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INTRODUCTION
OKIO stands for OpleidingsKommisie Industrieel Ontwerpen and is the Board of Studies of our faculty. It is a
committee, required by the Higher Education and Research Act (Wet op het Hoger onderwijs en Wetenschappelijk
onderzoek - WHW), that advises the Board of Education (BoE) and (indirectly) the dean of a faculty regarding
(quality of) education, see Figure 1. The Board of Studies (BoS) has mainly had advisory powers but since 2017
also reached right of approval on a number of aspects, increasing its importance in quality assurance of education.
Board of Studies are typically consulted on the Teaching and Examination Regulations and annually they assess
the manner in which these regulations are implemented. In other words, the Board of Studies gives advice, solicited
and unsolicited, about the quality of the study programme’s education.
The OKIO is the joint Board of studies for all 4 programmes of the Faculty of Industrial Design Engineering: the
Bachelor and the three Masters: Integrated Product Design (IPD), Design for Interaction (DfI), and Strategic
Product Design (SPD). The aim of the OKIO’s advice, as for Board of Studies in general, is to contribute to the
quality of all these programmes with regard to the content of the education, the type(s) of education and the
organisation of and communication regarding the education. The OKIO gives advice on request as well as on its
own initiative (unsolicited advice), the latter being more emphasized since last academic year. Sometimes the
advice is aimed at a specific course, but mainly the advice is overarching and regarding a whole programme.
Since our bachelor programme is being revised, OKIO advice last year and this year is most focussed on this
programme.
This report provides an annual overview of the OKIO’s activities and results. It has been written primarily for the
parties being advised, but also for other stakeholders and interested parties. These include co-advisory parties,
including the Faculty Student Council (FSC), the Board of Examiners (BEx) and new members of the OKIO for
the next academic year(s). Chapter 2 describes the goals, the members and the working method of the OKIO
for 2017/2018. Chapters 3-7 each zooms in on one of the goals of the OKIO for 2017/2018: Chapter 3 describes
the legal changes and their implications for the OKIO, Chapter 4 provides an overview of the advice provided on
request, Chapter 5 summarises this year’s unsolicited advice, Chapter 6 describes the developments regarding our
advice from last academic year and in Chapter 7 we propose guidelines and criteria for improved recruitment of
OKIO members. The report ends with a conclusion containing action points and possible goals for the OKIO next
year, Chapter 8.
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Figure 1 - Board of Studies (of which OKIO is one) as part of the TU Delft organisation
(based on presentation ‘Training Opleidingscommissies’, TU Delft 2017)
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OKIO 2017-2018
2.1

GOALS

As a result of the legal changes for this academic year, Board of Studies are adviced to compose an annual plan at
the beginning of each academic year. In this annual plan the OKIO has formulated 5 goals:
• Give requested advice, including:
• Bachelor Revision
• Implementation Master semester IV
• Educational accreditation
• OER/TER

• Give unsolicited advice
• Selected theme: Research and Education

• Get insights in Legal changes for Board of Studies and what they imply
• Improve recruitment of new educational staff and student members and continuation
• Monitor developments regarding advice 2016-2017
The complete annual plan futhermore contains a meeting schedule and a budget.

Silje Dehli
President

Marinka Roest
Bachelor

Leona van
der Linden
DFI

Stijn Bakker
SPD

Manon Borgstijn
Secretary

Avelien Husen
Vice President

Annemiek
van Boeijen
Bachelor

Gert Pasman
DFI

Milene
Gonçalves
SPD

Wilfred van
der Vegte
IPD

Figure 2 - Members of the OKIO 2017-2018.
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2.2

MEMBERS

The OKIO consists of 5 educational staff members, 5 student members and a supporting secretary, see Figure 2
for this years’ members. At the start of the academic year 2017-2018 1 new educational staff and 4 new student
members were appointed (marked with * in the list below). Student members are appointed for the duration of 1
year whereas educational staff members since 2017 can be appointed for 3 years. All members can be appointed
for a second term. i.d education is responsible for recruiting student members whilst educational staff members are
appointed by the dean, as determined in the Faculty regulations. Each member of the OKIO has been assigned
to the portfolio of one of the four educational programmes. For this academic year the OKIO did not succeed in
appointing a student member assigned to the IPD portfolio and when the term of the educational staff member
assigned to the same portfolio ended on 1 May, the vacancy was not filled for the remainder of this academic year.

Educational staff					
Silje Dehli 			

Chairman

Annemiek van Boeijen 		

Bachelor portfolio

Gert Pasman 			

Master DfI portfolio

Milene Gonçalves *		

Master SPD portfolio

Wilfred van der Vegte 		

Master IPD portfolio		

(untill 1 May 2018)

Students
Avelien Husen *			

Vice-chairman

Marinka Roest *			

Bachelor portfolio

Leona van der Linden *		

Master DfI portfolio

Stijn Bakker * 			

Master SPD portfolio

Secretary
Manon Borgstijn

2.3

METHOD OF WORKING

This section describes how the OKIO has worked; the frequency of meetings, the approach to requests from other
gremia and the way of working regarding the unsolicited advice.

Internal meetings and contact with requestors of advice
In 2017-2018, the OKIO met twice a month for 45 minutes, 18 times in total. In addition, there was an introductory
meeting in September and a closing lunch in July. During the internal meetings, both requested and unsolicited
advice were discussed.
In contrast to last year, guests were at times invited to the OKIO meetings, mainly on their own initiative and in
order to react on our provided advice. Additionally, the OKIO has continued its initiative from last year with ‘start of
the year’ and ‘end of the year’ drinks with members of the BoE, quality assurance, the BEx and FSC. This is done
in order to keep the good contact and an on-going open dialogue with the parties seeking advice and co-advisory
parties. In-between these drinks sub-teams within the OKIO have maintained contact with these parties and the
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OKIO has provided requested advice, both in meetings as well as through written responses.

Approach requested advice
Underneatch, the general approach regarding requested advice is listed.
• Receive request and put it on agenda
• Study received documents - all or allocated members individually - and send personal reaction to the OKIO
member made responsible for gathering input (mostly the chair)
• Clustering and combining reactions by individual members by the responsible OKIO member
• Discussing the combined reactions by multilple or all members of the OKIO during a meeting, and drawing up
advice and input
• Informing the requestor by means of a formal reaction, mostly followed up by a face to face discussion between
requestor and (members of) the OKIO
• Monitor developments regarding the given advice

Approach unsolicited advice
As a result of the new approach implemented in 2016-2017, the OKIO has been able to pay more attention to
unsolicited advice. To this end, the OKIO has adopted the following approach:
• Brainstorming on subjects that play a role in education and that could serve as a starting point for unsolicited
advice
• Working out most promising topics in sub teams according to each member’s preferences and expertise
• Choosing topic during ‘start of the year’ drinks with the dean, members of BoE, FSC and BEx
• Conducting small studies and discussing with non-members regarding the selected topic
• Sharing interim results with all members in between OKIO meetings, at times sharing interim results with other
parties
• Discussing results, drawing conclusions and setting up advice during OKIO meetings
• Documenting results and advice and sharing this both in writing and orally with the dean, members of BoE, FSC
and BEx during ‘end of the year’ drinks.
The brainstorming led to 3 themes that are further explained in Chapter 5 of this annual report. The small studies
and discussions that led to this requested advice can be found in the report ‘Unsolicited advice on research in the
IDE bachelor’ (May, 2018).

8

LEGAL CHANGES AND IMPLICATIONS
3.1

INTRODUCTION

As mentioned in the main introduction, a BoS has been provided increased powers by changes in the Higher
Education and Research Act. These legal changes have implications for the OKIO and also for the procedure of
requested approval. The latter has been implemented in the new Faculty regulations of 2017. In this chapter we
describe the legal changes and discuss their implications for our BoS.

3.2 LEGAL CHANGES
To learn more about the legal changes regarding the Boards of Studies, the chair of the OKIO attended a TU-wide
information and discussion session organized by Education and Student affairs. During this session the following
changes were addressed:
• A BoS has the right of approval / advisory powers on the following parts of the Teaching and Examination
Regulations (OER/TER):
• Way of evaluating
• Content graduation directions
• Final qualifications (knowledge, insight and skills)
• Arrangements of practical exercises
• Studyload programme and courses
• If a MSc can contain more than 60 EC
• Selection on special trajectory in programme

• A BoS is entitled to invite the Director of Studies/Dean to discuss intended policies at least twice a year
• A BoS is a formal representative body, implying:
• Elections, deviation possible in faculty regulations. To be established yearly.
• Regulations for internal business (self)
• Choosing a chair from their midst

• A BoS is entitled to the following facilities and education:
• Reasonable facilities, at least administrative, financially and legally
• Budget for education, to be established yearly by Dean and BoS together

3.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR OKIO
Right of approval
Within the TU Delft it is advised to make use of the right of approval only when changes are made, e.g. when a
program or course is revised, when the Teaching and Examination Regulations are altered, etc. Futhermore, for
some of the aspects on which the right of approval applies in theory, it will probably never apply in practice. For
instance, if an MSc programme can contain more than 60 EC has to be approved by the ministry.
Aspects on which the OKIO has had a right of approval this year:
• The programmes’ objective / The programmes’ final attainment levels - OER/TER Art 3 and 4,
• Composition of the programmes when it comes to study load - OER Art 10 and TER Art 8
• Evaluation of the study programmes - OER Art 11 OER and TER Art 8b - including:
• Handbook for quality assurance (when changed)
• Yearly Programme of activities of quality assurance
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Invitation Director of Studies/Dean
The OKIO already invites the Director of Studies and the Dean to at least two events a year so this legal change
did not directly have an impact on the way we work.

Formal representative body
Elections
As for most of the TU Delft faculties, the Faculty of Industrial Design Engineering has decided not to recruit
members for the BoS through elections but to continue the current recruitment procedure. This decision is
incorporated in the Faculty regulations. The OKIO does however suggest to improve this recruitment procedure, for
more information on this see Chapter 7.
Regulations for internal business
As part of the legal changes all Board of Studies are “required” to compose a set of regulations for internal
business, (article 9.31, clause 7, WHW). The OKIO based these regulations on a TU-wide model and the
regulations have been approved by the dean.

Facilities and education
Facilities
The OKIO already has an appointed secretary which covers our administrative rights. This year for the first time
a yearly budget was drafted by the OKIO and approved by the Dean. The budget covers costs for representation,
material, arrangements as well as team-building activities. This year’s OKIO budget and financial results can be
found in Appendix A.
Budget for education
The OKIO has suggested to budget these costs as variable per year as the actual educational costs depend on
which activities are available in a particular year. For example, this year only one seminar was interesting to attend
and unfortunately no OKIO member could join due to the short notice.
TU-wide a training for Board of Study members was developed two years ago. However, this training was not
provided this academic year. From next year onwards the training will be changed into an information and
discussion session, primarily directed at new members. This session is free of charge.
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REQUESTED ADVICE
4.1

INTRODUCTION

During the academic year 2017-2018 a total of 14 different topics were submitted to the OKIO for advice and/
or approval. These topics were communicated through documents, meetings, sessions etc. The requests mainly
addressed developments concerning the new Semester IV of the three master programmes and the Bachelor
Revision, but also topics such as the upcoming Educational Accreditation and the Plan of Approach regarding the
previous Midterm review. In addition, the OKIO received several other documents for information.

4.2

OVERVIEW OF REQUESTED ADVICE

Table 1 (next page) presents an overview of all requests that were received by the OKIO this academic year with
information on topic, who requested the advice, when the advice was requested, what was requested and how the
reaction was delivered to the requestor.
In addition to these requests the OKIO has received several documents for information on topics such as ‘Design
visualization in the new bachelor’ by the drawing staff, final versions of documents regarding the Bachelor Revision,
‘Program of activities 1718’, the annual report on Quality of Education 2016-2017, and ‘Evaluation of Brightspace’
by Quality Assurance (for our reaction on the latter see Appendix I).

