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ACADEMIC COLLABORATION COMMITTEE

Minutes of the Fifty-third meeting (second of 2010-11) of the Academic Collaboration Committee, held on Thursday 13 January 2011 at 2.30pm in Room QA75, Maritime Greenwich Campus.

10/11.2.1 PRESENT:

Richard Blackburn (Science)



Fiona Conlan (International Partnerships Manager)

Keith Cowlard (RAPU)
Corine Delage (A&C)
Lorraine Gaskin (OSA)

Mamood Gousy (HSC)

Chris Harper (LQU)
(Secretary)

Maggie Leharne (ILS)

Simon Jarvis (DVC – Academic Development) (Chair)
Robert Mayor (BUS)
Peter Morris (CMS)





Zoe Pettit (HSS)





Emma Price (LQU)

APOLOGIES:
Gordon Ade-Ojo (EDU); Stuart Allan (A&C) 

Burge Apampa (Pharm) Wendy Cealey Harrison (Head of LQU); 
Jo Cullinane (BUS); Gavin Farmer (EDU); Alasdair Grant (ENG); Henry Hill (OSA); Colin Jones (BUS); Srinivas Uppu (SUUG)



In attendance: 


David Armour-Chelu (ENG); Andrew Haggart (SCI); 



Robert Holden (A&C)

MINUTES OF LAST MEETING

10/11.2.2
The minutes of the previous meeting held on 14 October 2010 were confirmed.


MATTERS ARISING (not already covered on the Agenda)

10/11.2.3
(a)
 Minute 10/11.1.3 (a) Partner College Utilisation of VLEs

It was reported that the next Partnership Development Group meeting on 26 January 2011 will be themed around E-Learning and the use of VLE’s by Partner Colleges in their teaching and learning. Several Colleges will provide presentations on various aspects of how they use VLE’s.
(b) Minute 10/11.1.3 (b) Partnership Recruitment & Progression 2005-2008

Bexley College: a follow-up meeting had been convened by RAPU in December 2010 to discuss ‘special measures’ to be introduced in relation to some of the programmes within the College’s HE provision.

ACTION: Karen Ingram (Bexley College HE Co-ordinator) to provide a report for the next meeting of ACC, outlining measures and progress made. The College’s IQER Summative Review was taking place in January 2011.
New York College Athens – the DVC (Academic Development) had met with senior representatives of New York College and impressed upon them the need to revisit entry qualifications and achieve consistency in the recruitment process. It had also been agreed the NYC would revisit their induction and student support processes in order to aid student retention.
(c)
Minute 10/11.1.4 ACC Annual Report 2009/2010 to Academic Council
ACC Secretary reported that this had been accepted by Academic Council at its meeting on 25 November 2010. 
(d) Minute 10/11.1.11 Collaborative Audit: Institutional Briefing Paper
VCG had approved the final version and this had been sent to the QAA in November 2010.

(e) Minute 10/11.1.12  Collaborative Register
It was reported that this, together with other key documentation relating to collaborations were be incorporated within the Sharepoint document management system.

(f) Minute 10/11.13 IQER Summative Review
The Centre for Work Based Learning and Employer Engagement had completed a project designed to explore the scope and nature of work-based learning activity within University Foundation Degrees. The rationale for the study was to identify ‘exemplar good practice in approaches to work-based learning offered by providers of Foundation degrees’. The findings of the project would inform and support Partner Colleges and University Schools when planning and implementing, work-based learning activities for their students. 
ACTION: Project findings to be discussed at Learning and Quality Committee on 19 January 2011. A project dissemination seminar would be held at Medway campus on the 2 February 2011.
(g) Minute 10/11.1.16 Student Representation in Partner Colleges
It was reported that the Representation and Democracy Co-ordinator from the Students Union was in contact with Partner Colleges with a view to providing on-line training for student representatives.

