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Introduction

In the School of Biological Sciences, we have over 2000 undergraduate
students studying across 15 programmes. We aim to recruit two Student
Reps per year for each programme and have 76 Undergraduate Student
Repsintotal (24 in Year 1,22 in Year 2, 30 in Year3/final year). Additionally,
we have a School Rep appointed by the Students' Union who co-ordinates
the activity of our programme reps.

Until December 2023, we obtained student feedback in a very traditional
manner via Student Staff Liaison Committees (SSLCs), chaired by a senior
Academic and held in a lecture theatre with all the Student Reps,

the Programme Directors for each programme and other senior

Academic Staff present.

* Student Reps raised their feedback verbally on the day

e All points were addressed by the Chair, with input from other staff
present. The committee did not know what was to be discussed in
advance and attending staff were usually not those best equipped to
address specific student concerns

* Minutes of the meeting were circulated after the meeting, with lists of
actions

* Updates on actions were presented at the next SSLC meeting, 2-4
months later, after which Reps reported back to their cohorts

The Problems

The format and style of the SSLC meetings created several issues :

* The best people to answer the queries were not always present,
resulting in incomplete or unsatisfactory staff responses during the
meetings. Consultation of key staff after the meeting resulted in
significant delays to obtaining staff responses to student concerns and
to the resolution of problems

 The feedback loop was often not satisfactorily closed. Other than
meeting minutes, there was no system to log queries and follow up on
responses.

e The formal nature of the SSLCs and attendance by numerous staff in
positions of power(e.g. those who grade assignments, give references
etc) could lead to an uneven power-balance (Canning, 2026) and was
not necessarily conducive to free and honest dialogue (Mendes and
Hammett, 2020). First-year students reported feeling intimidated by
the formality and size of the meetings.

Meetings were long and often over-ran, and significant post-

meeting activity was necessary. The traditional SSLC format correlated
with concerningly low scores for Student Voice (the School's aggregated
NSS score for 2022-23 was 58.2 %).

The main problems are summarised in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The traditional SSLC model

The Solutions

In partnership with successive School Reps, we co-created a new meeting
format, incorporating a flipped approach and addressing the identified
problems as follows:

We addressed power imbalances by:

* Introducing a student-led ice-breaker session, to manage expectations in
a friendly, relaxed fashion and allow staff and reps to get to know each
other asindividuals

* Renamingthe SSLCs "Student Voice Meetings" (SVMs)

* Introducing student co-chairs for the SVMs, who lead the discussion of
the student feedback.

* Arranging a separate SVM for Year 1 students with only key staff invited to
attend, increasing student : staff ratios.

Incomplete / delayed staff responses were addressed by:

* creating a ‘feedback tracker’ spreadsheet (Figure 2), populated in
advance with feedback collected by the reps. Responses from
appropriate staff are added and reps and staff view this before, and
discuss it during the SVM.
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Figure 2: Extract from the Feedback Tracker template
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* The feedbacktrackers remain live, allowing content to be added after the
meeting

* Qutstanding actions are followed up and added to the trackers, with
progress summarised as ‘You Said We Did’ items at the next SVM

Closure of the feedback loop was addressed by:

* making the feedback trackers visible to all students

* providing an overview of SVM discussions in the student newsletter
* encouraging reps to notify their cohorts of the SVM outcomes.
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Figure 3: The new Tracker-Based SVM model

The new model was introduced in February 2024, with only 1 student-co-
chaired SVM taking place before the NSS closed. NSS scores for 2024 saw
little improvement (aggregate score 61.9%; disaggregation revealed that
most of the problem is due to an extremely low score for Q 24 “How clear is
it that students’ feedback on the course is acted on?” (33.9% satisfaction)).

Following our first full academic year using the new model, NSS scores for
Student Voice overall increased to 72.4% (an increase of 10.5 percentage
points) and for Q24 to 55.5% (an increase of 21.6 percentage points).

What the students say

"Having a student co-Chair made me feel genuinely involved in decisions
that actually affect us. | loved it so much | wanted other students to have
the same experience, hence why other reps were encouraged to have a go
during my time as a school representative!"

"The flipped approach has been a game changer. Getting feedback and
responses in advance meant no one missed out, and having everything on
the SharePoint made it so much easier to share updates with our cohorts.”

"I'think the current/new style of meeting is far more efficient than

the previous style, and enables the conversation to stay focused and move
forward. The opportunity to be a student co-chairis empowering and helps
to bridge the gap between staff and students.”

"Splitting the Year 1 meetings made a visible difference. You could really
see their confidence grow. It was one of the best changes we made!"

Reimagining Student Voice Meetings to Improve Student Experience

Future Directions

Whilst positive impacts have been observed following the changesto
the SVMs, further opportunities for improvement remain. Key areas for
developmentinclude:

* Better guidance to students on the best routes to provide
feedback. A key example isin providing Course Unit Feedback, for
which the SVM may not be the most appropriate route for
feedback to be handled most efficiently. We therefore propose:

* Introduction of a Student Representative Handbook (2026/27):
A new Student Representative Handbook (Figure 4) will provide
comprehensive guidance on the role, including effective methods
for gathering feedback and appropriate mechanisms for raising
student concerns.

 Strengthening feedback loop closure:
While SVM minutes and feedback trackers are available, greater
emphasis is needed on communicating outcomes to the wider
student body in a more accessible and engaging way. Student
Representatives play a key role in this process, and additional
guidance will be provided to support them in effectively closing the
feedback loop.
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Figure 4: Extracts from the new SBS Student Representative Handbook
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