
S:\Governance Support Unit\Governance\Senate\2 Conduct and Proceedings\2011 12\04 2012 - 
February\Documents\S 11 59 Modular Evaluation.docx  

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

Governance Support Unit 
 

SENATE 
 
Title:  Review of Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
Brief description of business Item:  In response to a combination of internal and external 
stimuli, Education Committee agreed that during 2011/12 the University’s approach to 
MEQs needed to be reviewed.  This paper sets out a proposal to address these issues, 
and Faculty Education Committees are being asked to consider and provide feedback on 
this proposal.  The intention is that a final proposal, taking into account the feedback 
received, will be made to a spring 2012 meeting of Education Committee. 
Deadline for action/response and staff to be invited to attend meeting: (if any)  
Senate Meeting  
Action requested:     
        X     

 
Approval Endorsement Comment Information 

Outcome of previous consideration of item at Committee (if any):  The December 
meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee considered an earlier version of this 
paper, following which it was extensively revised and subsequently endorsed by Education 
Committee as the basis of a University-wide consultation.  The proposal will be considered 
by Faculty Education Committees this term, following which a final proposal taking account 
of the feedback received will be brought forward for consideration. 
Other committee approvals obtained or required (please give date where known):  
Not applicable. 
Does the paper contain budgetary proposals? If yes, please consult with the 
Director of Financial Planning.  No 
Author name and contact details:  Ellen Chapman (extn. 46128;  email:  
ellen.chapman2@dur.ac.uk );  Richard Harrison (extn. 46126;  email:  
r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
UEC sponsor name (where applicable): Professor Anthony Forster 
(anthony.forster@durham.ac.uk ;  extn. 46050) 
+Is paper to be closed? *Yes/No   If yes, please state reason  No 

 
Please contact Kate Deeming, Director of Governance Support for advice on scheduling of 
items to UEC, Senate and Council and for further advice about closed papers.  Telephone: 
46113 or email: c.r.deeming@durham.ac.uk 
Please contact Julie Waterfield, Director of Financial Planning if your paper contains 
budgetary proposals. Telephone: 46970 or email: j.d.waterfield@durham.ac.uk.  
*Note: There is also guidance at http://www.dur.ac.uk/foi/staff/committeedocumentation/.  A 
closed paper will be confidential to committee members and will not be placed on the web. 
** Strike through as applicable. 
 

Document S/11/59 

mailto:ellen.chapman2@dur.ac.uk�
mailto:r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk�
mailto:anthony.forster@durham.ac.uk�
mailto:c.r.deeming@durham.ac.uk�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/foi/staff/committeedocumentation/�


S:\Governance Support Unit\Governance\Senate\2 Conduct and Proceedings\2011 12\04 2012 - 
February\Documents\S 11 59 Modular Evaluation.docx  

Review of Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 
Background and Challenges 
 
1. The collection and analysis of student feedback on modules and programmes plays an 

important role in the ongoing development and enhancement of the student learning 
experience. University guidelines on the use of module- and programme-level 
questionnaires by departments were reviewed and updated in 2010/11 based on the 
recommendations of the Student Engagement Working Group (see section 5 of the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook for more information). However, as a result of a 
number of factors a further review of the University’s guidelines on module evaluation 
questionnaires (MEQs) is timely.  
 

2. The publication of the Government White Paper ‘Higher Education: Students at the 
Heart of the System’ in June 2011 highlights as one of its key policies the need for 
HEIs to deliver a better student experience by improving teaching, assessment and 
feedback. Of particular relevance to this review is the expectation that by 2013/14 all 
universities will publish summary reports of their student evaluation surveys on their 
websites.*

 

 Currently there is significant variation across the University in the content 
and format of student questionnaires as departments have the flexibility to design 
module and programme questionnaires best suited to their needs within the broad 
framework set out by University policy. It will therefore be necessary to consider 
greater standardisation of the content and format of MEQs across the University in 
order to enable a larger degree of comparability between departments of the 
information to be provided to students and potential students via the summary reports. 