PREPARATION FOR COLLABORATIVE PROVISION AUDIT 2011
10/11.2.4
ACC received a verbal update regarding briefing of staff and preparation for the Partner Link Visits. The audit team had selected the following partners: 
(a) Hadlow College on 21 March 2011 with particular reference to:

BSc/FD Animal Conservation & Biodiversity (Science) and 

BSc Landscape Management (A&C) programmes
(b) West London College on 24 March 2011 with particular reference to the BSc Computing (CMS) programme
(c) School of Business and Computer Science (SBCS) Trinidad on 17 March 2011 with particular reference to the School of Architecture and Construction programmes: 
MSc Occupational Hygiene; 
MSc Occupational Health and Safety; 
MSc Safety, Health and Environment

BSc Occupational Safety, Health and Environment
(d) University of Modern Sciences and Arts (MSA) Egypt on 14 March 2011 with particular reference to the School of Engineering programmes:
BSc Computer Systems Engineering; 
BSc Electrical Communications & Electronic Engineering

BSc Industrial Systems Engineering
10/11.2.5
The auditors would meet with senior staff; teaching and support staff and students to gain an understanding (from a partner perspective) of how the University maintained academic standards and supported the quality of learning opportunities. Documentation relating to the 4 partners, covering partnership approval and review; programme approval and review; annual monitoring of programmes; external examiner reports inclusive of school responses and student handbooks had been requested by the audit team.
ACTION: 
PLV documentation to be dispatched to the QAA by 31 January 2011 – LQU

Schedule for PLV meetings and briefing of partner staff, including the testing

of virtual links for SBCS and MSA, to be undertaken – LQU
QAA OUTCOMES OF COLLABORATIVE AUDIT

10/11.2.6
The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) is producing short thematic briefing papers, describing features of good practice and summarising recommendations from 30 Collaborative Audit reports from the previous audit cycle 2005-2007. The Outcomes papers are intended to identify features of good practice. The QAA advise that the papers should be best viewed as a stimulus to reflection and further development, rather than as a model for emulation.

10/11.2.7
ACC received a paper which considered the first 2 reports published addressing partner and programme approvals/reviews to date and formal agreements.
Approval and review of partnership and programmes

10/11.2.8
The QA paper identified that approval of a partner typically involves consideration of the following factors and attendant risks: compatibility with the awarding institution; the partner's capacity to maintain the academic standards of the awards and the partner's capacity to offer learning opportunities of sufficient quality. 
10/11.2.9
The overview, submitted by LQU, referred to the introduction of the Partner Scrutiny Panel as part of its quality framework. The case for a new partnership is considered by the Partner Scrutiny Panel (PSP) chaired by the DVC (Academic Development), which reports to Academic Council. All approved partnerships are kept under review by PSP, and are subject to reappraisal with a view to renewal or discontinuation. As part of the process, PSP: 

· considers a partner context document which states its ethos and educational objectives. The University’s Collaborative Strategy states that prospective partners should have similar aims, missions and objectives to the University (compatability with the awarding institution).

· considers due diligence reports which meets the Code of Practice Section 2: Precept A9 which states that 'an awarding institution should undertake, with due diligence, an investigation to satisfy itself about the good standing of a prospective partner or agent, and of their capacity to fulfil their designated role in the arrangement'. (the partner's capacity to maintain the academic standards of the awards) 
· receives an institutional visit report which addresses Code of Practice Section 2: Precept A12 which states that ‘the awarding institution is ultimately responsible for ensuring the quality of learning opportunities offered through a collaborative arrangement’ (the partner's capacity to offer learning opportunities of sufficient quality).
· is responsible for the reappraisal of all partnerships at least once every five years – or earlier if significant concerns about the partnership have been raised.

10/11.2.10
The introduction of PSP has created a clearer process providing demarcation between partner approval/review and programme approval/review.  Further honing of the process may have to take place with regard to scheduling of partner reviews and a possible synchronisation with programme reviews across subject areas.  

