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1. The Review of Undergraduate Education  

 
The University of Manchester has no priority higher than undergraduate education, 
nor any stakeholders more important than its undergraduate students.  Yet this is not 
always immediately apparent.  The supreme importance of research activity and 
postgraduate research training needs no strident advocacy.  The primacy of research is 
taken-for-granted, as it should be.  Research-led universities do not always give the 
impression of being equally passionate about undergraduate education, however.  This 
may be a false impression, reflecting not so much differences of commitment as 
differences in the visibility and immediacy of outcomes.  Nevertheless, there are good 
reasons for a university community such as ours to remind itself that it is 
undergraduate education that our major stakeholders – students and the families of 
students, graduates, employers, politicians, Government agencies and the wider 
community – all rightly see as the core business of universities.   
 
The Manchester 2015 Agenda therefore rightly commits The University of 
Manchester to providing undergraduate students with an educational experience and 
with educational outcomes and qualifications comparable with the best in the world.   
 
Stressing undergraduate learning thus signals no change of direction or priority.  We 
accept that a university such as ours must be outstanding in both higher learning and 
research, just as it must also accept a wide range of “third mission” responsibilities, 
regionally, nationally and internationally.       
 
 
The rest of the 2015 Agenda will be therefore be jeopardised by failure to achieve 
Goal Four, which commits The University of Manchester to providing our students 
with teachers, learning environments, teaching and learning infrastructure and 
support services equal to the best in the world. 
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Mindful of this imperative, in September 2007 The University of Manchester initiated 
a major Review of Undergraduate Education. 
 
 
2. Background 
 
The Review is seeking to identify, explore and build on superb examples of 
excellence in teaching and learning already evident in many parts of the University.  It 
has, however, also been prompted by mounting evidence across the entire UK higher 
education sector that, in spite of often heroic efforts by academic teachers to maintain 
the quality of undergraduate education, a sustained deterioration of student:staff ratios 
and all the accompanying problems arising from seriously declining per capita 
resources have made it harder and harder over recent decades for any UK university 
to maintain the quality of the undergraduate student experience.   
 
Ten years ago Sir Ron (now Lord) Dearing Chaired a National Committee of Inquiry 
into Higher Education (the Dearing Committee), whose major Report was entitled, 
Higher Education in the Learning Society.  In an “Afterword”, written 10 years later, 
Lord Dearing has said that,  
 

Anyone reading the report today and trying to evaluate what it had to say needs 
to take on board two facts and one opinion.  The first fact was that student 
numbers had doubled over the preceding five years.  The second was that on the 
basis of government plans at the time we were appointed, the unit of resource 
would have halved in 25 years.  The opinion was that we needed to become a 
learning society, broadly based and committed to it for life.1

 
The Dearing Report’s own figures and detailed analysis also recognised that the twin 
realities of enormous student number growth and declining unit-of-resource funding 
were both major trends stretching back for several decades.  
 
Recommendation Eight of the Dearing Report was that, “… with immediate effect, all 
institutions of higher education give priority to developing and implementing learning 
and teaching strategies which focus on the promotion of student learning.”  
 
The Report made clear the view of the Dearing Committee that “radical changes” 
would be required, including “changing the role of staff” and capitalising on the 
potential of ICT-based solutions, before higher education institutions could succeed in 
addressing the fundamental issues facing undergraduate education. 
 
While this “radical” agenda has not been taken up effectively over the past decade, its 
urgency has increased. 
 
The fundamental consequences of the “massification” of higher education have thus 
been shaping the development of higher education before and after the publication of 
Dearing Report.  An academic currently teaching in a UK university told THES 

                                                 
1 David Watson and Michael Amoah (Eds), The Dearing Report Ten Years On, Institute of Education, 
London, 2007, p. 175. 
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readers recently that the rise of “mass” higher education has reached the stage where 
it is no longer realistic for university teachers to expect to know the names of all their 
students, let alone to know their students personally.  Given how critical the personal 
element in learning is know to be, that was a horrifying observation. More broadly, 
we know that many students and parents are now telling universities that important 
elements of the undergraduate experience are leaving them disillusioned.  Internal and 
external surveys reinforce anecdotal evidence that in a typical Russell Group 
university, contact between students and teachers has become increasingly 
impersonal; that feedback is poor; that classrooms, laboratories and library facilities 
typically are “tired” and over-crowded; that undergraduate education does not look or 
feel like a high priority; and that the higher education is simply not living up to their 
expectations. 
 
