PGCert THE part 2 UNHE7006
Intervention: 
Introduction
In partial fulfilment of UNHE7006, this is a report of a teaching intervention aligned to the UK Professional Standards Framework (V4). This intervention will focus on the theme of learning communities in higher education at various points in the undergraduate and postgraduate student journey, with a view to highlighting the positive impacts that learning communities can have on the student experience. It will be based upon three personal experiences in my time on the Lampeter campus of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David: as a Peer Assisted Study Sessions (henceforth, PASS) supervisor (Jul 2017 – present), as a student representative of postgraduate research students based at Lampeter campus (Jun 2017 – present), and as an hourly-paid lecturer for the faculty (Jan 2017 – present).  	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: 
Key points: pre-Induction(activity @ open days/SEW?), Induction, transition into HE, developing sustainable learning communities, communities in the classroom, PGR environment and REF.    
	Comment by Christopher Fleming: To include elsewhere: 
PASS and TEF
Block teaching

This intervention builds upon my previous intervention from UNHE7005 by widening the focus beyond the undergraduate PASS scheme at Lampeter to include elements from the postgraduate research environment in the context of the Teaching Excellence Framework (henceforth TEF) and the Research Excellence Framework (henceforth REF). These are two metrics that have exponentially grown in importance in the HE sector, and I shall explore how they have positively and negatively impacted the development of learning communities on Lampeter campus.    
Definitions
Before proceeding any further, it is necessary to address an underlying issue that shadows this intervention throughout: what is a learning community? I think it is worth exploring this phrase from an anthropological, sociological and pedagogic perspective. 
However, before moving into a more theoretical discussion, I think it worth exploring the National Student Survey (NSS). This national survey, in which all British Higher Educational Institutes (HEIs) participate, has been widely criticised in HE circles for several years, particularly in light of the decision to link the NSS with the TEF (Higginson 2016; UCU 2019). However, any evaluation of the NSS is beyond the scope of this study. What is relevant for us is that the NSS includes a section on ‘Learning community’ with the questions as follows:	Comment by Christopher Fleming: These are not really questions, is there a better word NSS uses? 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: They use ‘learning communities question bank’ sometimes, but still uses word ‘question’
	21) ‘I feel part of a community of staff and students’	Comment by Christopher Fleming: It may be worth setting this bit aside in a separate section on evaluation again? Then I could look at raw UWTSD data. Especially since I haven’t given my own def yet
22) ‘I have had the right opportunities to work with other students as part of my course’
UWTSD Student Experience 2019 
These questions are one of the few standardised metrics used for measuring student satisfaction rates in learning communities across HE. However, there are some problems with these. Q21 assumes that the respondent clearly understands a definition of community within the context of HE. Furthermore, the focus on staff and students as the core members of a ‘community’ naturally leads respondents to think of an academic community, rather than one which might include inhabitants of the local city/town. Q22 reinforces this divide, with a focus on ‘work’ and the ‘course’. One might also question what is meant by ‘right opportunities’. Both of these questions suggest that the onus is on the student to engage with staff and other students in order to participate in a community. For example, on Q21, a rephrasing such as ‘There is a community of staff and students’ changes the tone dramatically; there may well be a community, but it is up to the student whether they choose to engage with it. Finally, by framing a definition of community in academic terms, it negates the role that social factors can have in the development of a community. A student may have developed key social skills such as engagement and networking during their time in HE, but the questions here discourage students from expressing this. Comparatively, the UKES and PTES[footnoteRef:1] surveys (both available from UWTSD Student Services 2019) have a somewhat different approach. The UKES section 3, ‘learning with others’ avoids the term ‘community’, yet gives example activities, such as ‘worked with other students on course projects or assignments’ and ‘worked with other students on course projects or assignments’, which might be considered activities that take place within a learning community. While these specific examples of activities are an improvement on the NSS, it is strange that section 3 is purely focused on student-to-student interaction. To include staff in a community, we must go to section 14 of the UKES – ‘student-staff partnerships’, which includes the category ‘contributing to a joint community of staff and students’. The PTES, in section B, includes only one category relating to learning communities: ‘the course has created sufficient opportunities to discuss my work with other students (face to face and/or online)’. This phrasing puts the onus on the course rather than the student, unlike the NSS or UKES, but still focuses on the academic side of learning communities.      	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: HEFCE 2014 (original review): p. 25 (criteria for qs, https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180319115310/http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/rereports/year/2014/nssreview/). 
HEFCE 2016 (response to consultation): 16-18 (on learning communities, on USB). 
Compare briefly to UKES and PTES (also on Student Exp). 
Could add all surveys as appendix. 
	Comment by Christopher Fleming: New paragraph? 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Possibly delete [1:  UKES = United Kingdom Engagement Survey; PTES = Postgraduate Taught Engagement Survey.  ] 

