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The University of Edinburgh 

Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

Minutes of the meeting held on Wednesday 19 April 2017  

at 2pm in the Cuillin Room, Charles Stewart House 

 

Present: 
 
Professor Tina Harrison 
(Convener) 
 

Assistant Principal, Academic Standards and Quality Assurance 
 

Brian Connolly  
 

Secretary to Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 
 

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

Nichola Kett 
 

Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement Team, Academic 
Services  
 

Dr Huw Lewis 
 

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

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

Tanya Lubicz-Nawrocka 
 

Students’ Association Academic Engagement Co-ordinator 

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

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

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

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

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

Dr Jon Turner Director, Institute for Academic Development 
 

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

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

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

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

Tom Ward Director, Academic Services 
 

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

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

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

 
2. Matters Arising 
  

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

 
b) Senate Committee Planning  

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

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

  
 For Discussion 

 
3. Undergraduate Degree Classification Analysis 

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

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

  

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

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

 
 

5. Interim oversight of Initial Teacher Education provision  
 
The Committee received a report from the College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences in 
relation to the annual quality assurance and enhancement report for the Moray House School 
of Education (MHSE).   
 



   
QAC:  25.05.17 

H/02/28/02 

QAC 16/17 6A 

 

6 
 

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

  
 For Information and Formal Business 

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

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

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

  
7. Review of Quality Code Mapping Documents 

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

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

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

 
a) Themes 2015/16 – update  

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

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

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

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

 
11. 
 

Any Other Business 
 
There was no other business. 
 

12. Date of Next Meeting: 
 
Thursday 25 May 2017 at 2pm in the Hodgson Room, Weir Building, the King's Buildings 
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

26 May 2017 

 

Mid-Course Feedback: Update and Proposal for 2017-18 
 

Executive Summary 

This paper provides an update on the introduction of mid-course feedback for Honours 
courses in 2016-17 and proposes to extend these arrangements to include all pre-Honours 
courses from 2017-18. 
 
How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
The paper aligns with the University’s Strategic Plan objective of Leadership in Learning 

 
Action requested 
The Committee is invited to: 

 Discuss feedback from the introduction of these arrangements in 2016-17; and 

 Approve the extension of these arrangements to include all pre-Honours courses from 
2017-18. 

 
How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
Academic Services will communicate these new arrangements to Schools and Colleges as 
part of the annual ‘new policies’ communication. Changes will also be communicated 
through the Directors of Teaching Network (face to face and via e-mail) 
 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 

 

1. Resource implications 
Resource implications will vary according to the School context and methods chosen 
but clearly do exist (although not quantified).  Feedback to date suggests that the 
positive benefits justify this resource but dialogue will continue to monitor this, 
primarily through the Directors of Teaching Network. A small amount of extra 
resource may be required to add additional case studies to the IAD web-site.   

2. Risk assessment 

Effective arrangements for students to provide feedback on their courses assist 
Schools to manage the risk of students not being satisfied with their student 
experience. The paper does not raise any new risks. 

3. Equality and Diversity 
Not required initially due to the pilot status but will be required going forward if the 
arrangements are extended to include all pre-honours courses.  

4. Freedom of information 

Open. 

 

Originator of the paper 
Assistant Principal Prof Susan Rhind 

Director of Academic Services, Tom Ward  
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Mid-Course Feedback: Update and proposal for 2017-18 

 

Background and Implementation 

In semester 1 2016/17, Senior Vice-Principal Charlie Jeffery wrote to Heads of 

School in the light of the National Student Survey results outlining a number of 

priority actions for 2016/17 including the introduction of mid-course feedback at 

Honours level. SVP Jeffery had previously discussed the idea of introducing mid-

course feedback at the Senate Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) meeting on 8 

September 2017, Mid-course feedback aimed to provide every student with an 

opportunity to feedback during each honours course on what was going well and any 

issues whilst the course was still running. 

 
This was followed up by specific advice and guidance led by the Assistant Principal 
(Assessment and Feedback) and the Edinburgh University Students’ Association 
Vice-President Academic Affairs (see Teaching Matters blog:  http://www.teaching-
matters-blog.ed.ac.uk/?p=767 ). It was acknowledged that the activity should 
synergise with embedded Staff-Student Liaison Committees (SSLCs) where 
appropriate to the given school context, but that the essential element was for the 
whole cohort to receive a face-to-face response to their feedback whilst the course 
was still running.  
 
The roll –out was confirmed as in place in all Schools via Directors of Teaching and 

College Deans in October 2016. Additional support for colleagues was provided 

through the development of online resources (IAD website: 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/institute-academic-development/learning-

teaching/staff/teaching-feedback/mid-course), a ‘practical strategies’ workshop plus 

individual briefings and discussions. 

  

Evaluation 

Feedback on the Semester 1 activity was sought from College Deans and School 
Directors of Teaching. EUSA-VPAA solicited feedback via EUSA school reps.  This 
confirmed that:  
1. A variety of approaches were in place; range of feedback being sought  
2. Paper/ postcard based methods were most popular with varied examples of 
tailored resources and branding relevant to School context  
3. TopHat was also being used either as main or partial strategy; working well where 
course organisers comfortable to handle the data ‘live’.  
  
Feedback from Schools – illustrative examples 
In November, the Assistant Principal (Assessment and Feedback) sought feedback 
through the Directors of Teaching Network on how the process was going. 
The majority of comments were positive: 
 

‘Very positive. Since there is a new history curriculum being ruled out they felt 
it was important to get student views and it has apparently been helpful both 

http://www.teaching-matters-blog.ed.ac.uk/?p=767
http://www.teaching-matters-blog.ed.ac.uk/?p=767
http://www.ed.ac.uk/institute-academic-development/learning-teaching/staff/teaching-feedback/mid-course
http://www.ed.ac.uk/institute-academic-development/learning-teaching/staff/teaching-feedback/mid-course
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in ironing out a few wrinkles but also in explaining things that they can’t 
change. These are both curricular things but, much note common things like 
the teaching spaces’ 
 

‘Carried out across all courses, not just honours. Mixed results with Y1 and 2, 

with some courses being more successful than others in getting a good 

number of replies. Felt that with more preparation it was on the whole a very 

good initiative.’ 

‘One example where used these for a new course - comments really helpful 

and they flagged up areas where the students would like more support hence 

particularly re new courses, this was a helpful exercise’ 

The major negative was around the sense of over-surveying: 

‘Some students have complained of overkill because of this – having just 

made their views known to their reps and, knowing they would be doing 

course evaluations in a few weeks, they objected to another survey!’ 

‘Also, there was a general feeling of fatigue: staff-student liaison meetings 

happened roughly at the same time in many departments, plus we also had 

the conversations with honours students (not course-based), and a lot of us 

felt that this was a bit of an overkill’ 

Some Schools also reported significant resource (time) implications where there 

were large numbers of courses to be covered.  

 
Student Feedback [Solicited by EUSA VPAA through EUSA school reps.] 
For the course you are representing, has the teacher asked for 'mid-semester 
feedback' (such as asking all students in the course to write briefly what is working 
well and what could be improved?) 
 
73% said yes (64 respondents) 
 
If yes, after asking for mid-semester feedback, did the teacher summarise and 
share all students' responses in a following class meeting? 
 
Positive Examples 

‘All students participated in the mid-semester feedback so overall there was a 
good response to this type of feedback gathering. Our teacher reflected upon 
the feedback and got back to us the following week, explaining why certain 
aspects of the course are as they are and asking for suggestions on how to 
improve say the reading list and class discussions (in our particular case) in 
line with the written feedback given. It felt like an open and frank discussion 
and I feel that most students felt listened to.’  
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‘Students were happy with it, as they could anonymously share their thoughts 
about the class, in a quick and effective manner.’  
 
‘Worked very well, some minor issues were fixed. Some asked class reps for 
more detailed feedback and what students wanted improving and we provided 
that.’  
 
‘I thought it was a great idea, our teacher talked us through what people had 
said and I'm an effort to improve the situation where he could. I was not 
spoken to as a class rep but the whole class was addressed instead.’  

 
Negative Examples 
 

‘I was not contacted as class rep, and still not given dates of a student-staff 
meeting. The wee post cards for feedback were handed out and collected by 
a lecturer but no idea if they were read or what happened to them.’  
 
‘Also taking up class time to do feedback was an issue- perhaps better to do 
surveys like this for tutors is the way forward. Have not had any response 
since writing the feedback from the tutor taking the course.’  
 
‘Would really like this to happen and I am disappointed it hasn't.’  

 
Operation of Mid-Course Feedback in Semester 2 
Schools were reminded early in Semester 2 about the need to continue the roll out. 
A high level summary of feedback received was provided: 
 

As a summary, most of the comments were positive e.g. creating opportunity 
for meaningful dialogue, highlighting easy to fix issues and misconceptions - 
and even that it was fun! The main downsides were the potential for a sense 
of ‘feedback overkill’, and confusion in relation to pre-existing staff student 
liaison committees. 

 
Schools were reminded that this was a requirement for all courses at Honours level 
(although many Schools had rolled out across all courses). In response to some 
schools concerns about the mechanisms, it was agreed that there could be some 
flexibility in approach if the same outcome was delivered. 
 
