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ACADEMIC COLLABORATION COMMITTEE

Minutes of the Fifty-second meeting (first of 2010-11) of the Academic Collaboration Committee, held on Thursday 14 October 2010 at 2.30pm in Room QA75, Maritime Greenwich Campus.

10/11.1.1 PRESENT:

Stuart Allen (A&C)




Richard Blackburn (Science)

Keith Cowlard (RAPU)
Jo Cullinane (Bus)

Gavin Farmer (E & T)

Lorraine Gaskin (OSA)





Alisdair Grant (Eng)

Mamood Gousy (HSC)

Geoff Hallam (RAPU)

Chris Harper (LQU)
(Secretary)

Maggie Leharne (ILS)

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





Zoe Pettit (HSS)





Emma Price (LQU)

APOLOGIES:
Wendy Cealey Harrison (Head of LQU); Fiona Conlan 

(International Partnerships Manager); Henry Hill (OSA); 

Srinivas Uppu (VP Education SUUG)



In attendance: Mike Edmunds (Business School) and



Steve Naylor (LQU); 


MINUTES OF LAST MEETING

10/11.1.2
The minutes of the previous meeting held on 24 May 2010 were confirmed.


MATTERS ARISING (not already covered on the Agenda)

10/11.1.3
(a)
 Minute 09/10.3.10 (i) Partner College Utilisation of VLEs

ACC received a report from RAPU describing usage of VLEs within Partner Colleges. Most Colleges had an E-learning strategy and provided guidance to staff regarding E-learning and the use of a VLE (Moodle and Blackboard). Most usage is concerned with creating an on-line repository of information and communication with students. To a lesser extent a VLE is utilised for active student learning (ASL). 

Colleges had expressed willingness to develop active learning tools in the coming academic year, with several colleges having ‘e-champions’ to aid further development and innovation, such as e-Individual Learning Plans (e-ILPS). OSCARS (ILS) reported that partner staff and students were also able to access learning materials via the University WebCT platform.
The University was planning to utilise Moodle in 2011 and had launched an E-Centre (September 2010) with the aim of setting up research agendas into various aspects of E- learning. This was seen as the means of disseminating good and innovative practices. Themed development group meetings would also provide a focus for discussion between the University and its partners.

ACTION:  EDT and RAPU to disseminate good practice and foster further developments via practitioner meetings and Partnership Development Group.

(b) Minute 09/10.4.09 Partnership Recruitment & Progression 2005-2008

Following the paper submitted to the May 2010 meeting of ACC, Schools had been asked to investigate progression, retention and attainment rates at a number of partners:

(i) Bexley College – a report of a meeting convened between Bexley College staff, RAPU and University Schools on the 10 September 2010 was received. The May 2010 analysis had showed that a number of programmes, 20%+ of the registered students had been unsuccessful. Programmes given particular consideration were:

Foundation Degree in Salon Management – this programme was innovative and employer based. Low numbers of students had been recruited and there had been staffing problems. The College and Business School had agreed that this programme should be discontinued.

Foundation Degree in Computing – issues relating to access and enrolment had been addressed. The FD had been reviewed in May 2010 and given a further 5 year approval. Monitoring of the programme will continue through the usual channels of programme AMR and Link Tutor. The College had installed 2 new computing suites that had improved student access. A new programme leader had been charged with improving the enrolment process.

HND Architectural Design – the College had appointed additional staff, implemented a new induction programme and a more vigorous selection process. Progression statistics had been skewed by a group of students (a court case pending) making fraudulent claims to the SLC.

The September meeting had concluded that link tutor and programme leader contacts had been improved across the programmes. Staffing problems in the area of programme management (not teaching) had also been addressed by the College.

ACTION – RAPU to convene a follow-up meeting (December 2010) to monitor progress.

(ii)
New York College Athens - commentary had been received from the Schools of Business, CMS, Engineering and Health & Social Care.

A recurring theme across all the School commentaries was the non-engagement and lack of motivation amongst the student cohorts. In some cases the progression statistics reflected minimum entry profiles suggesting that the entry qualifications needed to be revisited. Health and Social Care had introduced a bridging programme to more effectively prepare students for the BSc Hons Psychology. 

Operational issues relating to student registration, programme management and NYC staff not adhering to deadlines had been/were being addressed by the University Schools through the monitoring and programme review process.

ACTION: it was agreed that the DVC (Academic Development) should meet with senior representatives of New York College and impress upon the partner the need to revisit entry qualifications and achieve consistency in the recruitment process.

