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Postgraduate Research Degrees Surveys Analysis Report and 

Action Plan 2013-2014 

 

 
1.0 Introduction 

 

Context 

1.1 The Internal Postgraduate Research Degrees Student Survey (PGRD Survey) is 

an annual, Tavistock-specific survey, first introduced in 2006 as part of a full 

Tavistock-wide student survey. 

 

1.2 In 2010, the Tavi-wide survey was split into two: One for Masters level courses 

and a separate one for Doctoral level (Research) courses. 

 

1.3 In the academic year 2011-2012, the Doctoral-level (Research) survey was 

divided into two. This enabled a more focussed set of statistics that reflects the 

significantly different student experience encountered in the long taught phase 

of the professional doctoral (DProf) delivery and the research students, 

encompassing PhD students and DProf students who have completed the taught 

phase and are researching and writing up their thesis. 

 

1.4 The Internal PGRD survey is designed to give the Tavi-School Postgraduate 

Research Degrees Subcommittee, the Academic Governance and Quality 

Assurance Committee, the Tavistock Executive Group, Senior Managers, 

Tavistock’s validating Universities (University of East London and University of 

Essex) and Course Teams a clearer understanding and overview of the Research 

student experience. 

 

1.5 The Internal PGRD surveys (Taught and Research) encompass all Research 

students, both enrolled and those who are registered. Importantly, the survey 

gives the Tavistock, its associate centres and validating Universities a snapshot 

of student opinion across the whole portfolio of Research programmes, including 

both UEL-validated and Essex-validated courses and students attending 

Tavistock’s two Associate Centres, Northern School of Child and Adolescent 

Psychotherapy and Human Development Scotland. 

 

1.6 Course Teams receive the course-level statistics from this survey, which they are 

required to analyse and respond to within their Course Annual Review and 

Enhancement Plans (REPs) (UEL) or Annual Course Monitoring Reports (Essex). 

 

1.7 For the 2013-2014 academic year, both the taught and the research surveys 

were reviewed and changes made (appendix 2) while still retaining a set of 

usable benchmarks from previous years. The changes were made in response to 

feedback regarding the 2012/13 survey, and to improve the quality of the data 

gained from the exercise. 
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1.8 These changes were made in consultation with students, key course organising 

tutors/cluster leads, Trust-School Research Degrees Subcommittee, and 

Academic Governance and Quality Assurance committee. They were made in 

liaison with the chair of the Trust-School Research Degrees Subcommittee who 

is also a Supervisor, a Course Organising Tutor on one of the doctoral 

programmes, and Associate Dean of Academic Partnerships and Quality 

Assurance. 

 

1.9 The most significant amendment to the survey in relation to data analysis is that 

the answers to most questions were amended to a number scale instead of a 

qualitative answer: 

 

e.g. 

Do you feel that a sense of community exists amongst your peers on your 

course? 

OLD: NEW: 

  

1=definitely  5=not at all 
 

Not at all 

 
 

 

1 

 
 

To some extent  2  

To a large extent  3  

Definitely  4  

  5  
 

 

2.0 Overview 

 

2.1 Response Rates. The response rate this academic year was significantly lower 

than in the 12/13 academic year: 

 

Survey 2011/2012 year 2012/2013 year 2013/2014 year 

Taught: 56.5% 62%   (112/182) 31% (58/187) 

Research: 39% 46%   (62/135) 24% (24/99) 

Overall: 47.8% 55%   (175/317) 28.67% (82/286) 

PRES 

(Tavistock): 

N/A (biennial) 20%   (63/317) N/A (biennial) 

   

  Refer to 4.0 below for full consideration of response rates. 

 

2.2 Overall Satisfaction.  

“Overall, how satisfied are you with the taught element of your doctoral course / 

with your doctoral supervision as a research student at the Tavistock or 

associate centre”? 

 

Survey 2012/2013 year 2013/2014 year 

Taught: 88% 89% (48/54) 

Research: 80% 74% (17/23) 

Overall: 84% 84% (65/77) 
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3.0 Method 

 

3.1 All enrolled Doctoral students who are undertaking the Taught part of a 

Professional Doctorate are invited to complete the PGRD Taught Survey and all 

enrolled and Registered Professional Doctoral students and all PhD students are 

invited to complete the PGRD Research Survey. 

