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School of Environment, Education and Development

Faculty of Humanities


SEED Programme Committee: [MSc Urban Studies]
Date: Friday 13th December 2024
Time: 10:00am – 11:00am
Location: Online via Teams Meeting [Join the meeting now]

Please send any queries to seed.hub@manchester.ac.uk 


MINUTES

[bookmark: _Hlk152163152]Staff Attendees: Dr Caitlin Henry (CH) (Director of MSc Urban Studies/Chair), Amy Matthews (AM) (SEED IAG Administrator/Secretary), Dr Kevin Ward (KW), Dr Helen Zhang (HZ)

Staff Apologies:
Delijana Iossifova (Professor of Architecture and Urban Studies)

Reps in attendance:
Elizabeth (Liz) Crisp – MSc Urban Studies (LC)
Areeba Rizwan – MSc Urban Studies (AR)

1. Welcome and Apologies for Absence
Caitlin welcomes all staff members to the Semester 1 Urban Studies Programme Committee.

2. Introductions 
[bookmark: _Hlk152165255]CH thanks all in attendance, noting this is the first programme committee to take place for MSc Urban Studies this semester and another one will take place in Semester 2. CH apologies for the Semester 1 meeting taking place so late into the semester. CH noted AM and herself were trying to schedule a date for a period of time. 
Introductions take place around the room. Student rep Liz (LC) did her UG in Geography in Manchester now doing MSc Urban Studies for her masters. 
Helen (HZ) confirmed they are the unit coordinator for Policy Making in Greater Manchester and teach on the MSc Urban Studies course. Areeba (AR) confirmed they are also a rep in MSc Urban Studies and were an international student, they noted they did their UG study in architecture.
Kevin (KW) confirmed they will be teaching on the unit Research in the City next semester which part of the MSc Urban Studies programme. Amy (AM) noted that they were the secretary for the meeting and would be taking the minutes, confirmed they are a member of the SEED Information, Advice and Guidance team and they worked on the Student Support hub. AM noted they also used to do UG administration for UG Geography. 
3. Minutes/Actions of the last meeting 
[bookmark: _Hlk152165548]        CH confirmed that there were none reported. No PS staff member present in 
        last meeting that took place last academic year. CH confirmed the meeting did 
        take place, no minutes were recorded.
4. Rep Consultation
CH asked both reps for LC and AR for their comments regarding course feedback, noting both reps had done a lot of work to obtain students thoughts. CH asked if they could share with the group about what had been working and not working with the programme and if students had any ideas to suggest.
Rep feedback was provided from both MSc Urban Studies reps LC and AR. LC confirmed that they obtained both in person and online feedback via whatsapp. 
EC noted all students on the programme were thoroughly enjoying all the modules they were taking so far, LC noted from their personal perspective from them, their units are all fitting together nicely e.g. in terms of reading cross over etc. AR reiterated that all units chosen by students they are enjoying and believe they are linking well.
EC emphasised how urban studies students are really appreciating how accommodating and patient the lecturers have been general. LC noted that lecturer’s patience and support has been really appreciated and has been more in depth in comparison to when studying at UG level. LC noted that elements such as group based activities and break out rooms have been really beneficial.
LC noted that students enjoyed assignments that encouraged interaction e.g. the group based activities and breakout rooms.  
LC noted in terms of the Policy Making in Greater Manchester unit, students found the teaching very effective and enjoyed the project debate in terms of being able to grasp the concepts of governance and city region politics. LC noted that they appreciated all the different diversity perspectives given in the unit. LC noted that students provided comments about HZ clear teaching and speaking style and that it was greatly appreciated. 
LC also mentioned to HZ that herself and others have been enjoying the elements regarding Greater Manchester Transport and Infrastructure and all the content they have learned, LC personally noted that this content was something that they had not engaged in previously e.g. during their undergraduate degree.  LC added that students have also really enjoyed the additional aspect of transport for Greater Manchester staff joining the teaching as well. 
LC did note that the only negative, was regarding the length of classes on Tuesdays, noting that for some students it is rather long. 
AR echoed LC comments on the courses linking together was a real positive e.g. in terms of assessment, when doing group projects etc. you can interlink your classes. AR mentioned connections between two units they had – The Walking Tour for the Policy Making class connected with their final assignment for their Critical Issues for Urban Studies unit and this interlinking was a strong positive of the course. 
