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1.  Executive summary of project to date
The aim of the project is to evaluate and improve current practice on giving feedback within the School of Earth and Environment.  Feedback is an area where we do not score well on the NSS and we need to evaluate both this and established mechanisms of giving feedback within the School.  Staff spend a lot of time providing feedback but students still ask for more and better feedback, which suggests a mismatch of processes and/or expectations.  

After completing a general literature review and a review of existing feedback initiatives across the university, feedback focus group sessions with staff and students were run to gather data about current school policy/practice and to collect opinions about the efficacy and shortfalls of said practice.  Questionnaires were also distributed to some staff and students to gather information and opinions. 

Rather than gather data employing closed questions, or tallying agreement/disagreement of posed statements (which provide data that is easier to handle), the method of gathering data was an open and somewhat “soft” approach –discussion based methods were employed as much as possible, with the agenda not being too restricted, but guided by a set of questions aimed at dealing with the following key themes related to feedback:

· Current school policy 
· Feedback as related to assessment aims/objectives
· Clarity of marking criteria
· Formative vs. summative assessment and resulting feedback
· Engaging with feedback (staff and student engagement issues)
· Mechanisms of feedback (written, verbal, electronic, group-based, individual)
· Innovative feedback mechanisms and suggestions for moving forward

Data was assessed for each question, and a list of the major recurring issues, thoughts and opinions was compiled. A comprehensive comparison between data from staff and students was made. The following is a list of key recommendations for improving feedback practice and for moving forward: 

· Raise student awareness of the role feedback plays in their learning, and prime them to receive and engage with the feedback accordingly. 
· Write a more thorough “Feedback Policy” for the School of Earth and Environment. 
· Where possible, make sure there are clear and concise aims and objectives for each set assessment and that marking criteria and feedback is clearly linked to these. 
· Raise the issue of feedback provision with teaching staff and highlight their duty to provide timely and useful feedback as well as make themselves more available to students. 
· Encourage staff, where possible, to adopt mechanisms of feedback that students prefer (especially written comments on work). 
· Creation of “feedback zone” for each module on the VLE.
· Reappraisal of generic feedback sheets. 
· Aim to design courses/modules around assessment to make the assessment more formative.
· Improve links between modules, with a view to making assessment, and provision of feedback, more effective and harmonious. 

Each point is explained in more detail in section 5 of this report. 

2. Project timeline and milestones
The project began in July 2009 and will be completed by July 2011. Timeline of key stages achieved and further work are as follows:
Sept 2009: 	Project commences.
Nov  2009:	Review of educational literature completed.
Dec  2009: 	Review of feedback initiatives across the University completed.
Feb  2010: 	Review of existing School practice completed.
Apr   2010:	Consultation with staff and students about way forward completed
June 2010:	Recommendations completed and disseminated, and implementation begun.
Jan   2011: 	Review of progress; Dissemination at L&T conference.
May  2011: 	Implementation complete, results written up for submission to key publications (Planet).
July  2011: 	Final report completed.

3. Background literature review of recent developments in feedback and assessment methods.

The initial review of literature focused on recent publications made by the National Union of Students (NUS) regarding feedback issues. Since the National Student Survey (NSS) is supported by the NUS, and recent scores regarding feedback have been low, it was logical to gain an understanding of the key issues as seen by the NUS. Their recent initiative entitled “The Great NUS Feedback Amnesty” has involved a fairly comprehensive look at assessment and feedback issues from the student perspective, and provides a set of recommendations for improving assessment feedback. The initiative’s goals are clearly set out in a briefing paper, which is prefaced with a list of “Ten Principles of Good Feedback Practice”; the briefing paper can be found on the NUS website: http://resource.nusonline.co.uk/media/resource/2008-Feedback_Amnesty_Briefing_Paper1.pdf (Porter 2009). 

In addition to this, the NUS have recently launched a new series of higher education newsletters entitled HE Focus, and the first volume is dedicated to the Feedback Amnesty initiative (http://resource.nusonline.co.uk/media/resource/HEFocus.pdf). It has several case study articles detailing recent feedback initiatives from a few different universities, namely Northumbria, Heriot-Watt, Sheffield Hallam, and Queen Mary, University of London. This issue also contains a short, but well written article promoting the assessment for learning (AfL) concept as a superior mechanism for designing assessment and providing feedback (Sambell and Graham 2009). The concept aims primarily to maximise opportunities for learning formatively and gaining instant feedback, rather than placing importance on summative assessment where the end-point is a measurement rather than a learning opportunity. The article contains ample references for recent work on the assessment for learning concept. The authors work for the CETL at Northumbria, and specialise in developing novel approaches to assessment and feedback practice (http://www.northumbria.ac.uk/sd/central/ar/academy/cetl_afl/). 