(iii) The Schools of Business and CMS had been requested to provide further analysis relating to overseas partners, where student attainment (First and 2.1 degrees) for small number of programmes fell below 30%.
The Business School provided an analysis of the First and 2.1 classifications attained by students on the BA Accounting and Finance at ABRS, Hong Kong. In 2009/10, 23% of the awards had been at First or 2.1 classification (an improvement from the 12% attained in 2008/2009). An analysis of attainment over the last 5 years illustrated a clear dip in 2008/2009. It was noted that the classification was based solely on final year performance as all students on this programme entered at level 6. Solid performances at Lower Second (58 out of 68 students) had been achieved.

In 2008/2009 the Link Tutor had reported that the apparent decline in performance was probably a temporary variation. However, there was a relative weakness in written work, partly derived from the fact that a large part of the motivation to take the programme is to gain the ACCA exemption. Students tended to concentrate on technical content and examinations. To combat this, the Business School had increased the focus on supporting students in developing good academic writing skills as part of the induction and registration process, together with increasing awareness of plagiarism.

ACTION: Business School to continue to monitor student attainment.

CMS reported that comparison across its suite of BSc Computing programmes (using the University campus attainment (30%) as a benchmark) was difficult as:

· collaborations involved students entering at level 6 rather than at the start of the 3 year degree

· the statistics did not reflect longitudinal cohort analysis

· differing cohort sizes between the centres and experience in delivering the programme.

ACTION: Peter Morris to provide comparative data and summarise findings/factors as part of the CMS Collaborative Network Monitoring report for 2009/2010.
ACC ANNUAL REPORT 2009/2010 TO ACADEMIC COUNCIL

10/11.1.4
A draft report was received detailing action implemented following the 2008/2009 report and the work of the committee during 2009/2010. Salient points of the report were:

(a) a revision to ACC terms of reference and membership

(b) The Identity Management (IDM) system had been operating for over a year with more system integrations being tested.

(c) appropriate and adequate CP data (statistics and monitoring reports) had been made available so that ACC could monitor trends in recruitment and student progression across and within groups of external partners.

(d) the oversight of preparations for the 2011 Collaborative Audit

(e) regular reports received from RAPU, ILS and overviews of the Integrated Quality and Enhancement Review in Partner Colleges

(f) Scrutiny Group reports received with regard to collaborative programme approval and reviews; scrutiny of Annual Institutional Reports and collaborative sections of SMRDs and the identification of good practice and quality enhancements in the context of collaborative provision.

(g) The Action Plan for 2010/2011 included monitoring of revisions to the Quality Assurance Handbook and preparation for the 2011 CPA 

It was agreed that the report could be strengthened by more reference to closure of issues and enhancements that had taken place. 
ACTION: ACC Secretary to revise report prior to submission to Academic Council  
PREPARATIONS FOR COLLABORATIVE AUDIT 2011
10/11.1.5
The DVC (Academic Development) reported that a preliminary meeting with Paul Luker, QAA Assistant Director had taken place on 13 July 2010. ACC received the letter from the QAA confirming the audit team (see below); outline arrangements for the audit and a schedule of key dates.

Audit Team
	Name
	Institution
	Role

	Professor Mary Carswell
	Birmingham City University
	Auditor

	Emeritus Professor 

Malcolm Cook
	Independent
	Auditor

	Dr Steve King
	University of York
	Auditor

	Professor Debbie Lockton
	De Montfort University
	Auditor

	Mr David Stannard
	University of Reading
	Audit Secretary


10/11.1.6
Key dates to note were:
(a) 22 November 2010 – submission of Institutional Briefing Paper

(b) 6 December 2010 – identification of Partner Link Visits (4 or 5)

(c) 31 January 2011 – PLV documentation (see below) to audit team

(d) 8 – 10 February 2011 – Audit team Briefing Visit

(e) PLVs to take place between Briefing Visit and Audit Visit, involving 

two auditors and the audit secretary. Virtual visits will take place for international partners

(f) 28 March – 1 April 2011 Audit Visit
10/11.1.7
Partner Link Visit documentation to illustrate:
· The programme review process – how well does it work for assurance 

and enhancement? 

· Use made of the Academic Infrastructure

· Assessment Policies in practice (match with overall level of award)

· Whether progression and other data is used well

· The quality of learning support and resources

· Student evaluation/student liaison

· Handbooks – how good is information for students?
10/11.1.8
Partner Link Visit documentation to consist of:
· the most recently concluded formal agreement between the awarding 

institution and the partner at institutional and programme level

· the report of the process through which the awarding institution assured 

itself that the partner was an appropriate organisation to deliver its awards, 

or of the most recent renewal of that approval.

