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CONFIRMED

ACADEMIC COLLABORATION COMMITTEE

Minutes of the fortieth meeting (the fourth meeting of 2007) of the Academic Collaboration Committee, held on Thursday 11 October, 2007 at 2.30pm in Room QA 75, Maritime Greenwich Campus.
07.4.1     PRESENT:  
Margaret Noble, PVC (Chair) 




Richard Blackburn (Science)

Wendy CealeyHarrison (LQU)

Tim Cullen (ILS)


    


Keith Cowlard (EPU)




Alma Craft (LQU) (Secretary)





Mike Edmunds (Bus)





Gavin Farmer (E & T)

Mamood Gousy (HSC)
Veronica Habgood (HSC)

Chris Harper (LQU)

Alisdair Grant (Eng)
Peter Morris (CMS)

Debbie Sheppard (Bus)

            Apologies: 

Pippa Guard (Hum);  Gillian Daniell (A & C)

Welcome:
Gavin Farmer as the E & T representative (Gordon Ade-0jo to alternate)


07.4.2
The MINUTES of the meeting held on 11 May 2007 were confirmed.  
07.4.3
MATTERS ARISING
06.3.6:  Maureen Castens (Head of ILS)  is progressing the provision of video-conferencing facilities
O7.3.4 Overview of Collaborative Sections of ARPDs:  the final version of this report had gone forward to Academic Council, which inter alia had recommended that ACC review the reporting of collaborative provision within the ARPD template, and the reporting of student achievement and other performance indicators across the PC Network   ACC agreed:
(a) to ask that the ARPD template be revised to include a School critical overview at the end of the collaborative part of the Q & S section, plus a request for action points specifically related to collaborative provision.
ACTION:  ACC Sec to alert Miriam Lakin
(b) to request that monitoring of student achievement and progression across the PC Network be included as part of EPU’s annual overview of the PC AIRs (see also Minute 0.7.3.4ii from May 07 meeting, which requested ‘quantitative analysis of student progression within the colleges, to the University from the colleges, and also to the University from FE colleges outside the Network’).
 
ACTION:  EPU in collaboration with PAS
07.3.7:  it was agreed that TC would contact the School Link Tutors  to remind them to notify ILS of the names of Collaborative Partner Tutors’ (on an annual basis), so as to trigger access to Athens and to the Portal.









ACTION:  Tim Cullen 
07.4.4 ANNUAL REPORT TO ACADEMIC COUNCIL
The draft report was approved, with one minor amendment, and would go forward to the December meeting of Academic Council







ACTION:  ACC Secretary
07.4.5 ARRANGEMENTS FOR MONITORING COLLABORATIVE PROVISION
Chris Harper introduced a paper summarizing the anticipated timeline, reporting flow, and data available for the annual monitoring cycle.  ACC noted that dates for the final stages of the monitoring cycle will depend on a university-level decision about the ARPD timing in any year, and agreed that the Spring meeting of ACC should receive the actual collaborative sections of the ARPD, as well as the LQU overview.  With some final adjustments, the paper (with accompanying diagrams) would be made widely available as Appendix S4 of the QA Handbook







ACTION:  Chris Harper

7.4.6 FOLLOW-UP TO THE 2006 CPA VISIT
ACC received a report on responses to the QAA CPA audit team’s recommendations for 3 ‘advisable’ and 2 ‘desirable’ actions, and was satisfied that changes had been made and/or work was in hand to enhance the university’s procedures for managing and monitoring its growing collaborative portfolio.  Progress would be kept under review, and would be reported to the QAA as and when requested. 

It was reported that QAA is seeking to adopt a more risk-based strategy for future CP audits, and is proposing three different approaches depending on the nature of an institution and its collaborative arrangements, namely:

-  large and complex institutions with substantial collaborative provision (about 10

   institutions), which would continue to have a version of the current CPA approach

-  large institutions with complex collaborative arrangements (about 3)) which might

have a  ‘hybrid’ model, with collaborative provision as part of institutional audit (IA) 

but with some partner link visits taking place between the briefing and audit visits

   -  other institutions with collaborative provision dealt with as part of IA

The QAA has already requested sight of the UofG current Register of CP, and it seems likely that we will be subject to the ‘hybrid’ model for our IA which is scheduled for Spring 2009.

7.4.7 OFSTED VISITS

ACC noted that Ofsted would be inspecting the University’s Secondary Teacher Education provision in November, and Primary in December.  It was agreed that these and other external professional body visits should be reported to LQC rather than ACC







ACTION:  LQC Secretary

7.4.8 COLLABORATIVE PROVISION UPDATE
(i) PCET Network:    following a challenging Ofsted inspection which had included collaborative provision across the Network, as well as the on-campus programmes, a satisfactory outcome (Grade 3) had been achieved, and the fair and balanced (draft) Report was welcomed.  The E & T representative expressed his School’s appreciation of the help provided by the University central Steering Group which had greatly supported the PCET programme team efforts.
(ii) Partner College Network:  Keith Cowlard reported that the bilateral agreements with all 11 colleges had been finalized and that the generic Partnership Agreement is being re-drafted.  He drew attention to current issues impacting on the partnerships, such as the Leitch Report, the introduction of IQER, and LLNs.   The Partnership Development Group (formerly Partnership Planning Group) has discussed matters relating to short courses, including transfer of credit and flexible procedures;  it will in future meet three rather than four times a year, with agendas continuing to be developed in consultation by the colleges and their requirements.