3. Some concerns regarding the perceived disparity between the requirements of the 
promotion criteria and the format and content of the MEQs operated by a number of 
departments were raised with Education Committee in March 2011. These concerns 
were in part the result of a misinterpretation of the promotion criteria requirements, 
which asked for evidence of MEQ data for individual members of staff where available 
and suggested a number of alternative sources of evidence. Education Committee, 
however, recognised the structuring of MEQs to obtain feedback on individual teachers 
as well as the module as a whole as representing good practice. It was also noted that 
the current approach to MEQs did not enable comparative analysis of MEQ evidence 
across departments 

 
4. The purpose of this paper is to:  outline current University policy; identify the key 

principles that MEQs need to deliver in light of the issues set out in paragraphs 2 and 3 
above; and set out a proposal for changes to be made to the MEQ process in order to 
deliver these principles. This paper is being circulated for consultation with Senate, 
and with departments through FECs, and a final proposal taking account of this 
feedback will be submitted to a spring 2012 meeting of Education Committee. 

 
Current University Policy 
 
5. Under current University policy (see section 5.3.2 of the Learning and Teaching 

Handbook), departments should as a minimum administer module evaluation 
questionnaires (MEQs) for all taught programmes on either a two-year rolling basis (so 

                                                           
* It should be noted that the current QAA consolation on the chapter of the UK Quality Code relating to 

published information includes the guidance ‘In order to help prospective students evaluate this information, 
higher education providers point them to summaries from both external and/or internal student surveys as 
appropriate’ (http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Quality-Code-Part-C-
Information-about-higher-education-provision.pdf , p.8) 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/5/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/5/5/3/2/�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Quality-Code-Part-C-Information-about-higher-education-provision.pdf�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Quality-Code-Part-C-Information-about-higher-education-provision.pdf�


Review of Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

Academic Support Office Page 3 of 7 

that 50% of taught modules delivered in a given year are surveyed) or a three-year 
rolling basis (so that a third of taught modules delivered in a given year are surveyed). 
In the latter case, departments must also conduct an end of level/ programme 
questionnaire. In some instances MEQs should be conducted more frequently, for 
example new modules or modules where significant changes have been made since 
the previous academic year, modules delivered partially or entirely by a probationary 
member of staff, and modules that received negative student feedback in the previous 
year. Departments may choose to exceed these minimum requirements, for example 
those subject to accreditation by professional bodies may need to conduct module, 
level or programme questionnaires on an annual basis. 
 

6. All MEQs must cover the following areas: module content, modes of learning and 
teaching, modes of assessment, and learning resources. In addition, where a level/ 
programme questionnaire is not used MEQs should also include a question on the way 
in which the module under review fits into the programme of study as a whole. All 
questionnaires must give students the opportunity to make additional free text 
comments. 

 
7. Departments are encouraged to use existing tools within DUO to deliver module and 

level/ programme questionnaires. Management of student questionnaires via DUO 
offers a number of benefits, including the generation of automatic reminder emails to 
students, sorting results by student groups and automatically producing graphs of 
questionnaire results. However, there is no requirement to use DUO to administer 
student questionnaires as it is recognised that the use of DUO may not be appropriate 
in all circumstances. Departments are responsible for analysing both the quantitative 
and qualitative data resulting from internal student questionnaires.  

 
8. Departments must ensure that all students are informed of the purpose of 

questionnaires, when and where analysis of the feedback arsing from these 
questionnaires will be considered, and how the results of this analysis and any actions 
resulting from this will be communicated to them. The results of module, level and 
programme questionnaires should be considered by the departmental Education 
Committee and Staff-Student Consultative Committee. The quantitative data and a 
summary of qualitative data from an MEQ, together with any appropriate action points, 
should be published in the DUO site for the relevant module. In addition, departments/ 
schools must provide all students with consolidated feedback on actions taken in 
response to the results of internal and external (e.g. NSS) questionnaires carried out in 
the previous academic year. 

