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Abstract - This paper makes two major contributions.
First it describes the introduction of a “Theory of
Change' approach for the evaluation of learning and
teaching projects which the University of Sheffieldhas
adopted from the social sciences. Secondly it diszes
how this has been implemented within a control
engineering department to tackle the issues arisinffom

the rapid growth in degree programme options in
combination with academic staff who are rewarded
primarily for research performance. The paper is
completed by some reflections.

Index Terms— Evaluation, team teaching, culture change.
1.INTRODUCTION

Within the UK and elsewhere [1] there is a recogdis
tension between research and teaching. Fundinganeshs

such as the research assessment exercise (RAE) haargineering academics wishing

provided income incentives to achieve a high redeaating,
for instance by increased publications, externabgaition
and research income. Paradoxically, teaching as®szds
(now stopped) provided no cash incentive and megake
successful departments good advertising materiatebver,
the teaching assessment was focussed on qualilyaase
(QA) (e.g. effective paper work) and much less easgh

for the authors is to put the needs of undergrzdsdents
at the centre of the university again, while acicgpthat the
majority of staff priorities will differ. In othemords [7],

how, in the teaching context, do we get the mostodstaff

who are unashamedly research focussed?

A secondary aim of the paper is to present a mfothe
"Theory of Change' (TOC) approach [3]. TOC is an
evaluation approach originating from the socialesces
which has been adopted by the Learning Developrdeitt
(LDMU) at the University of Sheffield for the purpe of
evaluating curriculum development initiatives anajpcts
[4]. Although the focus is on evaluation, the agmto can
sharpen the planning and implementation of a ptogec
initiative. The Department of Automatic Control and
Systems Engineering (ACSE) has been among thetfirse
departments in the University to pilot the new agoh to
evaluation. Thus the case study will be of intetesother

to evaluate teaching
developments within their own faculties.

Hence, this paper first describes the scenario é¢xétted
within the authors department (ACSE) and the dree
change. Next, section looks at project planning ginds an
overview of the TOC approach adopted. Section vegi
more detail on how the TOC approach was appliedthad

was placed on quality enhancement (QE). Universityollowing section summarises a corresponding interi

promotion structures mirrored this funding scenanal as a
consequence staff have been highly motivated tceldpv
their research but see little individual benefipaa from
personal satisfaction, in improving teaching qyalit

Nevertheless, there is a growing awareness withia t
community that this pattern is not desirable antiaiives
that recognise teaching excellence have developethé
background. More recently these have been consetida

just a few degree programmes to several

evaluation. The paper finishes with conclusions.
2. ASSESSMENT OF THE STATUS QUO WITHIN ACSE

ACSE is typical of many University Departments tmatt
market forces have encouraged a rapid move froimetilg
alternative
programmes. These programmes generally share a @omm
core, but that core is becoming smaller as the muna

through the higher education academy (HEA) and theptional streams increases (recently introducingjresering

associated subject centres. Some research le@rsities
are also re-introducing career paths for acadewlus focus
on teaching and learning as opposed to subjectptirse
research; until recently, promotion to the seniamks was
based solely on a strong discipline research profil
However, the majority of academics and heads oadepent
still think that only research counts and it may aevhile
before the culture adapts to the changing envirottme

This paper takes its motivation from this resedechcontext

with Business Skills necessitated a loss of 2 fyesir core
modules to make space for Business modules). Meredv

is common, due to the relatively small numbers ache
stream, to make greater use of service teachingrewvhe
possible. So, for instance, ACSE students on a arechl
systems degree will take two mechanical modulesypar
with students from the Mechanical Engineering Dapant.

Effects of modularisation

This approach is very efficient from the instituti®

and looks at the repercussions on student expesiencperspective and also should ensure high qualighiag

especially in year 1 where students are most viiera
[16,22] and need better support [2]. Specificadlynajor aim
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within individual modules, because it keeps a tigtih on
the number of modules a department needs to deliver
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However, the flipside is that the year 1 curriculwan
become fragmented, especially with the gradual,
independent, evolution of individual modules.
departments have the conflicting pressures of ¢ryto
ensure a large number of coherent programmes hased
small core and many specialist modules from a tyaroé
sources. This, in combination with changes in thalent
intake [10,21], can easily cause a situtation wtesizable
minority of weaker students struggle [11,17] to dbeir

3.PROJECT PLANNING

but
ThusWithin the University of Sheffield, there is an asished

fund for supporting projects within learning anddbing.
The monies available are relatively small, but mghedess to
ensure efficacy there is assistance from educdtamhasors
available to help academics write their applicatiohe
process is such that guidance is given simultahgdusvhat
might be achievable and make good pedagogical sense

programmes as coherent; some became disenhanted and

others simply fail and drop out.