AR noted that they believed class length was not an issue, it was the timing of classes which caused more issues e.g. in the afternoon in teaching from 3pm until 6pm was tiring for the cohort. LC noted they agreed with AR comments regarding this and noted that the teaching schedule was interlinking in a way of how the Urban Studies course was intended to work. CH agrees with LC regarding this. LC commented on the Tuesday timings, noting that they personally had four classes on Tuesday, noting when they got to the Policy Making class, they were tired. LC reiterated that they realised this was not the unit leaders fault. HZ noted LC comment regarding teaching on Tuesday and noted that they agreed with this. LC suggested that with this timetabling it was hard to focus towards the end of the day e.g. winter term, gets dark outside earlier. HZ agrees with these comments. 
LC noted that students had provided some suggestions regarding the Policy Making unit in terms of clarification around assignments and there have been some issues. E.g. staff suggesting different things. LC noted that all though they did not meet with staff member Lem, other students may have met with Lem and had different ideas. LC noted that they personally did not agree with some of the students’ comments as they personally found the course handbook really useful in terms of the assignment for the unit, but wanted to note the students comments.
LC noted that students provide good positive feedback for Critical Issues unit, noting that units interdisciplinary approach was appreciated e.g. for theory and applications. LC reiterated that lots of positive feedback had come from students who had taken the unit as one of their optional modules. LC noted that students are really excited about the walking tour format of the module. 
LC noted two constructive points, the first being that student contributions overall are minimal and appreciate this is not the fault of staff. LC suggested that she was unsure what staff could do differently in terms of student contribution and engagement. LC suggests that this might just be the cohort this year. 
LC noted that this semester they took an Urban Sociology unit and this was a taught in the form of a one hour lecture and then a one hour seminar, whereby students were split into two groups e.g. 20 people in each seminar. LC noted that students would get a question to answer in these sessions with some readings. LC noted that students felt confident to participate in the sessions, as they were simply answering questions and having conversations with others – the essence of what a seminar should be. LC reiterates that the distinct lecture and seminar format is a good way for students to feel confident and definitive in what they are saying. LC asks if this point makes sense. Colleagues nod in response. LC emphasised that generally people seem very happy with course overall and are extremely satisfied. 
CH thanks LC for her comments and noted that they had spoken previously about such formatting of units. CH noted that such a format could be a good set up to use for future cohorts e.g. in terms of format of the Urban Studies courses. CH suggests that in terms of seminars if units have a small class of 10 students, that could be even more beneficial in terms of teaching. CH emphasised how much they like this format of teaching.
CH asks LC for her comments on the Policy Making unit and if this format also works for students e.g. do student participate in class. Does it differ from the Urban Sociology unit in comparison. CH asks LC if there are lessons, she can learn from Policy Making to bring into the course. 
LC mentioned in her option that students engaged with the unit well and the debate format was a good assessment method, noting although you couldn’t have it earlier in term it increased a lot of student’s confidence once completed. LC noted it would be interesting to see if participation would improve next term overall, as students were initially nervous before they did the presentation and after their confidence and participation improved. LC noted even herself was nervous before the presentation. LC mentioned that they themselves didn’t know how students felt when English wasn’t their first language. 
LC noted in terms of the Policy Making unit they were unsure if students experienced any issues, noting the format for Critical Issues as different as they had guest speakers present in lectures. LC asked AB and HZ for their comments. HZ noted that some guest speakers were very engaging to try and engage students whereas others were simply speaking to the cohort. HZ suggested that the debate assignment was a really engaging assessment for students to participate in – one which student really needed to engage in to do well. CH agrees with HZ comments. HZ thanks CH for this. 
