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Item 21.1.1  
Senate 13.05.20 

        EDUCATIONAL QUALITY COMMITTEE 
      MEETING 10 –  31 October 2019 – UNCONFIRMED MINUTES 

Name of Member Mtg 6 
7.02.19 

Mtg 7 
11.04.19 

Mtg 8 
6.06.19 

Mtg 9 
18.09.19 

Mtg 10 
31.10.19 

Mtg 11 
30.01.20 

Mtg 12 
2.04.20 

Mtg 13 
28.05.20 

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

Professor Susan Blake √ A A √ √ √ 
Dr Margaret Carran √ A √ √ √ A 
Dr Anton Cox --- --- --- --- --- √ 
Dr Irene Ctori √ √ √ √ √ √ 
Liam Devine √ √ √ √ √ √ 
Yewande Akindele --- --- --- √ A √ 
Dr David Flinton √ A √ A √ √ 
Dr Anna Gaio A √ A A A A 
Mary Ann Kernan √ A √ A A √ 
Professor Rachael-
Anne Knight √ √ √ √ A √ 

Dr Lauren Knott √ √ √ √ √ --- 
Saqlain Riaz (SU VP 
Education 2019/20) --- --- --- √ √ √ 

Lucy Myers √ √ √ √ A 
Professor Pam Parker √ √ √ √ A √ 
Dr Simon Parker √ √ A √ √ √ 
Dr Deborah Rafalin --- --- --- --- --- √ 
Dr Martin Rich A √ √ √ √ A 
Dr Lara Silvers √ √ √ √ √ A 
Professor Stuart Sime A √ A √ A A 
Katherine Reece 
Thomas √ A A A 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: 

Helen Fitch, Assistant Registrar (Quality) (Secretary) 
Sian Thurgood, Head of Education & Student Strategy Support Unit 
Georgia Moustaka, Quality and Standards Officer 
Jack Kilker, Acting Student Equality and Diversity Manager 
Malgo Chrzan, Quality and Standards Officer (minutes) 
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Part 1 - Preliminary Items 

1.  
 

Welcome and apologies  

The Chair welcomed two new members of the Committee, Dr Deborah Rafalin (School of Arts and Social 
Sciences) and Dr Anton Cox (School of Mathematics, Computer Science and Engineering). Jack Kilker 
(Acting Student Equality and Diversity Manager) who would be presenting a paper to the Committee, was 
also welcomed. 

Apologies were received from Margaret Carran, Anna Gaio, Lucy Mayers, Martin Rich, Lara Silvers and 
Stuart Sime. 

2.  Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting on 31 October 2019 were approved. 

3.  Matters Arising 
The Chair noted that the actions and matters arising that had not yet been completed would be discussed 
as part of the main agenda or at a future meeting. 

4.  Chair’s Business 
Institutional Strategies 

The Chair reported on the current ExCo position on the Employability plan, noting the importance of this 
well-formulated initiative. Work was being undertaken on embedding the plan within the institutional strategy 
in the most cost-effective way.   

Office for Students (OfS) 

The Chair reported that priorities identified by the OfS for the current academic year included harassment 
and sexual misconduct, reducing equality gaps, unconditional offers and grade inflation. A recent UCAS 
report had noted that unconditional offers had contributed to 11% of admissions to City in 2018. Discussions 
were being held at ExCo on the use of the Unconditional Offer Scheme in 2020/21.  

Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF) 

The Office for Students had announced in early January that TEF5 activity would not be conducted in 
2020. It was understood that the revised schedule would take account of the forthcoming recommendations 
in Dame Shirley Pearce’s independent review of the TEF, the government’s response to it and the findings 
of the latest subject-level TEF pilot.  

The OfS was now seeking to consult with the sector on the revised Framework in April 2020. This would 
give City an opportunity to review our own internal schedule for preparations and develop a new timeline to 
enable us to utilise the additional time to allow for a longer drafting and critical review period. A paper 
outlying the extended timeline and stressing the need for keeping momentum of the preparations was due 
to be considered at ExCo. 