Manchester must not delude itself into assuming that these are other people’s 
problems.  
 
Nor should the academic community take offence at this critique.  The implication is 
not that individual academics have failed, either in their dedication to students or in 
the scholarship and professionalism they bring to their teaching; it is that the pressures 
on them have mounted, decade after decade, to the point where the quality of the 
educational process is under grave threat.  The problems are structural, not personal.  
They are rooted in the rise of “mass” higher education nationally and internationally, 
and in a long history of policy and funding compromises that have placed universities 
under inexorable pressures to do more for less.   
 
The last 17 years of this process, presented in graphic form by Universities UK in its 
recent submission to the Government’s 2007 Spending Review, are presented in 
Graph One (below).  But the trend had set in long before 1989. 

 
Graph One 

 
Unit Funding in Real Terms (2001-02 prices, whole year count) DfES (not including 
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There have been funding interventions from time to time designed to reverse this 
trend, including a slight improvement from 2002-03 to 2005-06.  But these have been 
at best sticking-points in a long decline in the resourcing of higher learning going 
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back to the early 1970s.  Over many decades, the cumulative effect has placed quality 
undergraduate education in serious jeopardy.   
 
A highly professional but nevertheless depressing response to such circumstances is 
to accept the inevitable consequences of worsening student:staff ratios on traditional 
higher education structures, curricula and pedagogies, while endeavouring to mitigate 
their effects on the quality of student learning.  There is indeed something noble about 
the way the academic profession has fought to maintain academic standards over 
many years, tolerating increasing workloads and pressures in the process.  But the 
truth is that this has been a gallant rearguard action.  In the end gravely diminished 
per capita resourcing must tell on educational quality. 
 
 
3. The Scope and Focus of the Review 
 
In relation to undergraduate education, the Manchester 2015 Agenda is essentially a 
strategy for defying – and indeed reversing - the trends associated with the 
massification of UK higher education.  It seeks to do this through: 
 

 Financial strategies designed to reduce over  the long term the reliance of the 
University on public funding, and  
 

 Transformational strategies that seek to design fundamentally new approaches 
to teaching, learning and support for the undergraduate student experience 
more generally.  

 
The Undergraduate Education Review Committee has accepted the challenge of 
seeking to develop such transformational strategies.  Its purpose is to secure 
fundamental “step change” improvement in relation to undergraduate teaching and 
learning.  
 
The Review has therefore been established to embrace all aspects of teaching, 
learning, including the overall Manchester student experience.  The emphasis is on a 
“root-and branch” analysis of how we are performing currently and what we must do 
to secure the “step change” improvement we seek.  The approach has been to identify 
international best practice in relation to all key aspects of undergraduate education, 
and to develop a comprehensive set of recommendations for working towards these 
benchmarks. 
 
Tinkering at the edges will leave the University with a capacity to offer good, 
diligently taught, well managed and effectively supported undergraduate education, 
but without any realistic prospect of matching the best universities in the world in this 
crucial aspect of our Mission.   
 
The University of Manchester is not willing to settle for that.   
 
The Review will therefore involve thorough, comprehensive and, where necessary, 
radical changes in current practice.  
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The Review is not in any sense about reducing costs or saving money; it is 
emphatically and wholly focused on improving the quality of undergraduate education 
and the student experience in Manchester.    
 
A premise on which the Committee’s recommendations rest is that, in the long run, no 
university is going to achieve an enduring international reputation for excellence in 
undergraduate education unless it finds new, sustainable ways to build continuing 
and, over time, substantial quality improvement into the educational programmes and 
learning environments it offers its undergraduate students. 
 
