
 
Item 17.1a 

Education and Student Committee 29.09.16 
 
 

LEARNING ENHANCEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY SUB COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Tuesday, June 14th 2016 

MINUTES (unconfirmed) 
 

 
Name of Member 15th Septe

mber 2015 
8th 
December 
2015 

23rd 
February 
2016 

14th June 
2016 

Professor Susannah Quinsee 
(SQ)  

--- --- --- --- 

Dr Pam Parker (PP) (Chair) √ √ √ √ 
Professor David Bolton (DB) A A A A 
Anise Bullimore (AB) /Annemarie 
Cancienne (AC) 

√ / A √ √ √ √ √√ 

Neal Sumner √ A √ --- 
Patrick Baughan --- --- A A 
Hester Wellings McGeorge 
(HWM) (Secretary) 

√ √ √ √ 

Andrea Kenneally (AK) / 
Richard Knott (RK) as deputy 

A / √ A /A √ / A √ 

Charlotte Halvorsen (CHa) A A A A 
Maria Dingle (MD) √ √ √ √ 

Dr Rachael-Anne Knight (RAK) √ √ A √ 

Susan Blake (SB) A √ --- √ 
Margaret Carran --- √ A A 
Dr Lorenzo Trapani (LT) A A A A 
Professor Laurence Solkin (LS) A √ √ √ 
Dr Cristina Gacek (CG) A A √ √ 
Professor Clive Holtham (CHo) √ √ √ A 
Professor Jason Dykes (JD) √ A √ √ 
Emily Allbon (EA) A √ √ √ 
Professor Steve Stanton (SS) A --- --- --- 
Professor Nigel Duncan (ND) A √ A √ 
Maggie Cunningham (MC) / 
Alison Edridge (AE) 

A √ √ A / √ 

 
√ indicates attendance;   

--- indicates a period when the member is on extended leave/when the person was not a 
member;  

A    indicates apologies have been provided 
 

1. Welcome and apologies 
Members were welcomed to the meeting and apologies were noted as above. 
 
2. Minutes and matters arising 
The Minutes from the last meeting on 23rd February 2016 were accepted as a true representation 
of proceedings. 
 
Actions from the previous meeting were updated as follows: 
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[Action 2: 16|9|2015]  LEaD fellow’s event. 

PP explained that she was hoping to now organise a Fellows event in September around 
the theme of Peer review. Fellows would be invited to share and disseminate good 
practice and to have a drink. 

 
[Action 3: 16|9|2015] AB report on coaching. 

AB reported that all the coaching sessions had now all taken place and that the coaching 
was really successful and had had a profound effect on some of the participants. 
All the participants had recently taken part in an Action Learning set afternoon with Anise 
that had been really useful. 
AB is to write a report on the coaching project for July 3rd 2016. She explained that she 
had met with Organisational Development and that they were keen to support and 
continue the project in future years. 
RAK felt that it had been really successful for staff in SHS and explained that her School 
were looking to use funding in the future to employ more coaches and continue the 
wonderful coaching work. 
The committee acknowledged all AB’s hard work on the project and thanked her for her 
fantastic contribution. 
 

 
[Action 4: 8/12/2015] To write new draft of the DALI business case and to send to all 
committee members to take to Deans of Schools 

PP updated the committee on The Developing Active Learning Initiative (DALI) project to 
look at the replacement of technology in learning spaces has received initial funding to 
begin the project. The funding available for the project has been reduced by £3m by the 
Finance Committee which may affect how the project is run. The project board is meeting 
on Friday 17th June and a report will then go back to the Resource Allocation 
Management Board and Finance Committee. 
The committee enquired about how staff can get involved with the initial pilot and have 
input into the layout and set-up of these rooms. 
PP explained that this could be done via the Learning Environment Committee (LEC) 

   
 

[Action 6: 8/12/2015] Learning at City Journal 
PP had invited conference participants to submit to the journal but had received no 
responses. In light of this she proposed to close the current journal and to investigate the 
possibility of creating a themed journal to tie in with the new LEaD research centre. 
She explained that a number of University journals had closed recently due to academic 
staff having to prioritise submitting to peer reviewed journals instead. 
The committee agreed and felt that a new journal to tie in with the LEaDER (Learning 
Enhancement and Development Educational Research) centre would be beneficial. 