KW asked LC for her comments about the Urban Sociology unit taught by Alicia and how the seminar format worked e.g. where students split into groups, split into groups of 10 or 20 and does she split her time between both groups or is another staff member present e.g. teaching support. LC confirmed that it was timetabled as a two-hour session but it is split into two separate sessions and that Alicia moves between both sessions. KC thanks LC for confirmation that it is taught in two sessions. LC noted that Alicia the unit lead is very efficient in her teaching and LC suggests they don’t know how they do it. KW echoes this noting they are great and mentions that they are also teaching their unit Research in the City as well.  KW reiterates that currently Alicia is the sole member of staff that teaches Urban Sociology at Manchester. 
LC noted they had also received feedback from their friends who had done undergraduate units whereby Alicia was teaching and that she was a really good teacher. LC reiterates this as well on a personal level.
LC noted in terms of the Urban Sociology unit, Alicia will often recap the lecture e.g. cover anything missed, go through anything that student may have been confused about e.g. in lecture etc. Then a list of questions will be provided for students to answer and then the class will be broken up and then they will go back and fourth in the room to support both groups, after this the groups would then feedback to the room, if no one volunteers then they will hear from everyone – so everyone contributes. KW thanks LC for this. 
LC noted that for this unit, there are more people present in the class whose first language is English. LC suggests that is necessary a reason as to why students engage so well, but students were very confident to engage from day one of the course and the course was set up from the first day e.g. if students hadn’t done the readings, you may not be as inclined to go to class, as the class centres on doing the reading set. 
KW noted the class type for the unit and asked LC if numbers kept up through the semester. LC noted for the unit, numbers did kept up and as the assignment was a 100% essay to submit at the end of the course, students would engage and discuss e.g. herself and others would do all of their readings and was motivated to keep up with them as you knew the essay would be coming up.
CH asks LC about the format, if the two seminars run simultaneously or if they take place one after the other. LC noted that for them, the format is 9am – 10am for the lecture, then an hour break and followed by the seminar from 11am – 12pm. Two seminars are held in total e.g. from 10- 12am for one group and then 11am – 12pm for the second group. 
KW thanked LC for the confirmation that the teaching was split up. KW suggested that they have been able to do this due to the timetabling schedule this year. KW suggests that he himself may replicate this seminar teaching next semester, as he has a two hour slot than could be split into two hour sessions, so their would be room for group discussion and seminar types of activity in one room. KW notes that if there are only approximately 20 students in the room it would be well structured and supported in terms of teaching and delivery. LC acknowledges this point.
KW mentioned that this is similar the way that he teaches North American Cities, in terms of seminar format. KW reiterates it is good to hear that this teaching format is being received well and he will have a think ahead about his unit going forward. 
CH noted they are inclined for these small groups and like the idea teaching in this way. CH suggested they are inclined to switch all units to this method of delivery and implies that she will speak to all instructors going forward e.g. lecture for half the teaching time and them go into discussions, questions and activities e.g. to prevent lecturing taking more time – bleeding over, adding in discussions questions or activites etc. CH emphasised that if this format could be enforced this would be a better option. 
KW noted in terms of Alicias unit, it is only her teaching and a larger cohort, whereas for his unit – Researching in City the cohort might be smaller e.g. 3 or 4 students from SEED, might be some external free choice students as well round a table discussing topics with staff, so it easy to steer topics into particular direction etc. KW notes this is also what he has done in the past. KW emphaised that with meetings he has had everyone seems to be on board in terms of not talking for the whole two hours.  KW noted CH point about the structuring of teaching in terms of a lecture being an hour e.g. 50 or 40 minute lecture with the seminars and with a small group of students e.g. 20 it is easier to deal with. CH agrees with KW. 

