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1. Introduction

1.1 The Department of Computing Science is oneoaf flepartments in the Faculty of
Information and Mathematical Sciences (FIMS). FINES a strong research base and
the Department was rated 5 at the last Researclesss®ent Exercise. The
Department’'s accommodation has recently been eedabyg the addition of the Sir
Alwyn Williams Building which was designed and fugttito support research.

1.2 The Department last underwent internal reviewDiecember 2002. Most of its
programmes are subject to a 5-year accreditatiole &y the British Computer Society
(BCS) and the Institute of Engineering and TechgwldlET). The most recent
accreditation visit took place on 21 February 200&he formal report had not been
received at the time of writing. However, infornfekdback has indicated that the
outcome of the review was successful with good tpaddentified in relation to
Professional Skills and Issues and consultatioh imdustry, but that programme aims
and intended learning outcomes require attentimurther documentation has been
requested for the MRes, the MSc/PgDip named progiesrand the BSc Designated
degree all of which were presented for accreditafioo the first time.

1.3 The Self Evaluation Report (SER) was preparedPiofessor Ray Welland, Head of
Department, Professor David Watt, Departmental iQuaksurance Officer, Professor
Chris Johnson, Convener of the Teaching Commitheelr Quintin Cutts, Associate
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Dean, Learning and Teaching, FIMS, with input frtéime Teaching Committee and
other members of staff. The Department’s distugctrengths were understated in the
SER but the Review Panel found the document toobgpcehensive and useful in all
other respects.

The Review Panel met with the Dean, ProfessaidDFearn; the Head of Department,
Professor Ray Welland and the Departmental Qualggurance Officer, Professor
David Watt. The Panel also met with 16 memberstaff (including administrative
staff), 2 hourly-paid staff (Graduate Teaching Asmsits), 4 postgraduate taught
students and 6 undergraduate students, represegitiigvels of the Department’s
provision, with the exception of Levels 4 and 5d @omprising Home, European and
International students.

Background Information

The Department has 32 members of academic atalff52 staff in total. Academic
staff include one Research Professor, three AdvhrResearch Fellows and one
Lecturer on unpaid leave of absence who are notatikd teaching duties within the
Department, and also one member of staff partiadiyght out by another institution.
Departmental office accommodation is located a¥ &-ilybank Gardens, with research
facilities located in the adjacent Sir Alwyn Wiltiess Building and teaching laboratories
located in the Boyd Orr Building directly oppositee Department.

In common with other institutions, the Univéysbf Glasgow has experienced a
significant drop in the number of students entef@@mputing Science in the last 5
years. The number of intending Single Honoursesttglentering in 2002-03 was 195
and in 2007-08 this had dropped to 81. The reaBanthe change are identified in
paragraph 4.5.1 of the Report.

Student numbers for 2007-08 are as follows:
Students Headcount | FTE
Level 1 143 47.7
Level 2 80 39.8
Level 3 84 (+50)** | 73.3 (+4.2)**
Level 4 44 42
Level 5 2 2
Undergraduate Total 403 209
Postgraduate Taught 42 (+20)** 42 (+4.8)**
Postgraduate Research* 61 59.5

* (for information only - research is not coveredthe Review)
** (figures in brackets indicate headcount and FdEservice courses

The Review Panel considered the following ramgeprovision offered by the
Department. A full list with notes is attachedfgpendix 1.

e BSc (Hons) Computing Science
e BSc (Hons) Software Engineering
e MSci Computing Science

« MSci Software Engineering
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« BSc Designated Degree in Computing Science
e MSc/PgDip Advanced Computing Science

e MSc/PgDip Computing Science

e MSc/PgDip Information Technology

The Department contributes to the followijmnt degree programmes offered with
other departments or other institutions:

* BSc/BEng (Hons) Electronic and Software Engineeftagght with Electronics
& Electrical Engineering)

« BSc/MA (Hons) Joint Computing Science with anothigiject

« MSci Computing Science and Mathematics (offeredgumoent students)

The Department also contributes to the followingréde programmes offered by other
departments or other institutions:

University of Glasgow

« BENg Mechanical Engineering — Software Engineekit®y(10 credits)
« MEng Electronics and Software Engineering — levepBonal courses
* MRes in Bioinformatics — selected MSc IT courses

Institute for System Level Integration (ISLI), Lingston

« Embedded Software (3 courses); MSc project sugervis

Departmental Management

2.5

2.6

The Department has a clearly defined managestemtture led by a Management
Committee, which proposes policy and advises theadH®f Department on

implementation of agreed policy across the entaage of departmental affairs.
Management of key aspects of the Department’s basins devolved to specific
committees. The Teaching Committee is responddleo-ordinating all aspects of
undergraduate and postgraduate course teachingydiimg course organisation,

examinations, curriculum development, tutors andmalestrators, and quality

assurance. The Information Technology Committaesponsible for maintaining and
implementing IT strategy, for planning the deployteof the departmental IT

equipment budget and for formulating IT policy foe Department. The Department
has an active Student Recruitment Group whichdsisith the Faculty Recruitment
Committee and Science Recruitment Committee f@elascale recruitment activities.
The Department also has a Research Students Camraittl a co-ordinator of external
relations.

The Review Panel was pleased to learn tha¢ thad been competition for the recent
Head of Department vacancy and that staff had ncaros about succession planning
for this role. Academic staff valued the strongdership provided by the current Head
of Department. They were conscious of the heavsklwad that he carried and were
not averse to sharing the load. The Panel sugtestthe Head of Department might
consider delegating particular responsibilitiesdi@vant members of staff.
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Overall aims of the Department's provision and bw it supports the
University Strategic Plan

The Review Panel noted the Department’s aimshmvere appropriate and closely
aligned to the University’s Strategic Plan andhe Learning and Teaching Strategy,
with a strong focus on employability and internasibisation. However, the Panel
believed that these concepts could be articulatemenclearly in programme

documentation.

An Evaluation of the Student Learning Experience

Aims

The Review Panel noted from the SER and progre specifications that the broad
aims of the Department’'s programmes were apprepaad reflected Departmental
aims. The SER had also acknowledged that both rgratbuate and taught
postgraduate programme aims could, in some casesiade more explicit to give a
clearer match to the benchmark standard. The Dwpat advised the Panel that it
welcomed the opportunity to explore ways of achigvihis with colleagues in the
Learning and Teaching Centre.

Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOSs)

The Review Panel noted from the SER thatettexd been a tendency over time to
expand the ILOs for each different undergraduatgrese programme and that the
Department had identified a need for some “pruninfi’these ILOs. The Panel
explored the matter with academic staff and with Head of Department and noted
that the Professional Accreditation Panel had atsntified a need to modify
programme aims and ILOs to more clearly differéat@degree programmes.

The Review Panel noted that the Departmerg w@mmitted to reviewing and
modifying its programme and course ILOs to addrielentified weaknesses and
recommendsthat the Department seek the advice of colleagudle Learning and
Teaching Centre on effective ways of re-mappingpitsgramme and course ILOs
against the relevant benchmarks, with a view toieaitg clearer differentiation
between degree programmes and demonstrating psagrebetween the different
levels of learning.

The Review Panel also noted from the SERtlimaDepartment’s postgraduate taught
programmes had recently been extensively redesignddthat the process had been
informed by the Scottish Credit and Qualificatidfremework and awareness of the
Bologna agreement.

Assessment, Feedback and Achievement

The Review Panel noted that the Departmedtrbhust assessment procedures and
that it complied with the requirements of the Umgity Code of Assessment.

Assessment Methods

4.3.2

The SER referred to the wide range of assmssimethods employed by the
Department, varying according to the nature ofvillial courses’ ILOs. The Review
Panel noted that the majority of the courses engul@ssessed practical exercises and
examinations and that projects were used to tesingirand oral presentation skills,
with a strong emphasis on group work in Level 8luding a major team project which
was strongly supported by employers. The LevelrdfeBsional Skills and Issues
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course utilised peer assessment, where students reguired to write formative
reviews on their colleagues’ work, as well as suinrely marking the reviews of other
students. The Panelbmmendsthe Department on the wide range of assessment
methods utilised but considers that its documesmatbuld be more explicit regarding
where and when the various methods are used. dihel Ehereforeecommendsthat,
whilst reviewing programme and course ILOs, the d&®&pent also takes the
opportunity to map its assessment methods morecékplto the individual courses
and update programme and course documentationdicgiyr.

Feedback on Assessment

4.3.3 The Department acknowledged in the SER the neeminpsove the quality and

434

4.3.5

Code
4.3.6

timeliness of feedback on assessed coursework tatddsthat it was currently

working to address the matter, with a view to folating a policy for implementation

in 2008-09. Staff advised the Review Panel thay thad held focus groups with
Level 4 students to explore their feedback expiectatand that they had also
explored the matter with a pool of Level 3 studdntfind out what they considered
to be important. The Panel noted that prelimirfargings had been considered by
the Teaching Committee and would be discussed durdlh a Departmental Away
Day.

The Review Panel learned from postgraduate taumidests that they had found
assessment feedback mechanisms to be variablere Tiael been some instances
where they were awaiting feedback from a previossigament at the time of
submitting the next, and they found it difficult kmow how to improve when they
lacked awareness of their weaknesses. They cudhlifiis by saying that the
feedback was very good when they received it. Hdueel formed the impression that
taught Masters students were perhaps regardedragrhere advanced than many of
them were in reality. The Panel believed that Wes a potentially vulnerable group
who could benefit enormously from more rapid feattban assessed work in the
early stages of the programme to inform their le@yn The Panel also believed that
it was important to recognise that internationastgoaduate taught students often
required time to recalibrate their previous expaeeagainst new expectations. The
Panel thereforeecommendsthat the Department consider modifying the taught
postgraduate assessment requirements in Semetdeindlude either more modest
methods of assessment or fewer assessments waster furnaround time, to take
account of the steep learning curve for those wdnge mot previously studied in the
UK.

Feedback on assessment appeared to be less oblempréor the undergraduate
students who met with the Review Panel who perdethat, in general, feedback
from lecturers was timely and comprehensive, alghotihey sometimes had to wait
for feedback from tutorials. The Panel learnednfrGraduate Teaching Assistants
(GTASs) that they aimed to provide feedback in timethe next tutorial.

of Assessment

The Review Panel had noted a lack of consistencyhin Code of Assessment
schedules provided to students, with Course Hardbdor Levels 1 and 2

erroneously referring to the “20-point scale” whillse information in the remainder
of Course Handbooks was correct. Discussion with Hlead of Department and
Departmental Quality Assurance Officer confirmedttthis was an inadvertent error
which would be corrected, and that the Departmeas umtilising the 22-point scale in
all its programmes.

Grade Descriptors and Marking Criteria

4.3.7

The Review Panel was impressed with the lddtagrade descriptors and
comprehensive assessment criteria that were prbvidestudents, supervisors and
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readers in relation to Level 3 team projects. €heere carefully set out and the
process for taking account of the contributionraividuals who may have been doing
more or less work than others was clearly explainéthe Panelcommends this
practice and suggests that it may be worthy ofedigsation within the Faculty and
beyond.

Curriculum Design, Development and Content

The Review Panel noted from the SER that the auleioffered by the Department
were designed to ensure that students receiveadpge and up-to-date knowledge
and understanding of a rapidly-changing subjecthe programmes emphasised
breadth at Levels 1-3, and depth at Levels 4, SMaahd all placed strong emphasis
on communication, analytical, and problem-solvikijls and the ability to work
independently and/or in teams, these skills beiegelbped primarily by means of
project work. The programmes also aimed to pregaudents for progression to
employment and/or further study which was also guirement for professional
accreditation.

The Review Panel learned that all programmes webgest to periodic root and
branch review which was undertaken on a year-by-paais starting from Level 1.
Students were consulted in the course of the regigavprovision was reviewed from
both a horizontal and vertical perspective. Regegroups were formally involved
in the review process since staff believed thadlvement in teaching was essential
to support their research and also to attract édutasearchers to their research area.
The Panetommendsthe Department on this initiative.

Undergraduate Provision

4.4.3

444

4.4.5

4.4.6

Level 1 of the curriculum had been desigmeduit the needs of students with a wide
range of experience and ability and to include @wyead learning. Prior experience of
computing is not a prerequisite for entry and msiyglents have no prior experience of
programming. The undergraduate students who ntbt tvé Review Panel said that
they had found the skills span motivational and thare had been a richness in their
first year experience. They believed that it wgsadly motivational for the Lecturers
who had to draw together a course with a broadeaigearning opportunities from
which all students would get benefit. Peer suppbitevel 1 was constrained by the
recently introduced Disclosure requirements, butletts said that the structure of the
course lent itself to informal peer support whicaswbeneficial to both those who
sought it and to those who provided it.

The Review Panel learned that feedback tblsd indicated that the more able Level
1 students sometimes found the course “boring” that the Department was seeking
to address this through a proposed 3-year accetehainours programme.