Monitoring in semester 2 has been more light touch but information through the 
Directors of Teaching network and other events such as the PGCAP course 
organisers event suggest it is well embedded.  
 
Proposal for Session 2017/18 
Given the broadly positive feedback regarding the introduction of these 
arrangements at Honours level, it is proposed that mid-course feedback is rolled out 
across all undergraduate courses at all levels. Many Schools are already operating 
such a system and there is an argument that opportunities for all students to be 
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involved in a dialogue about their courses are even more important as they transition 
into the University environment.  
 
In proposing to extend to pre-Honours level, in some cases this will involve much 
larger student cohorts. Additional case studies will therefore be added to the IAD 
web-site with exemplars of successful, and manageable, approaches in these large 
class scenarios.  
 
For session 17/18 the focus will continue at undergraduate level given the 
aforementioned potential resource implications and generally more positive student 
satisfaction at PG level. We may want to revisit this for session 18-19.  
If the Committee supports the extension of these arrangements to pre-Honours 
courses, Academic Services will consider how to articulate these arrangements 
within established policies regarding feedback from students. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senate Quality Assurance Committee 

25 May 2017 

Student Support Service Review: policy and guidance updates 

Executive Summary 

The paper provides updates to the policy and guidance documents, streamlining these to 

incorporate the QAC sub-committee remit within the policy document. Separate guidance 

will be developed for report readers for the annual quality reporting process, and for thematic 

review process. It is also proposed that the current review schedule document is archived as 

this information is included in the revised policy. 

[www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/sssqafreviewschedule.pdf]  

Annual review policy and guidance incorporates changes agreed at the QAC meeting in April 

2017 to take effect in 2018. Also as agreed by QAC in April 2017, a light touch review for 

2016/17 will be carried out during semester 1 of 2017/18 with a report submitted to QAC in 

semester 2. 

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

The paper supports the University’s strategic plan objective of Leadership in Learning. 

Action requested 

QAC is invited to consider the proposed changes for approval. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

Action will be implemented through the QAC sub-committee and communicated via 

Academic Services to the Support Services involved and through the annual communication 

on new policies and regulations in June 2017. 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

The reporting process is managed within existing resources in Academic Services. 

Support Services report production is expected to be met within existing resources. 

2. Risk assessment 

No risks are identified. 

3. Equality and Diversity 

No equality impacts are anticipated as a result of the changes, which do not propose 

major amendments to University policy. Equality impact assessment has been 

updated by Academic Services. 

4. Freedom of information 

The paper is open. 

Originator of the paper 

Susan Hunter, Brian Connolly, Nichola Kett, Academic Services 

May 2017 

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


Student Support Services 
Review Policy  

 

    

     
Purpose of Policy 

This policy applies to Student Support Services within the Student Support Service Quality Assurance 
Framework. It outlines the purpose of the framework reviews and provides an overview of the monitoring 
process. 

Overview 

The policy provides an overview of the Student Support Service quality assurance review process, and 
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Introduction 

 
This policy applies to the Student Support Services within the Student Support Services Quality 
Assurance Framework (SSSQAF).   
 
The following services have been identified by the Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) for 
inclusion in the framework:  
 

 Accommodation, Catering and Events 

 Advice Place 

 Careers Service 

 Chaplaincy 

 Estates 

 Finance 

 Information Services 

 Institute for Academic Development 

 International Office 

 Sport and Exercise 

 Student Administration 

 Student Counselling Service 

 Student Disability Service 

 Student Recruitment and Admissions 

 Student Systems and Administration 

 University Health Centre (attendance at meeting but no report to be produced) 

1.  Purpose and Overview 

1.1 Purpose  

SSSQAF Student Support Service review assures the quality of the student experience with regard 
to services, within the existing resources available, by: 

 

 facilitating reflection on the strategic and operational role of services in relation to their impact 
on the student experience; 

 promoting reflection on the ways in which services engage with students and other 
stakeholders to monitor and improve the quality of services; 

 supporting reflection on the ways in which the services promote high quality learning and 
continuous quality enhancement; 

 taking account of the requirements of Professional, Statutory and Regulatory bodies (PSRBs), 
where appropriate; 

 providing a forum for the sharing and dissemination of good practice. 
 
Authority for the oversight of SSSQAF Student Support Service review lies with the Senatus 
Quality Assurance Committee (QAC). Monitoring of services is delegated to the QAC sub-
committee. 

1.2 Overview  

From academic year 2011/12, QAC has delegated authority of the monitoring of services to its 
sub-committee: SSSQAF remit  
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All services that fall under the remit of SSSQAFidentified for review submit an annual quality 
assurance (QA) report to the QAC sub-committee as part of the annual monitoring process.   

 
There are four two different types of review: annual review, and thematic review, periodic review 
and accreditation review. Accreditation by external bodies is considered as part of the service 
annual review as appropriate. All services in the framework will be involved in at least one of these 
types of review. The category of review carried out depends on the impact of the service on the 
student learning experience. QAC determines which review method is applied to which 
service.Services involved in thematic reviews will be identified by QAC.  

2. Types of review 

2.1         Annual review  

 
What is annual review? 2.1.1 Annual quality assurance (QA) review is the process by 

which the annual activities of the service are monitored and 
reflected on in relation to the student experience.  Annual 
review takes the form of an annual QA report. 
 

How are services 
selected for this type of 

review? 

2.1.2 All services which have been identified by the Quality 
Assurance Committee as part of the Student Support 
Service Quality Assurance Framework are subject to 
annual review. 
 

Review cycle 2.1.3 
 

Services submit their reports annually to the sub-committee 
in December.  
 

What is the reporting 
period? 

2.1.4 The reporting period is the previous academic year (from 1 
September to 31 August) to the submission date in 
December.  
 

Reporting submission 
to  the sub-committee 

2.1.5 
 

 
    (i) 

 
 
 

(ii) 
 
 
 
 
 

(iii) 
 
 
 
 

All services selected submit a report to the QAC sub-
committee. 
 
The report is submitted in December each year using a 
standard template. The template is available for download 
from the SSSQAF web page.  
 
When recommendations have been made to a service, 
actions taken and progress made towards their completion 
should be submitted with in the report on a 
Recommendations, Progress and Action form supplied by 
Academic Services.   
 
The reports are considered by allocated members of the 
sub-committee and comments/observations are given to 
the SSSQAF Convener for each report prior to the sub-
committee meetings. 
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(iv) 
 
 
 

 
  (v) 

 
 
 

(vi) 

The reports are discussed at two annual meetings of the 
sub-committee, held in January each year. The sub-
committee then agrees on the recommendations and 
commendations arising from the reports.  
 
The sub-committee produces an overview report, including 
the recommendations, for submission to the April meeting 
of QAC for approval. 
 
Academic Services produces and circulates the 
Recommendations, Progress and Action form for each 
service.  
 

Guidance for 
completion of the 

annual (QA) report                  

2.1.6 
 
 

 

A report template is available for services to download from 
the SSSQAF web page. 

2.2 Periodic review 

 
What is a periodic 

review? 
2.2.1 Periodic review is the process by which the quality of the 

student experience of some key student-facing services is 
reviewed in more depth on a cycle of no more than six 
years. 
 

How are services 
selected for this type of 

review? 

2.2.2 Not all services will undergo a periodic review. In developing 
the periodic review element we have taken into account the 
impact of the service on the student learning experience 
and the extent of (relevant) external accreditation already 
carried out. The aim is to keep the review proportional to the 
impact of the service.  
 
A service will undergo a periodic review if it has: 

 a significant impact on the student learning      
experience; or 

 a significant impact on the ability of the student to 
embrace fully the learning experience; or 

 in exceptional circumstances has been considered 
by the QAC sub-committee not to have fully satisfied 
the standard generic remit and/or additional specific 
themes as part of the annual monitoring process. 

 
Services included in the 

periodic review 
2.2.3 All services are potential participants in this type of review. 

However, the following services have been specifically 
allocated to this type of review:  
 

 Accommodation Services 

 Information Services 

 International Office 

 Student Disability Service 
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The periodic review element differs according to the service.   
Periodic review guidance is available from the SSSQAF 
period review web pages. 
 

2.3      Thematic review 

 
What is thematic 

review? 
2.3.1 Thematic Review is the process by which the quality of the 

student experience is reviewed in relation to a particular 
theme or aspect of student support, rather than an 
individual service or academic area. 
 
The aim of Thematic Review is to identify and analyse 
areas of good practice and areas for enhancement across 
student support in relation to a select category of student 
experience or ‘theme’.  The approach aims to take an 
overview of strategy, services and user experiences 
pursuant to a particular theme that cuts across many areas 
of the University, in relation to both support services and 
academic areas.     
 
It is intended that the process should be positive and 
constructive, supporting the services in the enhancement 
of provision and the student experience. 

2.4   Accreditation review  

 
 What is accreditation 

review? 
2.4.1 Accreditation review is the process used for some services 

that have external accreditation by a professional, statutory 
or regulatory body (PSRB).  
 