This general pattern was replicated within ACSE &rid
moreover staff had become accustomed to having litdey

For the project discussed here, the educationaifsgzion
(or bid) [8] was written over a course of a yead avithout
awareness of the TOC approach. However, the TOC
approach [4] was being developed simultaneouslyremte

overview of the entire programmes and were generallwas ready shortly after the project commenced. Egitc

content to deliver modules in isolation, as thisoanted to
minimal effort and allowed them to dedicate mormastito
research. Although staff usually delivered modulesy
professionally, the modularisation effect was sutiat
students had to create links between modules thHeesse
Many students were simply unable to do this in rttiest
year and needed more support [19]. ACSE was kegiveo
students the best possible experience and optitthiee
learning and thus there was a large immpetus fiwrac

First year team project

The First Year Staff Team Project was first fornethin
early 2004. The first two authors and the then h@deil
Mort) of the Learning and Teaching Committee (LT@d
concerns about the fragmentation of the year licuam
and the knock on effect for students, some of whics
being reflected in student feedback [7].

Consequently, their key objectives were to engaafé miore

in taking ownership of the entire curriculum andt fuost

their own modules. By encouraging such ownershiwas

hoped that improvements would arise naturally frdme

lecturers. Such improvements were expected to declu
embeding of frequent and explicit
modules, to ensure a proper balance of assignnamds
skills development, to give better co-ordinatidrinalustrial

input, to ensure coherence of each degree prograimnfect

one might argue that any department should be dalhg
these things [15,20], however, in practice, thévaes

happen more sporadically in research led deparsnent

the efficacy seems more dependent on individuaingians

or external pressures rather than departmentadypoli

In summary, the authors felt that by creating atepproach

was logical to incorporate the TOC approach inttaitkd
planning and evaluation of the project thereaftbis also
gave a good test bed to pilot evaluation and ptojec
management using TOC. Hence, this section givesutime

of a typical timeline and outcomes that were cosrgd in
applying the TOC approach to the ACSE project.

Overview

The key to the TOC approach is to look at a projeetr the
entire lifespan and be clear at the outset abautdésired
long term impact. The desired impact gives a berckrfor
evaluation and thus for planning and monitoringisTimpact
may of course vary both in time and for the diffdre
stakeholders within any project, which for this pagpre
most logically students and staff. The desired ichpia
mapped backwards (table I) in time onto more dedadims
and objectives (short-, mid- and long-term outcom@&sher
essential aspects to support the desired outconass ba
ongoing throughout the project. The intent is tonage the
project using the key elements in table | as a/enient way
of identifying and grouping what needs to be done.

TABLE |

linkages betweenTYPICAL THEORY OF CHANGE TIMELINE FOR ACSE

PROJECT
Months | Phases Ongoing aspects
0 Analysis of current situation/ problem  Enabliagtbrs
12-24 Short term outcomes and resources,
24-36 Intermediate outcomes processes and
36-60 Long term impact activities.
Unpacking the detail

Each project would elaborate on the outline in edéght
ways. The list of Table Il illustrates how the difént

to teaching, staff would become more aware of theiphases/aspects might be expanded. The focus isofing

responsibilities beyond delivery of an individuabdule and

more proactive in bringing about positive chandgeug; they
sought to obtain funding for a project whose mam awvas

to create a team where staffs' contributions te §eaaching
were through the team. As the reader may guess,igha
substantial culture shift from the typical academio wants
independence and to be left to “get on with ighidt many
staff could resist very strongly. Hence, the rsadtion gives
insight into a strategy for planning the projecsirch a way
that one has a good chance of success.
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for effective tools to assess the impact of a mtogeross the
whole institution thus to enable planning to direct funds in
order to maximise benefit. The following section Illwi
demonstrate how this approach was mapped to theinga
and teaching (L&T) project within ACSE.

TABLE Il
TYPICAL ISSUES TO CONSIDER

Current
situation

Awareness of existing excellence, L&T valued
less than research, always the same people doing
the work, funding for innovation small/hard to get,
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sharing good practice poor, most staff don't kn
how to get things done.

Enabling Is project strategic, innovation or development?

factors/

resources meet student/staff needs? Are leaders aware
support available? Is there formal recognition for
teaching developments? Are there funds availa
Is there good guidance available?

Processes/ Are there strategic processes already in plg

activities What can central support services offer? Can o
activities. Dissemination of good practiG
University supports wider strategic view.

Short and| Improved L&T, staff gain experience, University

intermediate | meets external needs, staff make use of ce

outcomes expertise, good practice shared, depts. bec
more strategic, staff adopt innovative practice
staff become familiar with pedagogical theoty
students have better experience, dissemination

Long term| Raised profile of L&T, holistic view of researg

impact and teaching roles, high quality graduates im
university has enhanced external profile.

4. APPLYING THEORY OF CHANGE APPROACH TO ACSE

The reader will have noted that the TOC approagérstone
away from a quick fix. Awareness of a problem mhbst
translated into a long term solution. This secsbows how
the desired long term impact for ACSE is mappedkbacds
to generate the necessary actions (e.g. tableg. |, The
phases are given in reverse chronological order.

The current situation in ACSE

Although this paper focuses on areas needing ingimewt,
it should be emphasised that most of the curriculsivery

owthe material,

greater achievements, improved skills
teamwork ethos and, an increased sense of beloragidg
Isheing supported. This still sounds a big vaguetheoTOC

there effective project management? Does prdjechpproach goes back a little further to ask: howhmipese

9fntermediate outcomes might be achieved?

bleZhort term outcomes

ceP number of rather obvious statements could be naed&
thetvhat is required to meet the intermediate outcommewever
departments help? Students participate in mewthe TOC approach encourages project leaders te wWrése
e. down clearly and thus,

more
framework to ensure action follows.

importantly, provide

htraPutcomes for students
?mq'he list of desirable outcomes for ACSE includexiris such

as students: (i) being aware of the curriculum a®leerent
" whole and linkages/interdependencies between msy(ile

h feeling assessment is balanced in time and styld an
plyappropriate; (iii) feeling supported, for instantderough

timely quality feedback and pastoral tutoring; (i@eling
staff communicate effectively; (v) perceiving thericulum
to be both interesting and relevant to the realdvoontext.

QOutcomes for staff

In order to meet the outcomes for the studentsetlzee

parallel outcomes for the academic staff, for inséathe

creation of a team of teachers committed to effecti
communication, flexibility in their individual préce and a
common goal. Evidence of the effectiveness of themt

could be actions supporting the desired studentoouts

such as: (i) engagement with students; (i) chantges
curriculum proposed and implemented; (iii) effeetiaison

with and influence upon departmental committees.

well received. Based on student feedback and staﬁ,rOC and activities

observations, more students than desirable werferpgng
poorly in year 1 and there was evidence that foers this
was due to a lack of engagement. Of more conceamym
students did not see the interdependence of thestagthin
the year 1 curriculum and this was contributing ptoor
satisfaction and/or disengagement. There were aigoing
problems with performance in mathematics. The deyart

Next, one might now ask what processes or activitieuld
enable the outcomes to be met, at all stages girtject. In
fact, these are rather obvious, but the TOC framkwelps
ensure the right questions are asked. From theestsid
perspective some simple activities were needed agcli)
more group work to encourage peer learning and aamity)

was motivated to change these perceptions and irepro (ii) spreading of assignment deadlines to avoidloel; (iii)

student performance on a long-term.
Desired impact in 3-5 years

For ACSE, the intended impact was better studeentien,
achieved through improved student satisfaction itepdo
improved performance. Although not a part of thejeuxt,
another knock-on effect of improved student sattéfa and
progression would be good publicity. This impactldobe
broken down to smaller items, but for conveniende
presentation the facilitating factors, which arsoabngoing
impact in some sense, are described as outcomes
activities; this includes changes in staff behariou

I nter mediate outcomes

In order to achieve the desired impact, it was ssmey to
ask what the year 1 curriculum and delivery shdoddk like.

Typical outcomes were for students to: have pasitiv

perceptions of the year 1 programme, greater emgagein
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links between modules; etc. However, the biggeioaday
on the academic staff to ensure these things happeswell
as all the other desired outcomes.