Other key articles relating to assessment for learning initiatives have been written by Brown (2004), Gibbs and Simpson (2004), and Smith and Gorard (2005). 

The role formative assessment plays in the learning process is often neglected, and shouldn’t be considering the dynamic nature of the feedback that accompanies it. The Higher Education Academy has extensive online resources dedicated to supporting learning and teaching, especially related to assessment and feedback (http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ourwork/teachingandlearning/assessment).  Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2004) have written a very good article discussing formative assessment and provide a theoretical model for implementation of effective formative assessment and associated principles of good feedback practice. The article can be found on the HEA website:   http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/ourwork/tla/assessment/web0015_rethinking_formative_assessment_in_he.doc. 

Another key article from the HEA website used to inform this project about formative feedback related to student learning is written by Juwah et al. (2004) entitled Enhancing student learning through effective formative feedback. It is part of a series of articles related to the Higher Education Academy project Student Enhanced Learning through Effective Feedback (SENLEF). The project was designed to develop a resource for practitioners wishing to improve their feedback practice. More about the SENLEF: http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/York/documents/resources/resourcedatabase/id353_senlef_guide.pdf. 

The central role of feedback in the student learning experience has been dealt with in detail by many writers recently. A dissection of the divergence between staff and student perceptions of assessment feedback has been made by O’Brien and Sparshatt (2007) of Sheffield Hallam University. The paper suggests that there are significant gaps between what academic staff perceive as being adequate feedback and what students do, and encourages academic staff to reappraise how they deliver feedback. It also suggests that there may be a need to challenge academic staff beliefs about how students perceive and use the feedback they provide, essentially stating that some of the issues surrounding feedback may be more about fostering effective communication and understanding by staff of students’ views and expectations about feedback they receive. 

The difference between leaving high school or college and entering university is a large one, and students may have great difficulty in marrying their school experiences with the university learning and teaching environment. First year students may need more guidance regarding how best to take advantage of feedback, and in order to foster this, first year students need to be empowered and encouraged to integrate more with formative assessment and feedback. David Nicol (2008), of Strathclyde University, has written a comprehensive document outlining strategies for transforming assessment and feedback practice to empower first year students and is highly recommended to any practitioner wishing to improve feedback practice. The document may be sourced here: www.reap.ac.uk/public/Papers/QAA_DN_Paper_final_08.pdf.  

Engaging Students with Assessment Feedback is a project designed by the Higher Education Academy under its Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL) initiative. It involved collaboration with a number of higher education institutions in the UK, and the final report was compiled by key collaborators from Oxford Brookes University and can be found on their website: https://mw.brookes.ac.uk/download/attachments/2851361/FDTL_FeedbackProjectReportApril2009.pdf?version=1. This project tackles a very key issue regarding assessment feedback: how to get students to effectively engage with feedback. The provision of feedback may be of a high standard, but if students do not recognize feedback or if they ignore it, then the efforts are wasted. It is vital to find methods of providing assessment and feedback that naturally foster student engagement. 
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4.  Review of feedback initiatives across Leeds University
There have been a number of different projects aiming to improve assessment and feedback practice, the most current being: 
· Developing World-class Assessment and Feedback tools for Engineering
An ADF project run by Professor Simon Biggs and Dr Anthea Connolly, Faculty of Engineering. This project aims to survey current best practice across the faculty and other comparable institutions and to adopt the most effective strategies. It also aims to develop new methods of assessment for and feedback within practical sessions. 
· Automation and efficiency of feedback for student assessments
An ADF project run by Dr Colin Pitts, School of Earth and Environment. This project aims to develop a bespoke piece of software designed to reduce the amount of academic time devoted to the marking and administration of coursework assessments, which provides appropriate and timely feedback to students which is consistent, secure and auditable.
· Use of the Maple TA computer aided learning and assessment system to enhance teaching and student feedback in the Schools of Mathematics and Chemistry
An ADF project run by Dr Alan Slomson, School of Mathematics. The project’s main aims are to  To enhance the student learning experience by introducing new elements of continuous formative assessment into undergraduate programmes; to improve the nature and depth of feedback provided to undergraduate students, and to introduce a well-established computer aided assessment system (Maple TA) in the School of Maths.
· The MARK Project:  Making Assessment Relationships Known
An ADF project run by Professor Mitch Waterman and Dr Siobhan Hugh-Jones, Institute of Psychological Science. This project aims to improve the effectiveness of assessment experience for both staff and students by making explicit the triangulation of marking criteria (both explicit and tacit), grades and feedback. 