The recommendations, taken as a whole, thus foreshadow the kinds of radical 
initiatives that the Dearing Report advocated in 1997.   
 
 
4. Terms of Reference 
 
The Review has been asked to provide advice in relation to:    
 

i. The need to ensure that undergraduate education is accorded parity of esteem 
with research activity and postgraduate research training in the plans, 
structures, resource allocation models and institutional culture of the 
University;  
 

ii. Opportunities for improving policies and/or operating procedures to improve 
the University’s performance in relation to its widening participation goals;  
 

iii. Options for improving policies and practices in relation to the setting and/or 
maintenance of academic standards to ensure that all Manchester graduates are 
assessed, and their achievements duly certified, against appropriate 
internationally recognised benchmarks of excellence;   
 

iv. Options for improving the recruitment, development, reward and recognition 
of outstanding academic teachers; 
 

v. Steps that might be taken to improve the structure, design and development of 
undergraduate curricula to ensure that curriculum development is informed by 
agreed educational purposes and priorities, and designed to maximise the 
quality of student learning;  
 

vi. Major changes in teaching practices and in the provision of tutoring, 
mentoring and academic advice to ensure that all Manchester students have 
access to highly interactive learning environments based on frequent, 
meaningful personal contact with academic teachers and mentors; 
 

vii. Opportunities for maximising the potential of on-line learning to enhance the 
quality of undergraduate education, both as a repository of rich, interactive 
learning objects and as a medium for sophisticated bilateral and unilateral 
interactions within learning communities;  
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viii. Options for changing the range, mix and quality of academic, social, cultural 
and individual support services offered to students to enhance the Manchester 
student experience; and  
 

ix. Further steps, if any, that might be taken to position Manchester as a 
destination of preference for outstanding undergraduates. 

 
 
5.  The Review Committee   
 

• President and Vice-Chancellor (Chair) 
• Professor Clive Agnew, Head of School of Environment and Development 
• Professor Kersti Börjars, Associate Dean (Undergraduate), Faculty of 

Humanities 
• Professor Phil Withers, School of Materials 
• Professor Alistair Ulph, Vice-President and Dean of the Faculty of Humanities 
• Professor Colin Stirling, Associate Vice-President (e-Learning) 
• Professor Kevin O’Brien, Associate Dean (Teaching and Learning), Faculty of 

Medical and Human Sciences 
• Ms Jan Wilkinson, University Librarian 
• Albert McMenemy, Registrar and Secretary 
• Professor Pat Bailey, Associate Dean (Teaching and Learning), Faculty of 

Engineering and Physical Sciences 
• Professor Richard Reece, Associate Dean (Undergraduate), Faculty of Life 

Sciences 
• Professor Mike Luger, Director of the Manchester Business School 
• Tom Skinner, General Secretary, UMSU 
• Jeff Meddemmen, Academic Affairs Office, UMSU 
• Secretary: Louise Walmsley, Head of the Teaching and Learning Support 

Office 
 
 
6. The Review Structure and Timetable 

 
The Review of Undergraduate Education operates through an overarching 
Undergraduate Education Review Committee, Chaired by the President and Vice-
Chancellor.  
 
The Review Committee is responsible for overseeing the work of eight separate Task 
Forces, each focused on a particular aspect of the overall task.  The Committee seeks 
to meld the work of these individual Task Forces into a comprehensive analysis of 
opportunities for improvement.  Its primary responsibility is to consolidate the 
findings of the Task Forces into a range of Recommendations to the Senate and the 
Board of Governors.  
 
A major Briefing Paper was prepared over the summer of 2007 to identify the specific 
areas upon which each Task Force would focus, and to suggest approaches that the 
Task Forces might take. 
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Each Task Force completed a preliminary Report before the end of December 2007, 
and this Interim Report has been based on the Task Force Reports.  The Interim 
Report is being presented to the Senate on 6 February, 2008, before going to the 
Faculty and Schools Conference later in February and the Board of Governors 
Conference in March. 
 