In light of these problems, perhaps it is not surprising that the ‘Learning communities’ section often receives low student satisfaction rates in comparison to other areas. In addition, some responses to HEFCE’s NSS consultation noted that the ‘learning communities’ question bank does require further cognitive testing, and HEFCE concluded that this would be carried out after the 2016 pilot (HEFCE 2016: 16-18). To date (Apr 2019), the wording of Q21 and Q22 remains the same.  	Comment by Christopher Fleming: This sentence needs lots of evid! Could use data from UWTSD – I know this section in FHUP tends to come out low. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: If actually reviewing the questions and evaluation process, it makes sense to actually go ahead and reword questions myself. Use Cardiff PAL eval on sense of belonging, identify with HEI. 
Returning to definitions of ‘learning community’, it is interesting to note that two papers at the Advance HE Teaching and Learning Conference 2018 focused on this concept (Clark et al. 2018; Orsmond et al. 2018). While these papers tackled different subject areas and educational levels, both agreed that previous interactions and the development thereof were amongst the most important features of a learning community. In my experience, this is an important aspect. For example, in my role as a PASS supervisor for the subject area of philosophy, I have seen how engagement of first year attendees was sustained through reflection on previous activities – to the extent that the attendees maintained a ‘WTF book’ (sic.) throughout the year, in which attendees wrote down complex words and phrases they encountered during their reading to bring and discuss in the PASS session.[footnoteRef:2] Of course, this exercise could only happen if the same core group of first year students attended regularly and updated their ‘WTF book’ periodically, but I was glad to see that they did. Furthermore, in the PGR environment, I am aware of the importance of building on previous interaction. By settling into a routine, continuing on from the previous session, and updating PGR students on issues raised in previous meetings, it allows me, as the facilitator, to build trust amongst the PGR community. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Inconsistent scare quotes – maybe scare quote in the first instance then stop. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Could also use agenda setting exercises and continual ref to them as part of building a community based on previous interaction. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: 
Start avc HEA defs, then move to anthro/socialog, before giving my own? OR give my own first?  
HEA def.s (all papers from conference 2018): 
https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/knowledge-hub/advance-he-teaching-learning-conference-2018-peer-doctoral-mentoring-creating-diverse
https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/knowledge-hub/advance-he-teaching-learning-conference-2018-learning-community-practice-where-tutor    
 [2:  We have now included this ‘glossary’ activity into the PASS Leader Training Handbook as a facilitation exercise. ] 