Where appropriate, these projects have been used to inform how to best proceed with this project, avoiding unnecessary duplication of methodology and results. 


5. Project Methodology
The main method for gaining data about feedback policy and practice in the School was via discussion with students and staff. Initially, informal one-to-one meetings with staff were conducted; this allowed a general picture to be constructed regarding the mechanisms most used by staff for feedback provision, their attitudes towards it, and its impact on their workload. At the same time, where and when possible, informal one-to-one chats with students were conducted to gain an initial view of student perceptions regarding the quality and level of feedback they receive. 

These initial informal discussions, in conjunction with literary research on feedback, helped to inform the preparation of an agenda to be used for more elaborate and detailed discussions to be held in focus group sessions. Sessions for staff and students were held separately. This approach was chosen as the most appropriate method for obtaining as much data as possible. Although simple questionnaires employing closed questions, and matching agreement/disagreement to statements may have allowed for easier manipulation of data, the data would have been rather one dimensional and naturally lead by the composition of the questions. It was deemed important to gather as many opinions as possible from staff and students regarding key themes related to feedback and assessment, and as such, a “soft” approach to gathering data seemed most appropriate, despite it being more labor intensive with regards to handling and presentation of the data. In order to bolster the data from students, questionnaires were devised employing the same questions used in the focus groups, and distributed. 
A copy of the agendas for discussion used in the focus groups can be found appended to the report. 

The School offers a wide range of courses from varying disciplines, and it was important to make sure that a good cross-section of staff and students were involved in the focus groups sessions. Different course groups of students were targeted as were students from different year groups, particularly by use of the questionnaires. Engaged staff responded well to requests for participation, but overall the turnout was lower than hoped. In order to gain views of disengaged staff, questionnaires were also distributed and further impromptu, informal, one-to-one discussions were held where possible. 

Focus groups sessions were recorded to ensure complete capture of data and to allow better facilitation of discussion while chairing the sessions. Each session was listened to and data for each question on the agenda was compiled separately for both staff and students. Data from questionnaires was then added before making a thorough comparison between student and staff responses. A distillation of the findings was then made and written up as a key set of recommendations as to ways forward. 

5. Key recommendations for improving feedback effectiveness:
The recommendations are split into short term and long term goals. 
Short term goals: 
1. Raise student awareness of the role feedback plays in their learning, and prime them to receive and engage with the feedback accordingly. 
While feedback week aimed to tackle this, it was clear from talking to staff and students, that it was not very well received. Most students did not recall feedback week, or the specific initiatives taken to raise their awareness of feedback. In fact, many students have a very poor idea of what they should expect in terms of feedback or that they have a right to it. Similarly, many students do not realise their role to play in engaging with feedback, not realising how beneficial to their learning feedback can be. Staff also have noted that students seem to be obsessed with marks and tend not to engage with feedback as much as they should. In order for feedback to work, they students need to know in detail what to expect from staff and in turn, what it expected from them. 
To raise awareness of feedback is also to prime the students for receiving feedback and knowing how best to use it. It would be beneficial to speak to students about taking responsibility and ownership of their learning, and that role is different from in college or school.  Also, students often are not aware of the many different forms of feedback, and hence do not always realise when they are getting feedback and often do not engage with it. In addition to this, the amount and style of feedback they receive in university compared to school, can be quite different, and hence expectations that students have can be fairly unrealistic given university class sizes. 
Given these different issues, it seems logical to build upon what feedback week has been trying to do, but to make it more coherent and more prominent. This could be achieved through: 
· Thorough and comprehensive feedback lecture/workshops for first year students, either as a whole year session or in personal tutorial groups with staff. Or a combination of the two: a large whole-year lecture followed by tutorial group workshops. 
· Inclusion of a feedback section in the “Countdown to University” site. 
· Module managers could outline the style and format of feedback that students should expect from their module and inform them of their role in engaging with feedback. 
· Creation of a “Feedback Handbook” for all students at SEE (there is a very erudite feedback handbook provided to Leeds Met students, written by Phil Race, a leading light in research on learning and teaching).  This is a very key recommendation, and one that could easily be realised.
· Encourage staff to talk to their students about feedback more often -especially pointing out when they should expect it and what they should do with it. 
· Discuss with students the difference between formative and summative assessment, pointing out the critical role of formative assessment, regardless of marks apportioned. 
· Tackle the issue of gaining skills and knowledge vs. bagging marks; students should be here for an education not just a qualification. Promoting a mature attitude towards formative and practical assessment is vital. 

