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Summary of Recommendations 
 

Recommendation 1 
A second iteration of the pilot to be tested during 2016/2017, with the reviewed 
process being fully rolled out at the start of 2017 when the configuration of each of 
the four Faculties and their respective schools is confirmed and the current active 
pedagogic projects have been evaluated.  Heads of School/Departments will lead 
the process with agreed support from Staff Development (Systems Leadership, 
coaching and facilitation) to build and/or enhance the distributed leadership capacity 
within the school. 

 

Recommendation 2 
Extend the SPR&D timeline, front loaded within the first 4-6 months to allow for 
optimum engagement and development.   This will depend upon the agreed starting 
point for the School or subject area in terms of developing a strategic and integrated 
School curriculum i.e., some areas may require a complete developmental process 
whilst other schools or subject areas who have actively committed to the iterative 
enhancement of their programmes over the preceding 5-year cycle require a lighter 
touch intervention.  

 

Recommendation 3 
There is an identified need for a timely, tailored and integrated team approach 
comprising CHERP/ODL and Educational Technologists (if appropriate) to 
facilitate/support the development of optimum school curriculum design and 
implementation solution(s) 

 

Recommendation 4 
There is an identified need for automated intelligence gathering from systems and 
datasets already present within Ulster to support the academic community in 
curriculum design and review. 

 

Recommendation 5 
The optimum size of each event will depend on synergies between subject areas, 
the scope for larger events as a result of Faculty and School/Departmental 
restructuring and the role of professional bodies within subject areas.  Associate 
Deans and Heads of School/Departments will be encouraged to seek to maximise 
synergies within larger groupings.  In order to achieve maximum benefits, flexibility 
will be required.  
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Recommendation 6 
Feedback has shown that the curriculum has been enriched by ongoing, informal 
engagement with external panel members and that this has been a strength of the 
pilot exercise.  The timeline for future events should be designed to maximise this 
engagement, with course teams facilitated to fully integrate changes to the 
curriculum.   

 

Recommendation 7 
Undertake a review of all administration and paperwork associated with SPR&D, with 
a task and finish group established from a range of units across Ulster (including 
SCOBE) to design new processes that are efficient, robust, and support the 
academic community.  Problems identified with the CMS provide evidence that a 
review of CMS is required to ensure processes are stable, accessible, intuitive and 
user friendly.  A Sharepoint template for further SPR&D pilots can be designed with 
ICT user services is association with the Academic Office, and tested by a range of 
users before roll-out.   

 

Recommendation 8 
Training for panel Chairs to be introduced if new processes are adopted.  
Consideration to be given by Chairs to the setting of agendas in consultation with 
internal and external panel members 

 

Recommendation 9  
There is potential for greater involvement of students as co-creators of curriculum, 
building upon existing student engagement. 
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Introduction 

The OD&CM Strategic Programme Review and Development stream was 
established following a preliminary wide-ranging discussion in November 2014 and 
subsequent meetings between the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Learning, Teaching and 
Student Experience), Project Leads for the ‘Reframing and Enhancing Approach to 
the Revalidation Process’ project  (Professor Ruth Fee and the Head of Staff 
Development), and the Heads of Quality Management and Audit Unit and Academic 
Office and other staff from the latter two units. The original report that went to 
Learning and Teaching Committee in June 2015 is appended to this interim report 
and will be referred to at various points.   
 
The current review has been stimulated by the need to refocus Faculty and 
School/Departmental activity on the ongoing student experience, supported by an 
engaged course team, rather than on the production of a course document every five 
years.  The requirement for further cost savings and the prospect of radical 
reshaping of the academic organisation of the University and its taught course 
portfolio in the short-term makes this review timely.  Whilst revalidation gives course 
teams a formal opportunity to refresh their curriculum, the Staff Development Unit 
and Chairs of panels have also reported variable engagement from the whole team 
in the development and subsequent presentation of their courses, and from the 
School/Faculty management in demonstrating their commitment to their provision, 
and in responding to the priorities of the Learning and Teaching Strategy, as 
witnessed in preparatory work with the Staff Development Unit and performance on 
the day.  Likewise concerns have been reported that the limited contribution of some 
panel members have not served the process well. 
 
Terms of Reference of the SPR&D Stream 
1. To enhance the quality and effectiveness of course (programme) provision for 
all stakeholders through strategic and streamlined programme review, development 
and management processes 
2. To pilot the first iteration of the strategic and streamlined programme review, 
development and management processes within an agreed School/Subject Unit in 
2015/16 Academic Year 
3. To present a comprehensive Evaluation Report of the pilot to the Learning & 
Teaching Committee in June 2016 
 
Project Objectives/Outcomes 
Three strategic and interdependent objectives were proposed to achieve the project 
goal: 
1. Building and/or enhancing leadership within and across course teams, so that 
all team members are motivated to take a strategic and collective approach to 
course review and development 
2. Streamline the current revalidation process from the perspective of academic 
governance, to ensure that the process of achieving academic rigour and viability of 
courses also provides a platform for the teams to enhance curriculum design and 
pedagogical dialogue between themselves and the key stakeholders 
3. Align the objectives of programme quality management to reduce reporting 
requirements and create the space for course team engagement with key data sets 
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to facilitate iterative programme enhancement and inform the strategic programme 
review and development process 
 
Timescale and Method for the Review of the SPR&D Pilot 
The review drew upon the work produced by Gershon (1991)1 who argued that: 
 

 the fragmented nature of public sector organisations has made it difficult to 
conduct the business of government in an efficient manner; 

 clear, consistent and complete data was fundamental to developing efficient 
practices; 

 efficiency measures needed to receive visible support throughout an 
organisation’s management structure. 

 
The Gershon Review concluded that there needed to be a more joined-up approach 
to efficiency, based on sound and reliable data, and that activity to support this 
agenda needed strong and effective leadership.  Moreover, the Gershon findings 
were utilised by the Universities UK Efficiency and Modernisation Task Group 
(2011), the findings from which have also underscored the importance of the work of 
this OD&CM project.  The pilot project was not primarily designed to seek financial 
efficiencies but to enhance the quality and effectiveness of course (programme) 
provision for all stakeholders through strategic and streamlined programme review, 
development and management processes. 
 
The process draws upon good practice in the existing Ulster model for revalidation 
and also upon a range of review processes within other UK HE institutions.     
 
Methods of engagement and information gathering used as part of the process have 
been: 
 

 Interactive workshops 

 Coaching sessions 

 Ongoing planning and review meetings in SCOBE 

 Face to face review meetings 

 Desktop analysis of preliminary feedback from internal and external panel 
members, and the Academic Office 

 
The original OD&CM timescale for the review included a report to the Ulster Learning 
and Teaching Committee in June 2015.  For reasons that will be outlined below, this 
is an interim report and contains feedback and recommendations on the first iteration 
of the SPR&D process; the recommendations focus on the second iteration of the 
project.   
 
 
The ARCS Methodology 
Dr Janine Stockdale was commissioned by Staff Development to apply the ARCS 
(Attention, Relevance, Confidence, Satisfaction) Motivational Systems Design Model 

                                            
1 Gershon, P (1991) Review of Civil Procurement in Central Government.  London: HM Treasury 
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as a backdrop to co-facilitating SCOBE in designing an integrated, school level 
curriculum.  
 