However, in consideration of above, one of the issues with placing such importance on previous interaction as the basis for a learning community is that this community needs to be created in the first place. This was noted as one of the biggest problems in Clark et al.’s (2018) analysis, in which it was found that simply focusing on the research journey of PGR students was not enough to sustain interest. I had a similar experience in facilitating the PGR Group, which I later developed to include different activities such as providing a space to practice academic conference papers, run research methods workshops and inviting academic staff to provide an input. But this was an unsustainable burden on me, so I eventually stopped developing such activities. It is also important to note that there were a number of PGR students who did not engage with the group, preferring to focus on their own research. Orsmond et al (2018) had a somewhat different approach based on problem-based learning, which included ‘mutual engagement (bonds), joint enterprise (shared understanding/what matters), and a shared repertoire (language/artifacts)’ (quoting Wenger 1999). I intend to trial this approach in the PGR Group in Lampeter, as a less generic approach to the meetings may encourage more engagement. However, I feel that this approach would not work as well in the PASS/teaching environments, as Orsmond et al.’s discussion concludes that teachers should break down the boundaries between teacher and student (‘there are just learners no teachers’). I myself have trialled this approach in teaching modules and found that breaking down these boundaries can lead to a loss of authority in the classroom. There is a fine balancing act between welcoming student contributions and interaction and maintaining authority and gaining respect as and when it is required, especially in larger classes (cf. Thomson 2007).  	Comment by Christopher Fleming: This may be reading into the slides too far. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: This is getting into analysis of PGR group rather than definitions, but I do feel that I need to give egs. 
I believe that David Arendale’s approach comes closest to my own when it comes to pinpointing a definition of learning community. He offers: 
‘…learning communities are distinguished by their focus on interactive peer learning. Learning communities are often more focused on enhanced curricular and pedagogical outcomes. In addition to often employing some version of student interactive learning, learning communities take several approaches to modifying the classroom experience by restructuring the curriculum. Some of the ways that courses may be modified are through linked courses, learning clusters, freshman interest groups, federated learning communities, and coordinated studies (Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews, & Smith, 1990).’	Comment by Christopher Fleming: This work is a big hitter in LC circles – do I ned to explain why I don’t engage with it? No access. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming: There are other works I haven’t engaged with here saved on my USB stick – saving them for next section? 

Arendale 2004: 28
In the context of peer learning, the focus on enhancing (rather than replacing) the student experience and interactive learning fits very well with the PASS model we have developed in Lampeter. This is not surprising, since the PASS model originates from Arendale’s home nation, the USA, where it is known as Supplemental Instruction, and these core elements. However, I feel there are still problems with Arendale’s approach. This discussion takes place in the context of Arendale’s hierarchy of ‘peer collaborative learning’ (to use his phrase), in which learning communities aim to restructure the curriculum (Arendale 2004: 28-29). This is in contrast to ‘collaborative learning’ and ‘cooperative learning’ (the latter a subset of the former), which aim to promote a deeper level of learning and allow students to take ownership of their learning. While I can see that there is a difference between the three categories, I think that the distinctions between them have blurred over time (indeed, Arendale 2004: 37 admits that his chapter will be dated as soon as it is printed). For example, the aims of the PASS scheme on Lampeter campus include providing an additional source of student feedback to academic staff, but also encouraging learner autonomy and collaborative learning, thereby including elements from all three categories (Fleming and Butler 2017). Furthermore, it is important to note that the NSS survey (discussion above) focuses on learning communities as a category, rather than collaborative or cooperative learning. This may be due to cultural differences, but it is more likely due to the fact that the phrase ‘learning communities’, especially the word ‘community’, is a more relatable term to students in a wider variety of contexts. For example, I led a workshop on the concept of community in the context of the work of Herodotus (an ancient historical text), and I found that the students were keen to engage with this topic on a deeper level by linking it to the contemporary world (see Fig. 1 below).      	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: 
Then look at David Arendale’s definition from chapter. US centric appr avc hierarchy of collab, coop, and learning comms?  
           
