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        EDUCATIONAL QUALITY COMMITTEE 
      MEETING 8 – 6 JUNE 2019 – UNCONFIRMED MINUTES 

Name of Member Mtg 1 
13.02.18 

Mtg 2 
12.04.18 

Mtg 3 
14.06.18 

Mtg 4 
18.09.18 

Mtg 5 
8.11.18 

Mtg 6 
7.02.19 

Mtg 7 
11.04.19 

Mtg 8 
6.06.19 

Professor David Bolton 
(Chair) 

√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

Professor Susan Blake √ A √ √ √ √ A A 
Dr Margaret Carran A √ √ √ √ √ A √ 
Dr Irene Ctori √ √ √ A √ √ √ √ 
Liam Devine -- --- --- --- --- --- √ √ 
Alison Edridge √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 
Dr David Flinton √ A √ √ √ √ A √ 
Dr Cristina Gacek √ √ √ A A √ √ √ 
Dr Anna Gaio A √ A A √ A √ A 
Mary Ann Kernan √ A A √ √ A √ 
Professor Rachael-
Anne Knight 

A √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

Dr Lauren Knott A A √ √ √ √ √ √ 
Tuna Kunt (SU VP 
Education 2018/19) 

--- --- --- √ √ √ A √ 

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

√ √ √ √ √ √ 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: 

Maggie Cunningham, Head of Student Experience and Engagement 
Gemma Kenyon, Head of Careers 
Steve Stanbury, Director of Internal Audit 
Georgia Moustaka, Quality and Standards Officer  
Malgo Chrzan, Quality and Standards Officer (minutes) 

Part 1 - Preliminary Items 

1. Welcome and apologies
The Chair welcomed Maggie Cunningham (Head of Student Experience and Engagement), Gemma Kenyon
(Head of Careers) Georgia Moustaka (Quality and Standards Officer) and Malgo Chrzan (Quality and
Standards Officer) who would be presenting papers to the Committee.

Apologies were received from Helen Fitch, Katherine Reece Thomas, Simon Parker, Susan Blake, Stuart
Sime and Ana Gaio.

Item 24.2.1
Senate 10.07.19
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2. Minutes
The minutes of the meeting on 11 April 2019 were approved.

3. Matters Arising

Meeting 7, 11.04.2019, item 15 Fitness to Practice Policy

The Chair reported that the documentation was being prepared for submission to July Senate.

Meeting 7, 11.04.2019, item 16 Assessment Board Quoracy Report

The Chair stressed that the quoracy requirement had been set to ensure an appropriate representation of
members to allow Assessment Boards to conduct their business. According to City Assessment
Regulations, appeals against decisions taken by inquorate Assessment Boards would be upheld on the
grounds of material irregularity. The Chair also reported that ExCo had expressed concern over low levels
of engagement of External Examiners (EEs) with our Assessment Boards. EEs, whose main role was to
take an overview of our assessment process, were also instrumental in conferring of City awards. For this
reason it was essential that comments made by EEs who did not attend Assessment Boards were clearly
recorded and reflected on by Boards of Studies. It was also confirmed that City Regulations expect internal
and external examiner attendance at Assessment Boards.  Use of videoconferencing is only for exceptional
circumstances.

Meeting 7, 11.04.2019, item 17 Module Evaluation

The Chair reported that consultations with Boards of Studies (BoS) on the Policy on Module Evaluation
were taking place and a business case for migration online was being developed.

The Committee noted that the remaining 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
Augar Review outcome- Chair’s reflections

The Chair reflected on the positive and negative outcomes of the Augar review for City. On the positive side,
the re-introduction of maintenance grants would be of clear benefit to City students from disadvantaged
backgrounds. On the negative side, the proposed reduction in tuition fees would create a funding shortfall
for universities which the Government had not anticipated to cover in full. City would also be disadvantaged
by the removal of loan funding for students on in-house foundation years, proposed by the Review on the
grounds that the preparation for entering higher education should be the proper business of colleges. As
City had in recent years curtailed its partner college network, this strategy of withdrawal from partnership
arrangements might need to be reverted. The viability of the current foundation courses might also need to
be re-assessed. Given the advisory nature of the Augar Review and the imminent changes in the
Government, it was unclear to what extent the recommendations would be implemented in the future. For
City, this uncertainty was the main challenge as it impacted on our ability to prepare for potential scenarios.

Update on response rates (except PTES) and preliminary results

The Head of Student Experience and Engagement reported that response rates were currently marginally
lower than in previous years.