Recognising that the strategic goal of good curriculum design is to “transform a 
science curriculum into a mobilised one that makes learning motivating, engaging 
and holistic” (Zhang et al., 2010)2, multiple pedagogy experts and researchers have 
used the ARCS to create learning solutions that enable knowledge generation 
through theoretically-designed interactivity.   However, due to the multidisciplinary 
complexity of the SCOBE project within such a tight timeframe, the robust 
motivational diagnostic work associated with an ARCS application was fast-tracked. 
The key phases of ARCS were delivered over 4 days, which involved in reaching a 
fast-track solution for an integrated, school-based and interactive curriculum design: 
 
a.   Rapid Review of the current process & curriculum outputs [including getting a 
sense of the courses and current pedagogical design; future potential pedagogical 
capabilities of the design teams and identification of the teams’ lead edge 
stakeholders (students, professional bodies, employers, University) 
 
b.   Co-creation of a school-level curriculum framework that is capable of supporting 
a proposed strategic and integrated school curriculum design 
 
c.   Suggested Optimal Integrated School-Level Curriculum Solution that enables 
multidisciplinary learning (as a basis for interdisciplinary learning) using knowledge 
generation pedagogical implementation as opposed to knowledge transfer 
pedagogical implementation. In relation to the design process associated with the 
development of an interactive, educational solution, the ARCS as a systems design 
approach focuses on the following key aims: 
-     Ensure a parallel development with integrated development teams 
-     Develop   strong   upstream   supplier   linkages   and   close-coupling   with   
leading stakeholders 
-     Emphasise integration between research and design 
-     Designing for ‘makeability’ (knowledge generation vs knowledge transfer) 
[Rothwell 1992] 
 
 
Realising that SPR&D did not permit time for developing a built environment 
simulation, a podcast was developed that encouraged a School-based stand-alone 
application of this pedagogy as an interim School- based curriculum, developmental 
goal. Further work however is required in relation to developing and testing an 
optimal interactive, pedagogical solution, including: 

1. Motivationally Designing the interactive, simulated learning environment 

2. Motivationally Designing the disciplinary/interdisciplinary research led inquiries  

3. Enhancing the functionality of the current CMS to enable future performance 
data insights when designing and testing applied pedagogy/curriculum designs 

                                            
2  Zhang, B.-H., Looi, C.-K., Seow, P., Chia, G., Wong, L.-H., Chen, W., et al. (2010). Deconstructing 
and reconstructing: Transforming primary science learning via a mobilized curriculum. Computers and 
Education, 55(4), 1504–1523 
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The Revised Process 
The process for the pilot project as agreed at the Learning and Teaching Committee 
in June 2015 (see appendix one) was revised during the span of the pilot.  This was 
for two reasons: 
 
1. Significant staff reductions (35%) as a result of VSS 
The original timeline of the pilot was reviewed in light of the impact of VSS.  The 
most significant change was the “flipping” of the engagement with the external panel 
members.  It had originally been envisaged that the panel would give detailed 
comments on documentation before the panel event, with a period of engagement 
with external panel members following the submission of initial feedback. This 
feedback and engagement would be built into the final documentation at the main 
panel event.  The VSS announcements coincided with the initial workshop in the 
School.  As a result of the staff reductions, it was decided to hold a panel meeting 
based on draft documentation, and that a period of engagement would be held with 
externals following the panel meeting.  Documentation would then be finalised on the 
basis of the engagement at the panel meeting, and further engagement with 
externals after the panel meeting.  A final meeting of the panel would be held where 
externals would formally agree the document changes (remotely), internal panel 
members would be present and the recommendations and conditions would be 
disseminated to the course team members.  This would also be an opportunity to 
reflect on the whole process.   
 
2. Testing out of aspects of the Pilot 
The original panel event had been scheduled over three days.  This was reduced to 
one day on the basis that externals had already given extensive feedback; teams 
had extensively engaged with students and employers in advance of the event; and 
panel members would have the opportunity to engage with teams following the panel 
event.   
 
 
Initial meetings, Information Analysis and Audience Analysis 
Ms Carol Cochrane lead the development and facilitation of the first iteration of 
SPR&D with the aim of building and/or enhancing the strategic distributed leadership 
capacity of 3 School Leads and 21 Course Directors within the School of the Built 
Environment (SCOBE) to develop a strategic, stimulating and sustainable School 
curriculum and implementation solution(s). 
 
To this end, 4 practical and interactive workshops were co-developed and co-
facilitated by HOSD and an ARCS Methodologist in Motivational Instructional Design 
to provide the 3 School Leads and 21 Course Directors with the essential space, 
support and stimuli to develop a school curriculum.  Alongside the workshops, there 
was a Subject Cluster Clinic (interim feedback from Course Directors), coaching for 
School leads and a number of Course Directors; and a series of ongoing planning 
and review meetings with the School Leads.   
 
The 4 SPR&D Workshops were designed to develop the distributed strategic 
leadership capacity within SCOBE and provide the essential space, support and 
stimuli for the 3 School Leads and 21 Course Directors to collectively review (via a 
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comprehensive MICRO review of their course performance for the preceding 5 year 
period and also undertake a strategic MACRO internal and external review to 
determine the requirements of their future curriculum). 
 
These 2 review activities were facilitated by the use of a MICRO and MACRO 
Information Analyses Templates developed with the School Leads and Course 
Directors. 
 
Both templates generated good curriculum design intelligence. One recommendation 
would be to automate the completion of the MICRO Course Performance Information 
Analysis Template as the comprehensive information needed to be manually input 
from a number of course performance information systems. The MICRO Information 
Analysis provided useful insight and could also be used each year to capture course 
performance information for the Programme Management System (PMS)     
 
The School Leads and Course Directors collectively identified the higher order 
learning goals (HOLG’s) of their school curriculum and subsequently agreed these 
goals with their identified key stakeholders (i.e., students, professional bodies, 
employers and the University PVC LTSE and their staff) via the Audience Analysis 
Template designed to facilitate this essential dialogue with the key stakeholders.  
 
This first iteration of SPR&D was compromised by way of both time and the 
rationalisation of course provision that led to a reduction of 35% of the teaching staff 
with a significant negative impact on morale within the school.  However, Ms 
Cochrane found the majority of staff welcomed the space support, stimuli (and in the 
latter stages solidarity!) to collectively agree the higher order goals of their school 
curriculum along with their unique curriculum i.e., discipline specific learning pillars 
and content.   
 
Work on the curriculum continued during the early part of semester two and the 
courses were entered on to the CMS.  This process will be reviewed in the sections 
below.  The CMS generated a course document of c.3700 pages.  All panel 
members were able to access all documentation on Sharepoint and no material was 
printed out in hard copy.   
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School of the Built Environment: Timeline for 2015/16 Pilot  

  Final Documentation/Approval 
 

7 August 2016  Curriculum approved in CMS. 
 

20 July 2016  
 
4 July 2016  
 
22 June 2016  
 
13 June 2016 
 
 
 
 
1 June 2016 
 
 
April/May 
 

 Final documentation submitted. 
 
Report of final meeting approved. 
 
Meeting of Internal Panel Members. 
 
Date for final comments on documentation to be submitted by Panel members. 
 
Final Draft Documentation  
 
Final date for submission of final draft documentation by School/Faculty. 
 
External Panel members and School/Course Team Engagement 
 

26 April 2016  Report of meeting approved. 
 

12 April 2016 
 

 Full Panel Meeting. 
 

4 April 2016     
 
 
[Easter 28 March-1 April]  
 

               Date for comments on documentation to be submitted by Panel members and  
central departments. 
 

25 March 2016 
 

 School provides list of students and employers. 

 
 
 
1 March 2016 
 
 
4 December 2015 
 
Semester 1, 2015/16 

  
Preliminary Draft Documentation 
 
Final date for submission of preliminary draft documentation by School/Faculty. 
 
Invitations issued to external Panel members  
 
Staff Development ARC activities with course teams. 
 

 
6 August 2015 

 Support departments alerted to schedule of events in 2016/17 and their  
expected attendance. 
 

30 June 2015  Meeting between Academic Office, Staff Development and Head of School to  
discuss CA6, select external panel members, and brief on process. 
 

  Initial Preparation 
 

December 2014  Return of CA6 by Faculty.  
 

November 2014  Issue of CA6 for confirmation of courses and nomination of potential  
external members. 
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Main Recommendations and Areas for Action 
 
The OD&CM interim recommendations have been informed by findings from the 
planning meetings; engagement of the course teams with the design process; records 
from the SPR&D event; feedback from internal and external panel members; feedback 
from all course directors and the Head of School and Associate Head of School; 
feedback from Ms Carol Cochrane, Dr Janine Stockdale and Professor Ruth Fee; and 
feedback from the Academic Office.  Student and employer views had not been sought 
on the pilot project, but had been extensively drawn upon as part of the curriculum 
review process.   
 