Frameworks, guidance and formal agreements
10/11.2.11
The thrust of the paper examines the frameworks and typologies used by institutions to describe their collaborative activities, the nature of the formal agreements between institutions and their partners, and the related guidance provided to collaborative partners. Recommendations in this context focused on the need for clarity in the use of terms and their procedural implications.
10/11.2.12
Institutions generally aligned their quality assurance arrangements to ensure the maintenance of equivalent quality and academic standards in collaborative provision. This approach meant that matters relating to collaborative provision were not dealt with in isolation. Many reports noted additions and refinements made to institutional quality assurance systems when applied to collaborative arrangements and their particular risks.
10/11.2.13
Recommendations in audit reports focused on a number of key areas: the effectiveness of central oversight; the consistency of local implementation and practice; and the clarity of structures and responsibilities. Many of the types of pitfalls identified, focused on the maintenance of central oversight of collaborative activity, and ensuring consistency in the way procedures were operated across the range of partnerships.
10/11.2.14
Recommendations addressed various respects in which the relationship between institutional typologies and quality management arrangements for CP raised concerns for audit teams about security of quality and standards. These concerns derived from:
(a) ambiguous or incomplete typologies and registers of collaborative provision. Particular reference was made to articulation arrangements and the need to consider the advisability of reviewing institutional procedures for the approval, monitoring and review of articulations
(b) accreditation arrangements were the subject of some concern. In one case, the concerns were such as to produce an overall judgement of limited confidence. The key factor in this outcome was the audit team's view that 'the University's model of accreditation has not enabled the University reliably to ensure that its partners can sustain the requirements of accreditation'. Several reports focussed on the monitoring process and the effectiveness of the accrediting institution's oversight of the management of quality and standards by the accredited partner.
(c) Liaison and support arrangements illustrated a great variety of developments to facilitate effective communication between awarding and partner institutions and to support quality and standards. Numerous advisory and networking initiatives were associated with features of good practice. These included generic key features such as link tutor systems; administrative support and guidance; cross-membership of boards and committees; regional college structures; partnership events and sharing of good practice and staff development. Recommendations on link tutor arrangements showed a general concern with the need, in largely devolved structures, for a consistent system of link tutors providing the awarding institution with a secure general overview of its maintenance of quality and standards.
10/11.2.15
In discussing the issues raised above, ACC noted:
(a) the recent introduction of a number of revised quality procedures for all provision, including CP. These are all aimed at increasing the robustness of these procedures and the effectiveness of central oversight of the provision. It provides a framework within which responsibility for the implementation of University policy and strategy is delegated to local level, while following a common set of University requirements.

(b) the Collaborative Provision Strategy has been reviewed and endorsed by Academic Council (June 2010) which entailed, amongst other things, the further development of a shared vision for the University’s Partner College Network and the development of more sophisticated financial models for CP.

(c) with regard to institutional typography the University is clear regarding its models of collaboration i.e. franchised programmes, validated programmes and externally validated programmes.

(d)  articulation arrangements are clearly defined in the Quality Assurance Handbook. This involves a formal link between the University and an external partner, providing a guarantee that a COHORT of students, who achieve an agreed standard in a programme at the partner, will be able to progress to a particular stage of an award-bearing programme in the University, provided there is a close curriculum ’fit’ for articulation purposes. Students may gain an exit award from the partner at the point of transfer to the University, although this is not always the case. Since 2008, all new articulation arrangements are subject to formal authorisation by APC.
ACTION: to ensure that the list of articulation agreements within the Collaborative Register reflects only those agreements which are still applicable – Partnership Division

(e) Accreditation (not individual APEL) is referred to (at Greenwich) as External credit-rating. External credit-rating is the process by which the University makes a judgement about the volume and level of academic credit which can be awarded for courses or training programmes offered by other institutions or agencies and subject primarily to that organisation’s regulations and quality regime. This credit-rating is undertaken by a School (or Campus) Credit-Rating Group which reports to the relevant School Quality committees. Ongoing external moderation of standards takes place through an appointment of an external examiner OR identification of a member of University staff as a moderator. Ongoing quality monitoring takes place through record keeping by the external provider and annual monitoring via the host School with a three-yearly renewal process.
ACTION: LQU to audit External Credit Rating activities of individual Schools.

