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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
Meeting to be held on Thursday 26 May 2016 at 3pm  

in the Hodgson Room, Weir Building, the King's Buildings 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Welcome and Apologies  
   
2. Minutes of previous meeting held on 20 April 2016  QAC 15/16 6A 
   
3.  Matters Arising 
   
3.1 Matters arising from the Minutes of the meeting held 20 April 2016 QAC 15/16 6B 
   
4.  Convener’s Business 
   
4.1 Committee Membership 

 
Verbal 

4.2 Postgraduate Research Student Progression Milestones  Verbal  
   
5. For Discussion 
   
5.1 Quality Framework Review  

 
- Final proposals for approval 
- School Annual Quality Report Template  
- Annual Programme Monitoring 

 

 
 
QAC 15/16 6C 
QAC 15/16 6D 
QAC 15/16 6E 

5.2 EvaSys Course Evaluation Roll-Out 
 

QAC 15/16 6F 

5.3 Senate Committee Planning  
 

QAC 15/16 6G 

5.4 PT System Oversight Group  
 

QAC 15/16 6K 

 
6.  For Approval 

   
6.1 Internal Review Reports and Responses: 

 
Final Reports: 

- PPR of Biological Sciences - Final report  
- TPR of Mathematics - Final report 
- TPR of Psychology - Final report 

 
Feedback to Schools: 

 TPR of Archaeology 2014/15 - year on response  

 TPR of Informatics 2014/15 - year on response  

 PPR of Health in Social Science 2014/15 – year-on response 

 PPR of Online Distance Learning Programmes, College of Medicine and 
Veterinary Medicine 2014/15 – year-on response 

 TPR of Oral Health Sciences 2014/15 – year-on response 

 
 
QAC 15/16 6H 
 
 
 
 
QAC 15/16 6L 

 
7.  For Information   
   
7.1 Annual Report to Senate   QAC 15/16 6I 
 
 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/committees/senate/agendas-papers


Brian Connolly, Secretary to the Senatus Quality Assurance Committee      
20 May 2016 

8.  Electronic Business 
   
8.1 Internal Review Reports and Responses:  

 
2014/15: 

- TPR Biological Sciences - Year on response.  
- TPR of Music - Year on response. 
- Periodic Review of Student Disability Service - Year on response  

 
2015/16: 

- PPR of Divinity - 14 week response  
  

QAC 15/16 6J 

8.2 Subject Benchmark Statements 
  

 Draft for Consultation:  
- Communication, Media, Film and Cultural Studies     

 

 
9. Date of Next Meeting 
  
9.1 Thursday 8th September 2016 at 2pm in Raeburn Room, Old College 

 
 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication?PubID=3064#.VzmTSJ1waUk
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 10 April 2016 at 2pm  

in the Boardroom, 29 Buccleuch Place, George Square 
 

Minutes are draft until approved by the next meeting of the Committee  
 

Present: 
 

Professor Jeremy Bradshaw Director of Quality Assurance, CMVM, Assistant Principal 
Researcher Development  
 

Dr Linda Bruce 
 

Head of Quality Assurance Team, Academic Services  

Professor Tina Harrison (Convener) Assistant Principal, Academic Standards and Quality Assurance 
 

Erin Jackson  Co-opted Member: Distance Learning & E-learning 
 

Dr Sheila Lodge CMVM Head of Academic Administration 
 

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

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

Ronnie Millar Director, Student Counselling Service, Representative of 
Student Services 
 

Professor John Sawkins External Representative. Deputy Principal (Learning and 
Teaching), Heriot-Watt University 
 

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: 
 

Brian Connolly  
 

Secretary to Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 
 

Gavin Douglas Deputy Secretary - Student Experience 
 

Nichola Kett Head of Enhancement Team, Academic Services 
 

Apologies: 
 

Tanya Lubicz-Nawrocka 
 

EUSA Academic Engagement Co-ordinator 

Barry Neilson Director, Student Systems 
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Tom Ward Director, Academic Services 
 

Imogen Wilson Vice President (Academic Affairs), EUSA  
 

 
1. Welcome and Apologies  
  

The Convener welcomed members and noted apologies.      
 

   
2. Minutes of previous meeting held 28 May 2015 QAC 15/16 5A 
  

The Minutes of the previous meeting held electronically between 28 January and 
4 February 2016 were approved. 
 

 

3.  Matters Arising 
   
3.1 There were no matters arising.  
   
4.  Convener’s Business 
   
4.1 
 
 
 
 

Membership 
 
The Convenor noted that several members would come to the end of their term 
of office in the summer.  Members were invited to consider possible gaps in 
committee membership where the provision for co-opted roles could be used 
and these would then be discussed at the May meeting.  
 

 

4.2 Teaching Excellence Framework 
 
The Convenor reported that the technical consultation for TEF would take place 
in early May 2016.  It was noted that the University would submit a response and 
would also contribute as part of the sector-wide consultation.  
 

 

4.3 Enhancement Led Institutional Review 
 
The Convener and Professor Sawkins would be members of the Quality 
Assurance Agency (Scotland) group designing the next ELIR method.   

 

   
5. For Discussion 
   
5.1 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15: 

College of Humanities and Social Sciences   
 
The Committee received and noted the Annual Quality Assurance and 
Enhancement Report for the College of Humanities and Social Sciences.  
 

QAC 15/16 5B 

5.2 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15:   
College of Humanities and Social Sciences - Reader Comments 
 
The Lead Reader noted the Meet the Deans meeting as an example of positive 
practice to share with other Colleges.  The event continued to be exceptionally 
popular with students, judging by the highly positive news reports on the EUSA 
website written by student representatives who attended.   
 

QAC 15/16 5C 
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The Lead Reader noted that there remains a need to address the very low 4-
year completion rates for PhD students, especially in the context of the 
University’s target to increase the ratio of students: eligible supervisors to 2.5:1.  
The College needed to explore further the opportunities for growing and 
supporting online distance learning seems.  It was also noted that the College 
must ensure that penalties for plagiarism were aligned with University policy.  
  

5.3 Moray House School of Education oversight of Initial Teacher Education 
Provision  
 
The Committee received a report from the College of Humanities and Social 
Science in relation to the annual quality assurance and enhancement report for 
the Moray House School of Education (MHSE).  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 2014-15.    
 

QAC 15/16 5D 

5.4 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15: 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine 
 
The Committee received and noted the Annual Quality Assurance and 
Enhancement Report for the College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine.  

 

QAC 15/16 5E 

5.5 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15: 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine - Reader Comments 
 
The Lead Reader noted the Speedwell pilot as an example of positive practice to 
share with other Colleges.  Speedwell allows users to develop exam question 
banks and in turn to produce exam papers (in the format of multiple choice 
questions) once a sufficient bank of questions and associated performance data 
has been established.  Other examples of positive practice noted: the “Managing 
Expectations Surveys”; the approach to student engagement and community 
building (e.g. the meetings between student reps, the Director of Teaching and 
the BMS Quality Assurance representative); the online tutorial booking system, 
TUBS (permitting students to leave feedback for the tutor); and the database of 
good practice & annual showcase event.   
 
The Lead Reader noted that the College’s role in quality processes was an area 
for development which would be taken forward within the revised University 
quality framework.  The Convener emphasised that there was a clear role for the 
College in monitoring and supporting schools, given its proximity to and 
familiarity with the context-specific issues. Other areas for further development 
at the College included: timetabling; instances of recurrent high fail rates on a 
small number of courses; degree classification results; college level oversight of 
study abroad; widening participation; PhD supervision, including completion 

QAC 15/16 5S 
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rates (for discussion at institutional level at Senate Researcher Experience 
Committee). 
 

5.6 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15: 
College of Science and Engineering   
 
The Committee received and noted the Annual Quality Assurance and 
Enhancement Report for the College of Science and Engineering.   
 

QAC 15/16 5F 

5.7 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Report 2014-15:  
College of Science and Engineering - Reader Comments 
 
The Lead Reader noted the tutor and demonstrator champion role, part of efforts 
to improve support for tutors and demonstrators, as an example of positive 
practice to share with other Colleges.  It was also noted that the College 
provides effective support for schools undertaking collaborative activity and has 
effective overview of accreditation activity.  The aide-memoire from College to 
Schools, together with review of progress, is also a good example of closing one 
element of the QA loop at School and College level.  
 
The Lead Reader noted that it would be useful to monitor continued use of 
interruption of studies to undertake industrial training, to ensure that this remains 
an effective alternative to the more formal model.  Consideration should also be 
given to best practice in moderation, which was an area where discussion 
across colleges would be useful.  The Committee encouraged UG degree 
classification data (etc.) to be shared routinely with external examiners. 
 

QAC 15/16 5G 

5.8 Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement Reports 2014-15: 
Key Themes  
 
The Committee received an overview report highlighting the key themes from the 
three 2014-15 College reports.  It was noted that, in a change to the previous 
process, the Convener had met with the lead readers prior to the Committee 
meeting in order to discuss their observations and produce a collective overview 
report, bringing out key themes at College and University level. 
 
The Convenor noted that there was good evidence that the new external 
examiner system seemed to be bedding in well and had had a positive impact 
particularly in regard to increased submissions and use of external examiner 
report data.  There also appears to have been a significant shift towards the use 
of on-line submission and marking (in line with EUSA priorities for the year past) 
and the plans to roll-out EvaSys across the University have been well-received.  
It was also noted that changes to the TPR/PPR process (including feedback 
from the Committee), had been well-received as had the revised collaborations 
guidance material.    
 
The Convenor noted space management, particularly the availability and 
appropriateness of learning and teaching space, continued to be an area for 
further development at the University level.  Appropriate consistency in the 
quality and quantity of feedback to students across the University remains an 
institutional priority.  Mainstreaming of the Personal Tutor system within QA 
processes is ongoing and it is important that Schools and Colleges continue to 
share innovation and good practice.  Areas of improvement in regard to the 
postgraduate researcher experience include the need for a clear policy on the 

QAC 15/16 5T 
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allocation of supervisors and the need to address low completion rates for PhD 
students (especially in the context of the University’s target to increase the ratio 
of students: eligible supervisors to 2.5:1).  There is also potential for further 
enhancement to the management of collaborations.   
 
Action: College Representatives to disseminate Key Themes (Paper T) to 
College committees and take appropriate actions during the next cycle of 
meetings.    
 

5.9 Student Support Service Quality Assurance Framework (SSSQAF) Sub-
Committee Report on the Annual Review of Student Support Services 
 
The Committee received a report from the sub-committee on the annual review 
of Student Support Services.  It was noted that this had been the first year that 
services had used the new service value grid format, and meetings had also 
been held earlier to better align with the University’s planning cycle.  It was 
reported that feedback had generally been positive in regard to the new 
simplified template and the change to the timing of reporting, which had enabled 
services to take earlier action within the academic year. The meeting format was 
valued as an opportunity to see how other services approached operational 
processes and challenges.  Services also valued the reporting process itself for 
internal planning purposes and the focus on student needs. 
 
The Committee approved the commendations and recommendations.  
 
It was noted that there was scope to refine the annual process further in order to 
maximise the benefit of collective discussion across services.  It was agreed that 
consideration would be given to lead readers identifying key themes from annual 
reports in advance for discussion by the services; moving away from individual 
feedback to each service; reporting back to services on topics flagged for 
consideration at University level and actions taken; consideration of the 
interaction of annual and thematic reviews and supporting material.   
 
It was agreed that the same timeline as 2015/16 should be adopted for the 
annual process in 2016/17.  
 
Action: SQAC Convenor and Deputy Secretary Student Experience to 
consider the future format of the SSSQAF annual reporting process and 
submit proposals to SQAC.    
 
The Committee discussed proposals for future thematic reviews.  It was agreed 
that as a first step it would be valuable to reflect on the current process and its 
outcomes, and that proposals for future themes and scheduling of reviews would 
be brought to the Committee. 
 
 Action: SQAC Convener to initiate reflection 
 

QAC 15/16 5H 

5.10 ELIR Reports 
 
The Committee received and noted the final reports, the high level Outcome 
Report and the detailed Technical Report, on the University’s Enhancement-Led 
Institutional Review (ELIR) held in Semester 1 2015. It was noted that the 
University had achieved the highest possible judgement and outcome in the 

QAC 15/16 5I 
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ELIR, that of “effective arrangements for managing academic standards and the 
student learning experience”.  
 
The reports have been published on the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) 
website (www.qaa.ac.uk/reviews-and-reports/provider?UKPRN=10007790 )     
and the outcome of the ELIR has been communicated widely to staff and 
students, including through the University website. 
 

5.11 ELIR Theme Lead Reports   
 
The Committee received and discussed reports from the theme leads 
responsible for taking forward the areas for development from the University’s 
ELIR.  It was noted that a themed approach has been taken to ensure broad 
alignment with existing learning and teaching priorities and Assistant/Vice 
Principal roles and responsibilities as part of an integrated planning process.  
 
The five key themes and their leads are: postgraduate research student 
experience (AP Jeremy Bradshaw); personal tutoring system (AP Alan Murray); 
student representation at college and school level (EUSA & college deans of 
quality); assessment and feedback (AP Susan Rhind); staff engagement in 
learning and teaching, with a focus on workload allocation models (VP Jane 
Norman & SVP Charlie Jeffery).  The University was also encouraged by the 
ELIR to progress existing work on the Student Data Dashboard project led by 
Barry Neilson, Director of Student Systems.  
 
The Committee will receive progress reports on a 3 monthly basis during the first 
year after the ELIR, and 6 monthly thereafter. The aim will be to make 
substantial progress during the first year and to ensure all actions are complete 
by the end of year 3.  The impact of actions will be evaluated. 
 
The Committee commented on each theme as follows: 
 
Theme: Assessment and Feedback 
Members agreed that student satisfaction, as measured by the National Student 
Survey, was an important indicator of success but must not become the 
paramount criterion.  A broad and balanced approach to the issue was essential.  
Members also noted that it would be helpful to consider methods of assessment, 
as well as feedback issues, and grade descriptors, as well as course descriptors.   
 
Theme: Personal Tutor System 
Members agreed on the importance of staff training in order to raise standards 
across the PT system. It was noted that enhanced training provision was 
planned with the aim of providing staff with greater clarity as to their role within 
the PT system, the way their School divides work between PTs and Student 
Support Teams, and how this local support articulates with other University 
support services. It was also noted that there had been strong growth in the 
demand for support for student mental health issues, both at the University and 
nationally.  In response, the University has invested resources to provide all PTs 
with a half-day training in mental health issues starting in September 2016 (and 
continuing over a 2-3 year period).  The sessions would be delivered by Student 
Counselling and the Student Disability Service and there would be an 
expectation that all PTs would attend. Members were in agreement that, while 
acknowledging immediate capacity issues due to staff resource limits, the 
University must move to a point whereby training is mandatory for all staff 

QAC 15/16 5J 
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working within the PT system.  Certain types of training for specific roles could 
be prioritised in the first instance.      
 
Members were in agreement that the support needs of ODL students must be 
considered in parallel with ongoing enhancement for on-campus students.  
Furthermore, it was suggested that a different model of PT support for ODL 
students may be appropriate.   
 
It was noted that peer support schemes were most successful where schools put 
an infrastructure in place. The committee recommended that the forward plan 
should aim to learn from current best practice.  The schemes offered great 
scope for distance learning programmes to be involved.  It was noted that peer 
support for postgraduate research students was under discussion via Senate 
Researcher Experience Committee.  
 
Theme: Postgraduate Research Student Experience 
Members noted that the proposed Postgraduate Research Experience Project 
(PREP) would cover many of the issues identified by the review and that a 
decision on funding for the project was due by June 2016, as an outcome of the 
current funding round.  However, should PREP funding proposals be 
unsuccessful, it was agreed that alternative options for addressing the ELIR 
recommendations should be planned by separating the work that is dependent 
on funding (e.g. the development of online tools) and the work relating to policy 
development and training.  This would allow certain elements that were not 
contingent on funding to be progressed quickly, some of which are already 
underway.       
 
Members agreed that the recommendations regarding tutors and demonstrators 
were complex and needed to be unpacked and addressed as part of a discrete 
strand of work. Particular attention should be paid to clearly separate training 
and support for staff (who support and supervise doctoral students) from that 
aimed at students (both in their roles as tutors and demonstrators and also in 
regard to research training).  
 
The Committee requested that the July report should include an update on plans 
in the light of the decision on PREP.   
 
Theme: Staff engagement in learning and teaching (workload allocation 
models) 
Members agreed that (in regard to Recommendation 14), in regard to the 
effectiveness of learning and teaching strategies, student feedback satisfaction 
scores were an important indicator of success but must not become the 
paramount criterion.  Members noted that implementation of the planned work 
was likely to take time to embed, and that a point later then February 2017 
should be planned to gather evidence and assess the impact of the work.  
 
Theme: Student Data Dashboard 
Members noted that work was progressing well.   
 
Theme: Student representation – college and school level 
Members noted that the new elected College representatives would not be in 
place until 2017-18 at the earliest.  However, it was agreed that the intervening 
period should be regarded as an opportunity for the Colleges and EUSA to 
develop clearer college-specific role descriptions and responsibilities for each of 
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the college representatives.  Members also agreed that the funding source for 
the new part-time, paid college representative roles needed clarification.   
 
Action: SQAC Secretary to disseminate Committee comments to theme 
leads.    
 

5.12 Senate Committee Planning 
 
The Committee received the framework for Senate Committee planning for 
2016-17 onwards. It was agreed that the Committee would discuss how to 
approach planning in the longer-term at the next meeting in May.   
 

QAC 15/16 5K 

5.13 University Quality Framework Review - Draft Proposals 
 
The Committee received draft proposals for revisions to the University’s quality 
framework. It was noted that the review of the framework aimed to streamline 
processes while deriving maximum benefit from quality activity.  The proposals 
had been developed following consultation with all schools and colleges.  The 
proposals took account of the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) UK Quality 
Code. 
 
In discussion, it was noted that the University level requirement for annual pro 
forma based course monitoring was being removed in order to lighten a 
particular burden raised by schools, but that course level issues could still be 
identified via existing processes and through the introduction of university annual 
programme review from 2016/17.  Shortening of the annual reporting cycle by 
schools was welcomed, but in the light of reservations about all schools being 
able to meet a June deadline, it was agreed that an August deadline should be 
introduced.  This would still allow annual quality reporting to feed in to school 
planning more effectively than at present.  The proposals for streamlining 
Teaching and Postgraduate Programme Review were noted, including a more 
strategic focus on the school as a whole.  It was noted that discussions were 
being held with QAA (Scotland) regarding the scope for greater alignment with 
accrediting bodies where appropriate.    
 
The Committee agreed that a further version of the proposals would be 
circulated to schools and colleges for comment.  QAA (Scotland) would also be 
asked to comment on the proposals.  The final proposals would then be brought 
to the May meeting for approval.  The revised framework would be implemented 
according to the timescales agreed at that meeting.  Changes to the annual 
process would be implemented for 2016/17.  Some changes could be 
implemented straight away for TPR and PPR, but other aspects would be 
developed further during next year.  These changes would be communicated by 
Academic Services via college representatives, the Senate committees’ 
newsletter and the Academic Services annual policy update in June 2016.  A 
briefing event would be held for schools and colleges.    
 
Action: Linda Bruce to circulate revised proposals, draft school and 
college annual report templates and timeline to colleges for consultation 
with schools prior to May SQAC.   
 

QAC 15/16 5L 

5.14 Non-standard QA arrangements for Zhejiang programmes 
 

QAC 15/16 5M 
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The Committee noted that the University was in the process of establishing a 
jointly delivered (dual award) undergraduate degree programme in Integrative 
Biomedical Sciences with Zhejiang University.  A short-life task group had been 
established to advise the Committee and Senate Curriculum and Student 
Progression Committee (CSPC) regarding proposals for the academic aspects 
of this new programme.  The Committee endorsed the remit and membership of 
the task group and the quality assurance elements of the proposals for academic 
management of jointly delivered UG programmes at the ZJU-UoE Institute.   
 

5.15 Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis  
 
The Committee received and noted the annual report on the degree 
classification outcomes of successfully exiting undergraduates. 
 
Action: College Representatives to disseminate Undergraduate Degree 
Classification Analysis data to Schools.    

QAC 15/16 5N 

 
6.  For Approval 
   
6.1 Internal Review Reports and Responses - Feedback to Schools: 

 

 TPR of Architecture 2014/15 – year-on response. 
 

The Committee approved the feedback to the School.   
 
Action: SQAC Secretary to send the Committee’s response to the School.   

QAC 15/16 5O 

 
7.  For Information   
   
7.1 Evasys Update 

 
Action: SQAC Members to send to the Director of the Institute for 
Academic Development examples of the use of EvaSys data to enhance 
teaching provision. 
 

Verbal 

7.2 Knowledge Strategy Committee Report 
 
The Committee received and noted the report to University Court from the 
Knowledge Strategy Committee meeting on 11 March 2016. 
 

QAC 15/16 5P 

 
8.  Electronic Business 
   
8.1 Internal Review Reports and Responses:  

 

 TPR of Archaeology 2014/15 - year on response.  

 TPR of Informatics 2014/15 - year on response.  

 PPR of Health in Social Science 2014/15 – year-on response. 

 PPR of Online Distance Learning Programmes, College of Medicine and 
Veterinary Medicine 2014/15 – year-on response. 

 TPR of Oral Health Sciences 2014/15 – year-on response. 
 
The Committee noted that, subsequent to the meeting, individual Members 
would be invited to comment on specific responses.  These comments would 

QAC 15/16 5Q 
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then be consolidated by the Convener and circulated electronically to the 
Committee, in order to avoid undue delay to the subsequent dissemination to the 
relevant subject areas and support service.  The comments would then be 
submitted to the next meeting at which point the Convenor may wish to highlight 
specific points for discussion. 
 
Action: Committee Secretary to allocate reports to lead readers for 
comment. 
 

8.2 Internal Review Forward Schedule:  
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine  
 
The Committee homologated the changes to the review schedule.  
 

QAC 15/16 5R 

8.3 Subject Benchmark Statements  
 
The Committee noted that the following Subject Benchmark Statements had 
been circulated to the appropriate Schools:  
 

 Revised: 
- Accounting  
- Computing   
- Finance  
- Social Policy   

 

 Draft for Consultation:  
- Art & Design 
- Landscape Architecture 
- Physics, Astronomy and Astrophysics     

 

 

 
9. Date of Next Meeting 
  
9.1 Thursday 26th May 2016 at 3pm in the Hodgson Room, Weir Building, the King's Buildings Building 

 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication?PubID=3042#.Vw4-kJ1waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3043#.Vw4_IJ1waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3044#.Vw4-651waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3046#.Vw4_WZ1waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3061#.Vw48Lp1waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3060#.Vw48m51waUk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/publications/information-and-guidance/publication/?PubID=3059#.Vw48wp1waUk
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
Summary of Actions 

Meeting of 20 April 2016 

 

Item/Paper Reference Action Timeframe/process for action to be 
implemented 

5. Annual Quality Assurance and Enhancement 
Report 2014-2015 

College Representatives to disseminate Key 
Themes (Paper T) to College committees and 
take appropriate actions during the next cycle of 
meetings.    
 

Immediate. 

5.8 Student Support Services Quality Assurance 

Framework (SSSQAF) 

SQAC Convenor and Deputy Secretary Student 

Experience to consider the future format of the 

SSSQAF annual reporting process and submit 

proposals to SQAC.     

Immediate. 

5.11  ELIR Theme Lead Reports   SQAC Secretary to disseminate Committee 

comments to theme leads.    

Immediate.  

5.13 University Quality Framework Review Linda Bruce to circulate draft school and college 

annual report templates and timeline to colleges 

for consultation with schools prior to May SQAC.   

Immediate.  

5.15 Undergraduate Degree Classification 

Analysis 

College Representatives to disseminate 

Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis 

data to Schools.    

Immediate.  
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6.1 Internal Review – School year-on response 

to the TPR of Architecture 2014/15. 

SQAC Secretary to send the Committee’s 

response to the School.  

Immediate.  

7.1 EvaSys Update SQAC Members to send to the Director of the 

Institute for Academic Development examples of 

the use of EvaSys data to enhance teaching 

provision. 

Immediate. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

26 May 2016 

 

University Quality Framework Review  

 
Executive Summary 

The paper presents proposals for revisions to the University’s quality framework under the 

review launched at the committee’s meeting of 4 September 2015: http://bit.ly/20usLCN .  

The review of the framework aims to streamline processes while deriving maximum benefit 

from quality activity.  The proposals have been developed following consultation with all 

schools and colleges, including individual consultation with each school. Highlighted text 

denotes changes following the latest consultation with schools and colleges in April 2016. 

The proposals take account of the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) UK Quality Code.  

 

How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 

The proposals align with the current University priority of simplification, and with the 

Strategic Plan 2012-2016 strategic goal of ‘excellence in education’ and strategic theme of 

‘outstanding student experience’.  

 

Action requested 

For approval.  

 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

The revised framework will be implemented according to the timescales agreed at the 

meeting of 26 May 2016, and communicated by Academic Services via college 

representatives, the Senate committees’ newsletter and the Academic Services annual 

policy update in June 2016.  A briefing event will be held for schools and colleges.  

 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

The proposals aim to reduce duplication and thus to release staff time spent on 

quality processes while increasing the value derived from the activities.    

 

2. Risk assessment 

The proposals aim to align with the Quality Assurance Agency’s UK Quality Code 

and the Scottish Funding Council’s current guidance on quality, reflecting the 

University’s low appetite for risk in the area of compliance.  The Quality Assurance 

Agency (Scotland) has commented on the draft proposals.  

http://bit.ly/20usLCN


  

3. Equality and Diversity 

An Equality Impact Assessment has been carried out and no impacts have been 

identified.  

 

4. Freedom of information 

The paper is open.  
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee – 26 May 2016 

University Quality Framework Review Proposals 

 

Drivers for review 

 The current internal quality framework has been in place for some years.  A review is timely, 

since incremental changes may have led to unnecessary complexity and duplication of 

effort.    

 Recent developments (including the external examiner system, use of EvaSys and increasing 

use and accessibility of data) potentially render some existing monitoring practices 

redundant. 

 Simplification of processes is a key component of recognising learning and teaching as an 

unambiguous priority of the University.   

 The external review of the Scottish quality framework by the Scottish Funding Council.  This 

has yet to report, but the benefits of reviewing processes in line with our internal focus on 

simplification are too great to delay internal action further.  

How the review was conducted 

An initial consultation with schools was carried out by colleges in Semester 1 2015/16.  This was 

based on a small question set, which can be found in the papers for the 3 September 2015 meeting 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee Paper E, 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20150903agendapapersqacrevised_0.pdf.  The results of the 

initial consultation were discussed at the Committee’s meeting of 10 December 2015.  See 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20151210agendapaperssqac.pdf and minutes of the meeting 

at http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20151210qacminute_final.pdf 

During Semester 2 2015/16 Assistant Principal Tina Harrison, supported by Academic Services, met 

with every school on an individual basis to discuss in detail what worked well for schools in the 

current framework, what was felt not to work, and to gather schools’ suggestions for changes aimed 

at simplifying and adding value to quality processes.  Draft proposals were considered by the April 

2016 meeting of Senate Quality Assurance Committee, after which a further consultation with 

schools and colleges informed the proposals presented for approval to the May 2016 meeting of the 

Committee. 

A number of consistent themes emerged from the consultation.   

 Reflection and action should be embedded in existing academic practice as far as possible, 

and should not form a separate, peripheral process. 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20150903agendapapersqacrevised_0.pdf
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20151210agendapaperssqac.pdf
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/20151210qacminute_final.pdf


 The outcomes of quality processes should result in action, including informing school annual 

and strategic planning. 

 Reflection and action should be evidence-based  

 Quality processes should be simplified, and duplication should be removed. 

 The emphasis should be on identifying broad themes that will make a difference. 

 The loop should be closed at every level of the framework. Schools should be informed what 

action has been taken in response to issues they have raised for attention by college and 

university level. 

The review did not include the student support services quality assurance framework, as the annual 

process has recently been reviewed.  Student engagement was not included in the review as it is 

working effectively in the processes under review, and enhancements to school and college level 

representation are the focus of work stemming from an ELIR recommendation.   However, 

opportunities for further strengthening student involvement in quality processes are noted in the 

proposals.  

The Quality Assurance Agency (Scotland) has commented on the draft proposals to ensure the 

University’s quality framework remains consistent with external expectations.   

 

Summary of key findings and proposals for change 

The current quality assurance and enhancement processes include annual monitoring and reporting 

and periodic review of programmes via TPR/PPR. 

The annual monitoring process causes the greatest concern to colleagues and is perceived to take up 

a disproportionate amount of time and effort in relation to its value. Colleagues questioned the 

necessity to report annually, but the current external QAA and Scottish Funding Council landscape 

requires annual monitoring to take place. However, we do have scope in how we organise it. The 

report recommends that we seek to reduce the burden of annual monitoring taking advantage of 

greater transparency in and access to data, by streamlining the current reporting practice and 

embedding monitoring and review in existing learning and teaching processes, and increase its value 

by aligning the timing of the process with school planning. Key proposals for change include:  

 Move towards a shorter school annual quality report focused on key outcomes and actions. 

 Shift the emphasis from individual course monitoring to programme monitoring. 

 Embed individual course reflection/monitoring in existing school processes, thus removing 

duplication in school QA reporting. 

 Shorten the reporting cycle so that reports are made within the academic year, in order to 

feed into school annual planning. 

 Annual reporting from schools directly to Senate Quality Assurance Committee to provide 

greater institutional oversight of issues and good practice - with support from colleges in 

preparing for the annual report and ongoing support for action planning, implementation of 

actions and alignment with the quality framework.  

The current TPR/PPR process is largely valued as an opportunity for periodic review of programmes 

with essential external input. However, the preparation for the review is seen as onerous and 

colleagues question the necessity and value of much of the documentation to the review 



discussions. There is also some duplication with external accreditation processes (although external 

accreditations often have unique requirements). The report recommends that we continue to build 

on the value of the review visit of periodic reviews and, in particular, engagement with externals and 

seek to reduce the burden in the preparation of the review. Key proposals for change include: 

 Seek to reduce the number of programme level reviews by moving towards larger 

clusters/School-based reviews, enabling reviews to be more strategic. Where possible use 

external programme accreditations by Professional, Regulatory and Statutory Bodies (PSRB) 

in place of internal reviews.1 

 Reduce the burden in preparing for reviews by (1) streamlining the documentation required 

for the review and (2) making greater use of external accreditation review documentation.  

