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The University of Edinburgh 

Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 19 April 2017  

at 2pm in the Cuillin Room, Charles Stewart House 

 

Present: 
 
Professor Tina Harrison 
(Convener) 
 

Assistant Principal, Academic Standards and Quality Assurance 
 

Brian Connolly  
 

Secretary to Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 
 

Brian Green Deputy Associate Principal (Learning & Teaching), University of 
Strathclyde 
 

Nichola Kett 
 

Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement Team, Academic 
Services  
 

Dr Huw Lewis 
 

Senior Lecturer School of Literatures, Languages and Cultures (Co-
opted Member) 
     

Dr Sheila Lodge CMVM Head of Academic Administration (Co-opted Member) 
 

Tanya Lubicz-Nawrocka 
 

Students’ Association Academic Engagement Co-ordinator 

Dr Robert Mason Associate Dean (Quality Assurance) College of Humanities and 
Social Science 

Sarah McAllister School Representative (Geosciences), College of Science and 
Engineering 
 

Dr Gordon McDougall  Dean (Quality Assurance), College of Science and Engineering 
 

Dr Claire Phillips  School Representative (Royal (Dick) School of Veterinary Studies), 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine    
 

Dr Inger Seiferheld  School Representative (Business School), College of Humanities 
and Social Science   
 

Dr Jon Turner Director, Institute for Academic Development 
 

In Attendance: 
 
Jess Husbands Vice President (Societies and Activities), Students’ Association  

 
 
Apologies: 
 
Professor Jeremy Bradshaw Director of Quality Assurance, CMVM, Assistant Principal 

Researcher Development  
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Patrick Garratt Vice President (Academic Affairs), Students’ Association  
 

Barry Neilson Director, Student Systems (Co-opted Member) 
 

Tom Ward Director, Academic Services 
 

  
1. Minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 9 February 2017 

 
The Minutes of the previous meeting were approved with the following amendment:  
 

- Minutes to reflect the disappointment of the Committee that the new elected Student 
College Representative role would be delayed due to the need for further preparatory 
work by the Student’s Association.      

 
2. Matters Arising 
  

a) Convenor’s Business 
 
The Convener welcomed new member Ms Sarah McAllister, Head of Student Services, 
School of Geosciences.  Ms McAllister would join the Committee as the College of 
Science and Engineering’s nominated member of staff with experience of, and an 
interest in, quality assurance at school level.  

 
b) Senate Committee Planning  

 
The Convenor thanked members for comments on the Senate Committee Planning 
paper received during the electronic consultation between 7 and 20 March 2017.  The 
Committee’s views had been discussed at Learning and Teaching Planning Group on 
13 April, and would be presented to the Senate Committees' Away Day due to be held 
on Thursday 20 April 2017.  
 

c) Student Disability Committee  
 
The Committee noted a change to the line of reporting for the Student Disability 
Committee.  It was noted that at present, the Student Disability Committee reported to 
the Committee via the Convenor when there are particular issues to highlight or via the 
Student Support Services Quality Assurance Framework (SSSQAF), process. However, 
the University was in the process of finalising the new Student Mental Health Strategy 
and, once approved, Senate Learning and Teaching Committee (LTC) would oversee 
its implementation.  As there was an overlap between mental health issues and 
disability (and because LTC ‘owns’ the Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy) it has 
been agreed that there was a good case for making the formal reporting line for the 
Student Disability Committee the same as for the Mental Health Strategy work.  As 
Deputy-Convener of LTC, the Convenor would continue to provide a strong practical 
link with the Student Disability Committee. 

  
 For Discussion 

 
3. Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis 

 
The Committee considered the annual report on degree classification outcomes of successfully 
exiting undergraduates.  The data was presented in the context of recent institutional trends 



   
QAC:  25.05.17 

H/02/28/02 

QAC 16/17 6A 

 

3 
 

and Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) data for the Russell Group of research 
intensive institutions.  In a new development this year, University level figures were also 
included along with school and broad subject level figures.  Members had also been sent a link 
to the Equality Diversity Monitoring and Research Committee (EDMARC) reports analysing 
available equality protected characteristics  
 
Members suggested that it would be helpful to have comparative data for Russell Group 
institutions over a longer period to allow for trends to be identified.  It was also suggested that 
more granular analysis, at discrete subject level, would be helpful as the boarder composite 
groupings may be misleading for programme level planning purposes. If possible, it would also 
be helpful to have information earlier in the year in order to inform reflections on the previous 
year and enable actions to be taken promptly.          
 

Action: JG to include Russell Group University level data trend analysis over a longer 
period (i.e. 10 year period) for the 2017-18 report.   

  

Action: College Representatives to encourage Schools to approach Governance and 
Strategic Planning to discuss if data can be split at a more granular level – i.e. distinct 
subject/disciplines.  

  

Action: JG to determine the viability of earlier reporting on degree classification for 
the 2017-18 academic session. 