The extensive feedback is collated around the themes set out below, and these 
themes have resulted in core recommendations emerging from the review.   
 
Engagement with Course Teams using ARCS Model, Audience Analysis and 
Curriculum Purpose Goals 
The Strategic Curriculum Design Model was used to promote the need for an internal 
course performance micro review along with an internal and external strategic macro 
review and the model enabled the School Leads and Course Directors to identify what 
the MICRO Course Performance and MACRO future curriculum strategic review 
Information Analysis Templates needed to generate by way of operational and 
strategic intelligence to inform the future curriculum.   
 
There was positive feedback from all 3 School Leads and a number of Course 
Directors as to how the Audience Analysis Template was useful in facilitating the 
essential dialogue with their respective stakeholders regarding the identified curriculum 
Purpose Goals for each of the key stakeholders. The subsequent dialogue between 
the School Lead and/or Course Director with their key stakeholders provided the 
stakeholder with an opportunity to edit/enhance or confirm their Purpose Goal for the 
school curriculum. Goals carry in motivation therefore agreeing the Purpose Goals with 
the stakeholders enabled the stakeholders to have a sense of ownership and 
commitment to the curriculum.  
 
SPR&D provides a really good opportunity for School Leads and Course Directors to 
collectively agree their school curriculum and develop/share their innovative pedagogic 
practice. The majority of School Leads and Course Directors really engaged in the 
process with ongoing conversations around curriculum design, pedagogic and 
assessment challenges and practices. 
 
Positive comments on the use of the motivational framework and the School based 
curriculum from the course teams included: 
 

 “Useful to identify Ulster’s unique curriculum and graduate qualities – area of 
specialism that differentiates it (in a positive way) whilst aligning with the shared 
curriculum common against all Planning Schools within UK and ROI”. 

 

 “Really good idea – courses and staff did exist in isolation, breaks down 
barriers.  Purpose Goals reflect the stakeholders. We have Learning Pillars – 
partially shared modules and integrated project work.”  
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On the School-wide approach to programme review, the comments from the School 
leads and Course Directors were overwhelmingly positive.   
 
Positive comments from the School Leads and the Course Directors included: 
 

 Good opportunity as a School to take a school wide approach to the delivery of 
our curriculum, what we did, where we did it and how we did it.  Identify what 
was good so that it could be shared.” 
 

 The opportunity to work with Head of Staff Development and Dr Janine 
Stockdale re: Framework was stimulating. Being helped through the process of 
going back to the start, deconstruct, excellent approach.  Personally I do not 
think we have achieved what I set out to achieve, compressed time to do this 
did mean at times things needed to be rushed, relationships between staff had 
to be sorted.  Voluntary Severance Scheme added to pressure on staff both 
directly and indirectly. School missed out on an opportunity in 2011 Revalidation 
by maintaining the status quo.  My hope is the next few weeks with the panel 
members (external) will widen the horizon of Course Directors. 
 

 This is the way we have to go – Strategic Course Review should be an ongoing 
process. Some Course Directors’ welcomed the opportunity to change, some 
found it stressful i.e. Manual completion of Information Analyses Templates and 
threat of Voluntary Severance Scheme. Got all Course Directors’ involved from 
get go. 
 

 Templates really useful for intelligence/insight – if these can be automated and 
collate Educator Team Profiles to create a School Development Plan – School 
View Document.  Audience Analyses worked really well with Professional 
Bodies and Students. 

 

 The time we had with all staff up in Loughview was a really really rich time – 
useful to explore cross and intra cluster opportunities for sharing. Sceptical to 
begin with would be an advocate for this kind of approach – important to talk at 
a time of uncertainty. 

  

 We had the space and time to review and identify different practices. When you 
are sharing modules and activities it needs to be a school based activity. Good 
to bring changes in at the one time as opposed to incrementally. 
 

 The whole Strategic Programme Review and Development - doing it as a school 
helped me more, as this was multi-disciplinary and inter-disciplinary working.  
We have a lot of skill sets in our school that are not being realised at the 
moment because we have been working in silos. 

 
Further Areas for Development: 
 

 More time needed for intra cluster activity 
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 Possibly better to design the new Curriculum once you know the new Learning 

Landscape (GBD).  Need staff development re: designing and implementing 

new teaching methodologies. 

 Recommend starting the review process at least 12 months in advance of the 
Preliminary Course Document submission. 
 

 Information Analyses – Course Performance = automating would be good – 
useful information, University need to appreciate the cyclical ramping up of 
student numbers.  

 
Views from all internal panel members were sought on the engagement with course 
teams at the event.   
 
Positive feedback included that the engagement and discourse was both strategic, and 

at times discursive and developmental, and it was very evident from the discussions 

that the motivational design framework, notwithstanding the challenges facing the 

School at the time, had been effective in team building and encouraging an integrative 

and strategic focus.  One panel member thought that the team ethos was missing in 

the documentation but that this came across strongly at the event.  

One internal panel member commented that: 

 I can see how it could be developed across the institution to foster greater 

connections and collegiality across courses and improve the student experience 

through shared learning.   

The panel member also thought that they felt further removed from the course team 
than would normally be the case if the whole course team were present.   
 
External panel members noted that the team spirit was evident in discussions with the 

staff and congratulated the School on the success of the approach.  One external 

noted:  

• I would also like to congratulate the staff for fully engaging with the process and 

being receptive to the suggestions and recommendations regarding improving their 

programmes. 

Another commented: 

• I definitely got the sense of teams working as teams and across subjects.  Very 

positive to help bring the school together. There was cross fertilisation – an ethos of a 

constituency 

Externals also referred to evidence of the motivational framework coming out, and that 

this transferred very clearly in the event.  They also referred to the positive relationship 

between the management teams and the academics, and were very praiseworthy of 

the sheer number of people brought in from industry and the genuine level of 
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engagement.  Three externals noted that they would be taking back the learning to 

their own institutions in various ways. They also spoke of the engagement with the 

course teams following the event: “somewhat unusual but positive in the field”.    

The Academic Office noted that the module coordinators may have liked the 

opportunity to attend to participate in discussions and give their views e.g. on the 

manageability of workloads.  There was also concern over the lighter-touch approach 

in terms of the reduced timing for the panel event, the volume of employers attending 

(considered by the Academic Office to be too many) and the length of the time of the 

event on the day.  The Academic Office were not convinced that the motivational 

framework was apparent in the documentation and that elements of the former 

processes – e.g. ‘viewpoints’ – could still achieve the same outcome. 

 
Pedagogy and Practice  
The design of the pilot had included sessions at the workshops from colleagues in 
CHERP and ODL regarding designing and implementing active learning pedagogies, 
effective and efficient assessment methodologies enabled where appropriate by new 
technologies.  Course teams had been advised to contact CHERP and ODL for further 
information on a “commissioning” basis when they required further input.  In the event, 
this did not happen in a structured way for a variety of reasons including timings and 
VSS. 
 
It is clear that the staff team required more detailed guidance on new learning 
landscapes, with some commenting that they found it challenging to design a new 
future-proof curriculum without fully understanding the environment.  
 
Internal panel members noted that as part of SRP&D, it was possible to visualise how 
CHERP/ODL could support teams embed new innovations and technologies in their 
provision and this could be built into the preparation schedule of course.  However, 
CHERP and ODL need to be properly integrated into the process to act as critical 
friends, build capacity, and identify further training and development need pedagogic 
practice, optimised with technology.  This could be done by assigning a named 
colleague from each area to work with the teams throughout the process.  This would 
mitigate against the need to retrofit some of these elements post-validation.   
 