2. Write a more thorough “Feedback policy” for the School of Earth and Environment. 
The current policy is too simple, as it covers a “3 term time week” turn around and it says that the feedback must be useful. There is much scope for interpretation regarding what constitutes “useful” feedback, therefore, there should be guidelines setting out the minimum requirements for provision of feedback, frequency with relation to assessment, and an expectation that staff clearly communicate their chosen mechanisms and style of feedback provision with their students. This enables the students to know what to expect and further helps them to engage with feedback when they do get it. 
It is clear that staff and students both think there are problems with the “3 term time week” turn around rule. Students report that this rule is often not met by staff, and staff state that sometimes this rule isn’t feasible to apply to certain types of assessment or to certain class sizes. Staff have recommended that they would prefer to have a general “3 week” rule as a minimum, but with the provision that they may be able to formally agree with the students a date for return of work and feedback, whereby it may be longer than 3 weeks in some cases. Students would like to get feedback in a timely fashion, so they may use it to improve future work, however, they don’t mind waiting longer than 3 weeks as long as they know beforehand exactly how long they must wait and that they don’t have to wait an unreasonable amount of time. 

3. Where possible, make sure there are clear and concise aims and objectives for each set assessment and that marking criteria and feedback is clearly linked to these. 
Students say they feel more confident dealing with assessment and are more encouraged to engage with feedback when there are strong links to assessment aims/objectives and where the feedback is related to a clear set of marking criteria. Staff who are engaged with providing feedback often create a marking pro-forma or feedback sheets which is tailored to the assessment aims/objectives and clearly indicates marking criteria, and those that do so get very positive feedback from the students regarding their efforts. Students are puzzled that more staff do not make the effort and feel like they should. Generic feedback sheets often lack detail and are not subject specific enough to help students understand how to improve. To help achieve this recommendation staff should be encouraged to: 
· Provide a clear set of aims and objectives for each assessment set. 
· Create feedback sheets/marking pro-forma that are tailored to the assessment and allow for more meaningful feedback to be delivered as well as clearly indicate performance related to specific (subject-specific) marking criteria. 
It is understood that generic feedback sheets exist for staff to use as a bare minimum, however, students tend not to like generic feedback sheets, as they often do not meet their needs for more subject specific/task specific feedback. 

4. Raise the issue of feedback provision with teaching staff and highlight their duty to provide timely and useful feedback as well as make themselves more available to students. 
Many staff who are fully engaged with teaching are frustrated with colleagues who do not provide adequate feedback or who simply do not provide feedback. While most staff do provide some level of feedback, it is clear from speaking to students that sometimes the feedback is too late or inadequate, and in some cases there is no provision of feedback at all. Students tend to feel let down and will resent a member of staff who does not provide a adequate feedback –simply put, they feel like their learning is being devalued and they lose confidence in the learning process and are more likely to disengage with a course. 
Staff would like:
· A strong steer from the Head of the School regarding provision of feedback.
· A mechanism whereby staff who are not engaged can be kept in check. 
Students would like: 
· More access to staff; especially want all staff to adopt an “open-door” policy or at least state clearly when they are available in their office during the week and promise to stick to those office hours as much as possible. 
· A system created whereby they can highlight to management, or the learning and teaching team, when they are dissatisfied with the level of feedback they are getting from staff. They want to be able to say when their needs are not being met and expect there to be consequences for the staff involved. 

