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                        EDUCATIONAL QUALITY COMMITTEE
                                      MEETING 24 – 14 SEPTEMBER 2022 – UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

	Name of Member
	Mtg 19
3.06.21
	Mtg 20
5.10.21
	Mtg 21
2.11.21
	Mtg 22
6.04.22
	Mtg 23
8.06.22
	Mtg 24
14.09.22

	Professor Susannah Quinsee
(Chair)
	---
	√
	√
	---
	---
	---

	Professor David Bolton (Chair)
	√
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Professor Juliet John (Chair)
	---
	---
	---
	A
	√
	√

	Dr Oliver Kerr
	---
	---
	---
	A
	A
	A

	Professor Susan Blake
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Dr Margaret Carran
	√
	A
	A
	A
	A
	√

	Dr Anton Cox
	√
	√
	A
	A
	√
	√

	Dr Irene Ctori (co-Chair)
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	A

	Liam Devine
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Rafe Smallman
	---
	---
	---
	√
	√
	√

	Yewande Akindele
	√
	√
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Dr Carrie Myers
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Dr Anna Gaio
	A
	A
	√
	A
	A
	√

	Professor Rachael-Anne Knight
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Ruqaiyah Javaid (SU VP Education 2020/21)
	√
	A
	√
	A
	A
	---

	VP (SU Deputy President (Education and Social Responsibility)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	A

	Lucy Myers
	A
	√
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Professor Pam Parker
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Dr Simon Parker
	√
	√
	√
	√
	A
	√

	Dr Deborah Rafalin
	√
	A
	√
	A
	A
	---

	Mr James Birkett
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Katherine Reece Thomas
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	Dr Martin Rich
	A
	√
	A
	A
	√
	---

	Dr Lara Silvers
	√
	√
	√
	√
	A
	√

	Professor Stuart Sime
	√
	A
	A
	A
	√
	√

	Dr Koen Slootmaeckers
	√
	√
	A
	√
	√
	A

	Dr Carolina Matos
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Dr Ioannis Kyriakou
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Ms Julia Yates
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Ms Linda Jotham
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	√

	Dr Shay Loya
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	A


 √   indicates attendance     A   indicates apologies have been provided.      
 --- indicates a period when the member is on extended leave/when the person was not a member

In attendance: 


Matt Bungay, Head of Apprenticeships
Nita Haines, Quality and Standards Officer
Rob Williams, Change Support Unit
Mariah Loukou, Deputy Head Doctoral College
Malgo Chrzan, Quality and Standards Officer (minutes)

	Part 1 - Preliminary Items

	1. 

	Welcome 
The Chair welcomed attendees to the first meeting of 2022/23. A special welcome was extended to the new Programme Director members, new ADE members, and new SU Deputy President. 

Apologies were received from Shay Loya, Susan Blake, Sean Hogan, Oliver Kerr, Koen Slootmaeckers, Irene Ctori and Aaminah Patel.


	2. 
	Minutes
The minutes of the meeting on 6 June 2022 were approved.


	3. 
	Matters Arising
The Chair noted that the actions and matters arising from previous meetings had either been completed or would be discussed as part of the main agenda.

	4. 
	Terms of Reference and Membership 2022/23
a) Terms of Reference and membership
EQC noted the updated ToR. Membership was updated with the new School names, new ADEs for SCC and SPGA and the newly appointed Programme Directors. The SU member would be added post EQC.
b) EQC Annual Calendar of Business
EQC received the Annual Calendar of Business and Policy Review Schedule for 2022/23. 
Action: Assistant Registrar (Quality) to an add item on PRD2 module evaluation report to the calendar.

	5. 
	Chair’s Business
The Chair reported on the following developments:

· A number of complex projects were ongoing, including Programme Approval Process, Curriculum Design, Guidance on Electives.
· Preparation was underway for the TEF submission due to take place in mid- January, data to be received by City by the end of September and distributed to Schools on pre-populated templates soon after.