 
 

 
[Action 7: 8/12/15] PP to write to all Chairs of School Ethics Committees. 

PP reported that she had received information from all schools and is to ask them to send 
a list of teaching and learning projects in future. – Ongoing action 

 
 
[Action 10: 8/12/15] PP will write to Paul Haley on behalf of the Advisory sub-committee to 
raise the moodle issue and to ask for feedback on how the business continuity plan can be 
improved. 

 
[Action 11: 8/12/15] PP to email the Educational Technology team to thank them for all their 

help during the moodle problem 
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AB explained that a paper went to the Operations Board on 9th March suggesting an 
action plan and areas of staff responsibility if a future incident occurs. The paper 
recommended that a central list of course officers from all schools be collated in order to 
standardise the response to future incidents. AE suggested that this should be co-
ordinated by Student and Academic services (SAS) and that she and MC could 
investigate this. 
Action 1: AE and MC to investigate standardising a list of contact in schools 
in order to co-ordinate responses to future moodle incidents. 

 
 
3 To discuss: 

National Teaching Fellowships: to discuss nominations for NTFS and the new HEA 
collaborative awards. 
PP circulated the awards guidelines for the HEA’s new Collaborative Awards for Teaching 
Excellence (CATE). She also explained that the HEA have been delayed in putting out the call 
the National Teaching fellows as they had been waiting for the outcome of their current 
funding round but it was now out. We do not know however if this will continue each year and 
so it is difficult asking for suggested nominees at this stage, but that schools should start 
preparing staff by encouraging them to apply for HEA Senior fellowship.  
 
To agree a process for identifying which team to support for the institution’s 
nomination (Paper B guidelines for award) 
PP explained that the new CATE scheme has been launched as a pilot this year and that the 
HEA are only expecting about 100 applications – these will be narrowed down to 30 and then 
a shortlist of fifteen will be invited to a ceremony and six will be decided upon for the final 
awards with a prize of £15k each to undertake dissemination of their work. 
She explained that HEA institutions are only able to put forward one nomination each and that 
she has had two teams apply to be put forward at City. She asked the committee to decide on 
the best process for identifying which team to put forward. 
The committee agreed that both teams should write the stage one application and that a panel 
would then decide which application to put forward. 
It was agreed that a panel made up of members of the Advisory board would sit in the first 
week of July to make the decision and that both teams should be acknowledged for their 
efforts via university communications channels (City Wire etc) 
 
MD, CG and EA volunteered to sit on the panel and PP will contact other committee members 
for more volunteers. 
 

Action 2: PP to call for more volunteers to sit on the panel to judge CATE 
applications and to arrange panel at the beginning of July to decide who to 
put forward for the collaborative team award. 

 
4 To discuss: 

The proposals for the Learning and Teaching award funds for 16/17 (Paper C) 
PP explained that the Learning and Teaching awards fund allocated to LEaD by City 
University to undertake L&T activity was to be cut in 2016/17. She circulated a paper outlining 
where possible savings could be made and asked the committee to consider, comment on 
and revise the plans for 2016/17. 
 

Student Voice Awards are well evaluated each year and seen to be valued. The costs are to 
cover the evening event, trophies, certificates, nominee mugs and badges and, some advertising. 
The committee agreed to continue funding this as suggested which is a reduction in previous 
funding. 
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Education Enhancement Projects – still ongoing until end of July so will not know total costs 
and how projects progressed yet. To amend the application this year to make clear the fund will 
not cover time of person doing the project. – Committee agreed to continue funding the projects 
we could. 
 
LEaD Fellowship Scheme this has been valuable for those who applied but is limited in the 
number that can be supported. To reduce to £3k. – Committee agreed 
 
Learning and Teaching funds to support staff development in Schools – To be removed as 
not widely taken up. – Committee agreed.  
 