When the service is a student facing service and has a 
significant impact on the student learning experience and it 
is accredited by a professional, statutory or regulatory 
body, the service is required to submit its accreditation 
report from the PSRB alongside their annual quality 
assurance (QA) report in the following year. The annual QA 
report should include a clear statement of how the 
recommendations of the PSRB are being taken forward. 
 

Services included in 
accreditation review 

2.4.2 Services included in accreditation review are:  
 

 The Advice Place 

 Careers Service 

 Student Counselling Service 
 

What is the reporting 
period? 

2.4.3 The reporting period of an accreditation review is set by the 
PSRB.   
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3. Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) sub-committee  
 

 
What is the QAC 
sub-committee? 

 
3.1 

 
The sub-committee has been given delegated authority from 
QAC to consider and report upon the services included in 
the SSSQAF.  The sub-committee reports the outcomes of 
its monitoring and review activity on an annual basis to 
QAC.  The sub-committee remit and membership are 
published online. 

 
1. Remit 

 
1.1 To monitor and review the quality of the student support services, by consideration of the 

outcomes of the services’ annual quality assurance reports (including external 
accreditation where appropriate). 
 

1.2 To commend and disseminate areas of good practice arising from reports and reviews. 
 

1.3 To make recommendations aimed at enhancing the student experience. 
 

1.4 To ensure that the procedures of the sub-committee remain fit for purpose.  
 

1.5 To ensure matters of strategic development and resource are addressed, including 
engagement with institutional priorities. 

 
2. Governance 

 
2.1 The sub-committee acts with delegated authority from the Quality Assurance Committee 

(QAC) to monitor and review the quality of the student experience in relation to their use 
of the Student Support Services. 

 
2.2 The sub-committee reports the outcomes from its monitoring and review activity on an 

annual basis to QAC.  
 

2.3 The sub-committee identifies themes for consideration by QAC for future thematic 
review. 

 

3. Composition 

 
Convener: The Convener of QAC or his/her delegate  
Vice-Convener: The Vice-Convener of QAC or his/her delegate 
The University Secretary or his/her delegate 
College Associate Deans for Quality Assurance/College Director of Quality Assurance 
Deans of Students 
Edinburgh University Students’ Association (Students’ Association) nominee 
External member*  
Heads of Services (or their representatives) submitting reports 
Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services (in attendance) 
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* The external member will be nominated by the University Secretary and will serve for a 
period of three years. The external member will be from a comparator institution and 
have appropriate experience of student support services. 

4. Operation 
 

4.1 The sub-committee holds two meetings each year, to consider the reports and reviews 
of the services.  

 
 .  

 
13.07.16 
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Thematic Review Guidance 

 
Executive Summary 

This paper proposes new guidance in support of the Thematic Review process.  

 

How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
The paper supports the University’s strategic plan objective of Leadership in Learning. 

 

Action requested 
For discussion and agreement. 

 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

The reporting process is managed within existing resources in Academic Services. 

Support Services report production is expected to be met within existing resources. 

 

2. Risk assessment 

No risks are identified. 

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

No equality impacts are anticipated as a result of the changes, which do not propose 

major amendments to University policy. Equality impact assessment has been 

updated by Academic Services. 

 

4. Freedom of information 

The paper is open. 

 

Originator of the paper 
Brian Connolly 
Academic Services  
May 2017 
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Purpose of Guidance 

This guidance is for support service and academic areas included in a Thematic Review at the University of 
Edinburgh. 

Scope: Guidance is not Mandatory 

Staff involved in Thematic Review  

Contact Officer Brian Connolly Academic Policy Officer b.connolly@ed.ac.uk 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Thematic Review is the process by which the quality of the student experience is 
reviewed in relation to a particular theme or aspect of student support, rather than an 
individual service or academic area.  
 

1.2 The role of student support is of crucial importance in determining the overall quality 
of the student learning experience.  
 
As part of the University’s Quality Assurance Framework, a review of the strategic 
and operational role of support services in relation to their impact on the student 
experience is conducted annually by a sub-group of the Senate Quality Assurance 
Committee (SQAC).  This annual review process allows the University to reflect on 
the contribution of support services to the ‘quality culture’ within the institution, the 
ways in which the services engage with students to monitor and improve the quality of 
services, and the ways in which the services promote high quality learning and 
continuous quality enhancement. 
 

1.3 A key element of the annual review process is the identification of key issues and 
common themes which emerged across the University during the previous year.  
These are then considered by SQAC and inform the choice of topic for future 
Thematic Reviews.    

  

2. Aims, Scope and Objectives 

2.1 The aim of Thematic Review is to identify and analyse areas of good practice and 
areas for enhancement across student support in relation to a select category of 
student experience or ‘theme’.  The approach aims to take an overview of strategy, 
services and user experiences pursuant to a particular theme that cuts across many 
areas of the University, in relation to both support services and academic areas.     
 
It is intended that the process should be positive and constructive, supporting the 
service and academic areas in the enhancement of provision and the student 
experience. 
 

2.2 The scope of Thematic Review can be broad or narrow depending on the nature of 
particular theme.   
 
For example, a broad scope encompassing student support across the University and 
examining a wide range of issues may be appropriate for a particular theme relevant 
to the student body as a whole.  Alternatively, a narrower, more limited scope may be 
more appropriate when examining issues which impact on a discrete section of the 
student population.   
 
The scope of a Thematic Review is determined by SQAC with due consideration 
given to the findings of the annual review of student support services, relevant 
statistical data and the University’s strategic priorities.    
   

2.3 The objectives of Thematic Review are to:  
 

- facilitate discussion between schools, colleges and support services;  
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- evaluate the extent to which provision meets and supports the needs of 
students and relevant stakeholders, including staff; 

- evaluate the ways in which support engage with stakeholders to monitor and 
improve the quality of provision; 

- share and disseminate examples of good practice; 
- identify opportunities for enhancement and monitor action taken in response;  
- evaluate the extent to which the activities are aligned with relevant institutional 

strategic objectives, as well as external requirements; 
- determine action or support required at institutional level. 

  
  

3. Process 
 

3.1 The Thematic Review process consists of the following key stages: 
 

 Planning 

 Consultation 

 Report 

 Implementation 
 

3.2 Planning Stage 
 
A review panel will be selected by the by the Convenor of SQAC, including a Review 
Convenor, in consultation with the Deputy Secretary Student Experience and 
Academic Services.  The panel will include a school academic representative, a 
school administrative representative, a student representative, an external member, 
and a Review Administrator (Academic Services).  The Review Administrator will act 
as liaison between the review panel and the support areas.      
 
The review panel will hold an initial meeting to discuss the scope of the review and 
agree a remit. At this meeting the panel will agree upon timelines for the review, 
which support services will be included and what documentary evidence will be 
required.  The panel will also determine the most appropriate methodological 
approach to the consultation stage.  For example, this may entail a day of scheduled 
meetings, a survey, or a set of focus groups or interviews with key stakeholders.    
 
The support services and academic areas included in the review will produce a brief 
report providing a reflective and self-critical evaluation of the provision in relation to 
the theme of the review.  The support service and academic area may be asked to 
provide further supporting documentation in advance of the review, however no 
material in addition to the reflective report should have to be created especially for the 
review. 
 
In turn, the review panel will hold a meeting to consider the reflective reports (and 
other documentary evidence), identify initial findings and where further information 
may be required.  Final arrangements for the consultation stage will be agreed at this 
point, including arrangements for meetings with key stakeholders.     
 

3.3 Consultation Stage 
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The review panel will conduct consultations with key stakeholders (i.e. student and 
staff service users, support service staff, and University management) in line with the 
chosen methodological approach.   
 
The review panel will hold a meeting at the conclusion of the consultation stage to 
discuss findings and agree initial commendations and recommendations which will 
form the basis of the review report.    
 

3.4 Report Stage 
 
The review report is drafted by the Review Administrator.  
 
The report will identify and analyse areas of good practice and areas of enhancement 
across the student support services in relation to the theme.  The report will include 
the following sections: 
   

- Executive Summary - highlighting the key findings, commendations and 
recommendations;   

- Introduction – noting the rationale for the theme and the chosen methodology;  
- Analysis – in-depth consideration of the key findings, commendations and 

recommendations; 
- Appendix – including a list of documentation considered by the review panel 

and a prioritized list of commendations and recommendations. 
 
The Review Convenor agrees the draft before it is circulated to the review panel for 
comment and approval.  The draft report is then sent to the relevant support or 
academic area for correction of factual errors.  The review report is then submitted to 
SQAC for consideration and approval of the commendations and recommendations. 
 
Following approval, the final report is circulated by Academic Services to the heads of 
support services and academic areas included in the review, Assistant Principal 
Academic Standards and Quality Assurance, Deputy Secretary Student Experience, 
review panel, and copied to all areas responsible for action. The report is published 
on the Academic Services website.        
 

3.5 Implementation Stage 
 
Following receipt of the final report, the support services and academic areas are 
responsible for taking forward action on the recommendations made by the review. In 
The reviewed areas are responsible for informing student service users of the review 
outcome.   
 
Approximately 14 weeks after receiving the final report, the areas with remitted 
actions submit an initial progress report to SQAC for comment, approval and 
feedback.       
 
