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UNCONFIRMED
ACADEMIC COLLABORATION COMMITTEE

Minutes of the thirty-third meeting (the first meeting of 2006) of the Academic Collaboration Committee, held on Tuesday 14 February 2006 at  2.15pm in Room  QA75 Queen Mary Building, Maritime Greenwich Campus
NOTE:  An additional meeting was held on Monday 6 March 2006 (1 – 3pm in Room QA 63, Maritime Greenwich Campus) to consider Items 06.3.5(i) and 06.3.5 (ii) which were deferred from the February meeting.

06.1.1          PRESENT:
14 February 2006



6 March 2006

Margaret Noble, PVC (Chair) 

Margaret Noble, PVC (Chair)

Liz Bacon (CMS)



Richard Blackburn (Science)


Richard Blackburn (Science)


Keith Cowlard (LEAP)


Wendy Cealey Harrison (LEAP)

Alma Craft (LEAP) (Secretary)


Keith Cowlard (LEAP)


Tim Cullen (ILS)


Alma Craft (LEAP) (Secretary)

Mike Edmunds (Bus)


Tim Cullen (ILS)



Gavin Farmer (E & T)
Gillian Daniell (A & C)


Veronica Habgood (HSC)
Mamood Gousy (HSC)


Geoff Hallam (LEAP)
Alisdair Grant (Eng)



Chris Harper (LEAP)


Veronica Habgood (HSC)


Peter Morris (CMS)


Geoff Hallam (LEAP)



Bethan O’Neil (LEAP
Chris Harper (LEAP)

Bethan O’Neil (LEAP)



Christine Rose (OSA)



Deborah Sheppard (Bus SQAO)



Robert Young (E & T)



Mark Ellul (PAS) attended for Item 5(iii) only

Apologies:  (14 Feb)  Mike Edmunds (Bus);  Pippa Guard (Hum) 
  (6 March)  Peter Dalton/Gillian Daniell (A & C), Christine Rose (OSA)
Welcome:   The Chair welcomed Christine Rose and Tim Cullen, who had been   invited to join ACC as representatives of OSA and ILS respectively.
06.1.2.   MINUTES of the meeting held on 17 October 05 were confirmed.
06.1.3   MATTERS ARISING (not covered elsewhere):  
O5.3.5:  the Chair reported that in the light of concerns about the attenuation of reporting on collaborative matters, and in view of the continuing growth of collaborative provision, the Vice-Chancellor had taken Chair’s Action on behalf of Academic Council to reinstate ACC as a committee of Council, rather than a sub-committee of LQC.  
05.3.7(i)  Tim Cullen reported that most suppliers of electronic services had now agreed to allow partner institution staff free access to Athens passwords.  Only a few specialist suppliers are seeking an annual fee.  ILS agreed to inform Partner 
Colleges of this, and to remind them that all Greenwich-registered students in partner institutions are entitled to an Athens password for all the electronic services covered by the University’s subscription.  Schools would be asked to customize the ILS message for circulation direct to all other external partners.





              ACTION:  ILS and all Schools
05.7.3(iii):  members received a revised version of QAH Appendix C5 on Monitoring External Partners’ Publicity and Promotional Material, which had been drafted following  discussions at APSC.  ACC recommended that this should be further strengthened, eg by referring to the planned MoA annexe on publicity, noting the overall responsibility of the host School (and its collaborations committee), broadening the scope of the sample checks by the Marketing Office, and clarifying the role of the Link Tutor  as one of several sources of monitoring.  It was agreed that the Head of Marketing  should be consulted again before the Appendix is finalized, and in the drafting of the MoA Annexe.





ACTION:  ACC Secretary

05.7.3(iv): Keith Cowlard reported that a Working Group had agreed on a revised version of the Programme MoA (but would further strengthen the clause and/or annexe on publicity/marketing in the light of comments above);  an institutional level agreement was still under discussion.

05.7.3(v):  ACC noted that the final version of Full-cost Partnerships:  Guidance Notes for University Staff is now on the web.

06.1.4   QAA AUDITS
(i)    Bahrain Audit:   the final QAA Report had now been received, and in June 2006, the University will be required to provide the QAA with a formal account of action taken in response to the report.  ACC members had been circulated with an Action Plan Update circulated which indicated that almost all the issues raised by the QAA had now been addressed. 