 

3.2 The report will be looking at the Institution-wide statistics and is intended as an 

overview report. However, where the course-level statistics may help to shed 

light on certain issues, they may be referred to in this report. 

 

3.3 Students were asked a series of questions – some quantitative (using tick boxes) 

and some qualitative (free text responses). The quantitative responses gave 

students the option to tick the response they most agree with: 

 

e.g. 

Do you feel that a sense of community exists amongst your peers on your 

course? 

OLD: NEW: 

  
1=definitely  5=not at all 

 

Not at all 

 
 

 

1 

 
 

To some extent  2  

To a large extent  3  

Definitely  4  

  5  
 

 

 

3.4 The report uses the positive response percentages on the Internal PGRD Student 

Survey, which includes category 1 and category 2 responses of the above table 

combined. So, if a 50% ticked ‘1’ and 30% ticked ‘2’, the percentage of positive 

responses for that question is 80%. This is common practice when analysing 

surveys. 

 

3.5 The percentages are calculated out of the number of responses to that particular 

question and not the total number of returned forms. For example, if we 

received 50 returned forms but for one question only 30 of those ticked a box in 

response to a question, the percentage would be calculated out of 30 rather than 

50.  

 

3.6 In some cases, there is an option to tick ‘I don’t know’. In these cases, only the 

responses where a positive or negative response is given are included in the 

calculations. For example, if 30 people respond to a question but 5 have ticked ‘I 

don’t know’, then the percentage will be calculated out of 25. It is worth 

considering whether to remove these questions from future reports, although 

there are advantages and disadvantages to doing so. 
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3.7 Responses are all percentages, and are rounded up or down to the nearest 

whole number, so 86.59321% would be rounded up to 87%.  

 

4.0 Response Rates 

 

4.1 Response rates are based on the number of returned, completed forms received 

compared to the number of students enrolled. 

 

4.2 The following 2013/14 response rates show a decrease of 48% in responses on 

the previous year and 40% decrease from 2011/12: 

 

Survey 2011/2012 year 2012/2013 year 2013/14 year 

Taught: 56.5% 62%   (112/182) 31% (58/187) 

Research: 39% 46%   (62/135) 24% (24/99) 

Overall: 47.8% 55%   (175/317) 28.67% 

(82/286) 

PRES 

(Tavistock): 

N/A (biennial) 20%   (63/317) N/A (biennial) 

 

 Response rates over 3 years: 

 
 

4.3 If we benchmark these against the response rates achieved by the UEL Schools 

in the 2012/2013 PRES, the Tavistock achieved a below average response rate 

on its internal survey. Cass School of Education and Communities achieved a 

78% response rate and the School of Arts and Digital Industries (ADI) and the 

School of Psychology both achieved a 35% response rate.  

 

4.4 As both the Cass School and the ADI School had significantly fewer Research 

students (45 and 52 respectively) in 2012/13, The School of Psychology with 

310 enrolled Research students is the closest comparison to the Tavistock’s 

enrolled research student total of 317 in 2012/13 and 286 in 2013/14. 
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4.5 It is worth noting that the PRES response rate achieved a national average of 

42% in the 2012/13 exercise, and here the Trust is 12% below. 

 

 

4.6 Some factors which may have led to a low response rate compared to sector 

norms: 

 

4.6.1 Students on the Professional Doctorate in Child Psychoanalytic 

Psychotherapy were asked to do a course-specific survey which may 

have led to (potentially) to a lack of interest in this Trust-wide survey 

and ‘survey fatigue’. As this course accounts for just over half of the 

doctoral student population this could have a significant impact on 

response rates. 

 

4.6.2 The fact that many students are full-time workers and studying part-

time means that they are not easily accessible and their time is very 

limited. This is an issue at this level across the sector. 

 

4.6.3 The Internal PGRD survey was held after the end of term, meaning 

that students were (in the main) not attending the Tavistock for 

seminars or other teaching. 

 

4.6.4 The fact that the total confidentiality of the data could not be 

guaranteed may have discouraged some students from completing the 

form. 

 

4.6.5 Although the course tutors were consulted in the development of the 

13/14 survey questions, the DProf Child Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy 

were reluctant to send the survey out to their students because of the 

phrasing of some of the questions around supervision, leading to a 

long delay in students receiving the report. Although the deadline was 

extended, it was outside of term time. 