A year after receiving the final report, areas with remitted actions submit a further 
progress report to SQAC for comment, approval and feedback.  At this point, where 
recommendations are still outstanding, ongoing updates are to be provided in annual 
review reports until all recommendations have been addressed.        
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Thematic Review 2017-18:  

Mature Students 

 
Executive Summary 

 

This paper provides the Committee with an analysis of the options for defining ‘mature’ and a 

statistical analysis of the University’s current cohort of mature students.    

 

How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
 
The paper is relevant to the University’s Strategic Goal of ‘provide the highest-quality 

research-led teaching and learning".  

 

Action requested 
 
For discussion and agreement. 

 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 

 

1. Resource implications 
Not applicable.   
   

2. Risk assessment 

No change to existing practice. 
 

3. Equality and Diversity 
No change to existing practice. 
 

4. Freedom of information 

Open. 

 

Originator of the paper 
Brian Connolly 
Academic Services  
May 2017 
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Thematic Review 2017-18:  

Mature Students 

 
At the previous meeting the Committee agreed that Mature Students would be the focus of 

the Thematic Review in 2017-18.  However, it was noted that the definition of ‘mature’ would 

be vital for setting the parameters of the review.  To this end the Committee requested 

statistical information on the current student cohort and an analysis of the options for 

defining ‘mature’ student.     

 

Sector 

The Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS) defines mature students as any 

student aged 21 or over at the start of their studies.  The Higher Education Statistics Agency 

(HESA) defines mature students as those who are aged 21 or over on 30 September of the 

academic year in which they start a degree course.  In the United Kingdom, just over a third 

of all undergraduate students are defined as mature students.  Of that figure, just over half 

are aged between 21 and 24, 38 per cent between 25 and 39, and 10 per cent are over 40 

when they commence their undergraduate courses.     

 

University 

The University defines ‘mature’ as any student aged 21 and over at the point of entry.  At the 

University around 46% of our students are considered as mature at the point of entry, with 

just under 20% aged between 21 and 24 and 26% aged 25 and over.  The vast majority of 

these mature students are postgraduate.         

 

Statistics 

The following statistical report provides information disclosed by the current student cohort at 

the point of entry.  Figures are provided for three broad age groups (given percentages are 

in relation to the student population in each table as a whole) as well as the number of 

students with declared dependents (which it has been agreed will be one of the main sub-

themes of the review).    

 

Student Age Groups by College: 

 

All Students 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 12078 4198 5878 22154 

MVM 2382 1189 2635 6206 

SCE 5751 2023 1341 9115 

Total 20211 (53.93%) 7410 (19.77%) 9854 (26.29%) 37475 

 

Undergraduates 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 12041 1128 1515 14684 

MVM 2378 423 116 2917 

SCE 5722 251 74 6047 

Total 20141 (85.16%) 1802 (7.62%) 1705 (7.2%) 23648 
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Postgraduates 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 37 3070 4363 7470 

MVM 4 766 2519 3289 

SCE 29 1772 1267 3068 

Total 70 (0.5%) 5608 (40.55%) 8149 (58.93%) 13827 

 

Students with Dependents by College: 

 

All Students 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 37 40 1490 1567 

MVM 6 12 708 726 

SCE 15 21 198 234 

Total 58 73 2396 2527 

 

Undergraduates 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 34 9 398 441 

MVM 6 1 13 20 

SCE 15 2 12 29 

Total 55 12 423 490 

 

Postgraduates 

 <21 21-24 >25 Total 

AHSS 3 10 1113 1126 

MVM 0 3 703 706 

SCE 0 12 193 205 

Total 3 25 2009 2037 

 

The Committee is invited to consider the following options for defining ‘mature’ and thereby 

setting the parameters of the Thematic Review 2017-18:   

 

 All students aged 21 and over at the point of entry 

This definition would encompass nearly half the overall student population (46%).  

However, it may be difficult to address the multiplicity of distinct needs and 

requirements of such a large and diverse grouping encompassing near school 

leavers through to mid-career professionals with families.      

 

 All students aged 25 and older at the point of entry 

This definition would encompass a quarter of the overall student population.  The 

overwhelming majority of students with dependents (95%) are in this category.  

Furthermore, this section of the student population may have developed needs which 

are sufficiently distinct from the majority of school leavers to justify consideration as a 

separate category or theme.          

 

The Committee is invited to discuss the options and agree a definition of ‘mature’ student for 

the Thematic Review 2017-18.    

 

Brian Connolly, Academic Services, May 2017 
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
25 May 2017 

 

Quality Processes – Simplification and Enhancement  
  

Executive Summary 
The paper informs the Committee about work that Academic Services has undertaken over 
the past academic session to simplify and enhance quality processes.      
  
How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
Aligns with simplification.   
 
Action requested  
The Committee is asked to note the paper.     
 
How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
The actions have been or will be implemented and communicated as part of the separate 
processes.    
 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 
 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 
There are no specific resource implications.  Indeed, through work to simplify and 
enhance processes, resource requirements for colleagues in Schools will reduce.    

 
2. Risk assessment 

The paper itself does not present any risks.   
 

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

 
4. Freedom of information 

Open 
 

Key words 
Quality code, mapping 
 
Originator of the paper 
Nichola Kett, Academic Services, 12 May 2017  
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Throughout this academic session, staff in Academic Services have continually reviewed 
quality framework processes to ensure that they are manageable and meaningful for 
colleagues and the wider University whilst still ensuring that they meet internal and external 
requirements.  Below is a summary of the impact of such activities.   
 
Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) 

 QAC papers have been shortened through the use of more focussed papers and a wiki.   

 One meeting has been removed from the annual schedule whilst still ensuring alignment 
with key quality processes.   

 We have removed the requirement for readers of draft internal review reports when they 
are presented to QAC, to recognise the levels of scrutiny the reports go through.   

 
Annual Quality Reporting  

 Using the new report template, College Annual Quality Reports have shortened from 133 
pages in 2015/16 to 11 pages in 2016/17.  The reduced length has resulted in more 
focussed and clear reports, removing the need for a readers process.   

 Positive feedback has been received from Colleges on the new annual report template 
and from those School in the two Colleges which operated “dry runs” of the School 
annual quality report.    

 We have worked to support Colleges and Schools as the new annual monitoring process 
is implemented, including clarifying sources of data to be considered (with Student 
Systems).   

 
Student Support Review Processes  

 We have added value to the Student Support Services Annual Review process by 
changing the format of the meetings.  Feedback on reports is now provided to Service 
Heads electronically which enables them to hear good practice examples and participate 
in discussions on themes arising from an analysis of the service reports at one half day 
meeting.     

 The Annual Review of Student Support Services report has shortened from 32 pages in 
2015/16 to 16 pages in 2016/17. 

 We plan to formally remove the requirement for periodic review of student support 
services (confirming out commitment to Thematic Reviews) and confirm alignment of 
accreditations within annual review processes.  

 Further work to refine the Student Support Services Annual Review process and align it 
with the new Service Expectations Review process is underway.   

 
Miscellaneous  

 The Quality webpages were redeveloped using analytics and reduced by a third.   

 The Baseline Statement on Quality Arrangements document was archived following 
confirmation with the Scottish Funding Council that it was no longer a requirement.   

 The Central Register of Accreditations by Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies 
(PSRBs) and the Quality Assurance Reporting Process document was archived.   

 Quality Code mapping documents: the 8 mapping documents that were reviewed in April 
have reduced in total length from 51 to 37 pages.   

 
Internal Periodic Review Processes  
 
Remit  

 Reduced remit from 4 main headings to 3; collaborative provision included under 
assurance and enhancement of provision 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/annualqualitydata.pdf
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 Subheadings – clarity of subheadings  
 
Remit meeting  

 Working with Schools and Student Systems on producing a correct list of programme 
and courses to be included in review and to enable Student Systems to cross check data 
in EUCLID 

 
Analytical Report – renamed to Reflective Report  

 Separate guidance and template  

 As remit above – 3 main headings  

 Schools encouraged to write a shorter, more critical, evidence based reflection  
 

Supporting documentation  

 Academic Services will now produce data reports for Schools/Subject areas, supported 
by Student Systems  

 
Review visit schedule 

 Minor amendments to template to increase duration of some meetings and clarity on 
meeting attendees 

 Review team encouraged to suggest two questions for each meeting rather than a list of 
comments/thoughts. This should enable review team administrator to collate these 
questions into a more coherent format for the review.  

 
Final review report 

 Template revised to encourage Review Team Administrators to write a shorter, more 
focused, evidence based report 

 
General Documentation 

 Updated guidance documents for schools, review teams and review team administrators 

 Briefing notes document updated to reduce number of standard questions 
 

Annual briefing meeting 

 Format/agenda –ran parallel sessions for review teams and School. Q&A session for 
Schools around preparing for review, collating documentation  
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The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 
25 May 2017 

 

Review of Quality Code Mapping Documents 
  

Executive Summary 
The paper informs the Committee about the review of Quality Code mapping documents 
which has been undertaken.    
  
How does this align with the University / Committee’s strategic plans and priorities? 
Aligns with the strategic goal to provide the highest-quality research-led teaching and 
learning. 
 