	6. 
	Outcomes from Senate
Since the June meeting, the Chair reported that Senate had received and approved the following business brought forward from EQC:
· Degree Outcome Statement 2021/22 (subject to minor amendments)
· Senate Regulation 9 / 10/ 13 / 19 / 22 / 25 
· Student Attendance and Engagement Policy 
· Application for Extension of Candidature (Research Degrees) Policy 
· Short Course CPD Policy (subject to minor amendments)

	Part 2 – City Developments, Priorities, and Reports

	7. 
	Education and Employability matters
The Chair noted that the EEB had not met since EQC’s last meeting. 

	8. 
	Developments and updates on academic quality and standards matters
a) Students’ Union
The SU Deputy President (Education and Social Responsibility) did not attend the meeting.

b) Student and Academic Services
All S&AS updates were included on the agenda therefore a separate report was not provided.

c) LEaD

The Director of LEaD reported that the department had been focusing on providing support for colleagues for the start of the academic year. This included running sessions on accessibility and digital education in class.

The level of recruitment for MA in Academic Practice in October was good.





	Part 3 – Educational Quality

	9. 
	Senate Regulations and Policies
· EQC considered updates to the following policies for recommendation to AGC and/or Senate:
a) Senate Regulation 15 Undergraduate Programmes and Senate Regulation 17 Postgraduate Programmes
EQC received a paper setting out minor updates to Senate Regulation 15 and 17 to ease the requirement to include a major project/dissertation module. However, the expectation was that most programmes would continue to do so. 
EQC endorsed Regulations 15 and 17 for approval by AGC and Senate.

b) Senate Regulation 19 Assessment Regulations

EQC received a paper setting out updates to Senate Regulation 19 Assessment Regulations. It sought to clarify section 4.7.4 relating to failed assessments after the resit period for UG programmes (which did not involve a change to the Regulation). It also sought to introduce greater flexibility for students who had studied CPD modules at City to gain RPL onto a City award (within certain limitations). 

A minor amendment to point 4.7.4. had been recommended during the consultation process which had not been included in the presented text. A clear stipulation that any Assessment Regulation needed to comply with PSRB requirements should be included. 

Action: Assistant Registrar (Quality) to amend point 4.7.4 and ensure that the text clarified the necessity for Assessment Regulations to comply with PSRB requirements

EQC endorsed Regulation 19 for approval by AGC and Senate subject to the above amendments.

c) Appointment of Assessment Board Chairs Policy

EQC received minor updates to the Appointment of Assessment Board Chairs Policy. Further criteria to chair a Board had been added and the list of potential Chairs had been extended to HoDs and Deputy HoDs. 

EQC noted that the focus of the Policy should shift from the nominee’s job role to their skillset, including their familiarity with the Assessment Regulation and PSRB requirements. All new nominees should be required to attend training before undertaking any chairing activities. It was also suggested to encourage more longevity in chairs to ensure continuity and consistency in application of Assessment Regulations.

Action: Assistant Registrar (Quality) to amend the Policy by 1) shifting focus to candidates’ skillset; 2) including the requirement to attend relevant training; 3) encouraging longevity of chairs. 

The Policy would be re-submitted to EQC following the above amendments. 

d) Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy

EQC received minor updates to the Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy. Whilst the work of the Academic Misconduct Working Group was ongoing, a number of minor edits were being proposed to EQC for approval. The edits did not fundamentally alter the principles of the policy and therefore Senate approval would not be required.

EQC approved the minor updates to the Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy.

· EQC considered the following new policies for recommendation to Senate:

e) Hands On Policy (Urdang)

EQC received a new Hands On Policy which had been adopted from Urdang and needed for the BA Professional Dance and Musical Theatre programme. Further changes might be needed after consultation with HR to align with City policies. 

EQC approved the Policy and agreed that any amendments would be approved by Chair’s Action.

f) Apprenticeships Policy

EQC received a new Policy on Apprenticeships. It formalised the apprenticeship external requirements within City’s quality framework and described where apprenticeship requirements overlapped with existing policy. 

The Head of Apprenticeships explained that although the Policy allowed for part of an apprenticeship programme to be subcontracted to an external learning provider, the apprenticeship would not replace the existing course, but rather it would function as an overlay. 

EQC endorsed the Policy for approval by Senate.

· EQC considered the following Programme Regulations:

g) CLS Programme Regulation

EQC received a request from CLS for exemption from City’s compensation rules for the LLB Law and Graduate Entry LLB to comply with a PSRB.