 

4.7 The reliability of the data increases in parallel with the response rate. Therefore 

it is imperative to achieve a response rate on the internal survey that reliably 

represents this hard-to-reach population of students, who are key to the work of 

the Directorate of Education and Training (DET) and the Tavistock as a whole. It 

is also important to continue to increase the response rate for the PRES. 

 

4.8 The 12/13 survey saw a 15% improvement in the response rate, which was not 

mirrored in the 13/14 survey. This was largely due to resources focussing on 

other areas of enhancement activity and a project on addressing registration and 

ethics issues following an audit of these areas. 

 

4.9 It was agreed that the most effective means of increasing the response rate in 

the 2012/13 academic year was the daily emails letting course teams know how 

their response rates were doing.  
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RECOMMENDATION 1: Ensuring that the resources are in place to enable a coordinated and 

planned effort in the 14/15 academic year, taking into account the following: 

 

i. Consider aligning the PGR survey with the ‘main’ student feedback exercise to 

ensure it takes place in term-time and combine marketing and administrative 

efforts. 

ii. Having the Trust Research survey as a biennial survey (alternating with the 

PRES). 

iii. Apply to the UEL to request that only Registered students are targeted in the 

PRES. 

iv. Ensure that a clear steer is given to students to ensure they know which survey 

(main/taught/research) to complete. 

v. Create an online, anonymised version of the form to enable anonymous 

submission of either online or hard-copy surveys. 

vi. Using resources such as the HEA guide to raising response rates: 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/documents/postgraduate/Raising_Respons

e_Rates.pdf 

vii. Address the response rate by ensuring there are resources available to send 

weekly/daily email bulletins during the survey to encourage staff to promote the 

exercise. 

viii. Coordinate with the Course Tutors to ensure full buy-in into the survey and to 

attempt to prevent clashing with course-level surveys or survey fatigue. 

ix. Ensure the feedback loop is addressed through posters and making known to 

students what actions have taken place as a result of the student survey. 

Consider developing a front cover to the survey, which gives a summary of 

actions taken as a result of the previous years survey to show that completing 

the survey is valuable and worthwhile. 

 

5.0 Analysis of results 

 

5.1 It cannot be emphasised enough that the low response rate means that the data 

is of limited value and should not be taken as a ‘snapshot’ of all Research 

Degree students opinion as it represents a small proportion of the total student 

population. Greater attention needs to be paid to other feedback mechanisms 

such as course committee meetings to ensure a fuller picture of student opinion 

is represented. 

 

5.2 There is strong evidence to suggest that a low response rate leads to 

correspondingly lower positive results as those who are satisfied are the people 

who are least likely to complete the survey. Aside from ensuring a higher 

response rate, it is also important that students feel that they have someone to 

speak to about issues and concerns and that they are being heard, so that the 

feedback exercise is not seen as the only way to make themselves heard. 

 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/documents/postgraduate/Raising_Response_Rates.pdf
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/documents/postgraduate/Raising_Response_Rates.pdf
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5.2.1 Firstly, it is important to note the following commendable results: 

 

i. Administration (84% overall) 

ii. Moodle (78% overall) 

iii. The Trust website (78% overall) 

iv. The library (84% overall) 

v. Catering (79% overall) 

vi. Sense of community amongst peers (80% overall) 

vii. Stimulating intellectual climate (80% overall) 

viii. Quality of Research Supervision (78%) 

ix. Frequency of research supervision (82%) 

x. Raising issues or concerns with supervisor (91%) 

xi. Equality of Opportunity (86% overall) 

xii. Learning and Teaching (89%) 

xiii. Teaching enabling learning outcomes to be met (79%) 

xiv. Teaching encouraging reflection on professional practice (89%) 

xv. Clinical/practice supervision – satisfaction (86%) 

xvi. Tutorial Support (82%) 

xvii. Course enabling development of professional skills (93%) 

xviii. Course enabling development of independent research skills 

(83%) 

xix. Overall satisfaction (86% overall) 

 

5.2.2 Many of the above responses are in key areas, such as the overall 

quality of teaching and supervision and overall satisfaction with the 

course. All these results fall slightly below the results of the 2012/13 

internal PGR survey, but this is hardly surprising considering the 

significantly lower response rate. 

 

5.2.3 Also worth noting in this ‘employer’s market’ is the fact that students 

see the Tavistock courses as enabling them to further develop the 

skills used within their profession. 

 

5.2.4 Please find below benchmarked results against the PRES – this is 

worthy of noting despite the fact that some of the questions differ 

significantly. 