Action requested  
The Committee is asked to approve the updated mapping documents.   
 
How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
The mapping documents are available on the Academic Services’ website at: 
http://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/quality/quality-code  
 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 
 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 
There are no specific resource implications.   

 
2. Risk assessment 

The Quality Code is the definitive reference point for all those involved in delivering 
higher education which leads to an award from or is validated by a UK higher 
education provider. It makes clear what institutions are required to do, what they can 
expect of each other, and what the general public can expect of all higher education 
providers.  Therefore, it is important that the University’s quality framework maps to 
the Quality Code chapters.   
 

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

 
4. Freedom of information 

Open 
 

Key words 
Quality code, mapping 
 
Originator of the paper 
Nichola Kett, Academic Services, 15 May 2017  
 
 

 
 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/quality/quality-code
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The last exercise to map the Quality Code chapters to the University’s quality assurance 
framework took place between 2013 and 2015.  It was therefore timely to review the 
mapping documents.  8 updated mapping documents were approved by the Committee at its 
April 2017 meeting. 
 
The following mapping documents were reviewed to check for factual accuracy, to reflect 
any obvious significant changes and to check for broken links.  Editorial changes were also 
made to ensure consistency across the mapping documents.  
 

Chapter Link to updated mapping document  

B5: Student 
Engagement 

https://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/quality/quality-code  

B8: Programme 
Monitoring and Review 

http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/b8mappingapril2017.pdf  

 
The following mapping documents are still to be reviewed: 
 

Chapter  

B10: Managing Higher Education Provision with Others 

B11: Research Degrees 

Part C: Information about Higher Education Provision 

 
 

 

https://www.ed.ac.uk/academic-services/quality/quality-code
http://www.ed.ac.uk/files/atoms/files/b8mappingapril2017.pdf


  
QAC:  25.05.17 

H/02/28/02 

QAC 16/17 6H 

 
 
 

The University of Edinburgh 
Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

25 May 2017 

 

Annual Report to Senate 
 

Executive Summary 

This report outlines the achievements of the Committee in relation to priorities, and the core 

activities and task groups during the Academic Year 2016-17.  

 

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

The paper is relevant to the University’s Strategic Goal of ‘excellence in education’ and the 

Strategic Theme of ‘Outstanding student experience’. 

 

Action requested 

For information. 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

Yes. 

2. Risk assessment 

No change to existing practice.   

3. Equality and Diversity 

No change to existing practice.   

4. Freedom of information 

Yes. 

Key words 

Annual Report  

Originator of the paper 

Brian Connolly, Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services 
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Annual Report to Senate 

 
1. Summary of achievements in relation to priorities 

 

i. Enhancement-led Institutional Review (ELIR) – develop and oversee 

implementation of plan of action in response to ELIR.  

 

The Committee has received regular progress reports from the theme leads 

responsible for the implementation of the agreed actions in five key areas identified 

by the ELIR.  Work across these six themes is progressing well and the Committee 

will continue to monitor progress on a regular basis.  The reports considered by the 

Committee at the February 2017 meeting formed the basis for the University’s year-

on report to the Quality Assurance Agency for Scotland which was submitted in 

March 2017.  

 

ii. Implement and monitor effectiveness of those changes resulting from review 

of quality assurance framework introduced for 2016-17, and further develop 

and implement changes for 2017-18.  

 

The Committee has focused on streamlining processes while deriving maximum 

benefit from quality activity. The school annual quality report template has been 

revised and will be used for all credit-bearing taught and research provision.  The first 

report is due in August 2017 and will cover 2015/16 and 2016/17, plus an update on 

progress with actions from 2014/15. Stronger emphasis has been placed on the 

programme as the key level for reflection and action due to the fact that students 

enrol on programmes and the University’s awards are conferred at programme level.  

A new template for annual programme monitoring has been implemented with 

individual courses discussed within the context of the programme.  Programmes can 

be reviewed in clusters as suits the local context – there is no requirement to report 

on individual programmes.  Feedback on these changes has been positive.   

 

iii. Roll-out of Evasys course evaluation tool. 

 

The Committee approved the core course and staff question sets due to be used for 

institution wide course evaluation from the 2016/17 academic year.  The Committee 

acknowledged that the question sets did 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.  

 

iv. External Examiner Project – further monitoring of the implementation of the 

External Examiner Reporting system and the revised External Examiner Policy. 

 

The Committee considered an analysis of data from the External Examiner Reporting 

System (EERS) covering undergraduate and postgraduate taught programmes for 

the academic year 2015/16.  The number of issues raised by EERS remains low and 

mainly centred around the need for clarity and consistency of moderation processes 
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and marking criteria.  In response to a high proportion of late External Examiner 

reports in some schools the Committee amended the External Examiners for Taught 

Programmes Policy to require a six week response deadline.  While there may be 

locally valid reasons why external examiner reports have not been responded to 

within 6 weeks it is important that the information contained in the reports is acted 

upon promptly in order to maximise its use to schools and students.  The policy was 

also revised to include key School and College roles should be included in the 

External Examiners for Taught Programmes Policy.  

 

2. Core activities 

 

i. Annual College Quality Reports 

 

The Committee conducted the annual review of College Quality Reports. This 

session, due to a new reporting template, the reports have decreased in length from 

133 pages last year to 11 pages in total this year with the benefit that the new shorter 

length of reports has removed the need for a separate reader process.  A number of 

themes were noted for Committee forward planning and a number of actions were 

identified for key stakeholders across the University.  In particular, the UG student 

dashboards have been well received and schools would like PGT data to be made 

available on the dashboard as soon as possible.       

 

ii. Internal Review 

 

The Committee continued to oversee and approve internal subject review reports and 

responses. This academic year eight Teaching Programme Reviews (TPR), four 

Postgraduate Programme Reviews (PPR) have taken place.  The Committee was 

assured that the reviewed areas had effective management of the quality of the 

student learning experience, academic standards, and enhancement.  Examples of 

innovation in learning and teaching were identified and disseminated at a Sharing 

Good Practice identified during Internal Reviews event held on 23 November 2016.  

The Committee also identified key themes for development and further action such 

as the need for improved transparency and communication in assessment and 

feedback processes as well as the need for greater consistency of marking and 

quality of feedback.  

 

The Committee has agreed that a thematic review of support for mature students will 

be held during the next academic session, 2017-18.     

 

iii. Annual Review of Student Support Services 

 

The Committee conducted the annual quality review of student support services. This 

session, in a change to the process, a lead readers’ meeting was held prior to the 

meeting of the full sub-committee to identify key themes for discussion.  This had the 

benefit of maximising collective discussions across services at the latter meeting and 

feedback on this new arrangement has been positive.  A key theme of concern 
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across the University continues to be student mental health and the increased 

demand on services in the context of constrained budgets and resources.  

 

iv. Student Conduct, Student Appeals and Complaint Handling 

 

The Committee continued to monitor trends and patterns regarding Student Conduct, 

Student Appeals and Complaint Handling. The main theme to emerge from this 

year’s reports was the continuing increase in the volume of student appeals (which is 

generally in line with increases seen across the Higher Education sector) and in 

breaches of the Code of Student Conduct (which appears likely to be associated with 

an increased use of plagiarism detection software). There were no discernible trends 

in the complaint handling cases. 

 

3. Committee Task Groups 

 

i. Personal Tutoring (PT) System Oversight Group 

The Group is tasked with responsibility for QA oversight of the PT system during the 

transition from the conclusion of the Enhancing Student Support (ESS) project to full 

mainstreaming within School QA processes.  Since the last Senate report the Group 

has met on two occasions: June 2016 to approve the School Personal Tutoring 

Statements for 2016-17; and November 2016 to consider the operation of the PT 

system in relation to the most recent National Student Survey (NSS), Edinburgh 

Student Experience Survey (ESES), and Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey 

(PTES) results.  In relation to the latter task, the Group was in agreement regarding 

the limitations of the PT performance data currently available via the survey results.  

More robust and granular internal benchmark data is required if meaningful 

conclusions are to be drawn and/or judgements made in regard to the relative 

performance of both schools and individual PTs.  However, in the context of PT 

performance data currently available, the Group was satisfied that schools had 

initiated actions where survey results had dropped significantly compared to the 

previous year. 

 

 

Brian Connolly, Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services 

April 2017 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

 

25 May 2017 

 

Knowledge Strategy Committee Report 
 

Executive Summary 

Report from the Knowledge Strategy Committee meeting on 24 March 2017. 

 

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

Aligns with University Strategic Plan Goal of Excellence in Education. 

 

Action requested 

The committee is invited to note the paper which is provided for information only. 

 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 

No actions for implementation as the paper is provided for information only. 

 

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

No resource implications for consideration by QAC. 

 

2. Risk assessment 

None – the paper is provided for information only. 

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

There are no equality and diversity issues associated with this report. 

 

4. Freedom of information 

This Paper is open. 