EQC endorsed the request for approval by AGC and Senate.

h) SHPS Programme Regulation

Not considered as covered under 9a above.


	10. E
	Annual Assurance Report for Council 20221/22

EQC received the Annual Assurance Report for Council 2021/22 for information and noting. There might be some minor updates to the document, particularly around actions resulting from the last round of NSS scored, prior to it being submitted to Senate and Council.

EQC noted that the report could benefit from a reflection on degree outcomes and grade inflation. A brief description of how the quality landscape had changed should be included for context.

Action: Assistant Registrar (Quality) to include narrative on degree outcomes, grade inflation, and changing quality landscape.

	11. 
	Quality Enhancement Review Report for University of London 2021/22

EQC received a paper presenting the University of London Quality Enhancement Review Report 2021/22 for information and noting. It would be shared with Council prior to submission to the University of London.

EQC commented that the report was process-driven and focused on a description of the activities undertaken by City in the past year but it did not include a reflection on how these processed impacted on quality matters.


	12. 
	Curriculum Design

a) The revised Credit Framework

EQC received the revised Credit Framework for approval. Revisions to the Credit Framework formed one part of City’s Curriculum Design programme. The aim of the revisions was to update and rationalise the framework, and then to put in place a clearer system to ensure City academic programmes/modules followed the credit framework unless appropriate exemptions were identified, to allow for working across programmes.

It was confirmed that exemptions for CPD modules from City’s Credit Framework could be sought through the proposed exemption route. 

It was noted that the document was vague on placement years. The Head of Quality and Academic Development confirmed that the credit framework for placement years would be included in the upcoming review of the Placement Policy.

EQC endorsed the revised Credit Framework for approval by Senate.

b) The Credit Framework exemption form

EQC received a draft Credit Framework Exemption form.

EQC approved the proposed draft Credit Framework Exemption form.

c) SLT paper on elective modules

EQC received an SLT paper on elective modules, which stated that desire for a more robust system for approving and rationalising the number of electives, had been agreed; further work to define the modelling and guidance for electives was underway.  The principles informing this exploration included the need to ensure: 
· programmes were pedagogically coherent 
· delivery of greater teaching efficiency and use of resources 
· improved operational clarity and simplicity

The criteria for approval of electives had not been established yet and the Committee was invited to contribute to the discussion on the parameters of the process. Options discussed included allocation of a set number of electives per programme and introduction of a threshold for minimum number of students on a module. However, it was noted that the former could incentivise some bigger programmes to split in order to increase their overall allocation. Low cohorts could be allowed on modules critical to the programme but which historically attracted low numbers of students.

It was noted that electives provided an opportunity for PhD students to gain teaching experience. Any modification of the current offering should ringfence the provision of teaching opportunities for PhD students.

The Committee noted that communication to staff would be crucial to ensure colleagues’ buy-in. Changes could be significant in some areas. Timely and detailed communication would help ensure the inclusiveness of the review process. 