1. Staff expected to link their teaching with other
modules; this required a good awareness of thesnbnt
and timing of what was being taught in other mosdule

2.  Where beneficial, staff were requested to modisirth
delivery to give better synergy with other modules.

03. Staff should negotiate all deadlines and consitier t
balance in style (to ensure uniform developmeriteyf
and skills) and magnitude of the entire coursework load

4. Staff were encouraged to include more real world
examples, especially in topics such as mathematics.

5. Staff should provide the year tutor (personal titor
information to help with pastoring and monitoring.

6. Staff should take joint responsibility for the oakr

curriculum design. This includes being proactive in
proposing changes.
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Enabling factors and resources

The next step is to ask what resources and supreddy
exist or are needed to help with the above aaiwitind thus
how can we ensure they happen? In ACSE the keyliagab
factor for effective progress was the establishnoéra team
approach to teaching where ownership of a module bya
the team, not the module leader. Although thigé&hhically
already the case, in practice a module leader hkg af
autonomy to modify a module. The net effect of drpahr
on year changes can soon become substantial. Bpghav
team to look after all the modules, module creepldide
monitored and directed far more actively and stadfuld
gain a good awareness of the entire curriculumsTdteam
enables or facilitates the effective communicatiand
negotiation which is an essential factor in thigject.

The more challenging issue was to convince reseactikie
staff to give up valuable research time to attermhtimy
team meetings and also to take on tasks agreedtampdoy
the team. It was decided that an incentive schemsd
enable this culture shift; once the benefit wanalestrated,
staff should be more willing in the longer termhefefore,
three members of staff put together a bid for maéfunds to
pay staff an honorariumfor contributions to the first year of
team activities. This incentive was quite effective
persuading otherwise reluctant staff to contribatel thus
was key to the early success. In the longer ternmagor
enabling factor will be voluntary commitment byféta the
team ethos and thus giving their additional timeffee. This
will require them to be convinced of the value.

The team leaders also perceived a benefit in giveam
members training, for instance in team building seathing
specific skills. However, most members do not des &s
central to the project and so take up was not umifo

5. INTERMEDIATE EVALUATION OF PROJECT

The University carries out formal evaluations dfpabjects,

using the feedback of students and staff invol¥ext. ACSE,

the first formative evaluation has been produced The

project will be revisited in 2 years' time to ass#ise long-
term impact of the project. In the interim, the jprt leaders
will be involved in a reflective cycle reviewingetoriginal

TOC and progress made with the project. These ctefte
interviews will assist the project team to makeuatfpents to
the project if required. These interviews will kared out in
6 to 12-monthly intervals. This section gives aemiew of

the first evaluation process and results.

Designing the evaluation

The two major stackholders in this project are stadf and
students, thus an evaluation is made from eachhes$et
perspectives. Qualitative evaluation is more appatg than
quantitative, so most of the evaluation was corefliotia

interviews based around a well designed questio@nai

(Table IIlI). Some of the required activities aremply
procedural (e.g. managing coursework deadlines)th&o

! Notionally about 20 pounds per hour to researaigbts.
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focus here is on the more fundamental issues wigttct
the desired activities, processes and outcome@dtance:
How the First-Year Team approach is perceived by
colleagues; is the approach seen as valuable?

How effectively the First-Year Team is integrated
within the departmental structures for learning and
teaching (e.g. integration with the LTC)?

N

w

student satisfaction, performance and retention?

on student learning and whether the strategies
employed by the First-Year Team have been effegtive
Should the department continue with or extend the
Team approach?

6. What the future direction and activities of the skir

Year Team should be?

The above questions have been derived from the TDE.
purpose of the formative evaluation was to assesshat
extent staff and students felt the objectives hdéen
satisfied and provide the project team with stearards the
future direction of the project.

5.

TABLE 11l
SAMPLES FROM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

TOC parameters and issues Evaluation questions

Resources/enabling factors
Buy-in from staff on teaching teamAsk staff individually about

What progress the Team has made in addressing

What impact any changes implemented so far have had

needed, assumption that staff w
make something a priority if the
see it as relevant/important to the
Process used: kept meetings

brief and focussed as possible, only

engaged them where the issy
were directly relevant to them.
Buy-in at department & faculty
level needed.

Staff time needed. Issue of reseal
commitment over L&T

iltheir commitment, To what
ylevel are staff prepared to
mengage? If they don't engag
awhy is this?

o

es

Speak to Head of LTC abouit
his perception How dg
colleagues feel aboyt
changing their modules?
clhat has been given? Was|it
enough? More needed? Hard
to do; time constraints?