 

Key words 

Knowledge Strategy 

 

Originator of the paper 

Dr Lewis Allan 

Head of Court Services 
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KNOWLEDGE STRATEGY COMMITTEE REPORT 

24 March 2017 
 

1 Initial Draft Information Services Group Plan 2017/20 

  
9 An overview of the initial draft Information Services Group plan for the period 

2017/20 was reviewed. The context of the University planning round was 
discussed, with prioritisation of the additional Information Services funding 
requests important in ensuring overall affordability for the University. Members 
suggested that the distance learning at scale funding request should closely 
involve Colleges from an early stage, use the University’s research quality as a 
differentiator to attract students and improve course delivery for both students and 
academics compared to existing smaller scale courses. 

  

2 Network Replacement Programme 

  
The Director of the IT Infrastructure Division presented a summary of the outcome 
of the IT Infrastructure review project, with an additional £4M (£9.5M in total) of 
capital investment sought through the University’s Planning Round given the 
larger than initially expected level of equipment replacement and need to 
restructure some areas of the network. The Planning Round submission was 
endorsed. 

  

3 Digital Preservation Policy 

  
A Digital Preservation Policy to aid in managing and preserving digital records 
that the University aims to retain on a long term basis as a corporate memory and 
archive was approved. It was noted that no additional funding is requested to 
implement the policy.  

  

4 Information Services Group Key Performance Indicators 

  
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for Information Services Group were reviewed, 
encompassing: quality, learning and teaching, staffing and space utilisation, public 
engagement, and national and international digital research services measures. It 
was noted that KPIs without targets set at present would have targets set shortly. 
The Committee discussed moving from KPIs that are measures of activity to more 
meaningful strategic performance measures and benchmarking the performance 
of the library with comparator institutions. 

  

5 Joint item:  
i) Core Systems Strategy Programme – Terms of Reference   
ii) Digital Transformation Governance Board 

  
The proposed terms of reference for the Core Systems Strategy Programme 
Board and for the Digital Transformation Governance Board were noted. 
Improving academic representation on the boards was discussed, with the Chief 
Information Officer and Assistant Principal Online Learning to consider 
approaching individuals. 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

25 May 2017 

Internal Review: 

TPR/PPR Reports and Responses  

Executive Summary 

The following 14 week responses and final reports from Internal Reviews 2016/17. 

 

14 week responses:  

PPR of Business School 

PPR of School of History, Classics and Archaeology 

PPR of School of Physics and Astronomy  

 

The paper contains an extract of the commendations and recommendations from the 

following final reports:   

 

- Joint TPR and PPR of the School of Economics 

- TPR of Design  

- TPR of European Languages and Cultures 

- TPR of Islamic and Middle Eastern Studies 

- TPR of Social Work  

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

The paper is relevant to the University’s Strategic Goal of ‘excellence in education’ and the 

Strategic Theme of ‘Outstanding student experience’.  

Action requested 

Reports: for approval. The Committee is asked to note the following commendations and 

recommendations. The full reports are published on the wiki: 

https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SQAC/6.+Thursday+25th+May+2017  

14 week responses: For comment and consideration of the recommendations. The 

Committee is asked to note the following comments: 

TPR/PPR  Recommendation Comment 
 

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

PPR History, 
Classics and 
Archaeology  

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

PPR Physics and 
Astronomy  
(PGR) 

2 & 5  We look forward to hearing about progress with Student 
Systems on this  recommendation in the year on response 

https://www.wiki.ed.ac.uk/display/SQAC/6.+Thursday+25th+May+2017
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 3 Academic Services would suggest that the School consult with 
colleagues in SUPA with regards to obtaining benchmarking 
data 

 9 Researcher Experience Committee are currently looking at this 
issue. In addition, sector wide discussions are taking place 
around this matter 

 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
The final reports will be circulated to the appropriate School and Subject Area to action the 
recommendations and to the College for information. The reports will be published on the 
Academic Services website. 
 
14 week responses: comments on the progress towards completion of recommendations will 

be reported back to the School/Subject Area. The responses will be published on the 

Academic Services website.  

Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

No additional resource implications. 

 

2. Risk assessment 

No risk associated.   

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

An Equality Impact Assessment was carried out on the internal review process.   

 

4. Freedom of information 

Open. 

Key words 

Postgraduate Programme Review, Teaching Programme Review, TPR, PPR, 14wk 

response   

Originator of the paper 
Gillian Mackintosh 
Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services 
May 2017 
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The University of Edinburgh 

Senatus Quality Assurance Committee 

25 May 2017 

Internal Review: 

Thematic Review of Mental Health Services 

Year-on Response 

 
Executive Summary 

Report providing an update on progress in relation to remitted actions from the Thematic 

Review of Mental Health Services.    

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

The paper is relevant to the University’s Strategic Goal of ‘excellence in education’ and the 

Strategic Theme of ‘Outstanding student experience’.  

Action requested 

For comment and approval. 

How will any action agreed be implemented and communicated? 
Comments will be reported back to the relevant areas.  
 
Resource / Risk / Compliance 

1. Resource implications (including staffing) 

No additional resource implications. 

 

2. Risk assessment 

No risk associated.   

 

3. Equality and Diversity 

An Equality Impact Assessment was carried out on the internal review process.   

 

4. Freedom of information 

Open. 

Key words 

Mental Health  

Originator of the paper 
Brian Connolly 
Academic Policy Officer, Academic Services 
May 2017 
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The University of Edinburgh 
Thematic Review of Mental Health Services     

 
Report on recommendation actions: Year-on Response 

 
The Year-on report should record and evidence the distance travelled from the Initial report stage. Any barriers to progress should be highlighted on this report. 
These may be outside the Support Service area however discussion of barriers by Senate Quality Assurance Committee may assist the Support Service in 
progressing recommendations, for example by identifying any clustering of barriers across the University and proposing possible solutions.   

 

Recommendation Timescale for 
completion 
 

Initial Response Year-on Response 
Comment on progress towards completion 
and/or identify barriers to completion 
 

Completion 
date 

 

The Review Team recommends that 
the governance of mental health 
services and strategy be incorporated 
into the Learning and Teaching 
governance framework. Future 
governance arrangements need to 
ensure that mental health services are 
considered at an appropriately high 
level of University committee. This 
should be implemented as quickly as 
possible.  
 

2016/17 Completed  
Learning and Teaching 
Committee agreed to receive 
reports and updates on student 
mental health strategy (SMHS) at 
its meeting of 25th May 2016. The 
draft strategy itself is to be 
discussed by LTC in Feb 2017.  

n/a May 2016 

The Review Team recognise that 
there is a need to scale up activities to 
develop and sustain student wellbeing 
and resilience and recommends that 
the University, EUSA and the Sports 
Union continue to develop the 
strategic approach to this activity in a 
coordinated and joined up manner.  
 
 

This is a rolling 
commitment - 
mapping  
to be completed 
by July 2017 

The draft SMHS commits the 
University to:  
o Map / identify existing initiatives 
promoting positive student mental 
health and bring into the scope of 
this strategy for evaluation  

o Resource and support the 
further development of pilot work 
both centrally and in Schools on :  

o Early warning and intervention  

o Student resilience / self-care 
training  

o Mindfulness training  

o Sports & Exercise / physical 
activities  

The mapping work is currently being taken 
forward by Helen Ryall (Healthy University 
team) and is expected to be completed by 
July 2017.  
 
In terms of pilot work, and in addition to 
existing pilots in Vet School, Maths and 
Chaplaincy  
a new pilot is being developed with LLC to 
embed mindfulness support within the 
School  
AP Liz Grant is developing a programme of 
compassion/empathy events to run in 
Welcome Week 2017, building on a small 
scale pilot within the MbCHB programme in 
2016 

July 2017 



2 
 

o Empathy / compassion 
initiatives for the general student 
population  
 

The Review Team recommends that 
the University considers taking a 
“healthy settings” approach 
(www.who.int/healthy_settings/en ) to 
the way it conducts business to 
support staff and student wellbeing. It 
will be helpful to reflect on this model 
when developing the Mental Health 
Strategy.  
 

2016/17 Discussed but not implemented.  
The Student Mental health 
Strategy Group discussed this 
recommendations at its meeting 
in September 2016. The Group 
noted that the “healthy settings” 
approach was used by a small 
number of Universities in the UK 
under the “healthy Universities” 
banner but that the number of 
Universities adopting this 
approach had not grown 
significantly in recent years. The 
Group noted there is limited 
research evidence on the impact 
of Healthy Universities on their 
institutions’ core business and 
noted that, following so soon after 
the Student Experience Project, it 
was unlikely that UoE was ready 
to invest in a Health Universities 
approach at this time. 
 

No further updates  n/a 

The Review Team recommends that 
Learning and Teaching Committee 
ensures that the Accessible and 
Inclusive Learning Policy is 
appropriately implemented and 
embedded. 
 

 Competed 
A communication was sent to 
Schools in June 2016 asking 
them to ensure that all staff were 
aware of and were implementing 
fully the Accessible and Inclusive 
Learning Policy. In September 
2016, Schools were asked to 
confirm that this had been done.  
 

n/a September 
2016 

The Review Team recommends that a 
risk assessment be undertaken of the 
impact of a failure to deliver 
reasonable adjustments for disabled 

February 2017 The Principal instigated a review 
of Support for Disabled Students 
in April 2016 and tasked a review 
panel to scrutinise priority areas 

The review panel met on five occasions. 
Two formal review days were held with 
student and staff stakeholder groups from 
across the University (in September 2016 to 

May 2017 

http://www.who.int/healthy_settings/en
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students (including mainstreamed 
adjustments). 
 