How is it different from community of practice (if at all)?
Include pic from Hdt on community
	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Brighton project on communities at their uni
[image: ]
Figure 1 - 'Community Workshop'.© Christopher Fleming, taken 26/02/2019. 
Postgraduate Research Community
One area of communities in HE which I feel requires further development is the idea of postgraduate research (henceforth PGR) communities.[footnoteRef:3] This section contains my reflections on my attempts to develop a peer support network amongst PGR students at UWTSD, both as a PhD student and a PGR student representative. This began as a series of biweekly meetings involving a few PGR students based on Lampeter campus getting together to discuss aspects of their own research and the wider research journey in early 2016. It soon developed into a somewhat larger group which included more PGR students from the wider Faculty of Humanities, both through face-to-face and Skype meetings (for distance learners). The PGR group became a useful forum for developing transferable skills, sharing good practice, practising academic papers/presentations in an informal setting and distributing relevant information on university developments and events. My own drive behind establishing the PGR Group as a more structured study group style derived from my own sense of isolation I felt at the beginning of my PhD. Upon being invited to take part in the PASS Leader Training programme in January 2016, I realised that there were probably other PGR students going through a similar process, and that one solution to this was to establish a network of our own network.  [3:  For the purposes of this assignment, I have adopted UWTSD’s Code of Practice 2018/19 and define PGR students as those aiming for a PhD, MPhil, MA/MSc by Research, Professional Doctorate and MRes. However, I do not distinguish between Part One (taught) and Part Two (research) with regard to the Professional Doctorate or MRes, as I believe that the PGR environment should include students on these degree programmes in order to ease their transition into the research part of their degrees and establish expectations for Part Two.  ] 

I found that my peers on-campus were quite willing to participate in such a network, which developed quite naturally in the first six months to suit the needs of those who attended the biweekly meetings. There was no clear chairperson or facilitator, as each member took the lead in setting the agenda/activity for each meeting on a rotational basis. However, after the first few months, attendance began to subside as we ran out of ideas for future sessions. After a summer break, I took the lead in driving the agenda in Sept 2016, where the facilitation techniques I developed as a PASS leader became very useful. They allowed me to chair the meetings while not dominating them, giving others the space to speak. I also had more input over the schedule across the semesters, in that I began inviting staff (especially those with a large number of research students and early career researchers) to give talks which became the basis for discussion.  
The issue of isolation and the contribution that peer learning schemes can make to alleviate some of the issues associated with this has been widely recognised in both literature (Wisker et al 2007; Janta et al 2012; Gregoric and Wilson 2015) and in wider media (Percy 2014; Pollak 2017). Indeed, a simple Google search using the keywords ‘isolation’, ‘loneliness’ and ‘PhD’ gives an indication as to how widespread this issue is. One might say that this is a natural side-effect of doing PG research, which typically does not involve taught classes and places the researcher in an awkward position between staff and student. However, the sense of isolation can have a detrimental effect on mental health and wellbeing, as shown in a recent report by Metcalfe et al (2018: 24-25). Distance learners have the additional issues of being less able to access some resources on-campus directly and on a regular basis and of having fewer opportunities to network with peers and staff (e.g. Aitken 2017). In light of this, I attempted to establish methods of reaching out to distance students as part of the PGR Group. This included setting up Skype meetings with distance learners, and establishing a VLP platform (Moodle) to allow them access to recording of our meetings and details of upcoming events. Furthermore, the VLP gave us a method of keeping in touch with each other via the online forums. This developed to include other material…    
vs peer mentoring in PGR - https://supervisingphds.wordpress.com/2019/04/24/pgr-peer-mentoring-cant-compensate-for-poor-supervision/ (issue that peer learning not answer to everything).

Began as biweekly meetings – unsustainable burden
PGR days in seminars – raising profile of PGR students
Failure to maintain interest – no further events from RIES
VLP – moodle page development to reach distance learners
Use of social media to see best practice in other institutions
Office space as important (Janta et al, but Vitae report downplays role of physical provision). 
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	PGCert tHE  STAFF OBSERVATION FORM

Name of Staff member: Mr Christopher Fleming
	

Date: 4/12/2018

	
Name of Observer: Mr Benat Eguiluz Miranda 
	
Number in class: 11

	
Student level: Level 4
	
Location: Arts 4, Lampeter campus

	
Topic/s: Ancient Warfare (part of HPHI4008: Warfare in History)
	
Start Time: 14.00

Finish Time: 17.00

	
Teaching Characteristics: Preparation, selection and organisation of content.  Choice of teaching/learning methods.