 Greater focus in reviews on school-level issues and strategic learning and teaching issues 

  

                                                           
1 External PSRB accreditation reviews may be used in place of internal reviews if they meet current external 
Scottish Funding Council requirements for review and if they continue to support the expectations of the UK 
Quality Code. This will not apply to all PSRB Reviews. 



Quality Framework elements and proposals for change  

1. Introduce a shorter school annual quality report focused on key outcomes and actions 

The school annual quality report currently is prepared retrospectively, is removed from the main 

school discussions and planning around learning and teaching and the research student experience, 

and this contributes to the lack of value perceived in the reporting process.   The current template is 

lengthy, focusing mainly on analysis of data and performance in the past, and does not promote 

sufficient forward planning and action.  

Proposal 1: School annual quality reporting will be simplified and shortened to focus on reporting 

key outcomes from in-year monitoring, review and reflection and key actions arising. Reflection 

and monitoring will be embedded in existing school processes, rather than forming a stand-alone 

feature of school reports, thus reducing duplication.  

Operational Outline: 

 

 In the simplified annual report schools will identify a smaller number of key themes and 
any trends that they consider significant.  

 The report will ask for reflection on: what has worked well throughout the year; any new/ 
innovative developments throughout the year worth sharing more widely; any areas 
identified requiring attention/further development; what action is planned; progress with 
recommendations from Senate Quality Assurance Committee the previous year; action 
requested of college/University.   

 The template will allow reporting on 1 or 2 key institutional priorities.  The current priority 
will be reporting on the current institutional performance indicator of 80% student 
satisfaction with personal tutoring. 

 The annual reflection will draw on the school’s own existing annual monitoring and review 
processes where student performance and course-related issues are discussed, including 
for example Boards of Examiners’ discussions, annual teaching review and programme 
review meetings.  

 In the first report under the new format schools will include a description of their annual 
monitoring and review cycle for all credit-bearing provision leading up to the production 
of the school annual quality report.  The description will state what when and how the 
processes are carried out, what roles are involved, and what data is used as evidence.  
The scope will include all monitoring and review processes, including those embedded in 
ongoing activity. Thereafter schools will only require to provide an update on their 
processes with their annual report if there are any changes.  The process description will 
support continuity between school director of quality appointments.  

 The effectiveness of the school’s monitoring and review arrangements will be evaluated 
as part of the periodic review process. 

 The current policy on monitoring, reporting and quality assurance of postgraduate 
research provision will be integrated into existing processes (i.e. engagement monitoring 
and annual progression review for PhD).  

 

 

 



 

2. Shift the emphasis from course monitoring to programme monitoring 

 

Course monitoring 

The current method of course monitoring is the least valued part of the current quality framework.  

Schools perceive it as anodyne and ‘tick box’.  It carries a substantial administrative load and, in most 

schools, the course monitoring forms are not used beyond the school QA report.  Monitoring of 

course activity and performance will remain an important element, but is being achieved by other 

means. Schools do not want to be constrained in their reflection by a template. Course issues are 

very often unique to a single course, can be resolved at course level and are best discussed as part of 

the overall programme experience rather than reported on individually to College.  The introduction 

of the external examiner system, EvaSys and standard student performance data tables now provide 

greater transparency and comparability of course-level data across courses, subjects and schools, 

reducing the need to rely on individually-created course monitoring forms for information. There is 

huge value in monitoring course-level data across subjects and within programmes/year stages; this 

is not easily achievable with the current course monitoring arrangements.  

Proposal 2: The current requirement for template-based annual course monitoring as part of 

annual reporting will be removed from the University’s quality framework.  Instead, monitoring of 

credit-bearing courses and reflection and action should be embedded in existing review processes 

in schools, such as discussions between course organisers and teaching teams to reflect on 

programmes and courses directly, using data provided via the Student Data Dashboard, and form 

part of the Annual Programme Monitoring process (see below).  

Annual Programme Monitoring 

Rather than focusing on the course as the unit of monitoring for reporting purposes, annual 

monitoring and review will take place at the programme level, thus providing a more coherent 

overview of the student programme experience (as evaluated in NSS, KIS etc.).  The programme is a 

key level for reflection and action: students enrol on programmes, and the University’s awards are 

conferred at programme level.  Annual monitoring of programmes is already carried out by a 

number of schools, as a discrete exercise or as part of existing processes including part of Boards of 

Examiners meetings.  It is valued for the genuine reflection and action planning it allows.  Schools 

can continue to give consideration to the course level as relevant to the local context, however 

reporting will be at the level of the programme or programme clusters.  Individual course issues can 

be discussed in the context of the programme, and a valuable overview taken of programme 

coherence and sustainability.   Annual Programme Monitoring can feed in to school annual and 

strategic planning, thus providing a more valuable link that is missing from the current quality 

framework.  A range of data sources support Annual Programme Monitoring, including the views of 

programme external examiners, EvaSys, teaching review meetings, student engagement and student 

performance data (as well as external surveys) provided via the Student Data Dashboard.   

Proposal 3: Annual Programme Monitoring should be introduced in all schools from 2016/17.  It 

will be for schools to decide how they do this within their context through clustering programmes 



for review and reporting as appropriate, but according to institution-wide principles and using 

standard data sets provided via the Student Data Dashboard.   

Operational outline: 

 

 Schools will decide on the optimum clustering of their programmes for Annual 
Programme Monitoring (i.e. single and/or joint honours programmes, clusters of similar 
programmes), to enable effective evaluation and reflection whilst avoiding duplication of 
effort.  Annual Programme Monitoring does not require a separate process and can take 
place in existing meetings, such as undergraduate/postgraduate/learning and teaching 
committees, or small groupings of programme directors and other relevant staff.  

 Schools will use available data provided via the Student Data Dashboard to support their 
reflection in a way that is meaningful to them.  

 Annual Programme Monitoring will include consideration of course monitoring including 
both core and elective courses. Credit-bearing courses offered by a school which do not 
form a core part of a single programme (e.g. common courses, stand-alone courses taught 
by staff from several schools) and courses taken by large numbers of students from 
outwith the programme must also be reviewed annually within the Annual Programme 
Monitoring process.     

 Schools can continue to give consideration to the course level as relevant to the local 
context, however reporting will be at the level of the programme or programme clusters. 

 Outputs of Annual Programme Monitoring must be recorded, and be available to School 
Directors of Quality to support their annual overview reporting.  

 Colleges will support schools and provide appropriate opportunities for training and 
development, with a particular emphasis on delivering an effective, streamlined 
approach. 

 Academic Services will establish principles and guidance based on the UK Quality Code.  
The guidance will include the data sources to be used as a basis for school reflections.  

 The effectiveness of Annual Programme Monitoring arrangements will be evaluated in 
periodic review. 

 

 

 

3. Shorten the reporting cycle to  within the same academic year in order to feed in to school 

annual planning 

The majority of schools find that the current retrospective timing of the school annual quality report 

separates it from mainstream discussions and action about learning, teaching and the research 

student experience, including the school planning process.  The current timing of reporting therefore 

misses the opportunity to derive maximum value and   impact from quality processes.     

Proposal 4: The timing of the new shortened school annual report will be moved to the summer of 

the same academic year as the activity reported on. The deadline will be late August, with the 

exact date to be specified.  Quality reporting will therefore be able to contribute to the learning 

and teaching element of the school annual plan. It is acknowledged that the shorter timescale will 

mean that any issues from the dissertation element of taught postgraduate provision will need to 

be reported on in the following year.  However, action to resolve urgent issues at all levels of 



provision should take place at the earliest possible stage.  Likewise, the majority of boards of 

examiners will have met by the time the annual report is being prepared.   

 

Operational outline: 

 

 The timing of reporting will be moved to the summer of the same academic year as the 
activity reported on with a deadline of late August (exact date to be specified), allowing a 
reflection on teaching activities at the end of the current academic year in which they 
have occurred.  This timing will influence change more swiftly, and allow quality processes 
to contribute to the learning and teaching element of the school annual plan produced in 
the following year.   

 Most progression data will be available in June for UG and PGT.  The outcome of resits 
and of taught postgraduate dissertations will be considered through college committees 
once available and will be key themes reported on by schools in their next annual report. 
Postgraduate research issues which miss the summer reporting period can likewise be 
included in the next annual report   External examiners’ views will be available through 
the minutes of Boards of Examiners meetings: again the emphasis should be on reporting 
major issues (all individual programme issues are now reported via the External Examiner 
System), commendations relating to positive or innovative academic practice, or 
significant recommendations for action.   

 Student engagement with quality processes will continue as at present, with issues 
identified during semester time from student – staff liaison committees or equivalent, 
student surveys and other mechanisms feeding into the school annual quality report.  The 
shorter school annual quality report will lend itself to discussion of themes and actions 
being taken by the school in student-staff liaison committees at the start of the following 
academic year.  

The first reports in the new format will be made in summer 2017, reporting on academic years 

2015/16 and 2016/17 in order to catch up from the current retrospective timing.  There will 

therefore be no requirement to prepare a school annual quality report under the current 

format in semester 1 2016/17. During semester 1 2016/17 colleges will support schools to 

produce a brief update on their progress with key areas for action identified in reporting on 

2014/15 activity. 

 

4. Reporting from schools directly to Senate Quality Assurance Committee to provide greater 

institutional oversight of issues and good practice, with support from colleges 

The consultation identified that annual reporting through the University’s devolved structure could 

be more effective in identifying the main issues affecting learning, teaching and the student research 

experience and in communicating about actions taken at college and university levels in response.  

While schools praised the assistance they received in the annual reporting process from college 

Deans of Quality and college office staff, they felt the process whereby schools report to colleges, 

who then summarise school reports for Senate Quality Assurance Committee adds little value and 

duplicates effort.  It was also clear that schools value the opportunity to identify and share good 



practice as widely as possible with schools outside their own college, and to have a connection with 

University level discussions, while also valuing the peer review process within their own college.   

Proposal 5: From academic year 2016/17 school annual quality reports will be considered by 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee, which will focus on outputs and recommendations for 

colleges to take forward with schools.  Colleges will retain their peer review of school reports, 

which adds value to the annual process and will provide detailed monitoring and feedback to 

individual schools on recommended action.   

 

Operational outline: 

 

 From academic year 2016/17 schools will complete their annual quality reports by late 
August and send them to Academic Services and the college dean for quality.   

 Following receipt of the reports the Assistant Principal Academic Standards and Quality 
Assurance will convene a meeting of the college deans and the head of assurance and 
enhancement, Academic Services, to review the reports and prepare recommendations 
for consideration by Senate Quality Assurance Committee at its first meeting in 
September.  This consideration will also inform the University’s annual report to the 
Scottish Funding Council, currently due at the end of September.  Senate Quality 
Assurance Committee will be responsible for tracking schools’ action in response to 
recommendations through schools reporting in their next annual quality report, and for 
reporting to schools on actions taken in response to issues they have raised for attention 
at University level.  Colleges will similarly report to schools on actions raised for attention 
at college level.  

 Colleges will continue to carry out peer review of school reports with a view to supporting 
schools and enhancing provision and will provide detailed monitoring and feedback to 
individual schools on recommended action.   

 

College role in annual reporting and quality processes 

The role of the college and college committees in providing support, an opportunity for discussion 

and for sharing good practice was widely acknowledged. There is scope to increase this role further. 

However, the purpose and added value of the college quality report has been questioned. Colleges 

often find the process of drawing out themes difficult and college reports tend to be summaries of 

school reports. Colleges continue to have a key role through their oversight of the operation of 

school quality processes, support for schools to derive value and impact from quality processes, 

provision of feedback on progress and peer review. Colleges provide a forum for discussion and 

exchange of good practice.   

Proposal 6: Change the nature of college annual reports, moving away from a synthesis of school 

annual reports. Instead, colleges will submit new College Quality Enhancement Plans annually to 

SQAC outlining their action plan for the support of teaching excellence and capacity building, their 

overview of performance data across the college and themes to inform SQAC’s forward planning.  

The timing of the college annual report will be moved to February so that the report is both 

informed by colleges’ ongoing support of schools and can contribute to SQAC’s forward planning.   



 

Operational outline: 

 

 Colleges will continue proactively to support schools in taking forward actions from 
annual reporting, including where colleges identify clustering of issues across schools 
where action would be more effective on a college-wide basis.  

 Colleges will support schools to introduce Annual Programme Monitoring where this does 
not already exist, and will monitor implementation to ensure full coverage.  

 In the first meeting of semester 1 following the August school quality report, college 
quality committees will identify good practice and areas for further development from 
school reports to contribute to a University event during semester 1.   

 During Semester 1 annually and starting from Semester 1 2016/17,  college quality 
committees will monitor and support schools’ preparations for annual reporting in August 
by: providing and discussing college benchmarked data for schools’ reflections on 
performance,  including degree classification, themes from external examiner reports 
generated by EERS, EvaSys, student surveys;  discussing issues arising from school annual 
reports and directing schools’ attention to areas requiring action,  assisting schools to 
frame their reporting in the context of longer-term school and college planning, and 
carrying out peer review.   

 Colleges will report annually to SQAC in February.  This will be based on colleges’ action 
plans for how quality activity will support teaching excellence and capacity building and 
on their overview of performance data across the college, and will contribute to SQAC 
forward planning.  In addition to the content above, college annual reports to SQAC in 
February 2017 will include an update on progress with addressing key themes identified 
from school annual reports on 2014/15 activity.  

 Colleges will communicate the annual outcomes of the Student Support Services Quality 
Assurance Framework annual reports via the deans for quality who are members of the 
SSSQAF sub-committee. College committees will discuss SSSQAF recommendations which 
have implications for schools, and will report to SQAC on actions taken.  

 Colleges will continue to support and develop student engagement in quality processes.  

 College committees will support discussion and sharing of good practice. 

 

Teaching Programme Review & Postgraduate Programme Review 

The Scottish Funding Council requires all institutions to undertake periodic programme review, 

currently on a cycle of not more than every 6 years.  Within a small set of overall requirements, 

institutions have considerable leeway as to how the reviews are conducted. Schools identified the 

periodic teaching and postgraduate programme reviews as the most valued element of the current 

framework.  Schools appreciate the opportunity for holistic reflection on their provision with the 

input of external discipline specialists.  Convenorship of review teams by senior members of 

academic staff is particularly valued.  Schools valued the opportunity for the school and its students 

to identify issues where review teams can offer advice.  Following the review, schools’ reporting of 

progress with recommendations to Senate Quality Assurance Committee at the 14 week and one-

year stage, and feedback from the committee on progress were appreciated.  The support provided 

by Academic Services was valued.  However, the preparation for reviews is time-consuming for 

schools, with the reflective analytical report and the volume of documentation to be supplied 



identified as particular pressures.  The review visits were often felt to be under pressure of time 

because of multiple meetings, some of which created duplication.   Despite a recent reduction in the 

number of recommendations for schools to address, it was felt that some review teams spread 

recommendations too widely rather than concentrating on a smaller number of actions that would 

make most impact.  There was a wish to continue contact with University level until all review 

recommendations were complete, in particular to leverage any barriers to completion at 

institutional level.   Schools wished to see more opportunities for enhancement arising from TPR and 

PPR, both at college and University level. 

Proposal 7: Reviews will be recast to be more strategic and forward-looking, and the remit will be 

streamlined allowing more time to focus on school priorities. School will be encouraged to 

consider a single School-level review2 (once every 6 years) in place of several separate programme 

level reviews, where possible making further alignment of external PSRB. Planning for this 

approach will take place throughout academic year 2016/17 with the view that some reviews from 

2017/18 can be conducted on this basis.3 

Proposal 8: Reduce the documentation required by schools, including a more streamlined focus of 

the analytical report and reduction in the supporting evidence. This will take effect for reviews 

taking place in academic year 2016/17. 

Review reports will receive final approval from SQAC.  Schools will report on progress with 

recommendations to Academic Services through the year-on report to SQAC as at present.  In order 

to respond to schools’ wish to have ongoing contact with University level as they progress 

recommendations, a mid-cycle report will be reviewed by the college, which will raise any issues, 

including those of university level relevance to Academic Services.  Colleges will play an enhanced 

role in identifying, disseminating and supporting good and innovative practice identified from 

reviews.  Colleges will identify particularly innovative practice to contribute to an annual event.  Due 

to the lead-in time to preparing for reviews, such streamlining as can be achieved will be 

implemented for reviews taking place in 2016/17.  The remaining changes will be implemented for 

reviews in 2017/18. 

 

Operational outline: 

 

 The analytical report will remain the key evidence base for the review, but will be 
streamlined around a template based on an overview of current provision; reflection on 
core themes of currency of the curriculum and the distinctive Edinburgh offer of the 
programmes; the broader portfolio within the school (depending on the scope of the 
review), the taught and research student experience; 2 key aims for what the school 
wants to get out of the review. Overall the analytical report will move away from 

                                                           
2 Depending on the size of the school, this could be a single review of all teaching and learning or a single 
review of all taught programmes and a single review of all research programmes. Discussions will be initiated 
with schools to determine the most appropriate approach. 
3 The schedule for 206/17 is already set. The earliest available opportunity for change to the schedule is 
2017/18. 



description of provision and become a focus for a shorter, more critical, evidence-based 
reflection.   

 School annual quality reports since the last TPR/PPR will form an appendix to the 
analytical report.  The TPR/PPR will comment on the effectiveness of annual monitoring 
and reporting.  

 Detailed scrutiny of academic standards and boards of examiners processes will shift to 
ongoing school monitoring and review processes under college oversight, with TPR/PPR 
seeking assurances from evidence provided that academic standards are being 
maintained.   Schools will no longer be asked to provide external examiners’ reports as 
part of the review documentation.  In their place Academic Services will provide an 
overview report from the External Examiner Reporting System for each review. 

 All other documentation currently provided by schools will be reviewed and streamlined. 
It will no longer be necessary for schools to provide student-staff liaison committee 
minutes or programme specifications (the latter being electronically available).  The 
analytical report may refer to themes from student-staff liaison committees or student 
surveys in any coverage of issues raised and action taken in response to student feedback.  
Review teams will be provided with a link to DRPS entries for programmes under review 
and to the relevant benchmark statement(s).  

 Where provision is also subject to accrediting body review, Academic Services will work 
with schools and the accrediting body to reduce duplication, including where possible by 
re-using documentation, aligning the timing of internal and accreditation reviews as much 
as possible, including accrediting body representatives on internal review teams,  
potentially shortening the duration of an internal review where assurance can be given 
that the accreditation review has covered relevant common content or, where 
accreditation reviews align with SFC requirements, using the accreditation review in place 
of an internal review. 

 The schedule for the review visit will be revised and streamlined.  All reviews will: start 
with a meeting with the Head of School to set the strategic context; include two meetings 
for the substantive school themes; include a meeting on student support in its broad 
context i.e. including and beyond the personal tutor system; include meetings with 
students as currently; conclude with feedback to the head of school and to staff and 
students.   

 The maximum number of recommendations that can be made by a review team will be 
reduced further and moderated by Academic Services before being made final.  

 With the support of schools we will aim to increase the number of professorial staff 
convening reviews. 

 Review reports will be preliminary until approved at University level.  The draft report will 
be sent to the review convener and to Academic Services.  Academic Services will 
scrutinise the proposed recommendations to ensure they align with the aims of the 
review method.  Following any amendments, the draft report will be presented to Senate 
Quality Assurance Committee for approval.  

 The year-on report will be made to SQAC as at present. Thereafter schools will provide a 
mid-cycle update on distance travelled to the college which will give a commentary on 
progress to the school, note and take forward any actions necessary at college level, and 
raise any university level issues with Academic Services.  Colleges will support schools in 
the ongoing implementation of recommendations.  

 Academic Services will review processes for tracking and reporting on action on 
recommendations made to areas outwith the school.  

 Review team administrators will continue to be drawn from Academic Services, schools 
and colleges.   



 EUSA will continue to recruit and train student reviewers in conjunction with Academic 
Services. 

 Scheduling of reviews from 2017/18 will be reviewed in consultation with schools over 
summer 2016 in order to identify where further streamlining can be achieved through 
whole-school reviews and further integration of accrediting body reviews with the 
University’s processes.   

 

School Director of Quality role 

The role outline will be aligned with the revised quality framework following its approval. The 

current role outline already aligns with many of the changes proposed to the quality framework.  

Colleges will continue to play a key role in supporting the school director of quality role.  

Proposal 9: Update the Director of Quality role descriptor to align with the proposed changes 

Data 

It is evident from meetings with schools that this is an area where there is duplication of effort, with 

schools producing their own data reports if they notice often small discrepancies between the 

University student record and their local data.  The changes proposed to the quality framework 

focus on schools identifying large themes or significant trends.  The Student Data Dashboard  

together with the External Examiners Reporting System (EERS) will provide accessible and consistent 

data to support key processes in schools.  Schools should therefore use the Student Data Dashboard 

and EERS as the data source for their reflections.   

Proposal 10: The Student Data Dashboard will provide the definitive data sets required for all 

annual quality reporting from schools and colleges to SQAC. 

Review of changes 

A schedule will be established for review of the changes in consultation with schools and colleges.  
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School Annual Quality Report Template 

Executive Summary 

The paper is the revised template for the school annual quality report for implementation in 

2016/17.  The revision forms part of the review of the University’s quality framework.  

How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 

 

The revised template aligns with the current University priority of simplification, and with the 

Strategic Plan 2012-2016 strategic goal of ‘excellence in education’ and strategic theme of 

‘outstanding student experience’.  

Action requested 

 

For approval. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

 

The revised template will be communicated by Academic Services via college 

representatives, the Senate committees’ newsletter and the Academic Services annual 

policy update in June 2016.  A briefing event will be held for schools and colleges. 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

 

The annual report template has been streamlined and aims to release staff time spent on 

quality processes while increasing the value derived from the activities.   

  

2. Risk assessment 

The proposals aim to align with the Quality Assurance Agency’s UK Quality Code and 

the Scottish Funding Council’s current guidance on quality, reflecting the University’s low 

appetite for risk in the area of compliance.   

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

An Equality Impact Assessment has been carried out on the revised quality framework 

proposals and no impacts have been identified.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

4. Freedom of information 

The paper is open. 

Key words 

 

Quality framework, quality framework review, quality processes, quality assurance, school 

annual quality report, annual quality report. 

Originator of the paper 
 
Assistant Principal Tina Harrison & Dr Linda Bruce 
18 May 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

The University of Edinburgh 

 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee – 26 May 2016 

 

School Annual Quality Report 

 

School of ................................................................  

 

The school annual quality report should be a concise report informed by evaluation of the key 

themes from the school’s monitoring and review of student learning and the student experience 

over the past year. The themes should be based on evidence from the range of available data and 

on discussion through school processes and committees of student performance and programme 

and course issues. A key focus of the report should be on actions already taken and planned in 

response to the issues identified. The report should cover all credit-bearing provision, including 

collaborative programmes.  Schools are encouraged to use bullet point format.  Reports should be 

sent to Academic Services copied to the college office by XXX.  

 

1. Progress with recommendations from Senate Quality Assurance Committee in the past 
year.  

  
 
 
 
 
 

 

2. What has worked well throughout the year?  

  
 
 
 
 
 

 

3. Any new/innovative developments throughout the year worth sharing more widely?  

  
 
 
 
 
 

 

4. Any areas identified requiring attention/further development?  

  
 
 
 



 

 

5. Actions planned and requested  

  
Section A 

 Actions planned by the school based on the analysis in sections 1-4. 
 
 
 
 

 

 Section B 
 

 Actions requested of the college based on the analysis in sections 1-4. 
 

 Actions requested of the University based on the analysis in sections 1-4. 
 

 
 

 

Guidance  

 

 Word length: the emphasis is on a concise report which can be in bullet point format.  

Suggested word length for each section of 300 words.  

 

 Current institutional priority: performance indicator of 80% student satisfaction with 

personal tutoring.  Please report in the appropriate section on school performance and 

any major themes arising/actions to be taken. 

 

 Data sources: the BI suite reports and the forthcoming Student Data Dashboard are the core 

source of student performance and progression data.  Other core data sources to be used in 

schools’ processes for monitoring and review of provision are boards of examiners 

discussions, themes from external examiners reports, annual programme review/teaching 

review meetings, benchmarked degree classification data, EvaSys, student surveys (ESES, 

NSS, PTES, PRES, ISB), student feedback through SSLCs and equivalents.   For UG resit results, 

PGT dissertation results and PGR progression and completion data, the most recently 

available results should be used.  Colleges will provide college benchmarked data for school 

reflections on performance, including degree classification, college level external examiners 

report themes, EvaSys and student surveys data.  

 

 External Examiners’ comments: reporting on external examiners’ comments in the 

school annual report should be by exception rather than a summary of all comments, i.e. 

where external examiners raise substantial issues of good/innovative practice or areas 

for development.  College quality committees will discuss an analysis of external 

examiner themes annually.   

 



 

 

 School quality model: Along with the first school annual quality report in summer 2017 

schools will provide a description of their annual monitoring and review cycle for all credit-

bearing provision leading up to the production of the school annual quality report.  The 

description will state when and how the processes are carried out, what roles are involved, 

and what data is used as evidence.  The scope will include all monitoring and review 

processes, including those embedded in ongoing activity. Thereafter schools will only require 

to provide an update on their processes with their annual report if there are any changes. 

 

 

May 2016 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

26 May 2016 

Annual Programme Monitoring 

Executive Summary 

The paper is the template for annual programme monitoring for implementation in 2016/17.  

The template forms part of the review of the University’s quality framework.  

How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 

 

The template aligns with the current University priority of simplification, and with the 

Strategic Plan 2012-2016 strategic goal of ‘excellence in education’ and strategic theme of 

‘outstanding student experience’.  

Action requested 

 

For approval. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

 

The template will be communicated by Academic Services via college representatives, the 

Senate committees’ newsletter and the Academic Services annual policy update in June 

2016.  A briefing event will be held for schools and colleges. 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

 

The template introduces a consistent format for annual programme monitoring activity, 

and aims to increase the value derived from the activity and provide a consistent, 

streamlined source of information to support school annual quality reporting.   

  

2. Risk assessment 

The template aligns with the expectations of the Quality Assurance Agency’s UK Quality 

Code and the Scottish Funding Council’s current guidance on quality, reflecting the 

University’s low appetite for risk in the area of compliance.   

 

3. Equality and Diversity 



An Equality Impact Assessment has been carried out on the revised quality framework 

proposals and no impacts have been identified.  

 

 

4. Freedom of information 

The paper is open. 

Key words 

 

Quality framework, quality framework review, quality processes, quality assurance, school 

annual quality report, annual quality report. 

Originator of the paper 
 
Assistant Principal Tina Harrison & Dr Linda Bruce 
18 May 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee – 26 May 2016 

Annual Programme Monitoring 

 

 The UK Quality Code for Higher Education Chapter B8 “Monitoring and Review” requires 

universities to monitor (i.e. look at all relevant information) and review (i.e. identify actions 

to enhance) all their undergraduate and postgraduate programmes  

 Annual programme monitoring is part of the University’s quality framework.  All 
undergraduate and postgraduate programmes should be formally monitored every year to 
reflect on: 
 
o the learning opportunities students have experienced 
o student performance and academic standards  
o continuing currency and relevance 

 

 Enhancements of the student learning experience are identified and implemented through 

programme monitoring 

 Annual programme monitoring supports the University’s strategic aim of excellence in 

education and college and school planning. 

 

The process 

 This template contains the minimum features for all programme monitoring across the 

University.  Schools may add to it if they wish, while ensuring that additions are not 

burdensome/duplicate existing processes.    

 All programmes must be monitored annually within the academic year covered by the 

report.  Programme monitoring can be part of a continuous engagement by staff and 

students throughout the academic year or part of a formal event at a particular time of 

the year.  There is no set format for an event: it may be a small meeting of the 

programme director and other relevant colleagues, or it may be part of a scheduled 

meeting, e.g. a teaching committee.   

 Schools will decide on the optimum clustering of their programmes for Annual 

Programme Monitoring, to enable effective evaluation and reflection whilst avoiding 

duplication of effort.  The template may be used to report on clusters of programmes.  

 Annual Programme Monitoring will include consideration of both core and elective 

courses relating to the programme. Credit-bearing courses offered by a school which do 

not form a core part of a single programme (e.g. common courses, stand-alone courses 

taught by staff from several schools) and courses taken by large numbers of students 

from outwith the programme must also be reviewed annually within the Annual 

Programme Monitoring process. 

 Programme monitoring must be evidence-based.  Sources will include the Student Data 

Dashboard, including data on progression and achievement; benchmarked degree 

classification data; external examiner reports; student survey data; student-staff liaison 



committees or equivalent; the relevant subject benchmark statement; accrediting body 

reports where relevant; TPR/PPR recommendations. For UG resits, PGT progression 

and dissertation outcome data and PGR progression and completion data, the most 

recently available results should be used.  Colleges will provide college benchmarked 

data for school reflections on performance, including degree classification, college level 

EERS themes, EvaSys, student surveys.    

 There is no set time to monitor and review a programme but there must be a formal 

record showing that a programme has been monitored and reviewed and relevant action 

taken. The key outcomes from Annual Programme Monitoring should inform school 

annual and strategic planning and schools should devise their own mechanisms for 

ensuring this.  The School Director of Quality should receive a copy of completed forms 

in order to inform the quality process. 

 

 

Programme Monitoring Template 

 

Programme/s   

 

Reviewed by (e.g. programme director + state other colleagues involved; teaching 

committee) + contact for any queries 

 

Date of review 

 

Areas for Reflection 

 

Marketing/recruitment 

 Is marketing appropriate? 

 Is the programme/programme cluster recruiting appropriately? 
Curriculum design and currency 

 Does the programme/programme cluster promote the achievement of learning 
outcomes appropriately? 

 Do the courses relate sufficiently well to the overall aims of the programme/s? Are 
there any gaps in course provision in relation to programme aims?  

 Are the assessment types appropriate? 

 Does the programme/programme cluster support student employability?  

 Is the system of student support, including Personal Tutors, working effectively? 

 Is the learning environment inclusive? Are all mainstreamed adjustments in place? 

 Are all placements appropriate and working well? 

 Is there good or innovative practice which could be implemented more widely? 