 

Question Trust 
Internal 
Survey 

scores 
13/14 

PRES 12/13 
UEL scores 
(Prof Docs) 

PRES 12/13 National 
scores 

Administration 84% 
overall 

N/A N/A 

Moodle 78% 

overall 

60% 

(“Resources”) 

N/A 

The Trust 

Website 

78% 

overall 

60% 

(“Resources”) 

N/A 
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The Library 84% 
overall 

60% 
(“Resources”) 

85% (Library) 

Catering 79% 

overall 

N/A N/A 

Sense of 

community 
amongst peers 

80% 

overall 

72% 

(“Research 
Culture”) 

56% (“I have 

opportunities to 
become involved in the 

wider research 
community beyond my 
department”) 

Stimulating 
intellectual 

climate 

80% 
overall 

72% 
(“Research 

Culture”) 

60% (“The research 
ambience in my 

department…stimulates 
my work”) 

Quality of 
research 

supervision 

78% 
(research 

only) 

84% 
(“supervision”) 

85% (“My supervisor/s 
provide feedback that 

helps me direct my 
research activities”) 

Frequency of 
research 

supervision 

78% 
(research 

only) 

84% 
(“supervision”) 

85% (Regularity of 
supervision) 

Raising issues 
or concerns 
with supervisor 

91% 
(research 
only) 

84% 
(“supervision”) 

N/A 

Equality of 
Opportunity 

86% 
overall 

N/A N/A 

Learning and 

Teaching 

89% 

overall 

N/A N/A 

Teaching 

enabling 
learning 

outcomes to be 
met 

79% 

(taught 
only) 

82% (“Progress 

and 
Assessment”) 

N/A 

Teaching 
encouraging 

reflection on 
professional 
practice 

89% 
(taught 

only) 

84% 
(“professional 

development”) 

N/A 

Clinical/practice 
supervision 

86% 
(taught 

only) 

84% 
(“supervision”) 

N/A 

Tutorial support 82% 
(taught 
only) 

N/A N/A 

Course enabling 

development of 
professional 
skills 

93% 

(taught 
only) 

84% 

(“professional 
development”) 

77% (Professional 

development skills) 

Course enabling 

development of 
independent 
research skills 

83% 

(taught 
only) 

86% (“research 

skills”) 

88% (“My skills in 

applying appropriate 
research 
methodologies, tools 
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and techniques have 
developed during my 

programme”) 

Overall 
satisfaction 

86% 
overall 

76% 
(“Satisfaction – 
Overall”) 

81% (Overall 
satisfaction) 

 

 

5.2.5 The results that are focussed on in this report are those that fall short 

of a 60% positive response rate. These are divided into three 

categories: Research; Taught and combined: 

Research 

i. Registration of your thesis (43%) 

ii. Annual Review process (47%) 

Taught 

iii. Cross-doctoral research seminars (38%) 

iv. Promptness of feedback (56%) 

Combined (Taught and research) 

v. Postgraduate Research Degrees Code of Practice (48%) 

vi. Quality of IT facilities (34%) 

vii. University Partner (41%) 

 

i. Registration of the thesis (administrative support) 

 
This question is only included on the ‘research’ questionnaire, as it does not apply to taught 

students: 

Please rate the following services in terms of their quality: Q3. Registration of your 
thesis (administrative support) 
 

For this question, 24 people responded but of those, one ticked the box ‘don’t know’ and 

therefore they did not provide a qualitative response to this question. Of the 23 who gave a 

qualitative response, 10 ticked either ‘excellent’ or ‘good’, producing a 43% positive response 

on this question. This is down by 17.24% on the previous year (2012/13), where the positive 

response was 52%. 

 

 

 

 

Before students can begin their research project, they must first register their research 

proposal with the Trust and the UEL. This is a lengthy process, involving Course-level, Trust-

level and UEL-level scrutiny. Guidance was developed in the 12/13 academic year on the 

Trust’s website, to support students through this process. There was also, in the beginning of 

the 2014/15 academic year, a workshop for students on the process of registration. Therefore 

Response 2013/14 2012/13 2011/12 

Total positive 
response 

(excellent + 
Good) 

43.48% 
(10/23) 

52.54% NEW 
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significant improvements have been made which may not have filtered through before the 

student survey took place.  