Chair’s comments on May Senate TEF subject level review discussion

The Chair reported that Senate had been briefed on the progress of preparedness activities undertaken for
the next year’s subject-level TEF submission. Due to the uncertainty around the exact requirements for
submission, the future implementation of subject-level proposals had been unclear. However, assurance
had been given to Senate that City had an implementable plan, which had been developed by the TEF
Working Group chaired by the Associate Dean- Student Experience (SASS).
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Chair’s comments on May Senate discussions: Module Evaluation closing the feedback loop to 
students 

The Chair reported that Senate had raised concerns over the feedback loop not being closed off following 
module evaluation. It was reiterated that the expectation was that students were informed about the 
outcomes of module evaluation and the progress made against the actions arising from them. Where gaps 
in this process had been identified, they should be reported to the Chair. The Vice-President (Education), 
reported that student reps felt that disproportionate responsibility for communicating outcomes of module 
evaluation was placed on them.  

Part 2 – City Developments, Priorities and Standing Reports 

5. Education and Student Committee

The Head of Student Experience and Engagement noted the main items for the June agenda, including
themes from School meetings and the intention to finalise priority institutional projects at the July Senate
meeting. The key matters for discussion at June ESC included:

• Update on Progression Improvement Plan
• Update on the implementation of the Student Engagement and Attendance Monitoring Policy
• Update on employability-related activities across City
• Integrated Student Support Review
• Identification of priorities for next year

The Chair noted that increasingly the business of ESC and EQC was being shaped by external reporting 
requirements set by the Office for Students (OfS).   

• Action: Committee to receive an update on Integrated Student Support (ISS) at October
meeting

6. Taught Student Attendance and Engagement Policy
Three papers outlining proposed changes to the current Taught Student Attendance and Engagement
Policy were received for note. The revised Policy had been to Senate for early consideration with feedback
primarily relating to expectations of Personal Tutors needing to be considered in the round. The role of
personal tutors, as outlined in this policy and the Personal Tutoring Policy, had subsequently been
discussed at the ADE Forum and would inform implementation work. The purpose of the changes had been
to ensure that the Policy fulfilled its primary function of identifying and supporting students at risk of
disengaging from their studies and that the commitments the Policy made were deliverable.

A variety of viewpoints were offered, some in favour of adopting an a stricter approach to nonattendance
and falsification of attendance records and others in support of embedding a more positive ethos and
commitment to pastoral and student support in the Policy. It was noted that the Policy had in the past been
misconstrued by students and staff as an offshoot of the Home Office UKVI Regulations. This misperception
could hinder attempts to re-focus the Policy into a more supportive measure.

The role of the personal tutor and support requirements for a ‘triage’ function enabling early contact with
students at risk were also discussed. Further consideration would need to be given to the level of resourcing
and support to be provided for personal tutors.

7. Students’ Union Standing Report
The Committee noted the Students’ Union (SU) standing report. The SU Vice President Education noted
the following items:

• Lecture Capture for All Courses- the SU had recently conducted a survey on student use of
recorded lectures. The survey had provided evidence that a number of competing and conflicting
issues had contributed to the growing demand for lecture capture, including commuting time,
sickness, disability and the fact that it assisted revision.

• The Carrot Awards and The Academic Impact Awards had been held in April and May respectively.
• The priority for the current SU Officers was the handover of responsibilities to their successors in

mid-June.
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• The priority for the next academic year would be identifying new ways to improve engagement with
mature and part time students.

The Committee extended its sincere thanks to the SU Vice President Education for her service up to date 
and wished her the best of success in her new role as the SU President.  

8. Student and Academic Services Standing Report.

It was noted that all items had been included as main agenda items

9. LEaD Standing Report
The Deputy Director of LEaD encouraged colleagues to sign up for the Learning at City Conference which
would be held in July.

10. Academic Year
The Committee received an update on the review of the academic year. Following the closure of
consultations with Boards of Studies on 12 June 2019, recommendations on the preferred options for
restructuring the academic year would be made to Senate in July.

11. Ethics approval for research undertaken by students on taught programmes
Further to discussions at Academic Governance Committee (AGC), EQC received a paper proposing that
the Committee developed a policy for ethics approval for research undertaken by students on taught
programmes. The purpose of the policy would be to establish an institutional approach and process for
ethics approval of research involving human participants or identifiable personal data.

The Committee agreed that work should be undertaken to develop the policy and associated guidance.

12. Assessment Review
The Committee received an update on the progress of the Assessment Review project. Some issues with
consistency of assessment workload, weighting and quality of assessment feedback across institution had
been identified. It had been noted that for staff to further engage in this review, an across institution project
led by a steering group or Educational Quality Committee would be required, as well as some more
resource in terms of people to support it.