	13. 
	New Programme Approval Policy
EQC received a draft proposal for a new Programme Approval Policy and Process. The Director of LEaD noted that the current programme approval policy and process, whilst enabling programmes to be approved, was felt to be overly bureaucratic with four committee stages and a number of forms. The process had therefore been revised to enable agile programme development through streamlining the process.
Summary of the process:
· The process would involve three main stages.
· Stage 1 proposal would involve a three-week turnaround timeframe.
· For Stage 1, proposing academic colleagues would be required to submit a written expression of interest (EOI) form, along with the market insight report and a draft programme specification to the School Programme Review Committee (SPRC). An approval and sign-off by the School Dean would be required.   
· If the programme had a potential market, it could move to Stage 2.  
· Stage 2 part of the process would include programme development and curriculum design.  The core members of this phase would include Senior Academic colleagues, Associate Dean, LEaD, Head of Academic Services, and Student Representatives.  Consultation and sign-off from Professional Services colleagues would involve collaboration with IT, External Advisor, Timetabling, Marketing, Finance, Library. 
· The stage 3 proposal would be submitted to the City Programme Approval Committee (CPAC) for scrutiny and the final approval.  A strict deadline of three weeks would be implemented.
In discussion, the following points were made:
· It was strongly expressed that it would not be appropriate for the ADE to chair at Stage 1 as it required external input.  Furthermore, it would not be possible for the ADE to sign off on their own work. There was a tendency to rely heavily on ADEs in the process.  This was echoed by other ADE colleagues and the VP of Education.  It was recommended that the role of the chair at Stage 1 would be amended to the VP of Education.  It was further recommended that resources be signed off by the Dean and COO.  
· There was concern around the core school membership (Paper G).  Clarification was sought on the policy and the team layout.     
· The membership requirement for 3 student representatives could prove difficult due students’ availability and/or potential lack of interest in the proposed programme.  The Director of LEaD would investigate this.
· Clarity was sought on the role of the PARC and Terms of Reference.  
· The timings of the CPAC meetings were not realistic expectations and not feasible.  CPAC might need to prioritise. 
· The Programme Approval form included individuals’ names and email addresses. Suggestions were made to replace them with role titles.  This would remove the need to review the forms when staff changed.
· Consideration would need to be given to the stage at which Timetabling should be involved in the process.  Due to the complexities of timetabling planning and changes in student recruitment, the VP of Education requested the final sign-off after the second committee.

EQC agreed that the above recommendations would be dealt with outside of the Committee. However, a detailed guidance, once available, would be presented to EQC for comment.

	14. 
	External Examiners 
a) External Examiner Thematic Report for 2021/22
EQC received the EE Thematic Report for noting and the resulting recommendations for approval. 

EQC noted a discrepancy between the EE comments in areas such as feedback and assessment and data from other sources, such as NSS. It could create a false impression that City’s outcomes in those areas were better than in reality. However, it was also noted that the report captured EE feedback and in general, the EE feedback tended to be anodyne. 

An observation was made that the examples presented in the report were anecdotal rather than representative of all programmes.

Consideration would need to be given to the purpose of high level reports like the EE Thematic Report. 
Action: ADEs to ensure that Schools had a template for feedback to students.

	15. 
	PSRB Registers

EQC received SST PSRB Register for noting.


	16. 
	Postgraduate APE Report for 2020/21
EQC received a report providing a summary of PG APE activity reflection on the academic year 2020/21. It included a commentary on the information currently captured within the PG APE forms, an overview of the quality of completed APEs and themes arising.
An observation was made that the examples presented in the report were anecdotal rather than representative of all programmes.

Consideration would need to be given to the purpose of high level reports like the APE Report and which committee they should be reported to, EEB or EQC.

A recommendation was made to ADEs to provide a paragraph for the APE report to ensure the School perspective was captured. 

EQC approved the PG APE report for submission to Senate.


	17. 
	SHPS Escalation of Concerns to Health Education England Annual Report
EQC received the SHPS Escalation of Concerns to Health Education England Annual Report. Health Education England (HEE) required Higher Education Institutes that provided undergraduate and pre-registration health care programmes to meet the HEE Quality Framework requirement for reporting concerns observed in practice.  
In SHPS, an online process had been implemented since 2016 to allow reporting of incidents observed in practice. The report to HEE is required on a monthly basis, and internally the data was reviewed through its Practice Education Committee.  
This report covered the period from November 2020-March 2022.  The report outlined recommendations for the School to take forward through its Practice Education Committee.
EQC noted the report.

	18. 
	Collaborative Provision Committee
EQC noted that the Collaborative Provision Register had already been received in June.


	19. 
	Doctoral College Board of Studies
EQC welcomed the new Deputy Head of Doctoral College, who would be representing DC at EQC, to their first meeting of the Committee.

	20. 
	Any other business
None



Secretary: Sean Hogan               Email: sean.hogan@city.ac.uk                    
1 City, University of London’s Publication Scheme, produced in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000, makes clear that the papers and minutes of meetings of Council and Senate and their committees are routinely published on the web.  Restricted and closed papers are exempt under the Scheme.  All other papers are Open and are published without hesitation on the web.  “Restricted” papers are made available to staff.  Staff should treat “Restricted” papers as confidential and not to share or discuss them with anyone other than City staff.2 Recommendations included in papers not starred and not discussed will be taken as approved.
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