From the revised curriculum, Externals noted the effort put in to the documentation and 
considered approach to the teaching and assessment. The toughness did not seem to 
be done only for documentation purposes, but for use in the design of the delivery.  
One External noted that too much sharing of modules can reduce the identity of a 
course and its content can be perceived as irrelevant. Whilst there is no plan to do this 
as part of the SCOBE review, it can be an unintended consequence of such a wide 
ranging review. 
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Recommendation 1 
A second iteration of the pilot to be tested during 2016/2017, with the reviewed process 
being fully rolled out at the start of 2017 when the configuration of each of the four 
Faculties and their respective schools is confirmed and the current active pedagogic 
projects have been evaluated.  Heads of School/Departments will lead the process 
with agreed support from Staff Development (Systems Leadership, coaching and 
facilitation) to build and/or enhance the distributed leadership capacity within the 
school. 

 

Recommendation 2 
Extend the SPR&D timeline, front loaded within the first 4-6 months to allow for 
optimum engagement and development.   This will depend upon the agreed starting 
point for the School or subject area in terms of developing a strategic and integrated 
School curriculum i.e., some areas may require a complete developmental process 
whilst other schools or subject areas who have actively committed to the iterative 
enhancement of their programmes over the preceding 5-year cycle require a lighter 
touch intervention.  

 

Recommendation 3 
There is an identified need for a timely, tailored and integrated team approach 
comprising CHERP/ODL and Educational Technologists (if appropriate) to 
facilitate/support the development of optimum school curriculum design and 
implementation solution(s) 

 

Recommendation 4 
There is an identified need for automated intelligence gathering from systems and 
datasets already present within Ulster to support the academic community in 
curriculum design and review. 

 
 
 
Size of the Event 
SCOBE had been chosen as the pilot School due to the size and scope of provision.  
At least five units of assessment were collated into one School-based event to test 
streamlining of provision, the potential for inter-disciplinary work and the potential to 
achieve savings by reducing the overall number of units and associated costs.   
 
Feedback was sought on the size of the event held within SCOBE and the potential for 
larger units of assessment.  School leads and course team members had given 
feedback on the size of the event in terms of the positive impact on curriculum 
development.   
 
Internal panel members stated that there was a need to think carefully about the 
optimum size, scope and coherence of the SPR&D subject clusters/units of 
assessment going forward, as the same time had not been allocated to specific units of 
assessment and courses as under the existing model.  Some internal panel members 
felt that there had been robust and strategic discussions, but one felt that the detail of 
the existing programme review process was missing and they would have preferred 
more in-depth analysis. 
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It is interesting that some of these views are in contrast to those received from External 
panel members.  Some comments received on the size of the event included: 
 
• I was very pleased with the way that the Strategic Programme Review and 
Development was undertaken. Areas covered and detail examined was very similar to 
what I have experienced before. In other periodic reviews I have done they have all 
been very School (single engineering subject) specific, I think the presence of 
reviewers of other subject areas at this review enhanced the experience for both the 
reviewers and the teaching teams involved. 
 
• As reviewers we were able to hear the range of opinions expressed and 
contrast these to our own thoughts. This allowed us to put tour own comments in 
context of the larger school. 
 
• I think it worked well and would not be looking to change things. A deeper look 
could have been made with another day – maybe to allow the subject teams explain 
their strategy to a couple of the reviewers. 
 
• One way in which it was different was the breadth of the review – the width of 
the provision.  Experience was the narrower review of the subject but whole School 
provision in many ways was a positive and innovative way of looking at this and the 
opportunities for integration across the provision and to design the curriculum as 
efficiently as possible.  Positive aspects were the theme building – to bring the School 
together will be a positive development going forward.  Nice feeling from the range of 
external examiners being involved.  Felt that you are “on our own” and leading your 
own area but good to have a range of professionals across a range of subject areas.   
 
• With regards to the Ulster approach, it was very useful to have a number of 
external reviewers there covering the range of programmes offered within the School. 
The downside of this is that the documentation was very extensive. However, it was 
well set out on Sharepoint and I found it easy to focus on the programmes I had been 
asked to review. 
 
The Academic Office noted that a School-based approach may not be the best 
approach for very large schools with complex provision e.g. Biomedical Sciences 
(approx. 35 courses); the Office noted that there would be a need to advise the 
Academic Office/LTC of the Schools which they consider would need to be split into 
subjects together with justification for any proposed grouping. 
 
Finally, the increased size of the event resulted in an increase in the amount of 
associated documentation and the subsequent knock-on effect on the depth in which 
internal panel members in particular could adequately review the relevant 
documentation.  This issue will be discussed later in this report.   
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Recommendation 5 
The optimum size of each event will depend on synergies between subject areas, the 
scope for larger events as a result of Faculty and School/Departmental restructuring 
and the role of professional bodies within subject areas.  Associate Deans and Heads 
of School/Departments will be encouraged to seek to maximise synergies within larger 
groupings.  In order to achieve maximum benefits, flexibility will be required.  

 
 
Timing of the Event 
As a result of the impact of VSS on the School, a decision had to be taken to review 
the original timing of the event.  Engagement with Externals took place after an initial 
panel meeting to discuss draft documentation, with changes being implemented after 
this meeting that were considered by School leads and Course Directors to be 
significant enhancements to School provision (further details below).   
 
Feedback on the revised timing of the event was sought and the School leads and 
Course Directors were positive about the change, as they had more flexibility in the 
design of the provision and more scope to make innovative changes, supported by 
Externals, in the weeks following the review event.   
 
Two internal panel members noted that the revised timing was significant and 
appeared to have brought greater benefit than what had originally been planned with 
conversations with externals.   
 
The Academic Office preferred the original timeline with one main Panel meeting. 
 
The views of Externals were also sought.  Comments received included: 
 

 With regards to the timetable for the day, the only aspect that didn’t work for me 
was the final session when there were meetings between different externals in 
the different themes. Since there was no other external within my theme, it was 
not a particularly helpful aspect of the day. 

 

 In relation to other institutions, I was impressed with the Ulster experience. 
Whilst there is always a lot of documents to read for a review, this was managed 
well at Ulster and kept to a readable amount.  The event was confined to one 
day. I think it was a good thing to meet in person and whilst many of the 
participants had to arrive by air from the mainland, it was valuable to meet 
across a table. It was also very enlightening to be shown round the university to 
investigate the facilities, which put the courses into context. 

 

 Proportionality of the programmes – very large to very small – on the day they 
were all given the same weight which may distort the time spent to students 

 

 I would rather have spent the afternoon in parallel sessions rather than have a 
tour of facilities which I don’t think any of us needed. 
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Post Event Engagement 
The pilot project tested out post-event engagement with external panel members.  As 
noted earlier in this report, externals had commented that this was somewhat unusual 
but a positive change in the field, and that the learning would be taken back to their 
own institutions.   
 
Indeed, all Externals were positive about the dialogue with panel members, one noting:  
 

 I like the idea of ongoing revalidation dialogue with panel members. The post 
event engagement with external panels members has been a welcome addition 
within the Programme Review and Development Pilot and is certainly something 
that the School and its teams have embraced.  This phase particularly has 
provided programme teams and the School time to reflect upon their draft plans, 
discuss these often at some length with their respective external panel member, 
be challenged in their thinking and ultimately to make an enhanced submission. 

 
The School was asked to provide some brief feedback on engagement with course 
teams.  As the engagement phase began the Built Environment management team 
were clear that this phase and engagement had to be both meaningful and productive 
and therefore programme engagement parameters were set in that email 
communications were not to be the primary and sole communication vehicle.  With that 
there were also no barriers to engagement and it was made clear that the School 
would support teams in the to visit external panel members at the home institutions 
where there would be clear benefits to doing so.   
 
The outcome has been that face-to-face discussions have taken place with four 
externals, two at their home institutions and two at other venues.  The other main 
format used for discussion was Blackboard Collaborate (1 external, 3 programmes) 
Skype (2 externals, 5 programmes) and telephone (1 external, 1 programme).  These 
discussions were obviously supported with email communications to share new 
programme students, assessment schedules, plans and responses to externals initial 
comments often in preparation for these meetings, to further clarify matters and to 
complete the consultation process.  Whilst one programme was discussed with an 
external panel member the Course Director has struggled to gain responses to email 
communications.  
 