 

In addition, resources have been diverted to other areas of research degrees, which means 

that the day-to-day processing of student registrations may have been slightly neglected. For 

instance, although processes are in place to provide students with confirmation letters, there 

has been a significant delay in sending these out. In addition, student email queries regarding 

the process of registration may not have been responded to as quickly as should be the case. 

However, as stated in the UEL Quality Code, Directors of Study are responsible for supporting 

students through the process of registration. This leads to a major issue regarding 

registration: Students are not formally allocated supervisors until after their registration has 

been approved. 

Aside from this issue, it has been recognised, particularly in the PGR Annual Report for 

2013/14, that more engagement with supervisors is needed to ensure they are equipped with 

the information needed to carry out their supervisory duties as well as possible. This is 

endorsed by the response to the following question: 

Q32. How well do you feel your supervisors support you through the regulatory and 
procedural processes (e.g. registration/ethical approval/annual review/examination 
arrangements)?  

 
This question attracted a 52% positive response rate, which is down 28% on the previous 

year (2012/13) where the same question attracted a 73% positive response rate.  
 

These lower scores could reflect the fact that a number of students who believed that they 

were registered with the UEL when in fact they were not several years after pursuing their 

research. Although now processes are in place to ensure this does not happen again, this will 

have adversely affected their opinion of the registration process as they experienced it. 

RECOMMENDATION 2: Research Tutor Forum should consider support arrangements for 

students who are registering their proposal to ensure they have access to adequate 

‘supervisory’ support during the registration process. To report findings to TSRDSC for 

possible further action if needed. 

ii. Annual Review process 
 

This question is only included on the ‘research’ questionnaire, as it does not apply to taught 

students: 

Q 37. Did you find the Annual Review a helpful or an unhelpful process? 

Response:  
1=positive  
5=negative 2013/14 

 
2012/13 

 
2011/12 

Total positive 
response 

(1+2) 

47.06% 

(8/17) 

 
52.54% 

 
NEW 
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As you will see from the responses, there was an error in the questionnaire, where the 

responses available did not respond well to the question: the question requires a 

helpful/unhelpful answer whereas students were asked to provide a sliding scale of 1-4 from 

positive to negative. This means that the responses are slightly unreliable. 

In addition, the database did not provide for 5 responses – only four, and so when the 

responses were inputted, only responses to answers ‘1’ and ‘2’ can be taken as reliable. 

As only students who are ‘registered’ receive an annual review of their progress, within a year 

of registering and every year thereafter, six of the 23 respondents stated that they had not 

had an annual review and are therefore unable to provide an evaluation of the process. 

The positive response to this question is down 10% on the previous year (2012/13) where it 

attracted a 53% positive response.  

Currently, the Annual Reviews run on a Summer Term cycle. This means that students who 

may have registered at any point in the year, might have an annual review only a few months 

after they have registered where the annual review is of less value than when a student has 

been registered for nearer 12 months. This will be revisited once the Trust has purchased 

new student management information systems which are due to be implemented in the  

For the first time, an overview report was received by the TSRDSC, where the reports from 

the annual reviews were considered at a strategic level, of the chair’s reports from the annual 

reviews. Concerns around three themes emerged: Supervision; difficulties with ethical 

approval; and registration and/or enrolment time running out.  These issues have been 

considered within that report. The report concluded that annual reviews are used as an 

important process of supporting students. It may not always be apparent for students that 

this is the case, but it is used by the Trust appropriately to ensure students progress is being 

monitored and students are being adequately supported throughout their research. 

 

iii. Cross-doctoral research seminars 

 
This question is only included on the ‘taught’ questionnaire, as it does not apply to registered 

students: 

Q4: Have you found cross-doctoral research seminars on the course to be useful? 

Haven’t had an 

annual review 

26.09% 

(6/23) 

  

No answer 1   

Total (opinion) 
answers 17 
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Cross-doctoral research seminars were not offered in the 2013/14 academic year, and 

therefore this question was included in the questionnaire in error. The low number of positive 

responses may indicate that students did not know about it (for obvious reasons). Most 

students ticked ‘Not applicable’ (20/58) or provided no answer at all (30/58). Therefore there 

is little to surmise from the results to this question. 

Cross-Doctoral seminars are being provided in the 2014/15 academic year, and a programme 

has already been circulated to students and other interested parties. 

 

iv. Promptness of Feedback 
 

This question is only included on the ‘taught’ questionnaire, as it does not apply to registered 

students: 

Q6: Are you satisfied with the promptness of feedback on assessed course work leading to 

your award? 