Part 2 – City Developments, Priorities and Standing Reports 

5.  Education and Student Committee (ESC) 
The Head of Education& Student Strategy Support Unit reported that the main focus of the December ESC 
meeting had been a discussion on the strategic priorities to progress during 2019/20 and beyond and an 
update on the TEF. The Education and Student Strategy priorities were to be agreed by ESC on 24th 
February. A communication plan to articulate key priorities and milestones would be shared with relevant 
audiences after 24th February, including dates for business cases where resources might be required. The 
key priorities discussed had included: 
 

(i) Leadership and cultural change: this would include the actions that ExCo had committed to 
at its meeting in November 2019, work on the role of Programme Director and other 
relevant roles, embedding the cultural shift required in relation the implications of the 
Access & Participation Plan and the emerging City Equality, Diversity and Inclusion 
strategy.  
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(ii) On-going: Employability Development Plan – agreement and implementation  
(iii) On-going: Student Attainment Project  
(iv) On-going: Integrated Student Support Review – next phase of action from 

recommendations. This had included review of City’s student support framework including 
personal tutoring and better embedding City’s approach to mental health and StepChange.  

(v) On-going: Technologically-enabled projects that support student engagement: SEAM, 
LEaP, Personalised Timetables, and consideration of other project proposals 

(vi) New: Strategic admissions work to determine future approach and student support needs 
(vii) New: Education & Student Strategy Support Unit to coordinate review of current 

Progression Improvement Plan and Student Satisfaction work. 
(viii) Developing and embedding a changing approach to evaluation of initiatives to demonstrate 

benefits, and greater use of data to inform approaches. 

The Chair noted that this extensive agenda might require some de-prioritisation elsewhere to ensure that 
the critical work progressed at a robust pace and that maximum impact is achieved. To achieve these, 
effective tracking, milestones and appropriate data collection mechanisms, including those for recording, 
analysing and responding to student voice, would need to be in existence. This data-driven approach to 
improvement was not new to City although effective data gathering methods were yet to be established on 
some programmes. 

The Committee recommended re-phrasing ‘data-driven’ to ‘student-driven, data-supported or evidence-
based’ to provide a more accurate reflection of the approach adopted at City which was shaped by the 
student voice narrative. 

It was agreed that evaluation of impact of initiatives, together with the planned work to define roles and the 
expectations of staff, would be key steps to support student satisfaction. 

6.  Education and Student Strategy  
The Head of Education& Student Strategy Support Unit reported that the Education and Student Strategy 
Operational Plan would be discussed at the February meeting of Education and Student Committee. 

7.  Students’ Union Standing Report  
EQC received a summary of the Students’ Union current activity covering 1) Sabbatical Officer key 
highlights/ priorities, 2) Strategic Plan 2019-2022 and 3) key updates. The SU VP Education highlighted the 
following developments: 

• Sustainability training was being delivered to the Union’s Programme Representatives 
• The Union had seen an increase in students getting involved in the employability module  
• Programme Reps had taken the initiative to set up new Academic Societies 
• Preparations were underway for the Union’s Spring elections 
• A pop-up barber shop and massage parlour had been set up to encourage students to talk about 

mental health 

The SU VP Education reported that the Union had undertaken a number of initiatives to encourage student 
engagement with committees and societies. The Programme Rep Reception held on 27 January 2020 had 
allowed Programme Reps and School staff to meet and network. The focus was now on getting students 
involved from Year 1 to give them confidence that their contribution could bring about a positive change. 

8.  Student and Academic Services Standing Report 
The Head of Quality and Academic Development reported that S&AS was currently reviewing the impact of 
the recent industrial action, including planned mitigation and lessons learnt. The following week would see 
more analysis of the impact on exam marking and effectiveness of the mitigation applied at School level. 

The new Doctoral College was now in place. Work on replacing RAP was progressing.  

The partnership arrangement with the University in Nicosia was under review.  

James Birkett, the Director of Registry and Student Services, was leading on implementation of health 
measures in the wake of Coronavirus. Reassurance was given that ExCo had been extensively involved in 
these preparedness activities. 
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9.  LEaD Standing Report 
The Deputy Director of LEaD reported the following developments:  

• the requirements gathering exercise as part of the Learning Analytics Project (LEaP) had been 
concluded.  