While further work needs to be done, and further advice taken, before finalising the 
Report of the Undergraduate Education Review, it is anticipated that Senate may wish 
to adopt certain of the recommendations on 6 February.  Proposals to that effect will 
be made where the recommendation concerned appears non-controversial and/or 
where early adoption is necessary to facilitate implementation for the 2008-09 
academic year. 
 
The Review Committee plans to produce a final Report by the end of April 2008. 
 
 
7. Preliminary Recommendations 
 
The eight separate Task Forces, each charged with reviewing a specific aspect of the 
overall undergraduate educational experience, have each arrived at a set of 
preliminary recommendations.  These are as follows: 
 
 Task Force One: Admissions and Standards (Chair: Professor Clive Agnew)  
 
The University is the UK’s most popular undergraduate destination.  Whilst we 
recruit highly qualified students, we are moving further away from our HESA 
institutional benchmarks for widening participation.  We aim to be an inclusive 
institution and therefore need to adopt more systematic measures to enable 
identification and selection of the best possible students from all educational 
backgrounds.  Our graduates are more likely to gain a first class degree (14%) than at 
most other UK Universities, but this equates to over 1000 students.  We need more 
sophisticated measures of academic performance to identify the most outstanding 
students and to recognise this achievement through a ‘medalist’ list.  Furthermore, the 
Burgess Report (2007) recommends the adoption of a Higher Education Achievement 
Report (HEAR) to recognise a wider range of academic and non academic 
achievement.  This is commensurate with broadening the undergraduate curriculum at 
the University to include citizenship and other forms of civic engagement. 
 
R1: The University should explore options for assessing the educational potential 
of applicants from educationally disadvantaged backgrounds, and use its best 
endeavours to develop meritocratic admissions procedures based on sound, 
defensible principles designed to facilitate widening participation.  Such 
procedures will necessitate moving towards a transparent system involving a 
range of entry grades facilitating the use of differential offers to our applicant 
pool.  
 
R2: The University should consider introducing a range of University of 
Manchester Medals, or some alternative scheme, for identifying and rewarding 
virtuoso graduates deserving recognition as the equal of the best graduates of the 
best undergraduate teaching universities in the world. 
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R3: The University should give consideration to providing all students with a 
formal Higher Education Achievement Report (HEAR) at the end of their 
undergraduate education, in addition to providing certification based on more 
traditional degree classifications.  
 
 
Task Force Two: Appointment, Promotion and Support of Academic Teachers 
(Chair: Professor Kersti Börjars) 
 
In order for the University to change the quality of the learning experience of our 
students, it is crucial that staff are given unambiguous messages at every level about 
the importance of high quality teaching and learning, and the relation between this 
and the University’s high research ambitions.  A number of local changes can go 
some ways towards achieving this; for instance making sure that all staff are involved 
in teaching at all levels, including first year undergraduate units.  The perception that 
there is a “privateness” to teaching needs to be reversed; there needs to be a more 
robust approach to peer review, and teaching and learning needs to play a bigger role 
in PDR discussions.  Celebrating high achievement in teaching and learning through 
awards also plays a part.  However, the main structural factors involved in a re-
evaluation of teaching and learning have been identified to be related to the role of 
this activity in appointment and promotion of staff and it is on this that our main 
recommendations focus. 

 
R4: That a small group be established to build on the recommendations of Task 
Force 2 to develop clear promotion criteria (with associated evidence 
requirements) for the different career tracks which involve teaching and which 
reflect the range of activities which enhance the student experience.  This group 
should report by 1 April 2008. 
 
R5: Job descriptions and person specifications for posts involving teaching 
should contain specific enough reference to teaching and learning to ensure that 
a detailed discussion of this area forms a part of the interview.  As part of the 
selection process for positions involving teaching responsibilities, applicants 
should be asked (i) to provide explicit evidence of teaching skills and abilities, 
and (ii) to identify a referee or referees able to evaluate the capability and 
commitment they bring to teaching responsibilities.    
 
