ANNUAL PROGRAMME* REVIEW

This form should be completed either for a single programme or for a cognate group of programmes that share several courses.  To be completed by the programme director/leader and subsequently considered by the primary School Teaching and Learning forum. 

· Part A should provide a review of the courses that make up the programme/group of programmes covered by this APR
· Part B should focus on the programme (or cognate group of programmes if appropriate)
· Part C should be completed if the programme is part of any Collaborative Provision with other Institutions/organisations where students are involved.  If Schools wish, they can complete a separate APR for collaborative provision.

	
SCHOOL INFORMATION:


	School:

Engineering

	Programme/cognate group of programmes: 
Biomedical Engineering MSc

	Academic year:  
2023-24

	A. ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAMME’S CONSTITUENT COURSES

	1. Comment on the pass rates and grade profiles for courses within the programme. Identify outlier courses, i.e. those performing better or worse than others.  What can be learned from these to help other courses within the programme?  Comment on courses with less than average pass rates.  What actions are planned to address the low pass rates?  Actions could include, for example, changes to previous year’s courses to better prepare the students or inclusion of more formative assessments.  


	
There were high pass rates in all the courses, and broad agreement in the distributions of grades between courses in the programme this year, subject to normal expected variation. The majority of final outcomes were in the ‘commendable’ range, with a smaller number of ‘merits’ and a few ‘passes’. This is an expected and welcome distribution of grades.

It is pleasing to note that the External Examiner has commented positively on the fair and rigorous assessments used throughout the course. They did observe a slightly higher average grade in this programme than in their own comparable programme. Given the clear agreement between grades across a wide range of courses, including those delivered by other schools, we are confident in the integrity and fairness of our assessments, but will of course continue to be vigilant in this regard. 

There is one course where a slightly higher distribution was observed: EG555J Research Methods. This has been attributed to one assessment, where marks were consistently high, and actions will be taken this year to introduce more in-depth content to the course and create a correspondingly more challenging assessment.


	2. Comment on courses that are causing concern.  Please include courses where concerns have been raised by staff or students at SSLC meetings or by external examiners.  What measures could be put in place to address the concerns raised?  

	
There was one course (EG504M) where students expressed some concern over the level of challenge, particularly those without engineering or physical science backgrounds (who were the majority on the programme this year). Ultimately, the distribution of marks for this course was very much in-line with other courses, but the workload required from students (and staff) needed to achieve this was high. 

Significant changes have been made for this course for this year to broaden its accessibility to students from diverse backgrounds, while maintaining the level of engineering challenge. This has been achieved by reducing the amount of prior knowledge required in terms of programming, and re-ordering the content somewhat to better align with EG504Q (Introduction to Engineering for Life Scientists), which in turn has also been amended slightly to better match EG504M.





	B. REVIEW OF THE PROGRAMME(S)

	1. Critically review the programmes. For instance: Do they continue to meet the subject benchmark statements? How well do all constituent courses work together to provide the core knowledge required?  Do they continue to attract and retain students? 

	
A small number of changes were made to the programme this year, in terms of the core and optional courses available to students. These have obviously reduced the choice offered to students slightly, but better focused the component courses on achieving the overall programme learning outcomes. This has also significantly eased the timetabling process, which has been very challenging in the past.

The overall programme level learning outcomes remain pertinent to the relevant professional bodies (e.g. Institute for Physics and Engineering in Medicine) and have been favourably received by the programme advisory board.

The changes described in the next sections have resulted from course feedback forms, SSLC meetings, informal discussion with students, and regular discussion between staff teaching on the programme.


	2. What actions have been taken forward this year considering the previous year’s feedback from the Course and Programme Review process, External Examiners, Programme Advisory Boards Professional Statutory Body or ITR recommendations (if reviewed within the past 12 months)?

	
A few changes have been made to the content of some of the courses this year to enhance the student experience, following on from observations made in the previous year. Two hospital visits were included this year (one to Aberdeen Royal Infirmary in the first half session, and one to Woodend Rehab Hospital in the second half session). These visits were greatly appreciated by students, who highly valued being able to see practitioners put theory into practice, and understand a bit more about the clinical context in which devices and technologies have to operate.


	3. What is working well within the programme(s)? What is new/innovative?

	
a) at Course level

Two new clinical site visits were added this year to sites of NHS Grampian. The first was a visit to the Medical Equipment Management Service at Aberdeen Royal Infirmary as part of EG505J, where students saw equipment maintenance facilities and heard from the workshop manager on the details of the asset management system.