(accessibility and the 
implementation of adjustments) 
and recommend options for 
enhancement by February 2017.  
  

consider issues relating to the accessibility 
of the estate and in October 2016 to 
consider issues relating to the 
implementation of adjustments).  The key 
findings and recommendations were then 
discussed at Senate (1 February 2017), 
People Committee (15 February 2017), and 
the Principal’s Strategy Group (20 February 
2017) and consultations events with 
students (22 February 2017) and staff 
(College of Medicine and Veterinary 
Medicine, 23 March 2017; College of 
Science and Engineering, 27 March 2017; 
College of Arts, Humanities and Social 
Science, 28 March 2017.  Comments from 
all of these meetings were incorporated into 
the final report which was approved by 
Central Management Committee (11 April 
2017).  It was agreed that a meeting would 
be held between the Vice Principal Vice-
Principal People and Culture, the Deputy 
Secretary Student Experience and the 
Heads of Schools on CMG to discuss the 
implementation of the review 
recommendations.    
  

The Review Team recommends that 
efforts to raise awareness of the 
purpose of SCS among staff and 
students are continued. 
 

September 2017 Efforts to raise awareness of the 
purpose of SCS among staff and 
students are continuing through 
(a) talks to students at welcome 
events and staff at induction 
events (b) through the Student 
Mental health training programme 
for PTs and SSOs and (c) 
planned redevelopment of the 
Service website. 
 

The Student Mental Health training 
programme has been rolled out from 
September 2016 and is ongoing. To date 
270 staff (PTs and Student support staff) 
have attended the training, 63% of capacity. 
Attendance has been poorer across some 
schools, particularly in CAHSS. It is the 
responsibility of schools to ensure 
attendance.  
 
The redevelopment of our website is 
ongoing with support from Student Systems, 
and IS (Website and 
communications/University Website 
programme). 

Ongoing 
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It is recommended that Residence 
Life revisit the monitoring process to 
ensure that the relevant provision is 
being delivered consistently across all 
sites. 
 
 

Review of 
systems to be 
implemented for 
recruitment Feb  
2017 

The majority of the Res Life posts 
are residential and part time.  
 
Wardens (22) are members of 
staff or post graduate students. 
The Wardens are responsible for 
the line management of the 
Resident Assistants (RAs) (203) 
who are returning students. We 
retain approx. 50% of RA’s each 
year which means a large 
recruitment and training process 
each year.    
 
Due to the nature of these posts 
we have a reasonably high 
number of new Wardens joining 
us each year. We are also 
increasing the overall staff 
numbers year on year. We had 8 
new starts last year and 5 this 
year. This requires an intensive 
recruitment and training schedule 
each year.  
 
While all staff receive full training 
there is no question that it takes 
time to “bed” into the Warden and 
RA roles, particularly as this is an 
additional part time post to be 
completed on top of their day job / 
studies. We have introduced, 
what seems to be, a successful 
“Buddy” scheme for Wardens to 
assist with ongoing training.  
 
The Wardens are line managed 
by full time staff. Last year we 
had, for a variety of reasons, a 
very high turnover within the 
team. We are hopeful that the 

RA recruitment:- 
This was reviewed and changes 
implemented for main recruitment round 
Feb 2017.  
 
We reviewed and designed a new 
advertising campaign this year. We also 
sought out new advertising opportunities 
adding “shout outs” at lectures, in 
collaboration with EUSA, to our recruitment 
tools. We received an increased number of 
applications this year making the selection 
process more competitive.  
 
The RA job description has been 
streamlined making job role and purpose 
clearer. The interview process has been 
improved ensuring that there is a better 
understanding of the role before offering / 
accepting the role.  
 
Wardens :- 
The Wardens team is increasing to 23 this 
year with our new development at Salisbury 
Court. We have recruited 2 new Wardens to 
post as we have had one resignation.  After 
a competitive recruitment process, we have 
recruited two new Wardens both with 
experience as RA’s. We are hopeful that 
this existing knowledge and experience will 
help them understand what is required 
when managing the RA team. We will 
continue with our successful “buddy” system 
to ensure support is available to the new 
team members.   
 
Wardens training has been reviewed we will 
be placing greater emphasis on managing 
the RA team. 
 
 

Feb 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feb 2017 
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more stable nature of the team 
this year will lead to improved line 
management of the Wardens and 
in turn the RAs. 
 
We review recruitment and 
training annually and will seek to 
improve systems for next year.  
 

Res Life Coordinators:- 
The full time team remains stable and the 
team are growing in confidence, knowledge 
and experience. We feel that this will result 
in improved line management of the 
Wardens, who in turn manage the RA’s. As 
the team are also all Warden’s they too will 
benefit from the training being-delivered. 
 
Our experience over the last few year tells 
us that when it is exam time the RA’s and 
student Wardens come under the same 
pressure as all other students. We therefore 
have to be mindful of this and support them 
as we would any other student. It is our view 
that it takes a year as an RA / Warden to 
fully understand what is required of the 
role/s. We have had high return rates for 
both RA’s and Wardens this year, which 
should benefit both the team and the 
residents. Things will be more challenging 
when we experience a high turnover in staff. 

June – Aug 
2017 

The Review Team recommends that 
consideration be given to introducing 
a programme to help students who 
live at home or commute to manage 
the transition to university, perhaps 
using the current Residence Life 
programme as a model.  
 

Data gathering 
planned for 
2017/18  

The SMHS sets out a plan to 
gather better data on the needs of 
underserved groups and build on 
that data to identify groups that 
may require further support on 
the basis of greater need or  
lower than expected participation 
in services.  
 

This remains on the Student Mental Health 
Strategy implementation plan for 17/18 

Jul 2018 

The Review Team recommends that 
mental health services consider – 
what are the perceived barriers to 
students accessing services? Having 
identified these, consideration should 
be given to ways in which these 
barriers can be mitigated or removed. 
 

September 2017 Student Counselling Service: 
Consideration of perceived 
barriers to students accessing the 
Service is already an ongoing 
part of the Service’s work, as is 
the mitigation of barriers.  
 
Reluctance to seek out treatment 
is a complex issue. Although 
stigma is one barrier, research 

Student Counselling Service: 
Funding permitting, Big White Wall could be 
available from September 2017 to all 
students and staff, as a result of a 
‘population model’ of service delivery at a 
reduced cost. Feedback indicates that for 
many students using Big White Wall is their 
first step in seeking help. 
 

Ongoing 
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evidence suggests other, often 
more common barriers have been 
identified: 
(a) self-sufficiency i.e. wanting to 
handle the problem on one’s own 
(b) a student simply feeling they 
didn’t need ‘treatment’ 
(c) experiencing mild enough 
problems and finding methods of 
coping elsewhere 
(d) gaining access to treatment in 
a timely manner  
(e) confidentiality issues 
(f) lack of accessibility  
(g) low knowledge about mental 
health services  
(h) fear/stress about the act of 
help-seeking 
(i) scepticism about treatment 
effectiveness 
 
NUS Scotland recognises that 
stigma is reducing, and indeed 
EUSA’s report on student mental 
health  found that 90% of 
respondents knew where to seek 
help and 80.5% knew about SCS. 
 
The Service already 
demonstrates examples of 
current best practice in 
overcoming barriers to accessing 
the service: 
• Tiered support (multiple 
ways of accessing support 
online/self-help 
group/workshop/counselling) 
• Close partnerships with 
external agencies 
• Interactive and direct 
means of service promotion 

Satisfaction with service publicity reached 
98% of Service users responding to the 
Service evaluation survey 2015-16. 
 
Demand on the service over 2015-16 grew 
by 33.5%. 
 
Work has begun with Student Systems 
analysing demand on the service by a wider 
range of demographic factors, within 
confidentiality guidelines. 
 
Student Disability Service: 
Nothing further to add. 
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• Referral to programmes of 
exercise 
• Tracking counselling 
service outcomes 
 
What has been achieved already 
to mitigate or remove barriers? 
1. Relocation of SCS and 
SDS to the Main Library, a hub of 
student activity, to make the 
services both more visible and 
accessible 
2. Service operating out of 
six sites across campus 
3. Extended opening hours 
4. Developing online 
resources, including Big White 
wall, and extending the drop in 
psychoeducation programme 
5. Clear online information 
about Service confidentiality  
6. SCS contact email 
address on the back of very 
student and staff card 
7. Better publicity for SCS - 
95% publicity satisfaction from 
service users (see 2014-15 
annual report) 
8. Increased resources 
aimed at reducing waiting times 
9. Increase by 200% in 
service users over 5 years – 
much higher than sector average. 
 