R6: The University should ensure that there are two separate promotion tracks 
for staff involved in teaching; (Senior) Lecturer and (Senior) Teaching Fellow 
and that teaching and learning play an important role in both types of 
promotion. 
 
 
Task Force Three: Financial and Structural Arrangements Supporting 
Undergraduate Education (Chair: Professor Phil Withers)  
 
Task Force 3 was established to evaluate the priority and commitment accorded to 
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undergraduate education in the overall institutional culture of The University of 
Manchester, and to advise on:  

• Steps that might be taken to ensure parity of esteem between undergraduate 
education, on the one hand, and research and research training, on the other, 
both within the formal management and oversight of the University and the 
consciousness of the University community; and 

• The case for extending current arrangements in parts of the University under 
which responsibility for teaching and learning is strengthened through the 
provision of separate structural and budgetary arrangements. 

 
The Task Force acknowledged that in order for The University of Manchester to be a 
premium provider of world-class undergraduate education, it must adopt a powerful 
commitment to teaching and learning expressed in the plans, priorities, values and 
structures of the University.  A wide range of examples of best practice were 
examined across the University involving a variety of budgetary models.  In reaching 
recommendations to strengthen and underpin this objective its attention was focused 
on three major elements: Budgetary Structures, Education Management Structures, 
and Education Administration Structures. 
 
R7: The University should ensure that clear, usable information on the revenue 
flows and full economic costs arising from undergraduate education are available to 
all teaching staff, together with a clear understanding of the financial implications 
of various methods, structures and approaches to teaching and learning, including 
course proliferation and class size. 
 
R8: All Schools should use a properly structured work allocation model based on 
generic institutional guidance and designed to promote programme structures, 
curriculum design and development, and approaches to pedagogy and student 
learning that optimise student learning outcomes. 
 
R9: Consideration should be given to changing patterns and priorities of investment 
in academic staffing to facilitate the provision of academic mentoring and advising 
for all students across their entire academic programme.  
 
 
Task Force Four: Curriculum Design and Development (Chair: Professor Alan 
Gilbert) 
 
Curriculum conceptualisation, design and development may contribute to “step 
change” improvement in undergraduate learning in two primary ways. 
 
First, a fundamental transition from a “smorgasbord” approach (arising from a more 
or less anarchic process of unit, course and programme proliferation over time) to a 
more carefully planned, managed and regularly reviewed approach, is likely (despite 
recent moves in this direction in several Schools) to reduce academic workloads, 
especially in relation to preparation time, and thus release time for richer, more 
personal, less formal interactions with student learning. 
 
Care will need to be taken in this process to retain generous curriculum choices for 



 11

students.  The issue is to optimise a number of desirable outcomes, including the 
range of student choice and the richness of the learning experience within the 
programme chosen. 
 
The second major benefit anticipated from a serious reappraisal of curriculum 
conceptualisation and design is the introduction of a much more conscious, explicit 
and formative sense of the purposes of undergraduate learning at all levels and in all 
aspects of the Manchester learning experience.  Contemporary international research 
into the quality of undergraduate learning is placing major emphasis on the 
importance of the linkage between purposeful teaching and quality learning outcomes.   
 
Manchester undergraduates should therefore know in advance, for example, that the 
academic programme they are undertaking has been designed, developed, accredited 
and assessed: 
 

 To develop critical thinking and higher order conceptual, reasoning and analytical 
skills, 
 

 To promote mastery of a discipline, 
 

 To challenge and equip students to confront personal values and make ethical 
judgements,  
 

 To prepare graduates for citizenship and leadership in diverse, global 
environments, 
 

 To broaden intellectual and cultural interests, 
 

 To prepare graduates for professional and vocational work, and 
 

 To develop advanced skills of written and verbal communication. 
 