The students who met with the Review Panegkewery positive about the 4-year
curriculum and believed that it was an asset. Tweye aware of the Department’s
proposal for advanced level entry and had concibrausif the Level 1 course largely
comprised beginners there might be a danger of sivaplification which could slow
down the rate of a student’s progression.

Whilst recognising that the views of the Gdsints who had met with them did not
necessarily reflect the views of the wider studempulation, the Review Panel drew
the students’ observations to the attention ofHlead of Department, the Dean and
academic staff and suggested that the Departmegitmiish to reflect on these

observations to ensure that they did not lose sungthat students valued. The Panel
was reassured to learn that the traditional rowtesld remain available and that the
purpose of the proposed accelerated programme nvasgally to provide an attractive

gla.arc/asc/compsci_report/2008-05-30/1 6



Departmental Programmes of Teaching, Learning sssk#sment: Report of the Review of
Computing Science held on 7 March 2008

option for well qualified home students, thougimight also prove attractive to well-
gualified international students.

Postgraduate Taught Provision

4.4.7 The Department explained in the SER that pt8grammes were reviewed regularly in
response to perceived market demands and feedlvaok éurrent students and
graduates and that a review of the MSc Computingrée and MSc Advanced
Computing Science programmes in 2007 had led tpgsals to re-badge the latter as
an MRes programme and to add specialised pathwaymformation Retrieval,
Information Security, Mobile and Ubiquitous Compmgti and Software Engineering.

45 Student Recruitment

45.1 It was noted that the Department was suffefiom a prolonged downturn in
recruitment of undergraduate students, impactegamicular by the “dot-com” bust.
The Review Panel noted that the Department wamdakiommendable steps to
improve the understanding of computer science wisichools and to make the subject
a more attractive option for university entrants.was collaborating with other
Computing Science Departments in Scotland in thssion. Nevertheless, the impact
of these efforts had not turned around their récremt difficulties, yet elsewhere in the
University (notably in Physics) similar efforts Bthools appeared to be having a
positive effect and the Panel was somewhat surptis the Department’s undoubted
strengths were not having greater impact. Thegdekcellent employment outcomes,
opportunities for placements leading to employmemttstanding software
development experience, and commendable outconwes the National Student
Survey as being factors which ought to enhanceohgpetitiveness of the Department
in recruitment, and suggested that these “uniguingepoints” were not being
adequately conveyed to potential undergraduatee WPanel recommends the
Department to review its marketing and recruitmsnategy with a view to ensuring
that the undoubted and highly competitive strengithshe Department be given
prominence in materials, messages and promotiatizitees.

45.2 The Review Panel learned that the Departmead working towards improving
recruitment in a number of innovative ways, notalily outreach programme to
schools, known ag£omputing Science Inside (CSI). The SER described both the
project and the Department’s involvement in it etadl. The project had developed a
range of educational resources for schools, andundértaken school visits to work
with pupils in their classrooms and Continuing Resional Development events to
train teachers to use the materials. Staff werthusrastic about the project and
believed that it would help to improve the imagecomputing in schools and would
have a positive impact on recruitment in the lorigem.

4.5.3 The Review Panel noted that the Departmettveay few students with non standard
entry qualifications since the requirement for neatlatics proved to be a stumbling
block. The Panel explored this with the Departmant was satisfied that the
Department could overcome this difficulty by adagtian existing bridging course to
accommaodate the needs of non standard applicants.

4.5.4 Staff indicated to the Review Panel thatDepartment found the Faculty entry system
a barrier to conveying strong messages about ihaiisubjects. Discussions with
undergraduate students revealed that they belithagdhere were distinct advantages
in the Faculty entry system and thought that thdvéisity should clarify and
emphasise these in its recruitment materials. Ndrtbe students who met with the
Panel had fully understood the concept of Facultyryeat the time of entering the
University and had only gradually become awarehef flexibility that it offered in
relation to course choices. A few of the studenit® met with the Panel had taken
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advantage of this flexibility to transfer to Comimgt Science when they had found it to
be more attractive than the pathway that they héginally intended to follow, and
reported that the transfer process had been acbraglsmoothly. The Panel believes
that there could be benefit for the institution asvhole in providing an effective
explanation of the Faculty entry system in cengralfovided recruitment materials.
The Panel thereforeecommendsthat the University review its existing recruitment
materials with a view to ensuring that they contaiolear explanation of the Faculty
entry system and the benefits afforded to studantts flexibility.

455 Undergraduate students told the Review P#agl for applicants south of the border
there was little awareness of the strengths tisinduished the University of Glasgow
from its principal Scottish competitors and therefless likelihood of their choosing to
come to this University. Those for whom Glasgowl Heeen second choice were,
without exception, very pleased that they had cam@lasgow and would recommend
the University to others.

4.5.6 The Review Panel had learned from the SERtilgaDepartment was supporting the
Recruitment and Participation Service’s (RAPS)iative to widen recruitment efforts
into England and the Dean advised them that thelfieg of Science had recently
funded a Recruitment Officer for Science within RARvho started about six months
ago, to take this initiative forward. In the lightt this, the Panglecommendsthat the
Department of Computing Science explore with RAR® it might make maximum
use of this resource to promote its undergradusdgr@mmes south of the border
through showcasing their distinctive qualities giside the flexibility of the Faculty
entry system, and that it also explore ways of tagmg the momentum in future
years.

4.5.7 The Department advised the Review Panel thette was a strong demand for
computing in Eastern Europe which presented exgetipportunities to recruit good
applicants to both undergraduate and taught pakigta programmes. There appeared
to be strong awareness in Eastern Europe of theeksiiy of Glasgow’s reputation for
science. This was confirmed in the Panel's disonsswith undergraduate students
but students from outside Scotland believed thetettwas a need for greater clarity
about the Scottish system of higher education. Hémeelrecommendsthe University
to review its recruitment materials and the navigetl routes through them to ensure
that the merits of the Scottish Higher Educatiostesy are brought prominently to the
attention of potential applicants.

4.5.8 Undergraduate students were complimentarytatieir experience of Applicants’
Open Day. They had found the Department to be awgileg and friendly and
discussions with staff very informative.