(f) Formal partner agreements (Memorandum of Agreement), which are legally binding and clarify responsibilities of the University and Partner, have been revised. There is a standard template but inevitably there may be some customisation e.g. reference to local legislation.  
(g) Liaison and support arrangements have been addressed through enhancements in the role of the Link Tutors, contained within the Quality Assurance Handbook and discussed at the Link Tutors conference.  
ACTION: It was further agreed that a verbal progress report with regard to the University Collaborative Strategy should be submitted to the next meeting of ACC
- DVC (Academic Development).
 QAA CODE OF PRACTICE SECTION 2: COLLABORATIVE PROVISION AND FLEXIBLE AND DISTRIBUTED LEARNING
10/11.2.16
The QAA had recently published an amplified version of Section 2 of the Code of Practice. ACC received a paper from LQU which mapped current University procedures against the Precepts and amplification thereof in the revised version. ACC concluded that University practices were in accordance with the Code of Practice guidelines. 

ACTION: ACC Secretary to circulate paper to SDLQs and Link Tutors

2009-2010 ANNUAL MONITORING OF COLLABORATIVE NETWORKS

(a) CMS Network

A Network Monitoring Report was received from the School Director of International Collaborations. The report covered the network of top-up degrees, three year degrees and postgraduate provision in overseas centres. ACC welcomed the report and recognized that this was the first submission of such an overarching report.
It was agreed that the report could be enhanced by the incorporation of updated commentary and analysis relating to student performance and attainment (commentary in relation to the period 2005-2008 had been provided in a separate paper). The report stated that analysis of course and programme statistics was being undertaken for the period 2009/2010. This would provide a good foundation for commentary to support the intrinsic knowledge of key CMS staff.
It was further suggested that the report should include greater commentary and emphasis on Centre Annual Monitoring reports, student opinion, external examiners reports and the feedback received from the Regional Link Tutors. In this way an action plan could be derived which identified key issues in relation to academic standards and quality of learning opportunities.

ACTION: CMS Director of International Collaborations to submit revised report to May 2011 meeting of ACC.    
(b) LLS Network Colleges
This monitoring report related to the College network which offered the following University awards: CertEd/PGCE DTTLS and Additional Diplomas in Literacy, ESOL and Numeracy. The report from the Network Coordinator drew upon the individual college monitoring reports.
ACC commended the report and the way in which it identified issues and progress made in their resolution. Areas of good practice included enhancement of the role of link tutors; the creation of regional clusters which aided partnership management and dissemination of information; network events involving teaching and support staff; standardization and moderation procedures in relation to assessment and the provision of study material.
NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY RESULTS 2010
10/11.2.17
ACC received an extract from the National Student Survey 2010 Review Results (September 2010) prepared by Planning and Statistics. The extract related to satisfaction scores from those students studying in the University Partner Colleges plus Guildford College of Further and Higher Education and Bird College. Response rates in the main survey were generally lower than those attained for campus based students, though Bromley, Hadlow, Orpington and GCC colleges had attained response rates higher than the overall mean. 

10/11.2.18
Overall the responses relating to teaching, assessment, resources and support were satisfactory with many areas evidencing a score higher than the University mean. It was noted that a number of satisfaction scores for Bird College fell below 50%


ACTION: Zoe Pettit (SDLQ Humanities and Social Science) to further investigate the nature of such low scores, ascertain the College response and report back to March 2011 meeting of ACC.


It was reported that Colleges had reported difficulty in accessing and analysing the NSS Survey results. It was agreed that PAS should provide further guidance to Colleges to facilitate commentary as part of ongoing monitoring.
 