4.3

CONCLUSION

Following a procedure that was initiated last year, most of the advice has been delivered this year orally in
discussion with the requestor. Overall, this has been perceived by both parties as being preferable in terms of
efficiency. However, less advice has been officially written down on paper.
While the overall communication thus has certainly been improved over the last two years, the OKIO would like to
receive more information on how its advice is being actually processed, in order to get better insights into its own
effectiveness as an advisory body. Additionally, the OKIO also voices its concerns that sometimes its portfolios
are not represented well enough when it comes to requested advice on specific topics. This goes in particular
for the educational staff members, who sometimes express that their comments are mainly based on personal
experiences and opinions and therefore might not completely reflect the specific portfolio they should ‘represent’.
Networking more and taking more time to consult with fellow teachers on requested topics could be a way to
improve this. However, then these tasks need higher priority and possibly more time allocated to them. When it
comes to student representation, the three years of the Bachelor programme are currently covered by just one
member. Considering the size and impact of this program as well as the number of students in it, this seem to be
understaffed when compared to the three master programs.
Finally, the OKIO noticed this year that many trajectories within the faculty were running behind schedule, resulting
in, at times, final results that were delivered at such a late stage they actually could or were compromising the
quality of education. Examples this year: Master semester IV, Engineering variant IPD/SPD (MAVA), and to
some extent Accreditation and Bachelor revision. There can be many different reasons for these delays, such as
poor project management, slow decision-making, capacity, priority, communication, competence etc. The OKIO
expresses its concerns about this development and would thus like to stress this as a point of attention for our
faculty to find the reasons for these delays and to work on ways for improvement.
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Nr

Subject

Requestor

Request

Delivery

1.

Decentrale selectie

Bachelor coordinator Sylvia

• Reaction on received

• Orally

procedure

Mooij,

Evalution Study succes

BoE via Ellen Bos,

email

September 2017
2.

September 2017
3.

4.
5.

Bachelor Revision Manifesto

• Reaction on concept letter • Orally in discussion
to CVB

Project group via Sylvia

with requestor

• Input based on

• Orally in discussion

Mooij,

presentation during OKIO

September 2017

meeting

Plan of approach

Nel Pouw,

Educational Accreditation

November 2017

• Reaction on received

Mooij,

bachelor curriculum’

December 2017

• Orally in discussion

documents

Bachelor Revision - Concept Project team via Sylvia
Report ‘Vision for new

with requestor

with requestor

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

document

with requestor and in
writing,
see Appendix B

6.

Semester IV master - Rubric Project team via Ellen Bos,
graduation project

January 2018

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

document and input

with member of project

during work session

team and in writing,
see Appendix C

Project team via Arjen

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

Jansen,

document and input

with requestor and

April 2018

during work session

members of OKIO and
FSC

Project team via Arjen
Jansen,

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

document

with requestor and in

May 2018

writing,
see Appendix C

7.

Semester IV master - Setup

Project team via Ellen Bos,

& time aspect in assessment

January 2018

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

documents and input

with requestor,

during work session

members of project
group, OKIO and FSC

Project team via Ellen Bos,
March 2018

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

document/prosposal

with requestor and in
writing,
see Appendix D

Table 1 - Overview of all requests to which the OKIO responded in 2017-2018.

2
1

3

September

12

October

4

5

November

December

6

7

January

Febr

ruary

Nr

Subject

Requestor

Request

Delivery

8.

Bachelor Revision - Internal

Project team via Sylvia

• Reaction on received

• Orally in discussion

analysis of the current BSc

Mooij,

9.

document

programme

March 2018

Plans of Actions - for the
short and long run on the
degree programmes

BoE via Nel Pouw,

with requestor and in
writing (unofficial email)

• Reaction on received

March 2018

document

• In writing,
see Appendix E.Also
discussed with
members of the BoE in
OKIO meeting

10.

Bachelor Revision - Update
phase 4

Project team via Sylvia

• Input based on

• Orally in discussion

Mooij,

presentation during OKIO

with members project

April 2018

meeting

team and in writing,
see Appendix F

11.

OER/TER (including SPD
final attainment levels)

BEx via Jana Stantcheva,

• Reaction on received

April/May 2018

documents

• In writing,
see Appendix G

• Approval of parts of the
content
12.

Bachelor Revision - Final
attainment levels

Project team via Sylvia

• Input based on

• Orally in discussion

Mooij,

presentation as part of

with participants of

May 2018

Kitchen session III

kitchen session

Project team via Sylvia

• Input based on

• In two subsequent work

Mooij,

presentation as part of

sessions with member

June 2018

Kitchen session III

of project team and
chair of OKIO

13.

MAVA IPD/SPD

BoE via Arjen Jansen

• Reaction on received

June 2018
14

documents

Transition rules TPO /

BoE via Ellen Bos

Modelling

July 2018

• In writing,
see Appendix H

• Reaction on received

• In writing via email

documents

Table 1 (cont.) - Overview of all requests to which the OKIO responded in 2017-2018.

8
7

6
9

March

10

11

April

6

12

May

12

13

June

14

July

Figure 3 - Timing of
all requests in 20172018.
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UNSOLICITED ADVICE ON RESEARCH IN
THE IDE BACHELOR
5.1

INTRODUCTION

Starting in 2016-2017, the OKIO has taken the initiative to give unsolicited advice to the Board of Education on
a specific topic that is considered to be relevant for education. After an internal brainstorm three potential topics
were identified: (1) Communication in IDE education, (2) Personal Development and (3) Research in Education.
These were then presented and discussed in an informal setting with members of the OD, the exam committee
and the dean. Together it was decided that, in light of the current development of a new bachelor program, the
most relevant topic to work on for this academic year would be Research in Education, with a specific focus
on its position in the current and new bachelor. The initial brainstorm results regarding the discarded topic of
Communication in IDE education can be found in Appendix J.
In this annual report the OKIO presents the resulting advice, listed as three disclaimers that summarize our main
recommendations regarding research in the new bachelor program: 1) Provide a clear vision and focus the content,
2) Motivate students and increase the link with faculty research(ers), and 3) Enhance the distinction with design
bachelors at universities of applied science. A full description of the study, including the insights on which these
recommendations are based, can be found in the report ‘Unsolicited advice on research in the IDE bachelor’ (OKIO
May, 2018). Furthermore a summary of the discussion held regarding this advice with the dean, members of the
BoE and BEx is presented.

5.2

ADVICE ON RESEARCH FOR THE NEW BACHELOR CURRICULUM

Provide a clear vision and focus the content
• Define a clear terminology and make it consistent throughout the programme, meaning that teachers,
researchers and students are all on the same page when it comes to the used terms. It should be taken into
account that we are probably dealing with courses in both Dutch and English. A suggestion in relation to this is to
include definitions of the used terminology of courses in a (shared) glossary (or another form).
• Based on the context in which research is conducted, we suggest to distinguish two main categories, which we
labelled as 1) Design/Applied Research and 2) Scientific Research.
Design/Applied research is conducted within the context of a specific design process by people who are (being
trained as) designers. It involves collecting empirical data, which after analysis should be directly applicable
to or have a clear impact on the design activities within this process. The results of design research are
communicated through reports, presentations etc. to members of the design team, who also are responsible for
assessing the quality of the research.
Scientific research, by contrast, is conducted within the context of a specific scientific domain by people who
are (being trained as) researchers. It also involves collecting empirical data, which after analysis should have
a clear relevance to and/or direct impact on the existing body of theories and knowledge within this domain.
The results of scientific research are communicated through presentations, papers etc. to other members of the
scientific community at conferences, in journals etc., while its quality is assessed by scientific peers, who should
be independent of the scientists who have conducted the research.
While there are clear differences between the two types in terms of objectives, applicability, generalizability etc.,
they do rely for the most part on the same basic activities (prepare, conduct, analyse and use) and share certain
methods and techniques, such as interviews and observations (see Figure 3).
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• The OKIO suggests focusing totally on design/applied research in the new bachelor program when it comes to
skills on the levels “apply” through possibly “create” (Blooms Revised Taxonomy). In our view this would ensure
that students reach a higher proficiency level regarding these skills than in the current programme. Next to that
emphasis should be put on how to make use of outcomes from scientific research in the design process. In order
to do the latter properly, students need knowledge of what scientific research is and how it differs from design/
applied research, corresponding to the skill level “understand” (Blooms Revised Taxonomy). Additionally, this
could help developing a stronger ‘academic’ mind-set distinguishing our students from students at universities of
applied science.
• It is important for the understanding of students that they explicitly learn what kind of research they are doing
during a course and why. For this purpose, and related to our point on clear and consistent terminology, a clear
vision and possibly a visualisation of this should be developed.
• Conducting scientific research could be part of an elective so students that might be interested can prepare
themselves for a more research-oriented path later on.
• Focus more on preparation and execution of internet-based research and literature research that students
are already familiar with, to make these two more effective and valuable. Provide clear do’s and don’ts for the
use of internet. Teach students how to read, what to read, how to combine information from different sources
and how to evaluate what they read. This is all directed at developing a critical attitude towards the validity
and applicability of existing (scientific) research and increasing the skill of combining knowledge to get to new
insights for the development of a design (corresponding to the skill levels “understand”, “analyze” and “evaluate”
(Blooms Revised Taxonomy)).
• Put more emphasis on making use of (proper) research in argumentation and communication of design work.
Additionally, it could be interesting to promote and teach new ways of communicating the outcomes of research,
other than a report or (scientific) paper. For example, let students present them with videos instead of quoted
text and test to what extent this reinforces their findings. Make sure to explain the importance of the link between
the intended audience and the type of communication to use.

Figure 3 - Overview of elements of research such as context, activities, methods/techniques and tools.
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Motivate students and increase the link with faculty research(ers)
• Make students aware of the research that is done at the faculty and the different kind of expertise we have inhouse from the start of their study. Try to connect students and researchers more through courses, projects, etc.,
in order to use this knowledge as part of their design research. This seems especially important, as being able to
identify and contact relevant scientists within the context of a design project seems to be an aspect on which we
can distinguish ourselves from design programmes at universities of applied science. Ways of improving the link
between students and researchers could be, among others:
• Discussing and applying theory, derived from research in the faculty in courses. Additionally, students should learn the
language (distinctions, terminology) that is used in the domain of the research.
• Using researchers from the faculty more as lecturers in courses
• Connecting design projects to ongoing research in the faculty.
• Arranging other interventions between students and researchers like the BEP knowledge cafes or by letting students
interview a researcher at the faculty as part of practicing interview skills.

• Always teach research activities and methods in the context of design projects and let students conduct the
whole cycle of activities, from prepare to use, from the start of the program. In this way students immediately
get aware of the value of research (only experienced when its results are useful and applied in their own design
process) and as a consequence become motivated to do it again. The shift should thus be from a focus on
execution to focus on the cycle as a whole.
• Strive to get students out of the building to gather knowledge in the field from day one of the program. In order
to do so it might be necessary to increase facilitation of performing research in certain contexts. Additionally,
support students to get out of their comfort zone and experience the value of studying people, processes,
phenomena etc. in real life, for example through observations and interviews.
• Tools and methods are the means to gain knowledge, either existing or new, and some of these tools are
rapidly changing, e.g. interface prototyping based on state of the art software. Therefore, focus in teaching and
assessment should be on what students achieve by using a tool, rather than on the (‘appropriate’) use of a
specific tool itself.
• Seek inspiration from a broad range of bachelor programmes in and outside of the (industrial) design domain
and collect ‘best practices’. For instance, we had a brief look at 3ME but were unable to detect best practices
from their programmes. In the experience of students at this faculty, they do not have a lot of interaction with
the researchers as most of the research projects are classified. When students are allowed to work on research
projects, this opportunity is offered to students with high grades.

Enhance the distinction with design bachelors at universities of applied science
Especially when choosing to focus on design/applied research in our new bachelor programme, the need to
distinguish from design programmes at universities of applied sciences, in other ways than by the nature of
research, is important. Our previous recommendation to increase the link between our research(ers) and students
is one of the aspects that could be used to distinguish from e.g. IPO and IDE at HHS. Further recommendations on
how to possibly do this according to the OKIO are:
• Put emphasis on performing design/applied research as part of open, dynamic, multi-level and thus complex
design challenges. In general the skill of being able to think systematically, consciously and to alternate between
top-down and bottom-up approaches seems to be a way in which to distinguish from design programmes at
universities of applied science.
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• Enhance the self-sufficiency of students in general, and in conducting design/applied research specifically. This
could be done e.g. by having design coaches not explaining and teaching the student everything in detail but
asking questions to help students learn more independently, see our Unrequested advice 2016/2017.
• Develop e.g. a blueprint or cookbook that the staff can use when developing and providing education for the new
bachelor programme, in order to safeguard and to enhance the academic level of our courses.

5.3

DISCUSSION

A ‘drinks and discussion’ event was organized to discuss with the dean, members of the BoE, BEx and FSC
regarding the OKIO’s unsolicited advice. Unfortunately, the FSC was eventually not presented during the
discussion. The participants were divided in groups each discussing one of the main unsolicited advices. The
following section summarizes the conclusions of each group discussion.

Provide a clear vision and focus the content
Participants in this discussion group were BoE member Arjen Jansen, BEx member Marielle Creusen, and OKIO
members Manon Borgstijn, Avelien Husen and Gert Pasman.
From the discussion the following points of attention are:
• Make sure to clearly and consistently explain from the start of the Bsc program what research is, what types of
research there are and what its value is for designing.
• Provide clear exampels of what is considered as good and valuable research and what is not.
• All parcicipants agreed with the advice not to include scientific research in the new Bsc program, with an elective
as a possible exception.
• A clear framework, including terminology, should be supplied to teachers and coaches and be applied throughout
the whole faculty.
• Pay attention to academic writing as an important means to communicate research (results), but explore more
visual, designerly approaches as well.

Motivate students and increase the link with faculty research(ers)
Participants in this discussion group were dean Ena Voute, BoE members Sylvia Mooij, Ellen Bos and Nel Pouw,
and OKIO members Marinka Roest, Stijn Bakker and Milene Gonçalves.
This discussion was started by distinguishing what research may entail at the bachelor level: Design research
and Scientific research. The participants agreed that in the early years of following a design education, it is more
meaningful to motivate students to embrace design research skills and opportunities. Along the development years
of their education, scientific research can become more prominent, especially during the master programs.
From the discussion the following points of attention are:
• It would be useful to integrate testimonies from previous students and past experiences where research was
applied the bachelor (in BEP or other courses).
• A possible way to motivate students to embrace research is by getting them out of the comfort zone, in terms of
project briefs. In this way, answers cannot simply be retrieved from Google, and students will be driven to seek
for first-hand experiences and answers.
• Another suggestion is to ask relevant researchers to present their work in lectures, as previously mentioned
before. Nevertheless, this requires that the information is already “digested” and conveyed in a meaningful way
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to students.
• As the previous point suggests, there is a disconnection between the way researchers have to communicate
within the academic community and the way students need to consume knowledge. This disconnection happens
both in terms of language style but also by a predominance of textual form (rather than visual). As a possible
suggestion to cope with this, one could find inspiration from TED talks, where complex insights are conveyed in
compelling stories, easily understood.
• Examples from Master courses can inspire Bachelor courses: for instance, Consumer Research brings experts
from related organisations to discuss how to combine research into direct feedback on results, by using cocreation (Stijn’s example). Design and research agencies could be invited to give lectures, or more informally,
come for workshops or conversations with students.
• Ultimately, these strategies may only happen if we are able to communicate the value of research more explicitly
to students, so that they feel compelled to seek links with the faculty researchers and learn from them.

Enhance the distinction with design bachelors at universities of applied science
Participants in this discussion group were BoE members Ruud Balkenende and Giulia Calabretta, BEx member
Jana Stantcheva, and OKIO members Silje Dehli and Annemiek van Boeijen.
From the discussion the following points of attention are:
• Improve the academic level of the curriculum; the members of the discussion agreed that this is needed anyway;
• Include students from applied universities in a feedback study (not only lecturers and researchers);
• Include in the content of (all) courses related conceptual frameworks (theory behind certain principles, models,
methods etc.), and (in line with this) pay attention to the why (why do the students need to know/apply certain
methods, theory etc.);
• Offer open and/or wicked problems in the design briefs/assignments;
• Include in the new bachelor not only the learning goals scientific writing and reporting, but also reading (scientific
papers), which means that students also learn to judge the relevance and credibility of scientific information (e.g.
(statistical) data, theories, models, frameworks);
• Improve reporting competences by e.g. providing a standard structure for reporting that replace process reports
(the last form is often very general and lacking content). This is done at other faculties of our university and
already in some courses (Form X provides a scientific based structure for final evaluation of students’ designs);
• Research should not only be used as arguments afterwards to back up decisions made during the design
process but also be used to apply in an early stage; designs can also emerge from and be based on a specific
theory found and selected in an early stage in the design process. Currently, students are not well enough
equipped to make use of research in both the process of designing and the substantiation and argumentation of
a design.
• Check if the current assessment process tunes with the ambition to enhance the distinction with the bachelors of
applied sciences.
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5.4

CONCLUSION

From the activities reported in this chapter the OKIO concluded the following:
• The informal meetings, initiated and organized by the OKIO, are positively received by other (organizational)
bodies within the faculty. This also makes the position and role of the OKIO stronger and more visible within the
faculty.
• Presenting and discussing plans and ideas with members of other (organizational) bodies is useful and highly
appreciated by the BoE and the faculty management team (MT).
• This annual report with the discussion points regarding Research in the IDE bachelor brings the topic back on
the BoE agenda.
• The interest in the advice by some members of the Bachelor Revision project group (directly after the discussion
and drinks session) shows the relevance of the OKIO’s advice.
The OKIO concludes that a continuation of unsolicited (pro-active) advice is useful for various forums and should
be continued (when time allows).
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DEVELOPMENTS REGARDING ADVICE 16-17
6.1

INTRODUCTION

One of the goals of this year’s annual plan was to actively monitor the development and impact of the advices
provided in the previous academic year 2016-2017. However, due to the high workload caused by this year’s
requested and unsolicited advice, less effort has been put into this than planned.

6.2

COLLABORATION WITH EXTERNAL PARTIES AND I.P. RIGHTS

Regarding the new ‘setup’ of collaboration with external parties in education and the transition of I.P. rights within
this collaboration, the OKIO was updated on its development directly by Michelle Nahumury of the IDE Valorization
department. The valorization team has tried to improve the balance between benefits for students and benefits for
external parties as advised by the OKIO. Furthermore, communication material has been updated, e.g. by adding
visuals and using less legal jargon in order for students to actually understand what they sign, as the OKIO strongly
advised. Members of the OKIO were invited to a lecture in the master course Advanced Embodiment Design, in
which the new set-up was presented, but unfortunately nobody could attend.
The OKIO will keep monitoring this topic and is still concerned about the fact that students have to sign an
agreement for multiple projects at once, and additionally, its consequences regarding publishing work e.g. in a
portfolio.

6.3

UNSOLICITED ADVICE REGARDING COACHING

The minutes of the BoE state that the following points from the unsolicited advice 2016-2017 regarding Coaching
will be taken into account in the current revision of the Bachelor:
• Making the role of the teacher/coach more explicit in courses,
• increasing the autonomy of students,
• improving the coherence of courses and learning lines.
Furthermore, assessor and coach being separate roles will be taken into account in the master courses.
As the OKIO has been regularly updated and invited to discussions on the revision of the Bachelor it is clear that
these points are indeed taken into consideration and will become of more importance in the later phases of the
revision process. Whether the different roles of assessor and coach has been considered in any of the master
courses is unknown to the OKIO.

6.3

CONCLUSION

The OKIO considers the monitoring of advice important as, from the feedback, the OKIO can improve the quality of
the advice; its effectiveness and efficiency. However, even though the informal dialogue with requestors of advice
is improving, the OKIO receives few formal updates regarding the actual impact of its provided advice. This is
something that could be improved, but takes effort from all (organizational) bodies involved. One option might be to
invite requestors to OKIO meetings to discuss the progress related to a specific advice
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RECRUITMENT
7.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter briefly reports guidelines for the recruitment of new OKIO members. Reason for this is the
experienced difficulties in the process of recruitment. As a result and as mentioned in Chapter 2, this year the
OKIO was missing members. Additionally, some (educational staff) members experienced not having enough
time to spend on OKIO tasks in some periods of the year. Despite the formal procedure, which is determined and
described in the Faculty regulations, article 7, the OKIO believes that for the recruitment it is not communicated
clearly enough who is responsible for doing what and when.
Problems regarding the occupation are:
• Members coming and going which might result in low commitment and influences the continuity from year to
year. We have seen examples of this with both educational staff members, having too many other tasks, and
student members, doing an internship or starting graduation.
• Not enough members to do the work resulting in delays in planning and response time in addition to advice
based on the experience and opinion of merely part of the OKIO.
• Recruitment of educational staff members with little experience and knowledge of our education and thereby
in our view not well qualified. For instance, an educational staff member of a department should be selected
preliminary for his or her ability to assure and increase the quality of education, and not (as was mentioned at
times) to increase his or her visibility within the faculty.
The main issue in our view is unclear communication about the role and relevance of the OKIO as a whole and of
its members, and unawareness and unclear communication between stakeholders involved in the procedure of
appointment. As a result, ad hoc decisions are made which the OKIO cannot anticipate on. As stated in the Faculty
regulations departments (and maybe other parties within the faculty).

7.2 GUIDELINES
To ensure a complete and qualified OKIO team we propose the dean to communicate clear guidelines for the
recruitment procedure.

Educational staff
• Start the search for new members at least three months prior to the set starting date.
• Use a set of criteria for the recruitment of candidates (see 7.3).
• Communicate the general ‘raison d’etre’ of the OKIO together with an overview of the official procedure, see an
example in Figure 4, and the criteria for appointing a candidate to the departments.
• Organize a meeting with head of department(s) and the OKIO to discuss the candidates prior to appointment, as
suggested in Figure 4.

Students
• Start the search for new members at least three months prior to the set starting date.
• Recruit students via a stand during the IDay event, at the same times as FSC members are recruited. The
commissioner of Education Bachelor of the ID Board (and vice president of the OKIO) will be responsible for the
recruitment of new student members.
• Present the OKIO during the master Identity Days in the second semester.
• Use testimonials from former OKIO student members, explaining the benefits of being part of OKIO. The student
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members will also receive one ‘RAS maand’ for their work in the OKIO.
• Communicate clearly the criteria for and the implications of being a member of the OKIO. This means that the
students will also be a committee member of ID education together with the FSC and both commissioners of
Education of ID.

Figure 4 - Overview of suggested recruitment process, and involved stakeholders, of educational staff members for the OKIO
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7.3 CRITERIA
Below some criteria and suggestions for the recruitment of candidates are given, divided into educational staff and
students.

Educational staff
• The member has at least two years of experience in education (bachelor and/or one of the masters).
• The member is passionate for or interested in (the quality of) education.
• The member has an overview and broad understanding of all the four curricula (programmes).
• The member has a background in design and/or in research, depending on the background of other educational
staff members as the OKIO needs a balanced mix.
• The member is available for at least 2 hours per week (average load) to execute tasks (mostly reading and
reacting on provided information) and small studies, and can be a member for 3 years.

Students
• The member is available for at least 2 hours per week (average load) to execute tasks (mostly reading and
reacting on provided information) and small studies, and is preferably a member for 2 years (see 9).
• The member is not planning to do a graduation project or a full time, on location internship.
• The member who represents the bachelor program should at least be a second-year student.
• The members representing the masters should preferably have some knowledge of the master prior to being a
member of the OKIO. To make this possible, it might be better to recruit at least some student members starting
in February instead of September, as these students have finished one semester of the programme and are not
starting graduation while being an OKIO member.
• It would be nice for the continuity and thus quality of the OKIO if at least one student member could continue
in the OKIO for a second period. This would probably be most feasible for a student that first represents the
bachelor and then continues for a second year representing one of the master programs.
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CONCLUSION
The main conclusions for each topic has been presented at the end of each section, while this final chapter
discusses a reflection on the year 2017/2018 and points out possible (improvement) steps for the future. By and
large, the five goals of the annual plan, see Section 2.1, have been achieved. and when not, suggestions for
improvement are provided.
The amount of requests during this academic year has been extremely high and next to the unsolicited advice,
it has been hard to manage. This was especially the case with one student member short and an educational
staff member stopping on May 1st. It has been, at times, a struggle to give the OKIO tasks the right priority and
allocation of time. On one hand, the weekly allocation of time and/or manpower fell short for the tasks; on the
other hand, some OKIO members might have had too little time themselves and other priorities were at stake.
One way of making the tasks more manageable would be to stop working on unsolicited advice. However, the
OKIO feels it would be a shame to do so for two reasons. Firstly, our unsolicited advice increases the motivation
and involvement of OKIO members since they work on topics close to their hearts. Secondly, this work is highly
appreciated and increasingly noticed by several bodies at the IDE faculty. Rather than putting an end to the
unsolicited advice, the OKIO suggests another option. As the composition of a Board of Study in general differs
greatly from case to case, and only a minimum and maximum of members is given by law, the OKIO proposes to
expand the board with one additional student member and one additional educational staff member, both with a
bachelor portfolio as this is the biggest study programme of the faculty. This will improve the balance when it comes
to representation of the different portfolios as well as increase the manpower of the OKIO in general.
Another topic that should be given attention in order to improve the OKIO’s efficiency, is the balance between
frequency and duration of the meetings. In the future, it should be doable for students to attend lectures and
other study activities, but also to have enough room to discuss the agenda topics thoroughly in the meetings. So
far, meetings have occurred twice a month, for 45 minutes. Although the members of the OKIO were generally able
to address all topics in the meetings, some work was accumulated from one week to the next. One possible idea is
to alternate between shorter and longer meetings, in which the longer meetings provide more time for discussion,
while the shorter meetings should mainly concern decision-making and updates. Another solution is to allocate
specific topics and tasks for each member, in a clear and unmistakable manner rather than sending documents to
and expect feedback from all members. This would enable members of the OKIO to prioritize their time to specific
OKIO tasks, without compromising on quality. Specific allocation of tasks was done at times during this year, with
successful results.
Furthermore, communication between several stakeholders and bodies within the faculty is not entirely satisfactory.
One of the major points that could be improved, even though improved over the last couple of years, is the timing
of requested advice. In a number of situations this year, advice and input from the OKIO was sought too late,
resulting in feedback without real influence. At occasions the time provided for the OKIO to provide feedback
was too short, way shorter than stated in the Faculty regulations. A way to counteract this situation is to make the
presence of the OKIO more visible among those that are involved in education, not only through the official bodies
of the faculty, but among course coordinators and teachers. The OKIO can then maintain a proactive attitude and
open space for early discussions, which could reduce the number of requests that arrive too late.
Regarding the communication between different bodies within the faculty, another topic that requires attention
is the recruitment of new members. Currently, the recruitment procedure is not entirely clear, and there are
many possible bottlenecks that may delay it. As explained in Chapter 7 and visualized in Figure 5, there are many
stakeholders involved in this process, who may have different agendas and goals. The OKIO’s suggestion is to
be involved more in the procedure, especially in the dialogue with the head of the departments for the selection of
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candidates, before they are proposed to the MT and the Dean. In this way, the OKIO can better ensure the fit of a
candidate with the newly established criteria.

Points of attention 2018/2019
The following points, initiated in 2017/2018, should be taken into consideration in the next academic year:
• Discuss the study-load of the bachelor course Interaction & Electronics, as this seemed an issue in the
evaluation of this course and as the OKIO has a right of approval as it comes to study load of a course. One
possible way to tackle this issue is by establishing a discussion between the OKIO, quality assurance and the
course coordinator.
• Engineering variant IPD and SPD (MAVA): The OKIO was approached for advice on this matter but many points
were left open for discussion, as they were not present in the document provided at the time and as the request
came very late. The major point that should be given attention is: what is the reason for the introduction of these
variants and is the programme provided on the right level?
• In the last couple of years, the OKIO has embraced a more proactive approach, providing critical and
constructive feedback. The OKIO wants to continue building on the constructive dialogue that has been
established. To ensure this, it is essential to continue providing critical but positive reactions. For instance, it is
important to keep in mind that it is preferable to react on the level that is asked by the requestor. Rather than
falling into the urge of correcting spelling mistakes, stressing the importance of high readability of a document is
more constructive, to give an example.
• Improve the priority for tasks of the OKIO, allocating hours in each member’s agenda prior to the meetings in
order to take time to go through and react on requests for advice/approval.
• More effective internal communication – there is currently too much e-mail to keep the overview. Possibly
Brightspace could be used more to share documents, if it would be possible to automatically alert the members.
Another solution, much more informal and with possible immediate results, is to set up an OKIO Whatsapp
group. This platform could be ideal to facilitate communication, especially regarding target dates for certain
feedback and reaction on documents.

Goals for 2018-2019
Finally, two topics arise to the top of possible goals for the next academic year, next to continue providing
requested and unsolicited advice:
• SMART management, which stands for Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-based goals. In
order to keep track of the requested and unsolicited advices that the OKIO plans in the beginning of the new
academic year, it is suggested to establish SMART goals. This strategy would enable the OKIO to keep focus
on the most important topics for discussion, to keep track of what is achieved and what still needs to be done,
according to the time given.
• ‘Complete set’ of OKIO members at all times. It should be a goal for the faculty as a whole to ensure that
the OKIO is fully membered at all times, meaning new candidates are found prior to members stopping.
This improves the manpower of the OKIO and thus the quality of its advice and input and it ensures better
continuation from year to year.
• Expand the OKIO with two additional members representing the Bahelor programme.
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FINANCIAL BUDGET AND RESULTS
New for this academic year was the setup of a budget as part of the annual plan in order for the OKIO to have
means available for several activities and material throughout the year. The rights to such means, specifically
related to trainng costs are since 2017 established by law. Tthe suggested OKIO budget was discussed with and
approved by the Dean. Furhtermore, it was decided to exclude the means for training as these are very hard to
predict. Means for these activities would be discussed seperately when relevant. The budgetted means, the actual
epenses and the variance are documented in Table 2 (all numbers are in Euros and rounded off to zero decimals).

Budgetted means

Actual expenses

Variance

Clothing

250

50

200

Outings

100

193

-93

Meetings

100

183

-83

Materials

100

0

100

50

100

-50

€ 600

€ 526

€ 74

Miscellaneous
Total

Table 2 Overview of the financial budget and results of the OKIO in 2017-2018
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REACTION ON BACHELOR REVISION

CONCEPT REPORT ‘VISION FOR NEW BACHELOR CURRICULUM’
We start with a reaction and advice on the vision as a whole and will then go through the sections of the report on
which we have remarks, questions and/or advice one by one.

Vision as a whole
As a positive remark, in general, we are very much in favor of what is proposed in the new bachelor curriculum
concept report. It is a timely response to the development of the design discipline and it provides an appropriate
structure for the subsequent pursuit of a master (at IDE or other faculties). Moreover, there is a clear focus on
dealing and embracing complexity, which is a skill more and more demanded from designers. This strong emphasis
on complexity reflects the current and future challenges of our students.
Some attention points:
• Overall, we would like a better overview of how the different levels of the vision are related to each other. Now
there are the manifesto, the guiding principles, the bachelor profile, the groups of competencies and the intended
learning outcomes. The bachelor profile seems to be related to the manifesto, but it is not clear how the guiding
principles are related to these two. And then again it is not made explicit how the groups of competencies are
connected to the higher levels, e.g. here there is a lot of attention to knowledge which has less attention in the
previous. By making these relations more explicit it is easier to obtain coherence between the levels. Now, the
bachelor profile describes a designer that ‘masters the design of future products, product-service and societal
system’ whereas the table (p 13) states that only the master level should be able to design for society, the
bachelor only for individuals and communities. Also a better overview would show more explicit that guiding
principles 1 and 3 are also very much connected to a research oriented attitude, an attitude and skills that are
not explicitly present in the names of the guiding principles.
• There is some concern regarding the feasibility of such an ambitious plan. There is the addition of many new
aspects and it seems too broad, while nothing is deleted. Is such a Bachelor doable in three years? At the same
time, engineering seems to be less important in the bachelor now. OKIO thinks that it would be important to
maintain the emphasis on engineering, as it a still a bachelor degree on a university of technology, and it sits
below several masters programmes that rely on technology and engineering.
• We are very much in favor of striving for a flexible programme that can be adjusted to rapid changes in the field.
However, we do see a challenge in reaching this flexibility in all levels of the vision and the execution. Now the
intended learning outcomes already restrict the possibility to keep the programme flexible.
• A point regarding the document itself and documents to come is gender neutrality. We advise to use singular
“they” rather than “he”.
Key trends and challenges
We agree with the main points presented, although the descriptions are still somewhat vague. For instance,
regarding the key trend ‘knowledge driven’. Our university – and every university, in fact – is already driven by
knowledge, since studying is all about learning and applying new knowledge. How is that different in the new
bachelor? We would like more clarification on this key trend and suggest that the topic of “research” should be
mentioned here.
Regarding the key trend ‘the collective’, we agree that designers are a part of the collective. However, in our view,
defining yourself as a designer within that collective is a bigger issue (what kind of designer, what vision you have,
in personal way you work, etc.). On the other hand, the section on “the collective” seems a contradiction to what is
said in ‘Challenges’: “aim to develop the individual designer, how will this be reflected in the curriculum”. A better

28

alignment between this key trend and challenge is needed.

Manifesto
We were quite positive regarding the manifesto. To improve it further, we would expect a skill as integrative thinking
to be mentioned in it. Now this is mentioned in the part about role models. It is good to see that research attitude is
mentioned more explicit than in the first version.

Role models
Positive remark:
• We strongly agree with the view of role models, especially the sentence “they are able to or contribute
substantially to disarm complexity, they master integrative thinking. They also have active attitude or instigating
role in tackling challenges. They are future oriented and work academically.” It’s a good summary of what has
been stated above, but it could be even more explicit in terms of characteristics that a designer should ‘own’.
Attention point:
• There was some confusion regarding the role models. It should be clear whether these role models would be
average designers, as they represent a realistic future for students. Using the most successful designers could
discourage students, as it would present an unattainable role model. It would be good to develop ‘personas’ with
different portfolios to communicate to students in a different way what they should be able to do when they have
finished their bachelor education.