 

 

 

 

 

Although the positive response for this question is not at an ideal level, it is an improvement 

of 19% on the previous (2012/13) year of 46.90%. 

Trust-wide improvements in this area have been made over the 2012/13 academic year, 

which is reflected in the survey results. Although there is obviously some work still to do, 

there is a clear improvement on the previous academic year. 

The Trust is currently in the process of purchasing licences for ‘Turnitin’ or a similar 

programme. This enables online marking, which is being phased in over the next two 

academic years. This should facilitate a faster turnaround time. 

v. Postgraduate Research Degrees Code of Practice 
 

 

Please rate the following services in terms of their quality: 

Q4. Postgraduate Research Degrees Code of Practice (Research) 
Q13. Postgraduate Research Degrees Code of Practice (Taught) 

 
Overall: 47.73% (21 responded positively out of 44 total responses) 

Response:  
1=positive  

5=negative 2013/14 

 
 

2012/13 

Total positive 

response (1+2) 

55.81% 

(24/43) 

46.90% 

‘Not applicable’ 13  

No answer 2  

Total answers 43  

 Research  Taught 

Response 2013/14 2012/13  2013/14 2012/13 
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*N.B. percentages are calculated out of the total number of answers to this question, excluding ‘N/A’ 
and ‘Don’t Know’ answers, as these are not expressing an opinion.  

This positive response rate is very similar to the previous year (2012/13) of 48%, and is a 

marginal improvement on the 2011/12 response of 46%. It is clear that the Code of Practice 

needs both improvement and promotion in order to meet the needs of the Research Degrees 

students. 

However, guidance web-pages, which have attracted a high positive response, were 

developed in the 2012/13 academic year, and to a large extent provide the function of the 

Code of Practice, in that they provide clear information and guidance on how to meet the 

regulations. 

RECOMMENDATION 3: Revisit the code of practice. Consider an additional question relating to 

the Code of Practice, and a clearer explanation of what the Code of Practice is, to ensure a 

fair response. 

vi. IT facilities 
 
Please rate the following services in terms of their quality: 

Q8. Quality of IT facilities (Research) 
Q16. IT facilities (Taught) 

 
Overall: 33.78% (25 responded positively out of 74 total responses) 

Total positive 

response 
(Excellent + 

Good) 
44.44% 
(8/18) 

 

47.58% 

 

50% 
(13/26) 

 

 
48.67% 

Don’t Know* 
20.83% 
(5/24) 

  
30 

 

No answer* 1   5  

Total (opinion) 
answers 18 

   
26 

 

Research 

Response 2013/14 2012/13 2011/12 2010/11 

Total positive 
response 

(Excellent + 
Good) 

31.58 
(6/19) 

 
 

52.1% 

 
 

45.8% 

 
 

60.3% 

Don’t Know* 
17.39 

(4/23) 
   

No answer* 1    

Total 

(opinion) 19 
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*N.B. percentages are calculated out of the total number of answers to this question, 

excluding ‘N/A’ and ‘Don’t Know’ answers, as these are not expressing an opinion.  

 

 
Please rate the following services in terms of their quality: 

Q7. Access to IT facilities (research only) 
 
Overall: 45% (9 responded positively out of 20 total responses) 

 

 

 

 

 

*N.B. percentages are calculated out of the total number of answers to this question, excluding ‘N/A’ 
and ‘Don’t Know’ answers, as these are not expressing an opinion.  
 

Although historically IT facilities have not achieved high positive responses, quality of IT 

facilities saw a significant drop in satisfaction in this survey. This could be due to the fact that 

continual improvements within the IT industry are difficult to keep pace with within a 

relatively small HE Institution. It is also the case that the student population is becoming 

more computer-literate and expectations of IT resources have increased. 

The Trust’s library has undergone a refurbishment over the Summer period, which includes 

greater provision of good quality computers. In addition, common rooms on the 2nd and 3rd 

answers* 

Taught 

Total positive 

response 
(Excellent + 

Good) 

34.55% 

(19/55) 

   

Don’t Know* 1    

No answer* 2    

Total 

(opinion) 
answers* 55 

   

Research 

Response 2013/14 2012/13 2011/12 

Total positive 
response 

(Excellent + 
Good) 

45% 
(9/20) 

50.84% NEW 

Don’t Know* 
16.67% 
(4/24) 

  

No answer 0   
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floor also provide access to a significant number of computers – albeit not of the highest 

quality.  

