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25th November 2015, 10am, Barnes LT
Present: 
Dr Andrew Main, Dr Philip Ryland, Dr Ian Jones, Dr Philip Long, Dr Lois Farquharson, Paul Boyce, Dr Tim Gale, Nick Rowles, Dr Lucy Lu, Jon Leung (SUBU), Dr Liam Sheridan (AS), Helen Palmer (SS), Jay Nugent (GS)
Apologies: 
Dr Jens Holscher, Dr Phyllis Alexander, Heather Mitchell, Dr Caroline Jackson
In attendance:
Joanna Milner
1. Welcome and Apologies
AM welcomed everyone to the first Faculty of Management Faculty Education and Student Experience Committee (FESEC).
2. Membership
The attending members discussed the membership of the Committee. It was agreed that the following representation was also required to attend:
· One Programme/Framework Leader per Department – every meeting (AM to identify	AM
these people)										
· Senior Student Rep – every meeting (PFR to identify and this person)	PFR
· A member of the Professoriate – every meeting (AM to identify this person)	AM
· Heads of Department - (on an occasional basis when relevant)
· Learning Technologist – on an occasional basis when relevant – on rotation
· Industry Engagement / Employability representative (Simon Thomas) – every meeting
· Partnerships Coordinator - (on an occasional basis when relevant)
JM would approach the relevant people as and when they were required to attend.	JM
3. 	Evaluation of Induction Activity
3.1	Support issues for Level 5 and 6 students
The Committee heard that some Level 5 and 6 students had expressed a need for study skills workshops integrated into Induction to help them adjust to returning to the academic environment. 

JN noted that the integration of the postgraduate January and September cohorts at Induction was also an issue; PFR confirmed that had been recognised and was being addressed. 
The Committee were informed that although the ‘International Reception’ held at the BIC had been a success, some home students had felt that they had missed out as the majority of their cohort consisted of international students.  
LL drew the Committees attention to the ‘Global Talent’ Programme. She noted that the Committee serving this Programme had met twice since September. Discussion to date had focussed primarily on how to implement the Programme across the Faculty. LL explained that a pilot programme would be starting in January, with the aim to embed it into every programme across the Faculty. She explained that it was likely that some of the content would be delivered within Induction Week.
IJ noted that in the majority of cases, the move to one week induction was favourable. For Sport at undergraduate level there had been discussion that the ‘Research Methods’ unit maybe be removed from Level 5, with a view to adding Research Methods into the Level 6 Induction programme. 
There was discussion regarding the movement of enrolment for Level 6 students from the Thursday or Friday of Induction week to earlier in that week. However, LS explained that logistically Student Administration could not manage larger numbers of students earlier in that week. 
The Committee concluded that Programme Leaders should discuss Induction Activity with their teams and report back to the March FESEC meeting based upon the following:	PL’s
· Length of induction / link to extended induction
· Support issues for Level 5 and 6 students
· Content of induction (inspirational lecture, Library & IT support, balance between Professional Services and team-led sessions, meeting with Exec or department team, introduction to AAs etc.)
· Value of external activities and events
· Budget for resources, events, activities and catering.  Information regarding budgets would be needed for the Delivery Plan at the end of February 2016.	PL’s
4. 	Student Rep Meeting Guide/Agenda receipt
The Committee received the guidelines. PFR requested that the reference to ‘course’ throughout the documentation be changed to ‘programme’. He also noted that the final guideline was requesting positive feedback; this might be better placed at the top of the list. JM to amend.	JM
The Committee approved the guidelines, AM would circulate to PL’s via email.	AM


5. 	Receipt and Scrutiny of the Department ESEPs including PREP activity for the year 
The Committee acknowledged that further clarification from ESEC was required regarding the submission of Department ESEPs.  AM commented that there appeared to be limited value in a Faculty ESEP, he thought it more important to operate ‘living document’ Department ESEPs.  AM would refer this to ESEC.	AM
It was agreed that Departments would follow the template produced by PFR; he would circulate the template to all Heads of Department. The Department ESEPs would be received at the next FESEC meeting.	HOD’s
The Committee discussed ‘Three Week Turnaround’, it was noted that the Faculty should publicise the results to the students as many students were unaware that returning work within three weeks was much quicker than many other Universities.  LL stated that generally most Universities returned work within 20 working days, i.e. four weeks.