13. Academic Integrity and Misconduct
The Committee received a report from the Contract Cheating Working Group, which had been monitoring
and supporting progress against the actions identified in the Contract Cheating Action Plan. Several key
achievements had been noted, including the development of an institutional level authenticity statement
outlining academic integrity expectations, which could be included within Moodle at the point of assignment
release. Three recommendations made by the working group were endorsed by the Committee. These
related to 1) the review of the Programme Handbook section on institutional level guidance on Academic
Integrity, 2) revision of Senate Regulations 19, section 5.7 Academic Misconduct Appendix 3 and 3)
enhancements to te current Academic Misconduct policy and guidance to embrace Academic Integrity.

14. Employability in the Curriculum
The Committee received an update on the development of the Employability Plan, which had set out how
City would approach the achievement of the employability KPI. The plan had focused on 2 factors
considered to lead to positive employment outcomes for graduates, namely 1) embedding career
management skills in the curriculum of every programme and 2) the development of a flexible range of
work-based learning opportunities in the curriculum.

Three ways of delivering this task had been identified: 1) new programmes would be required to
demonstrate focus on employability in order to get approval; 2) programmes undergoing a review would be
prompted to embed employability in the curriculum; 3) the vast majority of programmes not due for a review
would require an alternative approach which would be formulated by Careers in collaboration with ADEs.
Changes would be implemented through the Boards of Studies Minor Amendment Process.

The Head of Careers also confirmed the expectation that credit bearing employability modules would be
assessed and marked by academic staff going forward. Currently assessment was marked by the Careers
team, however there was an expectation that assessed work which could lead to withdrawal from the
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programme be assessed by an academic member of staff. Careers would provide training and supply 
academic staff with marking criteria for coursework. 

The Committee noted that this reallocation of marking responsibility would have resource implications 
across all programmes, however to keep employability modules outside programmes, changes to City 
Assessment Regulations would be required. It was also acknowledged that encouraging programmes to 
incorporate employability content in their modules was a positive step forward which would benefit all 
students. 

Part 3 - Educational Quality 

15. Senate Regulations
a) Assessment Regulations

The Committee received a paper outlining minor amendments to Assessment Regulations, proposed to 
provide further clarification, to align with CMA requirements and in response to recommendations arising 
from the recent Internal Audit of Assessment Boards or to update terminology. Specific revisions to the 
Assessment Regulation text would be circulated for comment and approval before Senate. 

b) Programme Regulations
The Committee received updates to Programme Regulations from SMCSE, SHS and Cass. Additional 
Programme Regulations for SMCSE would be circulated following the meeting. The SHS Regulation was 
recommended to Senate for approval. 

• Action: Receive additional Programme Regulations for SMCSE and SHS
Cass had responded to last year’s recommendations from EQC/ Senate pertaining to the provision of 3rd 
Year Resits. The School had proposed that Stage 3 resits would take place in the following academic year. 

The Committee expressed concern that the proposed approach could disadvantage international students 
as evidence existed that some international resitters had in the past been refused entry to the country for 
resits. 

The Committee also queried the rationale for this exemption from City Regulations. It was noted that the 
School had a comparatively high level of UG compensation but it was not clear whether this was the main 
reason behind the proposed modification to the University Assessment Regulations. 

The Committee did not endorse the proposal put forward by Cass and recommended that the School 
moved to City Regulations which allowed Stage 3 resits to take place during the summer resit period. 

• Action: Deputy President and Provost to discuss arrangements for Cass UG Stage 3 resits
with the Vice Dean of Cass.

16. Senate Policies
a) Policy on Extensions and Late Submission of Student Work

The Committee received the second draft Policy on Extensions and Late Submission of Student Work. 
Following discussions at the ADE Forum, agreement had been reached on a number of contentious 
parameters, including the length of extension periods and the role of decision maker. Two further aspects 
required urgent decisions. The first concerned the proposed change in extension periods from 7 and 14 
calendar days to 5 and 10 working days for coursework and dissertation respectively in order to avoid the 
extended deadline falling on a bank holiday. The second area for resolution pertained to the late submission 
penalty of deduction of 10 marks for work originally marked within the range of less than 10 marks from the 
pass threshold. 

Various scenarios were discussed, including the fairness of capping the mark at pass in case of modules 
with multiple assessment components and the implications for courses using categorical marking.  

The predominant views were that the extension periods should be expressed in working days and that no 
reduction in late penalties should be made below the minimum pass mark. The Associate Dean (Education) 
for SHS noted that the School would be applying for an exemption from the policy in relation to the 
proposed late submission penalty in order to retain the sliding scale penalties currently in operation in the 
School. Committee members’ preferred approach was for this to be adopted across City, but it was not 
currently feasible to implement this without a technological solution due to the resource required to operate 
a manual system. The Committee requested further investigation into the feasibility of developing a 
technological solution for the management of late submission penalties. 
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• Action: Investigate the feasibility of developing an online tool for imposition of late
submission penalty

b) Academic Integrity and Academic Misconduct Policy
The Committee received a paper outlining proposed updates to the Academic Misconduct Policy. The 
changes, including to the title of the Policy, aimed to refocus City’s approach to guiding students on 
academic integrity, provide clarity and consistency of information relating to contract cheating and ensure 
that the Policy accurately reflected current practice. Consultations with BoS and the SU would commence in 
June. The final version of the revised Policy would be submitted to EQC in the autumn 2019. 