4.5.9 There was evidence that the Department wotkédboratively with the International
and Postgraduate Service (IPS) to attract inteynalistudents to its programmes and
staff advised the Review Panel that, until now, epartment had managed its
postgraduate admissions locally. However, a redaitersity decision meant that all
postgraduate admissions would now be managed hy 8&f told the Panel of their
concern about whether IPS recruitment officers Batficient expertise to select
candidates for specialised subject areas such asp@mmg Science and of their
concern that there could be a risk of admitting didaites who lacked relevant
experience. They had concerns that inadverteaettsah of poorly prepared candidates
could create unnecessary pressures for the studemerned and increase staff
workload. It could also raise the failure rate,the detriment of the University's
reputation. The Panel encouraged the Departmemide its concerns with the Senior
Management Group and learned that this was in baddthat a member of staff had
recently drawn the Department’s concerns to thentitin of the Vice Principal
(Learning, Teaching and Internationalisation).
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4.5.10Postgraduate taught students praised tHiéygoftheir admissions experience which

4.6
Level
46.1

4.6.2

4.6.3

had included the support of a “mentor” from thenpadf being made a conditional
offer. International students who had been assignenentor of the same nationality

told the Panel that they had found the advice plexviby someone who shared their

culture particularly helpful. The Review Parmimmendsthe Department on this
initiative.

Student Progression, Retention and Support
1 progression and retention

The SER explained that the major issue in relationstudent retention and

progression was the retention of first year undegates and their progression into
Level 2. It was, however, difficult for the Depaent to identify which students

were at risk since those who were performing welComputing Science might be

experiencing difficulties in another of their Levklcourses. For this reason, the
Department was participating in the Faculties ofeSoe Early Warning project

which aimed to identify students at risk by co-aating data on non-attendance from
all their subjects. Once such students were ifiedfithe Science Faculties Support
Unit warned them about their progress and offenggbert.  Advisers were also

notified so that they could take appropriate action

The Review Panel explored the retention issue witdergraduate students. The
students speculated that there would always beithdils who would devote too
much time to extracurricular activities to the datnt of their studies, but they also
believed that some of those who entered Univeeditage 17 were not sufficiently
mature to cope with the experience. They said plnagframming tended to be a
solitary activity and students therefore had lessson to interact with each other.
They suggested that introducing group work at Ldvebuld go some way towards
encouraging mutual support and social interactioth would also prepare students
for the group work that they would encounter agfatages of the curriculum. The
Panel shared the view that creating opportunitiebuild social cohesion amongst
Level 1 students could have a positive effect oenton and, for this reason,
recommendsthat the Department give serious consideratiomt@ducing group
work into the first year of the Computing Sciencericulum.

The Review Panatommendsthe Department on its system of weekly tutoriald a
the support that they provide for students. Dismus with GTAs indicated that they
monitored students’ attendance and the Panel sliaeedew that these tutors were
uniquely placed to demonstrate the Departmenté&sast in the welfare of its students
by following up unexpected absence with them atearly stage by means of a
friendly e-mail. The Panel encourages the Depanrtrtwe provide uniform guidance
to GTAs in this matter.

Employability
4.6.4 The Review Panel learned that employabilég hlways been a prominent feature in

the Computing Science curriculum. The Departmeas wactively discussing the
provision of opportunities for students to becomerenreflective and how best to
achieve the integration of personal developmemmiay (PDP) into the curriculum,
and told the Panel that it would welcome the opputy to discuss the matter with the
Learning and Teaching Centre. The Pamglommendsthat the Department liaise
with its named contact in the Learning and Teaclemtre with a view to seeking
advice on mapping its existing PDP opportunitie®ss the entire curriculum.

4.6.5 From discussions with undergraduate and poigte students the Review Panel

ascertained that students were aware of the entglityeagenda and that there were
suitable opportunities for them to engage in aiéigito enhance their employability.
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All students who met with the Panel believed thHa¢ Department’s programmes
prepared them well for employment and were confidérachieving employment in
their chosen field after graduation. There waslevwce that the Department worked
proactively with potential employers and that umggaeduate students had regular
exposure to industry through employers’ visitsite Department. Level 3 students on
the Software Engineering and Electronics & Softwrgineering programmes also
undertook a mandatory placement in industry whigytvalued greatly and the Panel
learned from the SER that liaison between the Depant and the University Careers
Service ensured that these students received aowicarriculum vitae preparation and
interview techniques before applying for placememtancies. The SER also noted
that there had been some opportunities for studergain work experience within the
University, a current example being the supportmfmving departmental websites to
the T4 content management system.

Support

4.6.6

4.7
4.7.1

4.7.2

All students who met with the Review Panalksphighly of the quality of support
available to them within the Department. They régmb that members of staff were
readily accessible and responsive to any issues they raised. Undergraduate
students reported that they had also enjoyed geed support throughout their time in
the department and were particularly impressed with student-driven “accelerator
course” where students from the year above delivergra classes to support the year
below them. They said that those who made ushisffacility had found that their
knowledge improved and that those who providedstifgoort also benefited from the
additional form of learning that they encounteredthis experience. The Panel
commends the Department for encouraging this initiative @bhiit believes to be
worthy of dissemination within the University.

The Quality of Learning Opportunities

The Review Panel learned from the SER thmathe whole, academic staff had a range
of expertise that enabled the Department to deltgaeaching effectively at all levels.
The undergraduate students who met with the Pagd imnpressed with the quality of
the learning opportunities available to them arid #&t the Department’s programmes
offered both an academic and “real world” experendostgraduate taught students
considered staff to be “high quality teachers”.

The undergraduate students who met with #hdelr Panel were enthusiastic about
their learning and said that they enjoyed the ehgihg nature of their courses. They
praised the richness and breadth of the undergiadwariculum which enabled them

to acquire programming skills in eight differeningauting languages by the time they
had completed Level 3. They believed that thisaebd their employability and made
students from the University of Glasgow particyattractive to employers.

4.7.3 The Review Panel learned from the SER annoh fdiscussions with staff that the

Computing Science Inside (CSI) project (see paragraph 4.5.2) was integratedthe
Department’s teaching and that a final year optionrse, “Computing Science in the
Classroom” had been introduced under the aegifefUndergraduate Ambassadors
Scheme lfttp://www.uas.ac.ul/ The SER explained that students received ictstn

on working in schools with pupils and teachers, #rah teamed up with a particular
school teacher to support his/her teaching as appte. Students were required to
deliver at least one of the CSI workshops duringrtlvisits and to design a new
workshop and deliver it. Initial feedback from ¢bars, students and pupils on these
visits was reported to be very promising. Parttigy students were also signed up to
the University’s Science and Engineering Ambassa8cheme and were therefore in a
position to assist in the broader outreach programnThe Panetommends the
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Department for its strong involvement in outreachivity with schools and for the
distinctive transferable skills that involvementire project affords to students.