  
The Committee discussed patterns and trends in the statistical data.  It was noted that the 
University’s degree classification outcomes were broadly in line with comparator institutions 
within the Russell Group.  However, there was a significant upward trend across the University 
in the award of first class honours over the last 10 years, from 19.9% in 2006-07 to 29.1% in 
2015-16.  A range of explanations were considered from higher intake standards and improving 
quality of teaching, to the increasing adoption of more diverse examination methods.  It was 
also suggested that the cultural shift to utilize the whole marking scheme, with the 
encouragement of external examiners, had led to the increase.  Moray House School of 
Education seemed to buck the prevailing upward trend, awarding fewer firsts compared to its 
position 10 years ago and compared to its Russell Group peers.  It was suggested that this 
may be understandable in the context of the School’s distinct pedagogical approach but the 
School should be invited to reflect on its statistical outlier status.            
 

Action: Dean of Quality for the College of Arts, Humanities and Social Science to 
discuss Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis with Moray House School of 
Education. 

 
Members also noted that, while all subjects adhered to the same regulations and marking 
scheme, there seemed to be a wide deviation in outcomes and attainment from subject to 
subject across the University.  It was suggested that this may be down to local pedagogical 
approaches.  The Committee noted that it could be useful for external examiners to see stats 
from across the institution in order to understand the context of the area they were monitoring.   
 

Action: College Deans to disseminate Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis 
data to Schools and ensure that the outcomes of the Committee's discussions are 
made available to and considered by the relevant College committee(s).   
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4. Student Support Services: 
 

a) Annual Review 2015-16 
 
The Committee received and noted sub-committee on the review of Student Support 
Service annual Quality Assurance (QA) reports.  
 
It was noted that this session, in a change to the process, a lead readers’ meeting was 
held prior to the meeting of the full sub-committee in order to identify key themes for 
consideration.  This change had the benefit of maximising collective discussions across 
services at the latter meeting and feedback on this new arrangement has been positive. 
It was further noted that the report had been streamlined from 32 pages in last year’s 
paper to 16 pages this year. The Committee noted that the current reporting template 
had been positively received and that there was a general desire for reports to work for 
multiple purposes, allowing for reporting (e.g. Freedom of Information requests and 
public facing information) and reflection (e.g. internal planning).  It was also noted that 
as Student Support Services annual review was part of the wider Quality Assurance 
Framework, it would henceforth be referred to as Student Support Services annual 
review, rather than Student Support Services Quality Assurance Framework (SSSQAF).   
 
The Committee noted that following recent Student Experience Services restructuring 
Student Administration was now part of the Directorate of Student Systems and 
Administration.  In light of this change, the Committee confirmed that a single report 
would be provided by the Director of Student Systems and Administration in future.  It 
was also confirmed that the Estates Department would be included in future reviews to 
recognise the impact its services had on the student experience. 
 
The Committee considered proposals for aligning the annual student support service 
review process with the University’s developing Service Expectation Review (SER) 
process.  It was noted that the SER process linked to plans for improved efficiency and 
increased transparency for the Planning Round.  The Committee was in agreement that 
it would be beneficial for student support service review recommendations to inform 
decisions and provide evidence for the SER with further potential for inclusion in the 
Resource Allocation Model.  To this end the Committee was in agreement that the 
Student Support Service reporting template should be revised to align with the SER 
template to reduce the reporting burden on Services.  The Committee was in agreement 
that there should be no break in reporting during the realignment but instead a lighter 
touch approach would be adopted in transition.  The Committee noted that the final 
format would be confirmed following discussion with the Deputy Secretary Student 
Experience.     
 
The Committee considered the themes arising from the service reports.  The Committee 
noted that a key theme of concern across the University continued to be student mental 
health and the increased demand on services in the context of constrained budgets and 
resources.  It was also noted that next year’s thematic review would focus on 
underserved student groups as identified by the review.  The Committee approved the 
recommendations for each of the services reviewed. 
 

b) Thematic Review 2017-18 
 
The Committee received and noted a paper setting out the options for the remit of the 
next Thematic Review of Student Support which would focus on underserved student 
groups.  
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The Committee considered a broad and high level approach covering all underserved 
student groups.  It was noted that this option would provide the review panel with 
sufficient leeway to examine a wide range of issues and surface problems from across 
the University which may have been hidden due to the nature of the groups involved 
(either due to their small size or proclivity for disengagement etc.).  However, it was 
noted that due to the broad nature of this category, and the disparate experiences of the 
students involved, this approach may run the risk of overlapping and duplicating work 
already underway in several areas across the University.  It may also merely skim the 
surface of the issues of each group and simply highlight further areas of more detailed 
work to be followed up by groups with more tightly defined remits.  
 
The Committee considered the option for a narrower and more in-depth approach.  It 
was noted that a more limited scope would provide an opportunity for a more qualitative 
approach.  The number of students touched by this type of review may be significantly 
smaller but the direct impact on the students concerned could be more significant than 
would be the case with a broader, high level review.  Given that the review would be 
focusing on an underserved group, and that it is often due to their relatively small sizes 
that they have gone underserved (i.e. resources have tended to follow numbers) there 
was an argument that narrow and deep was the more appropriate review model for 
such groups.   
 