c) Fraud in Admissions Policy
A draft Fraudulent Applications Policy clarifying the University’s approach to suspected fraudulent activity 
within admissions was received for note. The policy would primarily apply to the admissions of students to 
undergraduate, postgraduate and postgraduate research degrees. However, the proposed procedures 
could also be applied to the case of a student if the University had grounds to believe that they obtained 
their place based on fraudulent information. 

The Director of Internal Audit recommended referencing the policy to the Fraud Act 2006 and highlighting 
the three forms of fraud: 

• Section 2, fraud by false representation

• Section 3, fraud by failing to disclose information

• Section 4, fraud by abuse of position

The Policy should emphasise that for the fraud to occur, there only needed to be an intention to gain or 
cause a loss to someone else, not an actual gain or loss. Furthermore, students committing fraud, in 
addition to breaching university rules and regulations and therefore being subject to the proposed sanctions, 
also would break UK law and therefore could find themselves subject the penalties that could be imposed 
under UK law. 

17. Annual Programme Evaluation (APE)
Report on Taught Postgraduate and Research APEs

The Committee received a paper summarising PGT and PGR APE activity and reflection on the academic
year 2017/18, including a commentary on the information currently captured within the PGT& PGR forms
and an overview of the quality of completed APEs, themes arising, areas of good practice and areas for
development.

APE documentation for note

i) Summary of APE updates for 2018/19

In May 2018, Senate had approved a proposal to review and revise the APE guidance and form for 2018/19 
to align with the requirements of City’s KPIs, Subject Level TEF and the NSS. An APE Group had been 
established in January 2019 and had now completed this work. The Committee received a paper outlining 
the key changes made to the UG and PG Taught APE documentation in consultation with the Working 
Group and key stakeholders. 

ii) Revised APE Undergraduate APE form  for 2018/19
iii) Revised APE Postgraduate Taught APE form for 2018/19
iv) Updated APE Guidance for Taught Programmes for 2018/19

In relation to the Postgraduate Taught Programmes, the Committee noted that progression only applied to 
part time students and recommended that the reference to progression be replaced with either ‘completion’ 
or ‘progression/ completion’. 

18. External Examiners
The Committee received a paper containing a qualitative thematic overview of the External Examiners’
Annual Reports reflecting on 2017/18. The Committee approved the recommendations contained within the
paper.
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19.  Programme Approval Schedule 
The Committee noted the University Programme Approval Committee dates for 2019/20. 

20.  Professional Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRB) Registers 
The Committee received the updated PSRB Registers for note.  

21.  Internal Audit 
Four Internal Audit Reports were received and noted: 

• Student Appeals 

• Assessment Boards 

• Admissions 

• UKVI 
The Committee agreed to the proposed audits of External Examiners and Annual Programme Evaluations 
and Periodic Reviews to be undertaken in 2019/20. 

22.  Student Casework Report 
The Committee received a report outlining activity in relation to student Appeals, Complaints, Academic 
Misconduct, Disciplinary and Fitness to Study Cases. Following the introduction of a Fitness to Study Policy 
and process in SHS, a reduction in the number of student cases had been observed. The report provided 
assurance to the Committee that the University had handled student cases well in terms of protecting 
student and university interests.  

The report would be submitted to July Senate for note. 

23.  Collaborative School Committee 
The minutes of the meeting held in March 2019 were received and noted.   

24.  Graduate School Committee 
The minutes of the meeting held in May 2019 were received and noted.   

25.  EU Web Accessibility Directive 
The Public Sector Bodies (Website and Mobile Applications) Accessibility Regulations 2018 had made 
explicit the need for digital materials from public bodies to be accessible, including university teaching, 
learning and research platforms. IT and LEaD had commenced work on 1) developing accessibility 
statements for educational technologies, 2) exploring captioning for multimedia content and 3) drafting 
guidance on Moodle Accessibility for academic staff.  

The Committee noted that there was insufficient awareness of these requirements among academic staff 
and welcomed the initiative taken by LEaD to address this gap. The Deputy President and Provost offered 
to discuss the next steps with the Director of Learning Enhancement and Development. 

Action: Deputy President and Provost to discuss actions to be taken to ensure compliance with the 
EU Web Accessibility Directive with the Director of Learning Enhancement and Development 

26.  Any Other Business 
None 

27.  Next Meetings     
TBC 

 
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 

mailto:Helen.Fitch.1@city.ac.uk/
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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. 