International postgraduate taught studemisrted that they believed that the intensive
courses offered by the Department were designgeéttthe best from them. However,

they found the workload high and said that theyrditthave as much time to focus on
their specialist topic as they would like. Thedsmts had varying experiences of
specialist topic choices depending on the progranimaethey had chosen to follow.

Some students speculated that it might be easiehdose a project topic and career
path if fewer choices were available, whilst otheagd that, in reality, the choice of

topics was not as broad as it appeared since teslsling of lectures resulted in some
excluded combinations of topics that are run atshme times. The Review Panel
learned from the Head of Department that the Depent endeavoured to offer a

reasonable breadth of options.

The student member of the Review Panel haddhanecdotally that undergraduate
students undertaking Computing Science found theklead difficult to manage in
comparison with other subjects. She explored whib undergraduate students who
acknowledged that the workload was significantlyhleir than for other subjects within
their experience but said that they enjoyed thekvaod felt that it was worth the effort
because they gained so many skills, some of white wansferable to other subjects,
for example, the organisation of data for analydite GTAs who met with the Panel
viewed the undergraduate student workload as tspgopriate.

The Head of Department was conscious thapitethe Department's emphasis on
time management and the guidance provided on lgamdifort, some students tended
to spend a disproportionate amount of time on ptejeparticularly at Level 3. He
undertook to consider how more explicit guidanceio® management might be built
into a core Level 3 course. The Review Panel wasisfed that the matter was being
addressed appropriately.

Resources for Learning and Teaching

Staffing — Workload Model

4.8.1

The Department acknowledged that its staffiestit ratio was low in comparison with
the rest of the Faculty and had reported in the 3R the introduction of Full
Economic Costing (FEC) for research had raisedtguessabout using the staff-student
ratio as an isolated workload measure, since staffd now quantify the hours they
had committed to research. The Review Panel Idaira the Department’s workload
model was currently in a state of flux and thatfdadt that one of the difficulties in the
model had been the inclusion of an increasing amotdetail. In practice, members
of staff were allotted the equivalent of two cograed were able to bid for the courses
of their choice. However, the pattern of uptakepafject topics by students could
distort the workload balance. The Panel learnadttire Head of Department planned
to reinstate a workload model aretommendsthat the development of the model be
informed by current Faculty practice.

Staffing - General

4.8.2

4.8.3

The SER drew attention to the Department’s agelprahd the impending retiral of
five senior members of staff, all of whom made gamaontribution to teaching. It
also drew attention to the Department’s particuldnerability in relation to expertise
in software engineering. These would be key camaitbns in future planning.

The Department had good provision of technical stpgnd, although there had been
a significant reduction in administrative staff asresult of the recent Early
Retirement and Voluntary Severance initiative, Diepartment was better served than
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other departments in the Faculty in this respedtvaas currently reviewing its use of
administrative resources.

Learning Resources

4.8.4

4.8.5

4.8.6

4.8.7

4.8.8

A tour of the Department’s teaching laboratorieshi@a Boyd Orr Building provided
the Review Panel with insight into the quality bétlearning resources available to
students. As stated in the SER, the teaching #twes had been rationalised
because of the fall in student numbers and the iapat now had one laboratory for
all MSc students, separate laboratories for Levah@® Level 4 undergraduates, and a
shared laboratory for Level 1 and Level 2 undergadels with a small adjacent
laboratory that could accommodate an additionaljgrduring peak teaching times
for supervised laboratory classes.

The Review Panel acknowledged the Department’staiprovide its students with

experience of up-to-date computing technologiesutjn practical and project and
appreciated that well equipped IT laboratories weoe only a necessary learning
resource, both to achieve the Department’s aimtarsétisfy the requirements of the
professional accreditation bodies, but also keméintaining a leading edge in terms
of student recruitment.

The Review Panel noted the difference between ctampas the key study tools (as
objects of study, particularly for programming) ftre discipline and the more
general computers as IT provision. For the latkef year replacement policy is
adequate, for the former it is not. On the whdhe Review Panel considered
laboratory resources to be adequate for most pespasthe present tinend noted
that the students found them adequate for thedsiaad were always able to access
a computer when they wanted to. However, the Pangteciated the Department’s
concerns about whether it would be able to mainthi@ desired standard of
equipment in the longer term if student numbersaiaed at the present level and the
University continued to have a 5-year replacemgalecfor IT equipment in teaching
laboratories. (See also Paragraph 4.8.11.)

The Review Panel was concerned at the absence lbfamwe processors in the
Honours laboratory and considered whether a realudti the number of computers
provided for Level 1 and 2 students and encouragenfahe use of personal laptops
at this level might allow the Department to inviststate-of-the-art” equipment for
the use of senior students. The Panel exploredtbssibility with both students and
staff and sought undergraduate students’ viewshenuse of personal laptops at
Levels 1 and 2, on the understanding that highdspgaipment would be available to
them at the later stages of the curriculum. Smost had access to a home computer
or laptop, often of a higher specification thansingrovided by the Department,
students saw this as a logical progression. Howévey believed that in view of the
social diversity in the student body, the use pkeesonal laptop should be an option
rather than an expectation. They also questior®d $uch a scheme might be
administered since permission was currently requite use personal portable
equipment in laboratories.

Discussion of the potential use of personal laptajth staff suggested that the
limitations imposed by portable appliance testiRg 1) legislation, together with the
purchase cost of testing equipment and the asedciatsting costs for individual
laptops could present difficulties for such a sceertaff also had concerns that the
lack of a common computing environment could preseallenges for detecting the
causes of errors in students’ work. Despite threservations, the Review Panel
believed that there was merit in exploring the ptige for optional use of personal
laptops by students at Level 1 and 2 as a possiblns of freeing up resources to
provide higher specification computers for the wv$esenior students. The Panel
recommendsthat the University investigate the following wighview to providing
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the necessary information to assist the Departméhtthe development of a realistic
strategy for providing and maintaining approprifiteequipment facilities to allow it
to compete on equal terms with its competitorstiraeting high calibre applicants to
its programmes:

1. Whether there are potential safety implicationpémmitting students to
utilise personal laptops in laboratories and ctaw®is and, if so, how these
might be overcome;

2. The individual fee incurred in portable applianesting (PAT) and the
estimated annual cost in terms of staffing resautealeliver the required
PAT service to permit widespread use of persombfss by students in
Computing Science laboratories.