The consultation phase has brought about engagements within programmes including 
revisions in learning outcomes, revisions in relation to assessment where teams have 
reviewed assessments with a view to achieving standardisation and equity across 
modules to reviewing group work assessment approaches within programmes, all of 
which will enhance the programmes and the student experience.  The extent of change 
varies across the School and particularly from undergraduate and postgraduate level 
with the scale of change more significant within our undergraduate provision.  That 
said the new PgCert/PgDip/MSc Construction Business and Leadership has been 
significantly enhanced with the inclusion of three additional modules which will 
strengthen the specialist pathways and improve the marketability of the programme. 
 
Perhaps one of the most significant examples of change in the consultation period can 
be seen in the BSc (Hons) Construction Engineering and Management.  The post-
event work within this team has been significant and has resulted in a redrafting of final 
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year provision.  The new format has been welcomed by the external with one module 
being of particular interest to the external in relation to his own School’s delivery.  The 
revised programme will bring, outside dissertation, the use of the first thirty credit point 
modules in the School.  This team has also revised the format of its part-time provision 
to ensure its currency and marketability, a particularly important development as the 
School seeks to grow non-MaSN activity.  The revised part-time structure will introduce 
semester three teaching and reduce the duration of the programme.  These 
enhancements move the programme away from being a ‘slow full-time’ to dedicated 
part-time provision.  This team also developed a dual pathway structure for the part-
time provision; however, further to helpful discussion and debate with the external 
panel member the School has agreed that we will first take this idea to employers and 
market for thorough testing before introduction. 
 
The final formal external responses and sign off in matrix form have been slow in 
receipt and this is likely as the panel members are agreeing final actions with the 
School and course teams and in effect probably feel that once this has been completed 
at School level that this element of the process is complete.  This is something that 
needs to be reviewed from the pilot. 
 
The School leads have suggested some potential enhancements as to how the 
engagement takes place.  In reflection it was thought by the leads to be helpful if the 
panel remained as second day at Ulster.  Using this format course teams could meet 
with their respective external the day following the event in more informal 
surroundings, resolve queries, clarify areas of misunderstanding, discussion the 
provision in detail, potential solutions and agree areas for action and with good notice 
this is something the School could accommodate and schedule for in its business 
practices.  This enhancement would also allow whole team engagement with the 
external but in programme engagement discussions rather than within the formality of 
the previous revalidation events.  As seven of the eight panel members actually 
remained in Belfast after the event this next day engagement could be beneficial and 
potentially expedite the consultation phase of the process. A final reflection would be in 
relation to the scheduling of the post event consultation.  The School leads strongly 
feel that this should be considered carefully and should be completed well in advance 
of the run up to the exam board period.   
 
To conclude, the feedback from the SCOBE leads shows that the consultation phase 
has been busy, fruitful and worthwhile as the sharing of practice and reflection should 
be.  How this engagement takes place can be reviewed in light of the next day 
discussion format. 
 
The Academic Office noted that external panel members were slow to complete the 
formal response on engagement to the Academic Office, and did not detail the 
changes to be made to the document.  They noted the lack of evidence of post-event 
follow-up; however, it was clear from the School leads that this had taken place.  
Communication received from the author of this report shows that the externals had felt 
overwhelmed by paperwork, and that this was a strong factor in the returns not being 
made to the Academic Office.  This is addressed below. 
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Recommendation 6 
Feedback has shown that the curriculum has been enriched by ongoing, informal 
engagement with external panel members and that this has been a strength of the pilot 
exercise.  The timeline for future events should be designed to maximise this 
engagement, with course teams facilitated to fully integrate changes to the curriculum.   

 
 
Paperwork and Administration  
The main focus of this review was to try and build leaders and teams, design a 
curriculum based around the needs of a range of stakeholders and to try and 
rationalise and enhance provision within SCOBE.  Every change process requires 
supporting structures and policies.  For the purposes of this review, it is important to 
consider the end goals and achievements of SPR&D separately from the processes 
designed to enable those goals.  Moreover, it is important to separate further the 
enabling processes of SRP&D from the existing CMS.  
 
At the outset, it is crucial to note that comments made here are designed to enhance 
the final curriculum – and not designed to be overly critical of any of our existing 
systems.  However, there is always a more streamlined way of achieving better 
systems and policies that support staff.  This section will look at issues arising during 
the pilot around paperwork and administration.   
 
The main administrative changes tested in the pilot were the introduction of tailored 
student handbook that replaced the commentaries section, the use of externals for 
ongoing engagement with course teams, and the use of Sharepoint to host all relevant 
documentation that should have negated the need for hard copy documents.  There 
had been debate over where to locate the student handbooks – in a separate area on 
Sharepoint, or as part of the main CMS document.  In the end, the decision was taken 
by the Academic Office to locate documents in the main course document in CMS.   
 
For external panel members, they were required to comment on their areas of 
expertise.  For internal panel members, the requirement to read 3700 pages was very 
onerous; as noted earlier in this report, the CMS generated a course document of 3700 
pages. 
 
Internals noted that:  
 
• The paperwork is still far too onerous and the supporting systems clunky, these 

too will need to be addressed going forward. 
 
• I will admit that I was ill-prepared for the amount of documentation coming my 

way!  I was aware that it was a full-School review, but I hadn’t given it much 
more thought than that and opened the papers a few days before as usual – not 
knowing what to expect. 

 
• I have been involved in many internal and external revalidation events and in 

comparison, the administration load has greatly increased for panel members; 
particularly in the two key areas (i) reading a 3700 page document and (ii) 
Submission of the report prior to the first meeting which requires a 4000 word 
review as feedback (a guide was given of 500 words for the 8 sections). 
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• Due to the number of programmes and the extent of the accompanying 

documentation, it was extremely difficult as a panel member to review the 
provision in any depth particularly as it was a document of nearly 4000 pages, 
resulting in a one-dimensional review of the provision. If the University continues 
with this process, it may be helpful to allocate sections to panel members. 

 
• Due to the size of the document and also the number of modules and the list of 

modules at the end of the document, it was difficult to navigate the modules and 
scrutinise in detail. In the section containing the modules, it was not possible to 
determine the amount of shared teaching and which modules belonged to which 
programme. 

 
• Due to the complexity of the document it was difficult to determine if some 

sections were missing – it was discovered that some of the assessment tables 
were missing, which is such an important focus of revalidation. Are we happy to 
send a 4000 word document to External panel members for review (despite the 
fact that they will look only at some of these programmes)?    

 
• It may be possible to shorten the documentation as there was repetition 

throughout. If this is due to the CMS, I am not sure why the CMS is dictating 
how we design our review documentation, surely it should be the other way 
around. Section A is now longer, programme specifications are given twice. 

 
Externals were not as critical as they had less material to read but nonetheless were 
not positive about the overall paperwork.  However, they noted that Sharepoint was 
extremely useful and well structured; 
 

 The sharepoint worked fine for me. The 1000 page word documents did not! I 
could not navigate the large word file so I ended up extracting the pages I 
needed into PDF – only when that was done could I read the pages relevant to 
me. 

 

 Yes it was good to read the documents on Sharepoint and not have to print 
them out. 

 

 I much prefer to access material online and makes things much more 
convenient – having it all there in one repository.  Well structured and easy to 
locate. 

 

 There was a lot of information and documentation – a lot of time to go through 
this in a through way – cutting this down and streamlining this or receiving the 
information would be good,  Sharepoint could have broken this down into 
several sections that are discrete to the course 

 

 Hideous approach to paperwork; Access problem for wifi in holiday; repetition in 
the documentation 

 
Internal members also noted that the use of Sharepoint was very helpful: 
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 Yes, it was good to have it all online – I had some technical difficulties with the 
site, but these were local browser issues I think.  Once everything was 
downloaded it was useful! 