Desired end-of-project outcomes
Students perceive the year
curriculum as coherent. Is th

curriculum taught in a coherentthey perceive it as a coherent

fashion?

Students perceive the year
curriculum as interesting

and relevant.

Having a year 1 staff team that
embedded and exists beyond f{

Do students know that there
eis a first-year staff team? Dp

group? Are students aware pf
the assignments working as
links between modules?
Feedback on real-worl
examples, e.g. poster proje¢
BIC and talks from industry.
isWill the staff team continue
hbaving regular meeting

—

uy

funded period

once the funding runs out

Summary of evaluation results[ 4]

This evaluation summarises

the achievements to, date

provides formative feedback and aims to ascertdiptiner
there is merit in continuing. It is based on temffst
interviews, 22 student questionnaires, eight 3-Shute
student interviews and documentary evidence. Aicaiive
view of the evaluation can be obtained from thecteld staff
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comments in appendix 1. This section gives a sutpgmarto devote more time to developing their teachingd an

some of the more detailed data is given in Appegdix
1.

including more formative assessment [14,16,17] wtieir

The main project objective has been met. The Firstmain drive is research. Hence, the immediate ptapsto
Year Team met six times during 2005/6 and haseek stronger

support from senior management for

implemented changes, some well beyond originalttemi embedding the project, but in a format that encgesaand

It is too early to judge the impact. Moreover soafe
the major changes are yet to be implemented. Stud
feedback is generally positive, with the exceptam

rewards participation as much as the extra timeesearch.
elvVe hope that once the team has been running Boye&ars,
staff will consider it as normal, get used to arty ron the

one new component which subsequently the team haugenefits and no longer consider it an extra burden
decided to discontinue. There is still some, pdgsib

unavoidable, clustering of assignment deadlines.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The team has acted as a catalyst, introducing many

positive changes which the department had disdusseverall the evaluation is very positive and suggéisat the

previously but not progressed. However, some @itic
stems from an uncertainty of the role of the Team
relation to other committees and needs clarificatio
The evidence points towards continuation of thestFir
Year Team, at least for another year. Indeed,chigd
be a useful approach for other academic departments

Quantitative evaluation against specific outcomes

For completeness, this section gives details otaues
which can be evaluated as yes/no or with numededa.
The summary is very clearly that the project isihgva
positive impact. However, there remain aspectsdbatd be
improved more and some things that are difficultgsolve.

In terms of procedural issues the project has lseenessful
on a number of counts: (i) the programme architechas
been changed substantially. This includes new as®gts,
substantial modifications to some existing modubesd
movement of modules to different semesters; (i@ tham
argued successfully for replacing the mathematavice
modules by in house mathematics modules; (iii) ehare
now formal mechanisms for ensuring the balancing
workload, the balancing of skills development (umihg
group work), inclusion of sufficient and varied Ireaorld
examples, as well as enhancements to personaldupmort
and effective communication between module leaders.

In terms of data collected from student intervieesd
questionnaires: (i) 86% of students recognisedeffat put
into curriculum design; (i) 81% felt the links theen
modules were effective; (iii) the majority were yesatisfied
with aspects drawing in real world examples; (i2)/8were
happy with the amount of group work; (v) all werery
positive about the input of the industrial speakansl (vi)
there seemed to be recognition of the wide rangskiis
developed. However, a minority were still unhapgthvthe
workload distribution, communication with the semi
departments and, a number of minor individual gripdn
several cases the criticisms relate to the ladktefyration of
the service module; as there are six very diffeimptions
each semester, integration of these is infeasible.

Future plans

Although staff found the team based approach beiaéfind

many support a continuance of this project, a $#zab

minority wish to return to a traditional model oforking.
This reflects the ongoing issue of how do we enagerstaff
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team based approach has facilitated change whevéopsly

i there was a lot of inertia. It has also encouragiatf to take
a broader view of their teaching responsibilitiead a
generally this was appreciated. Nevertheless, therenajor
concerns over recognition, for instance in termsvofkload
or how to prioritise teaching and research. Thesaies
reinforce the commonly accepted dichotomy in rededed
universities and are part of current discussiorth tiie head
of department (who is very supportive) about thet lveay
for embedding the key aspects of this project.