It should have been made clear to them at registration that these purposes will be 
pursued, by different means and with differing emphases, in all the courses and units 
they undertake in the University, and that the University, in assessing the quality of 
the undergraduate education it offers, will seek evidence of educational value-adding 
in relation to each of the purposes to which it is committed. 
 
R10: The University should adopt a clear statement setting out the purposes it 
seeks to achieve in all its undergraduate courses as a means of ensuring that all 
Manchester students have systematically developed and monitored opportunities 
for broad educational, vocational, intellectual and personal development. 
 
R11: The University should adopt a matrix setting out the Purposes of Higher 
Education similar to that presented in the appendix, and should use this matrix 
as a basis for (i) evaluating the appropriateness of course proposals and (ii) 
assessing the outcomes of student learning. 
 
R12: Those responsible for developing and maintaining undergraduate curricula 
in all Schools and Faculties should undertake regular, systematic reviews of 
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curriculum development and delivery to ensure that educational standards are 
not being compromised by the academic staff workload implications of course 
proliferation. 
 
R13: Curricula should be designed around pedagogical principles providing for 
highly interactive learning, significant elements of formative assessment and 
timely, high quality personal feed-back on learning processes and outcomes.     

R14: The University should give priority to establishing an Undergraduate 
Curriculum Sub-Committee of Senate to assume responsibility to Senate for: 

a) Evaluating all curriculum changes and programme proposals 
recommended by Schools and Faculties to determine whether they are 
academically appropriate and financially sustainable, and making 
recommendations to Senate accordingly; 

b) Reviewing the University’s academic programmes regularly and 
systematically to ensure that the design, development, delivery and 
assessment of curricula are shaped by the learning outcomes identified in 
the introduction to the work of this Task Force; 

c) Ensuring, in the interests of student learning, that a proper balance is 
maintained between the breadth of curricula and the capacity of the 
University to provide high quality, highly interactive, personal learning 
environments, both face-to-face and on-line;  

d) Initiating suggestions to the Schools and Faculties about steps that might be 
taken to improve their curricula and programmes; and 

e) Reporting annually to Senate on the success of the University in adhering to 
the University’s norms governing small group teaching and access for all 
students to effective mentoring and advising. 

R15: Senate should consider establishing this Curriculum Sub-Committee with 
the following membership: Chair of Senate or nominee (Chair); Vice-President 
(Teaching and Learning); Associate Deans (Teaching and Learning) of all 
Faculties; four members of Senate elected by the Senate; two student members 
nominated by the Students’ Union.  [Secretary: Head, Teaching and Learning 
Support Office]. 

 

Task Force Five: Personalised Learning (Chair: Professor Alistair Ulph) 
 
The two principle characteristics of personalised learning identified by Task Force 5 
were scale (allowing students to interact with tutors on an individual or small group 
basis), and choice (by students, with personal guidance by academic staff, of what to 
study, within a coherent curriculum, and how and when to learn).  Our analysis of 
how Schools might provide smaller group sizes (or more time for advising) within 
existing staffing resources revealed an important trade-off between these two 
characteristics, since the most effective way of doing this is to reduce the number of 
units offered.  We emphasise the need for proper support for personalised learning by 
students, through every student having an academic adviser, the establishment of a 
unit to support students find their most effective ways of learning, and greater use of 
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peer-assisted study sessions.  Finally we argue that enquiry-based learning, broadly 
defined, provides one effective way of delivering more personalised learning. 
 
R16: To enable all students to have the opportunity to work in small groups, 
Schools must consider both the appropriate mix of teaching staff (e.g. lecturers, 
teaching fellows, properly trained GTAs) employed and the balance between the 
number of units offered and the size of small groups that teaching staff can 
support 
 
R17: All students must have access to an academic advisor with whom they can 
develop a meaningful discussion to include academic progress, skill acquisition, 
approaches to learning and academic choices. 
 
R18: A Personalised Learning Centre should be established to support students 
to develop their personal and academic skills, provide diagnostic testing in key 
skill areas, and support staff in their implementation of personalised learning. 
 