 
Proposal 
 
9. In order to meet the challenges identified in paragraphs 2 and 3 the content and format 

of the MEQs needs to be revised to enable increased comparability between 
departments in relation to the information provided to students and potential students 
via the summary reports. It is therefore proposed (in light of the previous paragraphs, 
and a comparator analysis attached as Annex 1) that the University’s policy for, and 
approach to, MEQs be revised on the basis of the following key principles: 

 
a. Standard question set: develop a standard MEQ template including a set number 

of multiple choice and free-text questions that must be used in all questionnaires. 
This will enable a greater degree of comparability between departments’ MEQ 
results, and provide more consistent information to support the production of 
summaries of internal surveys for external publication. The standard question set 
should include questions on the teaching performance of individual members of 
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staff contributing to each module. This will enable departments to gather 
evidence of academic staff members’ teaching performance for use in 
progression and promotion. 
 

b. Optional department-specific questions: the importance of flexibility for 
departments to customise MEQs to explore module-, programme- or 
departmental-specific issues that may arise is recognised. In addition to the 
standard question set to be used in all MEQs, departments should also be able 
to add a small number of additional questions tailored to the module under 
review or any specific issues they may wish to investigate. These additional 
questions could either be selected from a centrally maintained bank of approved 
questions or departments would be able to design their own questions.  The 
number of additional questions would be subject to a limit, to mitigate the danger 
of survey fatigue resulting from overly long questionnaires 

 
c. Standard grading scale: a standard grading scale should be introduced for all 

MEQs to further support the need for increased comparability between 
departmental MEQ results. This grading scale should be based on the NSS 
grading scale*

 

 in order to familiarise students with the format of the NSS, and 
allow triangulation of internal and external survey results to support quality 
enhancement.  

d. Management of MEQs:  analysis and consideration of MEQ results should take 
place at departmental level.  A central electronic system for administering, 
managing and analysing MEQs (for example administered through duo) should 
be available.  This system would also provide the summaries of internal surveys 
for publication that the University will be required to make available from 
2013/14.  Departments should not be required to use this system, but if they 
decided not to do so they would be responsible for ensuring that their MEQ 
results could be accessed by a central support service to facilitate the production 
of the summary reports for publication. 

 
e. Publication of internal survey results:  in order to minimise the burdens on 

academic departments, managing the publication of these summaries (once the 
precise external requirements have been defined) should be the responsibility of 
a relevant professional support service(s). 

 
Action requested 

 
10. Senate is asked to note the issues set out in paragraphs 2 and 3, and consider the 

proposals detailed in paragraph 9. 
 

  

                                                           
* Definitely agree, mostly agree, neither agree nor disagree, mostly disagree, definitely 

disagree. 
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Annex 1 Comparator Institutions: student feedback and module evaluation 
questionnaires 

 
Bristol University 
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/esu/facultyadvice/progreview/aprguidetp.html 
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/omr/speedquest/howto/  
 
There is little information on student feedback or the use of module evaluation 
questionnaires available on the Bristol University website. Departments are required to 
discuss student feedback on modules and programmes, feedback from the NSS and any 
other internal or external surveys as part of the annual programme review process. Central 
guidance on the annual programme review process suggest that this should include 
discussion of how feedback is collected and analysed, student satisfaction with the learning 
experience, comparisons between internal student feedback and NSS results, and actions 
taken in response to feedback. It appears that departments are able to design and 
implement student surveys to suit their individual needs or those of a specific programme or 
module. An online questionnaire building tool (SpeedQuest) is operated by the University 
Print Services for use by individual departments. Questionnaires designed in SpeedQuest 
are completed in hard copy by students, scanned by Print Services who then generate a 
pps. file which departments can use to analyse the results. 
 
