LONDON METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY

NOTES ON LEARNING & TEACHING WORKSHOP (13.12.04) ON

STUDENT FEEDBACK ON TEACHING
National Student Survey
In her presentation, Dr Petra Wend (Director of Learning, Teaching & Student Affairs) outlined the new scheme: 

· undergraduate students nearing completion of their studies will be surveyed early in 2005 (and annually thereafter) by an independent agency (IPSOS) about their views of teaching quality at their university (see appendix 1 for questionnaire and timetable)
· the target group is students who have had “significant engagement” with their institution (decided by IPSOS on the basis of data supplied by HEIs), and the goal is a 60% return
· according to HEFCE (circular 2004/33) the “main purpose of the NSS is to inform public choice” (p. 18) about where to study 
· results will be published on the TQI website in the form of a mean score for “each aspect of quality” (presumably this means each theme addressed on the questionnaire), per university and per subject (the categorisation of subject areas is still to be finalised); scores will be compared to a “sector adjusted score” (benchmark)
· it is doubtful how useful the scores will be for helping to improve teaching quality, but universities will be provided with students’ comments; HEIs will also have an opportunity to state on the TQI website how they are addressing issues identified in the student feedback
· local promotional activities are envisaged, with the Students’ Union playing the key role, and it is to the university’s advantage to encourage students to take part (lower participation rates usually mean lower ratings)
Key issues arising from the discussion:

· the Students’ Union believes it is important for students to be consulted but is worried about whether reaching 4 600 students and the 60% response rate is at all achievable

· staff expressed concerns about whether

· the NSS is primarily another “League Table” type of exercise rather than a developmental one; 

· “customer satisfaction” as distinct from success in learning should be the main driver of educational change; and 

· to ignore the scheme and suffer the consequences (such as possible negative publicity) or to be proactive in promoting participation in the NSS while striving to improve the student experience on our courses

· It was suggested that 

· the Public Relations department be approached to help market the scheme 

· lecturers could use existing module and course monitoring procedures to discuss with students their perspectives on the kinds of issues that are also covered by the NSS, trying in the process to learn from and act on the student feedback.

Module Monitoring
Case studies were presented by Peter Chalk (appendix 2) and Steve Wilson (appendix 3).

During discussion, key points raised included:

· the tension between the QA system of module monitoring and making room for the professionalism of teaching staff; for example, concentrated pedagogic research at intervals into specific areas might be a better way to enhance courses than routine questionnaires
· whether section B of the questionnaire (biographical details) is inappropriate and intrusive? (it is optional and meant to enable staff to conduct a closer analysis of the data, if they wish)
· the importance of including questions that take on board disabilities [and other diversity] issues, but are phrased in a manner that does not force respondents into self-disclosure
· the questionnaire rating system (Likert scale) has been amended so that 5 equates with excellence etc (this is also what students will encounter when doing the NSS)
· the issue of how the validity of students’ responses to the tick-box questions might be affected by their level of participation (e.g. diligent vs irregular attendance); it was noted that students’ comments in the qualitative section could help to interpret the quantitative data

· module evaluations should also seek information on what students are doing (i.e. the efforts they are making in their studies)

· module evaluation data is primarily for the benefit of the tutor(s), who then decide what to report on the module monitoring form; it is not intended for staff appraisal (as some colleagues fear it could be)

· the view that it could be useful to ask students to provide an “overall satisfaction” rating was countered by the question as to what such a rating might signify – would it refer to the lecturer? the course? the student’s own performance? etc

Course Monitoring
Presentations were given by Lila Diamontopoulou (Students’ Union, Vice President [city campus]) and Tim Mills (Departmental Learning & Teaching Facilitator for Law)  (see appendix 4)

In talking about the Student Academic Representatives (StARs) scheme, Lila noted that 

· the function of StARs is to be point of contact between students, lecturers and the Students’ Union [SU]

· there are currently about 130 reps 

· training will be provided to them by the SU in January (2005) on committee skills and effective representation, to enable them to fulfil their roles on course committees. 

Guidelines for reps and course leaders are available from the SU website at http://www.londonmetsu.org.uk/main/advice/new
Lila also reported on preliminary findings from the recent student survey conducted by the SU for the forthcoming Institutional Audit (in May 2005) which indicate that:

· about half the respondents said they were not asked for feedback about their courses
· three-quarters do not know what happens to their feedback
· over half do not feel that their feedback is acted upon.
Comments made during discussion:

· did the student respondents understand that “feedback” could mean other processes besides module or course questionnaires?

· providing feedback to lecturers is a key aspect of student peer support schemes

· interactive forms of communication (like that between staff and student peer helpers) are often a more productive approach than QA systems of student feedback

· it would be useful if StARs would liaise with Subject Librarians (the list of StARs is obtainable from the SU)

· it is not always possible to act on student feedback because student opinions are sometimes contradictory or because of resource constraints etc

In his presentation, Tim Mills emphasised the importance of

· having reps who can speak on behalf of other students and not just themselves, and be relevant, concise and respectful of committee etiquette

· efficiently structured and chaired meetings with fair attention given to hearing students’ views and dealing with other core business (pre-meetings can be useful for devising a focused agenda, especially with large courses)

· ensuring key points and actions are minuted

· closing the loop – with both students and course teams reporting back on issues and actions taken

· building on past experience, to avoid the same issues recurring each year.

In the concluding discussion, several questions were raised:

· ideally StARs should be elected, in keeping with the democratic principle; with first-year classes the timing of elections should give students a chance to get to know one another

· are course committees an appropriate mechanism for Estates issues? inevitably these come up, so it is important to minute points and report on subsequent actions

· there is a need to clarify the role of course committees; although these committees are forums for feedback, they also expected to carry through on issues (e.g. changes for revalidation, pedagogic matters), working with other structures

APPENDIX 1: TIMETABLE + QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY

The timetable for the 2005 NSS is as follows:

	Autumn 2004
	· HEIs nominate contacts for liaison with Ipsos UK

· Liaison between Ipsos UK and HEIs to finalise start-dates and logistical arrangements 

· HEIs populate self-generated target lists with student contact data

· User testing of a range of reporting formats 

· Ipsos UK develops branding and promotional materials, with input from key stakeholders

	November 2004
	· HEIs provide student contact data 

	December 2004
	· Student contact data checked and HEIs informed of any issues arising; HEIs provide updates as necessary

· Ipsos UK supplies HEIs with promotional materials

	January - April 2005
	· At agreed times, Ipsos UK surveys students using a sequence of methods, for a period of up to eight weeks (and any additional follow-up action)

· HEIs, preferably with students’ union involvement, distribute promotional materials locally and undertake further promotional activity as appropriate

· Consultation seminars to discuss reporting methods; decisions taken on reporting methods 

· Commissioned researchers identify feedback preferences of HEIs and students’ unions 

	May - July 2005
	· Ipsos UK completes the compilation of data and submits it to HEFCE

· HEFCE processes data and provides it to HERO; HERO prepares data for publication on the TQI site 

· HEIs preview their results on the TQI site

	August - September 2005
	· Results published on TQI site 

· Commissioned researchers provide additional feedback to HEIs and students’ unions


National Student Survey 2005 Questionnaire

	For each statement, show the extent of your agreement or disagreement by putting a cross in the one box which best reflects your current view of the course as a whole.
	   5        Definitely agree

   4        Mostly agree
   3        Neither agree nor disagree
   2        Mostly disagree
   1        Definitely disagree
   N/A    Not applicable


	The teaching on my course
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	N/A

	1. Staff are good at explaining things.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	2. Staff have made the subject interesting.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	3. Staff are enthusiastic about what they are teaching.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	4. The course is intellectually stimulating.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Assessment and feedback
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. The criteria used in marking have been clear in advance.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	6. Assessment arrangements and marking have been fair.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	7. Feedback on my work has been prompt.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	8. I have received detailed comments on my work.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	9. Feedback on my work has helped me clarify things I did not understand.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Academic support 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. I have received sufficient advice and support with my studies.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	11. I have been able to contact staff when I needed to.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	12. Good advice was available when I needed to make study choices.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Organisation and management
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. The timetable works efficiently as far as my activities are concerned.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	14. Any changes in the course or teaching have been communicated effectively.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	15. The course is well organised and is running smoothly.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Learning resources
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	N/A

	16. The library resources and services are good enough for my needs.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	17. I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	18. I have been able to access specialised equipment, facilities, or rooms when I needed to.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Personal development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. The course has helped me to present myself with confidence.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	20. My communication skills have improved.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	21. As a result of the course, I feel confident in tackling unfamiliar problems.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	22. Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of the course.
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…
	…

	Looking back on the experience, are there any particularly positive or negative aspects you would like to highlight? (More space will be provided in the actual questionnaire.)


