Education Strategy Forum 
28th July 2022 – Notes 
Attendees: John Juliet (Chair); Parker Simon; Blake Susan; Cox Anton; Gerrard Russell; Smallman Rafe; Hogan Sean; Thurgood Sian; Quinsee Susannah; Brookes Kieran; James Birkett, Moustaka Georgia (Secretary), Malgo Chrzan (minutes)
Apologies: Slootmaeckers Koen; Silvers Lara; Bradley-Smith Jane; Parker Pam; Glavan Madalina; Watson Helen; Phillips James; Rafalin Deborah; Wood Sarah; Robinson Sionade; Welch Brenda; Ctori Irene; Carran Margaret; Amy Parker; Susannah Quinsee

1. Welcome
The Chair welcomed members and observers to today’s meeting of the Education Strategy Forum (ESF). 

2. Online Module Evaluation (OME)
ESC received a paper detailing the current OME policy and process. The following areas were discussed:
a) Mode of delivery
· It was agreed that module evaluation would remain online. 

b) Response rate
· The Student Survey Portal, which allowed students to log into an easy-to use portal to access all their open module evaluations in one URL-constant location available on any device, had been implemented in PRD2 of 2021/22. 
· It was recommended to integrate Module Evaluation in other forms of communication (e.g. induction, re-induction).
· It was believed that students would be encouraged to engage more with module evaluation if they saw clear benefits of providing feedback.
· There should also be clear benefits of module evaluation for the staff. 
· It was recommended to create a standard introduction on Module Evaluation for Module Leaders to use during lectures.
· QUAD should work with central Marketing to advertise module evaluations around the key response periods.
Action: QUAD to create an introduction to ME for staff to use and share with students.
Action: QUAD to work with Marketing to increase student engagement. QUAD to further disseminate QR code for Student Survey Portal for staff in Schools to use (perhaps in lecture slides)
Action: QUAD to review existing ME resources to ensure staff are clear on what they need to do. 

c) Teacher Evaluation
· It was agreed that a form of teacher evaluation was needed but not everyone felt that module evaluations were an appropriate tool to determine the teaching performance of staff members.
· It was recommended that City moved to a portfolio of teaching evaluation, which would include peer review.
· A discussion was had that resurfaced issues that will need to be considered when developing a future teacher evaluation system. Key points are noted below.
· The previous reporting system was considered to have been punitive and should be revised.
· Many staff raised EDI issues around teacher evaluation. However, it was also noted that young female staff and PhD students had not been able to produce evidence of teaching excellence since teacher evaluation had been stopped.
· The logistics of teacher evaluation could be difficult where teaching was shared between multiple staff as there are aspects that tutors did not control therefore should not be evaluated on.
· It was noted that more challenging modules tended to receive lower scores.
· Re-introduction of teacher evaluation would require development of the current IT systems used for module evaluation.

Action: City to look at amending ME questions in the future to refer to some element of teaching evaluation. This should be in consultation with staff, HR and UCU. 
Action: QUAD to liaise with EvaSys to ascertain if other institutions use the system for teacher evaluation.

d) Response to students
· It was agreed that Programmes should aim to provide a good quality, comprehensive, and joint response to students instead of only responding separately to feedback for each module. 

Action – QUAD to review documentation to ensure that mechanisms for student feedback are clearer.

e) System configuration
· It was noted that one of the limitations of the current system was that it did not give Module Leaders access to modules taught jointly with another Schools if that module belonged to the other School. Module Evaluation reports could only be shared outside of the system.
· It was noted that once surveys close, a redacted report is sent to module leaders. While offensive words are redacted, the content may still cause offence.  

Action: QUAD to follow up with EvaSys to ascertain if access can be given to more than one School where modules are shared. 
Action: QUAD to look at redacted reports and what could be done to avoid Module Leaders receiving offensive comments.

f) Module Leader access to module evaluation reports on the Instructor Portal
· It was noted that Module Leaders had instant access to their module evaluation reports on the Instructor Portal. It was recommended that this access be withdrawn to allow ADEs to review student feedback in the first instance to mitigate any potential wellbeing issues that student comments could create for the ML.  QUAD to investigate pros and cons.

Action: QUAD to investigate the possibility of ADEs reviewing student feedback prior to sharing with module leaders.

g) Timing of surveys
· It was agreed that the module evaluation should continue to be launched in Week 9. 

h) Question set
· It was agreed that the current question set should remain intact for 2022/23. Work should focus on improving response rates in the next academic year. The question set could be reviewed once this critical work was completed.

Action: City to look at amending ME questions in the future to refer to some element of teaching evaluation. This should be in consultation with staff, HR and UCU.

i) Anonymity
· It was noted that to ensure anonymity, module evaluation report was not produced where fewer than 5 responses were received. No results were displayed for numerical questions where fewer that 5 students responded. It was agreed that more consideration would be given to the anonymity threshold at a later date.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Action: QUAD to check with EvaSys if 5 responses is the sector norm and if we could have different thresholds for smaller modules.

j) Oversight and reporting
· A recommendation was made to enable EDI ADEs access to module evaluation reports for their Schools.
· A recommendation was made to map module evaluation to the TEF and NSS and structure the Senate report around departments/ subjects, not Schools. 
· There was a feeling that the 3.5 Action Plans that in the past had been received by ExCo and AGC had been excessively punitive.
· A recommendation was made to monitor feedback to students and to present to Senate the proportion of modules that responded to students.