5. Encourage staff, where possible, to adopt mechanisms of feedback that students prefer.
By far, the most preferred mechanism for receiving feedback is written feedback on the actual assignment/assessment. This could be either handwritten or done electronically, and be accompanied with or without a generic/tailor-made feedback sheet. Almost all students state that, one-to-one verbal feedback aside, this type of feedback is most useful and the easiest to engage with and they would like to see much more of it. 
However, the university policy of having to retain all marked degree work does make it difficult to return physical hard copy annotated work to students. Many staff are frustrated by this policy and feel like it prevents them from efficiently providing feedback. Making double copies of marked work is very labour intensive, and not everyone likes to provide electronic feedback. It is also clear that some staff simply do not provide substantial feedback if it requires handing work back to the students,  so some students do not get the feedback they would like to get or they get substandard feedback. 
There are ways around this problem, and the most common suggestions from staff and students are: 
· Hand back marked work annotated with feedback to allow the students to use the feedback, with the proviso that the work must be returned to the member of staff otherwise the student is penalised or doesn’t get the mark. There was be contradictions with university rules regarding this, however, some staff regularly employ this tactic and believe it is not only effective but forces the students to take responsibility of their learning and qualifications. 
· Provide feedback sessions where students can see their annotated work but it has to be handed back at the end of the session. 
· Staff provide group feedback via lecture/lab/VLE and provide individual marks, but make themselves available to students to come and view their work and discuss it if they like. 
· Use electronic submission and provision of feedback. This method is by far the most useful; however, there is a contingent of staff who are against the proposed university policy for all assessment to be submitted electronically. It is recommended that an open discussion regarding this issue be held during a teaching staff meeting at the earliest opportunity. 
Other favoured forms/mechanisms of feedback include: 
· Verbal group feedback followed by self-assessment of the work immediately prior to submission. This makes giving feedback easier for staff and it is less time consuming. It also forces students to self-assess and engage with the feedback given. It allows for more in depth analysis of their own work and makes them more aware of their strengths and weaknesses. The self-assessment is then moderated by the staff and final feedback provided. The students engage more with such feedback since they have already self-assessed and are keen to see how accurate they were. 
· Feedback sheets with tick boxes where the aims/objectives/marking criteria are included and are subject-specific. 
· One-to-one verbal feedback is highly desirable for most students, yet they feel there is little provision for this. 
· Formative verbal feedback in practicals/labs from staff and demonstrators is highly desirable. There was a strong call amongst students for more demonstrators in labs. 
· Feed-forward comments. Students want to know how they can improve, and what they have done well, they don’t just want the mistakes pointed out to them. Feed-forward should be a priority, and there should be at least one or two comments provided which advise specifically on how improvements can be made. 
Of course, there are problems when trying to apply a particular mechanism of feedback, since class size, type of assessment, and staff workload are all important factors which can dictate what is feasible or not. Providing one-to-one verbal feedback for a class of over a hundred is very difficult and time consuming, as would be handing back each student’s work annotated with feedback. However, both mechanisms would be ideal for smaller classes. It is perhaps important to educate the students about the limitations on provision of feedback based on key factors like class size and assessment format. 

6. Creation of “feedback zone” for each module on the VLE.
The suggestion was made by both staff and students that they would like to have a space on the VLE where they can post feedback, discuss feedback related issues, and ask questions about assessment and feedback. This should be looked into to see if it is possible and/or practical. 

7. Reappraisal of Generic Feedback sheets. 
This is already in progress, and results from this study will help to inform how to revamp the sheets. Discussions with Damian Howells will proceed concerning the matter. 
It is worth considering the fact that almost all students agree that the generic sheets are of little value, and when they complain about feedback not being very useful, they are almost always referring to these sheets being too generic and not touching upon subject-specific or task-specific matters. 
Many staff noted that they would never use the generic sheets for the same reasons, and most point out that having such generic sheets encourages less engaged staff to simply use them instead of creating their own tailor-made feedback sheets. This is a problematic issue, since the provision of such sheets can help to ensure a bare minimum of feedback provision, but at the same time can promote inaction from some staff. 

Long term goals: 
1. Aim to design courses/modules around assessment to make the assessment more formative.
Current thinking with regards to assessment suggests that the better designed the assessment, and the more formative it is, the better. Often, courses are designed firstly with content in mind and assessment is later designed, with little thought put into why certain content is taught or if the methods of assessment are suitable for fostering the building of key skills or developing deep meaningful learning. 
Skills building and assessment of deep learning is more difficult to achieve than simply testing students on facts regarding course content. Formative assessment, strategically planned so that progressive tasks build upon each other, favours the effective building of skills and promotes more meaningful and deeper learning whereby students automatically reflect on their previous work to inform them on how to progress with newer tasks. 
Professor Simon Biggs, Faculty of Engineering, Leeds, is a huge proponent of wholesale module/course redesign based around careful choosing of formative assessment which will primarily support the fostering of key skills and attainment of threshold concepts over simply testing knowledge of content. 