APPENDIX 2: Module Evaluation Strategies
 Peter Chalk (Undergraduate Centre, Tower Building 2)


(1) University policy

· Questionnaire in QA Handbook  (appendix 13)

· Example questions from QA Bank  - see http://www.londonmet.ac.uk/services/quality-&-standards/qu/qh/app/student-feedback.cfm
· Personal details (section B) – too much information?

(2) Evaluation strategy

· When to evaluate?

· How to evaluate?

· Questionnaires

· In WebCT, numbers & frequency

· Focus Groups

· Informally

· Use optical mark reader [OMR] (HHS)

(3) Why evaluate?

· Miriam Diamond ‘Usefulness of structured mid-term feedback…’ (Active Learning in HE, Nov 04, p217)

· Lecturers changed, as a result:

· Teaching technique (35%)

· Assignments & grading (31%)

· Content (16%)

· Clarification (10%)

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

APPENDIX 3: Using Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

Case study from the MALTHE module: Managing the Assessment Process  (MAP)
Steve Wilson (CAPD)

(1) Timetable
Sept 04: 

· Student feedback form & guidance amended for 2003-04

2003-04: 

· New process trialled for MAP module

2004-05: 

· Online version being trialled for autumn semester

(2) Key features of the Student feedback questionnaire
· Section A: Module Information

· Section B: Biographical data

· Section C: Responses to individual statements (5 point Likert scale)

· Section D: Additional questions (open responses)

(3) Adaptations
· Sections A & B

· Pre-completed where possible

· Section C

· Question bank used as a starting point for statements

· No confirming statements used

· Specific statements used to elicit specific responses

· Section D

· Used to gather open responses

· Questionnaire piloted with previous participants

(4) Outcomes
· 82% response rate (n=28)

· Section C provided useful overall feedback incl. information for module monitoring form

· Section D provided some comparative open feedback incl. about specific module issues

· Participants generally positive about the questionnaire form

· Responses have led to some small module modifications

· Rating response sheet had some problems

(5) Modifications for 2004-05

· MAP module now has a WebCT component

· Student feedback questionnaire developed to be:

· delivered through WebCT

· completed and submitted online

· Responses can be summarised for later analysis

· Likert scale responses summarised

· Open responses listed

(6) Future considerations for the questionnaire
· Questions could mix (Likert style) responses to statements with open responses

· Participants could be consulted on the form and substance of questions 

· Likert scale will change from 1-5 to 5-1 scale in line with QA Handbook recommendations

· Use student questionnaire as one of the feedback mechanisms

APPENDIX 4: STUDENT FEEDBACK IN LAW COURSES 

Student feedback at the course level – an evaluation of current practice in Law and a summary of experience from a departmental perspective

Tim Mills (LGIR)

Introductory comments

· Range of courses – our experience is that one type of feedback does not fit all courses.

· Easier to obtain feedback for smaller courses (e.g. postgraduate) than larger courses where communication is more difficult.

· There is a need for students to be involved actively in the process so the approach is not purely mechanistic.  

· Useful to ‘de-personalise’ the comments.

· Bearing in mind that course committees are often concerned with policy, it can sometimes be difficult for student representatives to see strategic issues (e.g. budgetary provision) when students are more concerned with the day-to-day operation of their courses. 

· The same issues tend to come up each year. 

· Clear chairing of committees is becoming increasingly important.

· Excellent communication at each stage is important.

· It is important to ‘close the loop’ through action on the points raised and through communication back to the students of action taken.

Choosing student representatives.

· Early in autumn semester.
· Expressions of interest in large (common) lectures or compulsory subjects where maximum number of representative students likely to be present.
· Representatives initially propose themselves
· Important to elect representatives who will represent the collective student body.
· Give potential representatives an opportunity to speak to fellow students.
· Voting.
· Alternatively, it is possible to elect a representative for each tutorial group and then set up student groups which themselves elect the representative for the course committee
· Structure is important for large courses because the number of representatives for an undergraduate degree, offered full time and part time, in day and evening mode, over a minimum of three years, on two campuses becomes very large.  (Law has experienced meetings with twenty-four student representatives.)