Learning resources and facilities 

 Are resources/facilities/equipment adequate? 
Student performance 

 Is the student performance as expected and in line with benchmarks? 

 Are there any courses or aspects of the programme/programme cluster where 
student performance has not been as expected? 

 Are there any notable trends/differences across years or by student 
characteristics? 

Staffing and sustainability 

 Are there any staffing issues that need attention? 

 Is the programme/programme cluster sustainable? 
Relationship to the wider school portfolio/college/university strategy? 

 What is the strategic purpose of the programme/programme cluster within the 
wider portfolio? 

 Does programme planning involve reflection on school/college/university strategic 
aims? 

Progress with internal/external review recommendations (as appropriate) 

 Progress with actions as a result of the most recent TPR/PPR, where relevant to 
the programme/s.  

 Progress with actions as a result of accreditation reviews, where relevant to the 
programme/s. 

What issues were discussed? 

1. Update on actions from previous year’s review 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

What actions are planned? 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 



Which School Committee(s) will this report be taken to? (if review not carried out 

through a committee) 
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26 May 2016 

 

EvaSys Course Evaluation Roll-Out 

 

Description of paper 
 

1. This paper provides the Committee with an opportunity to comment on the draft 

Course Evaluation Policy and Questions which are being developed to support the 

roll-out of the EvaSys course evaluation system.   

 

2. A verbal update will be provided on the key feedback from School consultations and 

decisions made at the Project Board Meeting on Friday 20th May.  

 
Action Requested 
 

3. The Committee is asked to comment on the draft policy and the questions that have 
been drafted for consultation with colleagues in Schools along with the high level 
staff engagement activities.  
 

Background and context 
 

4. The EvaSys course evaluation system has been in use across the University for over 
three years now to support end of course evaluation and feedback.  It is currently in 
use across 15 Schools with coverage of 30% of our taught courses.   
 

5. The approach adopted across the University does contain some variation in 
approach, as highlighted in the table below.   

 
  
Core questions 

 
Mix between use of the standard set and variation on these.   

 
Staff questions 

 
Variation between use of named staff, generic feedback on Tutor, and 
Schools opting not to ask this set of questions. 

 
Additional 
questions 

 
Some using questions from a standard set, some developing School 
specific, and some not asking any additional questions.     

 
Open questions 

 
3 open comment questions (plus two Schools have comments at tutor 
level).   

 
Engagement & 
Response rates 

 
Significant variation in response rates on course surveys.  Variation in 
staff engagement and visibility within Schools.   

 
Use of data 

 
Some variation on the use of the data at a course and staff level.   

 
6. By the start of the 2016/17 academic year, EvaSys course evaluation system will be 

rolled out to all Schools, covering all UG and PGT courses.  A short-life project board 
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has been established, sponsored by Vice Principal Jane Norman, to help deliver the 
project.   
 

7. The table below illustrates the future desired position and within that the key strands 

in the project.  A number of these have been expanded in the text below the table.   
  

 
Roll out 

 
All taught courses for the start of 2016 academic year (with any 
exceptions identified). 

 
Core questions 

 
Agreed set of core questions in advance of September 2016.  

 
Staff questions 

 
Agreed set of staff questions and use of named members of staff in 
advance of September 2016 

 
Additional 
questions 

 
Set of questions Schools can pull on for different course types or 
particular areas of interest for School/Subject area.   

 
Open questions 

 
3 open comments remain plus decision made on whether open 
comments should be available on individual staff members.    

 
Policy 

 
Drafted covering purpose, key principles and use of data.  Of particular 
sensitivity the use of data to help optimise learning & teaching.   

 
Engagement & 
Response rates 

 
Engagement with EUSA and Students on the purpose of course 
evaluation, how the feedback will be used and the value of engaging. 
 
Engagement with colleagues both through the development of 
approved question sets, policy and to share practice internally, 
enhance engagement rates, and distribution methods (online/paper).   
 
Engagement with Trade Unions.     

 
In-year support 

 
In-year support for set up and running of additional volume of 
questionnaires, reports and engagement.   

 
Discussion  
 
Policy 
 

8. The draft policy is attached as an appendix.  The document aims to set out clearly: 
a. The purpose and context of course evaluation; 
b. The accessibility of quantitative data from the core, staff and additional 

questions; 
c. The accessibility of free text comments, relating to course and staff (with a 

starting position that this will be more restricted than quantitative data); 
d. Access to data for key roles.   

 
9. The Committee is asked to comment on the draft policy.   

 
Question Set 
 

10. The table below sets out the core course question set that has been tabled initially 
during the consultation process, and once amended and approved these will be 
included in all undergraduate and taught postgraduate course evaluation surveys.   
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11. The table below sets out the core staff question set that has been tabled initially 
during the consultation process, and once amended and approved these will be 
included in all undergraduate and taught postgraduate course evaluation surveys.  
Named staff could include lecturers, tutors, demonstrators or any other staff member 
(including PG tutors) who have a role in delivering course content and assessing 
students.     

 

 
12. The Committee is asked to comment the draft question sets.   

 
Other activity 

 
13. There are some practical steps that will need to be taken this year to prepare for the 

roll-out, including: 
a. Ensuring information stored on our systems for course organisers and staff 

teaching on courses is accurate; 
b. Develop and test distribution methods to Heads of School, line managers and 

individual members of staff. 
 

14. The Student Survey Unit, IAD and Schools are working together on three main 
strands of activity to support the roll-out of the course evaluation survey and the use 
of the data and reports that will be delivered through the process, these include: 

1. The course was well organised 
2. Assessment methods are appropriate 
3. Feedback so far has been provided by specified dates 
4. Feedback so far has been helpful and informative 
5. The course has enhanced my skills and abilities 
6. If you could change one thing about this course, what would it be? 

 
Questions 1-5 are on a 5 Point Scale: Definitively agree – Definitively disagree + Not applicable 

‘Not applicable’ worded as follows - I don’t have enough information to make an informed 

decision 

Question 6 is a free text comments box 

 

<Name of staff member> 
 

1. Was organised and well prepared 
2. Was good at explaining things 
3. Was approachable and willing to help 
4. Stimulated my interest in the subject 
5. Please provide any further comments about this lecturer in the space below 

Questions 1-4 are on a 5 Point Scale: Definitively agree – Definitively disagree + Not applicable 

‘Not applicable’ worded as follows - I don’t have enough information to make an informed 

decision 

Question 5 is a free text comments box 
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a. Case studies, descriptions and discussion of practice; 
b. Online resources and guidance notes 
c. Workshops 

 
15. Communication with students will be important to help ensure engagement and high 

response rates.  Working with EUSA we will focus on the following areas: 
c. Guidance and support for students about how to give constructive feedback 

at the course and individual level; 
d. Clarity regarding the use of the data in Schools and clarity on what is kept 

confidential and what is available publicly; 
e. Clarity regarding anonymity in the process.   

 
16. The Committee is asked to note the other key planned activity, including support for 

staff.     
 

Consultation 
 

17. Student Survey Unit have held consultation meetings with all Schools between 20 
April 2016 and the 9 May 2016.  Senate Symposium held a workshop on the draft 
policy and question set at the end of April 2016 and the Senate Committee, People 
Committee and College Committees are being consulted.  A meeting with the Unions 
was held on the 11th May 2016. 

 

Next Steps 
 

18. Once the consultation process is completed a proposed final version of the Policy 
and Question Set will be taken to the Project Board. Once the Project Board has 
approved the policy and question set these will be taken to the QA Committee for 
approval in September 2016.   

 
Further information 
 
Author      Presenter 
      
Josh Stapp     Barry Neilson 
Student Surveys Coordinator  Director of Student Systems  
 
 
Freedom of Information 
 

19. This paper is open.   
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APPENDIX 1:  DRAFT COURSE EVALUATION POLICY  
 
 

Purpose of Policy 

To define how data generated from Course Evaluation Surveys is used and to define levels of 
access to this data. 

Overview 

All students will be surveyed about each course they undertake and those who teach on it. This 

process will generate quantitative and qualitative data about the quality of courses and teaching. 

Scope: Mandatory Policy 

This policy applies to all undergraduate and postgraduate courses.  The evaluation process will 

provide core, staff, additional and open questions. 

 

Contact Officer Joshua Stapp Student Surveys Coordinator   Joshua.Stapp@ed.ac.uk 

 
 

Dates 
Approved:  
 

Starts:  
 

Equality impact assessment: 
 

Amendments:  
 

Next 
Review:  
 

Approving authority EvaSys Roll Out Board 

Consultation undertaken 
Key contacts in Schools and Colleges, College committees, 
Learning & Teaching Committee, EUSA, Senate, People 
Committee, CJCNC 

Section responsible for policy 
maintenance & review 

Student Systems 

Related policies, procedures, 
guidelines & regulations 

 

UK Quality Code UK Quality Code – Quality Assurance 

Policies superseded by this 
policy 

N/A 

Alternative format 
If you require this document in an alternative format please email 
Student.Services@ed.ac.uk or telephone 0131 651 1980. 

Keywords EvaSys course evaluation survey 

mailto:Student.Services@ed.ac.uk
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1. The University considers student evaluation of courses to be central to its 
commitment to student engagement and in supporting the quality assurance 
and quality enhancement agenda, alongside supporting performance 
management and self-review. 
 

2. Standardised course evaluation surveys provide a rich source of information on 
the learning and teaching experience of students, within individual courses and 
across programmes and Schools. 
 

3. Alongside other sources of information (e.g. external examiner reports; staff 
judgement, peer observation and discussion with colleagues; student 
assessments; learning analytics; and University level surveys) course 
evaluation surveys provide insights that can be used to better understand and 
hence enhance learning and teaching. 
 

4. The principal purpose of course evaluation is to enhance student learning, to 
provide staff with information that they can use to guide and evaluate changes 
in course content and teaching, and to enhance learning and support for 
learning across programmes and the broader university. 
 

5. Results of course evaluations may be used by academic staff in building their 

evidence of excellence in teaching for promotion applications or annual review.  

Line managers may choose to discuss results with academic staff in the 

context of learning and teaching quality assurance, personal development or 

performance management. 

 
6. Students will be reminded of their responsibilities to provide constructive 

feedback. This may be critical in nature but should not breach the University’s 
Dignity and Respect Policy1.  
 

7. Results of course evaluation will never be analysed in a way that could identify 

individual students from their responses. Students are assured that their 

individual responses cannot be identified. 

 

8. Upon release of data to recipients such as Course Organisers and Heads of 

School, a statement should be included that this material is for use by individual 

teaching staff and their line manager and that the expectation is that the data 

will not be made available more widely.   

 

                                                           
1 http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/equality-diversity/innovation-development/dignity-respect  

http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/equality-diversity/innovation-development/dignity-respect
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9. In line with the Data Protection Act, access to course evaluation data relating 
to individual named staff (lecturers and tutors) will be made available only to 
those staff who need to see it. Staff who will have access are: TBC. 
 

10. The University must comply with the Data Protection Act and the use of this 

data must be addressed with HR and the Unions.  In the event of students 

asking to see individual lecturer or tutor evaluations, Data Protection would 

override Freedom of Information (FOI). 

 

11. Data collected for course evaluation purposes remains the property of the 
University whether or not third party systems are used to support the 
evaluation process. All personal and performance-related data which could 
identify an individual student or member of staff is likely to be exempt from 
disclosure under the FOI Act. Private companies holding and/or processing 
University data are exempt from the FOI Act and contractually will be subject 
to the University’s standard terms and conditions, which require the data to 
be handled in a secure and confidential manner. 

 
12. The data generated by course evaluation surveys will not be openly available 

outside of the University. 

 

13. Data will be made available via reports which will be available via the 

University’s corporate reporting tools. 

 

14. Free text comments are to be published for student viewing at the discretion of 

the School. Should a School decide to publish free text comments, Course 

Organisers will be responsible for moderating comments on the courses they 

own in order to ensure comments a fit for publication. The Student Surveys Unit 

will support the moderation process by either amending or removing comments 

unfit for publication. Only comments gathered via an online survey can be 

published. 

 

15. All taught, credit bearing courses (UG and PG) will be surveyed, including the 

taught portion of research courses. SLICs and study abroad courses where 

teaching and assessment is undertaken by the host institution will be exempt 

from course evaluation surveys. Courses jointly delivered as part of 

collaborative programmes will be considered on a case-by-case basis.   
 

 

 
 
 

13/04/16 
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Appendix 1 – Proposed reporting structure 

 

  Core 
questions 

(Quantitative) 

Core 
questions 

(Qualitative) 

Staff 
questions 

(Quantitative) 

Staff 
questions 

(Qualitative) 

School 
questions 

Reason for level of access 

Senior 
University staff All All All All All 

University has overall 
responsibility for learning and 
teaching 

EvaSys 
administration 
staff 

All All All All All 

Administration team will be 

responsible for 

questionnaire and report 
management 

Central 
Planning staff All No No No All 

GaSP need to assess/monitor 
overall learning and teaching 
quality 

Senior college 
staff All All in college All in college All in college All in college 

College has overall 
responsibility for learning and 
teaching 

Heads of 
School 
(including 
delegated 
authority to 
line managers) 

All All in school All in school All in school All in school 

HoS has overall responsibility 
for learning and teaching  

Heads of 
Teaching/ 
Director of 
Quality 

All All in school All in school All in school All in school 

Local teaching/quality 
managers are responsible for 
learning and teaching 

Programme 
Directors/ 
Teaching 
Managers 

All All in school All in school All in school All in school 

PDs should have access for 
overview of teaching on their 
programmes, but not courses 
that are not linked 
specifically to programmes 

Course 
Organisers 

All 
Own courses 

only 
Own courses 

only 
Own courses 

only 
Own courses 

only 

Course organisers need 
access to all data relevant to 
their courses to monitor 
overall quality  

Course 
teaching staff 

All 
Own courses 

only 
Self only Self only 

Own courses 
only 

Teaching staff should not see 
each other’s’ results  

Student/ Class 
reps 

All 
Available at 

the discretion 
of the School 

No No 
Own courses 

only 

Student reps will require 
access to all data IF they have 
a role moderating responses 
before publication  

Student body 

All 
Available at 

the discretion 
of the School 

No No 

Available at 
the discretion 
of the School 

Students should be able to 
see the results of all courses 
for which they might consider 
registering 
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Appendix 2 – Proposed questionnaire structure 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Core Questions
Mandatory question set to be included in all surveys

Lecturer Questions
Mandatory question set to be included in all surveys

Can be used multiple times depending on number of lecturers

Thank you page

School 
Specific

Set 

School 
Specific

Set 

School 
Specific

Set 

Question sets specific to the School running the survey.
These can be designed by the School to gather insight 
into areas not covered by core questions. The current 
model allows for five question sets per School.

Staff Questions
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
26 May 2016 

 

Senate Committee Planning: 
Approach for next session  

 

Brief description of the paper, including a statement of relevance to the University's strategic 
plans and priorities 
  
This paper sets out the framework that the Senate Committees will take to planning next 
session, and highlights the key points in the session at which the Committees will be able to 
input into the planning. 
 
Action requested 
 

The Committee is invited to note these plans.  
 
Communication and Implementation 
 
College and EUSA representatives on the Committee are encouraged to highlight to their 
constituencies this future approach to planning. 
 
Resource implications 
 

Does the paper have resource implications?  Yes. The paper will assist the University to use 
its resources strategically. 
 
Risk Assessment 
 

Does the paper include a risk analysis? No. Since the paper sets out a future approach to 
making decisions on planning and does not recommend a specific set of plans, it is not 
necessary to undertake a risk analysis. 
 
Equality and Diversity 
 

Has due consideration been given to the equality impact of this paper?  No. Since the paper 
sets out a future approach to making decisions on planning and does not recommend a 
specific set of plans, it is not necessary to undertake a risk analysis. 
 
Freedom of information 
 
For inclusion in open business 
 
Tom Ward, Director of Academic Services, 25 April 2016
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Senate Committee planning – approach for next session 

 
This paper sets out the framework that the Senate Committees will take to planning 
next session, and highlights the key points in the session at which the Committees 
will be able to input into the planning. 
 
Background 
 
During March / April 2016, the four Senate Committees discussed the priorities for 
2016-17. The annual Senate Committees Symposium on 27 April 2016 subsequently 
commented on these plans. Senate will be invited to endorse the agreed plans at its 
meeting on 1 June 2016. 
 
The recent Light-touch Governance Review of Senate and its Committees indicated 
that, while the Senate Committee members were broadly satisfied with the approach 
to planning, that Review also identified a potential disconnect between the timing of 
prioritisation of Senate Committee activity and the timing of the University’s annual 
planning processes.   
 
Approaches to future planning cycles 
 
In order to address this issue and misalignment with institutional annual planning 
processes, in March / April the Committees agreed that, from next session, the 
Senate Committees’ planning would involve two distinct stages: 
 

 In Semester One, the Committees would be invited to identify any major strategic 
developments that may require additional resources, which could then be 
considered during the planning round; and 

 In Semester Two, the Committees could undertake a broader discussion of 
priorities for the coming session. 

 
Timescales for 2016-17 
  
Stage One (identifying any major strategic developments that may require additional 
resources) 
 

 Learning and Teaching Committee – 16 November 2016 

 Researcher Experience Committee – 15 November 2016 

 Curriculum and Student Progression Committee – 22 September 2016 

 Quality Assurance Committee – 20 October 2016 
 
Stage Two (broader discussion of priorities for the coming session which could be 
delivered within existing resources) 
 

 Learning and Teaching Committee – 15 March 2017 

 Researcher Experience Committee – 14 March 2017 

 Curriculum and Student Progression Committee – 6 April 2017 

 Quality Assurance Committee – 19 April 2017 
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

26 May 2016 

 

Internal Review Reports 

 
Executive Summary 

Internal Review Reports: 

 

 PPR of Biological Sciences final report.  

 TPR of Mathematics final report. 

 TPR of Psychology final report.  
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The University of Edinburgh 
 

Postgraduate Programme Review of Biological Sciences 
 

10th & 11th March 2016 
Final Report 

 
 

A.  Introduction 
 
The Postgraduate Programme Review (PPR) of the School of Biological Sciences at the 
University of Edinburgh is part of the University’s Quality Assurance procedures, and is 
complemented by the Senatus and College Quality Assurance Committees’ monitoring and 
reporting, and by the External Examiner system. 
 
1. Review Team 
 
Professor Mark Parsons, University of Edinburgh (Convenor) 
Dr Mary Brennan, University of Edinburgh (Internal) 
Professor Michelle Peckham, University of Leeds (External) 
Professor Jeremy Mottram, University of York (External) 
Sarah Brown (Student) 
Kristian Adamson (Administrator) 
 
2. Scope of this review 
 
The range of provision considered by the review was: 
 
MSc by Research in Evolutionary Biology*  
MSc by Research in Immunology and Infection Research* 
MSc by Research in Hosts, Pathogens and Global Health  
MSc by Research in Cell Biology* 
MSc by Research in Quantitative Biology, Biochemistry and Biotechnology*  
MSc by Research in Molecular Plant Sciences*  
MSc by Research in Stem Cell Research* 
 
PhD in Evolutionary Biology 
PhD in Immunology and Infection Research 
PhD in Cell Biology 
PhD in Structural and Molecular Biology ** 
PhD Molecular Plant Sciences 
PhD in Stem Cell Research  
 
* MPhil degrees are also awarded in these areas of biology. 
** renamed Quantitative Biology, Biochemistry & Biotechnology from 2015/2016 
 
The PPR consisted of: 
 

 The University’s standard remit for internal review –  
http://www.edinburgh.ac.uk/files/atoms/files//universitystandardremit201516.pdf 

 

 The subject specific remit for the review, consisting of the following items: 
 

o Clarifying and enhancing the role of the Supervisor, PG Advisor and thesis 
committee 

o Encouraging School-wide interactions and effective integration of PGR 
programmes across the School 

o Fourth year funding for PhD students 
o Enhancing external development opportunities for students 

   

http://www.edinburgh.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/universitystandardremit201516.pdf


 The analytical report prepared by the School of Biological Sciences and additional 
material provided in advance of the review (additional material listed in Appendix 1) 
 

 The visit by the Review Team to the School of Biological Sciences including 
consideration of further material (listed in Appendix 1) 
 

 The PPR report produced by the Review Team 
 

 Following the review, action by the subject area/school and others to whom 
recommendations were remitted” 

 
3. Situate subject area/School within its College 
 
The School of Biological Sciences (SBS) is one of the seven Schools within the College of 
Science and Engineering. 
SBS hosts 134 independent research groups, including 240 research staff (postdocs and 
research assistants) and 325 postgraduate research students.  
 
The research activities within SBS are associated with six institutes:  
 

1. Institute of Evolutionary Biology (IEB)  
2. Institute of Immunology and Infection Research (IIIR)  
3. Institute of Cell Biology (ICB)  
4. Institute of Quantitative Biology, Biochemistry and Biotechnology (IQB3)  
5. Institute of Molecular Plant Sciences (IMPS)  
6. Institute for Stem Cell Research (ISCR)  

 
Several cross-institute centres facilitate joint research activities and serve as focal points for 
specific funding bids and development of new facilities. These centres include: Centre for 
Immunology Infection and Evolution, Wellcome Trust Centre for Cell Biology, Centre for Synthetic 
and Systems Biology (SynthSys), Centre for Translational and Chemical Biology and Centre for 
Regenerative Medicine. 
 
4. Physical location and summary of facilities 
 
The School is located at the Kings Buildings campus across a number of buildings, with a 
presence also at Little France as part of a collaborative centre. The School is currently part of a 
long-term capital works project to refurbish the Darwin Building to centralise the School’s physical 
location. 
 

Physical location Summary of facilities 

Ashworth Laboratories Institute of Evolutionary Biology, Institute of 

Immunology and Infection Research 

Mary Brück Building School Finance, Staffing, Research 

Administration and Graduate School 

Darwin/Michael Swann/Daniel 

Rutherford/C H Waddington building 

complex 

Institute of Cell Biology, Institute of Molecular 

Plant Sciences, Institute of Quantitative Biology, 

Biochemistry and Biotechnology 

James Clerk-Maxwell Building Biology Teaching Organisation and Technical 

Workshop 

Peter Wilson Building School Offices 



Roger Land Building Institute of Cell Biology, Institute of Quantitative 

Biology, Biochemistry and Biotechnology 

MRC Centre for Regenerative Medicine Institute for Stem Cell Research 

 
5. Date of previous review 
 
The previous PPR, focusing on Taught and Research provision, was conducted in March 2010. 
 
6. Analytical report 
 
The analytic report was prepared by Dr Irina Stancheva, Director of the Graduate School of 
Biological Sciences and Dr Caroline Proctor, Postgraduate and Research Staff Officer and PPR 
Liaison. The School remit items were agreed in consultation with the Graduate School student 
representatives, who in turn consulted with students in their research institutes, the Graduate 
School Postgraduate Advisors, the Head of School and School Director of Quality Assurance. 
The same group of staff and students have commented on the draft of this report. 
 
B. Main report 
 
Under each theme listed below please document evidence of commendations, 

recommendations and areas of good practice/innovations. 

1 Strategic approach to enhancing learning and teaching: 
 
1.1 Research programmes in the School are generally attached to specific projects which 

are proposed and managed by the principal investigators in the School. Students are 
usually recruited to specific projects and specific scholarships. 

 
1.2 Approximately one third of students are from non-EU countries, and just under two 

thirds are recruited from outside the UK. The School is therefore highly 
internationalised. 

 
1.3 In the last three years SBS recruited 16 new members of academic staff, both at 

junior and senior level, and has started an ambitious 2-stage expansion of its estate 
and research capabilities, focused on three specific areas: Synthetic Biology and 
Biotechnology, Infectious Disease and Global health, and Epigenetics. A £130M plan 
for construction of several new buildings is already in place and commenced in 2015. 
The new buildings will host the Bio Hub, the Edinburgh Genome Foundry, the Kinetic 
Parameters facility and new research space. The new developments will further 
enhance the research training experience that SBS provides to its PGR students. 

 
1.4 The Review Team commends the strategic vision for School growth through staff 

recruitment and a substantial capital investment in infrastructure, and the 
implementation of recommendations from the previous review. 

 
2 Enhancing learning and teaching and the student experience 

 
Supporting students in their learning  

 
2.1 The School offers an induction for new PGR students, with particular Institutes 

also offering support of this kind. PGR students are introduced to key staff, both 
academic and administrative, during the introduction. 
 

2.2 In 2015/2016 the School re-introduced a School-wide induction/welcome event for 
all new PhD students. The event covers ground common across the different 
institutes and provides an opportunity to meet their peers, their student 



representatives and the PG Advisors and Administrators. While speaking with 
students this event was noted as a very positive experience. 

  
2.3 The Review Team commends the establishing of the School Welcome event and 

encourages the development of further events and opportunities of this kind. 
 

2.4 While the School endeavours to provide information about training in both 
transferable skills and, research and research methods a number of comments 
from students indicated either a lack of awareness of these opportunities, 
confusion about what they ought to be taking or mixed reactions to the quality of 
training opportunities. Speaking with supervisors it was evident that there was a 
great deal of variability in how and when training requirements were assessed. 

 
2.5 In view of this the Review Team recommends that all students undergo a specific 

training needs analysis at the point of commencement as part of their usual 
matriculation and induction process. As part of this process the Review Team 
suggests that the Presenting with Impact course from the Institute of Academic 
Development (IAD) be taken as early in candidature as possible. 
 

2.6 Further, the Review Team recommends that the Schools and College develop a 
more strategic training programme for their students, drawing on the expertise 
from across the College to deliver both basic science skills training (Statistics, R, 
logic and reasoning etc) and more curated, discipline relevant courses. As part of 
this the Review Team suggests that the College recognise these kinds of training 
courses more formally, for example, by providing a non-academic transcript of 
completed courses. The Review Team also suggests that the School determine 
cases where training courses ought to be made mandatory. 
 

2.7 Finally, the diversity of funding sources within the School has led to a situation 
where a minority of students receive 3 years funding while others receive up to 4. 
It was the clear opinion of both academic staff and students that completion of a 
thesis to the required standard in the Biological Sciences is not realistically 
achievable within 3 years in most circumstances given the experimental 
constraints in the discipline. The Review Team recommends the University and 
School commit to funding students to at least 3 ½ years to ensure a two-tiered 
PhD experience does not continue to evolve in the discipline. The Review Team 
suggests a possible solution would be to provide Schools with an amount of 
funding that can be distributed in line with local requirements rather than funding a 
specific number of studentships. 

 
 

 2.8 While the School has formal mechanisms for student representation, building and 
supporting academic communities and, receiving and taking action on student 
feedback it was clear from speaking with staff and students that these were either 
not necessarily well understood or operating as effectively as they could. 
 

2.9 A number of themes emerged from the PPR meetings, in particular – 
disengagement and apathy of students, confusion about process and purpose, 
and a lack of security and confidence in feedback mechanisms. Students 
expressed concerns that providing critical feedback to the School and their 
supervisory teams may negatively impact them in terms of future employment and 
research opportunities. 
 

2.10 The Review Team therefore recommends that the School, in consultation with the 
current student representatives, develop a role description for the Student 
Representative function. The School should also develop specific guidance for the 
process of appointing Student Representatives, which should include advertised 
opportunities for all postgraduate students to be nominated, and also promote the 
role of the Student Representative both as an opportunity for professional 



development and an effective mechanism through which student feedback can be 
provided to the School. 
 
The role description should make explicit the expectations, responsibilities and 
opportunities the role entails and link the role of the Student Representative to the 
wider context of Institutes, Schools, College and University. 
 

 
2.11 The Review Team recommends that the School ensures students have the 

opportunity to provide feedback on their supervisor without their supervisor 
present, and ideally at a time where the student is not also being assessed. 
Minimally, annual review meetings should include a time where supervisors are 
asked by the review panel to leave the room. 

 
 Approach to promoting an accessible and inclusive learning environment for all 

students  
 

2.12 The Review Team commends the School for their achievement of a Silver Athena 
SWAN award which demonstrates a clear commitment to diversity and gender 
equality. 
 

2.13 Furthermore, the Review Team recognises the contribution of the School’s fair, 
transparent and rigorous admissions process and how it leads to an accessible, 
inclusive and intellectually stimulating learning environment. 

 
 Learning and Teaching  

 
2.14 While students described a largely positive experience, in particular availability and 

accessibility to the expertise of staff, a recurring theme emerged around 
expectations for supervision, in particular co-supervision and how changes to 
supervision are managed. 

 
2.15 Students from Scotland’s Rural College (SRUC) in particular raised concerns 

about the level of supervision received from their co-supervisors (generally 
members of staff within SBS). This appeared to largely be a matter of uncertain 
expectations for both students and staff. 
 

2.16 The Review Team recommends that the School clarify and communicate 
expectations for co-supervision of students in SRUC to students, SBS and SRUC 
staff. Ideally, the co-supervision received should be identical to that of any student 
within SBS. Where, for operational reasons, the active engagement of an SBS co-
supervisor may not be possible, it is recommended that SRUC appoint a second 
co-supervisor who will engage in the scientific and pastoral guidance of the 
student. 
 

2.17 The Review Team recommends that the School develop clear procedures for 
staff and students to follow when a change in supervision is required. This should 
include mechanisms for students to raise concerns about supervision with the 
School. Where supervision is being changed due to staff changes (sabbatical, 
parental leave) the School should take the lead in ensuring continuity of 
supervision to the student. Staff on parental leave should not be expected, by staff 
or students, to provide supervision while on such leave. 

 
 Feedback and Assessment 

 
2.18 The Review Team was impressed with the use of the 2nd year poster day as both 

an opportunity for assessment and feedback and building a sense of academic 
community. However, it was felt that it did not operate sufficiently as a formal 
progression point in candidature. In light of this, the Review Team recommends 
that the School make the new online annual review process mandatory, and to 



hold annual reviews in each year of candidature as required in the Postgraduate 
Assessment Regulations for Research Degrees. The Review Team suggests that 
the poster session for 2nd year students be opened to all postgraduate research 
students. 

 
2.19 Additionally, the Review Team recommends that use of the EUCLID engagement 

tool be made mandatory, with expectation that formal student/supervisor meetings 
be held “at least twice in each three-month period” as per the Postgraduate 
Degree Regulations and Programmes of Study (DRPS) and the outcome of the 
meeting is recorded on EUCLID. Ideally, the student would provide a minute of the 
meeting to the supervisor to upload. 

 
 Supporting and developing staff 

 
2.20 The Review Team noted that the terms of office for Postgraduate Advisors was not 

clearly articulated and that length of service can vary considerably, this can both 
put undue burden on some staff while closing off opportunities for development for 
others. Therefore the Review Team recommends that a Postgraduate Advisor 
position description be developed and for this to set clear expectations regarding 
length of term of office.  
 

2.21 Students who were demonstrators and tutors reported a generally positive 
experience, and welcomed both the experience and financial support that came 
with the work. The Review Team recommends that demonstrators/tutors receive 
feedback at course level, and where possible, individual feedback or access to 
course evaluations which include named demonstrators/tutors. The Review Team 
commends the work of the Postgraduate Tutor Mentor which received positive 
feedback from students. 

 
2.22 There was some lack of clarity around the selection process for demonstrators, 

and the Review Team suggests that the School develop and publish clear 
guidelines of how work is allocated. Though it appeared a relatively fair process 
was in place (in particular for the allocation of demonstrators), it is important that it 
is also seen by students to be fair. The allocation of tutoring work appeared to be 
more ad-hoc and more likely to be based on knowing the right person at the right 
time. The Review Team recommends that fair and transparent selection 
mechanism for all demonstrating and tutoring work be developed, published and 
implemented to ensure all students have a fair opportunity to tutor in subjects they 
are properly qualified for. 
 

2.23 Student demonstrators reported varying experiences in terms of the 
preparation/training they received and the feedback they received.  
 

2.24 Some students reported receiving all the preparation they needed to feel confident 
to support their students while others felt that in some cases they received 
inadequate preparation. It was also noted that preparation time for demonstrators 
was not paid The Review Team recommends that the School establish clear 
guidelines for expectations of preparation time including whether preparation time 
is renumerated. 
 

2.25 The Review Team also commends the Postgraduate and Research Staff Officer 
for the quality of support to both staff and students across such a complex School, 
as demonstrated by numerous instances of positive feedback from Postgraduate 
Directors and students. 

 
3 Academic Standards 

 
3.1 The Review Team commends the School for its high standard of research, 

demonstrated by successes with securing funding, global recognition and career 

paths of graduates and publication record of PhD students. The Review Team 



further commends the School for its rigorous, transparent and fair admissions 

process. 

 

3.2 In order to maintain high standards, the Review Team recommends that the 

School set and enforce an upper limit of 10 research candidates that any 

individual member of staff can be primary supervisor for at any one time. The 

Review Team suggests that a lower figure of up to 8 would be ideal. 

 
3.3 The Review Team also spoke with key administrative staff about their experience 

working across the diverse Institutes. It was evident that in many cases practises 

vary considerably which can impact on the student experience, the maintaining 

of similar academic standards across the School and the ability of the Graduate 

School to manage and provide strategic oversight. 

 
3.4 The Review Team recommends that all administrative staff who support 

research students and the School Postgraduate Office, meet monthly to share 

experience, knowledge and standardise practice and expectations. This would 

also contribute to ensuring continuity of service and maintenance of 

corporate/institutional knowledge as staff move on. Similarly, the Review Team 

suggests that teams from across the College also meet regularly for the same 

purpose. 

4 Confidence statement 

The Review Team found that School of Biological Sciences has effective management 
of the quality of the student learning experience, academic standards, and enhancement 
and good practice. 
 

5 Prioritised list of commendations and recommendations 
 
Key Strengths 
 

1.4  The Review Team commends the strategic vision for School growth through 
staff recruitment and a substantial capital investment in infrastructure, and 
the implementation of recommendations from the previous review. 

2.3 The Review Team commends the establishment of the School Welcome 

event and encourages the development of further events and opportunities 

of this kind. 

2.1 The Review Team commends the School for their achievement of a Silver 

Athena SWAN award which demonstrates a clear commitment to diversity 

and gender equality. 

2.21 The Review Team commends the work of the Postgraduate Tutor Mentor 

which received positive feedback from student demonstrators/tutors. 

2.25 The Review Team commends the Postgraduate and Research Staff Officer 
for the high quality of support to both staff and students across such a 
complex School, as demonstrated by numerous instances of positive 
feedback from Postgraduate Directors and students alike. 

3.1  The Review Team commends the School for its high standard of research, 

demonstrated by successes with securing funding, global recognition and 

career paths of graduates.  

3.1 The Review Team further commends the School for its rigorous, 

transparent and fair admissions process. 

 
 
 



Recommendations for enhancement/Areas for further development 
 

Priority Paragraph Recommendation 

1 2.5 The Review Team recommends that all students undergo a 

specific training needs analysis at the point of commencement 

as part of their usual matriculation and induction process 

2 2.6 The Review Team recommends that the Schools and College 

develop a more strategic training programme for their students, 

drawing on the expertise from across the College to deliver 

both basic skills training (Statistics, R, logic and reasoning etc) 

and more curated, discipline relevant courses. 

3 2.7 The Review Team recommends the University and School 

commit to funding students to at least 3 ½ years to ensure a 

two-tiered PhD experience does not evolve in the discipline. 

4 2.10 The Review Team recommends that EUSA in consultation 
with the School and with the current student representatives, 
develop a role description for the Student Representative 
function. This should also include the development of specific 
guidance for the process of appointing Student 
Representatives, which should include advertised opportunities 
for all postgraduate students to be nominated. The above 
recommendation will be included as part of the ELIR 
Themes Implementation (Student Representation- college 
and school level) 
 
It is recommended that the School promote the role of the 
Student Representative both as an opportunity for professional 
development and an effective mechanism for providing student 
feedback to the School. 

5 2.11 The Review Team recommends that the School ensures 

students have the opportunity to provide feedback on their 

supervisor without their supervisor present, and ideally at a time 

where the student is not also being assessed. 

6 2.16 The Review Team recommends that the School clarify and 

communicate expectations for co-supervision of students in 

SRUC to students, SBS and SRUC staff. 

7 2.17 The Review Team recommends that the School develop clear 

procedures for staff and students to follow when a change in 

supervision is required. 

8 2.19 The Review Team recommends that the School make the new 
online annual review process mandatory, and to hold annual 
reviews in each year of candidature as required in the 
Postgraduate Assessment Regulations for Research Degrees. 

9 2.20 The Review Team recommends that use of the EUCLID 
engagement tool be made mandatory, with expectation that 
formal student/supervisor meetings be held “at least twice in 
each three-month period” as per the Postgraduate Degree 
Regulations and Programmes of Study (DRPS) and the 
outcome of the meeting is recorded on EUCLID. 

10 2.23 The Review Team recommends that fair and transparent 
selection mechanism for demonstrating and tutoring work be 
developed, published and implemented to ensure all students 



have a fair opportunity to demonstrate/tutor in subjects they are 
properly qualified for. 

11 2.25 The Review Team recommends that the School establish clear 
guidelines for preparation time for demonstrators and that 
preparation time is suitably remunerated 

12 2.22 The Review Team recommends that demonstrators/tutors 
receive feedback at course level, and where possible, individual 
feedback or access to course evaluations which include named 
demonstrators/tutors. 

13 3.2 The Review Team recommends that the School set and 
enforce an upper limit of 10 research candidates that any 
individual member of staff can be primary supervisor for at any 
one time. 

14 3.4 The Review Team recommends that all administrative staff 
who support research students and the School Postgraduate 
Office, meet monthly to share experience, knowledge and 
standardise practice and expectations. 

15 2.21 The Review Team recommends that a Postgraduate Advisor 
position description be developed and for this to set clear 
expectations regarding length of term of office. 

 

 
C.  Appendices 
 
Appendix 1  additional information considered by Review Team 
 
Prior to the review visit: 
 

 The Analytic Report 

 The minutes of the Graduate Studies Committee 

 The minutes of the Staff Student Liaison Committee 

 The results of the PRES 

 The School Quality Assurance Reports 
 
Appendix 2 Number of students 

 

 2010/11 
FT 

2010/11 
PT 

2011/12 
FT 

2011/12 
PT 

2012/13 
FT 

2012/13 
PT 

2013/14 
FT 

2013/14 
PT 

2014/15 
FT 

2014/15 
PT 

MSc by Research 10 0 9 0 5 0 7 0 8 0 

PhD Cell Biology 17 0 14 1 24 1 20 0 19 2 

PhD Evolutionary 
Biology 

14 0 18 0 11 1 19 0 16 0 

PhD Immunology 
and Infection 
Research 

6 0 9 0 7 3 4 0 6 3 

PhD Molecular 
Plant Sciences 

13 0 11 0 11 0 8 2 14 0 

PhD Stem Cell 
Research 

10 0 5 0 5 1 8 0 2 0 

PhD Structural 
and Molecular 
Biology* 

6 0 3 0 6 0 11 1 3 0 

TOTAL 76 0 69 1 69 6 77 3 68 5 

 



*renamed Quantitative Biology, Biochemistry & Biotechnology from 2015/2016 
 
D. Responsibility for actions  
 

Paragraph Responsibility 

2.5 Graduate School Committee, Head of School 

2.6 College Research Training Committee 

2.7 School Graduate School Committee, College Strategy and 

Management Committee 

2.10 Edinburgh University Students Association and college deans, 

and Graduate School Committee 

2.13 School Graduate Studies Committee 

2.18 Graduate School Committee, appropriate SRUC Committee 

2.19 Graduate School Committee 

2.22 Graduate School Committee 

2.21 Graduate School Committee, Head of School 

2.20 Graduate School Committee, Head of School, College 
Research Training Committee, College Quality Assurance 
Committee  

2.25 Graduate School Committee 

2.26 Graduate School Committee  

3.2 Graduate School Committee 

3.4 Graduate School Committee, Postgraduate and Research Staff 
Officer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
May 2016 



The University of Edinburgh 
 

Teaching Programme Review of Mathematics 
 

22nd and 23rd March 2016 
 

A.  Introduction 
 
1.  Purpose of review 
 
The Teaching Programme Review (TPR) of Mathematics at the University of Edinburgh is part of 
the University’s Quality Assurance procedures, and is complemented by the Senatus and College 
Quality Assurance Committees’ monitoring and reporting, and by the External Examiner system. 
 
2. Scope of review 
 
Range of provision considered by the review:   
 
Undergraduate Taught Programmes 
Applied Mathematics (BSc) 
General MAT (BSc) 
Mathematics (BSc) 
Mathematics (MA) 
Mathematics (MMath) 
Mathematics (Pure Mathematics) (MA) 
Mathematics (IFP) (BSc) 
Mathematics and Biology (BSc) 
Mathematics and Business (BSc) 
Mathematics and Business Studies (BSc) 
Mathematics and Music (BSc) 
Mathematics and Physics (BSc) 
Mathematics and Statistics (BSc) 
Mathematics with Management (BSc) 
Ordinary MAT (BSc) 
 
Postgraduate Taught Programmes 
Computational Mathematical Finance (MSc) 
Financial Modelling and Optimization (MSc) 
Financial Operational Research (MSc) 
Operational Research (MSc) 
Operational Research with Computational Optimization (MSc) 
Operational Research with Energy (MSc) 
Operational Research with Risk (MSc) 
Statistics and Operational Research (MSc) 
 
The MSc Financial Mathematics, a joint award with Heriot Watt University, is currently being 
managed by Heriot Watt and therefore not included in this review. 
 
The TPR consisted of  
 

 The University’s standard remit for internal review  
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files//universitystandardremit201516.pdf 
 

 The subject specific remit for the review, consisting of the following items: 
 

i) To review the current provision for supporting the increasing numbers of visiting 
undergraduate students, and how this can be scaled up; to review the standard of 
incoming students; and to review how better to support own students going abroad. 
 
ii) Guidance on how to continue to ensure the computing element of our degree 
programmes is contemporary and relevant. 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/universitystandardremit201516.pdf


 
iii) Review how the amount of summative assessments can be reduced, and advise on 
how to ensure that the School’s assessment processes are clear, fair and efficient. 
 
iv) Advise how often Personal Tutors should meet students and how the consistency of 
guidance might be improved 
 
v) Views on establishing longer (or more highly-staffed) tutorials, and ways in which 
tutorials might be improved. 
 

 The analytical report prepared by the School of Mathematics and additional material 
provided in advance of the review (additional material listed in Appendix 1) 
 

 The visit by the review team to the School of Mathematics, including consideration of 
further material (listed in Appendix 1) 
 

 The TPR report produced by the review team 
 

 Following the review, action by the School and others to whom recommendations were 
remitted 
 

Membership of review team  
 
Professor Gary West, Convenor 
Professor Alastair Spence, External Member 
Professor Kevin Glazebrook, External Member 
Professor Tara Brendle, External Member 
Dr Geoff Bromiley, Internal Member 
Polina Shipkova, Student Member 
Paula Hamilton, Administrator 

 
3. The position of the School within its College 
 
The School of Mathematics is one of seven schools within the College of Science and 
Engineering. The school comprises 59 academic, 17 research, 17 administrative and 4 computing 
support staff; 551 undergraduate and 103 postgraduate taught students. The School also 
provides service teaching to some 700 undergraduate students matriculated on programmes in 
other Schools and in other Colleges within the University.  
 
4. Physical location and summary of facilities 
 
Year One undergraduate teaching takes place in the Central Area South Campus of Edinburgh 
University, with the Maths Base located in Appleton Tower.  
 
Years Two to Five undergraduate and all postgraduate students’ teaching and research is located 
at the King’s Building site, with the exception of one Year 2 course. The James Clerk Maxwell 
Building at King’s Building is the location of the Mathematics Teaching Organisation, staff offices, 
computing labs, undergraduate Maths Hub, postgraduate MSc Hub, teaching rooms and lecture 
theatres.  
 
Within the King’s Buildings site is also located the Noreen and Kenneth Murray Library which 
holds the University’s principal printed book collection for mathematics as well as the Edinburgh 
Mathematical Society’s book collection. 
 
5. Date of previous review 
 
The previous TPR remit covered only undergraduate taught provision within the school and was 
conducted on 17th and 18th March 2010. Postgraduate Taught provision was last reviewed within 
the PPR conducted on 5th and 6th March 2009. 
 
 



6. Analytical report:  
 
The analytical report was prepared by the Head of School, Director of Quality, Director of 
Teaching, Deputy Director of Teaching, PGT Programmes Coordinator, TPR Liaison, 
International Exchange Officer, Student Learning Advisor, Teaching and Recruitment 
Development Officer, Board of Studies Convenor, and two EUSA student representatives. 
 
Drafts of the analytical report were presented to the Teaching Programmes Committee (which 
includes student representatives) and the School Policy and Advisory Committee; all members 
had the opportunity to input during this consultation phase. 
 
B. Main report  
 

1 Strategic approach to enhancing learning and teaching: 
 
1.1 During the review it was evident that the School takes seriously the need for a 
strategic approach to learning and teaching, and this was evidenced in a number of 
ways: 

 Undertaking a fundamental review of the undergraduate curriculum between 
2011 and 2015; 

 Establishing a Teaching Programmes Committee to cohere the enhancements in 
learning and teaching across pre-honours, honours and postgraduate taught 
students; 

 Launching a MOOC in Statistics in 2015/16 to raise awareness of statistics 
teaching at University of Edinburgh and hence increase student numbers in 
future years; 

 Planning to exploit the University’s involvement with the Alan Turing Institute to 
develop further Data Science programmes; 

 Appointing a Chair of Technology Enhanced Science Education (TESE) to 
support the learning of mathematics and mathematical assessment online. 

 
1.2 The review team commends the achievement of the students at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels. 
 
1.3 The review team commends the leadership and staff of the School for its 
professionalism and commitment to delivering a high quality teaching and learning 
experience. 
 
1.4 The review team commends the School on its significant improvement in the 
National Student Survey (NSS) overall satisfaction score from 66% in 2014 to 94% in 
2015, and recommends that the School continue to build on this upward trend by 
maintaining progress in improving the quality of its feedback to students. 
 
1.5 The review team commends the Mathematics Teaching Organisation (MTO) on its 
immense contribution to undergraduate and postgraduate taught student support, and 
commends the School’s creation of the Deputy Director of Teaching post and this role’s 
close collaboration with staff within the MTO. 
 
1.6 Over the last three years the number of student enrolments on courses and the 
number of taught courses offered by the School has increased by more than 50% but 
with no increase in the number of administrative support staff within the MTO. The 
0.25FTE extra resource introduced recently is specifically for UKVI Tier 4 data 
monitoring and input. 
 
In light of this the review team recommends that the School carefully consider whether 
the current level of staffing in the MTO is sufficient given this recent growth and the 
proposed introduction of new courses and programmes. The review team also 
recommends that the School more actively seeks the views of, and engages with, the 
MTO staff including issues related to change management and the introduction of new 
courses. 



 
2 Enhancing learning and teaching and the student experience  

  
Supporting students in their learning  
 
2.1 The review panel commends the quality of the School’s undergraduate handbook, 
undergraduate Induction event during Fresher’s Week, with breakout sessions, and the 
follow-up event later in semester one. 
 
2.2 The review panel noted the School Personal Tutor statements for both 
undergraduate and postgraduate students and the well-defined minimum level of 
provision set out within these. There are University discussions ongoing with regard to 
the proportion of time allocated to the Personal Tutor role, and the School will 
incorporate any necessary changes. The panel recommends that the School makes the 
undergraduate Personal Tutor role and responsibilities clearer in light of the existence of 
the Student Learning Advisor post. 
 
2.3 The review panel commends the commitment of the School to the creation of the 
Student Learning Advisor post; that the incumbent is a Maths specialist and a tutor to 
year one undergraduate students; and the performance and visibility of this role within 
the School. The review panel suggests that the School shares the success of the 
Student Learning Advisor post across the College and the rest of the University, and also 
considers a similar role for Mathematics postgraduate taught students. 
 
2.4 Postgraduate students were happy with the availability of their Personal Tutors, 
either in person or via Skype, but it became clear that they were uncertain as to their 
second point of contact should their Personal Tutor be unavailable. The review panel 
recommends that the School consider the amount of information on Personal Tutor 
systems and the general communication with postgraduate students to ensure that this 
is of an equally high standard as that provided to undergraduate students. 
 
2.5 The review team commends the School’s very clear and defined strategy for 
supporting undergraduate students through their degrees with MathsPAL, Piazza as an 
online discussion forum, open book exams in Year One and Two, and the provision of 
the Maths Base and the Maths Hub for pre-honours and honours students. However, the 
high level of student support particularly in Year One sets students’ expectations for 
future years and although the School wishes to develop students as independent 
learners the review panel recommends that the School consider the transition of 
support from year one to year two to possibly rebalance the level of support given 
between the two prehonours years. 
 
2.6 In meeting with the Computing Manager the review panel learnt that the School 
computing team currently support the postgraduate students and staff with plans to 
extend this provision to undergraduate students during summer 2016. This will take 
place by establishing a joint helpdesk with the School of Physics and Astronomy, which 
will be operated by three students employed on a sandwich placement from Napier 
University. The review team commends the policy for computing support, the standard 
of support offered by the computing support team currently and its active planning to 
extend this to undergraduate students. 
 

 Student engagement  
 

2.7 With the implementation of the Maths Base in Appleton Tower, the Maths and MSc 
Hubs in James Clerk Maxwell Building, MathPALs, weekly workshops/tutorials, and 
Piazza as an online discussion forum the School has encouraged student engagement 
on many levels. The postgraduate students appreciated receiving regular emails from 
the Head of School, finding them interesting, but would like more organised 
postgraduate social events for greater interaction across the programmes. In discussion 
with undergraduate students it was clear that the Maths Base and its staffing by PG 



tutors who also tutor year one courses is much appreciated. The review panel 
commends the School for establishing a strong academic and learning community. 
 
2.8 It is evident that the School welcomes student feedback through various channels 
including the Staff Student Liaison Committees (SSLC) at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels, through ‘Dear Head of School’ suggestion boxes, and by inviting 
student representatives on the Teaching Programmes Committee and Working Parties 
set up to propose new ways of working. The review panel commends the School for 
responding to student feedback/views in particular responding to the undergraduate 
SSLC request that the exam diet be split to December and May and to keep this under 
review going forward. 
 
2.9 Graduate attributes are developed through group work/presentations/projects across 
the undergraduate curriculum, and through discussions with either Personal Tutors or 
the Careers Service with regard to career progression for both undergraduate and 
postgraduate students. Postgraduate students have also had the opportunity to attend 
workshops delivered by external companies and receive many emails offering potential 
PhD positions. 
 

 Approach to promoting an accessible and inclusive learning environment for all 
students  
 
2.10 The undergraduate student population in the School is currently 50:50 female to 
male, and 60:40 female to male in postgraduate taught student population. The 
proportion of female academic staff is 11%, or 17% if including Post-Docs (which is close 
to the Russell Group average).  
 
2.11 The School ensures female representation during Outreach events in local 
secondary schools and the Workload Allocation Model for the female staff is adjusted to 
reflect their greater involvement on interview panels and outreach events. 
 
2.12 ‘Is there a PhD in my future’ was set up to encourage female students to continue 
to postgraduate research studies, and the School is currently writing an application for 
an Athena Swan silver award. 
 
2.13 As evidenced in Appendix 1, all course materials are made available to 
undergraduate and postgraduate students on the virtual learning environment, LEARN. 
These materials are provided in advance of lectures, as far as possible, in compliance 
with the University’s Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy. 
 

 Learning and Teaching  
 

2.14 The curricula design and development has been a major focus within the School 
over the last few years at undergraduate and postgraduate level as evidenced by flipped 
classrooms, Top Hat, online reading tests, open book exams, and establishing new BSc 
and MSc programmes. 
 
2.15 The School manifestly wishes to develop learning and teaching methods further 
with the appointment of the Chair in Technology Enhanced Science Education (TESE) to 
embed computing and eAssessments more in the curriculum. The Head of School has 
set up a Working Party to review computing in the curriculum with a remit to report to the 
Board of Studies in autumn 2016, with agreed outcomes being implemented in 2017/18 
academic year. The review panel commends the School for the establishment of the 
Working Party to explore computing and programming in the curriculum. 
 
2.16 To support the University’s Internationalisation theme the School hosts Visiting 
Students, and students on the School’s undergraduate programmes have the 
opportunity to study abroad during year three of their undergraduate degree, however, it 
is the School’s intention to move the current year abroad for MMath students from year 
three to year four. These arrangements are either set by the School (through 



ERASMUS) or by the International Office. Visiting Students either enrol for a whole 
academic year or for one semester. 
 
2.17 Students receive a transcript from the hosting institution indicating their results, and 
those students who receive a ‘pass’ are awarded 120 credits for their year abroad study. 
However the year abroad is not considered in the classification of their degree award 
(i.e. it is based on their Year 4 average alone; or Years 4 and 5 on the MMath 
programme). Students studying abroad will continue to be supported by their Personal 
Tutors. To encourage more students to exploit the year abroad opportunities the review 
panel suggests that there is a formal debrief of returning students with the chance for 
them to share their experiences with year two students considering studying abroad in 
year three or four. 
 
2.18 A growth in Visiting Student numbers within the School will have resource 
implications e.g. setting exams outside the normal exam diet. The review panel 
recommends that the School allocate more resource upfront to accommodate increased 
Visiting Students, 2+2 students, and greater study abroad options in order to maintain 
the current high standards provided. 
 
2.19 The analytical report and discussions with the School demonstrate the wish to 
strengthen industrial links and placements to increase career orientation for initially 
postgraduate students and, in the longer term, for undergraduate students.  
 
2.20 In discussions with the postgraduate students most expressed an expectation that a 
summer placement with an industry partner would be available. Students conveyed 
differing levels of information and support in choosing their industry placement / 
theoretical project. Some students weren’t sure of the process or deadlines for choosing 
projects whilst others felt they had good support from their Programme Director and 
other staff. 
 
2.21 Currently the School has one part-time resource for a part of the academic year to 
source projects or placements for postgraduate taught students. There is currently 
competition amongst the postgraduate students for the industrial placements; allocation 
is made either through student choice, outcome of interviews by the industrial partner, or 
allocation by School to the student with the highest marks in coursework and 
assessments. The review panel recommends that the School and College consider 
whether the postgraduate taught programmes are adequately resourced in relation to 
their strategic ambitions and in particular appoint a Business Engagement Manager and 
convene an Industrial Advisory Board to support the enhanced development of 
postgraduate industrial links. 
 

 Assessment and Feedback 
 

2.22 The School reported that it is in favour of the University agenda to reduce the 
quantity of summative assessment placed on undergraduate students particularly during 
the later years of their degree courses. Year one and year two undergraduate students 
currently receive weekly summative assessments and a large number of exams in single 
diets. The School wishes to be more creative in reducing summative assessment 
possibly by using more formative assessment, restricting each exam diet to no more 
than three exams or eAssessments where possible and appropriate. 
 
2.23 In discussion with pre-honours students they expressed a liking for the open book 
exams however the majority of those present felt confident enough not to use text books 
during the exam. The students were also happier that some of the semester one courses 
were examined in December rather than all exams taking place in May; however this can 
allow little time between the end of teaching and the exam diet.  
 
2.24 The School would wish to return to offering 15-credit courses, and hence eight 
exams in total in any academic year, however these were eliminated by the University 
Curriculum Project and now only exist within the School on the joint MSc with Heriot 
Watt University. An alternative would be to bundle two 10-credit courses together and 



examine on one paper but this is not seen by some members of the School as a viable 
alternative as this would reduce student choice, and might mean that the full extent of 
the courses could not be assessed. 
 
2.25 Postgraduate students also have a spread of exams between the December and 
May diets.  Some of the semester one courses are 100% assessed on coursework and 
the majority of exams continue to be timetabled for May. 
 
2.26 The review panel recommends that the School continue to actively explore various 
possibilities of reconfiguring aspects of the curriculum in favour of courses attracting 
larger number of credits in relation to reducing summative assessment. 
 
2.27 With regard to the clarity, fairness and efficiency of the School’s assessment 
processes undergraduate external examiners asked that the Board of Examiners 
consider how overall grade drift might be assessed, and what mechanisms are available 
to compensate for it. 
 
2.28 The School recognises that there is variation in standards and approach of 
assessment across courses, but that consistency needs to be maintained. Scaling of 
grades is one way of ensuring this consistency, however this is currently only available 
at the pass/fail and A/B boundaries. The panel felt that this two-point scaling system is 
limiting and does not support a numerical marking system appropriate for Mathematical 
Sciences. 
 
2.29 The review panel recommends that the School gives careful consideration to the 
issue of scaling in light of the external examiners’ comments and the panel feels that 
scaling is appropriate and that scaling points at all boundaries between grades should be 
used. 
 
2.30 The School noted that the quality of feedback to students could be problematic with 
between thirty to forty tutors marking assessments in year one undergraduate courses 
alone, however it wishes to maintain a consistently high quality of feedback to students 
whether from PG Tutors, lecturers or Course Organisers. 
 
2.31 Postgraduate students stated that the quality of feedback they received for 
assessments was variable with some being allocated a mark with no written feedback, 
and others waiting much longer than the designated three weeks for marks or feedback. 
The students asked that the best example of coursework/or the best solution submitted 
be available to view by other students on the course. 
 
2.32 The issue is monitoring the quality of feedback being given to students as the 
coursework is being handed directly back to the student without the Course Organiser 
having sight of it. The review panel recommends that the Course Organiser role needs 
to have overall ownership of, and responsibility for, the delivery and quality of the 
tutoring and feedback; and that mechanisms are put in place to highlight early in the 
semester any potential problems. 
 
2.33 The monitoring of turnaround times for the assessment and feedback of larger 
pieces of work is currently self-reporting through course reports completed at the end of 
each semester. For the majority of undergraduate courses tutors are allocated one hour 
of marking for each hour of contact with the students, although the multiplier has been 
revised for certain courses to allow one and a half hours of marking to each contact 
hour. The review panel recommends that the School revisit the Workload Allocation 
Model to review whether sufficient time has been allocated to feedback in all cases. 

 
 Supporting and developing staff 

 
2.34 The review panel heard from PG Tutors and the Training and Recruitment 
Development Officer about the induction and training provided to PG Tutors. The School 
has been innovative in its approach to tutor training with ‘marking parties’ following the 
submission of the first piece of coursework by year one undergraduate students; 



organising peer observations to commence in the coming weeks; and offering a ‘good 
feedback and bad feedback’ session during each Innovative Learning Week since 
February 2014. The review panel commends the School for these initiatives in its aim 
for a consistently high level of feedback to undergraduate and postgraduate students; 
and suggests that the School continues to encourage attendance at these for both PG 
tutors and staff. 
 
2.35 The analytical report and discussions during the review highlighted the well-
structured staff induction and development opportunities within the School, support from 
mentors and encouragement to develop through the Edinburgh Teaching Award. The 
review panel commends the School for embedding good practice and career 
development for the teaching staff through the Edinburgh Teaching Award and its 
accreditation to the Higher Education Authority. 
 
 

3 Academic Standards  

 3.1 The School Board of Studies operates consistently with the UK Quality Code 
Chapter B1 (Programme design, development and approval), and also ensures that all 
courses and programmes align with the University’s Curriculum Framework, SCQF 
Framework levels and credit values, and subject benchmark statements. 
 
3.2 The School has a robust, multi-layered set of processes in place for the approval of 
changes to existing courses and programmes, or for the approval of new courses and 
programmes. Proposals are put forward and discussed at working parties, teaching 
committees and the Board of Studies. Membership of the Board includes student 
representatives and staff external to the School (usually related to combined degrees). 
 
3.3 The information provided to the panel prior to the review included external examiner 
reports, as evidenced in Appendix 1. The 2014/15 reports demonstrate that the School’s 
academic standards for undergraduate and postgraduate taught programmes are higher 
than, or excellent in comparison with, most other institutions within the UK.  
 
3.4 These reports also demonstrate that the School is responsive to external examiner 
comments, which are considered by the Teaching Programmes Committee whose 
responses are coordinated by the School Director of Quality and further considered by 
the College Quality Assurance Committee. One of the Honours external examiner 
comments expressed concern over the scaling of marks; this has been considered within 
sections 2.27, 2.28 and 2.29 above.  
 
3.5 Annual monitoring of courses is undertaken through electronic questionnaires 
completed by all lecturers and course organisers at the end of each semester. The 
results from these questionnaires are considered by School teaching committees and 
included in the School QA report to the College. In discussion the panel were provided 
with examples of measures taken to address any concerns raised through this 
monitoring process.  
 
3.6 It is evident that the School welcomes student feedback and responds to requests for 
changes in processes, as detailed in section 2.8 above. 
 
3.7 Professional body requirements pertain to two of the School’s undergraduate 
programmes: BSc (Hons) Mathematics and Business which was accredited in 2014-15 
by the Association to Advance Collegiate School of Business (AACSB), and BSc (Hons) 
Mathematics and Statistics which was accredited in February 2016 by the Royal 
Statistical Society. These accrediting bodies were not invited to comment on the 
teaching and academic standards of the School as the accreditations have been 
awarded so recently. 
 

4 Collaborative activity 

 4.1 Currently the School offers one programme in collaboration with an outside 

Institution: MSc Financial Mathematics. It is delivered in coordination with Heriot Watt 



University; the programme management committee, with members from both 

Universities, oversees the planning, strategy and quality control of the programme. 

4.2 The School also offers five combined undergraduate programmes, with teaching 

from other schools within the University of Edinburgh, for which it is administratively 

responsible. A further six undergraduate and one postgraduate programmes involve 

teaching from Mathematics but are administered from outside the School. 

 

5 Self-evaluation overview 

 The review team identified the following areas as particularly successful within the 

School of Mathematics: 

Building an academic community 

The School has built a strong academic community despite the year one pre-honours 

students being situated on a different campus. With Induction events, the UG handbook, 

the student hubs, MathPALs, Piazza, and the ongoing support of the Personal Tutors 

and Student Learning Advisor the School offers an accessible and inclusive learning 

environment providing numerous opportunities for students to engage with staff and 

other students throughout their degrees. 

Increased NSS overall satisfaction score 

Following a fundamental review of undergraduate curricula from 2011 to 2015 the 

School now benefits from a strong syllabus with innovative teaching and assessment 

methods (flipped classroom and reading tests) in years one and two and a wider choice 

of subjects in the honours years. The positive impact of this renewal of curricula can be 

seen in the increase of the NSS overall satisfaction score from 66% in 2014 to 94% in 

2015. 

 

6 Confidence statement 

The review team found that the School of Mathematics has effective management of the 
quality of the student learning experience, academic standards, and enhancement and 
good practice.   
 
 

7 Prioritised list of commendations and recommendations 
 
Key Strengths 

Priority Section Commendation 

1 1.3 The review team commends the leadership and staff of the 

School for its professionalism and commitment to delivering a 

high quality teaching and learning experience 

2 1.2 The review team commends the achievement of the students at 

undergraduate and postgraduate levels. 

3 1.4 The review team commends the School on its significant 

improvement in the National Student Survey (NSS) overall 

satisfaction score from 66% in 2014 to 94% in 2015. 

4 2.7 The review panel commends the School for establishing a strong 

academic and learning community. 



5 1.5 The review team commends the Mathematics Teaching 

Organisation (MTO) on its immense contribution to undergraduate 

and postgraduate taught student support. 

6 2.5 The review team commends the School’s very clear and defined 

strategy for supporting undergraduate students through their 

degrees with MathsPAL, Piazza as an online discussion forum, 

open book exams in Year One and Two, and the provision of the 

Maths Base and the Maths Hub for pre-honours and honours 

students 

7 2.3 The review panel commends the commitment of the School to 

the creation of the Student Learning Advisor post; that the 

incumbent is a Maths specialist and a tutor to Year One 

undergraduate students; and the performance and visibility of this 

role within the School. 

8 2.8 The review panel commends the School for responding to 

student feedback/views in particular responding to the 

undergraduate SSLC request that the exam diet be split to 

December and May and to keep this under review going forward. 

9 1.5 The review team commends the School’s creation of the Deputy 

Director of Teaching post and this role’s close collaboration with 

staff within the MTO. 

10 2.1 The review panel commends the quality of the School’s 

undergraduate handbook, undergraduate Induction event during 

Fresher’s Week, with breakout sessions, and a follow-up event 

later in semester one. 

11 2.35 The review panel commends the School for embedding good 
practice and career development for the teaching staff through 
the Edinburgh Teaching Award and its accreditation to the Higher 
Education Authority. 

12 2.34 The review panel commends the School for its initiatives in 
supporting and developing PG tutors in its aim for a consistently 
high level of feedback to undergraduate and postgraduate 
students. 

13 2.15 The review panel commends the School for the establishment of 
the Working Party to explore the increased use of computing and 
programming in the curriculum. 

14 2.6 The review team commends the policy for computing support, 

the standard of support offered by the computing support team 

currently and its active planning to extend this to undergraduate 

students. 
 

 
 

 
Recommendations for enhancement/areas for further development 
 

Priority Section Recommendation 

1 1.4 The review panel recommends that the School continue to build 
on the upward trend of the NSS scores by maintaining progress in 
improving the quality of its feedback to students. 

2 2.32 The review panel recommends that the Course Organiser role 
needs to have overall ownership of, and responsibility for, the 
delivery and quality of the tutoring and feedback; and that 
mechanisms are put in place to highlight early in the semester any 
potential problems. 



3 2.2 The review team recommends that the School make the 
undergraduate Personal Tutor role and responsibilities clearer in 
light of the existence of the Student Learning Advisor post. 

4 2.5 The review panel recommends that the School consider the 
transition of support from Year One to Year Two to possibly 
rebalance the level of support given between the two prehonours 
years. 

5 2.4 The review panel recommends that the School consider the 
amount of information on Personal Tutor systems and the general 
communication with postgraduate students to ensure that this is of 
an equally high standard as that provided to undergraduate 
students 

6 1.6 The review team recommends that the School carefully consider 
whether the current level of staffing in the MTO is sufficient given 
this recent growth and the proposed introduction of new courses 
and programmes 

7 1.6 The review team also recommends that the School more actively 
seeks the views of, and engages with, the MTO staff including 
issues related to change management and the introduction of new 
courses 

8 2.21 The review panel recommends that the School and College 
consider whether the postgraduate taught programmes are 
adequately resourced in relation to their strategic ambitions and in 
particular appoint a Business Engagement Manager and convene 
an Industrial Advisory Board to support the enhanced 
development of postgraduate industrial links. 

9 2.26 The review panel recommends that the School continue to 
actively explore various possibilities of reconfiguring aspects of 
the curriculum in favour of courses attracting larger number of 
credits in relation to reducing summative assessment. 

10 2.29 The review panel recommends that the School gives careful 
consideration to the issue of scaling in light of the external 
examiners’ comments and the panel feels that scaling is 
appropriate and that scaling points at all boundaries between 
grades should be used. 

11 2.18 The review panel recommends that the School allocate more 
resource upfront to accommodate increased Visiting Students, 
2+2 students, and greater study abroad options in order to 
maintain the current high standards provided 

12 2.33 The review panel recommends that the School revisit the 
Workload Allocation Model to review whether sufficient time has 
been allocated to feedback in all cases. 

 
  



C.  Appendices 
 
Appendix 1 additional information considered by review team 
 
Prior to the review visit 
 

 School Quality Assurance Reports (2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/14, QA taught Model 
December 2015) 

 External Examiner reports and responses (2012/13, 2013/14, 2014/15) 

 School organisation chart 

 Current School staff information 

 Student Staff Liaison Committee meeting minutes (Undergraduate 2012/13, 2013/14, 
2014/15; Postgraduate 2012/13, 2013/14, 2014/15) 

 Undergraduate Student Handbook, Programme handbooks and sample of course 
handbooks 

 Course Assessment Rules (Postgraduate and Undergraduate) 

 Undergraduate course information on LEARN 

 PTES results (2012/13, 2013/14, 2014/15) 

 NSS results (2012/13, 2013/14, 2014/15) 

 ESES results (2012/13, 2013/14, 2014/15) 

 UG and PGT statistical information 

 University Learning and Teaching Enhancement Strategy 

 College of science and Engineering Learning and Teaching Strategy 

 UG and PGT degree programme specifications 

 UG and PGT degree programme tables 

 Overview of key features of relevant Student Support Services provisions (Careers Office, 
Disability Office, International Office, Student Administration) 

 University of Edinburgh Standard Remit 

 School Remit 

 2009/10 TPR report and response 

 2014/15 PPR report and response 

 Quality Assurance Agency subject benchmark statement 

 Reflective overview of key findings for internal review 

 Background data for first destination information 

 Institute for Academic Development Case Study wiki 

 Undergraduate degree classification report 

 Undergraduate Personal Tutor survey results 
 

 
During the review visit – Not Applicable 
  



Appendix 2 Number of students 
 

Undergraduate Student Numbers (full-time and part-time headcount) 
 

Programme 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 

Applied Mathematics (BSc) 2 3 2 7 4 

Mathematics (BSc) 47 44 50 63 64 

Mathematics (MA) 13 5 2 6 8 

Mathematics (MMath) 1 24 35 38 25 

Mathematics (Pure Mathematics) (MA) 11     

Mathematics (IFP) (BSc)  1   1 

Mathematics and Biology (BSc)      

Mathematics and Business (BSc)    1 6 

Mathematics and Business Studies 
(BSc) 

11 6 7 4  

Mathematics and Music (BSc) 6 2 2  4 

Mathematics and Physics (BSc) 7 5 10 11 4 

Mathematics and Statistics (BSc) 8 11 16 8 14 

Mathematics with Management (BSc) 3 2 2 1 2 

UG Programme Total 109 103 126 139 132 

 
Postgraduate Taught Student Numbers (full-time and part-time headcount) 
 

Programme 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 

Computational Mathematical Finance 
(MSc) 

     

Financial Modelling and Optimization 
(MSc) 

6 12 14 18 14 

Financial Operational Research (MSc)   20 9 9 

Mathematics (MSc) 10 6 9 2  

Operational Research (MSc) 23 17 22 10 14 

Operational Research with 
Computational Optimization (MSc) 

5 2 9 5 5 

Operational Research with Energy (MSc) 3 1    

Operational Research with Finance 
(MSc) 

21 31    

Operational Research with Risk (MSc) 4 3 10 5 5 

Statistics and Operational Research 
(MSc) 

5 8 13 14 14 

PGT Programme Total 77 80 97 63 61 

 
 
Increased workload within the MTO 
 

 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 

Enrolments across Courses 4,016 4,479 5,146 6,146 

MTO Course Count 82 93 106 121 

 
 
  



D. Responsibility for actions  
 

Recommendation Responsibility of 

The review panel recommends that the School continue to build on the 
upward trend of the NSS scores by maintaining progress in improving the 
quality of its feedback to students. 

School 

The review panel recommends that the Course Organiser role needs to have 
overall ownership of the delivery and quality of the tutoring and feedback; and 
that mechanisms are put in place to highlight early in the semester any 
potential problems. 

School 

The review team recommends that the School make the undergraduate 
Personal Tutor role and responsibilities clearer in light of the existence of the 
Student Learning Advisor post. 

School 

The review panel recommends that the School consider the transition of 
support from Year One to Year Two. 

School 

The review panel recommends that the School consider the amount of 
information on Personal Tutor systems and the general communication with 
postgraduate students to ensure that this is of an equally high standard as 
that provided to undergraduate students 

School 

The review team recommends that the School carefully consider whether the 
current level of staffing in the MTO is sufficient given this recent growth and 
the proposed introduction of new courses and programmes 

School/College 
Learning & Teaching 
Committee 

The review team also recommends that the School more actively seeks the 
views of, and engages with, the MTO staff in relation to change management 
and the introduction of new courses 

School 

The review panel recommends that the School and College consider whether 
the postgraduate taught programmes are adequately resourced in relation to 
their strategic ambitions and in particular appoint a Business Engagement 
Manager and convene an Industrial Advisory Board for postgraduate industrial 
links. 

School / College 
Learning & Teaching 
Committee 

The review panel recommends that the School continue to actively explore 
various possibilities of reconfiguring aspects of the curriculum in favour of 
courses attracting larger number of credits in relation to reducing summative 
assessment. 

School / College 
Learning & Teaching 
Committee 

The review panel recommends that the School gives careful consideration to 
the issue of scaling in light of the external examiners’ comments and the 
panel feels that scaling is appropriate and that scaling points at all boundaries 
between grades should be used. 

School 

The review panel recommends that the School allocate more resource 
upfront to accommodate increased Visiting Students and greater study abroad 
options in order to maintain the current high standards provided 

School/College 
Learning & Teaching 
Committee 

The review panel recommends that the School revisit the Workload 
Allocation Model to review whether sufficient time has been allocated to 
feedback in all cases. 

School 

 
Follow-up to the review 
 
The following reports and response are made in the first instance to Senate Quality Assurance 
Committee, copied to the Associate Dean Quality Assurance & Enhancement: 
 

 The review report 
 

 The 14 week response from the subject area/School 
 

 The year-on report 
 
Thereafter annual reporting on progress towards meeting recommendations will be made through 
the annual School report to the College Quality Assurance committee or equivalent, which in turn 
reports to Senate Quality Assurance Committee. 
 
May 2016 
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Report 

 
A.  Introduction 
 
1.  The Teaching Programme Review (TPR) of Psychology at the University of Edinburgh is part 
of the University’s Quality Assurance procedures, and is complemented by the Senatus and 
College Quality Assurance Committees’ monitoring and reporting, and by the External Examiner 
system. 
 
2. Range of provision considered by the review: Cognitive Science (Humanities) (MA Hons); 
Psychology (BMedSci Hons); Psychology (BSc Hons); Psychology (MA Hons); Psychology & 
Business MA (Hons); Psychology & Business Studies (MA Hons); Psychology & Economics (MA 
Hons); Psychology & Linguistics (MA Hons). 
 
The TPR consisted of:  
 

 The University’s standard remit for internal review   
 

 The subject specific remit for the review, consisting of the following items: 
 

- Gradation of difficulty year-by-year 
Many students feel that the beginning of Honours in Y3 comes as a “big shock”. 
This may be because Y1 and Y2 are too easy, or because we do not adequately 
prepare students for Honours.  It was noted that this also relates to the subject 
area items on the curriculum. 

 
- Study abroad in Y3 

Students feel that there is a barrier to study abroad, in part because they receive 
conflicting advice from different sources. They also worry about the Subject Area’s 
insistence that they take methodology in Y4 if their methodological training abroad 
does not appear to be adequate. 
 

- The Curriculum  
It was agreed that the following proposed items would be conflated: 
 

 How to engage a broad range of students 
Recent experience with more technical material such as RMS1 has taught 
us that, although the modal student is incredibly capable, our current 
admissions policies result in a surprisingly long tail of ability. How do we 
support those who are struggling while simultaneously challenging those 
who aren’t?  
 

 Expanding student numbers  
In AY 2015–16, 194 students were admitted to the Psychology degree 
programme, against a previous mean admission rate of around 150. The 
University’s (and our) policy has been to increase the numbers of contact 
hours in small-group and lab settings, but we are now worried that we will 
not be able to accommodate sudden increases in student numbers. How 
many students can we not admit to Honours? 
 
 
 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/universitystandardremit201516.pdf
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 The future shape of Honours 
Following changes to Y1 and Y2 in AY 2015–16, our Y3 and Y4 
programmes will change to follow suit. TAG has yet to decide on the extent 
of these changes, which could range from a ‘light touch’ to a reconfiguration 
of numbers and weightings of courses. We would welcome advice, 
especially in the light of a potential increase in student numbers.  
 
This item would also cover the College focus on pathways/flexibility/joint 
degrees/progression from sub honours to honours. Students would be 
asked about their experience of the BSc/MA pathways. Under this item 
guidance would be sought from the TPR team on shared level 10 and 11 
teaching, and on externals’ experience of presenting the numeracy required 
of psychology students. 

   
- School-level initiatives to support the undergraduate experience  

The School supports undergraduates through SSOs, but also through a Teaching 
Projects Coordinator based in the TO, and number of initiatives such as the 
appointment of two Learning Technologists. They have also recently developed 
resources such as the ‘PPLS Undergraduate Hub’ at http://students.ppls.ed.ac.uk. 
Are these initiatives effective? 

   

 The analytical report prepared by Psychology and additional material provided in advance 
of the review (additional material listed in Appendix 1). 
 

 The visit by the review team to Psychology, including consideration of further material 
(listed in Appendix 1). 
 

 The TPR report produced by the review team. 
 

 Following the review, action by the subject area/school and others to whom 
recommendations were remitted. 
 

 Membership of review team: Convener - Dr Philip Bailey, School of Chemistry; External - 
Dr Juan- Carlos Gomez, University of St Andrews; External - Dr Niamh Stack, University 
of Glasgow; Internal - Dr Ric Holt, School of Economics; Student - Mr Douglas Stevens, 
Edinburgh College of Art; Administrator - Mr Brian Connolly, Academic Services.  

 
3. The Psychology Subject Area is one of the three subject areas within the School of Philosophy, 
Psychology and Language Sciences in the College of Humanities and Social Science. 
 
4. Psychology is located in 7 George Square which houses its teaching and research facilities, 
including a library with dedicated librarian and advanced perception, cognition, and language 
laboratories. 
 
5. The previous TPR took place in 2009.  
 
6. The Subject Area’s Analytical Report was produced by Dr Martin Corley (Teaching Director, 
Psychology) and Dr Rob McIntosh (Head of Subject Area, Psychology).  In preparation for the 
review, consultations were held with students via the Student-Staff Liaison Committee and a 
student lunch held on 9th November 2015 (the remit items reflect student input).  Academic 
colleagues were extensively consulted concerning relevant sections of the report during writing.  
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B. Main report  
 
1 Strategic approach to enhancing learning and teaching 

1.1 The review team met with the Head of School, Head of Subject Area, Teaching Director, 
a range of academic and support staff, and students from Y1, Y2, Y3, and Y4.  There 
was clear evidence of a good, collegial environment, and of a very high quality of 
teaching which was reflected in high levels of student satisfaction.  The review team 
also noted areas which would benefit from further review.   
 

1.2 At the time of the review the Subject Area was halfway through a comprehensive 
revision of the Psychology degree.  This was driven by a general perception amongst 
staff that the degree programme had become incoherent over time due to sporadic 
innovations in response to student surveys, changes in staffing and wider disciplinary 
developments.  A strategic decision was therefore taken to refresh and revitalise 
provision with the aim of moving towards a well-motivated, challenging and modern 
degree programme.   
 

1.3 The Teaching Action Group (TAG) was established to provide the Subject Area with an 
inclusive and agile mechanism for considering the vertical and horizontal coherence of 
the Psychology degree programme.  Membership can be varied depending on its focus, 
for example TAG is currently configured to address the future of Y3 and Y4 of the 
degree, and meetings are held approximately once monthly.    
 

1.4 The revised programme will place greater emphasis on the skills expected of a 21st 
Century Psychology graduate with the introduction of more technical and 
methodological elements.  There is also an aspiration to increase the flexibility and 
accessibility of Psychology courses to outside students.  This approach is underpinned 
by a desire for a more evidence-driven approach when managing changes to teaching.  
The Subject Area is commended on its inclusive, well-considered and innovative 
approach to enhancing learning and teaching. 
 

1.5 Subject Area level teaching leadership roles, such as that of Teaching Director, are key 
to the continuing success of teaching initiatives and innovations.  However, staff tend to 
perceive these roles as undesirable and difficult to recruit to due to the perceived limited 
rewards and lack of clear career pathway (in stark contrast to research roles).  It is 
recommended that the Subject Area liaise with School and College management to 
discuss options for encouraging teaching career tracks, including clearer pathways for 
progression.  
 

  

2 Enhancing learning and teaching and the student experience  

2.1 Supporting students in their learning  
 

2.1.1 Teaching Coordinators support undergraduate teaching across the full four years of the 
degree programme and provide an approachable ‘face’ of the department for students.  
The review team was impressed by the enthusiastic and effective approach of the 
Teaching Coordinators in managing and enhancing tutoring and demonstrating within 
Psychology and ensuring robustness of assessment.  The Subject Area is commended 
on the Teaching Coordinator system.   
 

2.1.2 The Personal Tutor (PT) system was introduced by the University for all undergraduate 

students during 2012-13 academic year.  The system ensures that every student has a 

PT (a member of the teaching staff in their area) providing them with a first-point-of-

contact for academic guidance and support during their time at the University.  Each 
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School also has a Student Support Team (SST) to provide PTs with administrative 

support and help students with information and guidance on routine queries.   

Each School has a Personal Tutoring Statement which explains to students and staff 

how the PT system operates within the specific pedagogical context of their disciplinary 

area.  Personal Tutoring Statements are tailored to allow each School to meet the needs 

of their subjects, programme structures and professional requirements within the 

University’s framework for student support. The School Personal Tutoring Statements 

function as a reference point, enabling the School to establish the purpose and timing of 

scheduled PT meetings and providing students with key contacts, such as the Student 

Support Team. 

2.1.3 The main driver behind the introduction of the PT system across the University was the 

need to address a general sense of alienation and disconnect between students and the 

institution.  It was envisioned that the PT would provide their tutees with an 

approachable and friendly contact to help ease the transition to University life and foster 

a sense of belonging and academic community.  During the course of the review it 

became apparent that some PTs were unsure as to either their role, the purpose of 

meetings, or the role of the SST (however, the SST seemed to understand its role).  

Some PTs also noted a reluctance to define their role via activities such as helping 

tutees with their course choices - often perceived in terms of an administrative burden.  

However, some PTs regarded these ostensibly administrative activities as an 

opportunity to strike a rapport with their tutees, by providing practical help and thereby 

developing a sense of trust and partnership.  The Review Team noted that it was within 

the School's remit to define the PT role and purpose of each PT meeting within each 

disciplinary area.  There also seemed be a disconnect between the PTs and the SST – 

roles and boundaries seem to be ill-defined and communication lacking as to who does 

what (particularly from the PT side).  

2.1.4 PTs spoke of a desire for the role to be valued more highly, and that the lack of 

systematic reward or recognition was a fundamental reason for staff disengagement.  

During the student sessions it became apparent that tutees had picked up on this 

general feeling of disengagement and tended not to attend subsequent scheduled 

meetings if they had an initial unsatisfying encounter with their PT.  To help address 

these issues, the Subject Area has proposed a change to the way the PT system is 

organised for Psychology students.  Plans are currently under discussion for Psychology 

staff to assume the role of PT for their own students on the Psychology Y1 course from 

the 2016-17 academic session onwards.  Therefore, the PT system within the Subject 

Area would be refocused on a core group of PTs (rather than all staff as present) and 

would ensure greater frequency of PT meetings with a clearly defined purpose for each.  

This would in turn bolster the relationship between PTs and Y1 students.  The Subject 

Area is commended on its proposals to refocus the PT system in order to build a 

stronger academic community within Psychology.   

2.1.5 It is recommended that the School uses its School Personal Tutoring Statement to 

clarify the practical division of PT/SST duties and how the PTs and SSOs relate to each 

other within the School.  It is also recommended that the Subject Area ensure that the 

proposed changes align with current University minimum requirements for the Personal 

Tutor system.  In particular, the requirement that at least two individual one-to-one 

meetings (out of the four required PT meetings) must still be scheduled in Y1 and at 

least one individual one-to-one meeting (out of the three required PT meetings) must be 

scheduled in Y2.  Furthermore, the Subject Area must also provide greater clarity in 

regard to how the new system will operate in Years 2-4, particularly in regard to the 

workload model allocation for the PT role. 
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2.1.6 The Psychology and Philosophy Library and dedicated librarian are important assets 
and are central to teaching: Students use the library facilities as study space, and the 
librarian offers crucial support in elements of the degree such as literature search (for 
the Y3 literature review and Y4 dissertation). Having a dedicated librarian enhances the 
Subject Area’s ability to address the University strategic objective of developing each 
student’s capacity to learn by enquiry. The Psychology and Philosophy Library and 
librarian are highly popular among students.  The Subject Area is commended on the 
Psychology Library which is a highly esteemed asset. 
 

2.1.7 There is a small but significant number of Psychology students who choose to study 

abroad in Y3.  The Study Abroad option in Y3 is organised by a member of academic 

staff appointed as Advisor who maintains relationships with partner institutions and 

maintains contact with students before, during and after their time abroad. The Subject 

Area is commended on the management of the Study Abroad option.  However, some 

students raised concerns that the Advisor seemed to be their only point of contact 

during their time abroad which left them feeling vulnerable if, for whatever reason, the 

Advisor was unavailable. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider ways to 

increase the robustness of its support mechanisms for year abroad students.  Personal 

Tutor support should be maintained during the year abroad and an additional role, such 

as deputy Study Abroad Advisor, would ensure that students had a sufficient range of 

support available to them while away from the University.  A peer debrief meeting 

should also be held upon return to the University to help students reflect on the benefits 

of their experience and encourage Y2 students to consider the opportunities of a year 

abroad.        

2.1.8 Students noted that the opportunity to study abroad in Y3 is not widely promoted within 
the Subject Area.  This seems to be due to the particular concern, shared by staff and 
students, that students would return from their year abroad without the necessary 
methodological preparation for the more technical and scientifically rigorous Y4.  This in 
turn would limit their course options in Y4.  There was also a concern that the increased 
weighting to the dissertation for year abroad students would give them an unfair 
advantage.  Furthermore, there was a general concern that the year abroad would result 
in students having a very different learning experience from those choosing to remain in 
Edinburgh for Y3 and may lead to graduates leaving without the attributes to which the 
subject area aspires.  However, the review team noted that difference is the very point 
of the year abroad - a valuable experience which must be promoted more to students.  It 
is recommended that the Subject Area consider more ways to promote the 
opportunities that study abroad offer students.  

  

2.2 Student engagement  
 

2.2.1 Psychology has made considerable efforts to build and support the academic 
community.  Central to these initiatives is Psychology Families, a peer support scheme 
facilitated by the SSOs.  Honours students act as ‘parents’ for pre-honours ‘children’, 
and additionally run academic drop-in sessions weekly and prior to key hand-ins.  These 
relationships and meetings enable students to learn from each other and identify as a 
member of a wider community of psychologists within the department.  The Subject 
Area is commended on the Psychology Families peer support scheme.  Students value 
the scheme but noted the difficulty of joining the scheme after the initial induction had 
taken place and the peer relationships/networks had been formed.  It is suggested that 
the Subject Area considers providing more opportunities to participate in the Psychology 
Families scheme throughout the academic year.   
 

2.2.2 The Subject Area and Psychology Society has also organised several events aimed at 
fostering a greater sense of community between staff and students, including an outing 
to the Camera Obscura for Y1 students, and a Y3 student-led reading weekend.  The 
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Subject Area is commended on the initiatives developed to engage with students 
outside the classroom. 

2.2.3 The Subject Area has effective mechanisms in place to monitor feedback from students 
and to follow up issues raised with individual members of staff.  Psychology is placing 
increasing emphasis on informal feedback channels from students.  Feedback is 
obtained via informal and semi-formal meetings, as well as via email and by monitoring 
public traffic on Facebook. This approach allows for greater agility when responding to 
issues raised by students.  The Subject Area is commended on the flexible and 
responsive mechanisms for capturing and acting on feedback from students.   
 

2.2.4 The formal feedback mechanism for students in Psychology, in line with the rest of the 
University, is focused on student representation on the Student-Staff Liaison Committee 
(SSLC). The SSLC meets twice a semester and includes a broad representation of 
students, academics and support staff.  Students value the SSLC as a feedback 
channel but want more information in regard to the subsequent actions and outcomes 
from the meetings they contribute to.  If students feel that the time they spend on 
feedback has a tangible effect they will be encouraged to engage further which may in 
turn also produce more buy-in from staff.  It is recommended that the Subject Area 
manage student expectations with clear and timely communication, particularly when 
providing follow-up and closure on initiatives (e.g. SSLC mins posted on 
VLE/Facebook/PPLS Undergraduate Hub and an update digest of SSLC related activity 
in handbooks at the start of each year).   
 

2.2.5 Across the University there are a number of formal mechanisms employed for obttaining 
feedback from students.  At the end of each course students are surveyed using the 
online University of Edinburgh Evaluation System (EvaSys), at the end of each year in 
Y1–Y3 students take part in the Edinburgh Student Experience Survey (ESES) and final 
year students take part in the National Student Survey (NSS).  In and around these 
formal milestone surveys, students are frequently asked to complete ad hoc surveys 
soliciting their opinions on numerous initiatives across the institution.  This has resulted 
in a degree of survey fatigue within the student body which has in turn led to poor 
response rates (for example, the School ESES response rate was 31.7% in 2015).  
Furthermore, the information which the Subject Area is provided with from these 
institutional surveys is often difficult to interpret due to poorly designed, standardised 
questions which are of limited use at the disciplinary level (for example making it difficult 
to identify problems or take remedial action).  In line with the desire for a more evidence 
based approach to teaching changes the Subject Area is currently collecting its own 
data on student opinions regarding useful forms of feedback and student uptake of 
feedback.  The Subject Area has also initiated discussions with the University Student 
Surveys team in an effort to improve the quality of questions and data gathered via 
EvaSys. The Subject Area is commended on its considered approach to obtaining 
feedback from students and its contribution to enhancing the EvaSys processes across 
the University.   
 

2.2.6 The digitisation of course handbooks for Y1 and Y2 has been a very successful Subject 
Area innovation, preceding a University wide initiative currently being implemented.  The 
online handbooks include detailed information on course content, staff responsibilities 
and contact details and are fully searchable and accessible via mobile devices.  The 
Subject Area is commended on the online course handbooks.  
 

2.2.7 

 

It was apparent from discussions with students that there is an underlying demand for 
more contact with academic staff in Y1 and Y2. The Subject Area also believes that the 
primary driver of greater student engagement is face-to-face contact with academic 
staff, especially in the early years of the degree when a sense of community can be 
built.  However, several barriers (such as the otherwise commendable Teaching 
Coordinator role for example) seem to have been placed between students and this 
aspiration in the pre-honours years.  Furthermore, the reliance on passive office hours 
as a means of supporting and engaging students is of limited value.  Students reported 
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that they do not feel comfortable or confident enough to engage with staff in this way 
early on in their time at University.  This in turn is reflected in the limited uptake as 
reported by staff.  It is suggested that the Subject Area encourages more involvement 
with academic staff in pre-honours, via academic led small-group work or event lectures 
delivered by cutting-edge researchers, to fire the imagination and enthusiasm of 
students, engaging them early on as part of a community of Psychologists.  It is 
recommended that the Subject Area consider increasing academic staff contact time 
with students in Y1 and Y2.    
 

2.3 Approach to promoting an accessible and inclusive learning environment for all 
students  
 

2.3.1 Psychology has a strong commitment to accessibility, equality and diversity for all 
students and staff.  Teaching and assessment materials are made available online to 
students (with Lectures in Y1 and Y2 now routinely video recorded) and appropriate 
adjustments are made where required in line with School, College and University 
procedures and the Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy.  The Subject Area holds a 
Bronze Athena SWAN award.   
 

2.4 Learning and Teaching  
 

2.4.1 The undergraduate curriculum is halfway through a comprehensive overhaul.  In 2015 
Psychology Y1 and Y2 were significantly restructured and Y3 and Y4 are in the process 
of restructuring in time for the start of the 2017-18 academic session.  Each of the 40-
credit undergraduate courses was rewritten with an emphasis on linkage between 
lectures, laboratories, and tutorials; and with a view to helping students obtain important 
transferable skills.  Each semester begins with an orientation lecture and topics in Y1 
and Y2 are linked via a series of 4 narrative lectures, providing context for each block of 
forthcoming material.  The Subject Area is commended on the Y1 narrative lectures.   
 

2.4.2 The introduction of the new Y2 Research Methods and Statistics 1 (RMS1) course 
represents a UK sector leading innovation in its teaching of the R programming 
language at an undergraduate level.  RMS1 is a 20 credit, intensive lab-based course 
which runs over two semesters and is intended to give students a thorough foundation 
in modern psychological methodology.  This course adds a more challenging, technical 
element to the degree programme with the aim of engaging students more during pre-
honours.  Innovations such as this to raise the graduation of difficulty in pre-honours 
should also lessen the shock of transition into Y3 which was noted as a point of concern 
for students.  The Subject Area is also developing a proposal for RMS2 and RMS3 (both 
semester long Y3 course), to be delivered from 2016–17.  The introduction of these 
more technical and methodological elements to the degree programme will place 
greater emphasis on the skills expected of a 21st Century Psychology graduate.  The 
Subject Area is commended on the developments to the curriculum, particularly the 
new methodological courses and increased emphasis on graduate skills, which 
represent cutting-edge disciplinary innovations.          
 

2.4.3 However, the Subject Area must be cognisant of the impact that this increased technical 
content during pre-honours may have for students recruited under the current 
admissions policies which, by its own admission, results in a cohort with ‘a surprisingly 
long tail of ability’.  It is recommended that the Subject Area continues to monitor the 
impact of recent initiatives and ensure that all students, both current and prospective, 
are made aware of the new requirements (i.e. RMS1 and RMS2). 
 

2.4.4 The Subject Area has taken steps to mitigate the impact of this curriculum development 
by managing student expectations at an early stage in the admissions process with 
changes to the University prospectus entry to highlight the technical elements of the 
programme.  The increased use of small-group teaching may also help support those 
students struggling with the more challenging courses and material.  The Subject Area 
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is commended on its use of small-group teaching and the way it has been extended to 
the new RMS1 and Critical Analysis courses.   
 

2.4.5 The Subject Area has an aspiration to increase the flexibility and accessibility of 
Psychology courses to outside students.  The pre-honours courses, Psychology 1 and 
Psychology 2, will be revised in 2016–17 when each 40-credit course replaced by two 
20-credit half-courses.  This change will allow more students to take Psychology outside 
courses alongside other course requirements.  It is recommended that the Subject 
Area consider opening up joint degree programmes to include wider subjects from 
across the College (e.g. Psychology and Neuroscience). 
 

2.5 Assessment and Feedback 
 

2.5.1 The Subject Area is commended for having a heterogeneous mix of assessment types 
which include written exams, take home exams, multiple choice questions, oral 
presentations, and lab and tutorial participation marks.  The assessment schemes for 
Y1 and Y2 will be revised in 2016–17 when each course is replaced by two half-
courses.  The changes will serve to shift the balance slightly towards class work and 
participation and will place an emphasis on transferable skills.  There is a concern that 
Psychology’s heterogeneous approach to assessment may be resulting in an 
undesirable level of tactical course choice amongst the student cohort with the 
assessment of some courses being perceived as easier than others and this, rather than 
course content, being the primary driver of student choice. Furthermore, some students 
noted confusion in regard to the reasons for particular types of assessment and the 
timing of particular assessments.  It is recommended that the Subject Area provide 
more transparent assessment strategies across each year including clear 
communication regarding the timing and reason for assessment.        
 

2.5.2 Psychology introduced a restricted marking policy in 2015-16 in response to External 
Examiner concerns about the consistency of marks at the upper and lower ends of the 
scale, and about markers’ unwillingness to award high or low marks.  The new marking 
scheme restricts the points that can be used on the 0–100 scale to 19 values thereby 
forcing markers to place each piece of work into a broader category which should 
ensure judgements are more reliably, and more consistent across markers.  
Furthermore, it is hoped that having fewer first class marks to choose should encourage 
markers to consider marks higher up on the scale for work that is really impressive.  The 
review team noted concerns in regard to the robustness of marks attained via pair/group 
dissertation assessment due to a possible difficulty distinguishing the performance of 
individual students within the pair/group and avoiding collusion.  There was a concern 
that the new restricted marking scale could exaggerate or attenuate the variance of 
marks for team-based dissertations which may in turn unduly affect degree 
classifications.  It is recommended that the Subject Area review the impact of the 
introduction of the discrete marking scheme on dissertation assessment and degree 
classifications. 
 

2.5.3 The Subject Area has effective mechanisms in place for feedback to students. 
University policy requires a feedback turnaround time of 15 working days for formative 
assessment, or in time to be of use in subsequent assessments on the course, 
whichever is sooner.  All students should be given at least one formative feedback or 
feed forward event in every course they undertake, in the same semester as the course.  
The Subject Area is meeting this requirement but student satisfaction levels with 
assessment and feedback remain low. In this respect, the Subject Area is broadly in line 
with the rest of the University, with assessment and feedback consistently highlighted as 
a source of dissatisfaction by student responses to the National Student Survey (NSS).  
On this issue, there appears to be a disconnect across the University between the 
volume of initiatives employed to address perceived problems with feedback to students 
and the consistently poor student survey responses on the issue.   
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2.5.4 The Subject Area has chosen to take a holistic approach to this feedback issue.  Instead 
of tackling each particular survey issue on a piecemeal basis Psychology has chosen to 
consider feedback to students in context as part of wider learning and teaching issues 
and to address student concerns via a fundamental review of the curriculum as a whole. 
It was noted that the Subject Area is currently collecting data on student opinions about 
useful forms of feedback (and student ratings of actual feedback provided using 
TurnItIn) and student uptake on feedback (and on staff time invested in providing 
feedback online).  These data will be used to determine the optimal use of staff time in 
feedback provision, and the most appropriate forms of feedback. The Subject Area is 
commended on the well-considered, holistic, evidence-based approach to feedback 
issues arising from student surveys.   
 

2.5.5 During review meetings it was noted that Psychology staff felt frustrated by the amount 
of time and effort spent producing feedback to students which often ultimately went 
uncollected or unacknowledged.  To address this it is suggested that the Subject Area 
consider feedback forced responses (such as a requirement that students must respond 
to feedback as part of their next assessment) to ensure that students engage with their 
feedback.      
 

2.6 Supporting and developing staff 
 

2.6.1 The Subject Area encourages staff to attend regular workshops and training events run 
by the Institute for Academic Development (IAD) and University Human Resources.  
Within Psychology, a mentoring system allows new members of staff to take advice and 
guidance from more experienced colleagues and staff are also encouraged to 
participate in peer observation of each others’ teaching each year.  Monthly Brown Bag 
Lunches, open to all interested staff, are employed to share teaching practice and 
broaden staff engagement with teaching issues.  These informal meetings are based 
around a specific issue and provide an inclusive approach to decision-making which has 
directly led to the adoption of innovations such as the recording of lectures in Y1 and 
Y2, and the global use of TurnItIn for marking.  The Subject Area is commended on the 
Brown Bag Lunches. 
 

2.6.2 The review team met with both Teaching Coordinators and a sample of postgraduate 
tutors, and was impressed by their commitment to the student experience.  Tutors’ 
Tutorials are coordinated by the Teaching Coordinators and attended by postgraduate 
tutors prior to leading their own tutorial.  Each session is led by a member of academic 
staff responsible for the upcoming lecture, lab, or tutorial and is highly valued by 
postgraduate tutors.  The Subject Area is commended on the Tutors’ Tutorials.      
 

2.6.3 The Teaching Coordinators and postgraduate tutors appreciate the opportunity to 
explore an academic career at the same time as gaining a valuable range of 
transferable skills.  However, it was noted that the Subject Area has had difficulty 
recruiting to the roles.  This seems to be related to the underlying perception within the 
student body that career progression at the University has been traditionally dependent 
on research and not teaching related activities.  Furthermore, the Teaching Coordinators 
seem to have limited scope for career advancement within the Subject Area’s 
organisational structure.  In particular, the review team noted that it was undesirable to 
have Teaching Coordinators employed at the same grade (grade 6) as the tutors they 
were supervising.  It is recommended that the Subject Area explore career 
advancement pathway options (and possible regrading) for the Teaching Coordinator 
role.   
 

2.6.4 The Subject Area encourages administrative and technical support staff to utilize 
University training events and courses.  The review team met with a selection of support 
staff who declared themselves very satisfied in general with the support and 
development opportunities available to them.  The Subject Area is commended on its 
accessible and valued team of Support Staff.      
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3 Academic Standards  

 
3.1 The Subject Area has effective mechanisms for setting, maintaining and reviewing 

academic standards.  

 

The currency of the curriculum is ensured by the British Psychology Society (BPS) 

accreditation process for Graduate Basis for Chartered Membership 

(GBC).  Accreditation is gained on the basis of on-site visits every 12 years, and reports 

to the BPS every 3 years.  Other external reference points used by the Subject Area 

include the Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework (SCQF) and Quality 

Assurance Agency (QAA) Subject Benchmark Statement for Psychology.  

 

The currency of courses is ensured by regular External Examiner scrutiny and course 

monitoring processes. For example, the introduction of the new restricted marking 

scheme was driven by External Examiner comments regarding the lack of high marks 

awarded to students.    

 

4 Self-evaluation overview 

4.1 The review team identified the following areas as particularly successful within the 

Psychology Subject Area: 

 

 Brown Bag Lunches – excellent initiative, engaging staff in effective discussion 
and decision making.  
 

 Tutorials - good organization of tutorials with tutor tutorials ensuring 
consistency. 
 

 Approach to Student Surveys - well-considered, holistic, evidence-based 
approach to issues arising from student surveys.   

 

5 Confidence statement 

5.1 The review team found that Psychology has effective management of the quality of the 
student learning experience, academic standards, and enhancement and good practice.   
 

6 Prioritised list of commendations and recommendations 
 

6.1 Key Strengths: 
 

1. The Subject Area is commended on the well-considered, holistic, evidence-
based approach to issues arising from student surveys.   
 

2. The Subject Area is commended on the flexible and responsive mechanisms for 
capturing and acting on feedback from students.   
 

3. The Subject Area is commended on the developments to the curriculum, 
particularly the new methodological courses and increased emphasis on 
graduate skills, which represent cutting-edge disciplinary innovations.          
 

4. The Subject Area is commended on its inclusive, well-considered and 
innovative approach to enhancing learning and teaching. 

 
5. The Subject Area is commended on the Y1 narrative lectures.   
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6. The Subject Area is commended on its use of small-group teaching and the way 
it has been extended to the new RMS1 and Critical Analysis courses.   
 

7. The Subject Area is commended on the Brown Bag Lunches. 
 

8. The Subject Area is commended for having a heterogeneous mix of 
assessment types.   
 

9. The Subject Area is commended on the Teaching Coordinator system.   
 

10. The Subject Area is commended on its considered approach to obtaining 
feedback from students and its contribution to enhancing the EvaSys processes 
across the University.   
 

11. The Subject Area is commended on the management of the Study Abroad 
option. 
 

12. The Subject Area is commended on the Tutors’ Tutorials.      
 

13. The Subject Area is commended on its proposals to refocus the PT system in 
order to build a stronger academic community within Psychology.   
 

14. The Subject Area is commended on the online course handbooks. 
 

15. The Subject Area is commended on the initiatives developed to engage with 
students outside the classroom. 
 

16. The Subject Area is commended on the Psychology Families peer support 
scheme.   
 

17. The Subject Area is commended on its accessible and valued team of Support 
Staff.    
 

18.  The Subject Area is commended on the Psychology Library which is a highly 
esteemed asset.  

 
6.2 Recommendations for enhancement/areas for further development:   

1. It is recommended that the Subject Area manage student expectations with 

clear and timely communication, particularly when providing follow-up and 

closure on initiatives (e.g. SSLC mins posted on VLE/Facebook/PPLS 

Undergraduate Hub and an update digest of SSLC related activity in handbooks 

at the start of each year).   

 

2. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider increasing academic staff 

contact time with students in Y1 and Y2.    

 
3. It is recommended that the Subject Area liaise with School and College 

management to discuss options for encouraging teaching career tracks, 

including clearer pathways for progression.  

 

4. It is recommended that the Subject Area explore career advancement pathway 

options (and possible regrading) for the Teaching Coordinator role. 

 

5. It is recommended that the Subject Area provide more transparent assessment 

strategies across each year including clear communication regarding the timing 

and reason for assessment.      
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6. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider more ways to promote the 

opportunities that study abroad offer students. 

 

7. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider ways to increase the 

robustness of its support mechanisms for year abroad students.  

 

8. It is recommended that the School uses its School Personal Tutoring Statement 

to clarify the practical division of PT/SST duties and how the PTs and SSOs 

relate to each other within the School.    

 

9. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider opening up joint degree 

programmes to include wider subjects from across the College (e.g. Psychology 

and Neuroscience). 

 

10. It is recommended that the Subject Area review the impact of the introduction of 

the discrete marking scheme on dissertation assessment and degree 

classifications. 

 

11. It is recommended that the Subject Area continues to monitor the impact of 

recent initiatives and ensure that all students, both current and prospective, are 

made aware of the new requirements (i.e. RMS1 and RMS2).     

 

12. It is recommended that the Subject Area ensure that the proposed changes 

align with current University minimum requirements for the Personal Tutor 

system. 
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C.  Appendices 
 
Appendix 1  additional information considered by review team 
 
Prior to the review visit 
 

 Team Biographies 

 Review procedure documentation  

 Anaytical Report  

 School Quality Assurance Reports (2010/11, 2011/12, 2012/13) 

 External Examiner reports and responses (2011/12,2012/13, 2013/14) 

 School organisation chart 

 Current School staff information 

 Student Staff Liaison Committee meeting minutes (2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/14) 

 Course handbooks 

 NSS results and Reflection 2014/15 

 ESES results and Reflection 2014 

 Statistical information 

 University Learning and Teaching Enhancement Strategy 

 College of science and Engineering Learning and Teaching Strategy 

 Degree programme specifications 

 Degree programme tables 
 

 
During the review visit – Not Applicable 
 
Appendix 2 Number of students 

 

  2010/ 
2011 

2011/ 
2012 

2012/ 
2013 

2013/ 
2014 

2014/ 
2015 

  Full-time Full-time Full-time Full-time Full-time 

BSc (Hons) in Psychology   26 23 20 28 

MA (Hons) in Psychology 77 112 99 87 104 

MA (Hons) in Psychology and 
Business 

        11 

MA (Hons) in Psychology and 
Business Studies 

7 18 20 13   

TOTAL 84 156 142 120 143 
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D. Responsibility for actions  
 

Recommendation Responsibility of 

1-7, 9-12 Subject Area 

8 School 

 
Follow-up to the review 
 
The following reports and response are made in the first instance to Senate Quality Assurance 
Committee, copied to the Dean/Associate Dean/Director for Quality Assurance/Quality Assurance 
& Enhancement: 
 

 The review report 
 

 The 14 week response from the subject area/School 
 

 The year-on report 
 
Thereafter annual reporting on progress towards meeting recommendations will be made through 
the annual School report to the College Quality Assurance committee or equivalent, which in turn 
reports to Senate Quality Assurance Committee. 
 
 
TPR Review Team 
May 2016 
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Internal Review Responses: 

Feedback to Schools 
 

TPR of Archaeology 2014/15 - year on response  

SQAC thanks Archaeology for its response.   

The Subject Area is commended on the review of courses offered and in particular the very 

positive introduction of a new, rarely available offering (Archaeology of Building).  The 

Subject Area is encouraged to ensure stability of offering and provide briefing for students in 

degree pathway at the earliest opportunity so that expectations at pre-entry to University are 

managed.    

The Subject Area is commended on its very positive response to incorporating innovative 

assessment into the new Archaeology of Architecture course.  This may lead to similar 

uptake in other courses across the Subject Area/School and dissemination of innovative 

practice.  The additional IAD-organised PG tutor training is to be welcomed and a positive 

move, as is the use of EVASYS to improve the rate of return of feedback sheets. The 

Subject Area is encouraged to monitor trends and aim for increasing returns.  

It was, at times, difficult to know if the recommendations had been fully addressed in the 

eyes of the Subject Area as the completion date column was virtually unpopulated.  

Surmising from the progress/barriers column was challenging and potentially open to 

misinterpretation of the subject area’s position and drawing the wrong conclusions.  It is 

noted that the Subject Area has considered how best to use the 3 replacement appointments 

to enhance its strengths and ambitions, however it is not clear that a broader strategic vision 

has been created.  It is also noted that the concerns of the Subject Area and School in 

regard to staff succession planning appear to be unresolved. 

TPR of Oral Health Sciences 2014/15 – year-on response 

SQAC thanks Oral Health Sciences for its response.    

The Subject Area is commended on meeting or being on target to meet all deadlines and 

also on identifying simple and workable solutions to most issues.  

The Team Meetings and Personal Tutor meetings have now removed from the quality 

assurance system with a view to simplifying processes, however the Subject Area must 

continue to ensure appropriate oversight of the Personal Tutor system.  The potential 

afforded by gaps in clinical time created by patient non-attendance could be utilized with a 

PALS initiative or a drop-in session with selected faculty.  It is suggested that the Subject 

Area inform students on a regular basis about the option to take advice from The Advice 

Place, run by EUSA.  

PPR of Online Distance Learning Programmes, College of Medicine and Veterinary 

Medicine 2014/15 – year-on response 

SQAC thanks the College for its response.   

The College is commended on the revisions to its processes and procedures to support and 

develop staff.  The year-on response describes what seems to be a very sound process of 
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information provision, discussion and appropriate adjustment of business plans.  The 

Graduate School College Hub is to be commended for its efforts in data collection and 

provision, which has clearly added a great deal of value to programme review meetings.  

Dissertation supervisors now have access to much clearer guidance on their role and 

responsibilities, and good support and engagement methods are in place.  The College is 

also commended on the revival of the PGT Directors and Administrators Fora which are 

clearly playing important roles in enhancing communication, related to strategic 

developments and also related to sharing programme practice.  Other parts of the University 

are also likely to be interested to hear more if the College does decide to create the new 

post of PG support officer to help with difficult cases.  

The College is commended on the number of initiatives across all four programmes to 

engage with Y3 students and on the efforts to boost ODL student representation.  

Programme teams are commended on the skills training and development options that are in 

place for students.  There seems to be robust scrutiny of feedback turn-around times for 

assessments on the programmes but it may be worth exploring further the statement that the 

Clinical Trials delays were caused by a shortage of markers, in case a staffing issue needs 

to be addressed.  Programme teams might also find it worthwhile checking how draft 

materials related to distance learning students are being channelled within the College for 

review prior to publication by the University Induction Team, to ensure that they can input 

where needed. 

The year-on report provides very little detail on timescales, despite encouragement from 

SQAC at the time of the 14-week response to set deadlines for completion.  A great deal of 

progress has clearly been made, but the inclusion of timescales and completion dates would 

have given a better sense of the overall effectiveness of initiatives and developments that 

have been undertaken in response to the original PPR recommendations. 

The College seems to have made some progress on the agreed approach to personal 

tutoring on PGT ODL programmes.  However, if there is a delay in implementation due to 

issues with the email/recording process then this should be addressed as soon as possible.  

The report also notes several other ongoing systems initiatives but it appears that there is 

still a need for more effective communication channels between programme teams and 

those responsible for the IT infrastructure that programmes rely on.  

Significant issues related to the recruitment, retention and training of external tutors were 

highlighted during the PPR, as were important matters related to compliance and quality 

assurance.  The response does not indicate what processes are being or have been put in 

place by College PGT Committee to ensure that external tutors are appropriately qualified 

and supported.  

Although one of the programmes has a workload model, it is not clear from the response 

what is being used currently with other programmes and whether these are now felt to 

capture specific resource issues. There is likely to be wider interest in the current student-

staff ratios calculated for the programmes – how these were agreed, and how they are taken 

into account in relation to resourcing programmes.  

The SQAC comment on the 14-week response had urged the College to progress 

discussion related to student basic skills provision at College level.  It is unclear whether the 
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College is actually doing this or whether there has been agreement that programme 

provision is effective on its own. 

PPR of Health in Social Science 2014/15 – year-on response 

SQAC thanks the School for its response.   

The School is commended on its good progress against most of the recommendations. In 

particular, the School is commended for its actions to develop student communities, 

including discussions with EUSA, its review of processes with a view to reducing 

administrative load (CPD courses), and for putting in place improved resilience in 

examinations and assessment work.  Of particular note is the School’s ongoing restructuring 

which will better support innovative interdisciplinary developments.  

There is concern about the use of 'local spreadsheets' for handling marks and every attempt 

should be made to move away from this to a more robust system as soon as reasonably 

possible.  There also appears to be some slippage in plans to relocate to Moray House to 

address space problems.  The School is encouraged to urge the University to implement this 

as soon as possible. 

It is noted that a response is still awaited from the CHSS college office in regard to the 

recommendation that the College count Professional Doctorate students as PGR (not PGT) 

in College target-setting and to investigate reasons for any funding penalties imposed by the 

Scottish Funding Council that would arise from transition of these programmes from PGT to 

PGR.  

The School intends to incorporate the D of Q role into the remit for the D of L&T as a means 

of better integrating QAE into the management structure of the school.  Does SQAC endorse 

this? 

TPR of Informatics 2014/15 - year on response  

SQAC thanks Informatics for its response.    

The School is commended for its positive update.  Almost all recommendations have been 

implemented or are well on the way towards implementation.  This reflects significant effort 

and positive engagement with the TPR process. 

The School has made positive steps to engage the widest range of its academic staff in 

teaching and allied academic activities.  The School is encouraged to build on this by 

seeking further collaboration opportunities with the Institute for Academic Development 

(similar to the development of the custom programme for the Chancellor’s Fellows and new 

teaching staff).     

Once the current round of annual appraisals has been completed it would be interesting to 

hear more about the impact of the new template and guidance on practice in relation to the 

inclusion of teaching performance in annual appraisal.  
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Annual Report to Senate 
 

The following extract has been taken from the full Annual Report of the Senate Committees 

paper due for consideration by Senate at the meeting to be held on Wednesday 1 June 

2016: 

 
4.3 Quality Assurance Committee (QAC)  
 
4.5.1  Enhancement-led Institutional Review (ELIR) – support review and 

follow-up, including beginning to respond to any recommendations from 
the review 

The University’s support for the review process went very smoothly, and the 
University achieved the highest possible judgement and outcome, that of “effective 
arrangements for managing academic standards and the student learning 
experience”.  QAC has overseen the establishment of plans to address the main 
areas for development identified by the ELIR, clustering these plans under five 
themes: Postgraduate Research Student Experience; Personal Tutoring System; 
Student Representation at College and School Level; Assessment and Feedback; 
and Staff Engagement in Learning and Teaching. 

 
4.5.2 Quality Assurance Framework – following ELIR and conclusion of SFC 

review of quality, review and streamline annual and periodic review 
arrangements. 

Following extensive consultation with Schools and Colleges, QAC has developed 
proposals which, if implemented, would streamline processes and reduce the burden 
on colleagues, while deriving maximum benefit from quality activity. In developing 
these proposals, QAC has taken account of the current ongoing reviews by the 
Scottish Funding Council (SFC) of the Quality Enhancement Framework in Scotland, 
and by the Higher Education Funding Council for England of the future shape of 
Quality Assessment in the rest of the UK.  QAC plans to make a final decision on 
these proposals at its meeting in May 2016. 
 
4.5.3 Enhance availability and ease of use of management information 

regarding students to support quality processes and broader work to 
enhance the student experience – complete scoping work initiated in 
2014-15 and begin to implement. 

See the entry under 4.4.3. 
 
4.5.4 External Examiner Project - Complete roll-out of phases one and two of 

new External Examiners system and policy, introduce new role of 
Programme External Examiner, and undertake relatively light-touch 
work to evaluate new system and policy. 

Following the roll-out of the External Examiners Reporting online system for UG 
programmes in summer 2015, the full roll-out of the system to PGT programmes and 
courses took place in autumn 2015, and the roll-out of the of Programme External 
Examiner role will become mandatory from 1 August 2016. Academic Services and 
Student Systems have worked with Colleges and Schools during 2015-16 to support 
the roll-out process, and to encourage them to utilise the new management 
information that the system makes available.  
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4.5.5 Embed quality review processes for Personal Tutor (PT) system and 

oversee transition from Enhancing Student Support (ESS) project to 
mainstreamed activity. 

Following the end of the ESS project in 2014-15, QAC has established a group to 
monitor the effectiveness of the PT system via the annual Quality Assurance (QA) 
reporting process, and to review Schools’ Personal Tutoring Statements. The group 
will operate initially for one year, after which it will be reviewed.  
 
4.5.6 Collaboration – follow up joint Governance and Strategic Planning / 

International Office / Academic Services Collaboration project with 
further guidance and support for collaborative activities. 

In summer 2015, Central Management Group agreed the new approval processes 
and guidance documentation that GASP, Academic Services and the International 
Office had developed. GASP, Academic Services and the International Office ran 
sessions to brief Colleges regarding the new arrangements, which have operated 
since the start of 2015-16. 
 
4.5.7 Core activities 
The Committee has conducted its annual review of Colleges’ Quality Assurance and 
Enhancement reports. It has also continued to oversee and approve internal subject 
review reports and responses. This academic year six Teaching Programme 
Reviews (TPR), four Postgraduate Programme Reviews (PPR), and a thematic 
review of support for student mental health, have taken place. QAC has also 
conducted the annual quality review of student support services - this session it 
adopted streamlined reporting requirements for these reviews and aligned the 
timings of the review with the University’s planning cycle. Feedback was generally 
been positive in regard to the new arrangements.  
 
QAC has continued to monitor trends and patterns regarding Student Conduct, 
Student Appeals and Complaint Handling. The main theme to emerge from this 
year’s reports was the continuing increase in the volume of student complaints and 
appeals, and an overall increase in breaches of the Code of Student Conduct. 
 
4.5.8 New priorities identified and progressed during the session  

 Student Representation for Distance Learners – Following last session’s review 
into the student representation requirements to allow the Edinburgh distance 
learning student voice to be heard, the task group has continued to work on the 
implementation of the agreed set of actions. It is due to submit to QAC a progress 
update at the start of 2016-17. 

 Roll-out of EvaSys course evaluation system – QAC has inputted into the plans 
for rolling out the EvaSys system.  

 Staff / Student Liaison Committees – QAC approved the revised Principles and 
Guidance regarding the operation of SSLCs, and monitored Schools’ 
implementation of key elements of it. 

 

Brian Connolly, Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services 

May 2016 
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TPR of the School of Biological Sciences, The University of Edinburgh 
Date of Review: 10th – 11th March 2015.  Report received 10 June 2015 

Year 1 response - April 2016 
 

The subject area is responsible for reporting on progress with all recommendations, including those remitted to other areas of the University for action.  Please 
report on progress towards meeting each recommendation.  Any urgent recommendation should be highlighted along with a deadline for response.  If any 
recommendation has been fully addressed please record the action taken and date completed.   Any barriers to progress should be highlighted on this report.  

 

 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Year 1 comment 
 

Completion date 

1 It is recommended that the School reviews its teaching 
management structure and considers whether there is 
potential for simplification and clarification of roles. 

6 months to 1 
year 

The Head of School has consulted with other Heads of 
School in the College to find out the different models for 
teaching allocation and line management. A number of 
models are being considered but it is unclear that these 
are necessarily simpler or clearer or do not themselves 
have problems. 

 

2 It is recommended that the College of Science and 
Engineering continues to consider how it might develop a 
centralised teaching hub in which the needs of Biological 
Sciences are central, and in which providing facilities for 
high-quality, small group teaching is prioritised. 

5 years + The delivery of the KB Masterplan is beginning and will 
take at least 10 years to deliver, however, the KB 
Nucleus with new teaching facilities is a top priority. 
Ideas for interim provision (in Murchison House) are 
being developed. 

 

3 It is recommended that Biological Sciences continues to 
examine the viability of the twelve Honours programmes it 
currently offers and puts in place procedures for assessing 
objectively the sustainability of programmes. 

3 years The Undergraduate Teaching Review has now 
delivered its report and as the implementation starts via 
what we call the New Biology Curriculum Project, the 
first job in the ‘backward design’ approach is to decide 
on merger of some of our Honours courses, taking into 
consideration sustainability. We should say that our 
students appreciate the choice of Honours that they 
have  

 

4 It is recommended that discussions on maximising 
flexibility for Biological Sciences’ students once Biomedical 
Sciences’ has its own student intake are continued. 

2 years Courses in BMTO remain available to Biological 
Sciences students. The New Biology Curriculum Project 
affords the opportunity to work with the BMTO to 
harmonize our course structures. Consultation with the 
Head of the Deanery of Biomedical Sciences (Prof Mike 
Shipston) have already begun. 
 

 

5 It is recommended that the School puts in place clear 
procedures around double-marking and moderation to 
ensure consistent practice across all Honours exam boards. 

 n/a 19/8/15 

6 It is recommended that the School considers the most 
effective and efficient ways of assessing, remaining 
cognisant of turnaround times and staff workloads 

1 year The School continues to consider improving marking 
procedures while maintaining the quality and quantity of 
feedback provided to students.  Improved methods of 
electronic marking are being considered. 

 



 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Year 1 comment 
 

Completion date 

Consideration of the scale and type of assessment will 
be part of the New Biology Curriculum Project (a 
specific Task Group has this remit). 

7 In relation to the Personal Tutor / Student Support System, it 
is recommended: 
a) that the School considers ways in which the quality of 

the support provided by the Personal Tutors might be 
assessed and assured. 
 

 
1 year 

 
 
 
 
 

 

SBS are embedded in a university-wide drive to 
improve PT performance standards. Reflection on the 
PT role and individuals performance is now prioritized in 
P&DR meetings with academic staff. 
 

 

7 b) that the School gives further thought to the nomenclature 
within its support structures, and specifically considers 
whether it might be possible to reduce the use of the 
term ‘Tutor’ 

 

1 year 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

This is a university policy and we have no leeway to 
change the name. As time goes on and our teaching 
styles change, the title “tutor” is not as incongruous as it 
once seemed.  

 

7 c) that the School enhances training for Personal Tutors 
regarding service Chemistry courses offered to Biological 
Sciences’ students. 

 
 

2 months 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Improved guidance will be provided for the start of the 
16/17 academic year. The Senior Tutor will present 
information to PTs during the annual guidance session. 
There are likely to be changes to the delivery of 
chemistry teaching as part of the core skills provision in 
the 1st and 2nd year, as a result of the New Biology 
Curriculum Project. 

 

7 In relation to supporting staff, it is recommended: 
d) that the School shares relevant information from course 

evaluation forms with postgraduate tutors and 
demonstrators 

2 months 
 

This will be repeated for this academic year. 
The roll out of EVASYS will enhance this process 

 

7 e) that the Vice Principal Learning and Teaching includes 
Human Resources within the ongoing work to improve 
the Tutoring and Demonstrating system in order to 
address the issues of differential rates of pay for marking 
carried out within and outwith laboratory sessions, and 
lack of recognition within the pay structure that 
preparation time is required for some demonstrating 
work 

1 year 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ongoing 
 

Where courses incorporate marking into laboratory 
practical sessions, the markers are now being paid at 
the appropriate grade.  This has involved generating 
separate contracts for staff involved. 
 
Specialised preparation time that is required prior to a 
practicals is under investigation to see if 

- Technicians can assist with the preparation 

- If it is possible to teach the technicians what is 

required prior to practicals 

- If additional preparatory pay is appropriate. 

31/8/15 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Year 1 comment 
 

Completion date 

 f) that the School pursues the idea of introducing ‘mini 
sabbaticals’ to allow staff time to develop their teaching 

3 months SEC has approved the proposal for mini sabbaticals, 
particularly to assist with the setting us of new courses 
and innovating in existing ones. 

 

8 It is recommended that efforts to improve and formalise 
Peer Observation of Teaching are continued, and that 
monitoring of engagement is via Personal Development 
Reviews (PDRs). 

1 year A mechanism for recording participation in the PoT 
system is required. 
The PoT scheme has been communicated to all staff. 
Future enhancements need to put in place such as a 
dedicated wiki page and an online system for recording 
participation. The DoQ will meet representatives from 
the Institute of Academic Development in May to 
discuss our scheme and how to make PoT in SBS more 
effective. Recommendations from this discussion will 
form a proposal that will be submitted to the School. 
The HoS has indicated his commitment to encourage all 
staff to participate.  

 

9 It is recommended that Biological Sciences continues to 
consider how best to embed enhancement and best practice 
arising from quality assurance-related activity 

1 year The University's quality assurance framework is 
currently being reviewed by Senate Quality Assurance 
Committee. This is in the context of a wish at all levels 
of the institution to streamline processes, while deriving 
maximum benefit from quality activity, and of external 
reviews of the national quality frameworks by the 
Scottish Funding Council and HEFCE.  
 
The DoQ, DoT and the Director of Professional 
Services met the Assistant Principal Academic 
Standards and Quality Assurance in February to 
discuss the review and the School's views on 
approaches to quality.  

 

10 It is recommended that the School gives further 
consideration to the possibility of introducing an MBiol 
programme 

1 year To date, the School has decided not to offer an MBiol.  
This will be reconsidered when appropriate. 

 

11 It is recommended that ways in which transparency of the 
teaching allocation model might be increased are 
considered. 

1 month Further improvements to the presentation of the 
workload model have been discussed and 
implemented.  Revised descriptions of the model are 
available on the School wiki. The workload allocation 
database is now available for all staff to see. 

 

12 It is recommended that the School considers introducing 
Personal Development Plans (PDPs) for all students 

1 year The use in the Masters course has continued.  As more 
people come into the course, the cohort is more diverse 
and take different paths through the programme.  In 
consequence the exercises have to take this into 
account and we can’t connect to specific tasks that all 

 



 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Year 1 comment 
 

Completion date 

the students have done before. Thus we have had to 
evolve and make the tasks more generic. 
To the 1st year undergraduate portfolio we instituted a 
pre-arrival questionnaire. We worked out how to get the 
students to insert a link to their workbook so that to their 
personal tutors this appears as part of the University’s 
Portal and the tutors don’t have to know anything about 
how to access the portfolio.  Once the link is made it will 
give access to the tutee’s workbook for their whole 
career here. 
We also embedded reflection in the portfolio into two 
tutorials in a second semester course. 
We instituted a reflective exercise on paper analysis 
using the portfolio into Junior Hons.  This was 
supported by two tutorials that signalled to students the 
difference in level and quality of work expected at Hons.  
The students submitted formative assignments in 
groups and got feedback over a single weekend to take 
forward to the next exercise. They were given space to 
record reflection on a summative exercise to take 
forward to a second, and to this end we redesigned the 
assessment mode so that feedback could be efficiently 
returned in time to be useful. 

13 It is recommended that the School reviews the 
effectiveness of its communication to students on graduate 
attributes, programme navigation and course choice and 
formative feedback. 

1 year Pre-arrival communications to new students was 
streamlined, and information about how to choose 
courses given more clearly. As part of the pre-arrival 
communications, students were asked to complete a 
“Pre-Arrival Questionnaire” which included questions 
surrounding their course choices, and encouraged them 
to start thinking about what other activities they would 
take part in at University to gain skills outside of their 
academic careers. A new activity called Life Begins with 
Biology, presented during Welcome week and covering 
many topics, includes a session on course choices. 
Furthermore, students who were identified as those 
who may struggle with the transition to full time 
education were given additional sessions; “Transitions”. 
These workshops helped students to understand their 
timetable, how to choose courses. 

 

14 It is recommended that the School, in consultation with the 
College, gives further consideration to the SWAP scheme 

3 months 
 
 

A further development has been the hiring of an intern 
to create some on-line maths workshops to assist any 

 
 
 



 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Year 1 comment 
 

Completion date 

and assesses whether additional measures are needed to 
improve outcomes 

 
 
 

students who require assistance with selected maths 
topics. 

 
 

1/8/15 

15 It is recommended that the School investigates ways in 
which taught masters students might be given greater 
exposure to relevant research activity 

1 month The School has employed an Industrial placements 
coordinator to assist with placing Masters students in 
industrial projects in Biotechnology and Synthetic 
Biology and Biotechnology programmes. This is 
planned to be expanded to all suitable Masters 
programmes for 2016/17. The industrial placements 
coordinator is working on a project to give more 
students access to industry, and therefore relevant 
research fields, by developing a workshop in which 
industrial members will come and engage directly with 
students. 

 

16 Please report on steps taken to feedback to students on the 
outcomes of the review 
 
 

2 months Students continue to be involved in our Board of 
Studies and LTC where teaching matters are 
considered. An SBS Student Forum will be used a 
mechanism to present the outcomes of the UTR, at the 
point (soon) when the implementation plan is agreed 
(by the Project Board that oversees the New Biology 
Curriculum Project). 
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TPR of:   Music           Date of Review: 4th - 5th March 2015 
 
The subject area is responsible for reporting on progress with all recommendations, including those remitted to other areas of the University for action.  
Please report on progress towards meeting each recommendation. Any urgent recommendation should be highlighted along with a deadline for response.  
If any recommendation has been fully addressed please record the action taken and date completed.   Any barriers to progress should be highlighted on this 
report.  

 

 Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 

Comment on progress towards completion 
and/or identify barriers to completion 

Completion date 

1 The Review Team strongly recommends that the School 
initiates discussions on urgent action to address Music’s 
accommodation issues 

First phases of 
planning and 
consultation taking 
place now (begin of 
2015/16 academic 
year, and completion 
expected by end of 
2016/17. 

Music recognises that this is the most important 
issue within our planning activities and, as a 
matter of the utmost importance; we are 
endeavouring to make significant improvements in 
a number of key areas as outlined below.   
Current long-term planning is underway to replace 
Alison House with a more suitable building 
capable of fully supporting our plans.   In addition, 
a number of   developments that can be 
implemented in the short term are being 
considered.  These include more versatile use of 
current space within music, development of 
spaces in other buildings across the university 
campus, redevelopment of spaces within The 
Reid Concert Hall and also utilising of multi-
purpose rooms within ECA.   Also, we will 
investigate the possibility of repurposing G11 (on 
the ground floor next to the Atrium) as a potential 
teaching space.   
A number of improvements are already underway.  
Practice studios are being repainted and 
refreshed and recording studios are being 
renovated.  Students’ views and feedback have 
been of fundamental importance in developing our 
plans for all improvements.   

Year on update:  
 
One estates options 
appraisal has already 
taken place, and one 
is currently ongoing.   
Additionally, several 
components of the 
planned 
refurbishments have 
been carried out.  
These include new 
refurbishments in the 
foyer of Alison House, 
Lecture rooms A, B 
and Seminar Rooms. 
Work on a  
permanent disabled 
access ramp to Alison 
House  begins in May 
2016. 

2 Linked to the above recommendation, the Review Team 
strongly recommends that existing resources be 
improved in terms of rehearsal and teaching space. 

First phases of 
planning and 
consultation will take 
place at begin of 

This recommendation is clearly linked to the 
recommendation No 1 and our response to No 1 
also addresses this issue.  Moreover, ECA 
estates strategy is currently under review and the 

Year on update:  
 
A sound proofed 
rehearsal room for 



2015/16 academic 
year, and completion 
expected by end of 
2016/17. 

specific needs of Music in terms of rehearsal and 
teaching spaces is a priority within the 
overarching strategy development process.  For 
example, it may be possible to find additional 
rooms for music to use within an enlarged 
Lauriston campus.   These rooms could be rooms 
specifically allocated for the use of music students 
or multipurpose rooms available for all students 
across ECA.  Of particular urgency is the need to 
find rooms where drummers, percussionists and 
other instrumentalists and small groups, who 
perform at louder than average volume levels, can 
rehearse, as we currently have no provision in this 
area.  
 

small groups of up to 
six people will be in 
installed in Alison 
House during 
summer 2016.  
 
Additionally, music 
has allocated a 
further rehearsal 
space for drummers. 
within the practice 
room in the basement 
of Alison House.  This 
space will have 
specialist acoustic 
panelling to reduce 
noise spillage into 
adjacent spaces.   

3 The Review Team recommends to the subject area that 
the workload allocation model be completed as a priority. 

Currently on-going, 
with completion 
expected by end of 
semester 1 2015. 

The workload allocation model is currently a 
priority for ECA and The School of Music and the 
implementation of a fully operational WAM is 
imminent.  Staff have been engaged in the 
development of WAM via a series of specially 
convened meetings.  These have included ECA 
wide meetings and several discipline specific 
meetings have been convened in order to 
ascertain local needs within the school of music. 
 

Year on update:  
 
A new workload 
allocation model 
platform has been 
introduced this year 
which includes a form 
that lets the College 
better understand the 
hours and effort that 
go into each 
academics working 
hours, and includes 
Course Delivery 
Activity, Assessment 
through Exams and 
Written Assessments 
and 
Studio/practical/recital 
type Assessments. 
The model is still 
being developed to 
include additional 
frameworks, but there 
is now an active 
uptake in collecting 
WAM information for 



further work.   
 

4 The Review team recommends that emphasis be given 
by both Undergraduate Admissions and the subject area 
to recruitment to the BMus Tech prog. 

Review expected in 
semester 1 2015 
with discussions in 
staff meetings 
throughout, 
implementation of 
new strategies 
should commence 
by the end of 
2015/16. 

Recruitment onto the BMus Tech programme is a 
priority and The School of Music will liaise with the 
college recruitment teams to ensure that all 
opportunities to enhance student numbers are 
utilised to their fullest potential.  A review of local 
recruiting activities will also be undertaken.  
Changes such as enhanced presentation and 
visibility of information regarding the unique 
features of the BMus Tech programme will be 
presented to students within the documentation 
and at open days.   
We will also develop new approaches to recruiting 
onto this degree via the ECA Recruitment and 
Marketing Committee   The University wide 
“Pathways Project” may also provide guidance as 
to how to enhance recruitment in the BMus Tech 
programme.   

Year on update: 
 
Current Programme 
Director Mike Newton 
is developing new 
initiatives to ensure 
enhanced 
recruitment, which 
include new 
marketing materials, 
an enhanced online 
presence (which is 
being included in the 
new ECA website) 
and changes in the 
entry requirements 
(completed).  We are 
aiming to have the 3 
UG degree 
programmes work 
together as much as 
possible to support an 
increase in student 
numbers.  The new 
ECA website will also 
have enhanced 
programme 
information and links 
to staff who teach 
them. 

5 The Review Team recommends that Music draw up an 
employability action plan. 

Currently on-going, 
with completion 
expected by end of 
2015/2016 academic 
year. 

In collaboration with colleagues across ECA and 
CHSS we will develop an employability action 
plan that befits the contemporary working realities 
of musicians and artists who require specific skills 
and knowledge related to self-employment and 
small business start-ups.  This will address the 
particularities of employability and professional 
identities in the Arts. We will seek advice to re-
assess current trends in employability through 
discussions with Career Services and other 
relevant groups across the university. The results 
of these discussions will be fed back to 

Year on update:  
 
We will be 
communicating with 
IAD to develop more 
frameworks in this 
regard.  Presently, 
the IAC will be 
integrating with us to 
help welcome 
students at the 
beginning of their 



recruitment and student support teams, alumni 
teams, etc.  Currently, Graduate Attributes are 
listed on EUCLID as a component of the 
information available for students in music 
courses, and we will seek to optimise these.  
Additionally, we will look at our contribution to the 
Employability Initiative at Edinburgh and Graduate 
Attributes components and where necessary seek 
to further enhance these features.  
We will investigate how interdisciplinary 
collaboration (eg across ECA programmes) can 
affect employability frameworks.  Furthermore, the 
BMus Tech degree’s stronger focus on 
technology and computer programming skills 
provide specialised transferable skills that can be 
further supported. Music may also enhance the 
already strong employability aspects of the Music 
in the Community courses. 

studies and touch on 
issues of 
employability. 

 

6 The Review Team recommends that Music builds upon, 
strengthens, and develops existing connections with ECA 
at a faster pace, whilst at the same time exploring other 
avenues for cross-disciplinary communication and/or 
activity at all levels including beyond ECA. 

First phases of 
planning and 
consultation taking 
place now (begin of 
2015/16 academic 
year, and completion 
of review and 
implementation of 
course changes, 
collaborations, etc.  
expected by 
beginning of 
2016/17. 

As a matter of priority Music will seek to develop 
new and strengthen existing links with all schools 
across ECA and the wider university.  A number 
of music staff have projects involving established 
working relationships with colleagues across ECA 
and the wider university and we will seek to 
enhance and develop these while at the same 
time promoting new collaborations.  One urgent 
priority will be opening up our courses and 
programmes to more students across and outwith 
ECA.  A consultation is underway and colleagues 
are discussing current and future initiatives.   
From next academic year, the course Festivals 
(MA) will be taught with 1/3 staff from other ECA 
departments.    We will look at our larger courses, 
such as Music 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B and Practical Music 
Workshops, and investigate ways to include ECA 
students outwith Music and students from across 
the University.   
We will look into enhancing current cross-
disciplinary collaborations, such as those with 
Film/TV and animation.  For example Project 
Weeks may provide new opportunities for 
students from different areas of the university to 
work together.  In semester 1 2015/16 a project 
week proposal will involve staff and students from 
Music collaborating with staff and students from 

Year on update: 
 
We are introducing 
new courses in 
2016/17, with some of 
them already 
beginning in this 
academic year that 
will begin to address 
this.  Examples of this 
include Music 1A,, 
which has greatly 
increased student 
numbers, the 
Festivals course and 
Psychology of Music 
courses, which have 
started this year. Also 
the new Community 
Arts Practice PGT 
programme, and 
several Honours 
Options courses, 
including Intercultural 
Music Performance 
and Sound Recording 
that will or are 



illustration.  This will be undertaken with the aim 
developing cross-school ECA collaborations for 
undergraduate ECA students.  Projects such as 
the Experimental Film projects in semester 1 
(currently only with the MSc Composition for 
Screen students) may include UG participation as 
well.  
 
The development of a new course in Community 
Arts Practice will also provide for new ECA 
collaboration links.  Additionally, in line with the 
response to recommendations 1 and 2, teaching 
and performance space within the ECA may help 
promote further cross school integration well.   
Also, the Pathways project could enable students 
to find routes through courses to form cross-
disciplinary degrees and we will investigate the 
opportunities for interdisciplinary collaboration at 
course and programme level. 
 

opening up to provide 
more integration into 
the wider ECA 
structure.   

7 The Review Team recommends that the subject area 
consider ways in which they can incorporate further 
support for tutors into the current framework, including a 
more structured approach to communications with both 
internal and external instrumental tutors. 

The objectives will 
be reviewed and 
implemented by the 
end of the 2015/16 
academic year. 

Tutors play a crucial role within the of the School 
of Music and it is of paramount importance that 
we fully support their teaching activities to ensure 
they can undertake their duties to the highest 
standards possible, are satisfied in their roles and 
can also progress in their careers. It is also vital 
that we have effective and comprehensive 
systems in place to facilitate exemplary 
communication between our part-time tutors and 
all members of academic and support staff.   
We will undertake a review of procedures that are 
currently in place to support tutors with a view to 
further enhancing communication.   
Special consideration will be given to enhancing 
effective communication with our instrumental 
tutors and Head of Performance; Dr Anne Desler 
will play a key role in in these developments.  We 
will look into improving documentation and 
feedback provided by instrumental tutors.  There 
may also be additional contact points throughout 
the semester that can be utilised, such as a tutor 
orientation session at the beginning of each 
academic year. We will also ensure that the 
recommendations of The Enhancing Employment 
Programme, currently being rolled out across the 

Year on update: 
 
New procedures are 
now in place for 
course organisers to 
meet with tutors and 
provide additional and 
on-going support.  
Plans are being made 
to develop tutor 
training in the 
following years, and a 
more transparent 
tutor recruitment 
strategy has been 
implemented.  PG 
students are also 
providing active 
feedback roles to the 
Staff Student Liaison 
Committee to further 
ensure better support 
for tutors. 



university, are fully implemented.   
 

8 The review team recommends that some staff meetings 
be could more inclusive of support staff, as appropriate, 
with clearer lines of communication in terms of reporting 
into committees from external committees. 

These will be 
implemented 
immediately (in 
2015/16) and 
consultations will 
continue throughout 
the academic year to 
improve on this. 

We will further enhance our collegiate approach to 
communication between all members of staff both 
within the school and across ECA and beyond. 
The importance of support staff and academic 
staff working and planning together within a 
supportive environment is fundamental to our 
planning for the future. Music will investigate how 
best to development a fully inclusive 
communication environment where support staff 
and academic staff are included in key decisions 
and those decisions disseminated efficiently to all 
relevant individuals and committees.   
Specific emphasis will be placed upon 
communication between school committees and 
boards, ensuring that support staff are fully 
involved in key decisions.   

Year on update: 
 
Support staff, 
including PG support 
staff, and the Studio 
Manager are now 
invited to staff 
meetings, along with 
UG and PG student 
representatives.  
Additionally, 
representatives from 
all degree 
programmes are also 
attending, with 
Student-Staff Liaison 
representatives 
coming to future 
meetings. 

9 Please report on steps taken to feedback to students on 
the outcomes of the review 
 
 
 

 
Director of UG studies will be bringing the outcome of the TPR to the first SSLC meeting in 
semester 1 to which there are student representatives across all years and PG representation.  

    
 



The University of Edinburgh 
Periodic Review of Student Disability Service  
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Periodic Review of Student Disability Service:               Date of Review: March 2015 
 
The Support Service is responsible for reporting on progress of all recommendations, including joint recommendations which will be tracked by Academic 
Services. Recommendations remitted solely to other areas of the University for action will be followed up and tracked by Academic Services.  
Please report on progress towards meeting each recommendation. Any urgent recommendation should be highlighted along with a deadline for response.  
If any recommendation has been fully addressed please record the action taken and date completed.   Any barriers to progress should be highlighted on this 
report.  
 

 

Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 
If no timescale suggested 
in Final Report, please 
indicate a realistic 
timescale. 

Comment on progress towards completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

Completion 
date/ 

Expected 
completion date 

 
 

Recommendation 1: The AILP is a positive 
and important development. The Review Team 
recommends to senior managers, including 
key University committees such as the Senatus 
Learning and Teaching Committee and EUSA 
that they: i. enhance engagement with the 
policy by communicating it more widely across 
the University, as well as bringing greater 
awareness of the implications of AILP; ii. help 
strengthen the policy through further work on 
implementation and embedding across the 
wider University.  
 
Recommendation 2: It is recommended that 
it might be helpful for a focused, small-scale 
audit of the Accessible and Inclusive Learning 
Policy to be conducted to investigate how 
successful implementation of the policy has 
been, as well as to identify any obstacles to full 
implementation.  
 

 

 
 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  
 
 

 
 
Student Disability Service’s Response  

 
Professor Tina Harrison (TH) and Sheila Williams (SW), 
SDS Director hosted a workshop for Coordinators of 
Adjustments on the policy, with the focus on the extent of 
implementation, sharing experience and good practice. 
 
SW met with Gavin Douglas, Deputy Secretary, Student 
Experience and professor Charlie Jeffrey, VP Learning and 
Teaching, in January, to discuss non-implementation of 
disabled student support, including the Accessible and 
Inclusive learning Policy “mainstreamed” adjustments and 
other disability issues. 
  
At Prof Jeffrey’s instigation, SW consulted with key 
academic staff and prepared a paper for the University’s 
Central Management Group (CMG) in April. However, this 
paper was withdrawn in light of EUSA’s vote of no 
confidence in the Principal and the substantial coverage in 
“the Student” on the topic of the “University failing disabled 
students.” 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Done 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Jan/April 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Principal has now initiated a review of support for 
disabled students convened by Professor Jane Norman, VP 
People and Culture, which includes Gavin Douglas, 
Professor Sandy Tudhope, Head of School of Geosciences 
and Jess Killeen, student representative. 
 
SW currently preparing an update on the Accessible and 
Inclusive Learning Policy for the Learning and Teaching 
Committee meeting in May 2016. 
 
SW to explore involvement of Equality and Diversity 
Champions from Schools and revisit previous paper to LTC 
on additional adjustments for mainstreaming.  
 
Vet Med, working with SDS, have produced a postcard 
highlighting the Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy 
with their staff. Evaluation of awareness ongoing. 
 
College of Humanities and Social Science’s response to 
Recommendation 1 
 
The College has disseminated this policy and holds 
biannual meetings with EUSA Sabbatical Officers, the Head 
of College, College Registrar, Deans and Head of Academic 
Administration at which the reach of mainstream 
adjustments, inter alia, is discussed. 
 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine’s 
response to Recommendation 1 
 
The AILP is a positive and important development. The 
Review Team recommends to senior managers, including 
key University committees such as the Senatus Learning 
and Teaching Committee and EUSA that they: i. enhance 
engagement with the policy by communicating it more 
widely across the University, as well as bringing greater 
awareness of the implications of AILP; ii. help strengthen 
the policy through further work on implementation and 
embedding across the wider University. 
 
Whilst this recommendation is mainly aimed at the Senatus 
Learning and Teaching Committee and EUSA, the College 
has reminded Heads of Schools/Deans and Directors of 
Teaching and the College Teaching Organisations of the 
existence of the policy.  The policy will also be an agenda 

Ongoing/current 
 
 
 
 
 
May 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April/ongoing 
 
 
 
 



item for Deanery/School/College learning and teaching 
committees. 

 
 

Recommendation 3: The Review highlighted the 
need for strong two-way engagement in order for 
communications to be effective, and 
recommends actions for the wider University in 
this area, ensuring inclusion of the Student 
Disability Service, EUSA Disability societies and 
disability access specialists in all relevant 
discussions across the University, particularly 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  
 
 
As above  

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  

 
 
SW and Professor Tina Harrison, Convenor of the 
University’s Disability Committee met with Gary Jebb, 
Director of Estates on 30/09/15. 
 
The objective was to seek permanent solutions and discuss 
future strategy/consultation and the possibility of E and B 
involving disabled students in their committees and/or 
processes. 
 
However – and despite SW’s follow up, no meaningful 
response was received and no further engagement was 
forthcoming. 

 
 
 
 

June 2016 

 
Recommendation 4: The Review Team 
recommends that the Service makes wider use 
of student groups to enhance student 
engagement, for example through the 
student/staff liaison committees.  
 
 
 
Recommendation 5: The Review Team 
recommends that student representation on 
relevant committees and groups be further 
enhanced, particularly in relation to consultations 
over estates issues. 
 

 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  
 
As above 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  

 
There is already EUSA representation on all SDS serviced 
committees. 
SDS/SW will take forward proposals/discussion on either an 
annual or once per semester student focus group eg on the 
Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy and on issues 
from the student body. 

 
 
June 
2016/ongoing 

 
Recommendation 6: The Review Team 
recommends, that lines of responsibility for 
ensuring adjustments are implemented could be 
made clearer, and suggests for example ensuring 
regular meetings between SDS and CoAs in 
Schools.  
 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  
 
As above 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  

 
SDS Assistant Director (Development) has training lead 
with the service. 
She will carry out initial work before Schools approached. 
Incremental approach needed to clarify which roles need 
what training needed; then make it available and notify 
Schools.  

 
 
 
June - August 
2016 

 
 
 
 



Recommendation 7: It is recommended that 
Schools find effective ways to implement a 
requirement of attendance at regular, relevant 
training sessions. 
 
 

Explore possibility of doing more with IAD (initial 
discussions are underway) eg possibility of an online 
resource, showcase of good practice, tie in with ECU 
guidance on competence standards for academics. 
 
The Student Disability Service, along with the student 
Counselling Service, will be heavily involved in delivering 
mental health training to Personal Tutors from September 
onwards. 
 
College of Humanities and Social Sciences response  
 
Recommendation 6 
 
The College publishes the contact details for CoAs for all of 
its Schools on its own web pages but notes that the 
information available on the SDS website is largely 
guidance material for the CoAs to access. There is, 
perhaps, scope for more proactive management of this 
network by SDS. Nonetheless, the College will look at the 
effectiveness of the interaction carefully in 2016/17.  
 
The College’s Head of Academic Administration would be 
keen to see any further review of SDS look at the authority 
of Learning Profiles and associated 
recommendations/requirements issued by SDS to Schools. 
This would be helpful in navigating situations in which 
proposed adjustments, particularly in relation to 
assessment, are held to be inconsistent with the 
pedagogical priorities of the subject area concerned. 
 
Recommendation 7 
 
The College has had some success in this area, perhaps 
particularly in the area of mental health awareness training 
for front-line staff, including Student Support Officers. 
Professor Murray’s recent initiative to provide student 
mental health awareness training to personal tutors, which 
has been disseminated throughout the College, is also a 
very positive development.  
 
That said, attendance at such training, while strongly 
encouraged for particular roles, is not compulsory. It would 
be helpful if, as is the case with training for particular roles 
with other governance responsibilities (e.g. roles in Finance, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

From 
September 2016 
 
 
 
 



where access to systems is withheld pending training being 
undertaken), the University would render training in these 
very important pastoral areas mandatory for roles with 
specific responsibilities.  
 
We note that reference is made to the potential involvement 
of HR. This would be useful from the policy perspective of 
rendering any training mandatory but, as importantly, from 
an HR administrative perspective. The current Oracle 
system has no way of tracking training to enable the 
University to evidence appropriate development of staff 
and/or to identify milestones at which refresher training 
should be provided. Any new system arising from the HR 
Transformation Project should address this. 
 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine’s 
response 
 
Recommendation 6: The Review Team recommends, that 
lines of responsibility for ensuring adjustments are 
implemented could be made clearer, and suggests for 
example ensuring regular meetings between SDS and 
CoAs in Schools. 
 
Although School CoAs are referenced in this 
recommendation it is our view that implementation should 
be led by the SDS.  The College will be happy to support 
measures to improve clarity in this area by promoting the 
need for engagement within the CoA community.  One way 
of helping to do this would be to have greater visibility of 
who the Co-ordinators of Adjustments are, for example on 
the Student Disability Service website.  This could also 
promote local networks within Colleges to help share and 
disseminate good practice. 
 
We believe that more information about the nature of 
individual student disabilities would help front line staff 
understand and assist students when they make contact 
with our Deaneries and Schools.  Whilst we understand that 
there may be confidentiality considerations, the lack of any 
detail can inhibit staff from providing high quality support. 
 
Recommendation 7: It is recommended that Schools find 
effective ways to implement a requirement of attendance at 
regular, relevant training sessions. 



 
In Medicine there is an annual Training session for the 
University Personal Tutors (PTs) and Clinical Teaching 
Associates (CTAs) who are the academic staff with a key 
contact role with students.  We also have a dedicated team 
of support staff who deal with any students in need (MBChB 
Student Support).  The Adjustments Adviser meets with 
students on an individual basis to discuss Learning Profiles 
and Reasonable Adjustments.  The Student Support team 
are invited to go on any training needed and our Student 
Experience Officer did go on a number of training courses 
around this topic.  Some of our PTs/CTAs are NHS 
employees and at present the only mandatory training for 
them is an induction session; through our joint leadership of 
this group of staff we will highlight the benefit of ongoing 
training. 
 
One of the means of implementing a requirement for 
training is the development of systems to better record and 
map training needs.  The current University HR 
Transformation Programme provides an opportunity to 
include a system solution which will support this objective, 
which will benefit not only training and development in this 
area but across a whole range of subjects.  In the meantime 
work is being taken forward in College HR to develop a 
matrix mapping of core training requirements against the 
responsibilities of different types of jobs to allow line 
managers to target opportunities to relevant members of 
staff.  This would be cascaded within the College 
management structure for implementation by Heads of 
School/Deans. 

 
College of Science and Engineering’s response  
 
Recommendation 6: 
 
Comment:  As noted above, clarifying the role of 
Coordinators of Adjustments is a priority for the College QA 
Committee in 2016/17.  Ensuring regular meetings between 
SES and CoAs in Schools will be incorporated into these 
discussions. 
 



Proposed Actions for 2016-17:  The College will discuss 
roles and responsibilities with School Coordinators of 
Adjustment. 
 
Recommendation 7: 
 
Comment:  Clarification received from the Internal Review 
team regarding this recommendation has confirmed that the 
recommendation is not for the Schools to take responsibility 
for ensuring staff attend training, but to provide advice and 
support to SDS on how best to engage with colleagues. 
 
Proposed Actions for 2016-17:  The College will discuss 
this matter with Coordinators of Adjustments (as part of its 
2016/17 project to review the roles and responsibilities of 
Coordinators of Adjustments) in the first instance, and then 
with Directors of Teaching as part of College Learning & 
Teaching Committee, and with Heads of Graduate School 
as part of College Research Training Committee.   
 
Following these discussions, the College will liaise with SDS 
and Schools as appropriate to recommend ways to increase 
attendance at relevant training sessions. 

 
 
Recommendation 8: The Review Team 
recommends deeper School engagement 
between Schools and Timetabling, ensuring that 
Schools are clear on their role in relation to 
responsibilities for ensuring accessibility for 
disabled students, and that Advisors know the 
buildings that are to be accessed 

 
Student Disability 
Service Response  
 
March 2017 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  

 
Sheila met with Scott Rosie from Timetabling Unit to explore 
the workability (or otherwise) of this recommendation. 
Possible options going forward – SDS representation at the 
Timetabling Operations meeting(s) in January/February 
2016. 
Timetabling suggest exploring whether all teaching rooms 
can be surveyed (not just those which are centrally 
managed).  
 
SDS Director has been asked (as of 6/05/16) to join the 
University’s Space Strategy Committee. 
 
College of Humanities and Social Science’s Response 
 
Although the College would consider that the engagement 
between Timetabling and its Schools is significant, there are 
challenges: much of our estate in the central area is 

 
 

 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 



inaccessible.  There are also some issues arising from the 
Timetabling Unit timetabling students with disabilities and 
not alerting relevant Schools to this. This applies to exam 
timetabling as well as to teaching. There were some 
difficulties in November 2015 in relation to allocating 
responsibilities between Student Administration and 
Schools for exam rooming for students with special 
examination arrangements.   
 
There are persistent problems with lifts and the contractors 
who are maintaining them, which can render otherwise 
accessible teaching spaces inaccessible: please refer to the 
response to Recommendation 11. 
 
The College acknowledges that the review group will report 
on progress in this area from the perspectives of SDS and 
the Timetabling Unit and will be happy to engage in further 
discussion. 
 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine’s 
response 
 
The Review Team recommends deeper School 
engagement between Schools and Timetabling, ensuring 
that Schools are clear on their role in relation to 
responsibilities for ensuring accessibility for disabled 
students, and that Advisors know the buildings that are to 
be accessed 
 
At present only parts of the College use the central 
timetabling system, with the remainder (based at Little 
France, Easter Bush and the Western General Hospital) 
making use of a bespoke room booking system which 
provides access to both University and, where applicable, 
NHS bookable spaces.  Staff who provide administrative 
support for the system will help with access arrangements 
when instances are brought to their attention and Teaching 
Organisation staff also deal with disabled students’ needs 
on a case by case basis via Learning Profiles, organising 
the rooms themselves to ensure they are accessible. 
 
In the longer term there is an aspiration to accommodate all 
College bookings within the University’s central timetabling 
system which will provide a consistent and common 
approach.  One area already using the central system has 



highlighted the potential for improvement as they report that 
the access requirements of any disabled students is left 
entirely to them.  Neither the Student Disability Service, nor 
the Timetabling Unit have made contact about the 
requirements of disabled students.  It is suggested that the 
Student Disability Service provide basic information (a 
check list for example) to ensure everything is covered, 
which might include contacting the Timetabling Unit to alert 
them to the needs of any students.  There is recognition that 
ultimately the responsibility to ensure that disability access 
and services are in place is for the local area, but better 
communication between the Student Disability Service, the 
Timetabling Unit and the Deanery/School would help. 
 
College of Science and Engineering’s Response 
 
Comment:  The College has received clarification on this 
recommendation and understand that it is about the 
problems that are connected with finding accessible rooms 
– particularly at the start of the semester when students 
sign up for courses.  It is not clear at this stage whether this 
is an issue for students in CSE given there are fewer 
optional courses available – however the College will be 
discussing this matter with School Coordinators of 
Adjustments, to identify whether this is a CSE issue or not. 
 
Proposed Actions for 2016-17:  The College will discuss 
this matter with Coordinators of Adjustments to identify 
whether this is a CSE issue or not, and liaise further with 
SDS as necessary. 

 

 
Recommendation 9: The Review Team 
recommends that Estates and Buildings 
considers an audit of disabled access to buildings 
so that priorities for improvements can be 
identified and progressed, where reasonable.  
 

 
Student Disability 
Service Response  

 
N/K – E and B lead 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  
 
SDS Director has been asked (as of 6/05/16) to join the 
University’s Space Strategy Committee. 
 
It is hoped that this issue will be further investigated and 
addressed via the “Disability Review”. 

 
 
 
June 2016 
 
 
Timetable not 
yet confirmed 

 
Recommendation 10: The Review Team 
recommends as a matter of urgency completion 
of the review of the PEAPs process (by Estates 
and Buildings) to ensure responsibility for 

 
Student Disability 
Service Response  
 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  
 
 

 
 
 
 



developing and monitoring PEAPs, both in 
Schools and the wider University, is clarified. 
 
 
Recommendation 11: The Review Team 
strongly recommends that there is clearer 
definition of roles and responsibilities in Schools 
in relation to fire evacuation. 
 

N/K – VP People and 
Culture lead 

Prof Jane Norman is leading a small working group looking 
at this issue. The group is due to report in June 2016. 
 
The PEAP process from the point of view of the Fire Safety 
Unit/H&S Department has been worked out in detail and is 
kept under constant review. 
 
Health & Safety Department’s Response to 
Recommendation 10 
 
We liaise closely with appropriate Estates and other 
colleagues on this issue, via the following forums: 
 
H&S/E&B Fire Liaison Group (monthly) 
Central Area Building Opening Hours (short life working 
group) 
PEAPS/Disability issues Group (convened by Jane Norman 
- quarterly) 
 
We have assisted recently in dealing with a student 
complaint regarding her PEAP; this has been satisfactorily 
resolved for now by the implementation of a mobile trained 
Recovery Team covering her activities between certain 
hours, funded by CSG. This approach provides a possible, 
though expensive, model for wider dissemination across the 
University.  
 
There are 2 main aspects to the PEAP process - (a) 
physical/building aspects - access and (especially 
emergency) egress - these fall to Estates, (b) procedural 
aspects, where the Fire Safety Unit (FSU) come in. 
 
FSU colleagues tell me that the vast majority of student 
PEAPs which they have helped to formulate are entirely 
successful and acceptable to the individual students, with 
the sole exception of the formal complaint, which centred 
around building aspects. 
 
As noted above, we consult, liaise with and assist Estates 
colleagues with these issues on an ongoing basis - the work 
of the Fire Liaison Group is key to this, as it considers 
resources to install disabled passenger lifts, deaf 
evacuation systems, and other building-related 
modifications.  
 

Not known – VP 
lead 



Jane Norman's group has identified a number of routes to 
enhance the current system, by regularising the roles and 
procedures at School level, and involving Room Bookings - 
this is still a work in progress. 
 
 
College of Humanities and Social Science’s response to 
Recommendation 11 
 
The background to any question of fire evacuation is the 
availability of trained individuals: roles are voluntary and 
attract no incentive, in contrast with those of first aiders. 
Even when there are teams in place in larger areas, the 
teams may be small, and even with regular training slots, 
these can be difficult for staff to attend with other duties. 
The College is in the early stages of considering whether it 
should be implementing a shared evacuation team for the 
areas around George Square, with a level of co-ordination 
which would help maximise the impact of those staff who 
volunteer.  
 
There is an ongoing lack of clarity across the university 
about what PEEPs/PEAPs involve and who has 
responsibility for their oversight and this has been a cause 
for concern for Directors of Professional Services (DoPS), in 
particular. Several DoPS have had to make ad hoc 
arrangements for staff to be present in buildings after-hours 
for research seminars attended by PGR students who are 
wheelchair users, for example. There is a high level of 
awareness in the College’s Schools, but the College looks 
forward to the outcome of the PEEPs/PEAPs working group 
to identify any specific recommendations for College staff 
and for staff in Support Groups, to take account of locally 
and centrally managed rooms. 
 
Related to this recommendation, there have been serious 
problems in recent months with the operability of lifts in 
several of the buildings occupied by the College, 
compromising access and egress for staff and students with 
and without mobility impairment. In the last two weeks, 
there have been two incidences of lift users being trapped 
as the lift malfunctioned. The Director of Estates is aware of 
these incidents and has initiated meetings with the relevant 
supplier. 
 



College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine’s 
response to Recommendation 11 
 
The Review Team strongly recommends that there is 
clearer definition of roles and responsibilities in Schools in 
relation to fire evacuation. 
 
The College provides comprehensive information about the 
arrangements for building emergencies where individuals 
have mobility impairment.  Because of the distributed 
geographic nature of our activities health and safety 
management is organised around our campuses, with the 
local Health and Safety Managers responsible to the 
relevant Heads of School/Deans as appropriate.  The Little 
France Health and Safety Manual has a specific chapter on 
“MOBILITY IMPAIRMENT AND BUILDINGS 
EMERGENCIES”, with dedicated online training staff can 
access.  Similar documentation is available at WGH and at 
Easter Bush specific instructions have been prepared 
dealing with “Fire Procedures for disabled persons in event 
of Fire”.  In other areas the University’s Health and Safety 
Policy document is used as a basis for local arrangements.  
There is a good understanding among the local Health and 
Safety Managers of the requirements for Personal 
Emergency Assistance Plans, with several in place for 
named individuals with corresponding named people 
designated and trained to support them in the event of a 
building emergency.  In addition training events have been 
held in the use of evacuation chairs to ensure sufficient staff 
have been trained in their use. 
 
The College has taken the opportunity afforded by this 
exercise to remind Heads of Schools/Deans and Directors 
of Teaching and the College Teaching Organisations about 
the existing procedures in place to deal with fire evacuation. 
 
College of Science and Engineering’s response to 
Recommendation 11 
 
Comment:  The College has been advised that this 
recommendation is connected with recommendation 10 and 
that there was a lack of clarity across the university about 
what PEEPs involved, and who had responsibility for 
PEEPs – which has resulted in a short-life working group 

http://www.docs.csg.ed.ac.uk/Safety/Policy/Framework_-_Arrangements.pdf
http://www.docs.csg.ed.ac.uk/Safety/Policy/Framework_-_Arrangements.pdf


being established to work through the issue of 
PEEPs/PEAPs.   
 
Proposed Actions for 2016-17:  Schools will await the 
outcome of the PEEPs/PEAPs working group to identify any 
specific recommendations for Schools – but in the 
meantime the College will discuss with School Coordinators 
of Adjustments, mechanisms for raising awareness within 
Schools of PEEPs and responsibility for PEEPs.   
 
Recommendation for Internal Review team: Given many 
rooms in buildings that are occupied by Schools are 
managed centrally and not the responsibility of Schools, 
CSE would suggest that this recommendation is also 
assigned to Estates to ensure that evacuation requirements 
and roles are clear in all buildings. 
 

 
Recommendation 12: In relation to pressures of 
space, the Review Team recommends Schools 
liaise with SDS to flag up any suitable additional 
available space they have. 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  

 
Ongoing 

 
 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  
 
SDS continues to work with Schools intermittently to find 
additional rooms for use by SDS sessional staff. 
 
In addition, several SDS staff are now seeing students for 
evening appointments to maximise 1:1 student support time 
and existing space. 
 
College of Humanities and Social Science’s response 
 
As the review team will be aware, space pressures in the 
College are significant and the nature and availability of all 
teaching space is made known to colleagues. When 
difficulties have been experienced in timetabling – as was 
the case particularly in the central area in September 2015 
and, to a lesser extent, in January 2016 – the College 
worked with the Head of the Timetabling Unit to offer any 
possible additional space (whose purpose was non-
teaching) to alleviate the pressure on the teaching 
timetable. The College is unaware of any further action it is 
able to take. 

 
College of Medicine and Veterinary Medicine’s 
response 

 

 
 
 
Ongoing 



In relation to pressures of space, the Review Team 
recommends Schools liaise with SDS to flag up any suitable 
additional available space they have. 
 
Because much of our activity is located outwith the Central 
Area the College recognises the importance of providing 
space for student support services across our different 
locations.  During briefing discussions for new buildings one 
of the issues considered is the aim of providing suitable 
space; this would generally be shared across a number of 
services as it is not used 100% of the time by any one 
service.  These considerations also extend to discussions of 
opportunities to refurbish existing space as part of 
measures to enhance the student experience.  These 
discussions tend to be led by the Estates Department and 
they include consulting the relevant support services to 
ensure that the type of space on offer meets their 
requirements. 
 
 
College of Science and Engineering’s response 
 
Comment:  The College has been advised that the intent of 
this recommendation was suggesting proactive engagement 
across the University with the challenges posed by limited 
space, rather than extensive or specific action required by 
Schools. 
 
Proposed Actions for 2016-17:   The College will discuss 
with School Coordinators of Adjustments, mechanisms for 
ensuring that Schools alert colleagues in Timetabling of a 
student (on a specific programme) with disabilities when 
organising room buildings.  
 
Recommendation for Internal Review team: Given many 
rooms in buildings that are occupied by Schools are 
managed centrally and not the responsibility of Schools, 
CSE would suggest that this recommendation is also 
assigned to Estates to ensure that disabled lifts and access 
are clear in all buildings. 

 
 
Recommendation 13: The Review Team 
recommends that the Student Disability Service 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  
 

 
Ongoing 



management team monitors the impact of the 
restructure on students and staff in the Service. 

 

 
Academic year 2016-17 

The restructure has been implemented and a follow up 
review has now taken place.  
 
Further discussion and additional training for Advisors is 
ongoing and planned for the summer, to ensure that generic 
approach becomes fully embedded. 

 
 
Recommendation 14: The volume of 
adjustments at the start of academic year is high, 
which can put additional pressure on the Service. 
The Review Team therefore recommends 
provision of short-term staff to help reduce 
pressures in this area  

 
Recommendation 15: It is recommended that 
more resource, both in terms of time and space, 
is allocated for the area of mental health 
mentoring provision. 

 
 
 

 
Student Disability 
Service’s Response  
 
Current/semester 1 
2016-17 

 
Student Disability Service’s Response  
 
SDS successfully recruited a sessional Needs Assessor to 
assess students for financial support under the UK Disabled 
Students Allowance (DSA) support provision. She has 
worked throughout academic year 2015-16. We are about 
to appoint a second sessional needs assessor, with 
potentially one more. 
 
An additional cohort of sessional Mental Health Mentors 
were appointed for academic year 2015-16 and worked at 4 
sites throughout the University estate. Due to staff turnover, 
further recruitment will take place to ensure no loss of MHM 
hours for academic year 2016-17. 

 
 
 

Done, but also 
ongoing 

 
 
 
 
 

Done, but 
ongoing 

 
College of Humanities and Social Science: 
Overall Comment  
 
The College Registrar has been asked to provide 
an update against four specific 
recommendations contained in the report which 
followed the March 2015 review of the Student 
Disability Service. These were recommendations 
7,8,11 and 12. There were other 
recommendations contained in the report which 
required the involvement of College or School 
staff upon which the Registrar was not asked to 
comment but which are nonetheless addressed 
in brief, for completeness; these are 
recommendations 1 and 6.  
 
General Comments 
The substantial gap between the review fieldwork 
and the subsequent distribution of the report 
arising from it has meant that limited time has 
been available to those charged with actions to 

  
Summary and points forward 
 
The College observes that several of the most persistent 
difficulties experienced by students are, on the face of it, not 
those which require very complex solutions. Establishing 
and maintaining a single point of contact for a student with a 
disability would seem the most straightforward means of 
ensuring that the student does not have the burden of co-
ordination him- or herself and of making certain that there is 
a feedback loop for students who often report that they 
receive no further communication on actions taken relating 
to problems they raise.  This is enshrined in the original 
report (section 3.6) but does not appear yet to be the 
experience of our students.  
 
The College notes the intention to establish a further review 
group to be convened by Professor Jane Norman to 
consider the University’s current arrangements to support 
students with disabilities. This is welcome, particularly given 
some specific and difficult cases which have emerged in the 
College in the last year, most of which have arisen from lack 

 



execute these. Having said that, the College has 
taken forward a number of associated actions in 
relation to the recommendations and in addition 
to them: for instance, introducing Support for 
Study Panels under the Support for Study policy. 
The panels, of which there have been eight to 
date, seek to find a constructive way forward 
when Schools consider that they have exhausted 
all available options to support a student who 
continues to cause them concern.  In many 
cases, the problematic behaviour may be the 
result of health or disability issues - either 
confirmed/diagnosed or strongly suspected.  
 
 

of co-ordination of services across the University and/or 
from lack of clearly defined responsibilities. The College will 
be very glad to play its part in any effective remedial 
measures taken across the institution.  
 
Finally, the College would be keen to see the extension of 
this work to staff members, particularly where mobility 
impairment is the main issue. While we acknowledge that 
staff and students have different experiences, in many 
ways, their experiences are also strikingly similar in others. 
In fact, there are likely to be as many differences between 
an undergraduate student and a postgraduate research 
student as between a student and a staff member.  
 

 
College of Science and Engineering: Overall 
Comment  
 
Unfortunately limited progress has been made on 
progressing the recommendations assigned to 
Schools, as CSE Schools had not seen the report 
and recommendations from the Periodic Review 
of Student Disability Service until January 2016, 
and on reviewing the recommendations had a 
number of queries which were clarified in March 
2016.   
 
The College QA Committee had already 
identified clarification of the role of Coordinators 
of Adjustments, a priority for 2016-17 academic 
year, and these recommendations have been 
incorporated into that project. 
  

  
Specific actions being taken 
 
Provide copy of SDS Periodic Review document to next 
College QA Committee meeting, with this document and 
remit for Coordinator of Adjustments meeting(s) to occur to 
discuss/address recommendations. 
 
Responsibility: College Academic Affairs (QA) team 

 

 
Please report on steps taken to feedback to 
students on the outcomes of the review 
 
 
 

Student Disability Service Response: 
 
Reported in the SDS annual report available on the website at  
http://www.ed.ac.uk/student-disability-service/about/annual-reports/annual-report-2014-2015   
 

    
 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/student-disability-service/about/annual-reports/annual-report-2014-2015
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Note: This response will be incorporated into the Year-On Response to the Periodic Review of the 
Student Disability Service in due course.    
 

EUSA’s Year-On Responses to the Recommendations from the Periodic Review of 
the Student Disability Service 
 
Recommendation 3.7  
The Service takes a proactive approach to gathering and responding to student opinion through a 
variety of surveys, in line with University practice. While the Review Team found that the Service’s 
reflective engagement with the student voice deserves praise, it also noted that the quantitative 
thrust of most survey material does not always generate the right insights to inform enhancement 
activity. Students who spoke to the Review Team suggested that it would be helpful to have focus 
groups to provide a platform for students to discuss their views with the Service. The Review Team 
therefore recommends that the Service makes wider use of student Groups through Student-Staff 
Liaison Committees, with the assistance of EUSA as appropriate to enhance student engagement, 
for example through the student and staff liaison committees.  
 
EUSA’s year-on Response to Recommendation 3.7  
EUSA coordinates the training and centralised support offered to over 2,000 Class Reps across 

the University of Edinburgh, including new Online Training which was implemented in the 2014-15. 

EUSA worked with the Student Disability Service to ensure that the new online training was more 

accessible to all students, and EUSA saw a 169% increase in student engagement with the 

training this year compared to last year. Within the resources and Class Rep Handbook, EUSA 

highlights the importance of student representatives gathering and sharing feedback at Student-

Staff Liaison Committee (SSLC) meetings on how to improve all aspects of the student learning 

experience including accessibility for all students. Schools run the several hundred SSLC meetings 

that take place across the University each year so, while it is important for all students to share 

feedback about the Student Disability Service, EUSA does not feel that SSLCs are the right place 

for feedback to be shared about the Student Disability Service since this information may not be 

passed on from the Schools to the Service. EUSA is happy to work with the Student Disability 

Service to explore other avenues for gathering student feedback. 

 
Recommendation 3.10  
Considering internal support groups for students, there appeared to be limited awareness amongst 
disabled students of disabled student support groups within Edinburgh University Students’ 
Association (EUSA). The Service suggested to the Review Team that it would help to facilitate 
finding ways of enabling students to contact each other.  
 

EUSA’s year-on Response to Recommendation 3.10 

EUSA has produced new flyers for its Disability and Mental Wellbeing Liberation Group, which 

were used to promote the group during Welcome Week and throughout the year at information 

fairs and events. In addition, EUSA has updated its webpage for the group which provides clearer 

information about how students can get involved with it and contact each other. The webpage can 

be found at 

https://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation/studentgroups/disability_and_mental_wellbeing/.  

 

Recommendation 3.13  

The University launched the Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy5 (AILP) in 2013, 

mainstreaming a number of adjustments recommended for disabled students. The introduction of 

the policy has been broadly welcomed as a positive measure, providing further benefit to students. 

The review identified, however, that the policy has not yet had full take-up across the University 

and requires longer to become embedded. The Review Team therefore recommends to senior 

managers, including key University committees such as the Senatus Learning and Teaching 

https://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation/studentgroups/disability_and_mental_wellbeing/
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Committee and EUSA, to enhance engagement with the policy by communicating it more widely 

across the University, as well as bringing greater awareness of the implications of AILP. It is further 

suggested that it would be useful for the policy to include exemplars to help further engagement 

with the policy. 

EUSA’s year-on Response to Recommendation 3.13 

EUSA has included information about the Accessible and Inclusive Learning Policy5 (AILP) in is 

training for all Elected Student Representatives and in its resources for all Class Reps. In addition, 

EUSA’s Peer Learning & Support team have included information about AILP in its training for 

peer leaders. Whilst Student Reps and Leaders are now much more aware of the policy and are 

engaging with it, it is not always clear within Schools where students would raise any issues if 

Schools are not adhering to the policy. Class Reps are encouraged to raise these issues at SSLC 

meetings, but there does not appear to be any clearly named individuals within each School who 

are responsible for ensuring that the policy is followed. It would be beneficial if this could be 

clarified. 

 

Tanya Lubicz-Nawrocka  

EUSA Academic Engagement Coordinator  

 

 



University of Edinburgh 
Internal Review 

PPR of Divinity 9th & 10th November 
 

14 week response report on recommendation actions 

PPR Divinity / 14 week response /  

 
Priority Recommendation Timescale for 

completion 
Comment on progress towards 
completion and/or identify 
barriers to completion 

Completion date 

1 CHSS P&R Committee consider options for supporting wider adoption of PG 
Tutor Mentor Role.  Responsibility: CHSS P&R Committee. 

School sent information to CHSS 1/3/16. N/A 

2 School should pursue opportunities for programme development in response to 
market changes and to reflect staff research interests  
Responsibility: School BoS. 

Ongoing PGSC discussion, 27/4/16; 
Marketing review, April 2016-; 
BoS discussion, 4/5/16. 

Ongoing – review 
PGSC Jan. 2017  

3 IAD should consider running supervisor training sessions for Schools separately.  
Responsibility: IAD. 

DPGS and Fiona Philippi discussed and agreed on 
response: see p.2 

N/A 

4 School should pursue opportunities for sharing delivery of courses and 
programmes with other Schools to enhance sustainability.  Responsibility: 
School BoS. 

Ongoing PGSC discussion, 27/4/16; 
Marketing review, April 2016-; 
BoS discussion, 4/5/16. 

Ongoing – review 
PGSC Jan.2017 

5 Provide an opportunity for PGR students to give feedback on supervision 
without supervisor present and, if possible, outside the context of assessment.  
Responsibility: School BoS. 

April 2016 Decision taken by PGSC, 
27/4/16, to facilitate this at 
Review Boards and via form 
sent out requesting feedback. 

April 2016 

6 Online marking: consider issues of staff health and safety; consult students re 
impact of online marking on quality of staff engagement.  Via Staff-Student 
Liaison Committee (SSLC). 

Jan. 2017 Pilot online marking underway, 
feedback from SSLCs autumn 
2016 to be reported to PGSC 
Jan. 2017. 

Jan. 2017 

7 School to take further measures to ensure greater participation in personal 
tutor training.  Responsibility: School PG Committee. 

Oct. 2017 Discussion at PGSC, 27/4/16, 
and with Senior Tutor: see p.2 

Oct. 2017 

8 Explain Athena SWAN charter to students clarifying why important to the 
School and to students.  Via Staff-Student Liaison Committee (SSLC). 

Jan. 2017 DPGS liaison with Athena SWAN 
coordinator; discussion at PGSC 
27/4/16; monitor Jan. 2017. 

Jan. 2017 

9 Investigate possibility of greater flexibility and personalization in skills and 
training provision.  Responsibility: School BoS. 

May 2016 PGSC reviewed 27/4/16, made 
recommendation which BoS 
approved 4/5/16: see p.2 

May 2016. 

10 School should regularly consult students on experience of formative feedback 
to ensure expectations and needs are being met.  Via Staff-Student Liaison 
Committee (SSLC). 

Ongoing Feedback from SSLCs in 
Semester 1 2016/17. 

Ongoing – review 
PGSC Jan. 2017. 



University of Edinburgh 
Internal Review 

PPR of Divinity 9th & 10th November 
 

14 week response report on recommendation actions 

PPR Divinity / 14 week response /  

Additional information 
 
Recommendation 3  This arose from comments by several new staff, who had attended a general supervisor briefing, and found this less satisfactory 
than having a School-specific session.  IAD already runs separate supervisor briefings for individual Schools, and in the past Divinity has had School-
specific sessions.  Often new staff are asked to attend a briefing elsewhere because we judge (perhaps mistakenly) that the School is not generating 
enough participants to warrant a School-specific session.  After discussion with Dr Fiona Philippi, the following response by IAD was drawn up and 
will be sent to the Internal Review Team by IAD:  
 

‘The Institute for Academic Development (IAD) does run separate supervisor briefings for individual Schools, as well as an annual College level 
session. These are organised in collaboration with Colleges and Schools. As the School of Divinity has a relatively small number of supervisors, 
supervisors have been previously advised to attend the general College session. However, following discussion between the School and IAD, it 
is proposed that a School-specific session is now run on a regular basis for the School of Divinity.  IAD and the School will work together to 
develop this session.’  

 
Recommendation 7  Our Senior Personal Tutor ran training for personal tutors at the start of the 15/16 session, for UG and PGT, but the take-up on 
the PGT side was not as good as it could have been.  PGSC discussed this at its meeting on 27 April, at which the Senior Personal Tutor was present.  
For training at the start of 16/17, arrangements will be announced earlier, and will stress the importance of attendance.  To highlight this 
immediately to colleagues, the Senior Tutor will present a report at the School P&R on 11 May, drawing attention to the University level analysis of 
Personal Tutor performance, broken down by Schools. 
 
Recommendation 9  The School’s Postgraduate Director consulted extensively with PGR and PGT students and with colleagues.  As a result, PGSC 
(27/4/16) and BoS (4/5/16) have agreed the following changes to the School-wide ‘Approaches to Research’ course in Semester 1. 

 It will be delivered via a full-day workshop and sessions in the initial weeks of Semester 1, rather than over six weeks. 

 It will include separate induction for Masters by Research, as well as for PhD/MPhil and taught Masters. 

 PGT Programme Directors will play a greater part and deliver more programme-specific guidance to their individual cohorts. 

 Library induction will include subject-specific tours of New College Library. 

 Incoming PG students who are already familiar with School resources - eg previous UGs moving to PGT, or PGTs moving to PhD - may request 
exemption from a specific session.  (This option already exists but the introduction of attendance monitoring may have obscured it.) 

The School will continue to offer follow-up skills and training sessions eg on applying for postdocs and academic posts.  The School will continue to 
advertise IAD opportunities.   



CHSS Staffing Committee June 2016 
 
Item for information: 
 
School of Divinity Postgraduate Programme Review 2015/16 
 
 
In its Postgraduate Programme Review Report following the review visit to the 
School of Divinity in November 2015, the Review Panel made the following 
recommendation: 

2.32 Given that the role is scheduled to conclude in early 2016 the review team further 
recommends to the College Planning and Resource Committee and to the School 
that consideration be given to further support this kind of role either at School or 
College level. 

This recommendation related to a 0.5FTE UE07 Teaching Fellow post in the School, 
funded from September 2014 to April 2016 by Prof Sue Rigby’s ‘Junior Teaching 
Fellow’ initiative. 
 
The remit of the post was to provide training and guidance to the School’s tutors on 
its undergraduate courses and to evaluate its tutor provision.  It would also provide 
on-course support and mentoring to the School’s tutors, along with peer review and 
performance feedback.  In addition to enhancing quality learning and teaching, and 
underpinning consistency in feedback and marking, the role was to support the 
employment experience of the School’s PG community.  The postholder also 
delivered a number of tutorials. 
 
The PPR panel strongly commended of the provision of a postgraduate Tutor Mentor, 
and recommended that this be continued and more widely implemented. 
 
Following the PPR visit and its recommendation, and in acknowledgement and 
recognition of the value added by this post to the School’s undergraduate teaching 
and learning, and to employment experience for its PG community, in December 
2015 the School sought approval for the post to be converted to an open-ended post 
and to be extended to 1.0FTE.  The additional workload included undertaking the 
development of proportionate processes for annual review of low-hours tutors, acting 
as the liaison point for staff wishing to undertake HEA or other accreditation and 
delivering a set amount of teaching and tutoring each session. 
 
Approval was granted at both CHSS and PAG levels and the post will be open-ended 
from April 2016 and full-time with effect from 1 August 2016. 
 
Given that the PPR recommendation was directly more broadly at the College as well 
as the School, the School is providing this background information for CHSS to note. 
 
K Christie 
Director of Professional Services, School of Divinity 
May 2016 
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