AM asked that PREP activity by Department be reported back to the next meeting. 	AM
6.	MUSE 
The Committee received AM’s report.  It was noted that Heads of Department had received the detailed MUSE data by unit.
AM noted that BU’s most recent NSS score was low, he expressed concern that this could impact upon student recruitment. 
AM noted that the MUSE and NSS scores correlated 92%. Therefore MUSE was a huge opportunity to talk to the students about the meaning on the questions.  LS noted that some institutions coached their students more on NSS. BU would not be prepared to do this, however, the equivalent coaching could be done for MUSE as the questions were identical and it was thought that the students would repeat their behaviour on the NSS. The students needed to be educated on the meaning of the questions.
AM explained that Unit Tutors with units scoring below 50% needed some help to address the score. Any unit scoring 85-100% did not need attention and any unit scoring 70% + was doing quite well, so would not be asked to make any dramatic changes. 
The Committee discussed putting MUSE feedback on myBU.  AM noted that there was lack of consistency on myBU within the Faculty.  PFR explained that the colour-coding on myBU was due to staff individual choice,  the decision had been made some time ago to encourage staff to customise their units. PFR explained that the headings were standardised, unfortunately staff continued to put things in the wrong place.  PFR would lead on a project to refresh myBU for the Faculty and make it more consistent in terms of unit buttons/folders in preparation for the 2016/17 Academic Year. These changes would be implemented in summer 2016. 	PFR
IJ suggested that Academics handout the MUSE questionnaires rather than the Programme Administrators, this would make the process more personal and would give the Unit Tutors ownership of the survey.  It was suggested that the Programme Administrator could pass the surveys over to the Academics to manage and then take them back to be processed. The Committee agreed with this recommendation to change the procedure. HM and AM to implement.	HM & AM				
It was noted that MUSE was already a heading on the UMRs and will remain so for the next year.  
It was agreed that Unit Tutors should speak with students in person regarding the MUSE results/feedback and put a summary on myBU for the students that didn’t attend.  AM would email staff to advise how MUSE feedback should be disseminated. 		AM
Heads of Department would investigate how MUSE feedback was dealt with at Programme Level and report back at the next FESEC meeting. 	HODE’s
7.	Reporting on Student Feedback
The Committee heard that there was a new student reporting tool (SIMON) and it would need to be integrated into team meetings. SIMON replaced the SOS system, it was easier for SUBU to collect the data and was a simple method for students to gather and display feedback. JL confirmed that Student Reps had been trained on SIMON; however, staff had not been trained. PFR asked JL if there was any generic information about SIMON  that had been produced and could be circulated to Programme Leaders. JL to investigate.		JL
7.1	Student Reps Fora
The Committee discussed how to manage the Student Reps Fora across the Faculty. It was noted that going forward the role of the Faculty was diminished with the role of the Departments becoming more important.  PFR agreed to meet with the Heads of Department regarding this. It was suggested that six meetings could be scheduled (one for each department) with two part agendas, PG first and UG after. This would be discussed at the 4th May 2016 FESEC meeting.	JM
8. 	Future Issues to be addressed by the Committee
· Reviewing the Academic Adviser role
· Employability
· Global/International student support
· Heads of Education – one meeting for each Department to talk about their Department and share best practice with the Committee
9. 	Any other Business
AM explained that the Faculty was expected to nominate at least one unit on every level of every programme for an anonymous marking pilot. However, unfortunately most assessments had been already set, making this level of anonymous marking impractical in this academic year. The Faculty’s diet of enriched assessment did not lend itself well to anonymous marking.
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