The second was a visit to Woodend Rehab Hospital as part of EG555K, where students heard from a rehab consultant about the stroke rehab service, saw the seating service, and prosthetics and orthotics department.

We deeply appreciate the cooperation of the clinical and technical staff involved in making this possible. This is highly valued by the students and enhances their learning experience.

Additionally, a new practical class was added to EG504Q to provide more hands-on learning to the Introduction to Engineering course.


b) at Programme level

The mix of students from engineering / physical sciences and life science / medical backgrounds continues to be a strength of the programme, and they support and learn from each other very well in different ways in different courses. This is in line with the goals of the Institute for Physics and Engineering in Medicine, from whom we intend to seek accreditation this year.


	4. What area(s) require, or are intended for, development in the next academic year and how do you intend to address them?

	
The research methods course, EG555J, will have the depth of statistical teaching slightly increased this year to better prepare students for work in biomedical research environments. In EG555K, we intend to provide more content on the clinical application of new technologies, and some of the content will be slightly re-ordered to ensure a more gradual introduction to the advanced modelling software used in that course.





	5. What aspects of Decolonising the Curriculum have been considered as part of the programme? For instance: has the programme considered the impacts of Decolonising the Curriculum or the Anti-Racist Curriculum? Has the programme engaged with any of the resources made available via the School Race Equality Champions? 

	
In the context of advanced medical technologies, we explicitly discuss the differing needs of a range of communities and countries, and seek to understand how things may be done differently in different places. The broad mix of nationalities enrolled on the programme means that students are often able to speak from their own unique experiences, which enriches the discussion for all.

We also discuss equality of access to advanced technologies and the need for diverse views to be considered in the development of new technologies in order for new devices to work equally well for all.

In the area of rehabilitation engineering, we discuss the need for rehabilitation in different communities around the world, and how access to rehabilitation varies, informed by resources from the WHO.



	6. What aspects of Equality, Diversity and Inclusion have been considered as part of the programme? For instance: Does the programme take account of the various protected characteristics? Have there been any matters pertaining to EDI which have caused issue on the programme? 

	
In the context of medical technologies, we often discuss issues of race, gender or disability as they pertain to the effectiveness of medical devices and the applicability of biomedical research.

We have not experienced any issues in the programme related to EDI and protected characteristics.



	C. Review of Collaborative Provision (note that annual reporting for validated partners and TNE partners is more extensive and is described in the corresponding validation agreement. The following applies to non-validated and non-TNE partnerships only)

	1. Where applicable, list the Collaborative Provision agreements (Partnerships) that relate to this programme and the numbers of students involved (add rows as necessary)

	Partner Institution
	Type of Partnership (see http://www.abdn.ac.uk/staffnet/teaching/types-of-partnership-3887.php) 
	Number of students involved



	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2. Comment on the progress students admitted under each partnership have made in their programme and whether any changes to the programme, or arrangements with the partner, need to be made.  

	






	3. For each partnership comment on any issues that have arisen as a result of the partnership and critically evaluate the success of the partnership.

	







	D. 
ISSUES TO BE RAISED AT SCHOOL OR UCTL LEVEL

	










Signed:   .......[image: A black and white text

Description automatically generated].................................…..	Date:   2024-11-07......................
(Programme Lead/Author)


	Comments from Head of School*:

	The programme runs smoothly and efficiently and receives positive feedback from students. Improvements are being constantly introduced, such as site visits, addressing the needs of students with different educational backgrounds, and unifying assessment outcomes across courses. Decolonising the Curriculum and Anti-Racist Curriculum and EDI receive adequate consideration. We will continue to maintain high standard of delivery and look for ways of improving the student experience. Enrolments, however, remain relatively low.










I confirm that I have read and agree with the content of this form and, where applicable, support the actions proposed.


Signed:     [image: ](Piotr Omenzetter, Dir PGT)		Date:   13/02/2025

(Head of School*)


COPIES OF THIS FORM SHOULD BE:
1. CONSIDERED BY THE PRIMARY SCHOOL LEARNING AND TEACHING FORUM
2. UPLOADED TO THE QUALITY AND PLANNING SHAREPOINT SITE BY 31 AUGUST FOR UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES AND 30 NOVEMBER FOR POSTGRADUATE TAUGHT PROGRAMMES 

* Phase Co-ordinator for the MBChB curriculum; Interdisciplinary Degree Programme Co-ordinator, or Vice-Principal (Education) where appropriate.
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