The Committee was in agreement that a narrower and more in-depth approach would 
be most appropriate for reviewing support for underserved student groups.  However, it 
was also agreed that the theme should be slightly broader than Students as Parents 
and Carers as proposed by the Students’ Association at the previous meeting.  The 
Committee agreed that adding to the remit a focus on Mature Students would have the 
benefit of focusing on the group of underserved students that was not currently subject 
to a specific project or work package in the way that Widening Participation, 
Postgraduate Research or Online Distance Learning student needs currently are.  
Furthermore, the scope while broader than the Student Association's proposal, was in 
line with its priorities and activities.  It was also noted that the theme had scope to take 
an expansive look at the support needs of mature students as: parents and carers; off-
campus and commuting; mid-career professionals.   
 
It was agreed that the definition of ‘mature’ would be vital for refining the scope of such 
a review (i.e. all students 21 and over or a narrower 25+ category which would focus on 
the more mature 50% of students).  It was agreed that at the next meeting the 
Committee would receive an analysis of the options for defining ‘mature’ and a 
statistical analysis of the University’s current cohort of mature students.  At the next 
meeting the Committee would also be asked to approve proposals for the process of 
thematic review.   

 

Action: Committee Secretary to produce a paper for the next meeting including 
options for the specific definition ‘mature’ for the review, and a statistical analysis of 
mature students across the University. 

 
 

5. Interim oversight of Initial Teacher Education provision  
 
The Committee received a report from the College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences in 
relation to the annual quality assurance and enhancement report for the Moray House School 
of Education (MHSE).   
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It was noted that the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) agreed to a request from MHSE for a 
rescheduling of internal subject reviews to allow for a combined Teaching Programme Review 
of Education provision in 2017-18.  Due to this change in schedule the review of Initial Teacher 
Education (ITE) would fall outside of the 6-year review cycle set by the SFC. Therefore, in 
agreeing to the request, the SFC and Quality Assurance Agency (Scotland) stipulated that 
particular attention must be given ITE provision in annual monitoring processes to until the 
review takes place in 2017-18.   
 
The Committee confirmed that it was content with School and College ITE oversight 
procedures during 2015-16.  
 

  
 For Information and Formal Business 

 
6. Enhancement-led Institutional Review - Follow-up Report 

 
The Committee received and noted the year on Follow-up Report of the University’s 2015 
Enhancement-led Institutional Review (ELIR).  It was noted that the Follow-up Report was 
submitted to the Quality Assurance Agency Scotland by the required deadline of 3 March 2017.  
The Report would be presented to University Court for endorsement on 24 April 2017 and 
would then be presented to Senate in May 2017 for information.  
 
In regard to the theme looking at Staff Engagement in Learning and Teaching – Workload 
Allocation Models, members noted concern that in practice teaching remained under-
prioritized.  In regard to the student dashboard theme members noted staff demand for the 
inclusion of postgraduate taught (PGT) student data.      
 

Action: BN to report on when PGT data will be available on the Dashboards and the 
plans to communicate the utility of the Dashboards to schools to encourage usage.  

  
7. Review of Quality Code Mapping Documents 

 
The Committee approved updated documents mapping the Quality Code chapters to the 
University’s quality assurance framework.  It was noted that the last mapping exercise had 
been undertaken between 2013 and 2015 and the revised documents had been checked for 
factual accuracy, to reflect any obvious significant changes and to check for broken links.  
Editorial changes had also been made to ensure consistency across the mapping documents. 
 

8. External Examiners for Taught Programmes Policy  
 
The Committee approved minor amendments to the External Examiners for Taught 
Programmes Policy.  It was noted that the amendments to paragraphs 27.3, 45, 53 and 58 had 
been identified following the undergraduate and postgraduate taught External Examiner annual 
reports to the Committee. 
 

9. Arrangements for consulting with stakeholders on learning, teaching and student 
experience matters 
 
The Committee received and noted the key principles and standard practices that Senate and 
the Senate Committees could adopt when consulting with Schools, Colleges and stakeholders 
regarding changes strategy, policy or procedure on learning, teaching and student experience 
matters. It was noted that the arrangements had been approved by Central Management 
Group (CMG) at its meeting on 1 March 2017.   
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10. Internal Review: 

 
a) Themes 2015/16 – update  

The Committee received and noted an update on action taken as a result of the Internal 
Review Themes 2015/16 report which was considered by the Committee in September 
2016.   
 

b) Report Responses    
The Committee received and noted the PPR of Divinity 2015/16, Year on response and 
the TPR of Linguistics and English Language 2016/17, 14 week response.  The 
recommendations were considered and the following comments noted:  

- PPR Divinity (PGR): ‘We look forward to hearing about progress on the 
recommendations in the School Annual Quality report’. 

- TPR Linguistics and English Language (UG): ‘We look forward to hearing about 
progress on recommendations 2, 3, 4, 8 in the year on response’. 

 
11. 
 

Any Other Business 
 
There was no other business. 
 

12. Date of Next Meeting: 
 
Thursday 25 May 2017 at 2pm in the Hodgson Room, Weir Building, the King's Buildings 

 

 