	Historical context, opening, pointing at problems. Accept questions, engage. Key historical events/points. Good organisation and content.     

	

Presentation:  Beginning class, introduction, continuity with other sessions, students’ prior knowledge.  Clarity of presentation.  Pace.  Attitude to subject matter.  Use of appropriate reinforcement.  Ending the session – summary, future work etc.

	
Confident. Open. Initiative (???), Cheerful. Previous module lectures. Really good knowledge of topic. Clarified spatial-temporal framework. Introduction [was] dynamic. Not thick (???). Passionate. Good pace – not slow, not fast. Confident/assertive. 

	

	Technique and Aids:  General apparatus – board, data projector, use of handouts.  Question and answer technique.  Other evaluation procedures, class management, instructions to students.

Engage. Interact. Questions to students. Presentation, powerpoint. 
· Questions and answers
· Class management – guiding the lecture
· Linear time explanation
· Engagement with questions
· Original, relevant sources – ancient evidence not primary, as writings are often written later
· Allowed students to interact and contribute
· Technical words

	
Student Responses: General class atmosphere, level of participation, attention and interest.  Student attitude and ability to carry out classwork.  Were learning problems identified and overcome?  Awareness of individual needs.  Attitude to students.

Respect. Cheerful. Good friendly vibe (???). Engagement. Many questions. Very positive (???). No problems. Questions from individuals answered appropriately. Respectful attitude to students.  

	

	General: Was effective communication achieved?  Was there good student – teacher rapport?  Were the aims/outcomes achieved?  Appropriateness of teaching/learning methods

 Yes. Good student interest and engagement. Very appropriate. Very appropriate method for teaching.  

	

	
Examples of good practice:


· Precise knowledgeable (???) answers to students
· Advice on further readings
· Coherent (???), confident and considered (???) argument (???), presentation 



Action points:

None

 

	
Observer ....Benat Eguiluz Miranda......                                                 Date 4/12/18



Oberservee  ......Chris Fleming...............                                                Date 6/12/18










On completion of the peer observation reports for each module, compose a short reflective paragraph on your observation experiences.

   
In partial fulfilment of UNHE7006, this is a report of a teaching observation of myself (CF) by Benat Eguiluz Miranda (BEM), aligned to the UK Professional Standards Framework (V4). On 4/12/2018, BEM observed three hours of my session on the module HPHI4008 (‘Warfare in History: Theory, Strategy and Ethics) (A5, K5, K6, V4). This module was convened by Dr. Lester Mason, who invited me to lead one three session of this module (taught in the block system), using my previous knowledge to introduce key concepts around ancient warfare (A2, A4, K1).	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: 
Didn’t meet all objectives – set too wide, but tried to answer student q.s as they come up, getting them to set agenda
Didn’t finish well – would have liked to do a rounding up exercise, what have we learnt today? 
Not chronological  
I talked too much – a bit droning avc tangential discussion

Tried to set up ‘engaging’ atmosphere from the start – Q and A to situate myself and set up student led atmosphere from start. 
Body language – sitting down vs stand up
Something about block? One student missed 2 previous sessions and had no awareness of me, but I set no prep/reading before the session anyway
How to improve next time


In preparing for this session, I intended to use content from previous teaching, with the awareness that the students in the session were first years following a History pathway, and therefore certain concepts may need more detailed explanation (A1, K3). On areas to improve, I think that in attempting a general historical overview of warfare in the ancient world (from c.1400BCE – 476 CE), I did not always fulfil the L.O.s (Mason 2018: 2) (A1, A2, K2, K5). I believe that I could have made the relevance to L.O.s more explicit during the session, perhaps simply by having them printed out/to hand and referring back to them throughout. Furthermore, linking the module content to the essay questions (Mason 2018: 2-3) could have made the relevance of the session content more explicit. However, I feel that I did meet my personal L.O.s in the session (Fleming 2018: slide 2), and the issue is that my L.O.s did not reflect the module’s L.O.s. In future, I would try to ensure that the L.O.s are consistent, and make this more explicit by including a conclusion exercise, such as asking the students ‘What have we learnt today?’ and noting their responses (A1, A4, A5, K2, K5, V2). 