 
 
The Academic Office noted that there was a very large set of documentation (and 
Panel) and had to engage a lot of staff in its review – this was complex and resource 
intensive to manage.    In terms of Sharepoint, this as noted as useful, but there was a 
lot of work setting it up and keeping information up-to-date; although the paperless 
approach reduces costs in terms of printing and postage etc., the Academic Office 
thought that the use of SharePoint is not any more efficient in terms of Academic Office 
staff time.   
 
The Academic Office also noted that it still needs a hard copy as it is essential for the 
detailed scrutiny of the submission; and that staff training would need to be given to 
AO admin and clerical staff and would require help in designing a template for 
Sharepoint access.   In terms of the course handbook the Academic Office noted that 
although is useful to encourage course directors to prepare the course handbook as 
part of the review exercise, they will still need to up-date these on an annual basis. The 
Academic Office noted that the handbooks replaced the commentary sections currently 
provided for revalidation and contained much less information than previously would 
have been provided in the commentaries.  
 
In the view of the Academic Office,  
 

 Many commentaries did not include sufficient information on recent and 
proposed changes; transfer to and from programmes, group work assessment, 
study skills, Principles of Assessment and Feedback for Learning, 
Research/Scholarship informed curriculum, how benchmark statements and PB 
requirements are met, how the quality precepts for digital learning are met, 
widening participation. There was also a substantial amount of duplication of 
information to be read by Panel members (as a handbook for every course was 
required) which could result in some handbooks or sections of handbooks not 
being read; it was also hard to identify what were unique sections to particular 
courses. Given that the course handbook is written for students, it might be 
more valuable for the current evaluation/revalidation commentary section to be 
reinstated as section B2 and to include, as an appendix to the submission, a 
sample of course handbooks e.g. one undergraduate and one postgraduate or, 
a model school handbook. If the commentary section is not reinstated, then 
section A (School overview) 

 

 If handbooks are to continue to be presented as section B2, then consideration 
should be given to how the CMS could be developed to assist staff in preparing 
these e.g. the facility to edit/add to the University’s model/ template in the CMS; 
this must reduce staff effort rather than creating more work for staff; a different 
version of the programme specifications and regulations were often included in 
the handbooks – these must be the same version as in sections B1 and B3 in 
CMS. These would be better provided as appendices in course handbooks 
(revise template) and to reduce duplication they should not be attached as part 
of the PRD submission. (See suggested changes above.) 
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The course teams who were working on CMS were frustrated with the responsiveness 
of the system, the inability of the system to upload crucial documentation, and the lack 
of flexibility.  The course teams have provided innovative suggestions for 
enhancements that include fully online course handbooks for students that have no 
duplication.  Moreover, they have innovative ideas for the total digitisation of the 
process, including the provision and checking of matrixes and checking of course 
documents online, including a track-changes function, that would reduce the workload 
of both academics and the Academic Office.   
 

Recommendation 7 
Undertake a review of all administration and paperwork associated with SPR&D, with a 
task and finish group established from a range of units across Ulster (including 
SCOBE) to design new processes that are efficient, robust, and support the academic 
community.  Problems identified with the CMS provide evidence that a review of CMS 
is required to ensure processes are stable, accessible, intuitive and user friendly.  A 
Sharepoint template for further SPR&D pilots can be designed with ICT user services 
is association with the Academic Office, and tested by a range of users before roll-out.   

 
 
Training of Panel Chairs and Internal Members 
The schedule for the event was tight and very well organised by the Academic Office 
and this was recognised by internal and external members.   
 
Internal members noted that the event was focussed and effective, but that training 
may be required for Chairs with the target group being the PVC (Education) and the 
new Associate Deans (4x3) plus exceptionally, Heads of School.  An internal also 
noted that the first SPR&D meeting with the Senior team and course directors was very 
successful and it was evident that an excellent Chair is essential to ensure this works 
well. 
 
Externals noted that the event was well organised and very well run; “the paperwork 
was clear and arrived in good time and it was well written, and clear to understand”. 
 
One external noted that although the event was chaired really well, this was still an 

internal Chair; “there is scope for discussion between the Chair and external members 

about the agenda setting.  Whilst technically this was an independent Chair, for the 

externals they are still an Ulster member of staff.” 

Recommendation 8 
Training for panel Chairs to be introduced if new processes are adopted.  
Consideration to be given by Chairs to the setting of agendas in consultation with 
internal and external panel members.  

 
 
Reflections on the Process  
One wonders if the pilot SPR&D project had been tested in a School that had not felt 
the impact of VSS to such an extent would the project would have looked and felt 
different?  During the review period it was clear that the pilot provided the School with 
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a much needed framework of support to go through SPR&D (or, in the absence of 
SPR&D, revalidation) during an unprecedented set of circumstances.   
 
All participants were asked to reflect on the process as a whole, and what they would 
have done differently, 
 
Internals 
Internal were split on next steps.  The majority remarked that another pilot was 
required, reviewing timing and crucially looking at paperwork and reducing burdens on 
staff.  The majority also agreed that the pilot appears to have worked well as a process 
to strategically review provision within SCOBE as the School have taken a very 
reflective approach and the Senior team have provided very positive feedback on the 
SPR&D with ongoing review planned for the coming years.  Moreover, one noted that:  
 
• This process provides an opportunity, I feel, to really involve students as co-

creators of their curriculum.  The team ethos created could really be felt amongst staff, 

and it would be great to see some student leaders being involved in the process of 

feeding into the document and the new courses (I realise they are consulted, but it may 

be an opportunity to really involve them in the whole process). 

One internal thought that the process was too burdensome and that they felt too 

removed from the courses under review as the individual meetings with course teams 

were no longer  

Externals 
External views were very interesting.  One noted that the key aspect to such a review 
is to take staff with you and to ensure proper consultation; their impression was that 
this had happened and so on that basis they thought the process could be rolled out – 
“it is refreshing to hear of staff being enthusiastic about change”. Perhaps this was 
overly optimistic, but that was the external’s perspective of the process. 
 
One external noted that they would change nothing – “I know that these reviews are 
difficult but it was managed well – for the panel and external experts and the staff”.  
Another commented that it was a “very very well run event, fit for purpose – and 
represents good way forward”.   
 
Of particular note was the engagement of the course teams with students and 
employers – with this engagement noted as exemplar.  When asked if the events 
should be subject based or interdisciplinary, externals noted that based on the specific 
SCOBE event, it would benefit from staying interdisciplinary to maximise the benefits 
for staff and for students.   
 
Academic Office 
The Academic Office noted that further consideration needs to be given to the structure 
and content of the submission, and timescales involved.  They noted that the timing of 
the engagement with externals was crucial, and that this aspect will only work if the 
Head of School and academic staff are very proactive.  This will be determined by how 
capable the academic staff team in a school is and whether they need a lot of support 
for external experts in reviewing the curriculum. 
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The Academic Office also noted that the externals were paid £500 and that 
consideration should be given whether this fee is deemed sufficient or too much.  
Consideration also needs to be given to the timing of the meeting to normally last be 
between 9am and 6 pm to accommodate everyone involved i.e.  school staff, Panel 
members and Academic Office staff. 
 

Recommendation 9  
There is potential for greater involvement of students as co-creators of curriculum, 
building upon existing student engagement. 

 

Conclusion 

The SCOBE SPR&D project had three main objectives: 

1. Build and/or enhancing leadership within and across course teams, so that all 
team members are motivated to take a strategic and collective approach to course 
review and development 
2. Streamline the current revalidation process from the perspective of academic 
governance, to ensure that the process of achieving academic rigour and viability of 
courses also provides a platform for the teams to enhance curriculum design and 
pedagogical dialogue between themselves and the key stakeholders 
3. Align the objectives of programme quality management to reduce reporting 
requirements and create the space for course team engagement with key data sets to 
facilitate iterative programme enhancement and inform the strategic programme review 
and development process 
 
Objective one 
From the review undertaken, feedback from course team members, Course Directors 
and School leads that there was significant shift within the School towards team 
members being motivated to take a strategic and collective approach to curriculum 
review and development. 
 