Guiding principles
Overall positive remark:
• We are happy about many of the guiding principles, especially regarding ‘embrace complexity’ and ‘always
designing’. What we would address more in relation to this is room for failure and being able to iterate – redo
parts of a process to reach true learning. This could be mentioned more explicitly as part of the design process
and one of the reasons to ‘always designing’. We see it as a big improvement if a revised bachelor gives
students more room to explore this iterative process.
Overall attention points:
• The guiding principles seem to be somewhat imbalanced. Whilst the first ones are very elaborate, the latter
ones are more superficially described, which might lead to less attention for the latter. It seems that many of the
guiding principles are on form (1-5, 7?) and not so many on content (6, 8?) and we think a better balance could
be achieved.
• Also, we were concerned about the available staff capacity and the feasibility of fast implementation, reading
intentions like “have to offer a greater diversity of courses”, “we have to teach current staff”, “more focus on
coaching”, “more feedback”, “students will be exposed to a large variety of learning experiences” and “we have
to make sufficient capacity available for individual projects”. What would this mean for coaches, their training and
availability?
• Finally, we miss an overall focus on knowledge/research in the 8 principles. This is a distinctive factor in our
education, as it singles out our bachelor over others offered by applied universities (hogescholen).
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We will now approach each guiding principle individually.
1. ‘Always designing’
This principle was received positively, as it was identified as the core of the IDE-Bachelor. It offers more coherence
and shows the relevance of the other supportive courses (students will then understand why they are learning
something AND how to apply it in their design projects). However, such emphasis on ’always desigining’ made us
wonder how this will work logistically and structurally. What does it mean that ”Design projects are therefore leading
in the curriculum and all other courses are supportive to these design projects”? Would this be similar to ACD/
AED in the Master programmes? If so, this could be difficult to align. As an alternative, we propose that the binding
factor should be ‘language’. In this way, everybody in the faculty speaks the same language and uses the same
terminology.
2. ‘Choose your own path’
We recognise the benefit of choosing their own study packages and think that more freedom when choosing
courses is excellent. But same with the ‘always designing’-principle, we wonder how this will work logistically and
structurally. The project groups are already overflowing in the current Bsc. programme. Regarding on how we teach
current staff or new staff, coaching personal development is a rather different topic than coaching a design process
and we are concerned how this should be dealt with. It definitely shows the need for new staff to coach in the
Bachelor programme. Coaches have to be a good fit with the students, but can students choose their own coach?
Couldn’t this be restrictive, in the sense that students will end up following the coach’s interests and directions? In
regards to this, we propose that the personal coaching could be provided by a rotative system of coaches or even
mentorships by more advanced students. Furthermore, we suggest that rather than coaches, this new role could be
referred to as mentors or counsellors.
On a different topic, we think the following argument is very strong: “This fits the faculty’s goal to educate
independent and critical engineers, and the TU Delft educational vision states ‘we guide students to take control of
their own development and learning process’”. However, it comes rather late in the report and we think this belongs
on page 4, ‘THE COLLECTIVE’. This is one of the few places in the report where it is referred to engineers and not
designers and we would strongly advise to keep consistency on this topic.
3. ‘Adopt an active learning attitude’
In principle, we agree with this view but we would encourage you to rethink the overlying assumption that
“traditional” education is inferior by definition and that there should be “Fewer traditional lectures”. Is there any
underpinning on why lectures are supposed to be ineffective? We suggest to look at “traditional” forms of teaching
and critically translate what is still useful and relevant for the new bachelor (rather than excluding all traditional
forms).
We would like to address the point of more coaching, less teaching; specifically, who will assess certain projects or
assignments. In some courses, it might be beneficial that coaching and assessing are done separately. Students
would use the advice for their own learning curve, and not to get a good grade. Of course this requires a good
rubric and good communication between coaches and lecturers. This can be difficult to deal with: we think that both
teachers and coaches are needed to arrive to a good balance, and teachers need knowledge to coach.
As a general remark, the section of “Why – Adopt an active learning attitude” seems to describe a focus on
research/acquiring knowledge, which was not fully described before. We think this could be even more extended,
perhaps divided into the different parts of research. It could also include the research that is happening at the
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faculty/PHD/Expertise knowledge we have and how to make good use of this as a student.
Finally, the sentence “not encouraged to search and collect knowledge” should be something like: “… are not
encouraged nor academically informed about different ways in how to search for and collect valuable (new)
knowledge”.
4. ‘360 continuous feedback’
We were concerned about the restrictiveness of having to be a tool. We suggest that it could be called a ‘system’,
as there might be better ways to do this than developing a specific tool. By the way, the PO staff is not currently
working on a new tool.
The following sentence “In the case of many summative tests, students are also not able to make mistakes
and learn from their mistakes and improve their performance” is not completely clear for us. Is this focused on
increasing (the level) of formative feedback, but not necessarily summative? We suggest this should be more
stressed. It is not clear why students are supposed to learn from mistakes only if they are not graded. Probably the
authors meant to say that they get the opportunity to correct the mistakes and show that they’ve learned and/or that
they are not immediately punished for mistakes.
Finally, we were concerned about “a maximum of one form of assessment per 2.5 EC”. Why is this? And how to
count integrative assignments that cover multiple learning goals that each have their assigned EC’s? It seems
unnecessary to set rules for number of assessment instruments per number of EC’s before a system is designed,
and hope to see assessment and coaching separately.
5. ‘Working alone and with others’
We do recognize the relevance of this point. However, there is quite a lot of individual work in the current bachelor
but it is often assessed in a different way than group work. For instance, by a multiple choice exam, where it is
more difficult to assess on a higher skill level like apply and create. There are other alternatives, such as in PO3,
where part of the group project is individual, or working in smaller groups. This should also get attention in the new
bachelor.
We are wondering how the following statement could be achieved: “As an organization we need to make sufficient
capacity available for individual projects” - How can this be achieved, if there is no budget?
6. ‘Embrace complexity’
We very much agree with this principle, as mentioned before. As an example, first year Bachelor students
mentioned that the first few courses were not complex enough. Perhaps, besides understanding, we should add
that students “need to understand and DETECT complexity”, as sometimes students may regard a certain topic as
‘easy’ when it is actually the opposite.
In our opinion, this guiding principle is not fully explored, especially considering the other principles. What does it
mean for the organization that we need teachers that are able to zoom in and out and help students understand
different levels of complexity? Moreover, rather than only “create designs for complex systems”, should it also be
“… designs of complex systems”?
7. ‘Make things real and work in the real world’
This is an important item, as working more with third parties demands a better organization of this collaboration and
perhaps a more efficient acquisition process (for the organization).
It seems indeed necessary to spend more focus on prototyping and teaching students how to prototype. A lot
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of students don’t prototype that much because they don’t know how to and don’t see the value. The IDE-faculty
is a bubble students don’t like to break out of. In the new curriculum, it needs to be stressed that going outside,
experiencing things and talking to real life experts is one of the most valuable things you can do for your design
project. As a suggestion, it could be interesting to make a ‘craft area’ in de kuil, as a facility for prototyping, as this
space is barely used now.
8. ‘Design the design process’
We very much agree with this point. To improve it even further, it needs to be carefully monitored that “designing
the process” is indeed happening. In the section “For the students”, it should be reinforced that this is a process
that occurs over the years, as students need a base on which to form decisions. Students mostly need to perform
a method/use a tool more than once to understand it properly and thus to be able to choose A above B in a certain
setting.

Table bachelor profile
It is not clear what the items on the table are in terms of competencies, end terms, etc.. The following aspects were
missed in this discussion:
• In the cell on “Act as drivers for transformation”, something about reasoning and presenting also in for the
bachelor seems to be missing. These are skills that we should work on from day one and not only emphasize
on a master level. Still on this cell, “Believe that good designers should push the boundaries”: teaching students
to believe something is not academic. What is meant by “pushing boundaries” is too vague anyway. It seems
wrong to assume that someone with a BSc is not expected to push any boundary at all. Perhaps it is better to
concretely define what these boundaries are, and define some “beginner-level” boundaries to be pushed by BSc
graduates also.
• Something about creativity in the bachelor profile in the cell about “Knowledgeable, creative and have a research
oriented attitude” seems to be missing.
• On “Impact on the collective”, we do not necessarily agree that bachelor students should not be confronted
with indirect stakeholders as this is part of embracing complexity and often necessary to have an impact on the
collective.

Bachelor profile description
Here are some remarks concerning the following topics:
• ‘The core of design’: We suggest ‘stakeholders’ instead of ‘users’ in the sentence “meaningful and valuable to
their intended users”, as it is more in line with the rest of the document. Regarding the sentence, “He is capable
of imagining and communicating visions and concepts, both in text and image”, are these the only two possible
representation forms? In the sentence, “He is capable of prototyping, testing and validating these concepts”, why
not also modeling (to be inserted before prototyping)?
• ‘Academic background’: What does it mean to be a scientifically educated developer? Also, the formulation “is
familiar with the interaction between design and scientific research” seems to be vague.

Intended learning outcomes
• Quite some new competencies seem to have been added and none were removed from the current list.
Hopefully, this is not the case as students then only have to learn more in the same amount of time. Overall,
we suggest that it should focus on less competences and they should all be on the same abstraction level, see
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the following example: Electronics is a single competence and this is not on the same level as sustainability,
aesthetics, etc. It seems like students do not have to have knowledge about mechatronics for instance.
Mechanics, dynamics etc. are now only related to modeling skills but students should use them in their designs
as well?
We will now approach a number of the intended learning outcomes individually.
• A/F
In the introduction of the report, it is stressed that the world is changing rapidly. We would like to see, in the
intended learning outcomes, that students have the tools to adapt to new things in this rapid changing world.
This means, that students learn to take the future in mind and not only present (like PO3). See also C1.
• C1 ‘Imagining’
The text seem to be mostly about communicating and not about imagining in terms of content – e.g. a future
world, new interactions. We suggest to move the communication part to C3, as now these two are overlapping.
• D ‘Acquiring disciplinary knowledge’
Some of these content based competences are rapidly changing. As mentioned earlier, we suggest to get rid of
the research skills in these competences, e.g. D1 study groups of users, D2 use usability tests and observation
research.
• D9 ‘Sustainability’
Sustainability could be a larger point of focus, as designers can have a huge impact on improving the
environment.
• D13 ‘Market launch’
We suggest to skip this competence. Students should be aware of the elements of a market launch strategy
and a marketing introduction plan, but do they have to be able to develop and devise one? This seems to be a
competence more fitting of the SPD master.
• E ‘Developing research skills’
In general, we are quite happy of the inclusion of research skills as a learning objective.
• E1 ‘Research methods/methodology’
Maybe add the specific methods you want students to learn, mentioned on p. 13. These are mostly qualitative
methods, why should students then be able to apply relevant statistical methods? This also has overlap with E4
data processing and analysis.
• E3 ‘Setting up and conducting usability tests’
Why this method in particular? It is more or less the same competence as E2 only specified to one method. We
suggest to either combine all methods on a higher abstraction level (flexible) or name specifically each method
that students should master (less flexible). It should be stressed that these competences should be in the
context of a design process. However, the competences do not seem to include actually using the outcomes of
the research in this design context – transforming the outcomes into design guidelines/criteria for instance.
• F6 ‘Cultural differences’
This seems to be part of F1 (system understanding and stakeholders), the bigger picture.
• F7 ‘International orientation’
This competence is missing in the other levels, e.g. not mentioned in the profile.
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• G2 ‘Dealing with gaps in knowledge, dealing with uncertainty and ambiguity’
This competence has a strong relation to research skills and formulating research problems, group E, and might
be an overlap.
• G4 ‘Logical/analytical reasoning’
Why is this part of positioning yourself? In our view this is more related to complex systems, e.g. A5, and
communication, group C.
• H1 ‘Working professionally/planning/teamwork’
The text is really about project management so perhaps the title should be changed. Teamwork has overlap with
H2.
• H2 ‘Understanding team roles and your role in a team working in a team’
Leadership should be part of the title as this is emphasized in the text.
• H3 ‘Working with stakeholders, presenting, pitching, co-creating, creative facilitation’
There might be an overlap with C1 and C3, so we suggest to make it concise. Especially co-creation and
facilitation were well received, since students do not seem to cover these topics in the current bachelor.
However, it might require a lot of work from the students.