University of Cambridge 
http://www.caret.cam.ac.uk/services/studentfeedback.html 
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/education/support/faculty.html 
 
Faculties and departments at the University of Cambridge are required to obtain student 
feedback on the effectiveness of teaching, however there are no central University 
regulations on the frequency and way in which this feedback should be obtained. Guidance 
on how to ensure best practice in relation to collection, analysis and dissemination of student 
feedback is provided on the University website. The Centre for Applied Research in 
Education Technologies (CARET) offers a university-wide online student feedback tool that 
departments can use to create student questionnaires. A standard departmental 
questionnaire is provided which can be customised as required to suit the specific needs of 
individual departments or programmes. Several departments operate online student 
feedback systems which have been developed locally to suit the needs of the individual 
department. The online feedback tool provided by CARET sends out automatic notification 
and reminders to students. It also generates summary reports of the results of departmental 
questionnaires. 
 
Lancaster University 
http://www.lancs.ac.uk/celt/celtweb/staff_module_evaluation 
http://www.lancs.ac.uk/celt/celtweb/files/Online%20Module%20Evaluation%20Default%20Q
uestionnaires.pdf 
http://www.lancs.ac.uk/celt/celtweb/files/Lancaster%20University%20Module%20Evaluation
%20System%20Best%20Practice%20Guide.pdf 
 
Lancaster University operates an online Module Evaluation System (LUMES). Since 2006/07 
all undergraduate and taught postgraduate modules are evaluated automatically online on 
an annual basis. LUMES is managed by the Learning Technology Group. A standardised 
two page module evaluation questionnaire is sent out automatically when a module finishes 
to all students registered to that module. There are four different default questionnaires for 
lecture-based, dissertation-based, project-based and placement-based modules. All default 
questionnaires include a set of four multiple choice and two free text questions that are 
standard to all modules. In addition departments can select up to five optional multiple 
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choice questions from a central bank of questions grouped into ten key themes (module 
aims, module organisation, module outcomes, learning activities, learning resources, 
teaching, workload, assessment and feedback, generic skills, and learning community). 
University guidance states that questionnaires should be no more than 10 questions in 
length in total.  
 
Loughborough University 
http://www.lboro.ac.uk/service/teachingcentre/qualityenhancement/studentfeedback.html 
http://www.lboro.ac.uk/service/teachingcentre/qualityenhancement/qe_projects.html 
 
At Loughborough University student feedback on modules is collected via a standard module 
feedback form comprising twelve compulsory core questions (seven multiple choice and two 
open ended questions about the module, and three multiple choice questions on the 
lecturer). Schools can select up to an additional five multiple choice questions about the 
module and three multiple choice questions on the lecturer from a central optional question 
bank. These optional questions are grouped into seven key themes (assessment and 
feedback, module structure, teaching methods, teaching resources, workload/level, personal 
development, and the lecturer). The module feedback form must be no more than two sides 
of A4 in length in total. Module feedback forms are completed in hard form and then scanned 
using Optical Character Recognition (OCR) technology to enable analysis of the results. The 
University has run three pilots of electronic module feedback forms to be completed online 
between 2008/09 and 2009/10 with mixed results. A significant concern identified via these 
pilot schemes was the low response rate (0-55%) and the University has therefore decided 
that electronic questionnaires should not routinely be used for module feedback. 
 
University of Nottingham 
http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/Learning-Teaching/Student-Evaluation-of-Teaching 
http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/Learning-Teaching/Student-Evaluation-of-
Teaching/Guidelines#11  
 
The University of Nottingham employs three main modes of evaluation: student evaluation of 
teaching (SET); student evaluation of modules (SEM); and student evaluation of courses 
(SEC). All full-time and part-time (50% or more contract) staff with responsibilities for 
teaching are required to be evaluated by students via the SET in order to ensure fairness in 
relation to appraisal, probation and promotion processes. Schools may also choose to 
engage with SEM and SEC, however this is not a formal requirement. 
 