 
Task Force Six: On-Line Learning (Chair: Professor Colin Stirling) 
 
The Task Force makes a series of recommendations designed to embed e-Learning as 
a key element of the teaching and learning culture of the University.  It further aims to 
enhance the University’s reputation for teaching excellence and to provide a richly 
interactive and stimulating environment for students and staff alike.  A robust and 
sustainable infrastructure will be required for the development of high quality digital 
content, delivered by sound educational methods.  Investment in the necessary 
infrastructure has already begun with the rapid deployment of Blackboard and the 
restructuring of e-Learning support structures. 
 
R19: The University should commit itself to being a leader in the development 
and application of e-learning, not as an end in itself, but as a means of providing 
the richest possible learning environments for students and recognising the 
increasing familiarity with and reliance on on-line and other digital services and 
solutions by contemporary students for accessing, evaluating, analysing and 
presenting information. 
 
R20: Blackboard should be confirmed as the University’s preferred virtual 
learning environment system, and every individual student should have a 
presence in Blackboard from September 2008. 
 
R21: Priority should be given to exploiting on-line services and solutions as a 
means of providing, as a matter of course, all students with opportunities for 
rich, personal learning interactions both with teaching staff and with other 
students. 
 
R22: To facilitate the adoption of e-learning, templates and on-line tutorials 
should be prepared and support/training staff identified to assist academic staff 
wishing to transfer teaching and learning materials into Blackboard. 
 
R23: Every student should be able to access all relevant programme/unit 
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information by virtue of their automatic enrolment in Blackboard. 
 
R24: All course units should have a dedicated on-line teaching space providing 
for high levels of interaction, formal and informal, between students and 
teachers (on both a one-to-one and a group basis) as well as between individual 
students and within groups of students. 
 
R25: Consideration should be given by the Planning and Resources Committee 
to adjusting the University’s basic funding model to create financial incentives 
for the adoption of on-line learning. 
 
 
Task Force Seven: Library and Information Services (Co-Chairs: Ms. Jan 
Wilkinson and Professor Kevin O’Brien)  
 
Students and staff expect access to contemporary teaching accommodation that is 
adequately equipped for a range of learning and teaching styles, and that is also 
conveniently situated near to their School.  Furthermore, the 21st century internet 
connected student will increasingly use a range of on and off campus services via both 
University and personal (increasingly mobile) devices.  We envisage the need for high 
quality on-campus services coupled with provision of infrastructure to enable mobile 
access to services both on and off campus.  Students will use a mixture of University 
services (delivered, where possible, in an integrated manner through  
Internet/Portal technology) and outsourced University services where these offer  
clear benefit.  
 
R26: Priority should be given to the integration of traditional library services  
with increasingly sophisticated on-line environments through the high-level  
integration of planning and management in these areas. 
 
R27: Serious consideration should be given within the capital planning processes  
of the University to the quality of the physical environments and facilities  
available for undergraduate education, and, in particular, to the development of  
a world class “information commons” based on a hub and spoke model 
providing students with amenable social and informal working space designed 
around access to Library and other on-line information services. 
 
 
Task Force Eight: Student Support Services (Chair: Mr Albert McMenemy) 
 
From the beginning, Task Force 8 welcomed the fact that student support services, 
defined comprehensively, had its own Task Force.  However, it was also recognised 
that future provision and prioritisation of student support services would inevitably be 
influenced strongly by the recommendations emanating from the other Task Forces 
and this is reflected in our recommendation.  The Task Force undertook valuable 
research in the course of its work, some of which will now be implemented in day to 
day operations, and considered carefully the implications of that research alongside 
their knowledge of the sector.  This led to the conclusion that optimising the first year 
experience, academically, socially and residentially was of particular importance with 
regard to the quality of the student experience and learning outcomes.  In addition, the 
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patchiness of the policy framework in these areas required further concentrated work.  
As referred to above, we expect that one inevitable outcome of the overall review 
process will be a re-prioritisation of resources which may lead to organisational 
change and ways of working 
 
R28: The University should develop a more informed set of priorities for 
investing in the quality of the environments that shape the Manchester student 
experience and that influence the quality of learning outcomes. 
 
