

• On-going educational development of the programmes’ provision and the student learning 
experience, including continued alignment with relevant benchmark standards to the extent 
allowed by City’s assessment polices 

• Action planning in line with City’s Education & Student Strategy 

• Promotion of student engagement within quality and enhancement processes including the 
use of student feedback and contributions during the development process, and 
contributions on the day both via Panel membership and the Panel’s meeting with students  



  

Page 54 of 56 
 

 
The Periodic Review Panel considered that: 

• confidence could be placed in the academic standards of the reviewed provision; 

• confidence could be placed in the quality of the learning opportunities available to students. 
 
The Panel commended the following particular strengths: 
 

• The dedication of staff in continuing to develop the programmes in a changing and 
challenging environment  

• The Programme team, in conjunction with the School, for the positive change in NSS scores 
over the last three years (which the Panel noted showed the highest overall satisfaction in 
London)  

• The Programme team for their reflection and effective implementation of actions plans that 
has led to a dramatic improvement in final year results 

 
The Panel endorsed all actions outlined in the reflective review documentation. 
 
The Panel did not set out any conditions for the Department.  
 
The Panel made a number of recommendations for areas where enhancements could be made to the 
programmes: 
 

1. The Programme and School work on the development of modules supporting the 
employability of students; 

2. The Programme Director, Head of Department and Senior staff work together with City, 
University of London academic governance towards a closer alignment of the Assessment 
Regulations with paragraphs 4.15 to 4.18 of the QAA Subject Benchmark Statement; 

3. The Programme Director and Programme Team work with the COO to consider options for 
the provision of dedicated Student social space for the Department of Mathematics’ 
students  

4. To devise and implement systems for monitoring and encouraging student attendance at 
timetabled sessions 

5. To consider and, if practical, implement further support for students needing to resit the 
Induction Week test following the 1st attempt  

6. Work with academic services within the School to collect and analyse data to identify 
students at risk of academic failure 

7. Reconsider the assessment/credit arrangements of 30 credit modules with a view to 
spreading assessment loads between January and the Summer   

All recommendations must be responded to initially via a report to the School Board of Studies 
accompanying this report and in full via the one year on report. A copy of the report, initial response 
and one year on report will be submitted to Education & Student Committee following approval by 
the Board of Studies.  
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Report Prepared by Nerida Booth, Student & Academic Services  

The Review Panel’s Endorsements, Commendations, and Recommendations were issued to the 
Department on 10th March 2017.   

Date of approval of report: 20th July 2017 

Date of deadline set for School Response: 27th September 2017  
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