Assignments for the following groups
Some kind of overall planning with deadlines for these assignments would be welcome.
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REACTIONS ON MASTER SEMESTER IV

RUBRIC GRADUATION PROJECT
REACTION ON V01

On initiative of the Semester IV project group the OKIO was asked to comment/advise on the new rubric for the
graduation project during a work session. The work session was attended by OKIO members Gert Pasman and
Leona van der Linden in addition to project group representative Sjoerd van Dommelen. OKIO members Stijn
Bakker and Silje Dehli submitted their comments in advance. Tthe specific changes made to the rubric as a result
of the meeting are listed below.
Changes to the rubric
• Reduced the levels from seven to five and named them “poor”, “insufficient”, “sufficient”, “good”, “excellent”
(previously “lower or equal to 4” to “10”) to reduce complexity and load to read / work with as well as to increase flexibility
yet keeping a consistent clarity

• Renamed it “Rubric IDE Master Graduation Project (ID4x95)” as Master End Project is poorly translated, and code is
required

• Removed “master specific” from objectives.as this is should be common sense
• Replaced duplicated text by “ …” to reduce the amount of text
• L.O.1: removed the word “integrate” and added “evaluate” in the objective itself as integration is covered in
objective 3 and evaluation was lacking in the rubric
• L.O.1: aligned with words used in the objective thereby removed research-specific things from objective 3
• collecting: from question to data
• analyzing: from data to information
• generating: from information to insight / knowledge
• evaluating: from insight / knowledge to wisdom

• L.O.3: removed research-specific things as they are now covered in l.o.1 and additionally revised the description
of “IDE Domains”
• L.O. 4: integrated “Clarity and Reasoning” and “academic standard” as they overlapped much. Furhermore, we
moved “response to feedback” to L.O.5 as it is not about communicated but about how a student reacts in his
project execution
• L.O.5: removed “Amount of work done” and “Time spent” as:
• in this way it has little weight / significance
• net time spend cannot be measured in a reliable way
• new high level achievements cannot be achieved by simply extending the project for some weeks
• some project simply require more net time, for instance due to gross runtime of research and we do not wish to exclude
those projects

• A new proposal for this part of the rubric will be made
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REACTION ON V04.6
The OKIO is happy to see the improvements made in the rubric based on the last joint work session with the
project group and the FSR. We really hope a final version can be reached very soon as students and supervisors
are entitled to and depend on it. However, we feel it is necessary, and therefore strongly advised, to improve the
rubric on learning objective 3, by reconsidering the wording and possibly also the steps (from left to right), before
implementing it. We will explain this in detail in the next section. Furthermore, we strongly advise to provide an
additional guide or explanatory notes as at the moment it is unclear to us how to use some parts of the rubric,
e.g. the way it is build up or how the elements should be weighed. An explanation or guide for usage would
increase the understanding for both students and teachers and make sure the rubric is used in the intended way.
An additional idea is to write a narrative per learning objective on what is expected. Finally, we find the level of
difficulty of the rubric rather ambitious. It seems that excellence in most categories, and good in learning objective
three, can only be achieved by generating or creating something that is new to the project domain (on feasibility
and desirability and viability), the field of industrial design engineering or even society in general. Even though we
agree that the current grading of graduation projects is (too) high we feel that by using this new rubric the grades
might become too low. One of our members conducted an experiment in which a recent graduation project was
assessed again with the new rubric. The project was graded a 9 with the ‘old’ rubric as opposed to a 7-8 for most of
the criteria in the new rubric.

Learning objective 3 > Feasibility, Desirability, Viability
For this learning objective we believe that the steps do not work as well as the ones in other learning objectives.
They are difficult to understand and apply. Furthermore, we feel that depth is missing regarding the design results
in this part of the rubric. In the following we explain the issues that we are most concerned about:
• … and develops a new way for this type of project results to become feasible/viable.
It is unclear what is meant by this and whether this is the right thing to assess in these blocks. We can imagine
that it refers to e.g. completely new production techniques or a new type of business strategy, but we are not
sure. Besides, we think it should rather be about reaching/meeting the set (design) objective/challenge/goal
and in what way this is reached, than developing new ways per se. We think the emphasis should be on how
the project results can be realized or made viable, even if it is with existing ways. Making use of existing ways
at times can be a smart move and does not mean innovation is not reached. We strongly advise to rephrase
this part and one suggestion is to distinguish the higher levels by assessing how well a student ‘proves’ that
the results will be impactful (possibly on different aspects/levels). A better wording for newness in our opinion is
beyond the obvious.
• As mentioned in the beginning this learning objective seems to have an extreme high level of difficulty if it
is the intention that a student needs to reach ‘newness’ (or whatever will replace newness) in all three rows
of feasibility, desirability and viability to be awarded a 7 for it. As we feel this is not the intention we miss an
explanation on how these rows relate to the different masters and how supervising teams should weigh them
in different projects. We can imagine that one of the three is focussed on and therefore more important in one
project than another, e.g. related most to one of the masters: viability to SPD, desirability to DfI and feasibility to
IPD. Without a guide for supervisors there will be a lot of different interpretations of this. Actually, this is the only
part of the rubric in which a direct distinction can be made between graduating within the different masters and
this should be made more explicit.
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• … and (re-)develops new ethical, social and / or environmental standards that allows meaningful change in (or
outside) the domain
Here viability is (all of sudden) about new ethical, social and environmental standards when viability in the model
from IDEO is about business and economy. This obviously relates to each other but will students understand
this ‘leap’ and is business thoroughly covered by this? We are also of the opinion that ethics at least, and
probably also social and environmental, is broader than viability. One can also encounter ethical dilemmas when
dealing with feasibility and desirability and set environmental standards by means of production techniques. Per
definition ethical standards do not exist (as ethics is the branch of knowledge that deals with moral principles.).
It is possible that the new design raises discussions about new moral issues and could lead to new regulations
(social or legal).
We strongly advise to rephrase this part of the rubric and align it more with the same level blocks on feasibility
and desirability, e.g. by making use of the wording that could disrupt the field combined with viability.

Additional comments
In this part we provide our additional comments which might come in handy in an update of the rubric on the issues
not raised above. We also try to express our appreciation of the improvements made based on the previous joint
work session.
Overall
• When it comes to the layout It is still unclear how the scale with words (unsatisfactory to excellent) is outlined
with the grades. Are both necessary?
• We welcome the category names of each learning objective (knowledge, methods, etc.).
• We suggest to keep it gender neutral, e.g. while justifying choices instead of while justifying his choices.
LO1 > Collect and analyse
• … and collects and analyses knowledge beyond the domain of the graduation and/or the field of industrial
design engineering
Why is collecting knowledge beyond the domain of the graduation project necessarily a good thing? We suggest
one of the following:
• collects and analyses extra knowledge that is not obviously linked to the project, but surprisingly relevant
• … and acquires new insights that are also relevant beyond the domain of the graduation project.

We do believe that it is a bonus if students come up with insights after their analysis that also have value beyond
the scope of the graduation project.
LO2
• We are pleased to see that Creative/original project approach is removed from the rubric and that creativity
instead is moved to LO5 > Autonomy & initiative.
LO3 > Feasibility, desirability, viability
• We are pleased to see explanation added as we requested this in the previous session. We do however think the
explanation can be improved. Some suggestions:
• - rephrase can it be done? into can it be realized? or Will the result function technically (technology)?
• - Keep the same simplicity in Desirability and viability: Will the result be accepted by the intended users (people)? and
Will the result be economically realizable (business)?
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• …and satisfies the conditions for the project result to be viable
Improve spelling for consistency: to become viable
LO4 > Connecting to stakeholders
• … and creates a buzz beyond the scope of the project, in the domain of the project and / or in the field of
industrial design in general
The OKIO again reacts on the wording as buzz is quite vague. We are not certain of the exact intention, but feel
it is about starting/stimulating a (public) discussion and create broad interest. Additionally, we are still wondering
how fast you can create such a thing beyond the scope of the project and whether this is possible to assess this
within the time frame. Therefore we suggest to consider rephrasing it into: has the potential to create a … as this
might be assessable.
LO5 > Planning
• … and is able to deal with- and solve uncertainties and unforeseen circumstances effectively and efficiently
Improve spelling: deal with and solve
LO5 > Response to feedback
• … and / or creates and uses room for failure and individual learning
We agree with the intention on this but suggest to rephrase it as now it seems like a lower level of difficulty than
other criteria in the same column. This wording would also be logical for an 8.
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REACTIONS ON MASTER SEMESTER IV

TIME IN ASSESSMENT

The OKIO supports implementing and testing the proposal Time in assessment-3. Overall it seems the best
option at the moment as an attempt to solve the three stated problems. In our experience, there is a large variety
of reasons why a graduation project gets into overtime, many of which cannot clearly be contributed to a lack of
performance of the student only. This proposal leaves some room for taking these into account, while at the same
time it also clearly acknowledges the importance of time management as a quality criteria for graduation.
Some concerns:
• Some members of the OKIO find a maximum of 8,5 when not receiving a green light twice a mild ‘punishment’.
There might also be a chance that based on the formulation in the rubric, 8.5 will no longer be considered a high
mark – as it currently still is – “you can even get it if you take way too long to finish the project”.
• It should be clearly communicated in a guiding text why the time issue is regarded an important aspect in
all projects whereas other aspects of the rubric can differ in importance between projects. Without such an
explanation, including a maximum grade for this aspect might seem an inconsistency in the rubric.
• Even though we support the proposal we are cautious of the faculty becoming a ‘factory’.
We look forward to experiencing how this proposal works in practice.
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REACTION ON PLANS OF ACTIONS

FOR THE SHORT AND LONG RUN ON THE DEGREE PROGRAMMES
Even though the midterm review in general had a positive outcome, the list of actions in this plan is extensive,
showing the drive of the faculty to keep improving the quality of our education. The OKIO is in general satisfied and
encouraged by this as many of the action points touch upon topics that have been central in the OKIO discussions
in the recent years.
First of all, we are pleased to see that research and its connection with education is clearly on the agenda in the
plans of actions as this is a topic that has been discussed in the OKIO for several years. In 2.1 (defining research in
design (framework)), we read about the discussion on ideas for a research in design framework and wonder if our
work so far on this topic was (or will be) considered.
Furthermore, we welcome the re-introduction of the Education Day. This event could be used to further improve
the community building between teachers as suggested in the evaluation report on Study success. Community
building could lead to an improvement in terms of shared visions, understanding and terminology throughout
the faculty, things we strongly advise to focus on in general and specifically when introducing the new bachelor. To
give one example on the necessity of a clear terminology: in B1 (d) (As of day one, students will have to deal with
complex problems) the term complex is used. This term seems to get an important role in our education as it is also
part of the guiding principle ‘Embrace complexity’ of the vision for the new bachelor. But what does this complexity
entail? Complex could refer to many things, such as undefined, large scale, diverse, technological... In light of this
we feel that point 3.1 (In the review of the BSc programme: as of day one, students will have to deal with complex
problems. Make sure that coaches support this format) needs more attention. Teachers need to understand the
concept and the implications for their work. We support point 3.3 (Make a manual for course coordinators with
information concerning vision, content of the programme and how to coordinate a course. Also provide for an
intake-meeting with new course coordinators and use the manual), but suggest more activities for teachers, e.g.
organized by course coordinators, and possibly trainings regarding this. When it comes to the manual we advise
to make it somewhat dynamic as opposed to a standard static pdf document, e.g. by using videos as part of a
multimedia ‘source’, as it is more inspiring and easier to keep up to date.
When reading the plans of actions it seems there will be many learning lines in the new bachelor curriculum, e.g.
on research skills, design methods, autonomous study behavior, ethics, academic writing skills, etc. First of all we
wonder why it is chosen to use the structure of learning lines and for what purpose these learning lines are to be
used? Secondly, we have several thoughts regarding the concept of learning lines:
• We agree that learning lines might help in communication to both students and staff, and we therefore support
the idea of visualizing this, if implemented.
• Too many learning lines might lead to a chaotic picture and evoke confusion instead of clarity. How will it all fit
in? Additionally, some suggested learning lines seem to overlap. Academic writing skills, for instance, include
referencing which is also part of research in design projects.
• How is the concept of learning lines related to the ‘basket idea’ that has been introduced for the Bachelor
revision? Can you, in a flexible programme in which students can pick and choose courses, safeguard the
concept of learning lines in which you build on knowledge and competences from prior courses?
• We wonder whether it is smart to ‘extract’ some topics/competences (e.g. research skills/knowledge as
mentioned in 2.2 and methods as mentioned in 5.2) that in our view are highly interwoven in the design
activities and part of every project a student does, as explicit learning lines as this might evoke the impression
that they are separable. All in all, the OKIO wonders whether the concept of learning lines is the most suitable
structure for the new bachelor curriculum. A somewhat similar idea that would support the concept of learning
lines to some extent but paint a less ‘rigid’ picture, could be the use of labels on courses. We see the benefit
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of labelling courses that include elements of different topics, such as the mentioned learning lines, in terms of
communication and consistency without ‘harming’ the strive for flexibility and idea of filling’ baskets.
Increasing the focus on portfolios is something we recognize from our discussion within the OKIO and see as an
important topic to work on in our education. To us it seems essential to make students aware of this already in the
bachelor programme and let them work on their own portfolio throughout this programme. We suggest developing
and/or selecting representative portfolios suitable as examples to apply for the three masters, together with CVs
and personas, in order to show students what for and how portfolios can work. The representation should not only
cover excellent but also moderate portfolios. The portfolios of international students that apply for our masters
could be a starting point. Related to this it could be interesting to introduce workshops ala IDE Academy on various
subjects/skills, such as data visualization, in the Bachelor programme. Students often complain that they have
difficulties with for instance InDesign/Illustrator/Photoshop.
We are pleased to see that there is attention for the balance between group work and individual work and support
the idea of making explicit in the learning objectives whether group work is part of a course. That also means that
this has to be assessed within the course and coaches will be obliged to check better how the group is performing
as a team. This might be a challenging issue as students are often hesitant about informing the coach when
problems occur.
Throughout the plan there are several actions for the revision of the bachelor programme. Some actions, for
instance using the concept of learning lines, seem to be ahead of the work the project groups are doing at the
moment. We strongly advise to pay attention to the communication between BoE and the project groups to avoid
double work, conflicting decisions and so delays in the process.
As we understand it, a number of these actions are planned to be fulfilled before the educational accreditation next
year while others are for the long run. In the plan, however, we miss a clear overview of the timeframe in which
most of the actions are to be carried out and a more detailed planning for the short term actions.