• The Operations team was making preparations for the annual Moodle update 
• The DALI team was working on Year 5 rooms, with the total of 48 rooms to undergo a refurbishment 

of audio-visual equipment in 2019/20 
• The call for papers for the Learning at City Conference was now open 
• A workshop for External Examiners would be held at City on 20 April 2020 

Part 3 - Educational Quality 

10.  Senate Regulations 
a) Programme Regulation proposal from the City Law School 

EQC received a paper outlying proposals made by the City Law School for the introduction of new 
Programme Regulations for 2020/21 following the successful UPAC approval of the Bar Vocational Studies 
(BSV) suite of programmes which would replace the existing Bar Professional Training Course (BPTC) from 
July 2020. EQC commended the Law Head of Academic Services on the clarity of the detailed analysis and 
noted that the key differences between Senate Assessment Regulation 19 and the proposed BVS 
Regulations were: 

• The Bar Standards Board (BSB) required a pass mark of 60% which would increase the number of 
potential failures and, as a result, students would be allowed more than two attempts of each 
module. The Law School proposed to extend the 60% pass mark to those assessments which were 
not part of the vocational element (electives, CLE project and Dissertation) 

• The Law School proposed to operate a Fit to Sit rule for this suite of programmes 

In discussion it was noted that multiple resits were allowed on vocational programmes due to the fact that 
no compensation could be applied. The standardisation of the regulations between the modules covered by 
the BSV and those falling outside of the Regulator’s remit would allow for one set of rules to be applied on 
the programmes which would bring clarity to students.   

EQC recommended the proposals to AGC and Senate for approval. 

b) Boards of Studies consultation relating to Assessment Regulation 4.7- Failure of a Module 

EQC received a paper outlining the outcomes of the BoS consultation on the proposed revision to the 
Assessment Regulations, Section 4.7 Failure of a Module. The following proposals had been made: 

1. To change compensation from 45 credits (but only 15 per level), to 45 credits (but 30 from any one 
level) for undergraduate awards 

2. To allow a student who failed more than 60 credits, and head a year mark greater that 20%, to 
repeat the Stage of study on a full-time basis for uncapped marks. 

Considerable issues had been raised in consultation. The Associate Dean (Education), SASS, expressed 
regret on the Schools’ behalf for the lack of support for the two proposals which were aimed at supporting 
the implementation of the Education and Student Strategy, foregrounding the Student Journey in order to 
improve City’s Education KPIs which would also positively impact on the institutional and subject-level TEF.  

In discussion, the following observations were made: 

• It was acknowledged that further enhancement of both curricula and the support components of the 
student journey will be key to achieving improvements in student success. 

• The SU was very supportive of the proposed changes outlined in the consultation, noting that their 
shortcomings notwithstanding, the proposals had a potential to make significant improvements for 
future students. The SU VP Education was confident that solutions to the issues identified by the 
BoS could be found in due course. In the meantime, the SU recommended approval and swift 
implementation of the two proposals.  

• It was pointed out that Proposal 2 could create equality issues and moral hazards; it would not be 
accessible to all eligible students in view of the additional costs and there was a risk that students 
could have an incentive to fail additional modules to qualify for an uncapped resit.  

• Ethical issues could arise if implementation was not carried out properly 
• The proposals would need to be equality impact assessed as part of the implementation phase 
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• It was anticipated that IT systems could support the proposed changes 

Further discussion between the Deputy President & Provost and Associate Deans (Education) would take 
place outside the meeting to decide on how to progress. Three possible outcomes could be reached: 1) 
rejection of the proposals; 2) modification of the proposals in line with SMCSE suggestions, 3) approval of 
the proposals. Once an agreement on the way forward was reached, the debate would return to EQC.   

Action: Deputy President & Provost and Associate Deans (Education) to hold further discussion to 
agree on the way forward for the two proposals.  

c) Disciplinary Regulation 
The Head of Quality and Academic Development reported that S&AS was making some urgent minor 
revisions to the Student Disciplinary Policy with a view to making it more accessible in terms of language 
and links with other policies to ensure compliance with the OfS requirements. A more comprehensive review 
would take place the following year.    

 

11.  Senate Policies 
a) Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy 

EQC received a paper outlining the outcomes of the BoS consultation on the proposed changes to the 
Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy, which had been reviewed following the recommendations made 
by the Contract Cheating Working Group in 2018/19. The BoS and SU feedback had now been incorporated 
into the Policy leaving one area for resolution:  

• Query A page 15- Should delegation be allowed where appropriate? Proposed text ‘Whilst 
investigations are the responsibility of the academic representative, they may ask others to assist 
as required or delegate to another experienced member of staff if appropriate’. 

The Committee was in favour of allowing delegation where appropriate subject to the change of wording 
from ‘another experienced member of staff’ to ‘another trained member of staff’ to clarify that investigations 
could only be carried out by staff who had undergone relevant training. 

