FACULTY OF MEDIA AND COMMUNICATION
FACULTY EDUCATION AND STUDENT EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE
                                                   		                        Confirmed

[bookmark: _GoBack]
Minutes of the meeting held on 29 October 2015 at 2.00pm in room TAG31

Present:
Dr Barbara Dyer (Chair)	Deputy Dean Education and Professional Practice (Interim) 
Robin Chater (Secretary)	Academic Quality Administrator
Amber Burton		Head of Education - Department of Corporate and Marketing Communications (CMC)
Sharen Everitt	Academic Administration Manager
Rachel Geeson	LLS Service Development Manager, Academic Services (AS)
Ellie Mayo-Ward	Vice President (Education) of the Students’ Union (SUBU)
Christine Scholes	Additional Learning Support Manager, Student Support Services (SSS)
Dr Richard Southern	Head of Education - National Centre for Computer Animation (NCCA)
Dr Christa van Raalte	Head of Department of Media Production
Sue Warnock	Head of Education - Department of Law 
Sally Weston	Head of Department of Law


Apologies:
Apologies had been received from:
Dr Hywel Dix		Head of Education - School of Journalism, English and Communication (JEC)
Dr Karen Fowler-Watt	Head of School of Journalism, English and Communication (JEC)
Phil Mathews	Head of Education - Department of Media Production (MP)
Dr Heather Savigny		Acting Head of Department of Corporate and Marketing Communications (CMC)
Chris Williams	Head of the National Centre for Computer Animation (NCCA)



1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

The Chair welcomed the members to the meeting and introductions were made.  


2.	APOLOGIES

Apologies were noted as above.


3.	FESEC TERMS OF REFERENCE

The Chair outlined the remit of the FESEC. It was noted that during the previous academic year during FASC meetings it had been planned to introduce a Faculty Education Committee. It was clarified that this plan had been superseded with the implementation of FESECs across the institution. 


3.1	FESEC Membership

The committee membership as defined in the Terms of Reference required that there be Senior Student Representatives, with a minimum of one per Department. However, the Faculty’s Senior Student Reps for 2015-16 were yet to be elected. The Vice President (Education) of the Students’ Union would inform the Secretary once Senior Student Reps had been elected, in order that they would be invited to the next meeting. 
	Action:  EM-W


The Chair informed the Committee that the Representative of the Professoriate nominated by the Executive Dean was Professor Erik Knudsen. Programme/Framework Leader Representatives were yet to be appointed. Each Head of Department (HoD) was requested to nominate an Undergraduate Programme/Framework Leader Representative and a Postgraduate Programme/Framework Leader Representative for their Department. Zhidong Xiao was nominated as the UG NCCA PL Rep. Sarah McKeown as the UG Law PL Rep and Richard Wallis as the UG MP PL Rep. HoDs were asked to let the Academic Administration Manager know the names of the other Programme/Framework Leader Representatives they wished to nominate.
	Action:  HoDs

3.2	Meeting Structure and Format

The Chair proposed that future meetings be structured into two parts. Part 1, the first hour of the meeting, would be for committee business and Part 2, the last hour, would be for education innovation presentations with time following for question and answer. There would be flexibility for members who were unable to commit to attend the full meeting to leave before Part 2. It was agreed to trial the structure at the next meeting. Members were asked to suggest potential innovators, for future presentations, to the Chair. 
	Action:  ALL


4.	EDUCATION AND STUDENT EXPERIENCE PLAN

The BU approach to ESEPs until recently had been for a Faculty level ESEP to be produced at the start of the academic year. DDEPPs were required to produce a Faculty ESEP by 30 October 2015. The Chair proposed to move towards a more bottom up approach for producing ESEPs by introducing Programme level ESEPs that would inform Departmental ESEPs, which in turn would feed into the Faculty level document. There was not time to implement such an approach for the Faculty ESEP that was due imminently. The Chair shared with the committee two ESEP templates:  one for Department Level and one for Programme Level, and proposed that these be utilised within Departments.  

The meeting discussed how the templates would be used. It was noted that on the Programme Level template the guidance notes stated that any MUSE or NSS question scoring lower than 70% student satisfaction should be explicitly addressed. However, Faculty Exec had agreed it should be any question scoring lower than 80%.  The Chair would produce some overarching themes in order that Programmes could identify issues in their ESEP that can feed into their Departmental one. It was envisaged that Department ESEPs would be made available to all staff on the I:drive, but that Programme ESEPs would not be published. Programme ESEPs would be used mainly as a tool to collect information and to identify key/common issues to inform into the Department ESEP.