Additional questions / remarks
Document structure
We suggest making it clearer how the different sections and actions are linked to the actual comments of the review
committee. Including the original statement (for instance, in italics) would improve the readability of the document
and the understanding of it. For instance, include more detailing in DfI is a suggestion that is rejected. What is the
original suggestion? “Detailing” in DFI might be about programming – which could be useful. An overview of the
original comments/suggestions and which ones were followed-up on and which ones were rejected would also be
helpful for the reader.
1.2 Visualize the position(s) of the faculty because an image is far more easy to communicate, to recognize and to
remember.
To whom is this to be communicated? Different target groups might call for different visualisations/styles for it to be
effective.
6.4 Guide students with ‘how to make a portfolio’
Only the MSc courses are mentioned whereas the paragraph is about Portfolio becoming a part of the BSc
programme.
B1. In order to attain a balanced focus of design challenges for the students,
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(a) decide on the implementation/ applying application of design methods, where the use is described in the
programme, and from which moments on students choose their own methods
We advise not to define this too specific as some students are more different than others. Keep the curriculum
flexible, even though this is one of the biggest challenges for the Bachelor revision in our view.
(e) Make sure that coaches support and disseminate the above principles!
Provide coaches with the means, ideas, examples to do so.
‘create more opportunities for multidisciplinary teams in the programmes’
With the factual demise of JMP, the number of possibilities to do this in the MSc have actually become less, which
is against the suggestion from the committee. We think it could be worthwhile to reconsider the rejection of this
suggestion. “Multidisciplinary” might also imply inter-facultary teams, for instance together with students from 3ME,
Architecture and/or Aerospace. The TU Delft as a whole
Delft Design labs - ‘Deliberately, only requirements for preconditions are imposed and no substantive
requirements’.
What does this mean? How does it relate to the rejection of a suggestion?
‘more attention to 21st century skills for students’
We agree that students have the mentioned skills, yet they outdate very quickly. Students (and coaches) need to
learn to adapt quickly. How can we enhance this competence in our programmes?
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REACTION ON BACHELOR REVISION

UPDATE PHASE 4
In general

Overall the OKIO is enthusiastic about the revision and about the overall goals. We highly support the ‘Always
designing’ principle. In our view, the story can be improved and especially benefit from a better combination of
visual and textual language. To some members it also seems that the steps made so far are not that big. It seems
like a more elaborate version of the manifesto.
Our main concerns on the content of the presentation regards the final attainment level (p8):
• The visual of these levels does not really seem to be about final attainment levels but rather resembles
containers of elements that are taught, developed and stimulated in the new program. So our question remains
“What should be assessed at the end”?
• The visual does not seem to match with the complete story and we are worried that forcing the content into this
(visual) structure leads to an unnecessary and unwanted mismatch between foundation (gained insights) and the
way you proceed with this. For example, the skill of Designing impact in the visual is equally big as knowledge
on Team roles. In practice these are not equally big parts of the new curriculum and that goes for more of the
blocks.
• We are highly concerned about the fact that academic skills and research skills are not at all part of the visual
but only implicitly present in the skill of Designing the process and in Reasoning.
Below we go more into detail on the different parts of the presentation.
All in all we are looking forward to see how the overall vision can be implemented and brought into action, as this is
not yet clear.

Visuals (p6 & p8)
• The visuals alone do not tell the story and are therefore not useful for communicating the story on their own.
During the presentation, most members were able to follow the train of thought and reasoning, but when not
present the visuals are unclear.
• That being said, a visual that would represent the whole bachelor revision (a process sketching). would be
very welcome It would provide a visual overview, accessible for everyone, which would in principle reduce the
complexity of understanding the new bachelor.

Domain + building blocks
• There are no building blocks within Design fundamentals in the column Methods and the OKIO wonders why
these are not considered important anymore as to us Iteration, diverging/converging and program of requirement
are still highly topical elements of design methodology.
• To some members the visual lacks the notion of sustainability, environment and climate change and the impact
of design on this. There is almost no mention of it, and I believe it is very important to take into consideration,
especially for the ‘future design’. This also goes for the rest of the presentation.

Domain + percentages
• If the new bachelor will be used for another 15 years the ‘design now’ will have become ‘design of the past’ and
‘future design’ will be ‘current design’. Will these domains be adapted over time? Will design still be analysed so
these domains will change regarding the time frame of the curriculum?
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Final attainment levels
• How should one assess attitudes such as being confident or curious? Obviously, we want our students to feel
confident in their skills and knowledge – but should their confidence be assessed? it should be an attitude to
strive for, empower and nurture – but not assessed, in order not to downgrade students who are unsure or
unassertive.
• Adding on the previous point, Blooms taxonomy does not seem to be taken into account for the attainment
levels. The way the blocks are formulated they do not refer directly to one of the levels of Blooms taxonomy.
• There seems to be a disconnection between presentation of the domain + building blocks (p6) and the final
attainment levels (p8). While in the domain and building blocks there seems to be no concern for the student
working in teams, in the final attainment levels there seems to be too much emphasis on group work.
• In the visual (p8) it is hard to understand how it is differentiated between attitudes and skills.
• A minor detail, but what do the colours mean in the final attainment levels? A legenda on what the yellow boxes
are in relation to blue or black boxes would be helpful.
• There seem to be overlap in some of the skills in the extra visual on Designing Impact. E.g. Reasoning is used
in Framing. Furthermore, it is obvious that the blocks are related and we advise to include the relations in the
visual.

Boundary conditions
• It’s difficult to see how goals such as “the new programme radiates new energy and strives towards unity and
vision” (p10) can be attained. What are the practical implementations in the new bachelor that strives for unity
and unity of what exactly?

Structure
• What is the nature of the elective courses in the second and third year? Are they all theoretical, as the diagram
seems to point out? If so, the emphasis on theory in comparison to design seems too high when referring to
the vision document and manifesto in which design is leading. However we are aware that in practice, many
electives are not fully theoretical and many of them include design-related activities.
• How do you define a “theory” course (mandatory or elective)?
• The OKIO is curious about how it will work out to only have elective courses next to the mandatory design
courses. At the end of the bachelor we will deliver students with different profiles. What is the unique selling point
of these students? That seems to be grounded only in the first year and needs attention in the design of the
program.
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REACTION ON AND APPROVAL OF OER/TER

(INCLUDING ATTAINMENT LEVELS SPD)
Right of approval
OER

• Art 3 Doel van de opleiding (including Art 4 Eindtermen van de opleiding).
No changes and therefore nothing to approve.
• Art 10 Samenstelling studieprogramma, 10.1 (appendix) and 10.2.
No changes in the study load and therefore nothing to approve.
• Art 11 Evaluatie opleiding.
OKIO approves the changes in this article.
• 11.2 De wijze waarop het onderwijs in de opleiding wordt geëvalueerd is vastgelegd in het kwaliteitshandboek en het
jaarlijkse kwaliteitszorg activiteitenplan, dat bij wijziging wordt voorgelegd aan de Facultaire Studenten Raad (FSR) en
Opleidingscommissie.
This implies that the OKIO also has a right of approval on the documents mentioned: Quality assurance handbook and
annual quality assurance plan. Responsible for these documents is Nel Pouw who is aware of the right of approval. She
will change her approach in finalizing the annual plan and include OKIO in an earlier state as of next academic year, and
next to that inform the OKIO when changes are made in the handbook.
• 11.3 De directeur onderwijs stelt de opleidingscommissie op de hoogte van de uitkomsten van de evaluatie, de
voorgenomen aanpassingen naar aanleiding hiervan en het effect van daadwerkelijke aanpassingen.
At the moment OKIO does not receive all course evaluations directly. However, the overall results are discussed in the
minutes of the Board of Education and the complete evaluation reports are publicly accessible. Therefore OKIO agreed
with Nel Pouw to keep track of the evaluations via the minutes of the Board of Education and we will act upon this when
needed.

TER
• Art 3 The programmes objective (including Art 4 The programme’s final attainment levels).
OKIO approves the minor changes in the attainment levels of the SPD master and is pleased to see that service
is included next to products.
• Art 8 Composition of the programmes and the degree audit, 8.1 and 8.3.
New are two variants (tracks in the model) Engineering in IPD and SPD. We are awaiting information on these
variants as we have a right of approval on the study load of the programme.
• Art 8b Evaluation of the study programme.
OKIO approves the changes in this article.
See also comments OER 11.2 and 11.3.

Comments related to advisory power
In general
For several years it is noted in the OKIO that the OER and the TER is not well used and known by students.
Furthermore, the documents are hard to understand due to the legal language used. The OKIO with like to think
along on how to improve these issues. We are aware of the risk of making summaries or presenting parts of the
documents separately when it comes to completeness and legal affairs.
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Some suggestions for now:
• Make the documents more visible to students by placing them on Brightspace for example.
• Make a reading guide/how to read the documents to help students make use of them.
• Introduce FAQ’s and guide students to the relevant parts of the OER/TER.
OER
• Art 2
Some explanations are unclear. For example, does a semester include exam weeks? Secondly, only negative
study advice is explained. Is it necessary to explain positive study advice?
• Art 12.4
It is explained that one of the tasks of the HP coach is to monitor and mentor the student. What are the other
tasks?
• Art 18.2 Van elke student wordt actieve deelname verwacht aan het vak waarvoor hij staat ingeschreven.
How is active participation defined? What are possible consequences of inactive participation?
• Art 23.2 Het afnemen van een mondeling tentamen geschiedt door minimaal twee examinatoren.
Is this form of examination applied in our education and if so, are the course coordinators made aware of this
change? Why does this rule contain a lot more specifications in the TER?
• Appendix 1, art 2
The course name Design and Experience should be updated to Form and Experience.
• Appendix 1, art 8b
We are still awaiting a transition regulation for the courses TPO and Modelling.
TER
• Art 8.4 If a compulsory component has already been completed in the aforementioned Bachelor’s degree
programme, the Board of Examiners will designate an alternative subject.
Does this apply? Could students do the same subject but more in-depth?
• Art 17.4 If a course consists of component examinations, the period of validity of the component examination for
which no credits are assigned shall be restricted to the academic year the student follows the course in question
Unclear to some members. Does the student need to redo the component examination in the following year or
redo the whole course?
• •