Action: QUAD to ensure oversight and reporting lines to EQC and Senate is clearer. This includes involving EDI ADEs in the student response drafting, investigate mapping reports to TEF subject levels as opposed to Schools/Departments, reviewing the previous 3.5 or lower threshold used in the past and noting to Senate the proportion of modules who have responded to students..

3. Next Meeting



tbc
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	Action:
	Response/action taken:

	QUAD to create an introduction to ME for staff to use and share with students.
	New Guidance document has been drafted and is going to EQC on 25 October. Marketing is working on a slide that lecturers can use. The Student Hub page has been redrafted.


	QUAD to work with Marketing to increase student engagement. QUAD to further disseminate QR code for Student Survey Portal for staff in Schools to use (perhaps in lecture slides)
	Marketing are working on a multi-platform campaign to advertise Module Evaluation on campus and online. The new QR code will be central to all printed and digital materials. Lecture slide will be developed and QUAD will share with Schools.

	QUAD to review existing ME resources to ensure staff are clear on what they need to do. 
	QUAD has created the following new documents:

· ME Guidance
· Module Leader FAQs
· Professional Services Staff FAQs
· Reporting & Feedback FAQs
· Feedback to Students Workflow
· School and University Level Reporting Workflow

QUAD is working with Web to redesign the online resources to make more user friendly.


	City to look at amending ME questions in the future to refer to some element of teaching evaluation. This should be in consultation with staff, HR and UCU.
	To be taken forward in the new year as ESF agreed to focus on responses rates now. 

Unclear who is to take this task forward.  QUAD can assist with updated EvaSys system and evaluation questions.


	QUAD to review documentation to ensure that mechanisms for student feedback are clearer.
	New Guidance document going to EQC. New Module Leader FAQs, Reporting & Feedback FAQs and Feedback to Students Workflow crated.


	QUAD to follow up with EvaSys to ascertain if access can be given to more than one School where modules are shared.
	EvaSys follows SITS structure. In SITS, modules and staff are attached to departments and not to programmes. As such, subunits in EvaSys represent departments. Users are attached to subunits in the Admin Portal and Dashboards, meaning that they have access to all modules for that subunit/ department. The only way to allow a staff member in Department X access to a module in Department Y would be to allow access to all modules from Department Y. This is not an EvaSys issue. This is due to the peculiar setup of City’s SITS. 

This is covered in the FAQs and suggested that the Module Leader in the home School share the module report with the other School.


	QUAD to look at redacted reports and what could be done to avoid Module Leaders receiving offensive comments.
	EvaSys has a comprehensive in-built list of words that are redacted in the reports that are sent to Module Leaders. While we can request to add new words it would be very difficult to automatically redact any or all offensive comments. Students are reminder to be respectful on the Module Evaluation page on the Student Hub. When giving feedback to academic staff, we ask that students think about their own experiences of receiving feedback on their own work. They are asked to reflect on their full experience and provide constructive suggestions for future change.

We can either have the access to PDF reports for Module Leaders enabled or disabled. If it is disabled, no results will appear in the Instructor Portal meaning that MLs will lose access to the Qualitative Analytics tool and will have to manually search for reports. If all offensive comments and words were to be redacted, this would require a member of staff to manually do so.

An unredacted report may be generated in a csv format but this is only accessible in the Admin Portal and is not automatically sent to anyone. Module Leaders do not have access to this currently.


	QUAD to investigate the possibility of ADEs reviewing student feedback prior to sharing with module leaders
	This is linked to the question above. While this is possible it would mean ADEs having to review all module reports in detail (perhaps redacting text) and then manually sharing with module leaders. This would lead to significant delays in responding to students.

This would mean we also lose access to the Qualitative Analytics tool on EvaSys.


	QUAD to check with EvaSys if 5 responses is the sector norm and if we could have different thresholds for smaller modules.
	During the initial OME project, EvaSys confirmed that 5 complete responses was the sector norm. We do have a process to collate student feedback for surveys with less than 5 complete responses and this is covered in the Module Leader FAQs and Professional Services Staff FAQs. Confidentially is a key selling point of the system for students and not something we should lose when a workaround exists.

Currently, there is no way to have different thresholds for different modules. 


	QUAD to ensure oversight and reporting lines to EQC and Senate is clearer. This includes involving EDI ADEs in the student response drafting, investigate mapping reports to TEF subject levels as opposed to Schools/Departments, reviewing the previous 3.5 or lower threshold used in the past and noting to Senate the proportion of modules who have responded to students.
	QUAD has created the following new documents to help with this - ME Guidance, Reporting & Feedback FAQs and School and University Level Reporting Workflow. QUAD is investigating the Dashboard functionality on EvaSys to ascertain the kinds of reports we can generate for EQC and Senate. These points will be factored in.

EDI ADEs are now recommended, in the new Guidance, to be part of the group drafting student feedback.

To indicate to Senate which students have received feedback on their modules, QUAD will need Schools to collate this information.