It was queried whether there would be a duplication of effort and overlap of information between Programme/Department ESEPs and ARFM Continuous Action Plans (CAPs). It was acknowledged that there may be some overlap since CAPs do address issues arising from MUSE. However, there would also be instances where there would be no overlap.  It was felt that further guidance and clarity may be required as the new process rolled out.

Members reported that there was staff anxiety over use of MUSE results. That staff would be named and shamed over poor results or where it was not possible to undertake the survey for particular units in the week MUSE was conducted. There was concern that MUSE could be used in consideration for pay progression and if a unit survey was missed then a staff member was missed.  The Chair gave her assurance that there was no intention to name and shame. However, it was acknowledged some units could be missed since it was not possible to capture them all in the same week. It was noted that MUSE did not remove unit leaders having the option to undertake their own qualitative student evaluation for their unit. The Chair would explore with the DDEPP for the Faculty of Science and Technology whether it would be possible to undertake MUSE for those units that were missed in Semester 1 and have them processed with the Semester 2 surveys.

	Action:  Chair

It was agreed to proceed with using the new Programme and Department ESEP templates.  Department ESEPs would come to future FESEC, Faculty Exec and Department meetings. FESEC would monitor the new process.


5.	PEER REFLECTION ON EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE ACTIVITIES (PREP)

5.1	PREP – MUSE and NSS focus

In recent years each Department had developed their own approach to PREP.  The Chair proposed that for this academic year it would be a good opportunity to start afresh and look to having an overall Faculty approach to a theme.  It was noted that there had been a time when PREP had been carried out inter-departmentally and members felt this had been very beneficial.

The Chair informed the meeting that the Centre of Excellence in Learning (CEL) had developed something around the new Academic Adviser role and suggested that with their support utilising this strategy could help to embed the role. Members expressed concern that as the Academic Adviser role was so new, introducing PREP to it may ‘muddy the waters’. It was commented that PREP should be focussed on teaching and was needed most in established units that needed some help. There was a consensus that having an inter-departmental approach would be most advantageous and could be the gateway for cross Faculty collaborative work. It was further suggested that with an inter-department approach staff of similar roles/grades should be peer reviewing each other.


6.	ADMISSIONS / PROGRESSION / EMPLOYABILITY

Faculties had recently been requested to comment on their progression and attrition statistics. The meeting discussed the process of monitoring and reviewing such statistics. This was something that was considered at Faculty Exec and at Framework/Programme Management Team and ARFM meetings. The Chair noted that those meetings, where such statistics were considered, should continue to report by exception to FESEC any patterns arising that were of concern.   

Members noted some of the different approaches to monitoring attendance and engagement that were reportedly being undertaken across the Faculty and of the challenges of tracking and following up on students who had poor academic engagement. The meeting was reminded that all departments should be following the processes set out in the ‘3K - Attendance Monitoring and Withdrawal: Procedure’, whereby there was an escalation of a series of formal letters that were to be sent via Programme Administrators to students who continuously failed to academically engage.  If a Programme Leader identified that a student was not attending then they can ask their Programme Administrator to send one of these letters to the student. The Programme Administrator would also log this on their spreadsheet used for tracking students in line with academic procedure 3K.  Recording when the letter was sent and whether a student had responded to the letter by the specified deadline, then following up/escalating accordingly.  


7.	72 HOUR LATE SUBMISSION RULE

A paper was provided to the meeting which brought together the relevant key changes/extracts from the Academic Regulations Policies and Procedures regarding the new 72 Hour Late Submission Rule. The new definition of what constitutes a late submission of coursework and the penalties to be applied took effect from 21 September 2015 for Assessment Boards. It was noted that the penalty of capping a mark at the pass mark was applied if a piece of coursework was submitted late but within 72 hours of the submission deadline. However, the penalty, applied by the Assessment Board of counting the unit affected by the late submission (even if it had passed) towards the student’s reassessment limit for the level, only applied if the late piece of work in question was itself a formal element of coursework. If the late piece of work was a sub-element (and the unit had passed) then the unit would not be counted towards the reassessment limit. Concern was raised that if staff could not understand the complexities of the new regulation then how would students be expected to be able to? It was queried how students had been informed of the change. It was noted that the change had been covered in the Programme Handbooks that had been made available to students at the start of the academic year.

The Head of Education (NCCA) commented that an on-going issue for his department was how the late submission policy was implemented for large file submissions. The NCCA Department felt that it was unfair that students were being penalised for being late if they started to upload a large file submission before the deadline and the upload completed after the deadline, since the regulations and policy were such that the submission would only be deemed as meeting the deadline if the full upload was received before the deadline passed. However, there was no way for a student to be able to determine with any certainty how long it would take a particular file to take to upload in myBU. Therefore, the NCCA Department wanted for the large file submission system to be able to log the time at which the student commenced the upload of their submission and for the commencement time to determine whether the submission would be logged as late or as on time. It was noted that the Academic Administration Manager of the Faculty of Health and Social Sciences had been investigating ways of recording when a student commenced a large file submission. The Representative from Academic Services offered to seek an update from the AAM FHSS on this.