Although in the previous survey it was identified that students showed a frustration with 

encrypted USB stick that would then not work on their own computers. However, the Trust is 

currently in the process of purchasing licenses for Office 365 which would offer a solution to 

secure storage of research data that would be accessible via any device. 

vii. University Partner 

 
Q15. Do you feel that the University Partner meets your needs? (research) 

Q23. Do you feel that the University Partner meets your needs? (taught) 
 
Overall: 41.33% (31 responded positively out of 75 total responses) 

 
*N.B. percentages are 
calculated out of the 

total number of 
answers to this 
question. 

 

Although this 

question was revised 

in the previous 

(2012/13) survey, it is possible that the phrasing of this question is still not clear and 

helpfully constructed for analysis or students responding. The intention of revising the 

question in the previous survey was to recognise that students may not be dissatisfied with 

the role that the University partner plays, even though students did not feel that the 

University had a strong presence. It may be that the question would be better split into two 

parts to tease out what the students mean by their response to this question. 

The ‘neutral’ response must also be taken into account in this instance because if students 

are not concerned one way or the other, it indicates a contentedness with the current 

situation. The total number of students who feel ‘neutral’ about this question is 33%. The 

number of students who either feel satisfied (if one were to argue that ‘neutral’ is satisfied), 

would then amount to 80%. 

RECOMMENDATION 4: Review the question on the University Partner to ensure that the 

purpose and meaning of the question is that which is intended. 

6.0 Conclusion 

It is noteworthy that a number of questions attracting a low positive response are facilities 

and resource – related, which are receiving attention at a senior level, with a potential move 

of site currently under consideration in the long term. 

In terms of important areas such as learning and teaching, supervision and overall 

satisfaction, the PGR provision at the Trust continues to achieve high positive responses 

which generally benchmark favourably sector-wide.  

 Research  Taught 

Response:  
1=positive  

5=negative 2013/14 

 
 

2012/13 

 

2013/14 

 
 

2012/13 

Total positive 

response  
(1 + 2) 

29.17% 
(7/24) 

 

29.51% 

  

47.06% 
(24/51) 

 

36.28% 

No Answer* 0   7  

Total answers* 24   51  
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As previously noted, the low response rate on this years’ survey means that the results are 

not as reliable as previous years. It is recommended that there be a concerted effort in the 

2014/15 academic year to attract a higher response rate. 

The action plan this academic year is much lighter, reflecting the significant amount of 

improvement work that was carried out during the course of the 2013/14 academic year, as 

well as recognising that some areas that may have ordinarily engendered action are already 

receiving attention through other reports or agendas. 
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2014/15 PGR Student Survey Action Plan 

Concern Action Responsibilities Timeframe 

PGR Survey Response 

Rates 
 

RECOMMENDATION 1: 

Ensuring that the 
resources are in place to 
enable a coordinated and 

planned effort in the 
14/15 academic year, 

taking into account 
comments in the PGR 
Student Survey Overview 

Report 13/14 under item 
4.9 

 

Lead: Quality Assurance 

Officer 
Overseen: AG&QA / 
TSRDSC / Head of AG&QA 

April 2015 

Supervision support for 

students undergoing 
registration 

RECOMMENDATION 2: 

Research Tutor Forum 
should consider support 
arrangements for 

students who are 
registering their proposal 

to ensure they have 
access to adequate 
‘supervisory’ support 

during the registration 
process. To report 

findings to TSRDSC for 
possible further action if 
needed. 

 

Lead: Chair of TSRDSC 

Overseen: AG&QA / 
TSRDSC 
Support: Quality 

Assurance Officer 

August 2015 

Code of Practice RECOMMENDATION 3: 

Revisit the code of 
practice. Consider an 

additional question 
relating to the Code of 

Lead: Quality Assurance 

Officer 
Overseen: AG&QA / 

TSRDSC 

August 2015 
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Practice, and a clearer 

explanation of what the 
Code of Practice is, to 
ensure a fair response 

University Partner RECOMMENDATION 4: 
Review the question on 

the University Partner to 
ensure that the purpose 

and meaning of the 
question is that which is 
intended. 

 

Lead: Quality Assurance 
Officer 

Overseen: AG&QA / 
TSRDSC 

April 2015 

 


