Staff-Student Committee Minutes

11.00 AM, 11th May 2009

Present:  Jenny Saul, Eric Olson, Robert Hopkins, Emily Anderson, Danielle Kelly, Lisa Nash, Jonathan Whiteley, Emily Knights, Edward Leech, Rachel Palmer and Reza Hadisi.

Issues arising from last meeting

1.
Spring Semester Reading Week:  Department asked precisely what is happening with the reading week.  JS said that we will be going ahead with week 12 reading week in the next academic year, but that this will be kept under strict observation.

2.
Release of exam questions:  JS says that all lecturers have been told that they ought to be releasing exam questions within plenty of time and stipulating when exams are seen or unseen.  The committee agrees that this has (largely) been done.

New issues

3.
Exam problem:  Issues were raised with a particular third-year module, where the exam neither fits the typical moulds of seen or unseen, concerns as to whether the exam is just a ‘memory test’.  JS asks whether totally unseen exam would be better, says she will talk to lecturer in question, to make sure he ensures all students know how to cope with an exam of this type.

4.
Problem with lectures:  Problem with lectures for aforementioned (in 3) modules.  Work divided across two thinkers, student feels that the first was laboured over too much, at the expense of the second, making the course feel rushed, which isn’t helped by the earliness of the exam.  RH says that if the teaching is uneven this is likely to be taken into account in the marking of the exams and that only when there is genuinely too little teaching that it becomes a cause for concern.

5.
Exam extensions:  Students raise the issue of inconsistent essay extensions.  Main concerns (inconsistency aside) are that giving them liberally is unfair to people who meet the deadlines, that one student was turned down an extension despite recently becoming a deceased relative’s executor, that one student was turned down (apparently) by the office staff.  EO says that whilst office staff may be consulted concerning extensions, they don’t have a say in who gets them.  JS says that executor student can fill in a special-circumstance form, so that it can be taken into account when awarding a degree mark. EO points out that there are no hard-and-fast rules for extension granting, which accounts for inconsistencies.  RH says that if you’re willing to tell a big enough lie, then you’ll probably get an extension, but this is what you pay for a flexible system.  Addressing specifically the problem of deserving candidates not receiving extensions; JS asks if this is room for appeal in extensions, RH says you can always go to the head of department.  Students ask whether a person could be nominated to represent people who want extensions; JS suggests that personal advisors could do this.  EO says that anyone can currently represent anyone for extensions.  RH suggests that if personal advisors could be asked to represent people for extensions then they need to know this.

6.
Personal advisors:  Students feel that there is an inconsistency in the performance of personal advisors (PAs).  It is suggested that students need to know what PAs are there for, and the diversity of advice that is available to students.  Problems also arise from PAs not really knowing who their students are, though it is pointed out that the fault for this is shared between advisors and advisees.  RH also points out that PAs role is spelt out in the handbook.  RH raises the University’s relaunch of the Personal development plan (PDP), which is a MOLE-based and could push students in the direction of PA.  It is suggested that more is needed to help facilitate first meetings between PAs and students, JS says that all PAs provided with list of discussion topics, but that this could possibly be put in the course booklet as well.

7.
Missing Bank holiday lectures:  Students raise concern about missing lectures due to the bank holiday.  JS said that lecturers need to make students aware of this, and need to be made aware themselves, so to work around it.  RH says that problems like this are unavoidable because constraints upon scheduling are terrible.

8.
Choosing modules:  Second years finding it difficult to find out content of next years modules.  RH suggests asking lecturers where possible.

9.
Kant/Hegel:  Module choice form says that Kant/Hegel, concern is over whether this means that the module will be about Kant and Hegel, one or the other, or whether they will be two separate modules about the separate philosophers.  Also a worry about whether you can do a Hegel module without any prior knowledge of Kant.  RH says that it will be one or the other philosopher, but they don’t know until they’ve hired someone to teach the module which one it will be.  JS says that a Hegel module would be taught assuming no prior knowledge of Kant.

10.
Third-Year modules, lack of choice:  Concern is that there was a limited choice of modules for current third year students, particularly in Ethics and Political Philosophy.  Further problems have arisen for language-duals taking a gap year, who weren’t happy with what they were offered when they got back.  JS says that it is not a departmental goal to allow people to rigidly specialise, RH states that this is a general Philosophy degree, and that you can’t insist on being allowed to exclusively pursue a sub-discipline.