			Action:  RG

8.	MARKING AND FEEDBACK

8.1	Online Submission, Online Marking, Online Feedback

It was noted that the overall proportion of coursework assignments for the Faculty that were both submitted and marked entirely online remained relatively small and lower than in the other faculties. It was noted that there were a few instances where it was not possible for some markers to mark online due to medical grounds.  For other staff who had not yet transitioned to online marking it was not entirely clear what the reasons were. It was suggested some staff who had made the transition to marking online could be invited to talk about their experiences in a future educational innovation section of the meeting.


8.2	Anonymous Marking

The Chair informed the Committee of a new initiative to pilot anonymous marking in each faculty in 2015-16. In order to do this some appropriate units needed to be identified that would undertake anonymous marking.  Members raised concern that there were many units that have elements to them that would identify students to the markers, such as developmental and tutorial supported assessments and the move to looking after students in small groups.  It was noted that myBU was not currently set-up for online anonymous marking for Semester 1 units and therefore, the units identified may have to be from Semester 2. Some members noted that where anonymous marking had been trailed in the past it had been unsuccessful or had negatively impacted the student experience. It was also felt that anonymous marking can increase the margin for human error. When it had been proposed in one of the academic groups that supervisors should not be involved in marking the work of students they had supervised, there had been considerable opposition to this idea.  The Vice President (Education) of SUBU noted that when the proposed pilot had been deliberated at ESEC it had been agreed that where possible it was hoped that anonymous marking would take place at least on one unit per level. There were lots of reasons why for some assessments it could not be done. However, it was encouraged to be done for assessments where it was possible and had the potential to enhance the student experience.  It was noted that there was a working group looking at anonymous marking, but that it needed to have more representatives from FMC on it. The Head of Education for CMC offered to be put forward for the working group. The Chair concluded the conversation by proposing that the way forward with the pilot would be to have anonymous marking take place in one unit per level per programme as a first step.




9.	STUDENT VOICE COMMITTEE

The Chair advised the meeting that she was the Chair of the Student Voice Committee (SVC) and she would bring key news, information and issues from SVC to future FESEC meetings.  There was nothing from SVC to report to the current meeting.


9.1	Recording of Lectures

The Head of Department of Law had requested this agenda item for discussion. Within the Department of Law, lecturers had encountered some students recording their lectures without asking for permission. These were non ALS students (who might have a prior agreed arrangement). It had also been rumoured that students were recording lectures and either selling them to students who had not attended or making them available online for other students. These incidents had raised questions about whether students were allowed to record lectures and who owned intellectual property rights for lectures and material that is produced for them.

The Head of Department of Law has sought advice from a lawyer regarding intellectual property. The lawyer had advised that the copyright of presentation slides are owned by the academic who created them. However, the University may have an employment contract which states that any lecture materials produced by an academic are the property of the university.

It was clarified that although an ALS student may record a lecture they must ask permission. Since recommendations for accommodating an ALS student’s needs are made on the basis of reasonable adjustment. If a lecturer feels it is unreasonable for their lecture to be recorded then they are able to decline the student’s request to record, provided that they provide the student with an alternative, such as an additional tutorial, in order to level the playing field.

It was felt that an institutional level policy and procedure was required with wording that could be used in all student handbooks and unit guides. It was noted that the AAM HSS is progressing this with Legal Services. It was agreed that Law academics could use their discretion until the outcome of this work was made available. 

Members suggested an interim way forward would be that academics consider recording their lectures themselves and then publish to students following the lecture. This had the advantage that lecturers could edit the content of what they had recorded, before making it available to students, in order to remove or clarify information that could be taken out of context.


10.	FUTURE ITEMS SUGGESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

It was reported that some staff were currently looking to develop some cross-faculty option units and that this could be the basis for a future item for a presentation or discussion.


11.	ANY OTHER BUSINESS

The Representative from Student Support Services (SSS) said that she had found it interesting and informative being a participant member of this committee meeting. She inquired as to whether there was any specific input required of the SSS and AS Reps at FESEC. The SSS Rep went on to say that although she was from the Additional Learning Needs Service she was representing the whole of SSS and she wondered whether it would be useful to also have a member of staff from the Learning Development Team as a member of the Committee.  The Chair advised that since the FESEC was a new committee they would play it by ear.


12.	DATE OF NEXT MEETING:

Wednesday 9 December 2015, 2.00pm – 4.00pm, Room CAG04, Christchurch Annexe Building.
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