Objective two 
It is clear that much more work is required to streamline our current academic 
governance processes, and work to ensure that the CMS meets the needs of the 
academic community. 
 
Objective three 
At the start of the review process, the reporting requirements under PMS were reduced 
for staff with action sheets replacing full minutes of all meetings of course committees 
during the academic year (see paper LTC/15/9a Programme Management and 
Review: Strategy Paper).  However, the format and accessibility of this information 
needs to be reviewed particularly in the light of the new national proposals for a revised 
audit method that will draw on key data sets and this will require several departments 
to work together to achieve maximum benefits for academic staff.  Indeed, SCOBE 
members noted that for the audience and information analysis processes, this would 
have been significantly enhanced via an automated system (addressed via 
recommendation 4 of this report).   
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So what looked different? 
In summary, the main changes for SCOBE coming out of the review were as follows: 
 

 A significant re-weighting of the focus of existing revalidation processes on strategic 
leadership and team/School building, curriculum development, and the student 
experience, rather that the event being all about “the document”; (see appendix 
four); 

 An emphasis on Course Directors being leaders of change; 

 Meaningful engagement with external panel members, allowing for an external 
perspective on ongoing curriculum development; 

 The SPR&D process was interdisciplinary by design, rather than by default; 

 The larger unit reduced the overall School workload over a 5-year cycle in terms of 
time spent on the preparation for reviews, and at the review event itself; 

 SPR&D put structures in place to formalise the review of the evidence base 
(audience analysis; information analysis) that was used for future planning 
purposes, and not just for annual reflective review; 

 The review took an in-depth look at the totality of School provision.   
 
One way of measuring change is by looking at the volume of modules within the 
School.  There have been 261 modules submitted by the School under the SPR&D 
process in comparison to 300 modules previously (some of this reduction will be from 
the phasing out of the programmes).  It is important to note that 19 of the 261 are new 
modules to enable the School to deliver the new BEng and MEng Safety Engineering 
and Disaster Management programmes.  The School has also developed two new 
Maths modules to return this teaching in house in response to recent University 
changes. The School leads note that a better comparator would be approximately 240 
modules under SPR&D to 300 previously, adding that there is more to do and recent 
post-event engagement can see some of this work starting already; there is an 
estimation of the slimming of at least 10/20 modules over next year.  This will not result 
in the creation of “supermodules” but reflects the introduction of new interdisciplinary 
modules, whilst reducing the amount of bespoke teaching of similar modules within a 
number of stand-alone programmes.   
 
So what more needs to be done? 
Drawing upon the feedback received during the course of this review, the following 
summary points can be noted; 
 

 Work closely with the team in SCOBE to identify areas of enhancement, drawing 
upon their experiences, and taking into consideration the recommendations made 
through this report (subject to approval); 

 Work to see what aspects of the paperwork can be reduced, whilst retaining 
oversight of quality and standards – and what we can do completely differently; 

 Take into consideration the new Faculty structures, and allow some flexibility in 
current review structures for significant change; as a University we have to be more 
flexible and responsive to change; 

 Consider the impact of any revised process on new programmes of study and 
adopt responsive processes that support the academic community; 

 There is a clear and evidence-based need to review our approach to CMS and use 
the CMS Forum to put forward innovative ideas for positive change.   
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Finally, it should be recognised that the changes recommended as part of this this 
review are not the sole responsibility of one Department. There remains a greater 
capacity for collaborating on and integrating service delivery at Ulster, with a key focus 
on the student (and their academic advisers) at the centre of all our services.   
 
 
 
Professor Ruth Fee 
June 2016  
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APPENDIX ONE 
 
UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER Paper No LTC/15/9a) 
 
LEARNING AND TEACHING COMMITTEE Agenda Item 5a) 
17 June 2015 
 
PROGRAMME MONITORING AND REVIEW 
 
Background 
 
In 2014, the Higher Education Authority commissioned research that aimed to map 
how higher education institutes in the UK were responding to the “radically uncertain” 
and “intensely competitive environment”, where ‘student experience’ is now the catalyst 
for generating human, social and economic capital (Temple et al., 2014). Drawing 
a conceptual distinction between the main aspects of student experience (application 
experience, academic experience, campus experience and graduate experience), 
the paper highlights the need for higher education institutes to respond to this 
changing landscape by evaluating and enhancing the policies and practices that will 
have both a direct and indirect impact on any aspect of their students’ experience. 
 
Recognising that the quality and effectiveness of the programmes that students take, 
have a direct effect on their academic experience, (and an indirect impact on their 
application, campus and graduate experiences), a strategic decision was made to 
respond to this changing landscape by focusing on the current course revalidation 
process (including the professional systems, policies and protocols that support it). As 
part of an overall systems approach, this paper outlines the strategic aim, objectives 
and project implementation process. 
 
Strategic Aim: is to directly enhance the students’ academic experience as a critical 
component of their overall student experience, by strategically streamlining and 
enhancing the programme review, development and management processes that are 
required for an institute-wide provision of quality and effective higher education 
programmes. 
 
Objectives 
 
To achieve the strategic aim, three related and interdependent objectives are 
proposed: 
 

1. Build and/or enhance leadership capacity within and across programme teams, 
so that all team members are motivated to take a strategic and collective 
approach to programme review and development as a catalyst for optimising 
their students’ academic experience. 

 
2. Streamline the current revalidation process from the perspective of academic 

governance, to ensure that the process of achieving academic rigour and 
viability of programmes, also provides a platform where the teams can enhance 
curriculum design through pedagogical discourse between themselves and the 
key stakeholders. 
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3. Align the strategic and operational objectives of standards assurance and 
quality management, so that the overall reporting burden is reduced to create 
the essential space for course teams to engage with relevant key annual data 
sets related to iterative and strategic programme review and enhancement on 
a timely basis. 

 
Objective 1 - Build and/or enhance leadership capacity within and across 
programme teams, so that all team members are motivated to take a strategic 
and collective approach to programme review and development as a catalyst for 
optimising their students’ academic experience. 
Assuring that students have an efficient, effective, stimulating and satisfying learning 
experience, (whatever the learning environment or modes of study) remains critical to 
the role of higher education. To meet this goal, institutions are now realising the 
benefits in taking a team-based, systems approach to programme (course) 
development1, review and re-design. 
 
Multiple models of instructional design aim to systematically influence programme 
designs (van Merrienboer and Kirschner (2013); however to achieve a team-based, 
systems approach to programme review and development, there is a need for all 
stakeholders to be motivated to engage in and collectively lead the strategic review 
and programme redesign process. To achieve this, the ARCS Model of Motivational 
Instructional Design (Keller 2010) will be deployed as a backdrop to guide and support 
the multi-stakeholder, team approach to the strategic programme review and 
development process. 
 
It is anticipated that by introducing the ARCS implementation model as a theoretical 
backdrop to the overall management of the project, that the team(s) will be motivated 
and guided in developing and piloting a systems, team process to strategic programme 
review and development. This pilot represents the first iteration and will provide 
information and learning that will be relevant in future programme review and 
development contexts. 
 
Objective 1 will be achieved by: 

 Facilitating the strategic review and development teams to explore the 
principles of strategic and systems thinking through introducing the design 
approach of the ARCS model of learning and performance, as a theoretical and 
pragmatic approach to achieving the project goal. 

 

 Facilitating the team to deconstruct the current approach to programme review 
and development and agree an outline, implementation plan for a team-based, 
multi-stakeholder, systems approach that will enable them to strategically 
review the programmes (including what information/data provides a source of 
design intelligence). 

 
 Providing a community of practice in a format that is agreed by the programme 

review team(s)  that  will  facilitate  them  in  reconstructing  the  reviewed 
 

 
 

1 For the purpose of this paper, the term programme will be used collectively to include course. 
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programme and enable them to make a strategic case for the viability and/or 
redesign of the same. 
 