In undertaking this work, particular consideration should be given to: 
 
(i) optimising the first year student experience, academically, socially and 

residentially and: 
(ii) further developing the policy framework and the funding and organisational 

arrangements which underpin the student experience and learning outcomes. 
 
 
 
Professor Alan Gilbert 
Chair 
Undergraduate Education Review 
 
 
29 January 2008 
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The Purposes 
of a Manchester 
Education 
 

 
Graduate Attributes 

 
Assessment Criteria 

 
1. To develop critical 
thinking and higher 
order conceptual 
reasoning and 
analytical skills 

 
Manchester graduates will have been encouraged to develop their 
intellectual curiosity, will have  learned how to learn, will have a 
clear grasp of the fundamental differences between fact and 
opinion, truth and falsity, validity and invalidity, and will have 
acquired the basic intellectual tools of logical analysis and critical 
inquiry.  

 
Logical reasoning 
 
Analysis 
 
Synthesis 
 
Evaluation 
 

 
 
 
2. To promote 
mastery of a 
discipline 

 
 
Manchester graduates will have mastered the epistemological, 
methodological and essential knowledge base of at least one 
discipline or taught in the University, acquiring a basic 
understanding of the processes of inquiry and research through 
which existing paradigms are evaluated and new knowledge 
created in that discipline or disciplines 

 
Knowledge 
 
Epistemology 
 
Methodology 
 
Comprehension 
 
Application 
 

 
 
 
3. To broaden 
intellectual and 
cultural interests 

 
 
Manchester graduates will be encouraged to value knowledge for 
its own sake, and to appreciate virtuosity and creativity, whether  in 
art, music, literature or any other medium through which human 
discourse and human culture are advanced and enriched. 

 
Intellectual curiosity 
 
Cultural awareness 
 
Understanding of the historical development and 
cultural context of particular traditions, disciplines or 
bodies of knowledge 
 

 
 
4. To prepare 
graduates for 
professional and 
vocational work 

Manchester graduates in professional disciplines will have the 
knowledge and advanced technical skills demanded in a an 
increasingly sophisticated and rapidly changing professional 
workplace, and will have been provided with opportunities to 
develop accompanying skills of initiative, teamwork and 
professional communication. 

 
Professional knowledge 
 
Professional Skills 
 
Professional Qualities 
 
Communication and Team work 

Appendix  ELABORATING THE PURPOSES OF A MANCHESTER 
UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 
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5. To challenge and 
equip students to 
confront personal 
values and make 
ethical judgements 

 
 
Manchester graduates will have been provided with opportunities 
to develop personal qualities of independence of mind and to take 
responsibility for the values, norms, assumptions and beliefs that 
guide their behaviour as individuals and citizens.  

 
Ethical awareness 
 
Grasp of ethical principles 
 
Awareness of relevant professional ethics 
 

 
6. To prepare 
graduates for 
citizenship and 
leadership 
in diverse, global 
environments 
 

 
 
 
Manchester graduates will have been encouraged and enabled to 
confront their own civic values and responsibilities as local, 
regional and global citizens. 

 
Awareness of social, political and environmental 
issues 
 
Sense of social responsibility 
 
Leadership skills 

 
7. To develop 
advanced skills of 
written and verbal 
communication 
 

 
 
Manchester graduates will be equipped with advanced skills of 
written and verbal communication.  

 
Ability to communicate verbally and in writing 
lucidly, accurately, relevantly, succinctly and 
engagingly   

 
8. To promote 
equality and diversity

 
Manchester graduates will have been educated in an environment 
that embraces and values cultural diversity, and that is 
fundamentally committed to equality of opportunity regardless of 
gender, race, disability, religious or other beliefs, sexual orientation 
or age. 

 
A key consideration informing the design, 
development, delivery and assessment of all 
Manchester curricula 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