The Service supported the 
University’s signing up to the ‘See 
Me Campaign’, NUS Scotland’s 
Think Positive campaign and  
EUSA‘s Let’s Talk mental health 
awareness week. 
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Further work is planned by the 
Student Mental Health Strategy 
Group, of which the Director is a 
core member. SCS will take a 
lead in "data and demand" i.e. 
carrying out a more detailed 
analysis of service use by various 
characteristics (ie to identify and 
underserved or over-using 
groups), and then to build / adapt 
the forecast demand for services 
over medium term, and identify 
strategies for reaching out to 
underserved groups. The 
Strategy aims (inter alia) for the 
University to deliver effective 
communications to students from 
first point of contact and 
throughout the student journey 
that highlight the importance of 
good mental health and how to 
develop / maintain it and tackle 
the stigma that is often 
associated with discussing or 
disclosing poor mental health. 
 
Student Disability Service: 
The matter of the name of the 
Student Disability Service was 
discussed and consulted on with 
students during academic year 
2009-10. The consultation took 
place on the basis that it was 
recognised that not all students 
covered by the Equality Act 2010 
definition of disabled, would 
readily identify as such. This 
applied not only to students who 
have a mental health problem but 
to many dyslexic students and to 
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some students with other 
impairments. 
 
At that time, a sizeable minority of 
respondents felt that our name 
was appropriate and that “it did 
what it says on the tin”. The only 
other feasible option mooted at 
that time was “Support for 
Learning”. The service name was 
changed from Disability Office to 
Student Disability Service in 
2011. 
 
Whilst we are happy to carry out 
further research, the main barrier 
to a different identity on the 
previous occasion was finding a 
suitable alternative name, 
 
The largest group of disabled 
students currently using the 
service are dyslexic students and 
students with mental health 
problems. 
 
More detail on the perceived 
barriers identified by the panel 
would be helpful. 
 
In relation to users of the SDS, 
men are under-represented, as 
they are in most student support 
services. We are currently looking 
into SDS useage by PG and 
international students.   
 
A range of evidence supports the 
fact that mental health stigma is 
reducing (although still present) – 
and that the instance of mental 
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health problems is not increasing, 
rather the willingness to seek 
support. (Prof Stephen Lawrie, 
University of Edinburgh). 
 
There is well-documented, 
evidence of the problems in 
accessing NHS and other 
statutory services quickly, due to 
waiting lists ad demand. 
 
In terms of what has already been 
done, both directly and indirectly 
to raise awareness: 

- Regular emails to all 
students who have 
disclosed all types of 
disability on application to 
make them aware of the 
service  

- Follow up email contact 
throughout the year to 
gauge satisfaction levels 

- Produced 2 lots of “talking 
heads” student videos, on 
SDS website: 

- Series of posters 
produced and displayed 
across the campus, as 
well as SDS leaflets sent 
out on a regular basis 

- Use of plasma screens 
throughout the University 

- SDS operating from 5 
sites across the University 

- Evening appointments 
provided 

- Additional sessional 
Mental Health Mentors 
appointed (7 sessional, 
one full time) 
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- Cross referral with 
Student Counselling and 
to the Big White Wall 

- Training programme on 
supporting students with 
mental health problems 
for PTs and SSOs, 
delivered with colleagues 
in Student Counselling 

- Range of SDS outreach 
activities, including 
discussion with Heads of 
Schools. 

 
  

The Review recommends further 
investigation of how links between 
services and schools can be 
improved. There should be a robust 
structure to support the links between 
schools and services which may be 
through student support staff or 
through the Senior Tutors and 
nominated contact points for each 
service.  
 

Network in place 
by 2018/19 at 
latest 

The SMHS sets out a plan to 
develop a network of trained, 
specialist support staff (e.g. one 
senior SSO in each school) to act 
as a first point of contact for 
students wishing to discuss 
mental health issues or for other 
staff who have concerns about a 
student  
  

Two strands of work are in hand to help 
develop thinking on this area further. Firstly, 
Internal Audit will be carrying out a review of 
the Student Support Officer function within 
Schools. Secondly, the Service Excellence 
Programme is considering the long term 
viability of current structures in student 
support.  Both areas will feed into further 
consideration of an enhanced role for SSO’s 

Sem 1 
2018/19 

The Review Team recommends that 
Records Management review the 
document ‘Guidelines on the 
Disclosure of Information about 
Students’ to ensure that it is fit for 
purpose and accessible for students 
and staff involved in their support. 
 

Responsibility 
for the 
recommendation 
lies jointly with 
the Records 
Management 
Section, Student 
Disability 
Service and 
Student 
Counselling 
Service.  The 
timescale will 
need to be 
discussed 

To enable the Records 
Management Section to 
understand the issues behind the 
recommendation we are 
arranging a meeting with Shelia 
Williams (Student Counselling 
Service) and Ronnie Millar 
(Careers Service) who were 
involved in the Review.  As this 
meeting will also be to discuss 
appropriate actions, we are also 
inviting Ronnie Millar and/or 
Jenny Leeder from the Student 
Counselling Service. 
  

Records Management: 
Following our meeting with Sheila Williams 
and Ronnie Millar in October 2016 to try to 
understand the issues behind the 
recommendation, we received feedback on 
10 April 2017.  We are now in the process 
of reviewing the document.  Other project 
work means that we will be unable to 
finalise the revisions until the summer. 
 
SDS: 
Sheila Williams, SDS Director and Ronnie 
Millar, SCS Director met with Records 
management colleagues to discuss this 
issue. 

Ongoing 
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between the 
three areas and 
will depend on 
the actions 
agreed. The 
meeting will be 
held in October 
2016.  
 

Further to the meeting above, SDS Director 
carried out a consultation with academic 
colleagues on the guidelines. 
 
Feedback as follows: 
 
“It was the general view amongst academic 
colleagues who were contacted regarding 
this recommendation, that most academic 
colleagues (and I suspect other colleagues) 
are not aware of the guidance unless they 
have the occasion to specifically go looking 
for it.  
 
There was also a general view that 
colleagues would like a concise, clear and 
easy to follow guidance document. (Whilst 
accepting that it is not a simple and clear 
cut area.) 
 
Some thoughts and suggestions from 
academic colleagues were as follows: 
- Colleagues felt that the document serves 
too many audiences and is therefore over 
detailed and over complicated 
- Colleagues felt that some of the 
references were not clear eg the reference 
to the Westlaw database (page 6) 
- Key contact details eg for Comms, 
Records Management and Student 
Administration are embedded late in the 
document -preference for a list at the 
beginning or end as an appendix 
- Suggestion that the statement (page 11) 
that “University staff can disclose 
information about a student to enable 
another member of staff to do their job, 
provided this is done in a fair and lawful 
manner, by telling the student..” could 
usefully be expanded for clarity eg to 
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include information about what to do when 
there are mental health concerns” 
- It was felt that revisions or additions could 
helpfully be made about our ability to share 
information internally that might assist in the 
smooth communication of information in 
appropriate circumstances, and this should 
be supported by additional training (this is 
covered in the PT training sessions) 
- Examples were highlighted of differing 
approaches to dealing with sensitive 
info/data on students, depending on who 
you talked to in the University (SCS and 
SDS were highlighted so that's our problem 
to address). 
 
There was a view that a further revision of 
the document “Disclosing Student 
Information” would be helpful. “ 
 
This information was sent on to the Deputy 
Secretary (Student Experience) in January, 
when he indicated that it may be some time 
until he was able to deal with this due to 
other priorities. 
 
In the interim period, I understand that the 
Guidelines have been redrafted, but not 
necessarily taking into account the above. 
 

The Review Team recommends 
having a higher level of training for 
certain individuals in each School, 
recognising that some Schools may 
need to pool resources, so that these 
people could support and advise 
colleagues dealing with complex or 
difficult situations.  

2016/17 – 
Ongoing  

We have instigated a programme 
of "basic" mental health training 
for all personal tutors, starting in 
September 2016.  Once that has 
gained momentum, I (AP 
Academic Support) will ask all 
Schools to recommend one or 
two individuals with the aptitude 
and enthusiasm for more in-depth 
training.  These individuals may 
be academic or support staff - the 

Mental Health training for PTs has been 
rolled out as planned.  Feedback on the 
training from those who have attended is 
excellent.  Attendance is, however, patchy 
as we are not yet empowered to make this 
training mandatory.  There is a fundamental 
issue underlying this problem, relating to the 
“power” (or lack of it) invested in Heads of 
School to compel PTs to attend a training 
session. The only sanction available 
(relieving an individual of PT duties) is likely 

Ongoing 
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key criterion is enthusiasm and 
commitment.  At all times, it is 
important to emphasise that this 
training, at all levels, is NOT 
aimed at creating counsellors 
from personal tutors.  Rather it 
aims to provide a knowledgeable, 
sensitive conduit from student to 
appropriate help. 
 

to prove counter-productive.  It would be 
helpful to have the “mandatory” problem 
highlighted in this context, as the mental-
health issue is clearly one of significant 
interest and concern to senior management. 

The Review Team is aware that there 
a number of training programmes in 
existence already and recommends 
that an audit of all programmes should 
be undertaken in order to avoid further 
confusion and streamline time and 
resource both from those involved in 
delivering training and those seeking 
training.  

2016/17 This will be carried out in 
semester 2 2016/17. 

This work has not yet started and may not 
now be completed until sem 1 2017/18.  

Oct 2017 
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