The Learning at City Conference and Fellows Events are important aspects of the year. 
Having the conference externally held continues to be seen as an important activity related to both 
sharing good practice across the university and beyond. However it is becoming more expensive 
and so we may wish to explore this for next year and whether we wish to return to University 
accommodation which may well mean changing the date to get rooms. The Fellows events can be 
held in the University. 
 
Discussion took place around the venue for the conference and it was agreed that LEaD should 
explore the possibility of bringing it back in house for 2017. If this could be done then the funds for 
this would be reduced and the funds left could be used for School learning and teaching awards 
or more projects. 
 
 

Action 3: LEaD to explore internal venues at City University for the 2017 
conference. 

 
School-based prizes. The prizes continue to be valued by staff and it emphasises the 
importance of teaching and, so they should continue. The funds paid to individual staff need to be 
paid alongside salary so will be taxed or could be used for more school based innovations. 
The fund has been reduced to: Law £3500, all other schools £4,500. Committee agreed. 
 
HEA Senior/Principal Fellows and NTFS Development Fund it is proposed to continue with the 
fund although reduced because it does enable us to support some conference attendance for 
anyone looking at NTFS development although the future of the scheme is not known. Whilst staff 
have found the workshops for the RISES programme useful in terms of time out this could be 
done in one of the LEaD meeting rooms rather than off site. – Committee agreed. 
 
PP explained that there was also a pot of funding of up to £100k available via IS for innovation in 
Technology and that money could be used to support projects by funding technology but not staff 
resources. This lead to some discussion about the definition of innovative technology and what 
parameters were in place for access to this funding. 
AK suggested that this might give some scope for trialling technology to enhance the DSA offer to 
students. It was agreed that projects could apply for funding if they involved a new technology and 
that staff applying should be mindful of the sustainability once the project had ended. 
 
It was agreed that the IS technology innovation fund should be applied for in the first instance via 
the Learning Environment Committee (LEC) who would then approve the spend and report the 
purchase/ project to LEaD advisory SC each term.. 

 
5 To discuss: 

In workshop activities the following: 
  

o Defining Research Informed Teaching (Paper E) 
o TEF Technical Consultation (Paper F) 
o Assessment review using an adapted TESTA approach (Paper G) 
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The committee separated into groups to discuss the circulated papers E, F and G. 
 

6 To share: 
 
Defining Research Informed Teaching (Paper E) 
The group looking at defining the above – felt that the model suggested (Healey (2005a p.70)) 
worked in terms of the two different directions with the movement from content to the process 
of research. But that it also missed some things out and that the distinction between 
simulation and reality may need to be more defined. 
They felt that there was scope for a more fluid model with movement across the axis with 
more recognition being given to students making discoveries by taking part in the process. 
They felt that the model could work with both research and practice and that it should also 
include self- reflection. 
JD agreed to have a look at designing a revised model 
 
TEF Technical Consultation (Paper F) 
The group looking at the TEF consultation paper had some useful discussions and a response 
has been submitted (see appendix 1) 
 

 
Assessment review using adapted TESTA approach (Paper G) 
The group looking at this paper looked at the positives and negatives. 
Negatives: 
They felt that the TESTA approach was quite systematic, structured, specific, focused and 
measurable with lots of data gathering. One of the problems was that it was incredibly 
mechanistic and quite technical in its approach. (eg – it measures the number of words in 
feedback – with nothing about quality) it is also quite prescriptive and procedural. 
More worryingly it was not learning focussed and does not integrate with existing processes 
and fails to engage academics. (just interested in the what? and How? – not the Why?) 
 
Thoughts from the group: 
Fitness for purpose? – whose purpose? 
Who are the stakeholders?  
 The Institution? 
 The discipline or subject area? 
 The staff? 
 The (diverse) students? 
 
What are the attributes of successful or effective assessment? 
 Validity and reliability 
 That it is current, authentic and reliable. 
 