4.8.9 The Review Panel’s discussions with the HefabDepartment and the Dean included
discussion of the teaching timetable for Level H @ Computing Science and the
constraints on the timetabling of laboratory teaghi The Dean undertook to ascertain
whether there was scope for revision of the Facoftyscience timetables to allow
Level 1 Computing Science laboratories to be heldhe morning and Level 2
laboratories to take place in the afternoon.

4.8.10The Review Panel noted the comment in tHe &tout the unsuitability of some of the
teaching spaces allocated to the Department, soemeg btoo distant from the
Department for staff to carry specialist items negpi for demonstrations and others
where the lecture theatre environment is relativalystile” to expensive and fragile
computational equipment. The Pametommendsthe University to ensure that its
current review of teaching spaces gives due coretide to the specialist technical
needs of certain departments and that the ceitbah booking system is upgraded, in
due course, to ensure that a course’s technicalsnean be better matched to the
available provision.

Clerk’s Note

4.8.11Since conducting the review, the Panel leadived draft copies of the accreditation
reports from the Institute of Engineering and Textbgy and the British Computer
Society. It noted the strongly voiced opinion loé taccreditation committees that the
5-year replacement policy of the University, theklaof Departmental control over
mainstream equipment purchase and the shortagadinfy were having an impact on
the quality of provision for teaching software kkilt had also received comment from
staff that the performance of “standard” equipndidtnot permit the effective use of
up-to-date software development environments irchieg as these tended to be
compute-resource intensive. Mindful of its own cems with regard to the
availability of high-end computers for practicaldaproject work in later years of the
curriculum, the Panelrecommends that the Director of IT Services and the
Department, in conjunction with the Vice Princig&trategy & Resources) and the
Dean, should conduct an in-depth review of the chd the University’'s computer
replacement policies and the funding available &mmputer purchase in the
Department on the practical experience of studentsthe external perception of the
Department.

Moodle

4.8.12The Department embraced University policies information dissemination in
teaching and was in the process of moving its iegamaterials for core courses to the
Moodle platform. Staff advised the Review Panat they believed that Moodle could
have strong benefits, particularly for Level 1 ahdtudents and they hoped that it
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might also assist them in obtaining improved fee#tbfiom students. The Panel
appreciated that Moodle might have limited appiarator departments in FIMS and
that it would not necessarily be compatible withmsoof the more sophisticated
software available to students.

Social Space for Students

4.8.13Social space was provided for postgraduatght students within their teaching

laboratory but there was currently no equivalerilityg available to undergraduate

students. In recent times, the Department had imearposition to provide a room for

Honours students and it had been well used. Tipabment therefore appreciated the
value of social space in encouraging cohesion astostgdents and providing them

with a sense of “belonging” to the Department, ad considering how it might again

offer this facility for Honours students.

4.8.14Undergraduate students advised the ReviavelRhat students at all levels made

5.

extensive use the laboratory facilities beyond fimal’ opening hours and that students
at Level 3 and above had 24-hour access to thedtdryg facilities. However, the café
in the Boyd Orr Building closed at 3.30 pm and tlieynd it frustrating not to have
somewhere where they could take a break to eaitk dnd converse with each other.
The Panel believed that there were more than enaaghputer terminals in the
teaching laboratories to accommodate student naedsthat learning opportunities
would not be compromised by reducing the numbercahputers in one of the
laboratories to create a social area for studefte Panel thereforecommendsthat
the Department give consideration to setting asidaitably sized section in one of the
teaching laboratories in the Boyd Orr Building filwe provision of a social space
equipped with tables, chairs and vending machimesttfe use of students in the
Department, with a view to enhancing opportunities social interaction amongst
students at all levels.

Maintaining the Standards of Awards

External Examiners

5.1

External examiners were satisfied with the dadiath of the Department’s programmes
and reported that courses were rigorous, well tadgipt up-to-date, and enabled most
students to reach their potential. They also fegorthat the Department was
responsive to suggestions for improvement and ithatilised the full range of the
assessment scale.

Professional Accreditation

5.2 The Department benefited from the rigorous tsgyuprovided by the Professional
Bodies that accredited its programmes.

Plagiarism

5.3 The Department published$bagiarism Policy and Guidelines on its intranet and uses

its own in-house plagiarism-detection software ir@ly for programming assignments.
The Review Panel explored students’ understandinyeoconcept of plagiarism and
how to avoid it. The students who met with the é?drad a clear understanding of
plagiarism in relation to written coursework andessments but were not clear about
what constitutes plagiarism in relation to programgrand software development and
said that they would welcome additional guidanaenfrthe Department. The Panel
recommendsthat the Department review the advice that it jgles to students on
what constitutes plagiarism in relation to programgrand software development and
incorporate, where appropriate, specific exampbeassist students’ understanding of
the concept.
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5.4 International postgraduate taught studentsnméd the Review Panel that, despite their
having a good understanding of what constitutegiatesm, an imperfect command of
the English language made the avoidance of plagrrchallenging and time
consuming since it was not an easy task to sumentrésideas of others without losing
the original meaning intended by the author(s).

5.5 Staff advised the Review Panel that they hadt@ms about th&urnitin software that
was currently being piloted by the University amtlicated that they would have
welcomed wider consultation at an earlier stagen tHeir view, the package
contravenes data protection legislation sinceortest students’ work in perpetuity. The
Panel stressed the importance of drawing this ¢oatttention of the University and
encouraged staff to engage routinely in constractlialogue with the University in
relation to current pilot initiatives to ensure tth@ncerns and shortcomings were
properly addressed.

Generic Regulation for Taught Postgraduate Programras

5.6 The Review Panel noted that the Annual MomitpiRReports for all three postgraduate
taught programmes had raised concerns about tHeagm of the generic regulation
for postgraduate taught programmes, particularhglation to the criteria for the award
of Distinction. It was believed that the criteresulted in the lowering of standards in
comparison to the previous assessment regime ahthh manner in which distinction
was calculated could also, in certain circumstancéisadvantage potentially
outstanding candidates. The Paredommendsthat, in the course of its scheduled
review of the generic regulation for taught posigite programmes, the Academic
Regulations Sub Committee explore with the Depamntnoé Computing Science the
concerns identified in Annual Monitoring Reportgaeding the criteria for the award
of Distinction.

6.  Assuring and Enhancing the Quality of the Studetis’ Learning Experience
Student Feedback

6.1 The undergraduate and postgraduate taughtrésuddno met with the Review Panel
were satisfied that they had sufficient opportesitio provide feedback to staff and
said that staff were responsive to issues that veésed.