· the most recent annual and periodic review reports held by the awarding institution, together with the report of the most recent programme or 

provision approval

· the two most recent reports from external examiners with responsibilities 

for the relevant programmes or provision included in the sample, and the information which allowed the awarding institution to be satisfied that any requisite action had been taken by the partner institution in response to the points made by the external examiners.

· Programme and course handbooks
10/11.1.9
ACC received a paper outlining the meetings that would take place as part of the Briefing Visit and main Audit Visit, together with the likely composition of staff that the audit team would wish to see. Given the absence of a Student Written Submission, the University would advise the QAA that a meeting with students would not take place during the Briefing Visit. 
10/11.1.10
The University needed to brief and involve staff in the preparation for audit (including staff from those partners selected for a PLV). It was agreed that University staff should be identified, receive briefings and be involved in preparation sessions for the audit to take place in January 2011. Collaborative partner staff would be briefed after the identification of the Partner Link Visits on 6 December 2010.

ACTION: Learning and Quality Unit to:

(a) inform the QAA that there would not be a meeting with students during the Briefing Visit
(b) identify and brief those University staff to be involved in the audit. This would include representative groups and involve a larger number of staff than would necessarily participate in the audit.
(c) brief Link Tutors at the conference to be held on 21 October 2010
(d) organise preparation sessions for the audit (with externality) for January 2011 and ensure appropriate reporting and action to any themes/issues identified
10/11.1.11
The latest draft of the Institutional Briefing Paper was received. This version had been submitted to Academic Council and also circulated to University staff (via the portal) and collaborative partners requesting feedback with regard to accuracy, omissions and good practice.

Feedback from ACC members was that the tone of the document was appropriate. However, it required additional evidence and examples (from a wider range of schools/departments/partners) to support the commentary. More emphasis should be placed on enhancements which had taken place and commonality of procedures. Clear timelines relating to cultural changes needed to be sign-posted.

ACTION: all comments/feedback to be sent to Wendy Cealey Harrison for incorporation into a revised draft to be submitted to VCG.
COLLABORATIVE REGISTER
10/11.1.12
ACC received a paper which outlined proposals for the management of the collaborative register and partner webpages on the University website. The proposals were endorsed, subject to the following changes:
(a) the name of the partner should NOT be placed on the register or a weblink created until the Memorandum of Agreement had been signed

(b) the collaborative register should only contain programmes that had been approved. Previous practice had been to include authorised programmes ‘subject to validation’.

It was further agreed that the Partnership Division be responsible for the maintenance and development of the published Collaborative Register together with a database of key information e.g. institutional contacts and dates of signed Memorandum of Agreements. ACTION: Partnership Division 
IQER
10/11.13
ACC received a paper, addressing the QAA findings of IQER from a national perspective and the experience of University Partner Colleges that had completed the Summative review to date. The paper outlined:
(a) the IQER process and University involvement
(b) a timeline of Developmental Engagements/Summative Reviews that had taken place and future dates for 2010/2011
(c) a grid identifying good practice and advisable/desirable recommendations arising from Summative Reviews in partner colleges.
(d) reference to recently published QAA IQER Information Bulletins
(e) discussion points for Academic Collaboration Committee
10/11.14
The overview reported that the Summative Reviews had not resulted in any essential recommendations being recorded. Of the 3 advisable recommendations, one was pertinent specifically to the College in question, with the University collaborating with the Colleges on the other two advisables as follows:

(a)
continue to work with the University of Greenwich in establishing effective systems through which all staff at the College have the opportunity to receive timely qualitative feedback from external examiners

The relationship between Partner Colleges and external examiners, in terms of coverage, role, contact, feedback and reporting lines between the parties was a theme which arose throughout several Partner College Developmental Engagements and Summative Review. It was specifically referred to as an advisable recommendation at the NWK College DE and again at the Summative Review. Action taken by the University to date:
· external examiner on-line system reviewed to ensure that collaborative programmes have the appropriate external examiner coverage.

· amendments to the format of external examiner report to clearly show to the external examiner the range of centres that they cover. Externals are specifically asked to identify the coverage of centres within the sample of assessments that they receive and provide commentary in relation to individual centres.

· ensuring that the receipt of external examiner reports and read-only access is provided to a wider group of staff

· providing the potential for Partner College staff to respond to external examiner reports
(b) to ensure that the arrangements for work-based learning within Foundation Degrees more fully reflect the requirements of the Foundation Degree qualifications benchmark and the recommendations of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education, Section 9: Work-based and placement learning.  