It needs to be a process that is holistic not atomistic. 
 
The group felt that one question the TESTA had missed was: 
What is the rationale behind the assessment process and where is this explained to staff and 
students? 
 
PP asked what the group would like to do to take this forward. 
LS felt that it needed to be embedded within the institution in order to convince people that 
investment in it will pay off. 
JD felt that to have any effect they needed to think about being visionary in terms of doing 
things differently. 
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Action 4: LS will write a paper outlining a possible Assessment project 

and bring it to the next Advisory Subcommittee and can list a few bullet 
points for Education and Student committee. 

 
7 Any other business 

Theme for 2017 Learning at City Conference – the theme for next year’s Learning at City 
Conference was discussed and PP agreed to send round a list of possible themes for 
discussion at the next sub-committee. 
It was suggested that the group also look ahead to the 10th annual conference the following 
year – as a landmark celebration encompassing all previous themes. 
 
Action 5: PP to send a list of themes for discussion at the September meeting 
 
PP ended the meeting by explaining that both Annemarie and Anise would be leaving LEaD 
and the university in June and July. The committee thanked them for all their invaluable 
support over the years and wished them well for the future. 
 

8 Dates of meetings for 2016/17 
 
Wednesday 21st September 2016 
Tuesday 13th December 2016 
Tuesday 21st February 2017 
Tuesday 20th June 2017 

 
Venue: To be confirmed 

 
Secretary: Hester Wellings McGeorge 
Email:  hester.wellings.1@city.ac.uk 
Telephone: 020 7040 0177 
 
 
List of actions: 
 
Action 1: AE and MC to investigate standardising a list of contact in schools in order to co-
ordinate responses to future moodle incidents. 
 
Action 2: PP to call for more volunteers to sit on the panel to judge CATE applications and 
to arrange panel at the beginning of July to decide who to put forward for the collaborative 
team award. 
 
Action 3: LEaD to explore internal venues at City University for the 2017 conference. 
 
Action 4: LS will write a paper outlining a possible Assessment project and bring it to the 
next Advisory Subcommittee and can list a few bullet points for Education and Student 
committee. 
 
Action 5: PP to send a list of themes for the 2017 Learning at City conference for 
discussion at the September meeting 
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LEARNING ENHANCEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY SUB COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Tuesday, June 14th 2016 

MINUTES (unconfirmed) 
 
Appendix 1 
 
 
TEF : TECHNICAL CONSULTATION 
Please mark your preferred ‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘Not Sure’ with an X, and add suggested text for the free text commentary.  The Notes field can be used 
to add in anyone you have consulted with to inform the response, anyone you think should be consulted, and any points you think we may want 
to raise in an accompanying briefing to ExCo/ Senate. 
Questions YES NO NOT 

SURE 
FREE TEXT COMMENTARY NOTES 

Question 1 (Chapter 1)      
Do you agree with the 
criteria proposed in Figure 
4? 
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons and suggest 
any alternatives or 
additions. 

 √  There is some repetition here and some of the 
language needs changing so here are the 
suggestions.  
 
Under teaching quality the statement course 
design, development, standards and 
assessment are effective in stretching students 
to develop knowledge, skills and attributes that 
reflect their full potential should be changed to 
course design, development, standards and 
assessment are effective in inspiring students 
to develop knowledge, skills and attributes that 
reflect their potential.  
 
Also under teaching quality the statement 
assessment and feedback are used effectively 
in supporting students’ development, 
progression and attainment should have 
supporting changed to promoting. 
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Questions YES NO NOT 
SURE 

FREE TEXT COMMENTARY NOTES 

 
Under the learning environment the statement 
the effectiveness of resources design to 
support students’ learning… should be 
changed to say the effectiveness of resources 
designed to support multiple modes of student 
learning. 
 
Under learning environment the statement The 
learning environment is enriched by linkages 
…. Should have linkages changed to 
connections. 
 
The third statement under learning 
environment should be removed it repeats 
statements already made. 
 