The SET questionnaire contains three sections: section A comprises seven standard 
multiple choice questions that must be included in all questionnaires that evaluate teaching; 
section B is made up of 0-19 multiple choice questions selected by the Head of School from 
a central bank of possible questions; and section C comprises three standard open-ended 
questions for students’ free text comments. SET questionnaires are generated centrally and 
comprise one two page questionnaire for every teacher/module combination under 
evaluation. Schools are responsible for printing and reproduction costs. The results of the 
multiple choice questions (sections A and B) are processed and analysed centrally. The 
results of the open-ended questions (section C) are returned directly to the member of staff 
being evaluated. There is a three-week turnaround time for the production of summaries of 
results. These results summaries are circulated to the member of staff under evaluation and 
the head of school and are confidential to these two people. Schools have the flexibility to 
make changes to the format of the SET, however in this case the questionnaires cannot be 
processed centrally and analysis must therefore be carried out by the school. University 
guidelines on the SET state that at least one quarter of an individual’s teaching in an 
academic year should be evaluated by students on a two-year rolling basis, and that the 
teaching selected for evaluation should reflect that individual’s overall teaching load 
wherever possible. 
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SEM is one way in which schools can satisfy the University requirement to gather feedback 
on modules for curriculum development and QAA Subject Review teams. It can also be used 
to gather feedback on teaching delivered by members of staff not covered by SET (e.g. staff 
with a less than 50% contract with the University). A sample SEM questionnaire is provided 
on the University website (http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/content/download/683/4089/file/ 
sem.doc). It comprises 17 multiple choice questions on a five point agree/ disagree scale 
and 3 free text questions. Schools can make changes to this questionnaire as necessary. 
Delivery and analysis of SEM questionnaires and results are carried out by schools. 

 
SEC is designed to enable schools to gather feedback from students on a degree 
programme as a whole and is optional. A sample SEC questionnaire is available on the 
University website (http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/content/download/684/4093/file/sec.doc). 
Schools are free to modify this questionnaire as necessary or to develop their own school- or 
programme-specific questionnaire. Delivery and analysis of SEC questionnaires and results 
are carried out by schools. 
 
University of Warwick 
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/services/academicoffice/quality/categories/feedback/ 
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/services/academicoffice/quality/categories/feedback/asr/ 
 
The University of Warwick operates an annual online university-level Academic Satisfaction 
Review at both undergraduate (non-finalist) and taught postgraduate level in order to obtain 
feedback on the student experience. The Academic Satisfaction Review is carried out by 
independent market researchers between March and May of each academic year. It was first 
conducted in 2002/03 and was used to inform Warwick’s student submission to the QAA 
Institutional Audit. Incentives are offered to encourage students to respond, for example 
entry into a prize draw, but the overall response rate tends to be low (16.1% of non-finalist 
undergraduate students completed the Review in 2008. The Review consists of a set of 50 
core questions which students are asked to rate on a seven point satisfaction scale and a 
seven point importance scale. These questions are grouped into 9 sections (teaching, 
satisfaction, course organisation, assessment and feedback, library services, IT services, 
development of skills, student support and guidance, and overall evaluation). Students have 
the opportunity to provide free text responses for all sections. The results of the Review are 
used to generate reports at university-, faculty- and departmental-level. These reports are 
sent to all departments for comment and action, and the results and departmental responses 
to those results are considered by a range of University-level committees. In addition, 
departments also collect student feedback on their modules and programmes in a variety of 
ways, including module review meetings, paper/ online questionnaires, and focus groups. 
There are no detailed rules on how departments should do this and University guidance 
recognises that the most appropriate method of collecting student feedback will vary 
depending on the specific context of an individual module or programme.  
 
University of York 
http://www.york.ac.uk/staff/teaching/monitoring-and-review/surveys/  
 
At the University of York student feedback surveys are designed, delivered and analysed at 
departmental-level. Departments can choose to run module, mid-module or end of 
programme questionnaires based on the nature of the programme and the type of feedback 
they wish to obtain. University guidance stipulates that student representatives should be 
involved in discussions and feedback about the results of student surveys. 
 

http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/content/download/683/4089/file/%20sem.doc�
http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/content/download/683/4089/file/%20sem.doc�
http://pd.nottingham.ac.uk/eng/content/download/684/4093/file/sec.doc�
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/services/academicoffice/quality/categories/feedback/�
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/services/academicoffice/quality/categories/feedback/asr/�
http://www.york.ac.uk/staff/teaching/monitoring-and-review/surveys/�

