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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
Minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 8 September 2016 at 2pm  

in the Cuillin Room, Charles Stewart House  
 

Present: 
 

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

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

Nichola Kett 
 

Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement Team, Academic 
Services  

Dr Huw Lewis 
 

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

Tanya Lubicz-Nawrocka 
 

Students’ Association Academic Engagement Co-ordinator 

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

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

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

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

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 
 

Professor Charlie Jeffrey  
 

Senior Vice-Principal (in attendance for item 5.1 only)  

Apologies: 
 

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

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

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

Tom Ward Director, Academic Services 
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1. Welcome and Apologies 
  

The Convener welcomed new member Dr Huw Lewis, Senior Lecturer, Department of European 
Languages and Cultures 
School of Literatures, Languages and Cultures.  Dr Lewis would join the Committee as Co-opted 
Member with expertise in school quality processes (particularly important in the current year as the new 
annual monitoring, reporting and review processes are implemented) and would serve initially for one 
year, until the end of July 2017.  
 
It was noted that Dr John Longley, School Director of Quality, School of Informatics would join the 
Committee as the School Representative for the College of Science and Engineering.  Furthermore, an 
additional co-opted member with expertise in postgraduate research would also join the Committee this 
year. 

  
2. Minutes of previous meeting  
  
 The Minutes of the previous meeting of Senate Quality Assurance Committee, conducted electronically 

from Tuesday 28 June 2016 to Friday 8 July 2016, were approved. 
  
3.  Matters Arising 
  
3.1 There were no matters arising. 
  
3.2 Terms of Reference and Committee Priorities 2016-17 

 
The Committee received and noted the Terms of Reference and Committee Priorities 2016-17, 
approved by Senate in June 2016.    

  
4.  Convener’s Business 
  

4.1 
 
 
 
 

Student Support Service Quality Assurance Framework  
 
The Convenor reported that the reporting template and meeting format had changed to streamline the 
process and make it more enhancement focused.  
  

4.2 Committee Wiki  
 
The Convenor reported that a Committee wiki would be set-up in order to simplify and streamline the 
circulation of papers for meetings.  The Committee would adopt a model similar to that used for Court 
papers.  Enhanced coversheets would be circulated summarizing the key issues for the Committee’s 
consideration which would link to the more detailed documents held on the wiki repository.   
 

4.3 Postgraduate Research Experience Project (PREP) 
 
The Convenor reported that the Convenor of the Researcher Experience Committee was working on a 
proposal to take forward aspects of PREP following the unsuccessful bid for project funding.  The 
Committee will receive an update on progress in due course.      
 

4.4 Programme External Examiners 
 
The Convenor reported that current External Examiners would be asked by the Colleges to take on 
responsibility for oversight at a programme level which became a requirement from August 2016.   
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5. For Discussion 
  
5.1 Mid-Semester Feedback  

 
Senior Vice Principal Charlie Jeffrey updated the Committee on developments in relation to Mid-
Semester Feedback.  The aim of this initiative was to generate a dialogue and foster mutual 
understanding between students and staff via a short, sharp feedback device midway through the 
semester.  Students would be asked to identify what was good and bad about their courses which would 
then be discussed and may in turn lead to small or minor enhancements during the remainder of the 
course.  Thus building a greater sense of learning and teaching as a partnership activity.   
 
The Committee noted that the proposal would embrace and build upon current good practice from a 
number of areas across the institution (particularly in the Schools of Engineering and Maths). It was 
noted that all Heads of School had agreed to implement the proposal for honours courses during this 
academic year.     
 
The Committee discussed formalising mid-semester feedback after this initial year.  It was agreed that 
the Committee would receive an update in due course.   
 
The Committee was supportive of the initiative.   
 

5.2 Student Association Priorities 2016-17 
 
The new Student Association Vice President Academic Affairs, Patrick Garratt, updated the Committee 
on the new sabbatical officers and outlined his priorities for 2016-17.   
 
The VPAA Objectives for 2016-17 were noted as follows: 
 

 breaking down student-teacher barriers;  

 reducing the stress of studying and enhancing accessibility; 

 prioritising postgraduate representation with the Students’ Association, and putting particular 
weight on supporting postgraduate tutors; 

 ensuring students are aware of the government policies affecting Higher Education, and 
working with the University to tackles these changes.  

 
The Committee welcomed the priorities and noted that they were aligned with College and University 
priorities.  
 

5.3 EvaSys Course Evaluation roll-out 
 
The Committee received and noted the core course and staff question sets to be used for institution 
wide course evaluation from the 2016/17 academic year.  
 
It was noted that an extensive consultation had taken place across the University with the purpose of 
assessing the perceived suitability of proposed core course and staff question sets.  It was 
acknowledged that the question sets do not have unanimous support however the themes covered by 
the question sets do encompass most, if not all, of the key areas identified by staff and students during 
the consultation process.  

 
The Committee approved the core course and staff question sets to be used for institution wide course 
evaluation from the 2016/17 academic year. 
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The Committee noted and thanked Josh Stapp, Student Surveys Coordinator, for his work developing 
the question sets.  
 

5.4 Internal Review Themes 2015-16 

 

The Committee received and noted the themes from Internal Review 2015-16.  

 

The Committee noted the areas of good practice and key themes for development arising from internal 

subject reviews held in 2015/16, including proposed routes of appropriate responsibility for action in 

response.  It was agreed that College Deans of Quality would communicate the themes and the 

outcome of the discussion to relevant College committees.  Academic Services would communicate the 

themes and responsibility for further action at University level to Schools which have had provision 

reviewed during the academic year in question.  It was also noted that a sharing good practice event 

would be held and material would be identified for the Institute for Academic Development case study 

wiki.   

 

Action: Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement Team (Academic Services) to ask schools 

to identify contacts to provide information on the good practice identified within their review.  

 

The Committee approved the proposals for routing of action. 

5.5 Proposals for the appeals, discipline and external examiners reports 
 
The Committee received and noted the proposal for changes to the academic appeals, student 
discipline and external examiners themes reports that are submitted annually to the Committee.  It was 
noted that the changes would better help the Committee fulfil its Terms of Reference.  
 
The Committee approved the changes.  
 

5.6 Personal Tutor (PT) System Oversight Group  
 
The Committee received and noted an update on the work of the PT System Oversight Group, in 
particular the approval of the School Personal Tutoring Statements 2016-17.    
 
In preparation for the 2016-17 academic year, Senior Tutors were asked to review their School Personal 
Tutoring Statements to ensure alignment with the University standard template and to ensure 
information was current.  This also served as a quality assurance review to ensure that the core 
requirements of the Personal Tutoring (PT) system were incorporated, as set out in the standard 
template, and to compare statements with outcomes, as recorded in school annual quality assurance 
and enhancement reports. The Group reviewed and approved the majority of the statements for 2016-
17 at the meeting held on 22 June 2016.  A further meeting was held electronically between 3-8 July 
2016 to approve the late submissions.  
 
The Group proposed that it should continue to oversee the mainstreaming of the PT system for at least 
a further year with the following meeting schedule for 2016-17:  
 

 One meeting to consider most recent Edinburgh Student Experience Survey (ESES) and 
National Student Survey (NSS) results.  It was suggested that this be held in October 2016 and 
report to the December 2016 meeting of the Committee. 
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 One meeting to consider the outcomes of the PT system student survey, to be held during 2016-
17 academic session, and approve School PT Statements for 2017-18.  It was suggested that 
this be held in late June/early July 2017 and report to the September meeting of the Committee.  

 
The Committee approved the proposals to extend the lifespan of the Group by a further year and the 
meeting schedule for 2016-17.  
 

 
6. For Approval  
  
6.1 Scottish Funding Council Annual Report  

 
The Committee received and noted the University’s annual statement on institution-led review and 
enhancement activity to the Scottish Funding Council, as required by the Council’s guidance to higher 
education institutions on quality from August 2012 (SFC/14/2012). 
 
The Committee approved the Report.     
 

6.2 Annual Monitoring, Review and Reporting Policy 
 
The Committee received and noted the Annual Monitoring, Review and Reporting Policy.  It was noted 
that the changes would clarify information such as report deadlines, the flow of information and outlines 
a minor change to the College role made as a result of stakeholder feedback.    
 
The Committee approved the Policy, noting that once the EvaSys Policy had been finalised a reference 
to this would be added. 
 

6.3 Edinburgh University Students’ Association and University Student Engagement Statement 
 
The Committee received and noted the Edinburgh University Students’ Association and University 
Student Engagement Statement.  It was noted that minor updates have been made to the statement to 
ensure that it reflects current initiatives and practices and to reflect the change of name and logo of the 
Students’ Association.   
 
The Committee approved the Statement. 
  

6.4 Internal Review Reports and Responses: 
 

The Committee received and noted the 14 week response for the Taught Programme Review (TPR) of 
Psychology 2015/16.  
 
The Committee approved the following comments for feedback to the Subject Area:  

 
- Recommendation 1 – for the year on response it would be useful to have some 

examples of communications with students.  
- Recommendation 3 – Could College confirm if they will be involved in this external 

review and/or if any discussions have taken place with College in the first instance?  
- Recommendation 6 – in relation to the Psychology Exchanges student survey, it would 

be useful to hear about progress on this in the year on response. 
- Recommendation 11 – we look forward to hearing about progress with the initiatives in 

the year on response. 
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7.  For Information   
  
7.1 Changes to Internal Review Processes for 2016/17   

 
The Committee noted an update on changes made to streamline periodic internal subject review 
processes for 2016/17 in response to the quality framework review.   
   

7.2 Changes to Committee Meeting Dates from 2017/18 
 
The Committee noted an update on changes to Committee meeting dates from 2017/18, which would 
result in one less meeting taking place.  

 
8.  Date of Next Meeting 
  
8.1 Thursday 20 October 2016 at 2pm in Cuillin Room, Charles Stewart House  
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

20 October 2016 

 

ELIR Theme Lead Reports   
 

Executive Summary 

The paper presents reports from the theme leads responsible for taking forward the areas for 

development from the University’s Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) in 

Semester 1 2015/16.  The reports provide updates on actions since the previous reports in 

April 2016 and plans of action going forward. Senate Quality Assurance Committee has 

responsibility for monitoring progress against agreed actions.   

 

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

The paper is relevant to the University’s 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? 

Theme leads will implement and communicate actions within their area.  The Senate 

committees’ newsletter will include an item on ELIR actions.  

 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

The implementation of the plans have resource implications for support services as 

well as for Colleges and Schools, which LTPG will need to take account of when 

setting the priorities for the Senate Committees.  

 

2. Risk assessment 

The ELIR has been managed within the University’s risk management process.  

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

The paper does not require an Equality Impact Assessment.  Equality and Diversity 

considerations will be taken into account by the theme leads.  

 

4. Freedom of information 

Open.  

Key words 

Enhancement 

Originator of the paper 

Vice Principal Jane Norman, Assistant Principal Susan Rhind, Assistant Principal Alan 

Murray, Assistant Principal Jeremy Bradshaw, Barry Neilson, EUSA & college deans. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) 

Theme Lead Report 
 

Theme: Assessment and Feedback 

Theme lead: Professor Susan Rhind 

Recommendation 59. Subject-level staff who met the ELIR team indicated that discussions have been held at school level about 
approaches to providing feedback, and that there continued to be frustration around the comparatively low scores in a number of 
schools.  The University is encouraged to progress with its plans to engage in further analyses of NSS free text answers at school level, in 
addition to working with students in the schools concerned to address the matters raised. (Further background at ELIR Technical Report 
paragraphs 55, 56, 57, 58, 74) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

Feedback Quality group established comprising 2 research fellows 
with input also from IAD. Currently in the process of constructing 
thematic codes from this year’s NSS data. Preliminary results (3 
schools) and establishment of thematic framework due mid-October. 
Surveys Unit have also carried out further free text analysis (released 
061016). 
 
September Directors of Teaching Network event led by an external 
constant also focussed on this years NSS results asking DoTs to 
reflect on their results and action plan.  

Complete thematic qualitative analysis of NSS 2016 data and report 
back to schools (early 2017). This will provide an opportunity also to 
discuss progress with this years action plan. 
 
First semester CEQ/EVASYS data analysis and comparisons across 
and within schools (early/mid 2017) 
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Recommendation 60. The University should ensure it is able to implement feedback policy and practice in a clear and consistent manner 
across the University to ensure that all students receive timely, relevant and high quality feedback at key points during their 
programmes.  Particular attention should be paid to the provision of formative feedback opportunities that help students progress. There 
would be benefit in working closely with students at school level to understand their specific issues and needs, and to consider whether 
students in particular disciplines, locations or modes of study would benefit from contextualised approaches. In carrying out this work, there 
would be value in the University reflecting on the positive experiences of assessment and feedback reported by ODL students. (Further 
background at ELIR Technical Report paragraphs 55, 56, 57, 58, 74. ODL students: 49) Paragraph 74 repeats the recommendation to reflect 
on the positive experiences of assessment and feedback reported by ODL students, with the addition of 'with a view to replicating them 
across the student body'.  
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

NSS qualitative data analysis (as above) 
LEAF has continued with report imminent for engineering and plans 
agreed at Assessment and Feedback Enhancement Group (August) 
for schools to target this year across all 3 colleges. 
AFEG received report for CAHSS on online submission of in course 
assessment project 
 

Follow up on actions with LEAF schools (ongoing in collaboration 
with IAD).  
Continue to evolve the LEAF methodology to best align with our 
needs.  
Monitor through CEQ/ EVASYS (and NSS) 
Review impact of CAHSS project (through CEQ and in dialogue with 
College Dean of Teaching and Project team) 

 

Recommendation 94. There would be value in the University reviewing the information provided to students about marking schemes, 
building on good practice developed within some schools of expanding the descriptors of grade schemes and considering the possible 
benefit of developing grade descriptors at institutional level.   
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
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Curriculum and Student Progression Committee task group work in 
progress. 
At school level, this type of activity strongly encouraged as part of 
‘assessment literacy’ development [see Senatus LTC paper LTC 
15/16 5 G1]. 
 
 

School action plans in response to NSS continue to be developed 
and discussed with individuals with reference to this paper. Rolling 
activity through session 16/17.  

 

Recommendation 104. There would be benefit in the University reviewing the information provided to students on the grade descriptors for 
the common marking schemes in use and to consider this as part of the wider area for development around implementing feedback policy in 
a clear and consistent manner across the University (see paragraphs 61 and 75).   
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

 
Curriculum and Student Progression Committee task group work in 
progress. 
Proposal to possibly review current Policy ‘Feedback Standards and 
Guiding Principles); (for October LTPG). 
 

If approved the review would report mid semester 2, 2017. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) 

Theme Lead Report 
 

Theme: Personal Tutor System 

Theme lead: Professor Alan Murray 

Recommendation 44. & 73. The ELIR team recognised the highly devolved nature of the University and the potential benefits of tailoring the 
Personal Tutor System to the needs of particular student groups and disciplines.  Nonetheless, it was evident that the system was not 
working effectively for all student groups and there would be considerable benefit in the University revisiting the way in which schools are 
implementing the system to ensure all students are able to benefit from the arrangements as intended.  There would be value in the 
University providing additional clarification for students around the aims of the system, and signposting alternative avenues of student 
support, in order to align the expectations of students and staff undertaking the Personal Tutor role.  Paragraph 73 provides more directive 
text: 'The University should provide additional  clarification for students around the aims of the system, and provide information about 
alternative avenues of student support' (See further background information at ELIR Technical Report paragraphs 40, 41, 42, 43, 73) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

A revised PT policy and School PT statements have now been 
finalised and communicated.  The policy has been slimmed down, 
but nothing substantive has changed.  The PT-historical narrative 
has been removed along with some text “justifying” elements of the 
system, as opposed to simply describing them.  As a result, the 
policy has shrunk from 10 pages to 8 and is clearer as a result. 
 

Three new consultations have begun, to understand better the needs 
of students by way of academic and pastoral support:- 
 

1) The Principal is meeting with students to explore the whole 
student experience in the round, including Academic Support 
needs. 
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2) Learning and Teaching Policy Group will open a discussion 
with student representatives (via EUSA) at its October 
meeting, regarding Academic Support and what student 
understand by and expect from it.  It is expected that this will 
result in the formation of a short-life working group to explore 
more and come up with some recommendations for LTPG 
and thence the Senate Committees. 

3) The team of Assistant Principals and Deans will visit all 
Schools by the end of the year, attending an all-staff meeting 
to outline a broad range of measures that have been taken to 
enhance teaching.  This will include consultation over the PT 
system and its articulation with other student support 
services. 

 

Recommendation 45. It was evident to the team that the University's promotion of peer-assisted schemes represents positive practice (see 
paragraph 76).  The team would encourage the University to continue supporting staff and students in the embedding of peer-assisted 
learning and to continue working with EUSA to deliver appropriate training for peers. (See further background information in paragraph 45) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

None. 
 

The Spring meeting of the Senior Tutor Network will take the form of 
a “show and tell” half-day, highlighting the success and challenges 
with Peer Support systems across the University. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) 

Theme Lead Report 
 

Theme: Postgraduate Research Student Experience 

Theme lead: Professor Jeremy Bradshaw 

Recommendation 64. The majority of students who met the ELIR team had positive experiences with their supervisors, indicating that they 
felt supported and encouraged to engage with development and educational opportunities, including attendance at events and conferences. 
However, a small number of students did not feel that this was the case and they were not aware of what to do or where to go if they required 
further support.  Not all of the students considered that the Code of Practice was implemented consistently.  Heads of school outlined the 
roles of the co-supervisors in cases where students did not consider that their needs were being met, and acknowledged that further training 
for some research supervisors could be beneficial.  The team encourages the University to review the effectiveness and regularity of 
research supervisor training.(Further background information at ELIR Technical Report paragraphs 61,62,63,65,78) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

 
Senate Researcher Experience Committee and Senate Quality 
Assurance Committee have agreed a plan for taking forward much of 
the work originally intended to be carried out under the PREP project. 
 

 
The foundation phase of the programme of work is being prepared, 
which will include definition of workstreams, responsibilities and 
timescales. 
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Recommendation 66. The University should continue to analyse the needs and experience of postgraduate research students at school, 
college and institutional level to ensure that they are effectively supported, particularly in the context of the University's plans to increase the 
research student numbers.  The University should review the effectiveness and regularity of supervisor training and ensure that the 
University's Code of Practice is communicated and implemented effectively.  The University should also made certain that postgraduate 
research students who teach are properly trained and supported for the role (including in the provision of assessment and feedback) and are 
made aware of the career development resources available through the IAD.   [Para. 65 has background information to the recommendation 
on training for postgraduate research students who teach:  "The training and development for tutors and demonstrators has developed since 
the 2011 ELIR with better oversight of tutors through guaranteed contracts and the appointment of a staff member in the IAD who works 
specifically with this group.  Nonetheless, during the current ELIR, undergraduate students expressed a level of dissatisfaction with teaching 
delivered by postgraduate research students; the research students who taught indicated to the ELIR team that they did not always feel 
sufficiently trained or prepared to do so."]  
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

 
A Researcher Experience Committee Task Group on the Code of 
Practice for Tutors and Demonstrators has held its first meeting and 
has agreed its remit and an outline of its work over the next few 
months. 
 

The group will review the University’s Code of Practice for Tutors and 
Demonstrators to ensure that it contains the appropriate range of 
information and that the content is up to date and underpinned by 
appropriate policies, highlight any outstanding policy issues 
regarding training and support for tutors and demonstrators, to 
recommend how to resolve these issues; and highlight any 
implications of the revised Code for tutor and demonstrator training 
arrangements. 

 

 

 

 



 
QAC:  20.10.16 

H/02/28/02 
QAC 16/17 2B 

 
 
Recommendation 78. In the context of the University's ambitions to increase the postgraduate research student population, there would be 
considerable benefit in the institution continuing to analyse the needs and experience of postgraduate research students at school, college 
and institutional level to ensure that they are effectively supported.  The University should review the effectiveness and regularity of 
supervisor training and ensure that the University's Code of Practice is communicated and implemented effectively. The University should 
also make certain that postgraduate research students who teach are properly trained and supported for the role (including in the provision of 
assessment and feedback) and are made aware of the career development resources available through the Institute for Academic 
Development. 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

 
See Recommendation 64. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) 

Theme Lead Report 
 

Theme: Staff engagement in Learning and Teaching (Workload Allocation Models) 

Theme leads: Vice Principal Jane Norman 

Recommendation 13. The ELIR team learned about plans the University has to develop existing staff workload allocation models to 
recognise in a consistent way contribution to priority areas such as personal tutoring, assessment and feedback, and contribution to other 
enhancement activity.  This is likely to promote greater transparency, consistency and understanding of workload allocation among staff, as 
well as ensuring that academic staff are able to support the University's strategic priorities for learning and teaching. The University is 
encouraged to progress this work.  (Further background information at ELIR Technical Report sections 1.2, 1.3) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

Action taken prior to previous report 

 1 February – Initial discussion at LTPG on standardisation of 
recognition of key teaching-related activities in workload models   

 16 February - Initial discussion at People Committee – on 
standardisation of recognition of key teaching-related activities in 
workload models  

Action since previous report 

 Benchmarking of models at other Universities to inform revision 
of our approach  

Future actions 

 Consultation with Unions (on agenda for CJCNC in 
October) 

 Anticipate final consultation Oct - Dec and publication by 
the end of the year.  

 
If we are successful we will have: 

 Defined principles on which UoE workload models should be 
based 



 
QAC:  20.10.16 

H/02/28/02 
QAC 16/17 2B 

 
 

 Revised principles developed; core common activities 
listed including personal tutoring; assessment and 
feedback; CPD; and course development.  

 Paper with proposals went to CMG on 14 June and was 
reviewed by HR Executive on 7 September.   

 

 Identified best practice from other UK universities and from 
within UoE 

 Defined a list of “core” learning and teaching activities that 
should be included in a model 

 

 

Recommendation 14. Overall, the ELIR team formed the view that the University has a reflective and inclusive approach to developing 
strategy, and that communication and consultation with staff about strategic developments is effective.  The University's approach to 
implementing strategies relating to learning and teaching is effective, with some challenges remaining around ensuring alignment between 
institutional priorities and operational structures, which the institution is open in recognising.  In order to further support implementation of 
institutional strategies, the University is encouraged to progress its plans to develop existing staff workload allocation models to recognise 
consistently staff contributions to key aspects of learning and teaching across the University.   (Further background information at ELIR 
technical report sections 1.2, 1.3.) 
 

ACTION SINCE PREVIOUS REPORT 
(please include details of how and when action was 
implemented and how impact has been/will be measured)   

PLAN OF ACTION GOING FORWARD 
(please include details of how and when action will be 
implemented and how impact will be measured)   
 

In addition to the Workload modelling workstream above, the 
Enhancing Teaching Performance Working group also has activities 
on: 
1. Annual review 
2. Continuing professional development 
3. Reward and recognition. 
4. Recruitment 
5. Capability 
6. Review of the title "Reader" 
7. More systematic use of data (being led by Barry Neilson, and 
listed elsewhere in this report) 

These workplans are now complete (annual review, CPD, reward 
and recognition, recruitment, Reader title revision) or are nearing 
completion (capability, more systematic use of data). 
 
More information is available in the attached workplan. 

 



By February 2017 By February 2018 By February 2019

76. The University has a positive and constructive relationship with 

EUSA and it is encouraged to continue working in partnership to 

ensure there is more effective student representation at college and 

school level. The University should review the processes for appointing 

students to school committees and provide more effective training 

and preparation for the roles, ensuring that staff in schools 

understand the student roles and are able to support students to 

contribute effectively.  There would also be benefit in the University 

considering the best ways of providing feedback to the wider student 

body about the action that is taken in response to matters raised 

through school and college level committees.  

a) The University and EUSA will continue to work to improve selection and training of 

Student Reps who sit on College-level and School-level committees, as described above. In 

addition, EUSA's Schools Engagement Officer will continue to provide more effective 

training and support for students in the elected School Convenor roles and for the Student 

Reps who serve on College committees. EUSA and the College Deans are working to 

improve information and support available to help staff in Schools understand the 

different Student Rep roles. This will ensure that the students are supported both by EUSA 

and within the School.  

b) EUSA continues to update its Schools webpages (available via 

https://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation/your_schools/) to improve communication to 

the wider student body about the work of Class Reps and School Reps within each of the 

University’s Schools. EUSA will continue to support Class Reps and School Reps to share 

their work via blog posts which are included on those webpages, and EUSA will explore 

how communication can be improved to the wider student body about the work of College-

level committees.

EUSA and the University will review new enhancements to School-level and College-level 

student representation and gather feedback from a variety of stakeholders.

EUSA and the University will review new enhancements to School-level and College-level 

student representation and gather feedback from a variety of stakeholders.

39. The University is encouraged to continue building on the existing 

constructive relationship with EUSA to ensure there is more effective 

student representation at college and school level.  The University 

should review the processes for appointing students to school 

committees and provide more effective training and preparation for 

the roles, ensuring that staff in schools understand the student roles 

and are able to support students to contribute effectively.  There 

would also be benefit in the University considering the best ways of 

providing feedback to the wider student body about the action that is 

taken in response to matters raised through school and college level 

committees. (Further background at ELIR Technical Report paragraphs 

36, 37, 38)

a) EUSA has started to gather data about School-level committees which include Student 

Reps, how they are chosen, and how they are supported by the School and by EUSA. In 

particular, EUSA is exploring which School Committees include elected School Convenors 

as the Student Reps who normally sit on these committees, and how Student Reps sitting 

on School-level committees would effectively communicate committee business to College 

Reps. EUSA is developing a spreadsheet of School-level committees including this 

information to provide clarity for the Schools, Colleges, University at large, and EUSA. 

b) EUSA organised meetings with each School (including their Head of School, Undergrad 

Director of Teaching, and Postgrad Director of Teaching) which took place over summer 

2016 to review school-level student representation processes and, where necessary, 

structures within each School.

c) Following the March 2016 EUSA Elections, EUSA has filled positions so that each School 

has an elected School Convenor for 2016-17, and the EUSA Schools Engagement Officer 

has followed up with each to give personalised support to improve School-level student 

representation next year. Unfilled positions and postgrad positions have gone up in the 

October by-election.

d) See above for proposed improvements to student representation at College level.

By February 2018, the improved student representation structures will be start to be 

reviewed.

School-level and College-level student representation will continue to be reviewed for its 

effectiveness based on the feedback from various stakeholders.

50. In 2014-15, to further support enhancements in ODL provision, the 

University undertook a thematic review of online/distance taught 

postgraduate provision in the College of Medicine and Veterinary 

Medicine, with one aim being to explore student representation for 

ODL students.  There would be benefit in the University disseminating 

the outcomes of the review to all staff involved in ODL provision 

across the institution.  (Further background at ELIR Technical Report 

paragraphs 47, 48, 49)

During the 2015-16 academic year, the SQAC task group on Student Representation for 

Distance Learners and the recommendations from this task group have been disseminated 

during 2015-16.  This has led to revised guidance for SSLCs, published on University 

website in September 2016, as well as all-student and all-staff emails about the purpose 

and mechanisms of student representation. The recommendations from this task group 

will continue to be communicated and implemented. In addition, EUSA will continue to 

review how well it supports and engages ODL Student Reps.

The University and EUSA will continue to review support for ODL Student Reps. The University and EUSA will continue to review support for ODL Student Reps.

Theme: Student Representation (college and school level)

Theme leads: EUSA/College Deans

For each year, please structure reporting around the framework:   Where do we want to be ? How are we going to get there? How will we know when we get there?  

Actions

36. The University recognises that student representation at the college 

level could be strengthened further, for example the time and volume 

of committee meetings in one college were identified by students as 

barriers to engagement, and a flexible model designed to allow a group 

of representatives to share the load of committee attendance had, to 

date, achieved mixed success.  The devolved structure gives 

considerable decision-making power to the colleges making it all the 

more important to have effective student representation at that level.  

The University is, therefore, encouraged to progress with work to 

promote and implement more effective representation at the college 

level.  (Further background at ELIR Technical Report paras 36, 37, 39)

a) The Students' Association has been meeting regularly and working with the three 

Colleges to clarify their committee structures and which College-level committees need 

student representation. The Students' Association has now has filled the College 

committee student member roles for 2016-17 and student representatives have been 

provided with a new College Committee Student Member guide to help them in their role. 

The Colleges have confirmed that student representation on the college committees is 

working well so far this academic year.

b) Following the Students' Association Referendum in March 2016, the Students' 

Association is progressing with work introduce improved democratic structures, including 

newly elected College Reps starting from academic year 2017-18. We have met with the 

colleges and are currently drafting the role desciptions. By the end of December 2016, the 

Colleges and the Students' Association will have clear College-specific role descriptions and 

responsibilities for each of these College Reps, and the roles will be up for election in the 

March 2017 EUSA Elections.

The newly elected College Reps will begin their role during the 2017-18 academic year, 

and by February 2018 the new college-level student representation structures will be 

implemented and the first six months of these structures will be reviewed.

During the second year, the new college-level student representation structures will 

continue to be reviewed, taking in feedback from both Student Reps, EUSA, and College 

staff.

ELIR Recommendation
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The University of Edinburgh  
Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

ELIR Theme Leads Report 

Theme: Student Data Dashboard 

Theme lead: Barry Neilson, Director of Student Systems.  

Recommendation 120.  The ELIR team would encourage the University to progress with this work [Student Systems Roadmap], in particular developing the 

staff-facing 'Dashboard' project, which will be a key feature of the second phase of the Student Systems Road Map project to take place in the 2016-2021 

period. (Further background information in ELIR Technical Report paragraph 119) 

Recommendation 120 Actions 

By February 2017 By February 2018 By February 2019 

Dashboards 
Resources have been identified to support the 
delivery of the student data dashboards within 
the University and move these from prototype to 
a service available to colleagues internally.   
 
By the end of 2016 it is expected that the first 
iteration of the live dashboard service will be in 
use in the University as a service.   
 
By February 2017 we would expect to have the 
first set of indicators which would provide 
information on how well the dashboards are 
being used and a feedback mechanism that will 
allow for any issues and suggestions to be fed 
back to the Student Systems team.   

The impact of work in 2017 will inform any 
actions in 2018.  

The impact of work in 2017 will inform any 
actions in 2019. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

20 October 2016 

Consultation on the next iteration of  

Enhancement-led Institutional Review 

 
Executive Summary 

A consultation paper on the next iteration of Enhancement-led Institutional Review (ELIR) 

which raises a series of questions on which the University is invited to feedback in order to 

finalise the method for ELIR4.   

 

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

The paper is relevant to the Strategic Plan Strategic Goal of Excellence in Education and 

Strategic Theme of Outstanding Student Experience.  

Action requested 

For Discussion. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

Institutional response to the consultation questions to be returned to QAA Scotland by 1 

November 2016.   

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

N/A. 

 

2. Risk assessment 

N/A. 

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

N/A. 

 

4. Freedom of information 

Open  

Key words 

Enhancement-led Institutional Review 

Originator of the paper 

Rowena Pelik MA (RCA) 

Director, QAA Scotland 
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Developing the new ELIR method 

A discussion paper for sector consultation 

30 September 2016 

 

Purpose of this paper 

1. This paper invites sector colleagues to comment on proposals for the next version of 

Enhancement-led Institutional Review. Details of the current method, ELIR 3, can be 

found at http://www.qaa.ac.uk/reviews-and-reports/how-we-review-higher-

education/enhancement-led-institutional-review. 

 

2. The paper identifies two main options for the fourth cycle of the ELIR method. These 

options draw on a range of discussions and developmental work that has been 

undertaken with sector groups and colleagues to date. The pros and cons of the two 

options are set out, along with a number of questions on which we are seeking sector 

colleagues’ views. Respondents are also invited to provide views on matters not 

directly covered by the specific questions if you wish.  

 

Background 

 

3. QAA Scotland has benefitted from the involvement of an External Institutional Review 

Advisory Group (EIRAG) drawn from the sector and student reviewer community1. In 

addition, the future review method has been discussed by the Universities Quality 

Working Group (UQWG) which most recently met in August 2016. In addition 

discussions have been held in a variety of other sector groups and with individuals, 

all of which builds on the formal consultation exercise which was led by SFC during 

2015-16.  

 

4. All of the consultation and discussions have reaffirmed the Scottish sector’s 

commitment to an enhancement-led approach, recognising the value of 

enhancement-led review based on institutional self-evaluation. 

 

5. The review of the Quality Enhancement Framework (QEF), and review of the ELIR 

method in particular, has been informed by the wider developments taking place 

outside Scotland, notably the Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF). QAA Scotland 

will continue work alongside our QEF partners to ensure that the future quality 

arrangements in Scotland recognise the broader context, facilitating creative and 

intelligent approaches to allow alignment of processes, where appropriate, as well as 

the use of information to serve dual or multi purposes.  

 

ELIR Outcomes  

6. Before outlining revisions to the ELIR process, it is important to emphasise the full 

range of outcomes that derive from ELIR. These are well known to many colleagues 

                                                           
1Sector membership of the External Institutional Review Advisory Group (EIRAG) includes: Dr Jack Aitken, Mark 
Charters, Paul Greene, Professor Tina Harrison, Professor John Sawkins, and Rhiannon Tinsley 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/reviews-and-reports/how-we-review-higher-education/enhancement-led-institutional-review
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/reviews-and-reports/how-we-review-higher-education/enhancement-led-institutional-review
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/about-us/scotland/development-and-enhancement
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but may be less well understood by others. It is vital to recognise that, while the 

overarching judgement included in each ELIR Outcome report is important, it is very 

far from the main outcome of ELIR.  

 

7. ELIR provides a portfolio of outcomes for individual institutions and the Scottish HE 

sector as a whole: 

 A clear statement of threshold/baseline effectiveness in quality and academic 

standards at each HEI 

 

 The opportunity for each HEI to carry out a holistic evaluation of its policy and 

practice – an activity which has been consistently highly evaluated by HEIs since 

the introduction of the enhancement-led approach – along with the opportunity to 

have that self-evaluation peer reviewed and to receive evidence-based feedback 

on the HEI’s approach to securing academic standards and enhancing the 

student learning experience.  

 

 Areas for each HEI to develop and areas where each HEI demonstrates positive 

practice 

 

 An intelligence base on which to build a programme of development and 

enhancement activity across the HE sector, for example ELIR reports provide the 

information on which Thematic reports are based which, in turn, support the 

sharing of practice through activity such as Focus On projects  

 

 

8. In order to realise the full value of an enhancement-led approach, it is important that 

we continue to recognise and promote institutional self-evaluation. We do also 

recognise the changing demands that are placed on HEIs and therefore the 

importance of optimising the benefits of ELIR (and the wider QEF) without increasing 

the burden on the HEIs. We believe this can be achieved by making some changes 

to the ELIR method itself and by seeking creative ways of linking the range of 

processes with which HEIs are expected to engage. For example, significant value 

can be added by ensuring that the evaluation presented by HEIs for ELIR is informed 

explicitly by the trends arising from analysis of numerical data which are gathered for 

a variety of purposes including Outcome Agreements, the National Student Survey 

(NSS) and, in future, the Teaching Excellence Framework. Through such linking, the 

institutional evaluation and the peer review conducted as part of ELIR 4 would draw 

together the information arising from numerical data with the more narrative, peer-

review approach providing a powerful basis for enhancement in HEIs and across the 

sector.  

 

ELIR Process 

9. From current discussions with sector groups, a number of points are clear:  

 

 There is support for the continuation of broad scope reporting as part of ELIR (for 

example through the ELIR Technical report for each HEI), because that enables 

thematic reporting and supports associated enhancement activity across the 

sector 
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 There is support for each review being more contextualised to the strategic 

context and priorities of the HEI 

 

 There is support for ELIR to be explicitly informed by the data analysis that takes 

place in the Scottish Funding Council (for example as part of the Outcome 

Agreement activity) and by HEIs themselves. 

 

10. The challenge is finding a way of contextualising the review, and allowing peer 

involvement in the decisions relating to that contextualisation, without giving rise to 

increased preparation for the HEI. In an effort to address that, QAA Scotland is 

proposing a process which is intended to ensure there is no increase in the workload 

around HEI preparation and which ensures that the HEI gets the maximum value 

from that preparation by placing the greatest emphasis on the topics and themes that 

relate to the HEI’s context and forward strategy. 

 

11. The proposal recognises that there are a number of decisions which need to be 

made in order to contextualise a review. Some of those need to be made early in the 

process in order to affect ELIR team composition. Some contextual features are not 

controversial, such as institutional size, scale, mode and location of delivery, and 

could be reached through discussion between the HEI and the QAA officer. Other 

contextualisation is likely to require decisions that should be made through peer 

review, such as whether previous development points have been adequately 

addressed and therefore can be excluded from further detailed scrutiny, or the extent 

to which specific matters that are addressed in the Advance Information Set (AIS) 

should be prioritised during the review. 

 

12. In order to secure peer engagement in the decisions relating to contextualisation, it is 

proposed that there would be a Planning visit of a single day, followed by the main 

review visit with an interval of around three months between them. It is intended that 

this interval between visits should avoid the risk of HEIs preparing twice (once for 

each visit) while still allowing enough time between the visits to enable greater 

contextualisation of the main visit. In previous ELIR cycles there has been a two-part 

visit with a gap of around five weeks between each part which, experience has 

shown, is not long enough to enable significant contextualisation of the second visit. 

 

13. The proposal for ELIR 4 would facilitate greater contextualisation of the HEI’s self-

evaluation while continuing to support broad scope reporting through submission of 

the AIS. As a package this should streamline the preparation for the HEI, while 

optimising the value gained through the process as a whole.  

 

14. The overall scope of ELIR would continue to include all credit-bearing provision 

wherever and however delivered. The threshold judgement would continue to 

address the security of academic standards and the enhancement of the student 

learning experience. HEIs would be invited to evaluate the effectiveness of their 

approach across the full scope of the ELIR Technical report but the themes and 

topics which provide the main focus for the evaluation would reflect the context and 

strategic priorities of the HEI. The draft Technical report structure is appended for 

information.  

 

15. The proposal for the revised process is set out in the table below. 
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Timing Activity  Comments 

12 months + QAAS officer discussion with 
HEI around broad Themes 
and HEI views of ELIR team 
composition (Note: if we are 
to affect the composition of 
the team, we need this length 
of time in advance) 
This is comparable to the 
timings of discussions that 
have taken place during ELIR 
3 between QAAS officers and 
HEI contacts 

Early themes for the review come 
from: 

- Previous ELIR outcomes 
- HEI strategy (eg key 

changes in student 
population, mode of 
delivery etc) 

- Outcome Agreement/SFC 
statistical analysis  

- HEI’s analysis of its data 
(including what it’s learning 
from NSS, TEF etc) 

 
These are a mix of previously 
established HEI context, what data 
tells the HEI/SFC and the HEI’s 
own preferences around the focus 
of the review 
 

8 weeks prior 
to the 
planning visit 

HEI submits a contextualised 
Reflective Analysis (RA) 
(based on the early themes 
identified for the review) and 
an updated Advance 
Information Set (AIS) which 
addresses the broader scope 
of ELIR  
 

The AIS includes an updating to 
the Quality Code mapping to avoid 
repeating previous mapping but 
ensure currency for ELIR 4 
 
The RA includes a rationale for the 
form of its contextualisation, 
including links to trends in 
published data 
 

3 months 
before main 
visit 

Planning visit – a single day 
at the HEI involving meetings 
with a predetermined set of 
colleagues and student reps 

The purpose of this visit would be 
to: 

- Consider the scope of the 
review, specifically to 
determine whether the 
reviewers think it 
necessary to explore any 
matters that the HEI had 
not included in its 
contextualised RA 
 

The c3 month gap would enable 
the HEI to provide additional 
analysis on the small number of 
topics the team might identify in 
this way 
 
The outcome of the visit would be: 

- An agreed set of themes to 
be explored during the 
main visit plus a draft 
programme for that visit 
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- A note of any additional 
information the team would 
like to receive in advance 
of, or during, the main visit 

 
Note: with a visit of a single day, 
these outcomes would be provided 
to the HEI within a week of the 
Planning visit rather than at the 
end of that day 
 

4 weeks 
before Main 
visit 

HEI submits any additional 
material requested at the 
Planning visit 
 

 

Main visit Up to five days at the HEI  

 

 

16. The 12+ months starting point is in line with the existing milestones for ELIR3, which 

has preparation starting at the two-year point and early themes being discussed with 

the QAAS officer about one year in advance. The year in advance is necessary to 

ensure the themes can affect the composition of the ELIR team – to allow QAAS to 

identify any reviewers who are not currently in our pool and to ensure availability plus 

training in advance of the review visit.  

 

17. There are two main options for the Planning visit as set out below. While it might 

appear as though these options relate to the detail of who attends the Planning visit, 

the options will have a significant impact on the nature of the main Review visit and 

on the way in which ELIRs need to be managed by HEIs and by QAA.   

 

Option one: the whole team attends the Planning visit 

 

18. Advantages of this include: 

a. the whole team meets institutional colleagues and has the opportunity to 

discuss with them directly the factors that affect the contextualisation of the 

main review visit 

b. the institution gets to meet the whole team before the main visit, which is 

likely to promote a more collegiate discussion in the main visit 

c. this option ensures the student reviewer is able to engage in both visits.   

 

19. Disadvantages include: 

a. it is costly to have the whole team attend (primarily in travel and 

accommodation) 

b. it might ‘feel’ more burdensome to the HEI to have a full team attend twice 

even although there would be the same number of meetings 

c. it could be argued that some meetings might be easier to manage with fewer 

team members present – due to the dynamics of discussions. 

 

 

Option two: only some team members attend the Planning visit 
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20. In this case, a decision needs to be made around which members of the team would 

attend. This could be fixed for each ELIR or it could be flexible based on the nature of 

the HEI and the contextual factors identified. Suggestions for team subsets include: 

only involving two academic reviewers or only involving the coordinating reviewer 

and the QAAS officer.  

 

21. Advantages of this include: 

a. it is cheaper to have a smaller group attending 

b. the Planning visit might feel less burdensome for the HEI if it involved a small 

number of individuals   

 

22. Disadvantages include: 

a. Not all team members have the opportunity to discuss directly with the HEI 

how it selected the contextual themes 

b. Depending on which team members attended, there might be questions 

remaining around: the extent to which there had been active peer 

engagement in the decisions affecting the contextualisation of the main 

review visit; or even the extent to which some reviewers had greater influence 

over the contextualisation and, therefore, the ultimate outcome of the review. 

 

Questions:  

23. Should the whole ELIR team attend the Planning visit?  

 

24. If the whole ELIR team did not attend, what subset of the team do you think should 

be directly involved at the Planning visit?  

 

25. Because the Planning visit is a single day, we would no longer have the first morning 

of Part 1 where the HEI has the opportunity to lead and design that section of the 

programme. Do you think there would be benefit in redesigning that element of the 

ELIR visit so that the HEI retains the opportunity to lead the agenda on the 

topics/themes they have proposed for the review? Options for a redesigned version 

include: holding a single meeting at the start of the main review visit where a group of 

colleagues from the HEI outline their priorities for the ELIR; or each meeting with the 

ELIR team might include a short amount of time in which staff and/or students from 

the HEI had ownership of the agenda.  

 

 

ELIR team composition  

 

26. There is broad agreement from discussions to date that the international reviewer 

should now be an optional element of the process, with the HEI determining (at least 

one year in advance) whether they wish to have an international reviewer included in 

their ELIR team. There would continue to be scope for internationalisation to be 

included as part of ELIR discussions and it is recognised that UK-based reviewers 

are likely to have experience of international delivery and of promoting 

internationalisation. 

 

27. It is proposed that the ELIR team composition could be more flexible as part of the 

move to contextualise reviews, for example large institutions and/or those with a wide 
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variety of delivery modes could include additional academic reviewers to ensure 

there was appropriate expertise on the team and to provide a more even 

engagement with sample size.  

 

28. If ELIR team size were varied, it is proposed that: 

 

a. ELIR teams would always include a student reviewer 

b. the minimum size would be three: one academic reviewer, one student 

reviewer and one coordinating reviewer  

c. the maximum size would be six: three academic reviewers (including an 

international reviewer if requested by the HEI), one student reviewer and one 

coordinating reviewer  

 

 

Questions:  

 

29. Would you support greater flexibility to vary the size and composition of the ELIR 

team?  

 

30. Do you agree with the minimum and maximum team sizes specified? Or would you 

prefer for there always to be more than one academic reviewer?  

 

31. Are there other ways in which the ELIR team composition could be more flexible? for 

example, is there other expertise ELIR reviewers should include such as professional 

services colleagues?  

 

 

Language and reporting 

32. The approach to reporting in ELIR 3, with a short Outcome report and a longer 

Technical report, has been broadly welcomed.  

 

33. It has been suggested that ELIR reporting should be developed to include more 

celebratory language for positive practice. There are two main proposals (which are 

not mutually exclusive) as follows: 

 

i. The terminology of areas for development and areas of positive practice could be 

adjusted so there are two categories in each as follows: 

 

- recommendations and areas for development 

- commendations and areas of positive practice  

This would provide greater differentiation between the ‘areas for development’ 

and ‘positive practice’ that are currently identified in ELIR Outcome reports. 

Recommendations would be matters the HEI is asked to progress in order to 

continue meeting sector expectations (could be characterised as ‘important to 

address’).  

Areas for development are points that the HEI is asked to reflect on for future 

enhancement of existing activity (could be characterised as ‘useful to 

consider or reflect upon’).  
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Commendations would identify excellent or good practice that is worthy of 

wider dissemination (could be characterised as ‘important to disseminate’).  

Positive practice would be areas that are positive for the HEI but can be found 

elsewhere in the sector or areas in which the HEI has made significant 

improvement but are not yet widespread throughout the HEI, eg a very 

promising pilot successfully run prior to full implementation or where the 

outcome of work is positive in that HEI but the activity itself is not so 

innovative that wider dissemination would be a priority (could be 

characterised as ‘useful to highlight to recognise work within the HEI’).  

ii. In addition to positive practice points identified in the usual way, the HEI could 

suggest a small number of potential areas which the ELIR team could draw upon 

to formulate a website statement. The statement could appear on the HEI 

website as well as being included in the QAA press release for the ELIR report. If 

this approach were favoured, additional development work would be carried out 

to define the process by which such a statement would be agreed, for example 

whether every ELIR would result in a statement or only those where 

‘commendations’ had been identified. 

 

Questions:  

 

34. Do you think that introducing recommendations as well as areas for development and 

commendations as well as areas of positive practice is a useful of way of providing 

greater differentiation of ELIR outcomes?  

 

35. Would you favour introducing website statements as an additional way of introducing 

more celebratory language to ELIR reports? Is this something HEIs would find useful 

as an outcome from ELIR?  

 

36. Do you have other suggestions for introducing more celebratory language to ELIR 

reports?  

 

 

ELIR Follow-up 

 

37. HEIs would continue to provide ELIR Follow-up reports in broadly the same format as 

for ELIR 3. This reflects positive feedback from HEIs in relation to the resource 

required to produce these, balanced with the need to provide public reassurance that 

ELIR outcomes are addressed. 

 

38. The ELIR Follow-up events, which were introduced as part of the ELIR 3 method 

have, overall, received positive feedback from those institutional teams that have 

participated. QAA Scotland proposes that there should be more flexibility in the 

precise nature of the Follow-up activity to ensure there is a fit between the topics and 

themes the HEIs are seeking to explore. There is also likely to be value in seeking 

linkages between ELIR Follow-up and other development and enhancement activity 

in the sector. In particular, QAA Scotland would like to consider the nature of ELIR 

Follow-up activity as part of the current review of the Enhancement Themes element 

of the QEF. This would ensure a good fit between ELIR Follow-up, Focus On and 

future Enhancement Themes activities.  
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Questions: 

 

39. Do you have suggestions for the way in which ELIR Follow-up activity could be 

conducted? One option is to retain the current model where three institutional teams 

participate in an event. Another option is for each HEI to work with QAAS officers to 

develop an event to address their ELIR outcomes and to invite other HEIs to 

participate. We welcome suggestions for other options.  

 

 

Questions collected 

 

Involvement of the whole or partial team:  

40. Should the whole ELIR team attend the Planning visit?  

 

41. If the whole ELIR team did not attend, what subset of the team do you think should 

be directly involved at the Planning visit?  

 

Institution leading the agenda:  

42. Because the Planning visit is a single day, we would no longer have the first morning 

of Part 1 where the HEI has the opportunity to lead and design that section of the 

programme. Do you think there would be benefit in redesigning that element of the 

ELIR visit so that the HEI retains the opportunity to lead the agenda on the 

topics/themes they have proposed for the review? Options for a redesigned version 

include: holding a single meeting at the start of the main review visit where a group of 

colleagues from the HEI outline their priorities for the ELIR; or each meeting with the 

ELIR team might include a short amount of time in which staff and/or students from 

the HEI had ownership of the agenda.  

 

Size and composition of the ELIR team:  

43. Would you support greater flexibility to vary the size and composition of the ELIR 

team?  

 

44. Do you agree with the minimum and maximum team sizes specified? Or would you 

prefer for there always to be more than one academic reviewer?  

 

45. Are there other ways in which the ELIR team composition could be more flexible? for 

example, is there other expertise ELIR reviewers should include such as professional 

services colleagues?  

 

ELIR reporting:  

46. Do you think that introducing recommendations as well as areas for development and 

commendations as well as areas of positive practice is a useful of way of providing 

greater differentiation of ELIR outcomes?  
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47. Would you favour introducing website statements as an additional way of introducing 

more celebratory language to ELIR reports? Is this something HEIs would find useful 

as an outcome from ELIR?  

 

48. Do you have other suggestions for introducing more celebratory language to ELIR 

reports?  

 

ELIR Follow-up:  

49. Do you have suggestions for the way in which ELIR Follow-up activity could be 

conducted? One option is to retain the current model where three institutional teams 

participate in an event. Another option is for each HEI to work with QAAS officers to 

develop an event to address their ELIR outcomes and to invite other HEIs to 

participate. We welcome suggestions for other options. 

 

Other:  

50. Are there other comments you would like to make about the proposals for ELIR 4?  
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Appendix  

ELIR Technical report structure  

Please note this is a proposed reporting structure and not necessarily the structure of the 

submission(s) the institution will be asked to provide 

 

1.  Contextual information about the institution, student population and the review 
i. Summary information about the institution including key trends in the student 

population 
ii. Commentary on the preparation for the ELIR including confirmation of the nature 

and rationale for the contextualised range of topics included in the self-
evaluation.   

 
2. Strategic framework  

i. Strategic approach to enhancing learning and teaching including the impact of 
the national Enhancement Themes and related activity  

ii. Effectiveness of the approach to implementing strategies.  
 

3.  Enhancing the student learning experience  
i. Trends in student information including KPIs on retention, progression, outcomes 
ii. Recognising and responding to equality and diversity in the student population  
iii. Student representation and engagement 
iv. Supporting students in their learning at each stage of the learner journey from 

pre-admission to post-graduation (to include graduate attributes & employability) 
v. Postgraduate student experience  
vi. Learning environment  
vii. Effectiveness of the approach to enhancing the student learning experience.  

 
4. Enhancing learning and teaching  

iii. Approaches to identifying and sharing good practice  
iv. Engaging and supporting staff  
v. Effectiveness of the approach to enhancing learning and teaching.  

 
5. Academic standards and quality processes 

i. Key features of the institution's approach to managing quality and setting, 
maintaining, reviewing and assessing academic standards  

ii. Use of external reference points in quality processes  
iii. Commentary on action taken since ELIR 3 and identification of matters arising 

from the Advance Information Set not otherwise explored 
iv. Effectiveness of the arrangements for securing academic standards 
v. Effectiveness of the institution’s approach to self-evaluation including the 

effective use of data to inform decision making 
 

6. Learning at a distance 
i. Key features of the institution's strategic approach (to include collaborative 

activity, distant campuses, distance learning and work-based learning)  
ii. Effectiveness of the approach to managing delivery at a distance including 

arrangements for securing academic standards and enhancing the student 
learning experience. 
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The paper is relevant to the University’s Strategic Goal of ‘excellence in education’ and the 

Strategic Theme of ‘Outstanding student experience’.  
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the following comments: 

TPR/PPR  Recommendation Comment 
 

PPR Biological 
Sciences (PGR) 

8 Could the School confirm that students and staff are using the 
new online annual review system 

Could the School provide further details on the integrated set of 
assessments for research students? 

PPR of 
GeoSciences 
(PGT)  

1 & 7  We look forward to hearing about progress on this 
recommendations in the year on response 

PPR of 
Veterinary 
Studies (PGT) 

1  There is reference made to drafting a standard policy with clear 
moderation guidelines for different kinds of assessment. The 
Principles of Internal Moderation of Taught Assessment should 
be adhered to however the School can produce guidance.  

TPR of Applied 
Sport Science 
and Sport & 
Recreation 
Management 
(UG) 

 We look forward to hearing about progress on the 
recommendations in the year on response 

TPR Celtic and 
Scottish Studies 
(UG) 

1 , 11 & 12  We look forward to hearing about progress on these 
recommendations in the year on response  

TPR 
Mathematics 
(UG &PGT) 

 We look forward to hearing about progress on the 
recommendations in the year on response 

TPR of 
Veterinary 
Studies (UG) 

  We look forward to hearing progress on the recommendations 
in the year on response 
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The University of Edinburgh 
 

Internal Review 
 

14 week report on recommendation actions 
 

PPR of:    Biological Sciences (PGR)           Date of Review: 10th-11th March 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 

Comment on progress towards completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

Completion 
date 

1. 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 

 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

This has been discussed by Graduate School Committee and agreed. 
Students are to complete a training plan and record to be signed by 
their supervisor at the 10 week stage, with the record to be updated 
annually and submitted as part of the online annual review. Students 
can access an optional skills audit also. Both documents are at:  
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SBSGRAD/Training+and+Milestones  

August 2016 

2. 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. 

 

Improvements to 
School communication 
before start of 2016/17 
academic year. 
 
Addition of new 
School/College 
courses if needed 
before start of 2017/18 
academic year. 
 
 

The Graduate School does currently provide some training in this 
area, see the above link. However we hope to promote this provision 
more effectively through recommendation 1 linking to training options 
and through more effective advertising to students and supervisors. 
 
 
College RTC to discuss at September 2016 meeting 
 

Email and wiki 
events 
communication 
changed by 
June 2016. 
 
College level 
still to 
complete 

3. 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. 

 

For students starting in 
2017/18 at latest. 

The School Executive Committee have provisionally agreed to provide 
this additional funding to School/University funded students if this is 
financially possible. It will only apply to new starts from 2017/18. 
 
College Strategy and Management Committee to discuss in 
September/October 2016. 

 

4. 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 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

This has been discussed at Graduate School Committee, and in more 
detail with our Current student reps, with guidance from EUSA, we 
have created a role profile and will use that to advertise the roles. We 
will also improved our SSLC wiki page for student representation 
which will show the issues raised and actions taken: 
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SBSGRAD/Graduate+School+Staff-
Student+Liaison+Committee . We’ll review how this goes in 2016-17. 

August 2016 

https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SBSGRAD/Training+and+Milestones
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SBSGRAD/Graduate+School+Staff-Student+Liaison+Committee
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SBSGRAD/Graduate+School+Staff-Student+Liaison+Committee


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. 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. 

 

This is already 
provided. 

As of 2015, the Graduate School sends out a supervision annual 
report as a way for students to feed back on their supervision. This is 
confidential, but where problems are indicated the Postgraduate & 
Research Staff Officer refers on to the Institute Postgraduate Advisor 
if the student says they wish this to happen (there is an option to do 
so) or discusses with the student personally.  
 
It is also the case that as part of the 1st year review, the supervisor 
steps out of the room in order that the student can discuss their 
supervision.  

June 2015 

6. The Review Team recommends that the 
School clarify and communicate expectations 
for co-supervision of students in SRUC to 
students, SBS and SRUC staff. 

 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

We discussed with the SRUC Postgraduate Director in June 2016 and 
agreed a few changes: 
1/ All SRUC students to have two SRUC supervisors and one SBS 
supervisor 
2/ SBS supervisor to be involved from outset at recruitment stage. 
3/ Guidelines on the role of SBS supervisor, and expectations for 
SRUC student and supervisor, have been drafted. 
4/ SBS assessment paperwork should be shared with SRUC; SRUC 
assessment paperwork should be shared with SBS. 

August 2016 

7. The Review Team recommends that the 
School develop clear procedures for staff and 
students to follow when a change in 
supervision is required. 

 

November 2016 We will draft written guidelines for students, supervisors and thesis 
committees on this. As a School we are also reviewing administrative 
procedures for staff leaving or going on long-term leave, which will 
hopefully enable us to support students better in these cases. 

 

8. 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. 

 

Before the start of the 
2017/18 academic 
year 
 
 
 
 
 

From May 2016 on, the date at which EUCLID reminders became 
automated, our students have been using the new online annual 
review system. We have created guidelines for students and 
supervisors on how to complete this form.  
 
We will review our current annual monitoring milestones and the 
requirement for annual review meetings to come up with an integrated 
set of assessments for research students.  

May 2016 
 
 
 
Still to 
complete 



9. 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. 

 

Before the start of the 
2017/18 academic 
year 

This has been discussed at Graduate School Committee level, and 
will be discussed at College RTC in September 2016.  
 
We currently adhere to College guidance to monitor engagement of 
Tier 4 students once every two months. We also feel that the majority 
of students have very regular meetings with their supervisors. The 
only current method to meet this recommendation is for supervisors to 
record meetings on EUCLID, and we feel student recording would be 
more appropriate. 

Still to 
complete 

10. 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. 
 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

The BTO has posted the selection mechanism for demonstrating and 
tutoring on the wiki site to ensure that all students understand the 
process. 

August 2016 

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

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

The BTO has updated the wiki with clear guidelines for all payment 
criteria, which will include guidance on preparation time. 

August 2016 

12. 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. 

 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

The feedback statistics for each course will be distributed to all tutors 
and demonstrators. 
Free text feedback will be distributed to course organisers and/or floor 
leaders for forward distribution to demonstrators and tutors as 
appropriate. 
New demonstrators are invited to a feedback session for reflection on 
their teaching. 

August 2016 

13. 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. 
 

March 2016 The Graduate School Committee has agreed to implement this by 
ensuring that no supervisor can take on more than 3 new students in 
one academic year. This started with our admissions for 2016/17. 

March 2016 

14. 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. 

Before the start of the 
2016/17 academic 
year 

The Postgraduate and Research Staff Officer has agreed this with 
externally funded programme administrators and shared meetings will 
begin in September 2016. 

July 2016 

15. The Review Team recommends that a 
Postgraduate Advisor position description be 

May 2016 
 

Graduate School Committee agreed in May 2016 that this term should 
be 4 years. 

Still to 
complete 



developed and for this to set clear 
expectations regarding length of term of 
office. 
 

 
Before the start of the 
2017/18 academic 
year. 

 
 
There is an existing position description but this is not well known and 
will be discussed by the Graduate School Committee at a future 
meeting as well as the School Executive Committee. 

Please report on steps taken to feedback to 
students on the outcomes of the review 
 
 
 

The PPR report has been made available to students and supervisors. Our student reps attend the Graduate 
School Committee and so have been able to read and discuss these recommendations at an initial stage but we 
will discuss with them in more detail over the course of the 2016/17 academic year to ensure that proposed 
solutions meet student needs. 
 

 

 



 
The University of Edinburgh 

Internal Review 
 

14 week response on recommendation actions 
 

PPR of:   School of GeoSciences Postgraduate Taught Programmes     Date of Review: September 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 

Comment on progress towards 
completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

Completion 
date 

1 The original recommendation was:  
The team recommends that University policy on online marking is 
implemented across the school. (Responsibility: Head of School) 
 
Therefore the recommendation was amended reflect this and should now 
read:  
 
The review team recommend that online marking is implemented across the 
School, reflecting student expectations 

N/A The original recommendation has been 
removed after discussion with Academic 
Services. There is no such University 
policy. There is, however, a policy in 
CAHSS. We will await review of this policy 
in order to identify best practice. There is 
however an ambition to require all staff to 
submit comments in digital rather than 
handwritten form. 

N/A 

2 The team recommends  
1. exploring whether the Dissertation Mixer can be extended to other 

programmes.  
2. ensuring that dissertation supervision is evenly distributed across 

staff, with co-supervision by PhD students and postdoctoral research 
fellows (leaving specific allocations to Programme Directors), noting 
that greater conformity in the timetabling of topic selection and 
dissertation submission may help achieve this.  

3. that all academic staff should offer specific dissertation topics and 
undertake supervision, with this being incorporated into the School’s 
workload model.  

(Responsibility: School Management) 

1. 16/17 
academic 
cycle 

2. 2 years 
 
 
 
 

3. 2 years 

1. All postgraduate taught 
programmes except the MSc in 
GIS participate in the dissertation 
mixer. The GIS programme starts 
the dissertation process earlier 
than other programmes. We will 
discuss with the Programme 
Director about identifying a date 
which engages their programme. 
The feedback from the students, 
however, is to hold the mixer in 
semester 2.  

2. Ongoing discussions revolve 
around a series of thematic mixers 
rather than a single event. Broader 
discussions centre around a 
common submission schedule in 
which the mixer event ‘sits’. 
Seeking to change School culture 

 



towards staff contribution to PGT, 
and the essential role that all staff 
must play in dissertation 
supervision. 

3. All academic who supervisor 
dissertations have an allocated 
tariff in their workload model for 
supervision and marking. Shifting 
programmes towards closer 
alignment with research strengths, 
and incentivising joint publication of 
dissertation.  

3 The team recommends: that only courses that are definitely available are 
advertised under programmes and, where known, anticipated timetable 
clashes are highlighted; that limits are set on the amount of choice available, 
e.g. by increasing the amount of core credits on some programmes and 
reducing the number of optional courses available; and that all 10-credit 
courses are reviewed to ensure workload is appropriate, and consider 
withdrawing or combining courses or converting them to twenty credits as 
appropriate.  
(Responsibility: Head of School) 

16/17 
academic 
cycle 

Medium term ambition to refine choice and 
increase the core courses associated with 
each programme (specifically a choice that 
is pragmatic and reasonably achievable 
and the ambition to simplify the timetable 
to facilitate that ambition). Broader context 
is sustainable class sizes and programme 
cohorts.  . A clear statement has been 
inserted into the degree programme tables 
regarding the potential for timetable 
clashes.  
 
A programme currently running 10 credit 
courses has held an away day to 
restructure the programme content into 20 
credit courses. This will be presented to 
the Board of Studies in November 2016 for 
implementation in 2017/18. 

 

4 The team recommends that the College Learning and Teaching Committee 
permits raising of English Language requirements where requested.   
(Responsibility: College L&T Committee) 

20.09.16 The College of Science and Engineering 
Learning and Teaching Committee 
accepted this recommendation at its 
meeting on the 20th September 2016 

Completed 

5 The team recommends that in developing the PGT programme portfolio, a 
mix of top-down and bottom-up approaches to developing new programmes 
is adopted, drawing on both established centres of excellence and 
developments in new areas.  
(Responsibility: Director of Teaching, individual Programme Directors) 

2 years Discussions are ongoing with the Heads of 
Research Institutes (academic line 
managers) to foster bottom up 
postgraduate taught and online 
programme development. The School 
does have a workload model tariff 
available for programme development.  
 
The new online provision in Disaster, Risk 
and Resilience Science will service as a 

 



centre of excellence and include online 
CPD and postgraduate provision. 

6 The team recommends the formal integration of criteria for assessing when 
programmes should be closed, suspended or further resourced into an 
annual review process for both campus-based and online programmes; one 
of the aims should be to reduce the number of existing courses provided by 
the school and to present a more coherent framework for PGT courses in 
relation to the School’s research programmes and strategic objectives.  
(Responsibility: Head of School) 

2 years Similar to point 3 above, we are looking 
closely at the volume of elective provision 
and simplifying programme content with 
increase core components.  Our annual 
individual programme reviews will continue 
to focus on programme viability against 
school strategic priorities. 

 

7 The review team recommends that the Senate Learning and Teaching 
Committee considers the barriers to cross-college collaboration and 
administration, and whether these can be removed or mitigated.  
(Responsibility: Senate Learning and Teaching Committee) 

On-going  The Assistant Principal (Community 
Relations), Professor Lesley McAra, is 
discussing these issues with Finance and 
is planning to bring a paper to the 
Learning and Teaching Policy Group 
(LTPG) in the near future. To support this 
work, Academic Services are working with 
Student Systems and Governance and 
Strategic Planning to explore how best to 
manage one particular form of cross-
School / cross-College collaboration – the 
development of Student-led Individually 
Created courses (SLICCs). Since LTPG is 
leading on this issue, there is no 
advantage in referring the issue to the 
Senate Learning and Teaching Committee 
at this stage 

 

8 The team recommends the further formalisation of programme clusters, 
along with closer engagement between research activity and learning and 
teaching.  
(Responsibility: Head of School) 

1-2 years New programme clustering has been 
identified. We are moving towards 
restructuring of the MSc Committee to 
create clustered programme 
representation and a stronger strategic 
remit, including linking research with 
learning and teaching at a postgraduate 
level. The remit of the cluster 
representation and the allocated tariffs will 
be presented to our School Management 
Committee (SPARC) for approval.  

 

9 The team recommends considering creating Programme Cluster 
Directors, and replacing/streamlining individual Programme Directors. 
(Responsibility: Director of Postgraduate Teaching) 

 

 

1-2 years Please see above.  

10 The team recommends that the SSLC organises a joint staff-student 
initiative to audit existing communications and agree future content and 
methods.  

(Responsibility: School) 

1 year The 2016/17 SSLC, which meets in weeks 
4 and 8 each semester, will add 
communication as an agenda item and 

 



 focus for the year. Any agreed changes 
will be implemented.  

11 The team recommends formalising the recording of all forms of feedback and 
resulting actions.  
(Responsibility: Director of Postgraduate Teaching and Senior Personal 
Tutor) 

 Turnaround times are recorded and 
reported as a matter of course. The staff 
student liaison meetings similarly. 

Completed  

12 The team recommends that due consideration is given to the workload of 
support staff to ensure that resilience is built into the team in the context of 
anticipated growth in PGT provision.  
(Responsibility: Head of School) 

1-2 years The Head of Student Services and School 
Administrator are reviewing support staff 
workload against College recruitment 
priorities. There have been a number of 
Teaching Office support staff away days 
focused on resilience as workload and 
pace have increased, including Tier 4 
monitoring and recording and assessment 
turnaround. All new programme proposals 
will be required to address the costing of 
support staff with greater attention paid to 
issues of strategic development and 
business case for expanding cohorts 

 

13 The team recommends encouragement and support of students’ 
management of their assessment schedules.  
(Responsibility: Programme Directors and Personal Tutors)  

 We will continue to populate the Learn 
Calendar with all assessment deadlines to 
allow students to manage their own time. 
Students taking courses outside the 
school will not have their Learn Calendar 
automatically populated.  
 
We will also continue to use the training 
available through the Institute of Academic 
Development on time management and 
assessment skills.  

Completed 

14 The review team recommends engagement with alumni in recruitment and 
employability initiatives is rolled out across all programmes.  
(Responsibility: Programme Directors) 

1-2 years The Programme Directors of the MSc in 
GIS and MSc in Carbon Management who 
have thriving alumni communities will be 
asked to present to the other Programme 
Directors to identify best practice, the time 
commitment involved and programme 
level benefits. Funding to support such 
events would need to be presented to the 
School Management Committee (SPARC), 
however, there is a strategic goal at this 
level to support alumni and employability 
activities.   
 

 



We will need to seek the support of Alumni 
and Development who hold the required 
details to contact graduates.  

15 The team recommends developing a clear process of developing and 
maintaining personal tutor skills.  
(Responsibility: Head of School) 

1 year We have proposed a Senior Personal 
Tutor role for postgraduate taught 
programmes with an allocated tariff for 
training and maintain the PT system at this 
level.  
 
The model will follow on from the 
successful undergraduate PT training and 
refreshers. The pastoral care of 
postgraduate taught students will now be 
the responsibility of the Student Support 
Coordinators (grade 6) to match our 
undergraduate provision.  This allows the 
academic staff to focus on academic 
progression and employability at the 
postgraduate taught level.  

 

 Please report on steps taken to feedback to students on the outcomes of the 
review 
 
 
 

Once this document is agreed we will present at the SSLC in week 4 of 
semester 1. However, the particular cohort previously involved in the remit 
and report creation will have graduated.  
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The University of Edinburgh 
Internal Review 

 
14 week report on recommendation actions 

 
PPR of:  R(D)SVS Post Graduate Taught Programmes          Date of Review: 15-16 March 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 Comment on progress towards completion and/or 

identify barriers to completion 
Completion 

date 

Recommendation 1 (3.4)  
Consider implementing a formal moderation process 
across the board with clear guidance for staff. 

In time for start of session 
2016-17 

1. Information on current moderation methods will be collated 
and a standard policy with clear moderation guidelines for 
different kinds of assessment will be drafted to ensure that a 
consistent and uniform approach to moderation is adopted 
by all programmes. 
 

In progress 

Recommendation 2 (2.5.5)  
Staff training on quality feedback and feed forward and 
the management of units of assessment so that they 
meet the turnaround time as specified by the university, 
including managing student expectations on feedback. 

In time for start of session 
2016-17 

1. The ongoing programme of staff training on feedback and 
feed forward delivered by VMED workshops will be 
highlighted to PGT staff, as well as any other University –
wide training opportunities as they arise. 
 

2. Units of assessment will be reviewed under 
recommendation 4 (2.5.4) to ensure that feedback meets 
turnaround time and student expectations. 
 

3. Two staff members run a live seminar on making effective 
use of feedback via the Academic Skills course. This helps 
manage student expectations on feedback and encourages 
active use of feed forward opportunities. 
 

In progress 

Recommendation 3 (3.2)  
Consider how the content of courses is reviewed and 
altered to reflect changes and advances within the 
subject areas. 

By December 2016 1. Information on current course content review methods from 
each programme will be collated e.g via the Annual Reviews 
(completed by late November) and course teaching 
committee meetings. Findings will be discussed by PGTLTC 
and if necessary a more robust and/or standardised process 
for monitoring course content will be implemented by each 
Programme Director. 
 

In progress 

Recommendation 4 (2.5.4) 
Ensure that the quantity and types of assessments are 
appropriate for the individual programmes and have 
some equity across the programmes. 

By December 2016 1. Information on the number and type of assessments for 
each course is being collated by all Programmes to allow 
comparison both within and between Programmes.  
Assessments will also be considered during the Annual 

In progress 



2 
 

review process.  Any major discrepancies in assessment 
load between courses and programmes will be addressed to 
ensure greater equity, particularly where course are shared 
between several programmes. 
 

2. Programmes have been encouraged to sign up for the 
LEAF project for 16/17 or 17/18, and this has already been 
undertaken by AABAW for 15/16. 
 

Recommendation 5 (2.1.5) 
Students coming on programme have compulsory active 
plagiarism training e.g. Quiz, and that all submitted work 
at the point of submission includes self-certification of 
originality. 

In time for start of session 
2016-17 

1. Currently, plagiarism information is on each Programme 
Base course on LEARN. The information will be placed in a 
more prominent position from 2016-17. 
 

2. A Quiz will be included on the PGT Induction & Programme 
Base courses.  This will highlight issues which may be 
perceived as plagiarism and ensure we can monitor that all 
students have completed. 

 
3. Learn analytics will be used to assess which students have 

not ‘marked as reviewed’ on the plagiarism information. 
They will then be contacted.  For each assignment 
submission, there will be a plagiarism awareness 'mark as 
understood' (using adaptive release of submission). 

 
4. PTAS academic practice course: all students will be told this 

exists, with links from the PGT Hub and Academic Skills.  If 
students fail the compulsory Plagiarism quiz, they will be 
directed to this as compulsory activity, and their access and 
completion will be monitored. 
 

In progress 

Recommendation 6 (2.3.6). 
Consider how learn could be more personalised for 
Online Distance Learning students, with particular 
emphasis on the home page. 
 

In time for start of session 
2016-17 

1. Programme specific banners will be added to each Learn 
course from 2016-2017. 

 
2. Subheadings have been added to all courses on Learn to 

increase usability and ease of accessing information. 
 

3. Each course will have a new section added which highlights 
how students can personalise Learn e.g. increase/decrease 
font size, amend profile image & details etc. In addition, 
student will be reminded as to how they can personalise the 
MyEd portal. 

 
4. The PGT Hub has links to all the current Base courses and 

the Hub can form a more active, centralised area where 
students can connect and avail themselves of additional 

In progress 



3 
 

resources.  The Hub is more flexible and user-centred than 
LEARN.  A link to the Hub has been added to all LEARN 
courses and programme bases. 
 

Please report on steps taken to feedback to students on 
the outcomes of the review 

The final PPR report and the 14 week response will be circulated to all students and also included as an item on 
SSLC agendas for discussion/ information in session 2016-17 

 



The University of Edinburgh 
Internal Review 

 
14 week report on recommendation actions 

 
TPR of: Applied Sport Science and Sport and Recreation Management        Date of Review: 16th & 17th March 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 Comment on progress towards completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

Completion 
date 

1.It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
a new strategic post with remit to lead and enhance 
the provision of teaching in the Institute. 
 

Academic Year 2016-17 The Subject Area and School do recognize that there is 
currently imbalance between research and L&T leadership in 
the Institutes (Subject Area) as there are research leaders in 
each of the three Institutes but there are currently no L&T 
leads. This is further confused by the fact that there are five 
research clusters in the School, each with its own leader.  
The School does not currently have a Director of Learning and 
Teaching as this role is included in the Deputy Head of 
School’s (DHoS) responsibilities. There has been discussion 
between the outgoing DHoS and the incoming two Co-DHOs 
about devolving the L&T role and also combining it with 
Director of Quality Assurance and Enhancement. However, a 
Director of L&T would have no College status (i.e. would not sit 
on CUGLAT, CPGSC or CQAEC) and so a separate Director 
of L&T was not thought to be suitable. There was also the 
issue that this would increase Management Workload hours, 
and with the School already in deficit it would be difficult to 
sustain extra administrative costs. 
The School Executive does acknowledge this imbalance 
(particularly after the recent NSS results) and is planning to 
review School and Institute structures in the forthcoming 
sessions. 
 

July 2017 

2.It is recommended that the Subject Area, in 
consultation with the School and College, grow 
student numbers (particularly international and 
intercalated STEM students) in order to grow 
resources. 
 

Academic Year 2016-17 A new intercalated programme in Physical Activity for Health 
(which is in the Subject Area) is currently being processed 
through School and College committees and will take up to 8 
students/year from September 2017.  
In addition, there are an increasing number of visiting students 
taking courses in the Subject area, and direct entry 
arrangements from overseas partner institutions (such as 
Republic Polytechnic Singapore)are beginning to bear fruit. 
Increasing student numbers in the Subject Area has previously 

July 2017 



been discussed at School level. Whilst an increase (particularly 
in international and STEM students) would aid the School’s 
financial position, current staffing levels could not support this 
(the Subject Area already has higher Student:Staff Ratios than 
the School average). While the School is in deficit (and is 
predicted to be until at least 2019) College is not supporting 
new staffing appointments that have not been already planned. 
In the School’s own programme viability exercise in 2013-2014 
the programmes under review were all profitable. Therefore the 
School will need to balance budgets in other programmes 
before new appointments in the Subject Area can be made. 
There would also be severe pressure on laboratory space and 
technical support. Finally, Undergraduate Admissions are not 
consistent in hitting target numbers for these programmes (for 
example over-recruiting by 50% for Sport and Recreation 
Management and under-recruiting by 45% for Applied Sport 
Science for September 2016 entry) and so it is difficult to 
accurately predict what effect increased target numbers would 
have on staff workloads and other resources.  
 

3. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
more ways to support Tutors, both PhD and 
external, and more ways of including them in 
decision making processes. 
 

Immediately through 
Academic Year 2016-17 

The School has recently put in place robust processes for 
advertising and selecting PhD tutors, who are then strongly 
advised to take courses on Teaching, Learning and 
Assessment. External tutors are usually selected by Course 
Organizers (COs) and Programme Directors (PDs). Both sets 
of tutors are then usually mentored by COs. However, there is 
a need to do more to support and include these tutors, and this 
will be done in several ways. Firstly, PhD and External tutors 
will be invited to the Staff Student Liaison Committees so that 
they can hear student feedback on their teaching and be able 
to make suggestions about changes. Secondly, the tutors will 
be invited to all Programme Team Meetings, particularly those 
where course and programme developments are made. 
They will also be invited to the thrice-yearly Institute meetings 
so that they gain a wider understanding of the range of 
programmes and issues in the Subject Area. 
 

July 2017 

4. It is recommended that the Subject Area/School 
consider the creation of a dedicated role with 
responsibility for co-ordinating placements. 
 

Academic Year 2016-17 The SRM Placement Course Organizer has much experience 
in developing expertise and collective contacts in I-SPEHS and 
could be better used in both programmes produce further 
positive employability outcomes. However, there will need to 
be suitable administrative support if a new role is to include all 
placements/work-based attachments in the Subject Area.  
This will be discussed at the School Executive and a decision 

July 2017 



made in academic session 2016-17. 
 

5. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
ways to improve the marketing of its provision both 
within the University and across the sector. 
 

Immediately and 
Academic Year 2016-17 

Current links with Communications and Marketing (CAM) do 
not currently tend to be on a programme-by-programme basis. 
There will need to be discussion between Programme 
Directors, CAM and Student Recruitment and Admissions 
(SRA) about the best ways forward in marketing the 
programmes within the University and across the sector. These 
meetings will take place in academic session 2016-2017.  
Greater emphasis has been placed on marketing at University 
Open Days, with Programme Directors giving the talks as well 
as meeting applicants and parents informally.  
Other avenues of advertising such as British Association of 
Sport and Exercise Science website and other professional 
bodies are also currently used but will be investigated to 
examine if there are further opportunities for marketing the 
programmes.  
This is particularly apposite in the current academic year as the 
programmes are currently in 1st place in Sport Science in the 
Complete University Guide and The Guardian University guide. 
Competitor institutions already have their (lower) positions on 
their website marketing but Edinburgh does not. 
 

Semester 2 
2017 

6. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
retitling its programmes (e.g. to include terms such 
as exercise, health and physical activity and possibly 
remove “Recreation” from the SRM programme title) 
to reflect current programme aims and content which 
may have evolved since it was conceived. 
 

School Undergraduate 
Studies Committee and 

CUGLAT  
Semester 2 2016-2017 

This is a good idea and staff are broadly in favour of these 
changes. They will be discussed at Programme Team 
meetings and in consultation with SRA, and if agreed will be 
submitted to School Undergraduate Studies Committee and 
Board of Studies in Academic Session 2016-17. 
 

End of 
Semester 2 

2017 

7. It is recommended that the Subject Area foster 
change in marking culture by enhancing subject 
area descriptors and encouraging fuller use of the 
ECMS, particularly the use of +80% marks. 
 

Immediately The External Examiner for Sport and Recreation Management 
has already noted the beginnings of a shift toward marks in the 
upper A grade ranges above 80%. Staff will be further 
encouraged to grade excellent work above 80% and to provide 
distinct assignment grading criteria for the requirements to 
achieve A1 and A2 grades. 
Personal tutors will place greater emphasis on improving 
students’ feedback and feedforward literacy and assisting 
students to understand requirements for work above 80%. 
 

June 2017 
(Board of 

Examiners) 

8. It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
opening more Y1 courses up to students from 
across the University. 
 

Academic Year 2016-17 The response to this recommendation is similar to that given 
for the second recommendation above (increase numbers on 
programmes). This is a staffing resource issue and also has 
problem of the continued ‘opacity’ of the College’s financial 

July 2017 



model for students taking courses outside their home Subject 
Area. The Head of Subject Area will continue to work with the 
School Executive to investigate whether allowing more outside 
student would actually benefit the School and Subject area 
financially or if the stretch on resources would cause more 
problems than it would solve. 
 

9.It is recommended that the Subject Area consider 
encouraging more of its UG students to move on to 
its PGT programmes. 
 

Immediately and 
Academic Year 2016-17 

This is a valuable recommendation and final year students will 
be made aware of the range of PGT programmes available in 
the Subject Area. The advantages for career progression 
achieved by gaining further qualifications in the field will also 
be emphasized to students, particularly those in Years 3 and 4. 
The TPR commended the specialist Careers Service and our 
PGT programmes will be emphasised here, as well as in 
meetings between staff and students (such as Personal Tutor 
meetings in Years 3 and 4). 
There is a capacity issue on some PGT programmes; for 
example, the MSc Sport, Policy and International development 
already having nearly 50 students. There is also the fee level, 
which for home students (£8500 and next year £9000) is much 
higher (100% in some cases) than most of our main rivals in 
the field (e.g. Loughborough, Bath, LJMU). This is a University 
issue and needs discussion at School and College level to 
ensure that the Subject Area’s PGT programmes remain 
viable. 
The Head of School has agreed to the establishment of three 
awards for existing outstanding graduates from the School’s 
undergraduate programmes (including those in the subject 
area). These awards will provide a contribution to the fees for 
two students to do the School’s PGT programmes and a 
contribution to the fees for one PhD studentship. 
 

Ongoing 

10.It is recommended that the Subject Area should 
ensure prompt feedback; where the 15 days cannot 
be met, clear explanations and revised dates must 
be communicated to students, and these revised 
dates kept. 
 

Immediately Each LEARN course has the submission date and return date 
for every piece of assessment, so students should be aware of 
these. These dates are also in course handbooks and the 
Feedback statements for each course. Students will be 
apprised of any assessments for which these dates cannot be 
met and the reasons why, as well as a revised definite date for 
feedback. 
 

Ongoing 

11. It is recommended that the Subject Area take a 
more strategic approach to social media, utilizing full 
range of platforms to improve communication with 
students, the wider University and the wider 

Immediately The programmes under review both have Facebook pages and 
these have been a great success. There is also a special 
LinkedIn group for former Applied Sport Science students 
which facilitates communication with former students in a 

Ongoing 



community. 
 

wide range of sport-related organisations. The Institute already 
has a Twitter feed and staff and students will be encouraged to 
send items to the Twitter moderator for broadcast. An 
increasing number of staff now have their own Twitter 
accounts, via which successes, academic research and 
sporting achievements of students are shared with the world. 
Other social media outlets such as specialist Youtube channels 
will also be considered. The Institute (Subject Area) is 
intending to write a Social Media strategy in the forthcoming 
academic session. 
 

Please report on steps taken to feedback to students 
on the outcomes of the review 
 
 
 

The Final Review Panel report and this response will be placed on the Programme LEARN pages and 
also on the Applied Sport Science student wiki page. It will also be on the agendas for discussion for the 
Semester 1 Staff Student Liaison Committees for the programmes under review. There will also be an 
open forum in Semester 1 for discussion of the Report and Response to which all students and teaching 
staff will be invited. 
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The subject area is responsible for reporting on progress with all recommendations, including those remitted to other areas of the university for 
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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 recommends 
that the School, in discussion 
with College must give urgent 
consideration to the 
recommendations of the 2012 
Report of the Archives, especially 
in relation to the financial model 
for supporting the ongoing 
operation of the Archive 

 
Ongoing 

 
The School is in active discussions with the College with respect to this 
recommendation, and is committed to the implementation of the 
recommendations of the 2012 report and the agreement of the financial 
model. 

 

2.  The review team recommends 
that the subject area review the 
provision of level 2 Gaelic 
courses with a view to improving 
the relevance of the curriculum 
for education students, and the 
transition from pure language 
learning to language and 
literature 

 
Autumn 2016 
and ongoing 

The expectations of the students on the Gaelic and Education degrees 
need to be balanced with both the expectations and pedagogical needs 
of students on Celtic degrees and other students who are taking the 
level 2 Gaelic courses for various reasons. However, we are very 
mindful of both the expectations and needs of the students on the 
Education degrees. We will continue to give students a strong 
grounding not only in the Gaelic language but also its literature; 
however, we will institute some changes to the manner of delivery that 
to address the expectations of the Education students, both in the level 
1 and level 2 Gaelic courses. For students on the Gaelic 1B course, we 
will increase the amount of material that is education-related on the 
Analysis and Editing portion of the course, and will work on vocabulary 
that will be of relevance to teachers, as well as highlighting Gaelic 

 



resources that will be of use in the classroom. Students had expressed 
the desire to make some presentations, to give them a taste of what 
they will be doing in the classroom, and to this end, we will ask them to 
make presentations, particularly on the Rosg (Prose) part of the course. 

3.The review team recommends 
that there be clear 
communication to students 
regarding the current and future 
prospects of the library and 
archives 

 
Done, but 
ongoing 
updates 
needed. 

We have informed honours students about the progress of process of 
recant at 29 George Square, and that we will be organising tours of the 
facility a little later in semester 1, when it is ready for use. As the 
staffing situation at 29 George Square has not been finalised, we are 
not yet able to let students know when the facility will be ready for use, 
or what the opening times will be; however, once the staffing situation is 
resolved and we have the opening date and hours, we will 
communicate this through announcements in class, via e-mail to 
students and others on our departmental e-mailing lists, and on the 
Celtic and Scottish Studies website for the wider user community. 

 

4.The review team recommends 
that Celtic and Scottish Studies 
maintain the ERASMUS link with 
University College Cork, and take 
action to ensure that all students, 
including applicants, were made 
aware of this exchange 
opportunity 

 
November 2016 
and ongoing 

We will seek to further heighten awareness of this ERASMUS 
opportunity by email in September, October and November alerting 
students to the deadline, making announcements in lectures and giving 
exchange possibilities a more prominent place on our web pages.  

 

5. The review team recommends 
that Celtic and Scottish Studies 
give due consideration to having 
a common style of dissertation 
and shared taught elements in 
Third Year across all subjects in 
preparing for the dissertation 

 
Ad hoc 
arrangement 
now in place. 
We will submit 
changes to next 
BoS. 
 
October 2016 

Full-time academic staff in Celtic and Scottish Studies have begun a 
discussion of the introduction of a common style of dissertation and 
shared taught elements in Third Year for all students on Celtic and 
Scottish Studies degrees. There is broad agreement that this is 
desirable, but to effect it, Board of Studies approval will be required, 
and we will seek this approval for introduction in 2017-18. For 2016-17, 
we are asking all third year students on Scottish Ethnology and Scottish 
Studies degrees who will be writing a dissertation in fourth year to 
attend the third year course that is presently run for students on Celtic 
degrees. 

 

6. The review team recommends 
that the subject area consider 
strategies for better facilitating 
integration of visiting students 

 
 
Autumn 2016 
and ongoing 

At present, we integrate visiting students with our own students in 
tutorial groups, and we have an end of semester event for all students 
on our courses, including visiting students, at the end of both 
semesters. We are exploring the possibility of setting up another social 
event at the beginning of each semester, and of creating an outing to 
sites of interest relating to our courses which would be of interest to all 
students; the main constraints here would be the identification of a 

 



budget. In addition, we will liaise with our student societies and with the 
Gaelic Language Officer for the University, with a view to highlighting as 
effectively as possible events of interest to all students at which visiting 
students can meet other students. 

7. The review team recommends 
that the College Recruitment and 
Admissions Strategy Committee 
undertake a review of the 
admissions policy and process 
with a view to allowing subject 
areas greater engagement with 
the quality and number of 
entrants 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Autumn 2016 
and ongoing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Done – 
requested. 
 

A meeting was held on 22 August to discuss recommendation 7 of the 
Teaching Programme Review of Celtic and Scottish Studies. The 
following were present at the meeting: Professor Rob Dunbar (Head of 
Celtic and Scottish Studies), Christine Lennie (Senior Undergraduate 
Administrator, Celtic and Scottish Studies), Lisa Brannan (Acting Head 
of Admissions, CAHSS), Rhona Hajcman (Acting Deputy Head of 
Admissions, CAHSS), Dr Jeremy Crang (Associate Dean, Recruitment 
and Admissions Strategy, CAHSS). 
  
The disappointing number of new students who joined the subject area 
each year was acknowledged, but it was noted that all those applicants 
who met the minimum entry requirements were given offers by the 
College. In order to grow the intakes, it was thus agreed that efforts 
should be made to increase the number and quality of applications. To 
this end, it was suggested that the subject area might approach SRA for 
specialist advice on appropriate recruitment strategies. It was also 
agreed that attempts should be made to improve the offer conversion 
rate. To facilitate this, it was suggested that the subject area might 
review its communication with, and tracking of, offer holders and the 
design of its post-offer visit days. 
  
It was further agreed that the College Admissions Office would provide 
the subject area with relevant applicant data for recent years in order to 
determine if there are trends and patterns that might help to determine 
future recruitment and admissions strategy.  

 

8. The review team recommends 
that the subject area examine the 
wider implications for the 
teaching practice element of the 
Education degree, and consider 
a strategy for continuing students 
upon their return in fourth year 

 
December 2016 

Primary Education students in their third year are periodically recalled 
by colleagues in Education to engage in learning activities. The subject 
area considers that the development of a workshop or workshops for 
students on the Education degrees be organised for the third year of 
the course, to work with the students on ways in which they can relate 
their honours courses to their teaching practice. We will discuss with 
the School of Education the possibility of integrating Scottish Studies 
materials into lesson planning. We will also consider providing the 
students with an advance reading list relating to honours courses and 
providing a short assignment on this reading material 

 



9. The review team recommends 
that provision should be made for 
students on the same 
programme or related 
programmes to engage in peer 
assisted learning 

 
Pilot in place – 
we will assess 
potential for 
extending 
across courses. 
 
Summer 2017 

We are trialling peer assisted learning on the honours course 
Traditional Narrative: Theory and Practice with a view to its adoption 
across other CSS courses. Autonomous learning groups, or ALGs, are 
a core part of this course’s delivery and assessment, with 10 percent of 
the overall mark deriving from ALG participation. During five, hour-long 
ALGs, students discuss prompts provided by the Course Organiser on 
their required reading and lecture material. They then provide written 
reflections on their contributions to the discussions - as well as those of 
other students - using the virtual learning environment. Thus, the ALGs 
provide a two-stage learning process enabling students to contribute 
orally and reflect upon it in writing, and whilst doing so, integrate their 
fellow students’ contributions. We will review the effectiveness of this 
model after the completion of teaching on the course and consider its 
wider deployment in 2017-18. 

 

10. The review team 
recommends that Celtic and 
Scottish Studies should actively 
seek to enhance opportunities for 
students to listen and converse in 
Gaelic. In addition that 
consideration be given to the 
provision of a standalone social 
space for Gaelic 

 
Academic year 
2016-17 and 
ongoing 

We are exploring the possibility of creating a ‘buddy system’ whereby 
upper year students will be partnered with more junior students so as to 
provide both sets of students with a greater opportunity to use their 
Gaelic with each other. We already liaise closely with the Gaelic 
language officer, but we will work with the officer to ensure that 
opportunities which have been developed for conversation, such as 
conversation groups and Gaelic song workshops, are scheduled at 
times that are likely to be attractive to our students, as well as to the 
wider university community, and that these events continued to be 
notified to our students. 
The university committed itself in its Gaelic Language Plan to 
investigating the possibility of establishing a Gaelic common room in 
the George Square area, and we will continue to press the university for 
the provision of such a social space. 

 

11. The review team 
recommends that the subject 
area consider further 
development of courses and 
options with a view to future 
career options of their students. 
In addition the subject area 
explore possibilities with the 
University’s Careers Service and 
willing alumni of working to 
highlight the possibilities of 

 
 
Ongoing 

We will continue to liaise with recent graduates to get feedback from 
them, and in particular feedback in relation to elements of our courses 
which are particularly useful and relevant to their work, and elements 
that could be made more useful and relevant. We will explore the 
possibility of holding a careers fair with participation from recent 
graduates. 

 



employment following graduation 

12. The review team 
recommends that the school and 
subject area pursue necessary 
preparation for submission for 
the Athena Swan Silver status as 
a mechanism for raising 
awareness of gender equality 
issues across the School and 
Wider University 

 
 
Ongoing 

The School has made application for Athena Swan Bronze status and 
the School and C&SS fully supports the preparation for submission for 
the Athena Swan Silver status. 

 

 

Please report on steps taken to 
feedback to students on the 
outcome of the review 

 
To be discussed at both SSLCs in Week 6 this AY. Students were invited to the debriefing session 
provided by the review team at the end of the review. 
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Priority 

 
Report  
Section 

 
 
Recommendation 

 
Timescale 
for 
completion 

Comment on progress towards completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

 
 
Completion  
date 

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.  

Ongoing Our 2016 NSS Assessment and Feedback score is up 12 
percentage points at 81% putting us third in the Russell 
Group on this heading. We aim to consolidate this 
success while improving also NSS scores under other 
headings. School Teaching Committee (STC) will discuss 
measures towards achieving these goals during 16-17.  

 

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.  

Ongoing We are preparing revised specifications of the course 
organiser role for week 0 of this academic year, taking 
into account the report’s recommendations.  

For S1 in 
16-17.  

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. 

Ongoing, 
finalised 
within 1 

year  

This has been discussed between the HoS and Senior 
Tutor, with some refinements to the annual PT induction 
meeting arising from that discussion.  

However, given the University-wide developments in 
personal tutoring, with which we are trying to align, 
School Teaching Committee will oversee a review of the 
description of the PT role during the coming academic 
year.  We would like to maintain the flexibility whereby 
for many issues, students may choose to contact their PT 
or the SLA.  

For S1 in 
17-18.  



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.  

Ongoing In the coming academic year, the School will make some 
modest rebalancing of support via Mathsbase and 
Piazza. We will consider also whether a better induction 
could be given to Y2 students. Additionally, the School is 
writing a guide for students to help with their subject 
choices, and to better guide personal tutors in providing 
good course advice for students in Y2. 

We would wish to keep in mind the well-researched and 
documented particular importance of strong support in 
Y1 of HE study.  

We will engage in a further discussion of the balance of 
support in Y2 at Teaching Programmes Committee. 

For S1 in 
17-18 

 

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. 

Ongoing Greater coordination has been put in place between PGT 

Senior Tutor and UGT personal tutoring, with the aim of 

helping to spread best practice. In addition the School 

recognises a need to review and enhance the role of the 

PT at PGT level as well as the general communication 

with PGT students, and will be working on this 

throughout the year.  

For S1 in 
17-18 

 

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. 

1 year The resourcing of MTO is a priority for the School 
Administrator, who is seeking to take advantage of ad 
hoc opportunities to provide additional resources. For 
example, from September, responsibility for processing 
tutor timesheets will pass from MTO to the School 
Office, freeing up resources in MTO. Other opportunities 
will be taken forward when they arise. The main two 
obstacles to additional staffing are space and that 
currently it can be quite challenging to win approval for 
new professional services posts.  

Notwithstanding these obstacles, the School will push 
for additional posts if a case can be demonstrated. 

 

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. 

Ongoing At School Teaching Committee and Teaching Programme 

Committee decisions with administrative implications 

will entail consultations with MTO staff. We have written 

a new cover sheet for our Board of Studies papers that 

will ensure that the papers considered there have gone 

through these committees, and therefore have in 

particular been commented on by MTO staff. We have 

 



also taken steps to ensure that MTO is formally 

represented at our Board of Studies.  

We will ensure that relevant academic staff attend at 

least two MTO meetings per session. 

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. 

Ongoing, 
complete 
within 6 
months 

A job description for a Business Development Officer has 
been created, through discussion with stakeholders in 
the School and staff with experience both within the 
University and in the mathematical sciences in other 
universities. This is being submitted for grading and then 
we shall submit a business case to the University to 
allow us to make the appointment, to begin by the end 
of the calendar year at the latest.  

We will consider an industrial advisory board together 
with our research partners in Heriot-Watt University. 

For S2 in 
16-17 

 

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. 

1 year  The School Teaching Committee will consider a paper on 
this in 16-17, balancing the advantages of such a move 
with the issue of the resulting loss of choice.  This 
discussion will take place in the overall context of the 
development of agreed statements at all levels of the 
school’s teaching aims and graduate attributes, 
programme aims and outcomes.  

Over the last five years the School has revised the 
academic curriculum significantly, so we would be 
reluctant to make substantial changes rapidly. In 
addition, current University regulations and practice 
around the credit load for individual courses limit our 
options.  

For S1 in 
17-18 

 

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. 

Complete in 
6 months - 

1 year  

A working party is to be convened, with a report for 
action before the end of Semester 1. The convenor will 
be our outgoing Director of Quality and the working 
party will make sure there is student input. It may be 
that restriction by the University of scaling points to P/F 
and A/B borderlines in its systems limits our ability to 
comply with the last point.  

For S2 in 
16-17 

11 2.18 The review panel recommends that the School allocate more 
resource upfront to accommodate increased Visiting 

1 year Through the Internationalisation committee, the School 
will consider in 16/17 ways to support even more 
effectively the three categories of student mentioned.  

For S1 in 
17-18 

 



Students, 2+2 students, and greater study abroad options in 
order to maintain the current high standards provided. 

In the interim, the School will be running a special event 
for study abroad students.  

Furthermore, we introduced an undergraduate travel 
prize fund to allow students to take advantage of 
appropriate academic (and related) opportunities. This 
has been a positive development and recent successful 
applicants have received funding to enable them to 
attend summer activities in the US, India, Slovakia and 
Germany.   

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. 

1 year WAM (along with tutor preparation time allowances) is 
to be reviewed by HoS for next academic year.  

For S1 in 
17-18 

  Please report on steps taken to feedback to students on the 
outcomes of the review. 

The Review and 14-week feedback will be discussed at SSLC in Semester 1.   The 
report and responses will be made available to students via our intranet.  

 

 



 
The University of Edinburgh 

Internal Review 
 

14 week report on recommendation actions 
 

TPR of:  The Royal (Dick) School of Veterinary Studies – BVM&S programme     Date of Review:  3rd and 4th March 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 

Comment on progress towards completion and/or 
identify barriers to completion 

Completion 
date 

1 The review team recommends that the 
School ensures that all staff are aware of 
the strategic priorities of the School. The 
School should ensure that the strategic 
plan drives the day to day planning 
activities. 

End of semester 1 
2016/17 

Strategic plan is on School intranet and staff reminded of this at open school 
meeting. All heads of division were involved in drafting the plan with input 
from members in their division. 
 
University Learning and Teaching strategy for 2016/17 is linked directly to 
School plan and will be on School intranet with open access to all staff. In 
future staff will be directed to this at HR induction sessions. 

 

2   The review team recommends that the 
School look more deeply at how to 
formalise Quality Assurance processes 
for selective rotations with external 
partners and how these relationships are 
maintained.  
 
 

End of semester 2 
2016/17 

We have given the external selected rotation providers access to the Vet 
School’s Staff Development pages on Learn. We have asked them to view 
certain materials linked to our teaching workshops (optimising teaching on 
final Year rotations, optimising small group teaching, giving constructive 
feedback). We have asked for more detailed outlines of the structure of their 
rotations. We are in the process of identifying specifically named vet school 
staff as contacts for the externals. We will encourage more students to give 
feedback on external selected rotation using the electronic survey already 
available. These adapted processes and student feedback will be monitored 
by the course organiser and the School QA committee. 
 
Addressing this recommendation is partially complete but looking to the end 
of semester 2 2016/17 to monitor effectiveness at the completion of these 
selected rotations. 

 

3 The review team recommends that the 
School: 

i) Should take a comprehensive 
review of the feedback 
provided to students both in 
taught courses and selective 
rotations 

ii) Should pay particular attention 
to consistency of quality and 

End of semester 2 
2016/17 

Reviews carried out each semester to monitor the timeliness of feedback 
(2015/16 had years 1- 2 above 88% and years 3-4 100%) 
 
Work being carried out in 2016/17 to monitor the timeliness of feedback in 
final year for the rotations and a system has been put in place to 
communicate with the section heads if there are problems – and a process 
for how to remedy any delays. 
 
Students are given the opportunity to comment on the quality of feedback 
through the Course Enhancement Questionnaires and the Learning and 

 



timeliness (15 day turn-
around) of feedback 

iii) Develop and establish 
mechanisms to ensure the 
quality and consistency of 
feedback to students. 

Teaching Committee look at sharing examples of best practice across the 
courses. 

4 The review team recommends that the 
School reviews the portfolio, how it can 
be assessed and by whom, in relation to 
reflective practice skills and attainment of 
Day One Competencies.  

 End of semester 1 
2016/17 

The professional and clinical skills team are carrying out a holistic review of 
the portfolio and its contents  

 

5 The review team recommends that the 
school develops a system to ensure the 
consistency of quality and ongoing 
enhancement of teaching, learning and 
assessment, ensuring that all groups 
involved in teaching are included 
(residents, interns, PhDs and lecturers 
from outside the school etc.) 

Ongoing  The School has an objective to develop the knowledge, capabilities and skills 
of our staff – we aim to do this thought VMED in-house CPD training, 
mandatory courses for new staff (which we monitor staff attendance on), 
Edinburgh Teaching Award and Journal Club. Peer observation of teaching is 
now mandatory on a 2 year cycle.  
 
We promote enhancements of practice and evaluate effectiveness of 
teaching content and delivery through our Curriculum Innovation Group, post 
course reviews and course evaluation questionnaires. 
 
We highlight and share best practice across course though our semesterly 
review of the course enhancement questionnaire outcomes in our opening 
meeting where courses can share their best practice. 
 
School L&TC will continue to create policy to reflect adoption of best practice. 
More work to be done to ensure all groups of teaching staff are included. 

 

6   The review team recommends review 
of the mechanisms for providing feedback 
to residents from students as it would be 
useful to their professional development 
as instructors.  
 
 

 
 

End of semester 1 
2016/17  

The mechanism was already in place to gather this feedback on a 4 week 
cycle from Final Year students.  
 
We have improved the robustness of the process to ensure this feedback is 
provided to residents consistently. We have identified staff to ensure the 
feedback is received by residents and this will be monitored by the Final Year 
Teaching Group which meets regularly throughout the year. 
 
Addressing this recommendation is partially complete but looking to the end 
of semester 1 2016/17 to monitor effectiveness of our improved process. 

 

7 The review team recommends that the 
School continues its ongoing commitment 
to the fullest recognition of their students 
and their contributions, such as through 
looking at how the Outstanding Student 
Ambassador Award can be included in 
the HEAR certificate. 

 Ongoing/ end 
session 16/17 

We continue through our Student Support Management Group (SSMG) to 
consider nominations for the outstanding student ambassador award, this 
year awarding one for the first time at the final year prize giving ceremony. 
We have not yet had any clarification of whether these awards are able to be 
transferred onto the HEAR but remain valuable as CV items evidencing 
valuable contribution out-with core studies. 

 



8 The review team recommends that the 
School reviews the relationship between 
the Senior Management Groups and the 
Learning and Teaching Committee to 
ensure effective two way communication 
within the school. The review team 
believe that the key to addressing issues 
of curriculum overload lies with these two 
groups exercising their authority. 

End of semester 2 
2016/17 

In the existing model, L&TC has full delegated authority from Senior 
Management Group (SMG) on curriculum matters and the chair is a core 
member of SMG. Restructure of L&TC to have a clear division between 
Learning & Teaching and Board of Studies is planned but this delegated 
authority will remain. Both will communicate directly to the Senior 
Management Group and have membership of SMG on their committees to 
ensure two-way communication. 
L&TC through it curriculum innovation group is continuing to explore 
innovative approaches to L+T and assessment. 
 

 

9 The review team recommends that the 
School ensures transparency and 
consistent use of marking schemes.  

 Ongoing We are aware of some inconsistency in this matter which has been identified 
not as a failure of policy but of individuals adhering to it. We are considering 
greater use of ‘marking picnics’ and/ or ‘assessment captains’ in addition to 
continuing with our yearly briefings for examination board members and 
markers.  

 

Please report on steps taken to feedback 
to students on the outcomes of the review 
 

This report will be tabled for consideration by our Veterinary Students’ Council (VSC). This is a committed, well 
attended and very active student council. We also intend to build this review cycle into an exemplar for a planned 

bid for an ASPIRE award in Student Engagement in 2017  [ http://www.aspire-to-excellence.org/ ]  
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Purpose of Policy 

This policy sets out the key principles and operational notes for Student Staff Liaison Committees (SSLCs). The policy 
was developed in partnership with the Edinburgh University Students’ Association as one of the ways to support and 
promote the engagement of our students in their learning and to strengthen the value of SSLCs. 

Overview 

The University of Edinburgh is committed to providing an outstanding student experience and we recognise the important role of our 
students as co-creators of their own academic experience. Our students are encouraged to play an active role in ensuring their 
University experience is an excellent one. Staff at the University work in partnership with the Students’ Association to ensure that 
students are central to governance, decision making, quality assurance and enhancement, which provides opportunities for our 
students to become active participants and gives our students a voice.  
The University and the Students’ Association support and promote the engagement of students through a variety of activities and 
processes including SSLCs.  
For the purposes of these principles to reflect the undergraduate, postgraduate taught and research student bodies, Class 
Representatives and School Conveners will be referred to as Student Representatives. This policy now incorporates Guidance for 
Students and Schools/Subject Areas – External Examiner summary reports at Student Staff Liaison Committees.  
Information on the Student Representative system can be found on the Students’ Association website:  
https://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation/  

Scope: Mandatory Policy 

The policy applies to all students and staff involved in SSLCs.  

Contact Officer Gillian Mackintosh  Academic Policy Officer  
Gillian.Mackintosh@ed.ac.uk 
 

Document control 

Dates 
Approved:  

03.09.15 

Starts: 

01.07.13 

Equality impact assessment: 

01.06.13, revised Sept 2015 

Amendments: 

12.10.16 

Next Review:  

2017/2018 

Approving authority Senate Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) 

Consultation undertaken 
The Students’ Association, current School Directors of Quality, a group of Academic 
and Administrative staff supporting SSLCs 

Section responsible for policy 
maintenance & review 

Academic Services  

Related policies, procedures, 
guidelines & regulations 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/externalexaminerstaught.pdf 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/learning_from_student_voice_policy.pdf 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/quality/monitoringandreview/annual-
monitoring-review-and-reporting 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/tprpprsubjectareasschoolsstudentinvolvement.pdf 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/records-management/data-protection/guidance-policies/student-
information 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files//guidanceschoolcommsrep.pdf 
https://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/activities/postgraduate/about/odl/ 
www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/classreps 

UK Quality Code 
UK Quality Code Chapter B5 Student Engagement 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuring-standards-and-quality/the-quality-code/quality-code-part-b 

Policies superseded by this 
policy 

Student Staff Liaison Committee Principles and the Guidance for Students and 
Schools/Subject Areas – External Examiner summary reports at Student Staff Liaison 
Committees  

Alternative format 
If you require this document in an alternative format please email Academic.Services@ed.ac.uk 
or telephone 0131 650 2138. 
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SSLC, Student Staff Liaison Committee, Student Representation, Edinburgh University Students’ 
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This table sets out the key principles for SSLCs, operational notes can be found on pages 3-8. 

 
1. Role  SSLCs provide a formal mechanism for communication and discussion 

between academic and administrative staff and representatives of the 
student body, relating to all matters connected with the degree 
programmes, and the student experience 
 

2. Remit  SSLCs should be encouraged to have a formal written remit  
 
It is suggested that the remit is published on the School/Subject area/ 
Research Centre/Institute website 
 

3. Membership  
 

Meetings can be attended by Student Representatives, Course /Year 
Organisers, Programme Conveners, School PG Programme Directors, 
Research Centre or Institute staff, Personal tutors, School Directors of 
Quality, Administrative staff, School IT representatives & other relevant 
staff to discuss programme/course issues. 
 
Schools should either share with Student Representatives the University 
student email address of the students they represent or facilitate 
alternative ways for Student Representatives to contact classmates e.g. 
m-list.  
 

4. Frequency of meetings At least one formal meeting should be held in each semester, this should 
be agreed in consultation with School staff and Student Representatives 
 
All SSLC members should be informed of the date, time, location of the 
meeting, inviting any additional items to be added to the agenda 
  
It is suggested that this happens at least two weeks in advance of the 
meeting 
 
Schools are encouraged to publish the dates of meetings ahead of the 
meeting and email SSLC members with this information  
 

5. Agenda items  Agenda should be available in advance of the meeting 
 
Suggested agenda items are listed in the operational notes 
 

6. Meeting format  Schools are encouraged to have student chairing of meetings. 
 
Schools may wish to select a member of staff to support the student 
chair 
 
ODL Student Representatives and Students should have the opportunity 
to participate virtually or otherwise input into electronically 
 
Exact format will vary between Schools however an example of a basic 
format is available below  
 

7. Minutes  Schools are encouraged to publish minutes on the School/subject area 
webpages 
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SSLC Key Principles Operational Notes 
 

1. Role  
 
Student Staff Liaison Committees (SSLCs; or Course, Teaching or Programme Committees in some 
schools or Postgraduate Research Forums in some Schools) are meetings at which Student 
Representatives, Programme/Course/Year Organisers, Academic and Administrative staff 
supporting teaching and learning discuss course and School issues and activities.   
 
Edinburgh University Students' Association coordinates Student Representation across the 
University and provides training and support for all Student Representatives (including 
Tutorial/Class/Programme/Year Group Representatives and elected School Convenors1). Student 
Representatives work with the students they represent to identify areas for improvement, suggest 
solutions, and ensure that the views of the students they represent inform strategic decisions within 
the University, building a stronger academic community and improving student life.   
 
As structures and systems vary between Schools, Institutes or Research Centres, the format of 
SSLCs will also be different to reflect this. Nonetheless, the principles should remain the same in 
that the committee provides a formal mechanism for communication and discussion between 
academic staff, administrative staff and representatives of the student body relating to all matters 
connected with the degree programme, and the student experience. 
 
2. Remit 
 
2.1 Formal Written Remit 
 
SSLCs should be encouraged to have a formal written remit which should be reviewed annually by 
Student Representatives and staff to ensure that it reflects current learning, teaching and research 
matters in their School or subject area.  
 
It is suggested that the remit is published on the School/Subject area/ Research Centre/Institute 
website and that all students in that area are made aware of this.  
 
2.2 Student engagement 
 
Following the publication of the UK Quality Code Chapter B5: Student Engagement, the code states 
that ‘Higher education providers create and maintain an environment within which students and staff 
engage in discussions that aim to bring about demonstrable enhancement of the educational 
experience’.  SSLCs are one way in which students and staff should engage in discussions to 
improve student life at the University of Edinburgh, including the online learning environment for 
students not studying on campus.  
 
Furthermore, the code states: ‘Higher education providers, in partnership with their student body, 
share information so that students and staff involved in quality systems have an equally informed 
voice’.  Student Representatives will be expected to gather representative student views to identify 
best practices and areas of improvement of the delivery, content, materials, assessment and 
feedback, and share with staff any suggestions to improve these areas and create a strong academic 
community within their area.  
 

                                                        
1 Informally referred to as School Reps 
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3. Membership 
 
3.1 Suggested membership  
 
SSLC meetings are attended by Student Representatives, Course /Year Organisers, Degree 
Programme Conveners, School Postgraduate Programme Directors, staff representing Research 
Centres or Institutes, Personal tutors, School Directors of Quality, Administrative staff supporting 
teaching and learning, School IT representatives and other relevant staff to discuss programme and 
course issues.  
 
3.2 Student Representatives  
 
During the first two weeks of the semester, Course/Year Organisers or Degree Programme 
Conveners should invite students to become Student Representatives and, where appropriate, hold 
elections to select the Representatives. This should happen as early as possible and ideally no later 
than the end of Week 2 of each semester. School support staff should encourage all Student 
Representatives to self-register with the Students’ Association (www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/classreps) by 
the end of Week 3 so that students can receive support and training for their role. 
 
The Students’ Association holds elections in March (followed by by-elections in October for 
postgraduate positions and any unfilled positions) each year to elect School Conveners2 and 
Undergraduate and Postgraduate Vice-Conveners. These elected Student Representatives should 
be invited as members of SSLC meetings in their School, or at minimum be informed of the business 
conducted. Their contact details can be obtained at www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation or by 
emailing schools@eusa.ed.ac.uk  
 
Schools should share with Student Representatives the University student email address of the 
students they represent or facilitate alternative ways for Student Representatives to contact 
classmates e.g. m-list. Guidance is available for Schools which outlines the mechanisms by which 
Schools should share University student email address to facilitate alternative ways for Student 
Representatives to contact students in compliance with data protection guidelines.  
 
Please refer to Guidance for Schools regarding communication between student representatives 
and students and the Policy on Disclosure of Student Information 
 
There may be circumstances in which a small number of Student Representatives do not self-register 
or complete training in time or in some cases at all from the Students’ Association. Therefore Student 
Representatives could be handling student contact details without having been trained. Nevertheless 
Student Representatives should be aware of their obligations under Data Protection to only use 
email addresses for student representation purposes.   
 
4. Frequency of meetings 
 
The frequency of meetings should be agreed in consultation with School staff and Student 
Representatives.  However at least one formal meeting should be held in each semester. This may 
vary between Schools depending on their size and structure as well as in terms of undergraduate 
and postgraduate provision.  
 

                                                        
2 Informally referred to as School Reps  

mailto:class.reps@eusa.ed.ac.uk
http://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/representation
mailto:democracy@eusa.ed.ac.uk
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/guidanceschoolcommsrep.pdf
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/guidanceschoolcommsrep.pdf
http://www.ed.ac.uk/records-management-section/data-protection/guidance-policies/student-information
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For example some SSLCs may operate at School, subject or course level depending on their 
structure. Some Schools may operate an integrated undergraduate and postgraduate SSLC.  
At undergraduate level it may be more appropriate to meet once per semester whereas for 
postgraduate taught students it may be more appropriate to have additional meetings spread over 
the year.  
 
Some subject areas and schools may meet formally once a semester but may operate a more 
informal system throughout the year in terms of students having access to other meetings such as 
Director of Teaching meetings, School Undergraduate Learning and Teaching Committee meetings 
and meetings taking place at different levels (e.g. programme; subject area; school). 
 
Therefore Schools should operate whichever system is most appropriate to their structure. Schools 
are encouraged to publish the dates of meetings on the School/Subject area webpage ahead of the 
meeting and email all members with this information.  
 
5. Agenda items  
 
5.1 Sharing information  
 
Staff are expected to share information with students. This could include information such as themes 
arising from student surveys, themes from External Examiners reports, Part 3 External Examiner 
reports (Postgraduate Research), course evaluation and review documentation, School Annual 
Quality Reports, and TPR/PPR reports.  Student Representatives and staff should collaborate to 
identify trends and areas for improvement. Students’ views should be sought on new programmes 
and courses as well as on changes to existing ones and the SSLC could provide a forum for this 
type of discussion.  
 
5.2 External Examiner summary reports at SSLCs  
 
Schools must provide an opportunity for Student Representatives to view themes extracted from 
External Examiner reports and the School’s summarised response to these themes (section 68 
External Examiners for Taught Programmes Policy).  
 
In partnership with the Students’ Association, Senate Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) has 
agreed that the SSLC is the best forum for consideration of themes arising from External Examiners’ 
reports and summarised responses of Schools/Subject areas.  
 
In order to streamline material being presented to SSLCs, Schools are encouraged to summarise 
points from External Examiner reports and group them into themes, together with the response from 
the School/Subject area/Programme and highlight areas of good practice.  
 
In some Schools, the School-level SSLC may not be the most appropriate forum for discussion of 
themes  and responses as this will take place at department or programme level rather than as 
part of the School as a whole.  
 
Consideration should also be given to instances where one External Examiner’s report might be 
relevant to more than one SSLC particularly for joint degrees. Therefore, each School should decide 
which SSLC is most appropriate to their structure for the consideration of the summary reports. 
Undergraduate External Examiner reports are received after the summer exam diet.  For 
undergraduate students, the summary reports should be submitted to the first SSLC meeting of the 
academic year.  
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Postgraduate Taught External Examiner reports are received between December and January and 
the summary reports will be submitted for consideration at SSLCs in the 2nd Semester. 
The summary reports and responses should be emailed to SSLC members ahead of the meeting 
and in good time to allow members to prepare responses for discussion 
 
The consideration of summary reports is an opportunity to be involved in discussion of potential 
improvements to courses and programmes recommended by the External Examiners.  
During the SSLC meeting, Students should consider the themes and responses in the summary 
report and provide comments and suggestions. 
 
However it should be noted that there may be occasions when an External Examiner makes a 
suggestion or recommendation is not possible/practicable for the University to implement. The 
response from the School to the External Examiner should demonstrate that the University has 
given full and serious consideration to the comments made and indicates the reason that action 
cannot be taken forward. 
 
Following consideration of the themes at the SSLC, comments and suggestions should be recorded 
in the SSLC meeting minutes. 
 
Depending on recommendations, ongoing actions would be reported to SSLC meetings later in the 
academic year and ultimately through subsequent External Examiner reports.  
(Section 68.1- 68.4 External Examiners for Taught Programmes Policy)  
 
It should be noted that individual students and members of staff will not be named in the reports.  
 
5.3 Suggested Agenda items  
 
Agenda items can be suggested by students and by staff and should be used as a focal point through 
which students can be informed about and be involved in decision making processes relating to:  
 
- the School Annual Quality Assurance 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 

- themes arising from Student Surveys  
- TPR/PPR preparation, where appropriate 
- TPR/PPR reports, where appropriate 
- themes from External Examiner summary reports  
- Professional, Statutory & Regulatory Body (PSRB) accreditation reports, where appropriate 
- Enhancement Led Institutional Review (ELIR), where appropriate 
- student- generated items 
-  standing items 
- staff ideas and communications 
 
6. Meeting format   
 
6.1 Chairing of meetings 
Schools are encouraged to have a student chairing the meetings. This could be an elected School 
Convener or Vice Convener3, or another trained Student Representative. Where Schools decide not 
to have a student chair they may wish for the chair person to be neutral (e.g. not a student on-

                                                        
3 Informally referred to as School Reps 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/externalexaminerstaught.pdf
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programme, Programme Director or Course Organiser teaching on the programme which is being 
discussed). Some Schools may wish to select a member of staff to support the student chair.  
 
6.2 Example of meeting outline 
 
Although the exact format of meetings will vary between schools, this is an example of the basic 
format which many follow, in the order that they occur.  The minutes of the meetings should follow 
the same structure.  
 
Agenda 
Minutes of the last meeting 
Matters arising 
Agenda items suggested by students and by staff 
Any other business (AOB) 
Date of Next Meeting: The date and time of the next meeting should be agreed and recorded by the 
minute-taker. 
 
6.3 Online Distance Learning (ODL) Student participation 
 
At School level, online distance learning (ODL) Student Representatives and students should have 
the opportunity to participate virtually or otherwise input into SSLCs electronically.  
Consideration should be given for meetings with remote participants for example, Student 
Representatives should be able to input into the agenda; receive meeting papers before meetings 
and minutes afterwards 
 
Meeting organisers should consider the following when arranging the timing of meetings:  
 

 the availability of students who have work commitments , 

 time zone considerations.  

 allow students plenty of notice of the meeting 

 ensure in advance that students can access whichever system is being used 

A number of options exist for Schools to set up meetings to enable ODL students to participate 
such as Collaborate, Skype or video conference.  
 
Collaborate, for instance, is an IS-supported system designed to support online classes and 
meetings. Any member of staff or student can set up Collaborate sessions via MyEd, and a wide 
range of guidance materials is available and accessible online.  
 http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/learning-

technology/communication/collaborate/collaborate-students 

Skype is not centrally supported but is widely used by staff and students, and like Collaborate 
requires just a computer/tablet and a webcam. Other similarly ‘technology light’ tools and 
environments exist and are valued because they are free, and can be used with a lot of flexibility.  
 https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/mscdetech/11.+Skype 

Video conference three video conference (VC) suites exist in centrally bookable rooms, and other 
VC suites are situated in Schools around the university. The VC system is hosted by JANET, and 
requires registration. Online tutorials are available via the JANET VC webpages, and local support 
is offered via LTSTS. 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/learning-technology/communication/collaborate/collaborate-students
http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/learning-technology/communication/collaborate/collaborate-students
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/mscdetech/11.+Skype


Principles and operational notes for  
Student Staff Liaison Committees (SSLCs) 

 
  

 
 

 

 
8 

 

 http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/computing/comms-and-

collab/videoconferencing 

Further information for students on preparing for and chairing meetings, is available on the Students’ 
Association Student Representative Forum on Learn (a closed area for student representatives), 
and on the Students’ Association website at: www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/classreps 

 

6.3 Communication following the SSLC 
 
Students should not be expected to give an immediate response at meetings to all issues or where 
they would want to consult further; they may feel it necessary to consult with students in the cohort 
or in the case of PGR, this may involve wider discussion with students in all parts of the School.  
Most important of all, if any action is called for and agreed upon it should be promptly reported back 
to students via Student Representatives.  
 
Staff and Student Representatives are responsible for reporting back information to the people they 
represent and taking ownership of any action points agreed at the meeting.  
 
Schools should appoint named academic and support staff  contacts in each School for Student 
Representatives to discuss any additional issues as they arise or request additional meetings if 
required. Student Representatives and the Students’ Association (class.reps@eusa.ed.ac.uk) 
should be kept informed of the contact details of these staff contacts.   
 
7. Minutes 
 
The minutes should follow the same structure as the agenda outline. Schools are encouraged to 
publish the minutes from meetings on the School/Subject area web pages, showing clear action 
points resulting from SSLCs.  
 
Please note that SSLC minutes can be made available to internal review teams if there is a particular 
theme from the analytical report to be followed up 
 
8. Equality  
 
Schools should determine appropriate mechanisms for ensuring that all Student Representatives 
have an opportunity to participate. It is suggested that Schools consider the use of online forums or 
virtual meetings where appropriate. 
 
9. Examples of Good Practice 
 

 The use of the Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) for students to discuss the issues they 
want to raise. A meeting is then held over Skype using text so that the students can take a 
transcript for their minutes. (The Royal (Dick) Veterinary School of Veterinary Studies) 

 

 Class Reps holding a student-led meeting prior to a SSLC meeting to prepare agenda items 
 

 Teaching staff attending Student Staff Liaison Committees for courses other than their own 
can share information and good practice.   

http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/computing/comms-and-collab/videoconferencing
http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/information-services/computing/comms-and-collab/videoconferencing
http://www.eusa.ed.ac.uk/classreps
mailto:class.reps@eusa.ed.ac.uk
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Executive Summary 

To update Senate on certain matters considered by the Knowledge Strategy Committee at 
its meeting on 3 June 2016.  
 

Action requested 

The Committee is invited to note the report – a separate paper regarding Senate 

membership of Knowledge Strategy Committee was submitted for approval to the 

September 2016 meeting of e-Senate.  

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

The approved Knowledge Strategy Committee minute will be published on the University 

website in due course.   

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 
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2. Risk assessment 
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3. Equality and Diversity 
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Head of Court Services,  
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Knowledge Strategy Committee Report 
3 June 2016 

 
1 Matters Arising  

  
The Convener thanked Ms Imogen Wilson, EUSA Vice-President Academic Affairs and 
Professor Arthur Trew for their service to the Committee. 
 
The Convener welcomed two observers to the meeting: Patrick Garratt, EUSA Vice-
President Academic Affairs-elect, and Melissa Highton, Director of the Learning, 
Teaching and Web Services Division and Assistant Principal Online Education from 1 
September, with the recommendation that Senate appoint Melissa Highton to fill the 
vacancy for a Senate member of the Committee.  
[Secretary’s note: a separate paper regarding the Senate membership of Knowledge 
Strategy Committee was submitted to the September 2016 meeting of e-Senate.]   
 

2 Information Services Group (ISG) Strategy and Plan 2016-19 

  
The Chief Information Officer and Librarian to the University presented an update on the 
ISG 10 Year Strategy and the ISG Plan 2016-19, submitted for consideration within the 
University’s Planning Round.  The Committee noted changes made to the final draft of 
the 2016-19 Plan to incorporate Digital Transformation activities within the Service 
Excellence Programme and a greater emphasis on the Lecture Capture project 
considered under Item 5 below. The Committee noted that the 2016-19 Planning Round 
will be finalised at the 20 June Court meeting and associated approval requests for 
expenditure on information services projects may follow over the summer period.   
 

3 Lecture Capture – Proposed Project Summary 

  

9 The Director of the Learning, Teaching and Web Services Division delivered an overview 
of options for installing a lecture capture system at the University. Members welcomed 
the proposals and noted the positive responses from students at universities that have 
installed lecture capture systems. It was noted that formal business case for the project 
will be developed building on the comments received, with a Project Board overseeing 
delivery. 

  

4 Learning Analytics Initiative – Progress Report 

  
The Chair in Learning, Analytics and Informatics updated the Committee on the Learning 
Analytics initiative involving online Masters courses and conducted in partnership with 
Civitas Learning. The Chief Information Officer commented that the University is at the 
forefront of research in Learning Analytics, with the Chair in Learning, Analytics and 
Informatics adding that the University is collaborating with the University of Michigan, 
worldwide leaders in the field. It was noted that a leadership role brings risks alongside 
benefits but risks will be managed carefully through involvement of interested students 
and ethics and privacy experts from the beginning of the project. 
 

  

5 EvaSys Course Evaluation 
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An update on EvaSys Course Evaluation Roll-Out project, including the draft Course 
Evaluation Policy, was received. The intention to include all those involved in teaching 
including those not solely employed by the University (e.g. NHS staff) was welcomed, 
with the importance of checking for any potential contractual barriers emphasised. The 
potential benefits for staff development and ensuring communication of this benefit was 
noted. It was suggested that the course evaluation form could provide an opportunity for 
students to comment on aspects of the course they found particularly valuable.   

  

6 Digital Student Experience  

  
The Director of Student Systems delivered a summary of a presentation produced by 
external consultants on the current digital student experience at the University and 
suggested improvements. The Committee welcomed the suggestions for improvement 
(e.g. avoiding ‘navigation by acronym’, providing a consistent experience across systems, 
user-first development of systems, improving digital communication to students) and 
noted that detailed recommendations for implementation will be submitted to a future 
meeting, following initial consideration by IT Committee.   

  

7 Flexible PhD Working Group Report 

  
The Assistant Principal Researcher Development presented the report of the Flexible 
PhD Working Group, established to examine changes required to allow for the provision 
of distance PhD study as part of the University’s standard educational offering. Interest 
shown from online Masters students in progressing to online PhD study was noted and 
the potential for a wide range of PhDs, including laboratory-based PhDs to be offered by 
distance study (e.g. for academic staff without PhDs working in overseas universities with 
access to laboratories). Members commented on the importance of creating a single 
Edinburgh research experience for online and on-campus students, the potential to learn 
from the Open University and the expected start date of September 2017. 

  

8 Computing Regulations  

  
Revisions to the 20th edition of the University’s Computing Regulations were approved. It 
was noted that IT Committee had examined the proposed revisions in detail and that the 
Audit & Risk Committee can be updated on the revisions relating to improving cyber 
security.     
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

20 October 2016 

Collaborative Provision 

Executive Summary 

There has been one update to the supplementary guidance to assist schools and colleges in 

developing collaborative taught programmes.  The International Office requested the 

amendment to clarify that the institutions delivering the majority of the teaching on the 

programme now must issue the Confirmation of Acceptance for Studies (CASs).  The 

guidance has been updated, and the section which has changed is the Immigration section 

on page 8 (highlighted in yellow).      

 

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

The paper is relevant to the Strategic Plan Strategic Goal of Excellence in Education and 

Strategic Theme of Outstanding Student Experience. 

Action requested 

For information. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

The Collaborations wiki has been updated with the new guidance.   

Resource / Risk / Compliance 
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UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY GUIDANCE TO ASSIST SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES IN 
DEVELOPING COLLABORATIVE TAUGHT PROGRAMMES (v 24 August 2016) 
 
The purpose of the following guidance is to assist Schools and Colleges in 
developing proposals and drafting Memoranda of Agreement for collaborative taught 
programmes, and then in implementing approved agreements. It highlights some of 
the main issues to be considered, highlights ‘standard’ and ‘non-standard’ 
approaches to collaboration, and identifies contacts for discussing particular aspects 
of the proposed arrangements. As the guidance on approval processes indicates, 
where Schools / Colleges wish to undertake taught collaborations with ‘non-standard’ 
features, they will need to secure additional levels of approval. 
 
This guidance is cross-referenced to the relevant sections of the template MoA for 
Joint Taught Awards, and should be read alongside the User Guide for completing 
the MoA. The template MoA and User Guide are available at the collaboration wiki  
 
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?title=Guidance%2C+policies+and+
approval+process+-+collaborative+agreements&spaceKey=GPAPFCA 
 
Programme/courses (see paragraph 2.2 and Part 1 of the template MoA) 
 

 What programme(s) and/or course(s) does the agreement cover? 
 

 Will the programme(s) and / or course(s) be consistent with the University’s 
Curriculum Framework, Models of Curriculum and standard academic year? 
Standard arrangements: The programmes(s) and / or course(s) should be 
consistent with these frameworks. If the programme(s) and / or course(s) are not 
consistent with these frameworks, then it will be necessary to obtain approval 
from relevant Senate Committees in addition to normal School / College level 
academic approval.   
 

 What is the language of instruction for the programme(s) and / or course(s)? 
Standard arrangements: The language of instruction would normally be English, 
unless the purpose of the collaborative programme is to support acquisition of a 
language other than English.  

 
For further advice: contact Anne-Marie O’Mullane in Academic Services 
 
Management arrangements (see section 2 of the template MoA) 
 

 Who will be the Administering (Lead) Institution for the agreement? Will this 
change (and how will it be reviewed)? The Administering Institution will take 
primary responsibility for aspects of the administration of the Programme. At an 
early stage in negotiations, the School will need to agree with the other 
institution(s) which institution will fulfil this role. Since the institution undertaking 

https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?title=Guidance%2C+policies+and+approval+process+-+collaborative+agreements&spaceKey=GPAPFCA
https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/pages/viewpage.action?title=Guidance%2C+policies+and+approval+process+-+collaborative+agreements&spaceKey=GPAPFCA
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the majority of the teaching for the programme will be responsible for managing 
admissions and issuing Confirmation of Acceptance for Studies (CASs) for the 
programme (see Recruitment and Admissions, and Immigration), it would be 
normal for this institution to act as Administering Institution. 
 

 How will the institutions manage the collaborative programme(s) / course(s)? 
Standard arrangements: The template MoA is written on the basis that there will 
be a Management Committee (composing of individuals from each partner) who 
will oversee development and monitoring of the collaboration. The Management 
Committee (or alternate arrangement) would however not substitute for the 
institutions’ normal management and governance arrangements (eg School 
Management Groups, Boards of Studies).  

 

 How will the institutions manage the collaborative programme(s) / course(s) on a 
day to day basis? Standard arrangements: The template MoA is written on the 
basis that each institution will appoint a Programme Co-ordinator. The School will 
therefore at an early stage need to identify an individual to fulfil this role.  

 
Students with disabilities (see 2.5 of the template MoA) 
 

 How will the institutions support disabled students on the collaborative 
programme(s) / course(s)? In line with the UK Equality Act, the template MoA 
contains an obligation about avoiding ‘substantial disadvantage’ for disabled 
students. As part of the academic due diligence, the School will need to investigate 
the other partner institutions’ policies on supporting disabled students to ensure 
that they are consistent with the University’s own obligations. On a practical level, 
the School will need to agree with the partner institutions the procedures for 
managing reasonable adjustments for students on the collaborative programme(s) 
/ course(s) 

 
For further advice, contact: Sheila Williams, Director of the University’s Disability 
Service 
 
Curriculum approval (see 2.7 of the template MoA) 
 

 How will the institutions approve any changes to the programme(s) and 
course(s)? Standard arrangements: Programmes and courses must be approved 
through the normal curriculum approval processes within Schools and Colleges. 
While the Management Committee (or equivalent) could take practical 
responsibility for developing proposals, it would not be able to operate with the 
authority of a Board of Studies. 

 

 Once the programme has been approved, how should we set it up on the 
University’s student record system? Standard arrangements: It is essential that 
Schools set up a new programme code for each collaborative programme.  
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o Schools should use normal processes for requesting a new programme 
Code (for programme request forms see the ‘Reference Materials’ entry at 
www.studentsystems.ed.ac.uk/staff/user_guides/Index.htm) 

o When completing the programme request form, tick ‘Y’ the ‘Collaborative 
Programme’ field and complete the sections covering further information 
for collaborative programmes 

o As part of the programme creation process, the Systems team will agree 
an appropriate Programme Name with the person requesting the new 
programme.  For collaborative programmes the name should include the 
name of the partner institution (s).   

 
For further advice regarding setting up programmes on the student record system 
contact: Linda Kerr, Student Systems 
 
Statistical Returns (see 2.9 and Part 1 of the template MoA) 
 

 How will the institutions manage the flow of information for statistical returns (eg to 
Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA), Funding Councils) associated with the 
students on the collaborative programme(s) / course(s)? It is important to establish 
the respective responsibilities of the institutions for returning these statistics, and 
to ensure that these will be supported by the planned arrangements for managing 
the student records for the collaboration. The arrangements for the statistical 
returns will determine other arrangements, for example the students will only be 
included in the National Student Survey or Destination of Leavers from HE Survey 
if the University returns the statistics for the students to HESA. Standard 
arrangements: The Administering Institution (assuming that it is either the 
University of Edinburgh or a different UK higher education institution) would take 
responsibility for returning these statistics for all students.  If the standard 
arrangements do not apply, the School / College should seek advice from GASP 
regarding an appropriate split for statistical return purposes. 
 

For further advice, contact Lesley Elliot, Student Systems  
 
Financial arrangements (see section 3 of the template MoA) 
 

 What are the tuition fee levels for the programme(s) / course(s) and how will they 
be set each year? 

 The level of fees will depend on many factors, including costs, market 
issues, and partners’ views.  

 Standard arrangements: For UG programmes, the University would not 
consider SEU and RUK tuition fee levels below those that apply to 
other programmes in the University. Overseas tuition fee levels would 
normally be no lower than the lowest University of Edinburgh overseas 
tuition fees for the relevant session – any alternative arrangements 
must be agreed by GASP.  

 Standard arrangements: For PGT programmes, the University has a 
fee spine on which all programmes should sit 

http://www.studentsystems.ed.ac.uk/staff/user_guides/Index.htm
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(http://www.ed.ac.uk/schools-departments/governance-strategic-
planning/governance/university-
committees/othercommitteesandgroups/fees-strategy-group/fee-policy-
pgt-spine). PGT programmes should normally be placed on this fee 
spine – any alternative arrangements must be agreed by GASP  
 

 How will the institutions divide up tuition fee income? The simplest way of dividing 
income is by a percentage split according to the proportions of teaching/activity at 
each institution.  However, in some circumstances it is appropriate for the 
Administering Institution to receive a higher proportion to reflect the additional 
administrative responsibilities. 
 

 How will the institutions collect and distribute the tuition fees? Standard 
arrangements: Usually the Administering Institution will collect fees and any 
additional programme costs and then transfer an agreed proportion to the partner 
institution(s). If the UoE is the Administering Institution then Finance will collect 
the tuition fees and the Fees and Student Support Team is responsible for the 
transfer of funds from the tuition fee account to partner institutions. The tuition fee 
that the University receives as a result of the collaborative arrangements will be 
subject to the University’s normal resource allocation arrangements for 
unrestricted income. 
 

 When will the institutions distribute the tuition fees and any additional programme 
costs? Standard arrangements: If the University is the Administering Institution, it 
would normally transfer tuition fee to the partner institution(s) in March each year, 
since by that point in the session the student population and the associated 
tuition fee income, is relatively stable.  
 

 How will the institutions collect and distribute any Additional Programme Costs 
(APCs)? Standard arrangements: The Administering institution will collect any 
APCs and then transfer an agreed proportion to the partner institution(s). At 
Edinburgh, APCs are associated with the programme / route code in EUCLID, 
and charged by the Fees and Student Support Team. Students are charged 
APCs at the start of the academic session and all funds are transferred in full to 
the relevant School. Therefore, if the University is responsible for collecting 
APCs, the School (rather than the Fees and Student Support Team) would be 
responsible for transferring an agreed proportion to the partner institution. 

 
For further advice on tuition fee levels contact: Peter Phillips in GASP 
 
Recruitment and Admissions (see Section 4 of the template MoA) 
 

 Which institution will administer the admissions process? This would normally be 
the Administering institution and should always be the institution responsible for 
issuing Confirmation of Acceptance for Studies (CASs) for the programme. 
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 Whose admissions policies would apply? Standard arrangements: These would 
normally be the policies of the Administering institution. If the University is not to 
be the Administering institution, as part of academic due diligence the School will 
need to establish that the Administering institution’s admissions policies are 
broadly comparable to the University’s own, for example in terms of commitment 
to fair, transparent and equitable admissions.  

 

 How will applicants apply to the programme(s) / course(s)? Standard 
arrangements: Applicants will normally use the Administering Institution's 
standard admissions system. Under the University’s agreement with UCAS, 
applications for full-time undergraduate degrees where the University of 
Edinburgh is the Administering Institution must be made via UCAS. For full-time 
UG degrees, where Edinburgh is not the Administering Institution, the University 
would need to manually enter successful applications into UCAS using the 
Record of Prior Acceptance (RPA) process. For postgraduate programme and 
courses, applicants would normally use the Administering Institution’s normal PG 
admissions system. 

 
 

 What entry requirements (including English Language requirements) will apply to 
the Programme(s) / Course(s)? Standard arrangements: If the University’s 
admissions policies apply, then the entry requirements should be in line with 
normal University / College entry requirements. If the partner institution is the 
Administering institution, the entry requirements should not be lower than normal 
University of Edinburgh requirements.  

 
For further advice contact: Gillian Simmons at Student Recruitment and Admissions 
 
Matriculation / Registration (see Section 5 of the MoA) 
 

 Will students matriculate at both/all institutions or just one? Students will need to 
matriculate and accept the relevant regulations, rules, policies and procedures of 
in order to study at an institution and access its services. In practice, this means 
that if students are studying at and / or accessing the services of both / all partner 
institutions they will have to matriculate at both / all institutions.  

 
For further advice contact: Linda Kerr at Student Systems 
 
Assessment (see Section 6 of the template MoA) 
 

 Which institution’s degree and assessment regulations, policies and codes will 
apply to the programme(s) and course(s)?  

o Standard arrangements: The University is the Administering Institution and 
its degree and assessment regulations, policies and codes apply. Any 
other arrangements will require formal approval from the Senate 
Curriculum and Student Progression Committee (see Stage 5 of the 
approval process). 
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o If another institution is the Administering Institution, and the collaboration 
is to operate under their regulations and policies, as part of the academic 
due diligence the School should review the partner’s regulations, policies 
and codes to ensure that they are broadly comparable to the University’s 
own arrangements prior to seeking formal approval.  

o Where possible, Schools should avoid arrangements by which different 
institutions’ regulations, policies and codes apply to different elements of 
the programme. Where there are exceptional reasons for wishing to 
pursue this approach (for example, in order to combine course / modules 
delivered by different institutions to form an overall joint programme), the 
School should seek advice from Academic Services at an early stage to 
seek advice on how to combine the different regulatory regimes (for 
example, for progression and degree classification purposes). 

 

 What is the composition of the Board of Examiners? Standard arrangements: 
This will be determined by the assessment regulations that apply to the 
programme, and will consist of academic staff from both / all partner institutions 
who have contributed to the assessment of the students. 

 

 How will External Examiners be nominated, approved and appointed? Standard 
arrangements: The University must approve the appointment the External 
Examiners through its normal processes, in addition to the other partner(s) 
approving the appointments through their processes. 

 

 How will the External Examiners’ reports be submitted and shared between the 
partners? Standard arrangements: The Administering Institution would be 
responsible for obtaining the reports from the External Examiners and for 
distributing them to the partners. This means that, if the University is not the 
Administering Institution, the External Examiner would not submit his / her report 
via the University of Edinburgh’s External Examiners Reporting System (EERS). 

 

 How will the External Examiners’ fees and expenses be paid? The Administering 
Institution would normally be responsible for paying the fees and expenses, in 
line with its normal fee structures and expenses policy. It would then invoice the 
partner institution for its share (in line with the proportionate distribution of tuition 
fees). 

 

 How will students’ assessment results be recorded? Standard arrangements: The 
Administering Institution would hold assessment results for students on its 
student record system. In some circumstances, it may be necessary for both / all 
partner institutions to hold assessment results in their student record systems. 

 
For further advice contact: Anne-Marie O’Mullane in Academic Services 
 
Graduation (see section 7 of the template MoA) 
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 How/where will students graduate? Standard arrangements: the students would 
normally graduate at a ceremony organised by the Administering Institution. 
Schools should avoid arrangements that allow the students to elect which 
institution’s graduation ceremony they wish to graduate at, since such 
arrangements are problematic to administer. 
 

 Who produces the parchment and what should it contain? Standard 
arrangements: The Administering Institution would produce the parchment. If the 
University is the Administering Institution, the School should advise Student 
Administration of any particular requirements for the parchment (eg particular 
wording, particular arrangements for presenting the institutions’ crests). Student 
Administration will only be able to identify individual graduands on collaborative 
programmes if they have been assigned to the correct programme code (see 
Section on Student Record Maintenance) 

 
For further advice contact: Craig Shearer in Student Administration 
 
Academic appeals (see section 8 of the template MoA) 
 

 How will appeals be dealt with? Standard arrangements: The academic appeals 
procedure of the institution whose degree and assessment regulations, policies 
and codes apply to the programme would apply to appeals against decisions for 
the programme. If different assessment regulations, policies and codes apply to 
different courses / modules within the programme, the academic appeals 
procedure of the relevant institution would apply to appeals against decisions 
regarding individual courses. 

 
For further advice contact: Anne-Marie O’Mullane in Academic Services 
 
Student conduct (see section 9 of the template MoA) 
 

 What will be the arrangements for student discipline? Standard arrangements: 
This is normally dealt with under the policies of the institution where any incident 
occurs, or under the Administering Institution’s policies if elsewhere.  

 
For further advice contact: Anne-Marie O’Mullane in Academic Services 
 
Complaints procedure (see section 10 of the template MoA) 
 

 How will student complaints be dealt with? Standard arrangements: The normal 
arrangement would be for a student who wishes to complain about any general 
aspect of the programme to invoke the complaints procedure of the Administering 
Institution, and for a student who wishes to complain about any specific service or 
facility provided by an institution to invoke the complaints procedure of that 
institution.  

 
For further advice: Jean Grier, University Complaints Manager 
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Student intakes 
 

 How will the institutions agree the minimum and maximum number of students 
who should participate in the programme in the year? 

o The business plan for the collaboration should be based on forecasts 
regarding the student population on the programme. The International 
Office / Student Recruitment and Admissions will be able to advise on 
whether assumptions regarding applicant demand for the programme are 
realistic. 

o The School / College should follow normal University intake-setting 
processes when determining targets for the collaborative programme(s) / 
course(s). 

 

 When will the first cohort of students commence study on the programme / 
courses? The School should ensure that there will be sufficient time after the 
University has approved the collaboration to implement the arrangements, and to 
recruit and admit the first cohort of students. 

  
For further advice on intake target setting: relevant College Office staff  
For further advice on student demand: SRA / International Office 
  



  
QAC:  20.10.16 

H/02/28/02 

QAC 16/17 2G 

 
 

9 
 

Student Services (see section11.3 of the template MoA) 
 

 What facilities and services will students have access to during their period of 
study? 

o Standard arrangements: while studying at an institution, students would 
have access to all the student services (eg library, careers, sports, 
counselling, English Language Teaching Centre) that other students would 
be able to access. Since students would have to matriculate at an 
institution in order to access its services, the arrangements for accessing 
student services are directly linked to the arrangements for matriculation. 

o If the proposed collaborative arrangements would place unusual demands 
on University student support services, the School should contact the 
relevant support service to ensure that it is able to provide the relevant 
service.  

 
For further advice contact the relevant student support service. 
 
Student Accommodation (see section 11.3 of the template MoA) 
 

 Will students on the programme(s) / course(s) be able to access University 
student accommodation? The University’s Accommodation Services guarantees 
to provide accommodation to undergraduate and taught postgraduate students 
as long as they meet certain criteria. If the School wishes to guarantee that the 
University will provide student accommodation to students on the programme(s) / 
course(s) it should confirm with Accommodation Services that this will be 
possible. 

 
For further advice on this contact: xyz in Accommodation Services 
 
Immigration (see section 11.4 of the template MoA) 
 

 Who will be responsible for issuing Confirmation of Acceptance for Studies 
(CASs) for students on Tier 4 visas studying on the programme? 

o Standard arrangements: Under UKVI guidelines, it is essential that the 
institution delivering the majority of teaching for the programme issues the 
CASs. This would normally be the Administering Institution.  

 

 For students on Tier 4 visas, who will ensure United Kingdom Visas and 
Immigration issues are dealt with properly?  

o Standard arrangements: The institution responsible for issuing CASs will 
have responsibility for sponsoring students’ Tier 4 visas. It will also be 
responsible for ensuring that it has appropriate arrangements in place for 
monitoring student attendance and engagement on the programme (in line 
with the University’s Tier 4 Student Attendance and Engagement Policy), 
and for ensuring that the partner institution also has appropriate 
arrangements in place for monitoring attendance and engagement. If the 
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partner institution identifies any issues regarding a tier 4 student’s 
attendance and engagement it should alert the School.   

o Standard arrangements: When the University is not the institution 
responsible for issuing CASs, it nonetheless has responsibility for 
monitoring the attendance and engagement of students. The School 
should therefore ensure that it has appropriate arrangements in place for 
the elements of the programme / course that it is responsible for, and that 
it reports to the institution responsible for issuing CASs any issues 
regarding the attendance and engagement of individual students. 
 

For further advice contact: Euan Fergusson (International Office) or Kate Monroe 

(Student Administration). 

Quality Assurance (see section 12 of the MoA) 
 

 Who is responsible for the annual quality assurance of the programme(s) and 
course(s)? The University of Edinburgh has ultimate responsibility for the 
academic standards and quality of any programme leading to a degree of the 
University, and must therefore ensure that any arrangements for quality satisfy 
the requirements of its own academic quality assurance regime.  

 

 Which institution’s annual quality assurance review processes will apply to the 
programme(s) and course(s)? Standard arrangements: Irrespective of whether 
the University is the Administering Institution, the lead School must review the 
programme (including all courses within it) as part of its annual quality review 
process. The School must therefore establish arrangements for collecting 
information regarding the quality of the courses that the partner institution is 
delivering as part of the overall programme.  

 

 Will the programme(s) / course(s) be considered during the University’s periodic 
subject reviews (Teaching Programme Reviews or Postgraduate Programme 
Reviews)? Standard arrangements: Yes, the University will consider them during 
either the TPR or PPR process, irrespective of whether it is the Administering 
Institution. 

 

 Who is responsible with liaising with any Professional, Statutory and Regulatory 
Bodies that that have approved, accredited or recognised a programme, and for 
communicating with students and applicants regarding the accreditation status of 
the programme? The Administering Institution would normally be responsible for 
this on an ongoing basis once the collaborative programme is in place. However, 
the School / College should ensure that any PSRB is content with the proposed 
collaborative arrangements as part of the due diligence process. 

 
For further advice contact: Anne-Marie O’Mullane in Academic Services 
 
Marketing, Publicity and Branding (see section 13 of the MoA) 
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 Will information about the programme(s) / course(s) be published in all the 
partner institutions’ prospectuses? Standard arrangement: The University’s 
Prospectuses (including online Degree Finder) should include complete 
information about the programmes that the University offers. In addition, in order 
to maximise recruitment, the School should encourage partner institution(s) to 
include information about the programme(s) in its / their prospectuses.  
 

 Who will ensure that the published information is consistent and accurate? 
Standard arrangements: The Management Committee (or equivalent) would 
normally take responsibility for this. 

 
For further advice contact: Niall Bradley, Head of Marketing, Communications and 
Marketing  
 
Term and Termination (see section 16 of the MoA) 
 

 When does the Agreement take effect? The agreement takes effect on the 
Commencement Date the School puts into Part 1 of the Schedule.  
 

 How long is the agreement for? Schools should set a date and process for review 
(normally no longer than three years) or an interim review at the request of the 
collaborating Universities, and a date for renewal/ending (recommended initial 
period of five years). The date for initiating an updated MoA should be at least 6 
months before the expiry date to ensure continuity.  

 
For further advice contact: Leigh Chalmers, Director of Legal Services 
 
Student academic and pastoral support  
 

 What academic and pastoral support will students have access to? Standard 
arrangements: If the University is the Administering Institution, the School would 
assign a Personal Tutor to each student. In addition, students would be able to 
access the Student Support Team in the School. If the University is not the 
Administering Institution, the School should confirm that the Administering 
Institution will provide students with appropriate student academic and pastoral 
support. 

 
For further advice contact: Anne-Marie O’Mullane, Academic Services 
 
Identifying key contacts at the partner institution(s) 
 

 Who should staff in the University contact if they have queries regarding 
administrative arrangements for the programme? The School should confirm with 
the partner institution named contacts for administrative aspects of the 
agreement, such as student systems and statistical returns. 

 
Student Record Maintenance 
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 How should the institutions maintain the accuracy of information on the student 
record? Administering staff at Edinburgh must ensure the accuracy of student 
records to ensure the data is kept in step with the information held in partner 
institutions. The Schools should report changes to status or location using the 
programme change request form. This form should be used to ensure authorised 
interruptions to study and/or extensions are updated on the University of 
Edinburgh record system.  This in turn ensures that the expected end date is 
maintained accurately.  Location of study should reflect whether the student is on 
campus, at a partner institution or on a period of industrial placement. Successful 
completion or unsuccessful withdrawal must be promptly updated in all partner 
institution systems 
 

For further advice contact: Linda Kerr, Student Systems 
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The University of Edinburgh 
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Changes to processing of internal review reports through the 

Quality Assurance Committee 

Executive Summary 
 
This paper outlines changes to the processing of internal review reports through the Quality 
Assurance Committee.  These changes have been made to ensure that internal review 
reports are processed quickly and efficiently through the Committee in order that the review 
area can received the final report in a timely manner.   
 
How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
 
This paper presents proposals that will help the Committee fulfil its Terms of Reference.   
 
Action requested 
 
The Committee is asked to note the changes.    
 
How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
 
The changes will be implemented by Academic Services in academic session 2016/17. 
 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 
 
1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

No resource implications. 
 

2. Risk assessment 
None. 
 

3. Equality and Diversity 
An Equality Impact Assessment is not required as there are no major changes proposed 
to existing practice.    
 

4. Freedom of information 
Open. 

 
Key words 
 
Internal review reports, streamlining  
 
Originator of the paper 
 
Nichola Kett, Academic Services, 13 October 2016  
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Changes 

 Enhanced checking process for recommendations by Academic Services.   

 Provide committee members with a cover sheet and post the full report on the wiki. 

 Remove the reader. 
 
Rationale  

 To speed up the flow of reports through the Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) so that 
the review area receives the final report as soon as possible and can start to act. 

 The Review Team provide independent scrutiny. 

 QAC’s role is to oversee and monitor the effective implementation of review 
recommendations and the dissemination of enhancements identified in reviews. 

 Keep QAC’s discussion strategic, not focussing on textual changes to reports/queries. 
 
Process 
1) Initial draft report submitted to the Review Convenor and Academic Services. 
2) At the same time as it is being reviewed by the Review Team, Academic Services 

reviews the draft report – focussing on recommendations (ensuring that they are 
strategic, consistent with other reports, remitted appropriately, etc.). 

3) Academic Policy Officer (APO) Academic Services works with Review Team 
Administrator to make any changes before the report goes out to the review area for 
factual checks. 

4) Draft report is finalised and sent to review area (with the proviso that it is draft until QAC 
approve it) and is ready to be presented to QAC for approval. 

5) Academic Services prepare a cover paper for the next QAC or eQAC which details the 
recommendations and commendations and any narrative. 

6) Where there are a set of reports, Academic Services will group together good practice 
and areas for further development which will inform our annual report to Scottish Funding 
Council/internal review themes. 

7) All QAC members read the cover paper and can look at the full report on the wiki for 
further detail.  

8) QAC meets (virtually or in person) and formally approves the report.  
9) Any feedback is sent to the review area by the QAC Secretary (cc Internal Review 

Support) within two weeks of the meeting (once the draft minute is approved by the QAC 
Convenor).  

10) Internal Review Support confirm with the review area that the report is now approved 
and post it on the Academic Services’ website. 

 
Notes 

 Use eQAC wherever possible to speed up the production of the final report. 

 Academic Services will produce more guidance on recommendations.  
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