6.2 The postgraduate taught students said that ftneyd the use of Electronic Voting
Systems in classes particularly useful as it ersaggent student interaction and exchange
of ideas and made them more aware of the viewthefs.

6.3 Students believed that Staff-Student Liaisorm@itees (SSLCs) were effective.
Although they did not think that anyone was pattdy enthusiastic about undertaking
the role of a Student Representative, they beli¢hatissues raised through this route
did make a difference, especially for studentsHha following year. Minutes of
meetings were made available and students wereeaafathanges made as a result of
suggestions from the previous year. Staff werprs@ed to hear that students currently
considered the SSLC mechanism to be effective shmehad noted that attendance at
SSLCs this year was poorer than in previous yedth, staff outhnumbering students at
meetings. In their view, students sometimes haendency to say that things were
alright when this was not necessarily the casetheg would prefer to be told when
there were problems.

National Student Survey

6.4 The Review Panel noted that the Departmentiead placed first in its subject group
for overall student satisfaction and intellectuladlienge in the 2007 National Student
Survey and congratulated the Department on thieaement.
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7.  Summary of Perceived Strengths and Areas for Imepvement in Learning
and Teaching

Key Strengths

The quality of the overall student experience, destrated by the Department
being rated first in its subject group for ovestlident satisfaction and intellectual
challenge in the 2007 National Student Survey

Friendly and approachable staff

Well qualifed teachers

The leadership of the Head of Department

The strong collegiate support amongst staff

The wide range of assessment methods employed

The detailed grade descriptors and comprehensBessiment criteria provided to
students, supervisors and readers in relation vell®team projects

The cycle of root and branch programme review wisalndertaken on a year-by-
year basis starting from Level 1

The Department’s strong involvement in outreachvagtwith schools and the
distinctive transferable skills that involvement time project affords to Level 4
students

The system of weekly tutorials and the support tihey provide for students
Peer support

The student-driven “accelerator course” where sitgifom the year above deliver
extra classes to support the year below them

The Department’s strong links with employers

The opportunities available to students for exp@sarindustry through employers’
visits to the Department and industrial placemantsevel 3

The range of opportunities for personal developrpéarining (PDP) offered within
the curriculum

The quality of the taught postgraduate admissioqperence which had included
the support of a “mentor” from the point of beingahe a conditional offer

Areas to be improved or enhanced

Recruitment

The mapping of assessment methods

Feedback on assessment

The articulation of programme aims and intendethieg outcomes
The articulation of existing PDP opportunities

Students’ approach to time management

Postgraduate Taught Programmes — minor refinenmei@smester 1
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Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

The Review Panetommendsthe Department on the quality of the overall shide
experience and on its outstanding performancedr2007 National Student Survey in
relation to overall student satisfaction and imellal challenge. The Panel was
pleased to note the strong collegiate support withe Department and the staff's
satisfaction with the leadership skills of the HeafdDepartment. The Panel also
commendsthe Department’s proactive links with industry whibave significant
benefits for students in terms of the overall stidexperience and expectations for
employment.

The Department clearly has considerable strengtldsaastrong reputation amongst
peer institutions and there are a number of dist@deatures in its undergraduate
curricula that could have a positive effect on uéanent if channelled effectively. The
Review Panel was impressed with the Departmengsegfic involvement with schools
to improve young people’s awareness and understgradiComputing Science, with a
view to enhancing recruitment in the longer ternm, lelieves that there is work to be
done in the shorter term to promote the distincfea&tures that the Department can
offer to applicants and to dispel the mismatch leetwthe reality of job expectations
for computing scientists and the outdated perceptad school pupils and their parents.

Students drew attention to their poor understandirthe Faculty entry system prior to
commencing University and their gradual recognitioh the advantages in its
flexibility. The External Subject Specialist hadafound this challenging and had
likewise found it challenging to understand the moes of the Scottish University
system, particularly in relation to what was mdantfinal year” since this could mean
different things, depending on the nature of theiculum followed by an individual
student. The Panel thereforecommendsthat a brief explanation of the Scottish
University system and the Faculty entry systemroeiged routinely to external Panel
members involved in the Review of Departmental Raognes of Teaching, Learning
and Assessment, and made available for departmeseafor the purposes of external
accreditation.

Recommendations

The recommendations interspersed in the precedipgrtr are summarised below. It is
important to note that the majority of these recandations refer to tasks or issues
identified by the Department for action either ptio the Review or in the SER. Some
of these actions are already in hand.

The recommendations have been cross-referencduk tparagraphs in the text of the
report to which they refer and are ranked in oadgariority.

Recommendation 1

The Review Panel noted that the Department intentdedeview and modify its
programme and course intended learning outcome®s{lLto address identified
weaknesses amgcommendsthat it seek the advice of colleagues in the Liegrand

Teaching Centre on effective ways of re-mappingnthagainst the relevant
benchmarks, with a view to achieving clearer ddfgiation between degree
programmes and demonstrating progression betweewlifferent levels of learning.
[Paragraph4.2.2]
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For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 2

The Review Panalecommendsthat, whilst reviewing programme and course ILOs,
the Department also takes the opportunity to mapaisessment methods more

explicitly to the individual courses and updategreanme and course documentation
accordingly. [ Paragraph 4.3.2]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 3

The Review Panelecommendsthat the Department consider modifying the taught
postgraduate assessment requirements in Semesteintiude either more modest
methods of assessment or fewer assessments wabter turnaround time, to take
account of the steep learning curve for those winemot previously studied in the
UK. [Paragraph 4.3.4]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 4

The Review Panelrecommends the Department to review its marketing and
recruitment strategy with a view to ensuring tliet indoubted and highly competitive

strengths of the Department be given prominencematerials, messages and
promotional activities[Paragraph 4.5.1]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 5

The Review Panetecommendsthat the University review its existing recruitment
materials with a view to ensuring that they contaiolear explanation of the Faculty
entry system and the benefits afforded to studantts flexibility. [Paragraph 4.5.4]

For the attention of:The Director of the Recruitment, Admissions and
Participation Service

Recommendation 6

Since the Faculties of Science have funded a Rewent Officer for Science within
the Recruitment, Admissions and Participation eriRAPS), the Review Panel
recommendsthat the Department of Computing Science exploitta WAPS how it
might make maximum use of this resource to pronitstendergraduate programmes
south of the border through showcasing their disitie qualities alongside the
flexibility of the Faculty entry system, and thatlso explore ways of maintaining the
momentum in future yeargParagraph 4.5.6]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 7