(ii) Collaborative Provision Audit:  the Head of LQU reported that the QAA Briefing Visit had taken place, and that the auditors had now written with details of the Partner Visit and Audit Visit meetings, confirmation of the four planned ‘desk studies’, and a note of the  further documentation required on  their return to the University during the week commencing 20 March.  The LQU is coordinating preparation for the forthcoming meetings and collation of the documents.
06.3.4 MONITORING OF COLLABORATIVE PROVISION

[Items (i) and (ii) were deferred from the February meeting and considered on         6 March, by which time School Boards had met to finalise the School ARPDs]
(i)   Monitoring of Collaborative Programmes:  to assist ACC in its task of reflecting on the annual monitoring of collaborative provision, a small Scrutiny Group had reviewed the School reports on their collaborative provision (contained within the Quality and Standards Sections of the ARPDs), and had ‘drilled down’ to individual programme AMRs (especially those for the full-cost collaborations) to identify common issues and themes, areas of good practice, and any areas of concern.  The Group listed a range of recommendations for enhancement of the monitoring process, and following discussion, ACC focused on the following matters in particular:

The timing of the monitoring cycle:  the Scrutiny Group reported that although the requirements of the monitoring cycle were substantially being met, the process was being delayed by the late availability of final statistics.  ACC recommended that in future programme monitoring reports should be based on preliminary data and on comments from external examiners, and should normally be completed by the end of October.         

    ACTION:  LQU.

       ACC also noted that earlier publication of the University calendar would make it easier to schedule School-level discussion of monitoring reports to better fit the cycle.






     ACTION:  OSA 
Content:  noting that Schools sometimes engage in an extensive iterative process with partners about their AMRs, ACC recommended embedding guidance notes within the AMR proforma, emphasizing the need for critical reflection.  For Partner Colleges, staff development on annual monitoring would further enhance the completion of AMRs.   A template for Link Tutors’ annual report/overview of collaborations was also supported.


   ACTION:  LQU
Good practice:  the increase in staff development activity for partners provided by the University and by Schools (and where appropriate, the potential for  coordination by EPU), the commitment and active engagement of Link Tutors, the establishment of School Collaboration Committees, the well-established cross-moderation activities, and the efforts to create a sense of belonging among partner students were all commended.   ACC emphasized the importance of sharing such good practice across the Schools. 

ACC welcomed the improvement in feedback loops as Link Tutors and partners gain greater access to the external examiner database,  and also the revision of the external examiner template to require specific commentary on individual centres/partners.  

Suggestions for enhancement: 
· LQC should clarify the nature of, timescale for, and author of responses to external examiners (for internal as well as collaborative provision).        ACTION:  LQC Secretary                  
· the University should require all partners to provide (in June) details of teaching teams that would be in place for the forthcoming session (EPU to circulate a pro-forma;  this might possibly be linked to the notion of Registered University Teacher Status for which a LEAP paper was requested for the May meeting of ACC)

ACTION:  LEAP
· student representatives should receive training (and  possibly credit), for their role (here it was acknowledged that for some full-cost collaborations, a culturally appropriate model of student feedback may need to be negotiated)
      
Reflections on the institutional-level scrutiny process:  ACC recommended that the University re-visit the process of reporting to Council on collaborative monitoring through the ARPDs.  It was suggested that an ACC scrutiny group might assist with the senior manager overview of the collaborative part of the Quality and Standards section of the ARPDs, and that ACC should comment on that overview prior to its finalization for VCG.  Alternatively, ACC could receive the collaborative sections together with a draft report from the senior manager.  ACC could still request ad hoc drilling-down to the programme AMRs, as was provided on this occasion.  



ACTION:  ACC Chair
(ii) Overview of Partner College institution-wide reports (AIRs):                                            The format of the Partner College Annual Institutional Reports (AIRs) had been changed to match the School ARPD format.  The Partnership Adviser presented his overview of the AIRs summarizing the individual Partner College comments under each heading and drawing out cross-College themes in relation to the challenge of meeting the Foundation Degree recruitment target, preparation for Collaborative Audit, improvements in student data monitoring, and in the amount and detail of programme level feedback.
He noted that the variable amount of detail provided by Colleges reflects their different stages/levels of maturity of partnership, and the rate of growth and development of their HE provision.  He reported that all Colleges welcomed the new approach to cross College staff development and the joint participation in regional and sub-regional projects.  
The Report recommended enhancement of communication systems through the development of a web area with wide access for all partner members, to include for example, the posting of outcomes and materials arising from staff development activities, programme AMRs, College AIRs, and external examiner reports.  Other recommendations included the establishment of more School Collaboration Committees and staff development workshops, cross-College student conferences and workshops.
ACC welcomed the Report, but asked for a revised version to be circulated to members showing more explicitly the follow-up from the previous year’s recommendations, and the main generic cross-College issues and concerns in each sub-section.  It was proposed that the report could focus on general themes with a brief précis of each College AIR included in an Annexe.  These would not be circulated across the Network.        ACTION:  College Partnership Adviser
It was agreed that reporting on capital funding (Section 5) should be replaced with a commentary on investment in resources for HE provision.   ACTION:  LQU  
(iii) Summary statistics on collaborative provision:  Mark Ellul of the Planning and Statistics Office (PAS) had circulated DRAFT statistics and some commentary relating to  students studying at our overseas partners, students in Partner and Link Colleges, and in PCET Network colleges.  ACC noted that as this dataset is prepared for the HESA returns, some students are not included (eg directly funded HNC students, CCCU and U of Kent provision, SCITT students, for which information could be obtained from Banner).  
The Chair agreed to discuss with senior colleagues the appropriate location of     responsibility (and possible resources) for compiling a holistic overview and analysis of students on ALL collaborative programmes, separating clearly those in our Partner Colleges, those in the PCET Network Colleges, and those in our full-cost partners (whether in the UK or overseas), and also showing progression and retention trends over time. 