2. Improve links between modules, with a view to making assessment, and provision of feedback, more effective and harmonious. 
Students often comment on the huge demands they face from having many modules which all seem to have a lot of assessment. It is recommended that overall, assessment should decrease, however, there is a minimum requirement for assessment given the number if credits for each module. As such, many modules make for many assessments, and hence the demand for provision of feedback can be very high. 
Staff also commented on heavy modularisation of programmes being a barrier to providing quality feedback; they feel like there is too much to do and there is little harmony between modules. The suggestion is that larger modules would allow for better designed assessment, more formative assessment and promote deeper learning via cross-linking between related subject areas. 
There is the suggestion (Chis Butcher, SDDU) that future university policy regarding course design may be moving away from smaller modules and to larger, more coherent courses/modules. 

6.  Further work
The dissemination of outcomes to staff and students, and implementation thereof, will take place as over the summer and through semester one of the next academic year (2010-11). A review of progress will be made in December 2010, and we aim to present our project and progress at the January L&T conference at Leeds. By May 2011, we aim to have implementation of the new feedback policy complete and will write another final report for July 2011 which shall include progress of implementation



 


Appendix

Staff Feedback Focus Group Agenda

1- Brief intro to project

2- Current policy/strategy in SEE and mechanisms of feedback
· How closely linked is your feedback to assessment criteria/aims and objectives? Do you give out explicit assessment criteria/aims and objectives when setting the task? 
· Formative vs. Summative assessment (support vs. measure), how much of each do you use. Should there be more formative assessment? 
· Self-assessment/peer assessment: how prevalent, how effective? 
· Written feedback (feedback forms, electronic submission, on assignment, etc): what works best, what doesn’t work? 
· Verbal feedback (one-to-one, class based/group-based session, peer-to-peer, podcast, lecture): what works best, what doesn’t work? 
· Timing (within 3 term-time weeks); is this working, is it enough time or too much? 
· Exam feedback (online, general module feedback, individual feedback).
· Feedback week: did it work for you? How can we improve it? 

3- Engaging with feedback:
· Why do some people not engage with feedback (giving or receiving)?
· Staff engagement: do you think most staff engage well with delivering/receiving feedback? 
· Student engagement: why do you think some students disengage with feedback? 
· What can be done to help students engage more with feedback? 

4- Innovative feedback mechanisms
· What are the most innovative mechanisms of feedback you’ve encountered/used?
· Would you make podcasts for feedback? Why/why not? 
· Would you be happy to receive work electronically and give feedback electronically?

5- Issues/problems and suggestions for moving forward.


Student Feedback Focus Group Agenda

1- Brief intro to project.

3- Current policy/strategy in SEE and mechanisms of feedback 
· Does feedback tie in well with assessment criteria/aims and objectives? 
· Formative vs. Summative feedback (support vs. measure). 
· Self-assessment/peer assessment: how prevalent, how effective? 
· Written feedback (feedback forms, electronic submission, on assignment, etc): what works best, what doesn’t work? 
· Verbal feedback (one-to-one, class based/group-based session, peer-to-peer, podcast, lecture): what works best, what doesn’t work? 
· Timing (within 3 term-time weeks); is this working, is it enough time or too much? 
· Exam feedback (online, general module feedback, individual feedback).
· Feedback week: did it work for you? How can we improve it? 

3- Engaging with feedback:
· Why do some people not engage with feedback?
· Staff engagement: do you think the staff engage well with delivering/receiving feedback? 
· Student engagement: what puts you off using feedback, can feedback be intimidating? 
· What can be done to help you better use feedback? 

4- Innovative feedback mechanisms: 
· What are the most innovative mechanisms of feedback you’ve encountered?
· Would you listen to podcasts for feedback? 
· Would you be happy to submit work electronically and receive feedback electronically? 

5- What does Feedback mean to you and how does it tie to assessment? 

6- Issues/problems and suggestions for moving forward.
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