(iii) APSC report:  ACC received details of new collaborations authorized at the May, June July and September meetings of APSC, together with relevant extracts from the Minutes on topics such as the need for consistency in the award of APEL across the University and its partners; the redesign of databases to maintain records of collaborative provision;  and the use of summary information about current partnerships to obtain a strategic overview of international collaborative activity.

(iv) Multi-disciplinary partners:  four such partners (ABRS, MSA, SBCS, and Saxion) this year have been asked to complete a brief Annual Institutional Report (AIR) to provide an institutional-level overview of their collaboration with the University.  It was agreed that their reports will be presented to the March meeting of ACC as part of its annual monitoring of collaborative provision.   Any partner working with three or more Schools will be included in this exercise.
(v)
Overseas audit, 2008:  it was noted that Greece and India are among the countries to be covered by the QAA overseas audits during 2008-9, and that the University’s provision in Greece may be chosen for inclusion. 
7.4.9 APPROVALS AND REVIEW OF COLLABORATIVE PROGRAMMES
(i)   
Bus with Hong Kong Management Association (HKMA):  MBA Financial Services

(ii)
Bus with New York College (NYC):  BA Business Administration (BABA)

(iii) 
Bus with SEGi KL, Malaysia (SEGi):  BA Fin and Accounting;  BABA

(iv) HSC w SEGi KL, Malaysia (SEGi):  BSc Hons Prof Practice in Nursing

(v) 
HSC w Bromley (FD Care Management)

(vi)
HSC w WKC (FD Care Management)

(vii) 
HSC w Greenwich CC (FD Integrative Counselling)

(viii)     Eng w NWK (FD in Electronical and Electronic Eng)

(ix) Eng w Bromley (HNs) (Review)
(x) Eng w Canterbury (FDs and HNCs)

(xi) Hum w Canterbury (FD Media Production)

(xii) CMS w Blake Hall (BSc Hons Computing, Stage 3 entry)

(xiii) E & T w Colchester SCITT ((Review)

ACC had been circulated with 11 approval and two review reports (see above).   All but one were Full Reports, well presented and covering the issues discussed at the event.  Four made use of ‘requirements’ (instead of, or in addition to, ‘conditions’) to signal matters that must receive urgent attention during the first year of operation, though not essential to complete before enrolment of the first cohort of students.

All but the one Summary Report provided details of the University and partner staff who met the approval panel, with information as to their role in relation to the proposed collaboration.  The panel composition was generally satisfactory.  In one case the Head of the host School had chaired the panel, and in two cases there had been an external practitioner but no external academic present.  Members accepted the reasoning behind these departures from the University’s standard practice, but recommended revising the QAH appendix on panel composition to include some guiding principles on which to base such decisions.   As part of this revision, it was proposed that panels for collaborative approvals should include at least one person with experience of collaboration.

Eight of the Reports used (or adapted) the QAH Template, Appendix P8, and it was agreed that in addition to the more unstructured headings in the template, it would be useful to provide a checklist to make sure that the report writer includes all relevant information (eg panel visit or virtual event?  Programme Specification provided?  Resource Visit Report?  Critical appraisal if review?  WBL and progression discussed for FDs?  Meeting with students? etc).
It was agreed that since the above revisions to QAH Appendices applied to internal as well as collaborative provision, they should be presented to LQC as well as to ACC, as appropriate.







ACTION:  LQU
7.4.10 DUAL AWARDS
Members considered a paper describing three different models of dual award:  Model A involving mutual recognition of academic credit gained through periods of study at two separate institutions; Model B involving the external validation of a partner’s award, and Model C involving a local partner’s recognition of a UofG award. The CMS representative reported that his School is discussing a possible fourth model, where students in China study for 3 years on a local programme, followed by a final year top-up provided (in China) in collaboration by the UofG.

ACC advised that this fourth model be added to the paper, which should then go to LQC for its view, then to Academic Council. 
     ACTION:  LQC Secretary
It also advised that the copyright clause of the Mof A should be strengthened to protect the Uof G intellectual property rights and to guard against the risk of serial franchising, by the addition of the following sentence to the end of Clause 30  “The partner undertakes not offer this programme to any other external partner ie not to engage in any serial franchising arrangement”           
               ACTION:  Partnership Unit
7.4.11 PROPOSAL FROM NCC EDUCATION LTD

NCC Education has a large network of (international and UK) partners that are approved to offer sub-degree programmes in computing and business, and is in partnership with several UK HEIs to provide top-up honours degrees and postgraduate programmes at some of those partners.    As a result of institutional re-structuring, the link with London Metropolitan University is being discontinued and NCC has been in discussion with the UofG with a view to entering into a partnership to provide top-up awards in computing and business.  The proposal had not yet been authorized to proceed, but APSC had sought ACC’s advice about an appropriate approval model if in due course the UofG does take over from LMU.  

ACC advised that for centres that have already been approved by LMU, and are already successfully delivering to honours degree level, it would be acceptable to establish a UK-based scrutiny panel with external representation, which would review the record of each centre on the basis of documentary evidence:  partner Submission Document, NCC ‘Facility Report’, LMU approval report, UofG staff member Resource Visit Report, external examiner reports, Programme Document. Student Handbook, and (where applicable) any QAA overseas audit reports.  The Scrutiny Panel would have the power to request a virtual (or on-site) meeting with the partner staff. 
For any new centres that apply to offer a UofG top-up, APSC authorization could  be based on NCC recommendations, with the School resource visit taking place after authorization.  For the approval of the first few of these new centres, a panel site visit would be required.  But subsequently, it may well be possible for the formal approval to be conducted as a virtual event.
7.4.12 DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  Friday 11 January, 2007, 2.30pm, QA75
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