On areas of strength, I think that the opening exercise of a group Q & A approach worked well. This lasted for around 30 mins. I included this in order to get an insight of the students’ previous knowledge of the ancient world and helped me pitch the session content at the appropriate level (A1, A2, A4, K2). Furthermore, it gave me a sense of what the students wanted to get out of the session and allowed a more student-led agenda. Part of my intention was to create an inclusive atmosphere from the start, so that the students were comfortable contributing and asking me to clarify points during the lecture (e.g. ‘technical words’, ‘many questions’ and ‘engagement with questions’ referred to by BEM above) (A1, A4, K2, K3, V1, V2). I was particularly mindful that the students did not have a background in ancient history; I made it clear that I come from this specialist background so some of the terminology and ideas may be unfamiliar to them, while encouraging them to ask questions and clarify points that fell into this category. In the Q & A itself, I used a combination of open questions, body language (Carney et al. 2010: 1366-1367) and wait-time (Ingram & Elliott 2016: 43-44) to encourage participation from a variety of students in the session (A2, A4, A5, K2, V1, V2, V3, V4).                 
      


Reading List: 

Carney, D.R., Cuddy, A.J.C., & Yap, A. J. 2010, ‘Power Posing: Brief Non-Verbal Displays Affect Neuroendocrine Levels and Rish Tolerance’. Psychological Science, Vol. 21, Issue 3A. Available from: https://faculty.haas.berkeley.edu/dana_carney/power.poses.PS.2010.pdf. 

Fleming, C. 2018, Warfare in the Ancient World - Introduction. Session slides, available from myself. 

Ingram, J. & Elliott, V. 2016, ‘A Critical Analysis of the Role of Wait Time in Classroom Interactions and the Effects on Student and Teacher Interactional Behaviours’. Cambridge Journal of Education, Vol. 46, Issue 1. Available online: https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764X.2015.1009365.   

Mason, L. 2018, HPHI4008 – Warfare in History: Theory, Strategy and Ethics Handbook. Module syllabus, available from myself.  


PGCert Part II
CPD event – Kate’s SSSS seminar
In partial fulfilment of UNHE7006, this is a reflection upon a CPD event aligned to the UK Professional Standards Framework (A5, K6, V4). This is a reflection based upon a seminar given by Kate Butler entitled ‘Study Support and Learning Environments for Students on the Autistic Spectrum’. The seminar was held on Wednesday 9th January 2019 and was part of a monthly seminar series hosted by Student Services in order to share best practice and fulfil CPD requirements. I attended for CPD and to deepen my understanding of approaches in autism in an HE context. 
In her seminar, Butler’s primary aim was to highlight some of the areas where there is a large gap in current research – approaches to academic support of autistic spectrum condition (henceforth ASC) students.[footnoteRef:4] Butler convincingly showed that while many studies of ASC students focus on their social, communicative and sensory needs, there is less interest in their academic needs (a position supported by Zeedyk et al. 2016: 39-40; Shmulsky et al. 2017: 379). I was particularly impressed by her proposed methodology, which followed McLeod et al. (2018) and Fletcher-Watson et al. (2018), which argued that studies relating to autism in HE should take an inclusive approach that places ASC students’ feedback at the centre. This may seem to be an obvious point, but I feel that the participatory element does require more emphasis as it is easy to get lost in an environment focused on scientific approaches and empirical data. Butler also shared important resources for practitioners who encounter ASC students on a regular basis, such as articles exploring the place of ASC students in HE using their own reflections, and video interviews with ASC students in other institutions summarising the difficulties they have encountered.  	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Weak opening sentence  [4:  I use ‘ASC student’ as a convenient abbreviation in the awareness that there are those who may object to it. For further discussion, see Kenny et al. 2015. ] 