Art 18.1 (Component) examinations in courses are set as described in the Study Guide. It contains a

description of the moments at which and the number of times that examinations can be taken, along with their
frequency, without prejudice to the provisions of these regulations concerning written and oral examinations
Reconsider the text for improved readability.
• Art 19.2 Unless determined otherwise by the Board of Examiners or if the student has filed an objection, oral
(component) examinations will be held in public and, administrated by at least two examiners.
See comment OER Art 23.2.
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REACTION ON MAVA IPD/SPD
Main concerns
Motivation of programme
Firstly, as OKIO members, we are not well aware of the motivation for implementing the MAVA programme We do
understand that this means a shorter study time for these students, but skipping this semester and making it part
of a master programme is concerning us. Students following this programme will never reach the same in depth
knowledge, skills and competences as our ‘regular’ students as they miss a whole semester of electives. Is it even
possible to meet the final attainment levels of the masters with 30 ECTS less on a master specific level as this
MAVA programme is clearly on a bachelor level? Yet the students seem to get the same diploma. To us that seems
strange and makes our diploma inconsistent. The student members of the OKIO also express their concern about
fairness and start wondering whether they could also choose to skip the elective semester… (which we understand
is not possible as you need 120 ECTS for our masters degrees).
For the students following the MAVA programme to be able to finish on an equal level as ‘regular’ students they
would actually need to do both a ‘transition programme’ on the Bachelor level and somehow gain knowledge and
skills on a master level within the one semester programme This implies the need of a speedy process to do more
in less time so to speak, which in our view is not doable. All in all a clear raison d’être of the programme would be
highly appreciated.
One programme
Secondly, we wonder why the DFI master is not included in MAVA and why the choice has been made to make it
one programme for two different masters. Following from this, we wonder whether it is wise for students with an
engineering background that are following different masters, IPD and SPD, to follow the exact same programme.
We understand that it is less time-consuming for our organization to combine them and that the programme
is mostly about gaining knowledge and skills on a bachelor level equal to the current ‘transition programme’.
However, as the masters differ quite a lot in content we are concerned that in the end we do not deliver graduates
with the best qualities in this way. Adding on this, we wonder how the design projects are actually carried out in
practice when it comes to integrating knowledge and skills as the nature of the assignments and the resulting
outcome of an IPD project is quite different from the outcome of an SPD one. In order to tailor the MAVA
programme somewhat more to the two different masters, we suggest to develop one extensive design project for
each of the two directions next to two less extensive ones that may be the same for both directions. In this way
more focus can be put on the nature of a design project specific for that master and still students can gain the
broader, more ‘superficial’ knowledge and skills that characterizes our bachelor.
Selection criteria
Thirdly, it is not clear what exactly the (educational) background of the intended students is and how students are
selected for the programme. What are the selection criteria? The document states that students are five years
older than average. Is this a minimum age requirement and if yes, why? 5 years does not correspond with the
duration of most bachelor programmes so we imagine that this implies that applicants should also have working
experience. We believe the students, next to their engineering background, should show some affinity and/or skills
and knowledge about creativity, visual thinking and communication, and interest in people. As one of our members
is an assessor of applications for MAVA programme and the IPD master, we are aware of the following:
“Variant for engineering majors applicants with a BSc in a constructive engineering discipline, such as mechanical
engineering, mechatronics, production engineering/manufacturing technology, aerospace engineering or nautical
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engineering, are eligible to apply for a special variant of the MSc IPD & SPD programme, first starting in September
2018. In this 2-year variant of the IPD & SPD MSc programme applicants will start with a semester-long intensive
adaptation programme in industrial design (on master level), followed by 2 semesters with the main IPD/SPD
courses and the graduation project in the last semester. (This variant does not have a ‘free elective’-semester.)
Upon completion students will hold a MSc in Integrated Product Design. There is an additional application
requirement for this variant: applicants need to take the MOOC Delft Design Approach before applying and show
the results and the certificate in their portfolio.”
These criteria are in our view too general for a consistent assessment.
State of proposal
Finally, before diving into more details of the programme, we are worried about the state of development of this
proposal. We feel it is still in a concept state and in need of more iterations before implementation. The quality of
the programme if implemented already in September 2018 is highly concerning us, especially with the summer
holidays coming up.

Additional comments
Clarity of document
• The purpose of the programme is not clearly described in the document so not all OKIO members actually
understand what they are reviewing. As an example one student remarks: “SPD/IPD in one year seems too good
to be true; how do you ensure that students are equally capable as IPD and SPD students in just one year? SPD
and IPD are already full-time studies, if not more than full-time. Please also be wary of offending students who
do a double-degree, taking up at least 3 years to be able to acquire these skills”.
Content
• The overall content seems appropriate and we find it good that different design courses are included.
• Although we appreciate the amount of different fields covered content-wise, we wonder whether this will provide
a logical bridge with the master programmes. E.g. for the SPD master the MAVA programme mainly touches
upon SWOT analysis and other related methods which is only a small part of the SPD field.
• In general, the suggested assignments seem to be on a bachelor level rather than a master level when it
comes to openness/abstraction level. Specifically, the design problems suggested seem to be in misalignment
with the problems tackled in the masters, e.g. in SPD where the assignments are on a higher societal level
involving multiple stakeholders and the complete product-service system. Also the two design projects ‘focused
at aesthetic point of view and one from the user point of view’ are confusing and in fact not correct. In our view
as at IDE we always design something from intended users and society point of view. Central focus is often the
users’ experiences. One of the aspects that influence the experience of a product is its visual appearance, but
when designing this the designer can look at the aesthetic experience of the product, the meaning that it evokes
and the emotion that the product evokes. Furthermore, the designer could look at other factors that influence the
user experience, such as ergonomics (physical and mental comfort, usability, and safety).
• ‘The program should contain theoretical and practical content of SPD/IPD issues, issues related to aesthetics,
and to the user. Additionally it is likely that mass produced consumer goods and sustainability are not addressed
in the preceded engineering education.’ According to us there is more that the students likely did not learn in
their engineering bachelors. We also wonder why aesthetics and the users are explicitly mentioned and thereby
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implying they are the most important. One suggestion would be to make a list of the bachelor learning goals that
are addressed and the ones not addressed. If tailoring the programme more towards the different masters, the
list can be extended with most relevant subjects for each of the two masters and more general subjects.
• The Pahl & Beitz model is from 1977. We advise to use something more recent.
Learning activities
• Overall, the program is rather fragmented. Especially in period 1 with 5 courses running in parallel students have
to be able to switch continuously between topics and it is hard to gain in depth knowledge and understanding.
• In addition to that, the suggested design courses are rather short and we wonder whether students have enough
time to get to the required (master) level. We suggest to reconsider the number of and time available for projects.
• The course proposals read as an old school approach in our view.
• We do like that knowledge and skills are gained through the development of design projects and the fact that
these projects are used to learn a lot, in line with the new bachelor curriculum and current master programmes.
Having lectures as injections of this knowledge throughout the projects seems like a relevant and interesting
approach. Nevertheless, there is a risk that students will skip the lectures to save time to work on the projects,
especially when approaching deadlines. Furthermore, if working on the design projects in teams, there is always
a chance that students delegate tasks and responsibility in such a way that some students attend some lectures
and develops ‘expertise’ in one field while other students attend other lectures building up ‘expertise’ in other
fields. Perhaps a more engaging interaction with students than a lecture will be more attractive and thereby
delimiting these risks.
• In relation to the ‘learning by doing’ approach (“the design project is taken as the carrier to give theory a
meaning”), it is important to note that reflection becomes an essential part. Without reflection moments, both in
the project and after the project, students only focus on ‘doing’.
Assessment
• The overall assessment of the programme is not clear to us. What is meant with Peer assessment Q&A and
who controls the quality of this? Are all these assessments summative? If so, then overall assessment is very
fragmented, with grades that make up only 3% or 4% of the final grade.
• We suggest, from experience, to only use peer review for formative purposes (for instance, how can students
judge whether one has awareness of cost price, production quantity and consumer price (p. 14)?).
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REACTION ON EVALUATION RESULTS
BRIGHTSPACE
Infographic
Although we are pleased to see an infographic that summarises the results, the visual is not completely clear to
us without explanation. More importantly, especially students are more interested in results that are currently not
covered by the infographic. For instance, students would like to see more information on planned improvements
than statistics.

Pulse app
In the results we read that the Pulse app is used more frequently by students. This concerns some of our
educational staff members as quite some of the course information that is visible in Brightspace is not visible in the
app. This is misleading for the students and results in students missing out on important information without them
knowing. In the end this compromises the quality of our education and it is essential that this is improved on the
short term.

Format
In the evaluation students mention that the use of a format of arranging information over courses should be more
consistent. We wonder if anyone has checked whether course coordinators are actually applying the format in a
correct way. At least it is good to see that this is one of the follow-up actions mentioned. In the list of actions we
suggest to add improvement of the current layout of Brightspace as the layout itself might be a part of the problem
of not recognizing the format. The difference between the levels in the menu on the left hand side is too small and
hardly noticeable. This might make it harder to find information and does not help in clearly communicating the
format in our view.

Engagement
After trying to discuss the evaluation of Brightspace in an OKIO meeting, we observed that most students and
educational staff members are rather indifferent when it comes to this topic. If this is representative of all students
and staff at the faculty it should be considered alarming as from the evaluation it is clear that we still have a way
to go before Brightspace and the use of it is fully optimized. In order to optimize it well and to do so sooner rather
than later, a joint effort of students, teaching and supporting staff, and the Brightspace support and developers,
is necessary. After the summer holidays we would like to discuss further how we can increase the engagement
regarding Brightspace.
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RESULTS INTERNAL BRAINSTORM

COMMUNICATION IN IDE EDUCATION

This is a preliminary, very draft inventory to discuss needs and possibilities regarding communciation in IDE
education, approached from the three different perspectives: Students, teaching staff and supporting staff, see
Figure 5.

Important points of attention for effective and efficient communication
• Language, Dutch or English (when Dutch and when in English)
• Tone of voice (communication style)
• Quantity (how much)
• Timing (when)
• Transparency (what)
• Quality (to the point, clear, relevant)

Figure 5 - Overview of stakeholders involved in communication in IDE education
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From the IDE students’ point of view
Problems/barriers:
• Students don’t know how to address the teaching staff/supporting staff
• Students are hesitant addressing the teaching staff/supporting staff
• In communication towards students, it is sometimes unclear what the consequences/points of action for students
are (they do not know what to do with the information)
• Courses given in Dutch as well as in English, which causes confusion.
• Communication takes a long time, which causes (often untrue) speculations among students
Ideas/opportunities:
• Course coordinators explain how and when to address them about a problem in the course, or where students
can go to with any remarks/questions
• Most important part of communication towards students is what they need to do or what consequences it has for
them
• Decide whether a course is given in English or in Dutch (literature and materials need to be clear as well)
• Even though some information is not available yet to communicate, give the students a little information to
prevent speculations (as an example: the power failure of last Friday)
• Improve the Brightspace-discussion platform and promote it to use for communication

From the IDE teaching staff’s point of view
Problems/barriers:
• Lack of the possibility to anticipate on demands from supporting staff, such as update Coursebase information.
• Need to inform and promote electives, right now not possible.
• New teachers do not know how to communicate with supporting staff, fellow teachers and students:
• It is still unclear where to got to with what question. Should it be the department secretary, the head of the department,
the service desk?
• Brightspace not clear: There is a quite complicated way to e-mail, for instance, groups and still not sure if it works really
well (no feedback). In the area of Snapchat, Facebook, Instagram etc. there should be a more clear, direct and easy way
to communicate with students when we are remote.
• Quote: ‘I now often use WhatsApp as a means of communication with my students (For instance when they’re ill or
missed their train). This feels a bit to personal, but is the easiest and quickest way. Would there be another way?’

Ideas/opportunities:
• Yearly overview of milestones for course organisation
• A platform to promote electives to students
• Guidelines for effective internal communication
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From the IDE supporting staff’s point of view
Problems/barriers:
• Too many emails.
• Difficult to find who’s responsible for what; to whom do I need to send my question?
• t’s a lot of work to create your own mailing list when you need to send an email to a specific group (students or
staff).
• Too many people involved, too many places where you can find information.
• Difficult to determine the level of importance of the information in the email.
• All departments and faculties communicate differently.
• What’s the added value of the central department ‘Communications’?
Ideas/opportunities:
• One place/spot for all /information and one person responsible.
• Visit colleagues instead of sending an email.
• Change (etiquette for?) the usage of email (quantity, different for the type of information, different for the
departments, etc.).
• Each department can communicate independently; not depending on the department ‘Communications’.
• Standard mailing lists available; clear groups to address.
• Communication should be more interactive; balance between sending and receiving.
• Who, what, where; Less referring to other colleagues or departments.
• More similarity between faculties.
• Better feedback from central organization to faculties.
Note: we did not mention issues regarding transparency yet.
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