At present Partner Colleges receive statistical data direct from PAS, and it was suggested that this should be provided to other partners, with training and/or support for interrogation and interpretation of the data.

A pressing concern was the timing of circulation of the PAS data.  ACC members strongly recommended that preliminary programme data and early versions of these summary statistics should be circulated during the autumn in time to feed into the AMR/ARPD cycle.  If necessary, programme monitoring reports should be draw on SAP/PAB data as indicated in the note on timing reported above under Minute 06.1.5(i).  The Chair would discuss the feasibility of these proposals with the Head of PAS.



ACTION:  ACC Chair

(v)  Report on the PCET Network:  the Head of Department’s annual monitoring report had been circulated to provide ACC with additional information about the PCET Network.  The report noted the increased numbers of Network college registrations, the procedure for annual approval of all Network tutors servicing the PCET programmes, and the bi-annual cross moderation events.  ACC asked for clarification of the term ‘flexible mode’, and a list of current approved Network centres.





ACTION:  E & T representative
06.1.6 PARTNER COLLEGE MATTERS

The Head of EPU reported inter alia on the growth of the FD portfolio, the introduction of the Applied Professional Studies programme, improved communication with Partner College staff, and centrally organized staff development sessions for Partner College colleagues.  ACC welcomed the EPU contribution to staff development activities alongside that provided by Schools, and enquired whether the Staff Development Focus Group might be able to provide additional support for, and an institutional overview of, all such provision






06.1.7 COLLABORATIVE APPROVAL AND REVIEW REPORTS
As requested by ACC, a small Scrutiny Group (RB, VH, WCH, AC) had considered the 19 collaborative reports that had been received since the October 05 meeting of ACC (copies were available at the meeting, and are also accessible electronically).  An overview paper provided brief summaries of each report, and the Scrutiny Group confirmed that the events had followed the University’s procedures, and had, with permitted exceptions, met the requirement for externality.  Panel chairs and members had been thorough in their discussions, and satisfactory responses to conditions had been received, except for those cases where the deadline was beyond the present date.  ACC endorsed the Scrutiny Group’s recommendation for greater consistency of reporting eg by means of an enhanced report template.  It was reported that LQU is planning staff development for panel chairs and panel officers,  and it was noted that where resources permitted, mentoring and shadowing were valuable in-service training devices.
ACC agreed that to continue with this Scrutiny Group process for approval and review reports.  Scrutiny Group members would be rotated on an annual basis.

 [Panel Chairs and Panel Officers are reminded that Summary Reports of all approval/review events should be circulated within 5 working days, with the full report following within 6 weeks.  Also that in addition to completion of Appendix C8,  all partner and School responses to conditions should be retained as documentary evidence on file]                                           








ACTION:  Schools to note
06.1.8
     QAA Guidelines on APL/APEL
ACC revisited these QAA Guidelines, and agreed that in general the University’s current regulations and guidelines addressed the 16 principles.  However, the matter of double-counting (see para 25 of the Guidelines) was raised by the School of Health and Social Care, and by the Working Party on joint/dual awards, and it was agreed that the matter should be referred to LQC for debate.  CR noted that the recording of accredited learning on student transcripts would need to be re-visited to meet the requirements of Progress Files and the European Diploma Supplement.




       ACTION:  LQC Secretary
06.1.8 ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

(i)  Report from Academic Planning Sub-Committee (APSC):  ACC received details of 33 collaborative programmes authorized at the APSC meetings of October, November, December 2005, and January 2006, and noted some of the significant issues discussed and agreed at those meetings.
(ii)   Guidelines for Visiting Tutors’ Reports on visits to external partners:  ACC complimented CMS on this template which had been circulated as an exemplar, and recommended that with some revisions it could be used as a record of formal visits to any external partner.  Additional points suggested included:  the monitoring of promotional material (in addition to the current reference to discussion of advertising and publicity);  and recording of staff development activities, specialist subject inputs, and visits to other potential partners in the locality. 
LQU would consult School colleagues and prepare a revised version to circulate to all Link Tutors, and for inclusion in the QA Handbook, the Partner College Guide, and the Guide to Full-Cost Partnerships.    

                            



         ACTION:  LQU  
(iii) Fees charged to External Partners:  revised arrangements for meeting the cost of approval events for full-cost partnerships, and clarification of the invoicing process had been agreed by APSC, and are included in the January 06 version of the QA Handbook, as Appendix C9.



06.1.10        DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  Monday 15 May, 2.15pm  Room QA 75
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