In discussion, the following comments were made: 

• The mapping of sanctions would aid consistency and common practice 

• The definition of contract cheating specified that it involved commissioning another party, either paid 
or unpaid, that was offering its services to produce academic work on the student’s behalf 

• The definition of contact cheating should provide a clear demarcation between contact cheating and 
collusion. The current broad definition posed a risk for instances of collusion to be erroneously 
classed as contract cheating leading to a much more severe sanction 

• In the context of contact cheating, more detailed guidance was required on how to prove where 
financial transactions had taken place without access to receipts 

• Colleagues regarded that ‘Instances of Fabrication of (some) Data (altering research data)’ should 
be regarded as Severe Academic Misconduct on a par with ‘Fabrication of Data (generating an 
entire set of research data)’ 

• Terminology should be adjusted for consistency (as alternating ‘minor’ and ‘Poor Academic Practice’ 
was considered confusing) 

•  Following an allegation of academic misconduct, it was requested that the policy should clarify that 
ample notice should be given to the student to allow them to seek advice or representation from the 
SU for the preliminary investigation 

• In line with the OIA Good Practice Framework on Disciplinary Procedures (section 75), paragraph 
1.3.2 should include an explicit commitment that the student’s extenuating circumstances or other 
mitigating factors would be taken into account by the panel while arriving at a sanction 

b) Lecture Capture Policy 
EQC received an updated version of the draft Lecture Capture policy, which took into account previous 
comments from the Committee and DALI work, together with a timeline and the proposed questions for the 
BoS and SU consultation. It was noted that workshops for Schools were also being run alongside the 
consultation period. 
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The policy aimed to address a number of aspects: 1) to set out in detail the benefits of lecture capture for 
students; 2) to provide updates necessitated by technological changes, and 3) to clarify expectations in the 
use of lecture capture (for example, the types of recordings made and timescales for making these available 
to students). 

In discussion, the following points were raised: 

• Paragraph B i)- the requirement that recordings would always have to be available prior to the next 
teaching session would be unattainable in situations where evening teaching was followed by a 
session the next morning. A recommendation was made to change ‘always’ to ‘if feasible’ or ‘if time 
allows’ or ‘where reasonably practicable’. 

•  Paragraph C i)- A recommendation was made to replace ‘the University strongly encourages 
students to attend’ with ‘the University expects students to attend classes’. However, it was 
observed that the former wording recognised that some students had caring responsibilities, were in 
employment or commuted to University therefore their attendance at lectures might not always be 
possible. 

• Paragraphs C v) and vi)- A recommendation was made to disable the download functionality on 
copyright grounds. It was recognised that unauthorised dissemination of content, including by social 
media, could not be prevented, however the current wording made it clear that it would not be 
accepted. Whilst acknowledging the risk of unauthorised dissemination, the Committee considered 
the ability to download an essential feature to support commuter students.  

There was acknowledgement that this was a standard wording and that explanation and 
assurances would be given to staff during the upcoming workshops.  

• Reassurances should be made that content would not be used without staff consent in their absence 
(e.g. during staff or if dismissed) 

Thanks were extended to the Associate Dean Education (SHS) for her work on the development of the 
policy.  Following incorporation of the above comments into the Policy, the BoS and SU consultation would 
commence. 

c) Student Harassment and Bullying Policy 
EQC received a draft Student Harassment and Bullying Policy for comment. This policy had been produced 
in line with UUK and sector guidance, best practice and legal advice.  The Acting Student Equality and 
Diversity Manager summarised the development of the policy which had been led by the EMPACT 
(Empower to Act) Project which was intended to deliver on recommendations made in a paper received by 
ExCo in November 2018 outlining our intended approach to addressing sexual harassment, sexual 
misconduct and sexual violence. The policy sought to introduce processes through which reports of 
harassment and bullying could be resolved, establishing a process for informal and local-level resolution, 
before referring to the Student Discipline Regulation when outlining the University-level options available to 
students and staff. Processes had been included to manage allegations between students and students, 
students and staff, and students and third-parties to the university. Consideration had also been given to 
allegations made in relation to placement. 
 
The Acting Student Equality and Diversity Manager advised that City would not seek to conduct a criminal 
investigation under the policy; the balance of probabilities test would be applied if there was reason to 
believe that our code of conduct had been breached.  Investigations would not take place in parallel with a 
policy investigation and student actions would only be reported to the police with the student’s consent.  
 