COLLABORATIVE PROVISION UPDATE
10/11.2.19
The Head of RAPU reported that in relation to the Partner College Network:

· Consultation with Partners on reshaping Partnership activity had followed the Strategic Planning Vision Day in Mid October
· Partner College Guide had been updated following publication of QAH in early November

· Implications of Government interpretation of Browne Report for UoG had been discussed with Principals of Partner Colleges at PSPM 

· New Service Level Agreement had been circulated for  consultation across University and Colleges during October and November

Keith Cowlard, attending his last meeting of ACC before retirement, was thanked for his report and contribution to the Committee over a number of years.
10/11.2.20
ACC received an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Partner Scrutiny Group held on 8 December 2010. PSP had given initial approval to two new partners to proceed to the next stage (due diligence, partner context document and institutional level visit). These being: 

(a)
ERC Vietnam – This proposal was for an additional site in Vietnam for ERC Institute, which is already in partnership with the University at its site in Singapore. PSP had agreed that as this new site would be in a different country a due diligence check would be undertaken along with an institutional level visit. 
(b)
Techno Group – This proposal came through the Indian Business Centre for franchised Masters level programmes to be delivered at the proposed partner’s, Salt Lake City Campus in Kolkuta. Techno Group are required to submit a Partner Context Document for the Indian operation. Due diligence would be completed once the Partner Context Document had been considered. 

The following Partnership Reviews and associated schedule had been agreed: 

(c) Hong Kong Management Association (2010/2011)
(d) International Leadership Institute (2012/2013)
(e) New York College Athens and Thessaloniki (2011/2012)
(f) Pioneer Institute of Business and Technology (2010/2011) 
(g) Unisoft IT Limited (2010/2011)
(h) School of Business and Computer Science, Trinidad (2010/2011) 
Partnership Discontinuations 
The partnership with the London College of Advanced Studies has been mutually discontinued with immediate effect. 

Criteria for Approval
The Panel has developed a set of criteria for the approval of partnerships. These have been divided into essential and desirable criteria. These criteria will be included within the Quality Assurance Handbook as an appendix. 


COLLABORATIVE PARTNER APPROVAL/REVIEW REPORTS
10/11.2.21
ACC received a report from the Approval/Review Reports Scrutiny Group. The following reports had been received:

International

Architecture and Construction

(a) Review of MSc Portfolio (Property and Construction) – Distance Learning Programmes (UK + Hong Kong + YUFE Yunnan centres)

(b) Review of MSc Occupational Hygiene and MSc/BSc Safety, Health and Environment - School of Business and Computer Science (SBCS) Trinidad
Business – approval of

(c) MBA Information Technology Management

MA/MSc Business and Financial Economics

BA International Business

International Leadership Institute (ILI) Ethiopia

CMS 

(d) Approval of MSc Information Systems Management – Zambia Centre for Accountancy Studies (ZCAS)

(e) Approval of NTI Centres – Nelspruit and Potchefstroom, South Africa

BSc Business Information Technology (Stage 3)

United Kingdom

CMS 

(f) Approval of BSc Computing and Information Systems – EThames Graduate School

Education and Training

(g) Approval of FdA/BA Early Childhood Studies – Guildford College

(h) Review of Professional Graduate Certificate in Education (LLS)/Professional Certificate in Education (LLS) and Additional Diplomas in Languages/Literacy/Numeracy – LLS Network Colleges

10/11.2.22
In considering these reports the Scrutiny Group observed that there had been appropriate externality and composition of Panels. Overall the content of reports linked the issues explored by the Panel and the conditions/recommendations set. With regard to MSC Information Systems (ZCAS) the Panel had explored issues relating to what appeared limited staff development opportunities but no condition/requirement/or recommendation had been set.

ACTION: Peter Morris (CMS) to provide an update of staff development activities at ZCAS to the next meeting of ACC
10/11.2.23
All Schools and key staff are reminded of the guidance to Schools, Chairs and Officers with regard to the operation of Approval/Review Panels and coverage of reports (revised Quality Assurance Handbook published in October 2010).

DATE OF NEXT MEETING
Wednesday 9 March 2011, 2.30pm, Maritime Greenwich QA75
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