Action taken by the University:

· the University has been pro active in devising a self assessment model to review the work based elements of Foundation Degree programmes in relation to: current validity for students and employers; standards and quality through the policies and procedures that are in place and monitoring and review in terms of effectiveness

· Monitoring of Work Based Learning and meetings with Link tutors. Partner Colleges whose provision included work based learning components asked to assess themselves on a scale of 1 – 5 as to how well their programmes achieved the precepts of Section 9 of the QAA Codes of Practice covering Work Based Learning. The same exercise was undertaken for programme leaders of Foundation Degrees being offered through host Schools of the University. Preliminary results discussed with Link Tutors and relevant University Programme Leaders.

10/11.1.15
RAPU reported that the Centre for Work Based Learning would investigate the evidence/issues behind the self gradings supplied and what further measures/guidance the University should employ. The areas for improvement outlined in the QAA information bulletin Integrated quality and enhancement review (IQER) - Foundation Degrees should also be addressed e.g. validity and reliability of assessment in the workplace; equity of student access to work placements; support for students who are undertaking work-based learning assignments, especially those who are not in employment and the provision of detailed programme information to employers and (their) responsibilities for the management of work-based learning.

10/11.1.16
ACC welcomed the paper and the overall findings of the IQER Summative Reviews which reflected credibly, not only on College management of quality and standards, but also the collaborative framework and processes of the University. Work would continue (where appropriate) in addressing the advisable recommendations (above) and any recommendations arising from subsequent Summative Reviews. A key feature of IQER was the identification of good practice and College Action Plans to which University Schools could also contribute. 



ACTION:
(a)
to continue to review of aspects of external examining – appointment (reviewed as part of Institutional Audit recommendation), induction, involvement with collaborative programme teams, assessment samples, securing feedback when samples are returned, comments made at Subject Assessment Panels and coverage of external examiner report

LQU and Assessment Working Group

(b)
good practice such as quality manuals/committees, utilisation of VLE, student handbooks to be disseminated between Colleges. Forthcoming summative reviews at Bexley, Bromley, Orpington and West Kent Colleges would also be assisted in this fashion.

RAPU/Partnership Development Group

(c)
Summative review reports to be discussed by Schools in order to identify ways in which processes could be enhanced and how Schools could contribute to the implementation of College Action Plans.

School Learning and Quality Committees

(d)
The LLS College network has also been involved with IQER. The relationship between the School of Education and partner, together with the materials and guidance provided, has been commended in several Developmental Engagement/Summative Review reports. 

LLS annual monitoring report 2009-2010 to reflect on good practice and actions arising from IQER engagements – Gordon Ade-Ojo/Gavin Farmer
STUDENT REPRESENTATION IN PARTNER COLLEGES
10/11.1.16
ACC received a report from RAPU which outlined mechanisms employed by Partner Colleges to secure student representation and feedback. A variety of methods were used such as formal representation on programme committees, student focus groups, Student Voice Forums and internal questionnaires and surveys. Colleges had also reported that training of student representatives would be welcomed. The University had recently introduced a model of student representation which included the training of student representatives to be conducted by the Students’ Union.

10/11.1.17
The paper made several suggestions as to how student feedback and representation could be strengthened:

(a) to include partner college student representatives in training opportunities

(b) to explore ways in which to incentivise student representation through providing credit for training/skills attained and the recording of experience through PDP amd HEAR transcripts

(c) link tutors to continue to meet with students and ensure feedback is communicated to host Schools

ACTION: RAPU/SUUG

COLLABORATIVE PROVISION UPDATE
10/11.1.17
A report was received which outlined RAPU activities in relation to the Partner College Network for the period June to September 2010. Main activities had been:
(a)  Bilateral discussions with each Partner College to discuss student recruitment
(b) meetings with Link Tutors and partner College staff to discuss WBL
(c) preparation for Link Tutors conference and the introduction of Service level Agreements
(d) planning for a Strategic Vision Day (25/10/10) to discuss future direction of the Partner College Network
(e) publication of the Partner College Digest
PARTNER SCRUTINY PANEL
10/11.1.18
ACC noted the extract from PSP minutes (28/9/10) regarding the request of the Business School to discontinue its collaboration with TMC Singapore. The problems encountered by the Business School had not been experienced by the Schools of CMS and Health and Social Care. Collaboration with TMC would therefore continue but the Business School would submit programme discontinuation requests to APC.                                                                      

COLLABORTIVE PARTNER APPROVAL/REVIEW REPORTS
10/11.1.19
Consideration of the Scrutiny Group overview was deferred until the next meeting
DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Thursday 13 Jan 2011, 2.30pm, Maritime Greenwich QA75
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