Consultation would be undertaken with AGC (4 Feb). Subsequently the policy would be considered by ExCo 
(24 Feb), AGC (1 April) and Senate (13 May) for final approval. Throughout this process, consultation would 
also take place with students, via the Students’ Union, and with Trade Unions (as the policy makes 
reference to outcomes for members of staff). 
 
In discussion, the following points were raised: 

 
• This being a student-facing policy, the language should be accessible to both students and 

staff. The proposal to have accompanying online resources and videos for students was 
welcomed. 

• Inclusion of guidance for staff was considered a positive development 
• EMPACT had given consideration as to whether the policy should apply to students doing 

semester abroad. It had been concluded that there had been no grounds on which City’s 
procedures could extend to overseas institutions. Students on Study Abroad programmes were 
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advised to contact the support services of the host institution should any concerns pertaining to 
harassment or bullying arise. Consideration should be given as to how the policy linked with the 
Safeguarding Policy and Disciplinary and GDPR Regulations.  

• Paragraph A2 (Cyberbullying or Cyber-Harassment) required more precise definitions. The 
existing wording allowed classification of controversial opinions as cyber harassment thus 
posed risk to freedom of expression.  It was recommended that in Appendix A, ‘we would’ 
should be substituted with ‘we may’ where relevant. 

• Due recognition was given for the extent and complexity of work undertaken by the Acting 
Student Equality and Diversity Manager that had resulted in this detailed and well thought out 
draft policy. 

• It was agreed that further updates would be made to the policy and it would be received at the 
next meeting of EQC 

Action: Revised Student Harassment and Bullying Policy to be received at the next meeting of EQC.  
 

12.  Assessment Board Overview 2018/19 
EQC received the Assessment Board Operations report for 2018/19 which had been considered by 
Senate at its December meeting. The report gave assurance about standards being upheld, 
concluding that overall Assessment Boards had been conducted in accordance with the Senate 
Assessment Regulations with some good practice noted. 
 
The Assistant Registrar (Quality) reported that in January 2020, a workshop with representation from 
Schools, S&AS and IT had met to identify process improvements to support production of Assessment 
Board Data.  Planned work included technological improvements to reduce complexity and support the 
production of Board Reports and reduce resources.   
 
The Committee endorsed the 12 recommendations approved by Senate (p9) – these included work to 
improve the process for Assessment Board data production to reduce risk and improve City’s oversight 
of module and student performance. 

13.   Annual Programme Evaluation 2018/19 
EQC received a report providing UG APE activity reflection on the academic year 2018/19. It included a 
commentary on the information currently captured within the UG APE forms, an overview of the quality of 
completed APEs, themes arising including areas of good practice and areas for development. 
 
The Committee recommended the report to Senate for approval.  

14.  Module Evaluation 
The Assistant Registrar (Quality) reported that the Business Case for online module evaluation had been 
approved by RAMB and was due to proceed to Finance Committee in February. 

Discussions were taking place with key individuals who would form the Module Evaluation Working Group 
and the first meeting would be scheduled in February. 

15.  Professional and Statutory Bodies 
EQC received a set of PSRB Registers for LEaD and each School with the exception of SHS. The SHS 
data would be made available following the February meeting of the BoS. 

Associate Deans Education were invited to provide comments on their Schools’ PSRB activity, highlighting 
common themes, examples of good practice and areas of concern. Their feedback would inform the drafting 
of the summary report on the PSRB activity for Senate. 
 
Action: ADEs to provide comments on their Schools’ PSRB activity to inform the overview report for 
Senate. 

16.  English for Academic Purposes 
EQC received an overview report on the current provision for English language support available for non-
native English-speaking students. The Chair confirmed that there were no plans to roll this provision out 
institutionally because the support was tailored to each cohort and therefore could not be scaled up in the 
existing format. 
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17.  Collaborative Provision Committee (CPC) 
EQC received the minutes of the CPC meeting held in November 2019. Key developments included the 
approval of approval of updated Collaborative Provision Typology by Senate in October which would 
foreshadow a wider revision of policy and regulations surrounding Collaborative Provision. 

18.  Graduate School Committee 
EQC received the minutes of the GSC meeting held in November 2019. Key developments included the 
establishment of the Doctoral College which had taken effect in January 2020. 

19.  Next Meetings     
02.04.2020 

 
Secretary: Helen Fitch               Email: Helen.Fitch.1@city.ac.uk      Telephone: 020 7040 8793 

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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