The Review Pangkecommendsthe University to review its recruitment materiatsd
the navigational routes through them to ensure ttiatmerits of the Scottish Higher
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Education system are brought prominently to thentittn of potential applicants.
[Paragraph 4.5.7]

For the attention ofThe Director of the Recruitment, Admissions and
Participation Service

Recommendation 8

The Review Panel shared the view that creating wppities to build social cohesion
amongst Level 1 students could have a positiveeeffie retention and, for this reason,
recommendsthat the Department give serious consideratianttoducing group work
into the first year of the Computing Science cwiaen. [Paragraph 4.6.2]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 9

The Review Panebcommendsthat the Department give consideration to setlisige

a suitably sized section in one of the teachingratories in the Boyd Orr Building for
the provision of a social space equipped with gbthairs and vending machines for
the use of students in the Department, with a ¥@enhancing opportunities for social
interaction amongst students at all levgBaragraph 4.8.14]

For the attention of The Head of Departmentandthe Dean of the Faculty of
Information and Mathematical Sciences

Recommendation 10

The Review Panel learned that the Head of Depattpianned to reinstate a workload
model andrecommendsthat the development of the model be informed byrent
Faculty practice[Paragraph 4.8.1]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 11

Mindful of its concerns with regard to the availdpi of high-end computers for
practical and project work in later years of thericulum, the Panalecommendsthat
the Director of IT Services and the Departmentanjunction with the Vice Principal
(Strategy & Resources) and the Dean, should coratuai-depth review of the impact
of the University's computer replacement policiasd athe funding available for
computer purchase in the Department on the praaiqaerience of students and the
external perception of the DepartmefiParagraph 4.8.11]

For the attention ofThe Director of IT ServicesandThe Head of Department

In conjunction with:The Vice Principal (Strategy & ResourcesandThe Dean of
the Faculty of information and Mathematical Sciencse

Recommendation 12

The Review Panekecommendsthat the Department review the advice that it gles
to students on what constitutes plagiarism in i@hato programming and software
development and incorporate, where appropriateifspexamples to assist students’
understanding of the concegtParagraph 5.3]
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For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 13

The Review Panetecommendsthat, in the course of its scheduled review of the
generic regulation for taught postgraduate programrthe Academic Regulations Sub
Committee explore with the Department of Computuience the concerns identified
in Annual Monitoring Reports regarding the critef@ the award of Distinction.

[ Paragraph 5.6]

For the attention of The Convener of the Academic Regulations Sub-Comnbéte

Recommendation 14

The Review Panebcommendsthat the Department liase with its named contathé
Learning and Teaching Centre with a view to seelddgice on mapping its existing
PDP opportunities across the entire curriculjimaragraph 4.6.4]

For the attention of The Head of Department

Recommendation 15

The Review Panelecommendsthat the University investigate the following with
view to providing the necessary information to sisghe Department with the
development of a realistic strategy for providingdamaintaining appropriate IT
equipment facilities to allow it to compete on egterms with its competitors in
attracting high calibre applicants to its prograrame

()  Whether there are potential safety implicatioamgermitting students to utilise
personal laptops in laboratories and classrooms i&st, how these might be
overcome] Paragraph 4.8.8]

For the attention of The University Safety Officer

(i)  The individual fee incurred in portable applce testing (PAT) and the estimated
annual cost in terms of staffing resources to éelthe required PAT service to
permit widespread use of personal laptops by stsdienComputing Science
laboratories.[ Paragraph 4.8.8]

For the attention ofThe Director of IT Services

Recommendation 16

The Review Panelecommendsthe University to ensure that its current revieiv o
teaching spaces gives due consideration to theiadigedechnical needs of certain
departments and that the central room booking sy$eupgraded, in due course, to
ensure that a course’s technical needs can be bedtehed to the available provision.
[ Paragraph 4.8.10]

For the attention ofThe Vice Principal (Learning, Teaching and
Internationalisation) andThe Director of Estates and Buildings
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Recommendation 17

The Review Panefecommendsthat a brief explanation of the Scottish Universit
system and the Faculty entry system be providetingly to external Panel members
involved in the Review of Departmental ProgrammésTeaching, Learning and
Assessment, and made available for departmentalfarsthe purposes of external
accreditation.[ Conclusions]

For the attention ofiThe Director of the Senate Office
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Appendix 1

Full List of Programmes and additional notes

Undergraduate programmes - BSc

* BSc (Hons) Computing Science

* BSc (Hons) Software Engineering
* MSci Computing Science

* MSci Software Engineering

» BSc Designated Degree in Computing Science

Postgraduate programmes — MSc

» MSc/PgDip Advanced Computing Science
» MSc/PgDip Computing Science
* MSc/PgDip Information Technology

Joint programmes

* BSc/BEng (Hons) Electronic and Software Engineeftagght with Electronics
& Electrical Engineering)

» BSc/MA (Hons) Joint Computing Science with anothiglject
» MSci Computing Science and Mathematics (offeredgumoent students)

The department also contributes to the followingrde programmes/courses offered
by other departments or other institutions:

University of Glasgow

» BENng Mechanical Engineering — Software Engineekitgy(10 credits)
» MENng Electronics and Software Engineering — levepBonal courses
* MRes in Bioinformatics — selected MSc IT courses

Institute for System Level Integration (ISLI), Lingston

» Embedded Software (3 courses); MSc project supervis

Accreditation by Professional and Statutory Bodies

BSc (Hons) degrees in Computing Science, Softwaigrieering and Electronics and
Software Engineering are currently accredited leyBhitish Computer Society (BCS)
and the Institution of Engineering and TechnololdgT] (due for renewal in February
2008). Other joint degrees are accredited by tG& Bnly. Accreditation by the BCS
and IET for MSci degrees, MSc Advanced ComputingiBe and MSc Computing
Science has been requested and was consideredy dinenaccreditation visit in
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February 2008. Accreditation (IEng) for the BScslgeated Degree has also been
requested from the BCS.

The formal outcome of the February accreditatiait wwvas not available at the time of
writing.

In 2008-09, the Department plans to offer the foNohg new postgraduate taught
programmes:

MRes Advanced Computing Science (replacing MSc Aded Science)
MRes Information Retrieval

MRes Information Security

MRes Mobile and Ubiquitous Computing

MRes Software Engineering

MSc/PgDip Information Retrieval

MSc/PgDip Information Security

MSc/PgDip Mobile and Ubiquitous Computing

MSc/PgDip Software Engineering

Prepared by: Janet Fleming, Senate Office
Last modified on: Tuesday 20 May 2008
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