· Improved training of representatives is important (as envisaged by StARs).  Increasingly, there is a need for student debate to be relevant, concise and adhere to appropriate committee etiquette.

The course committee

· Communication – one of the challenges:

· Obtain e-mail addresses or postal addresses of representatives.

· Have a folder in the departmental office for papers.

· Need for representatives to be in-touch with each other (without invading privacy or confidentiality).

· Usefulness of pre-meeting meetings (particularly on large courses):

· Increasingly important as undergraduate committees become much bigger.

· Focus on common issues to avoid repetition

· De-personalising comments – policy that individuals should not be mentioned by name.

· Removal of particularly sensitive personal issues from the course committee.

· A balance between allowing free dialogue and expression of student opinion (even where critical) and not censoring student views, while trying to ensure that personal comments, irrelevancies and repetition are removed from the course committee.

· Useful to put student feedback near the top of the agenda as a dedicated agenda item.  

· During meetings ask each student for views in turn, year by year, campus by campus so that all representatives have an opportunity to comment.

· Minute the student comments point by point.

· Allocate someone (often the course organiser) to take action on the points raised.  

· Useful if the minutes reflect the points raised and the action to be taken.

· Students require a mechanism for disseminating feedback to their colleagues.

· Minutes then feed into annual course evaluation and periodic subject review.

After the course committee

· Post-meeting meetings.

· allocating time to representatives in lectures to summarise the meeting (not popular with staff as it interrupts the delivery of modules).

· Use of notice boards.
· Use of a website to which all students have access (problem of ensuring that minutes are not available for general viewing by outsiders).
· Most useful - a summary of student concerns and the action taken on them.  This requires someone to write the summary and agree it as accurate before dissemination to the student body.
· Action to be taken on the student concerns.  Important if improvements are to be made to courses and if the same problems are not to arise in future years.  Also contributes to improvement in student satisfaction levels.
·  Vital that there is feedback to the next course committee meeting in order to ‘close the loop’. 

Other mechanisms for obtaining course feedback

· Informal interviews with the course organiser or the level head.

· Useful as an adjunct to course committees but not transparent

· A way of dealing with sensitive issues.

· Builds good relations between the member of staff and the student representatives.

· Tailor-made course questionnaires

· Obtains a wider range of student views.

· Unlike module monitoring, they give the student view of the overall course not just elements of it.

· Can inform strategic planning by the course organiser whereas module monitoring may only be scrutinised by the module leader.

· Tends to be a one-way process from students to staff unless there is a mechanism for responding to concerns.

· Tends to be purely a paper exercise if ‘nothing ever changes’.

· Staff-student liaison meetings – useful on smaller courses. 

· Student lunches - highly successful.

· Students (all those on the course) were given a buffet lunch and then were asked their comments on the course during the latter stages of the lunch (during pudding and coffee).  

· Advantage was that all students were involved and received some benefit from attending.

· Helped to build excellent staff/student relations with quality feedback.

· Student focus groups 

· Suggestion boxes.

· Feedback from student leaders in peer support schemes.

· Data from the national student satisfaction survey.

· Graduate/alumni surveys.

· Student petitions – a sign of management failure!

Reflection – what are the key issues around course feedback?

· Suitable, well chosen and well trained student representatives.

· Representatives who represent views from all aspects of the programme (difficult in practice on large courses).

· Good communication between the students themselves.

· Good communication between the course organiser and the student representatives.

· Meetings where adequate time is given to student views in a collegiate atmosphere but where student views do not dominate the entire meeting.

· Clear chairing of meetings.

· Ensuring that the points raised by students are ‘actioned’

· Ensuring that there are appropriate feedback mechanisms to the whole student cohort.

· Building on past comments from year to year to ensure that ‘the same old issues’ are not constantly being raised.

Summary 

· Training of student reps

· Good communication at all stages

· Appropriate management and conduct of meetings

· Taking action forward

· Good feedback mechanisms to students 

· Building on past experience
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