APPENDIX 1: QUOTES FROM VARIOUS STAFF

Supportive: Very important to continue in order to talk
about problems in an open way, make solid plans and
implement them. Good idea. Important to look atezehce
due to disjointedness of department. Brings petgdether.
Better than a one person responsibility. Vital wilt depend
on HoD. Essential - how would you otherwise looteathe
curriculum and support students? Confident thatwil
continue after funding has run out. Has made itambr

otontributions since it has existed, should contibué not
monthly, at strategic times of the year. Will kegserves a
useful purpose, more issues in first year, smalthgldeam
needed, team looked hard at the curriculum.

Unsupportive: Retention is a serious issue in the department
and is taken seriously by staff. Coffee time disawss,
informal arrangements have worked successfullyreefdp

to HoD whether the team will continue to exist, mainsee
reason to continue, had arm twisted to go to lat yeam
meetings. No, this should be the work of the LT&hod
concept for this type of interaction but is it neddin a
formalised way? Is this the right vehicle?

APPENDIX 2: DETAILED FINDINGS

This appendix lists some of the fine detail/commeinbm
the evaluation which were used to build the summary

Are student satisfaction, performance and retentibn
Level 1 a priority for the department? If so, hoaed
this priority related to other priorities, e.g. easch?
Departmental priorities and formal recognition are
important in legitimising investment of substantial
amounts of time and effort in curriculum developten
Structure and role of first year team evolved aedns
well understood, even if not formally recognised.
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The team-based approach was viewed as positive and

valuable. It is inclusive, bringing together allaft
independent of their level of seniority. Enabledused,
in-depth discussion from a cross-section of staff all
contributions were valued by the other team members
The majority enjoyed working in the team and gaiaed
valuable insight into their colleagues' modules.

There was a view among the interviewees that tjlgica
little or no effort had been made by teaching staffm
within and outside the Department, to make explici

connections between the module(s) they teach lad t [1]

Level 1 curriculum; it is important for the Depa#nt to
address these issues; the Team had acted aslystcata
for many issues that had previously been discusbed,

had not been acted upon. [2]
Observations used by the interviewees includedefb
up', 'coherent’, 'integrated’, 'co-ordinated'atsgic' and 3]

'making sense from a student point of view'. Vasiou
members indicated that it helped them to know what
their colleagues were doing in their modules, agtwh

point which materials were taught or assessed dmhw [4]

and how what they were teaching was built upon by
their colleagues on other modules, or vice versa.

Strategically, the main achievements seem to be thgs)

Level 1 is now considered from a holistic perspecti

The project has established the First-Year Teanictwh [g]

now has a good profile in the department.

Several interviewees stated that the project hag)

introduced an effective new approach among colleagu
— one which encourages collaboration and strategic
curriculum development, rather than
curriculum development. One interviewee mentioned a
stronger drive to QE enhancement rather than QA.

Overall, despite negative comments from a couple off]

individual [g]

interviewees, the consensus was that the First-Yegio]

Team had met the expectations of those interviewe
There are some issues that have not yet been addres
fully, either by the First-Year Team or the Departin

(11]

and one member of staff queried whether sufficient!?
effort had been made to understand the studentsneefis]

and the origins of the retention problem. Nevedhs)
the First-Year Team has made an impressive start.
Time constraints have been a significant factor dtr

[14]

members of the First-Year Team, especially as thgsg;

team's effort was not being formally recognised and
could be seen as duplicating work done by the LTC.

Student feedback indicated that overall, studemés a[i6]

fairly satisfied, but there is still work to do fwovide

students with a greater sense of coherence angl

satisfaction and to convince them that staff take a
interest in them. The timing of some assignmenttilis
problematic. Projects, the 'real-world'" examplesd an
group work are appreciated and well received.
Two-thirds of the interviewees thought that the Mea
should continue whereas the others felt there lagady
adequate formal structures and informal opportesiiti
Significantly, senior staff had positive perceptarf the
role and contribution of the Team.

Some colleagues commented 'a parallel structutheto
LTC', 'duplicating efforts' and 'wasting time', rakel
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[19

[20

(18]

]

]

21]
[22]

structures could lead to a lack of accountabilgpd
therefore could not see the point of a First-Yeaar.
Ironically, the same individuals were quite
complimentary about the project, the quality of
discussions and the actions and with only one
exception, found the team-based approach valuaide
even enjoyable.
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