Under students outcomes and learning gain 
the third statement should be removed and 
should be embedded throughout.  

Question 4 (Chapter 3)      
Do you agree that TEF 
metrics should be averaged 
over the most recent three 
years of available data?  
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons and suggest 
alternatives. 
 

√   This probably gives a more consistent picture 
of performance. 

 

Question 7 (Chapter 3)      
A) Do you agree with the 
proposed approach for the 

√     
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Questions YES NO NOT 
SURE 

FREE TEXT COMMENTARY NOTES 

provider submission? 
 

B) Do you agree with the 
proposed 15 page limit? 
 
Free text: Please explain 
your reasons and outline 
any alternative 
suggestions.  
 

√   This seems appropriate but needs to have 
clear guidance about expectations of content. 
It would help institutions focus on key 
information and if the correct guidance is given 
it would enable assessors to review these 
across a range of provision. 

 

Question 8 (Chapter 3)      
Without the list becoming 
exhaustive or prescriptive, 
we are keen to ensure that 
the examples of additional 
evidence included in Figure 
6 reflect a diversity of 
approaches to delivery. Do 
you agree with the 
examples? 
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons and suggest 
any additions or 
alternatives?  
 

√   The lists do include some key areas. In terms 
of teaching quality it would be helpful to also 
include alongside qualification and experience 
of staff who teach professional recognition 
such as HEA fellowship given that this is the 
minimum standard of most PG Cert 
programmes. It is possible some staff may 
have professional recognition indicating they 
have met these standards and not a teaching 
qualification through an award bearing 
programme. 
 
In addition it is not enough having a teaching 
qualification and/or professional recognition 
without continuing professional development 
and so some evidence of support for and 
provision of continuing professional 
development should be included. 

 

Question 9 (Chapter 4)      
A) Do you think the TEF 
should issue 
commendations? 

  √   
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Questions YES NO NOT 
SURE 

FREE TEXT COMMENTARY NOTES 

 
B) If so, do you agree with 
the areas identified above?  
 
Free text: Please indicate if 
you have any additional or 
alternative suggestions for 
areas that might be 
covered by 
commendations.   
 

   There is no information about how these would 
be used and how they would be measured 
/assessed and differentiated. As the TEF 
already enables three levels of judgement to 
be made it may be that initially that should be 
sufficient until the process has been tested and 
its robustness at making judgements 
assessed.  

 

Question 10 (Chapter 4)      
Do you agree with the 
assessment process 
proposed? 
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons and any 
alternative suggestions. 
The proposed process is 
set within a relatively tight 
timescale, reflected in the 
key dates included in 
Annex B. Responses 
should be framed within 
this context.  
 

  √ The process seems appropriate however there 
are some areas where further information 
could be provided. How many assessors 
examine each submission? What is the link 
between the assessors making a 
recommendation and the TEF panel confirming 
this could be expanded further? Is the TEF 
panel just ratifying decisions from assessors? 
For example does the recommendation go to 
the panel and no assessors are present if there 
are queries? If this is the case and for some 
reason the panel does not agree can they 
changes to proposed recommendation? 

 

Question 11 (Chapter 4)      
Do you agree that in the 
case of providers with less 
than three years of core 
metrics, the duration of the 
award should reflect the 

√   This does seem appropriate as long as once 
they have a rolling data set of three years they 
can then be given the same duration as others. 
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Questions YES NO NOT 
SURE 

FREE TEXT COMMENTARY NOTES 

number of years of core 
metrics available?  
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons.  
 
Question 12 (Chapter 5)      
Do you agree with the 
descriptions of the different 
TEF ratings proposed in 
Figure 9?  
 
Free text: Please outline 
your reasons and any 
alternative suggestions.  
 

 √  The meets expectations does provide 
statements which provide an overview. 
However the statement for both excellent and 
outstanding mean nothing without a definition 
of both of these terms. It is noted that there will 
be some common criteria although these are 
not available but the actual statements need to 
be defined if they are to be used as 
judgements. 

 

 
 