CH reiterates that they are going to think about this structure change noting they increasingly like idea of changing the format. CH noted that during week 9 meetings and week 12 students were very lively and engaged and asking questions. CH mentioned that it felt like the last few weeks of teaching breaks down any fear or intimidation to talk, CH noted it would be nice if this could happen earlier into the semester but realised that it comes in time as you have to build that. KW acknowledged this. CH suggests building this can be hard, 
KW noted they’ve met half the group 1-to-1 as their academic advisor and that of those nine many were really confident and happy with course. KW mentioned that a number of the nine students, were international students English was not their first language. KW reiterated that all the students they encountered love programme, Manchester, the University e.g. including those international students that were currently away from home e.g. from China.

KW and CH noted that some cases, students would experience feeling homesick and suggested that a meal could be organised to help with this. AM noted CH can apply for SEF and AM can assist with this funding process e.g. help provide the guidance, AM reiterated once approved, CH/KW could organise and book a meal for students. CH asks if this could be done in January/Lunar new year. AM noted she will send over guidance to CH and it will hopes be possible for funding to be received. AM emphasised that she hopes it will be possible as these proposed events are why the funding has been introduced e.g. to benefit students in terms of student experience. 
AR noted Karen Lucas PGT module and that students are really enjoying it. CH and KW noted positive feedback from all students. LC noted they really enjoyed the speakers that were present in the lectures e.g. the guests speakers and they were great to hear from. AR reiterated that all of her chosen units and lectures had slotted in with the course really well as a whole and have flowed really well together. AR noted with their up and coming assignments coming up this has worked well e.g. he Urban Studies course as a whole. AR noted they agreed with LC’s comments. 
CH asked LC and AR how students are feeling about their dissertations and if they have any questions. AR noted this students were feeling they were at a was a good start and the additional talk given by CH about the project, gave students the motivation to begin their dissertation projects. 
LC noted their flatmate was doing a MGDI masters and they were having to submit ideas for their dissertation project already. LC emphasised it was nice to not have to solidly pick a topic now. LC noted from her friend perspective, this seemed to be slightly early for students to have to decide what topic they are doing e.g. to settle into something. LC noted where US concerned it makes sense. CH thanks LC for this, noting it is really useful to know this, emphasising that maintain a balance in terms of your project is a good thing e.g. students have a more time to set up ideas and reflect on what you may want to do. 
CH noted that in terms of KW unit Research in the City unit, this is a unit that gets student thinking about your proposal ideas for your dissertation. KW noted it is good to talk about it within the unit, as it will introduce to student to methods etc and people can come in and talk about their own project. KW notes it will also address broader issues about methodology types and will therefore equip students going forward with their dissertation projects.
CH asked the reps anything else or any comments they wanted to share. LC noted they when they were a UG student that did attend staff office hours in the past. They noted in comparison at PGT level, all staff this time are very responsive and engaged where the course is concerned and emphasised that the staff are all generous with their time. LC reiterated that they had great conversations with staff members during short slots of time. LC mentioned they wanted to pass on thanks to the staff members found these conversations to be extremely helpful. CH thanked LC for their comments and noted that is what they want students to experience. KW asked the reps about their future careers goals e.g. what they want to do next in terms of careers/phds etc. KW noted they have had conversations with students in 1-to-1 meetings e.g. how to apply for phds, funding etc.  LC noted from their personal perspective they are not thinking about applying for PhD at the moment. AR noted in terms of themselves, they are going to take a year out of studying and then apply for PhDs. CH thanked AR and LC for their perspectives and noted it is useful to know. CH noted that the PGT Geography department organised a PhD session last year for Geography masters students and that it would be good to possibly follow this method e.g. possibly get involved with these other programmes, such as planning, geography etc. KW noted out of the students he has spoken to, one student in particular is interested in PhD. KW noted from their perspective,  the best way to look at is it in terms of applying for a PhD is for students to take some time away e.g. a year off, write their proposal, look at funding and then apply for the PhD. CH echoed KW comments and noted it is good to take the time to breath and then pursue a PhD if you want to.
AR noted that they would like to have more involvement with the Manchester Urban Studies Institute e.g. would like to establish more connections and get to know the organisation more. AR mentioned that it would be appreciated if students could get more information about talks being ran by the institute so students can attend more talks etc. CH thanks AR for these comments, CH noted that it is often hard to communicate with Manchester Urban Studies Institute as it is more than a network than an institute. 
KW suggested that in welcome week the Manchester Urban Studies Institute director could come in over welcome week if available to talk about the insuitute e.g. how Urban Studies could be part of it etc. KW emphasised to AR that at this current stage urban studies are not missing out on any opportunities currently. KW mentioned that currently, Urban studies are already exposed to people who are part of the institute as they are already part of the Urban Studies programme e.g. Alicia, programmes in SoSS, Karen is a director etc. CH thanked KW for his comments regarding this and noted that going forward holding a talk is a good way for the students to get involved with the institute e.g. and to also go to talks, events in future.
CH commented on next academic years Urban Studies welcome week schedule e.g. for 2025/26. CH suggested the possibility of moving Welcome Week activities to week 1 of teaching, rather than week 0 e.g. the typical welcome week format. CH noted they will either move to Week 1 or the activities will take place on Thursday/Friday of the usual welcome week. AM noted the PGT welcome week structure was currently being reviewed at the moment and empahised that in terms of attendance, communication and student engagement, it is clear that changes needed to be made. AM noted that they can send information to CH regarding welcome week structure for next week and that they can have a conversation regarding this. 
CH asked the reps if they had any other comments to make. LC noted in terms of the Social Policy unit they had taken; they really enjoyed the tour element of the course e.g. it was enjoyable to be taken out of the university campus and being the centre of Manchester, as it encouraged socialising afterwards. 
AR commented on welcome week, noting it was often hard to meet people get to know peers, hard to establish a connection as attendance was really low etc. AR emphasised that it would be good for future connection with students, if this was established earlier. CH thanked LC and AR for their comments. 

5. Any other business
CH thanked all in attendance for attending the programme committee and for all their comments
6. Date of next meeting
CH noted this was currently TBC. CH noted that the next committee would hopefully take place in Week 5 of Semester 2. 

Summary of Actions List 
	Action Number
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	Deadline
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	1
	
	Amy to send SEF info over to Caitlin Henry to book a meal for Urban Studies student
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	Amy to send Caitlin Henry over welcome week dates to discuss format for 2025 
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