Due to this seminar, my own practice in approaching ASC students in HE has been changed in two ways. Firstly, in my work as a lecturer on the module HPAH5027/6027, a student independently approached me in the first session, discussed his autism and highlighted ways in which he learnt best. Having attended the seminar, I was able to recognise some of the solutions he offered, such as working alone and giving clear instructions for tasks, and integrate into the sessions. As well as using clear verbal instructions, I also provided written instructions on the board/slides in order to clarify tasks. Secondly, I was able to integrate some of the techniques from the seminar into my work as a PASS supervisor when we revised and expanded a section on working with diversity in the student leader handbook. We were able to provide more concrete guidelines for leaders working with neuro-diverse students.  	Comment by Christopher Fleming: Plan: 
How relevant to me and my practice in PASS? Teaching? PASS – have expanded to working with diversity section to include ASC. Teaching – understanding how different students learn (one student had already declared ASC to me previously).  
Why is CPD important/relevant? Something about changing roles of HE and autism studies  
Reading List: 
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PG Cert part II
CPD Event – First Wales Peer Learning Network meeting (12th Oct)

In partial fulfilment of UNHE7006, this is a reflection on a CPD event aligned to the UK Professional Standards Framework (A5, K6, V4). This is a reflection based upon my attendance at the Wales Peer Learning Network meeting on the 12th Oct 2018 (see appendix xxx for agenda). This meeting was the first of its kind in Wales – following the attendance of several colleagues and myself at meetings of the South West Peer Learning Network, it was decided to establish a Welsh Network, using the South West group as a model. In the main, this was due to the different issues that affect Welsh HE, (e.g. Higher Education (Wales) Act 2015; Universities Wales 2019), but also due to the logistical constraints of travelling from, for example, Bangor University, to HEIs in Devon and Cornwall. This inaugural meeting was hosted by Swansea University. 
One of the most beneficial topics for my practice was to hear updates from various other institutions regarding their schemes. It struck me that other HEIs had very different schemes and/or were at very different stages to our scheme at UWTSD Lampeter. While the scheme at Cardiff University was large (500 student mentors) and well-established (2012), it based upon a peer mentoring scheme, which primarily had a pastoral rather than academic role since there was some reluctance amongst academic staff to take ownership of the scheme. The team at Swansea University have recently set up their peer learning scheme using the SI-PASS model (beginning Sept 2018). They went through an extensive consultation process before setting up their scheme, in order to establish the aims of their scheme and gather support from the relevant stakeholders. Cardiff Metropolitan’s team also set up their scheme in Sept 2018, having undergone an extensive consultation process. However, the results of this consultation demonstrated that it would be difficult to persuade the key stakeholders to accept the SI-PASS model, so they adapted it to suit their institution. 	Comment by Christopher Fleming [2]: Plan: 
Hearing about other (quite different) schemes, establish aims of the group. New to HE in Wales. 
Consultation and set-up processes (Cardiff Met, Swansea)
Evaluation and funding (WISE, Cardiff)

I was most interested in the consultation process that Swansea University and Cardiff Metropolitan went through before setting up their schemes. This is the opposite to the situation at UWTSD, where the aims of the scheme were developed after it was established (see Fleming and Butler 2017 for our aims). While our approach did allow us to develop our aims quite naturally over time, it did result in a scheme which was somewhat disconnected to the key stakeholders such as new students and senior management. Since no overall aims of the scheme were established, it has also resulted in effectively three PASS schemes developing at UWTSD due to the separate campuses in Wales. 
Finally, I was surprised to find that peer learning schemes are very much in their infancy in Welsh HEIs. Bangor and Aberystwyth Universities expressed an interest in attending this meeting, as neither had a formal peer learning scheme but wished to explore the possibility of establishing one. In this regard, it appears that Welsh HEIs are somewhat behind other UK HEIs, but there is a strong movement to establish such schemes via the Wales Peer Learning Network.                
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