While objective 1 concentrates on capturing and sustaining the motivation of all 
stakeholders to engage in the proposed team-based, systems approach, there is a 
need to support objective 1 by streamlining the role of academic governance and 
aligning the objectives of the programme quality assurance. Objectives 2 and 3 outline 
the proposed changes necessary for providing the required support. 
 
Objective 2: Streamline the current revalidation process from the perspective of 
academic governance, to ensure that the process of achieving academic rigour 
and viability of programmes, also provides a platform where the teams can 
enhance curriculum design through pedagogical discourse between themselves 
and the key stakeholders. 
 
Currently, 125 revalidation units are conducted within a 5 year cycle. While this 
approach has in the past served the programme review process, the opportunity costs 
in relation to the staff time and effort required for individual course review, is 
counterproductive within the context of the changing landscape. That is, the current 
programme re-approval process offers limited opportunity for pedagogical discourse 
to take place between the key stakeholders. Objective 2 therefore, focuses on re- 
engineering the revalidation process by integrating a more streamlined approach. This 
will include: 

 
 Reframing of the concept of ‘revalidation’ as a strategic programme review and 

development opportunity related to the students’ academic experience. 
 

 Introducing strategic review and development of subject unit programmes as 
opposed to individual courses, so that the current 125 revalidation units can be 
effectively subsumed into around 40 strategic, programme review & 
development units, within a 5 year cycle. 

 

 Involvement of the Head of School as the Strategic Programme Review & 
Development Project Sponsor to provide a mandate for both Subject Unit Leads 
and Course Directors. 

 

 Introducing an early interim formative feedback opportunity to the programme 
review and approval process so that the programme review teams have an 
opportunity to optimise the enhancements prior to their final submission. It is 
anticipated that this interim feedback opportunity will also serve the programme 
review teams and panel members in relation to having more meaningful and 
pragmatic pedagogical discourse. 

 
Although objective 2 aims to streamline the programme review and approval process, 
the objectivity by academic governance ensures the quality and effectiveness of the 
programme will remain paramount. 
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Objective 3: - Align the strategic and operational objectives of standards 
assurance and quality management, so that the overall reporting burden is 
reduced to create the essential space for course teams to engage with relevant 
key annual data sets related to iterative and strategic programme review and 
enhancement on a timely basis. 
 
To achieve objectives 1 and 2, it is necessary that the standards assurance and quality 
management processes support the overall work of the programme review teams both 
from a strategic and operational perspective. Monitoring at a strategic level must 
provide the programme review teams with necessary business intelligence that is 
required to ‘position’ the future of the programme under review. Monitoring at an 
operational level must provide programme review teams with easy access to the 
relevant programme data, so that they have the time to interpret and validate the 
available information, as part of the annual programme review process. 
 
Monitoring at a strategic level: while the leadership responsibility and capability for 
optimising the students’ academic experience through programme review and 
enhancement belongs to the course teams, the strategic positioning and economic 
viability of any programme remains the leadership responsibility and function of senior 
management. Strategic monitoring will therefore, include: 
 

I. Ensuring university level oversight by the PVC (LTSE); who will act as the 
academic gatekeeper and with other PVC’s to validate the strategic positioning, 

viability and sustainability of programmes being reviewed. 
 

II. Ensuring that the business intelligence (that will have a direct impact on the 
enhancement of a programme) is made available to the programme review 
teams on a timely basis as part of the interim feedback activity so that corrective 

action can be taken as required. 
 
Monitoring at an operational level: it is important the programme review teams have 
easy access to the necessary data required, (without the administrative burden 
associated with comprehensive data compilation). An enhanced version of the current 
electronic Curriculum Management System will ensure that relevant data becomes 
easily accessible and the administrative burden for document compilation reduced. 
This will require: 
 

I. Rolling out of version 2 of the electronic Curriculum Management System 
(CMS) so each programme team member has access to key data sets. 

 
II. Introducing the programme review teams to the key data sets and data 

collection process, necessary for ongoing programme review and 
enhancement. 



32  

Beneficial Outcomes of the Proposed SPR&D Process 
 
The potential benefits that can be realised through the successful completion of this 
proposed project are multiple and reciprocal across the key stakeholder groups, for 
example: 

 

 
 
Our Students 
 

The Ulster students’ academic learning experience must ensure that Ulster graduates 
are informed and engaged global citizens who can respond creatively and 
constructively to the myriad of challenges and opportunities that they will encounter. 
This will have a direct impact on shaping their future. Curriculum design therefore, has 
to ensure that all students develop as critical thinkers who are creative, ethical, and 
resilient professionals; with the capacity to effectively relate and innovate within a 
diverse range of organisational and cultural environments. More specifically this 
project offers all our students (UG and PG) the opportunity to experience a curriculum 
that: 

 Motivates them to excel. 

 Develops their research, scholarship and intrapreneurial capability and capacity 

 Increases their value, so have a direct and positive effect on shaping their 
futures. 

 

Our Staff 
 

It is the goal of all university staff (whether academic or professional) to ensure that 
the experience of our students is responsive to the changing landscape. While 
achieving this goal has the potential to increase staff satisfaction, it also provides 
opportunities for staff to develop their academic, professional and leadership 
capabilities. For example, staff will be able to design curriculum that: 
 

 Will be more research informed and responsive to the current market[s]. 

 Has the capacity to create new demands within the current landscape (market- 
leading). 

 Can optimise students work based learning experiences (as a part of their 
student to graduate experience). 
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 Generate  better  alignment  between  research  activity  and  HE  
programme provision (effective synergy between research and teaching). 

 Provide  an  opportunity  to  review/streamline  business  processes  so  
that technology can be integrated as a key contributor to our success. 

 

In addition, this project provides: 
 

 Evidence which Subject Unit Lead and Course Directors can use as part of 
their UKPSF professional recognition submission. 

 Opportunity for academics and professional staff to develop their 
distributed strategic leadership capacity at a programme, school and/or 
faculty level. 

 
Our stakeholders: 
 

When the university invests in the students’ academic (and overall) experience, there 
will be a positive effect for multiple stakeholders (including professional regulation 
bodies, public service providers and commercial organisations), whose businesses, 
innovations and services relies on the valuable contribution of graduates and post 
graduates. The proposed project offers the university’s external stakeholders the basis 
for contributing to our students’ future through partnership working at a curriculum 
design level. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

PROGRAMME REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT ILLUSTRATIVE TIMELINE - ORIGINAL 

 Stage 4 Final Approval 

25 January 2017 +11 weeks Curriculum approved in CMS. 

11 January 2017 +9 weeks Final documentation submitted. 

30 November 2016 +3 weeks Report of meeting approved. 

9-10 November 2016 Week 0 Panel Meeting. 

[26 October 2016 -2 weeks Panel provides further comments?] 

12 October 2016 -4 weeks School provides list of students and employers. 

 Stage 3 Final Draft 

28 September 2016 -6 weeks Final date for submission of final documentation by 
Faculty. 

17 August 2016 -12 weeks Final date of submission of comments by Panel members 
and Academic Office (4 weeks extended to 6 because of 
summer period). 

 Stage 2 Preliminary Draft 

6 July 2016 -16 weeks Final date for submission of preliminary draft 
documentation from Faculty. 

27 January 2016 - 38 weeks Invitations issued to Panel members; support 
departments alerted to schedule of events in 2016/17 and 
their expected attendance. 

16 December 2015 - 42 weeks Meeting between Academic Office, Staff Development 
and Head of School to discuss CA6, select external panel 
members, and brief on process. 

 Stage 1 Initial Preparation 

4 November 2015 - 48 weeks Return of CA6 by Faculty. 

7 October 2015 - 52 weeks Issue of CA6 for confirmation of courses, nomination of 
potential external members and PSRB contacts and 
comments on proposed date of final event. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Allowance made for one week closure at Christmas and Easter, and in this example two 

weeks’ holiday in July/August period.   
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APPENDIX THREE 

UNIVERSITY OF ULSTER 

PROGRAMME REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT OF UNIT 4: SCHOOL OF THE BUILT 
ENVIRONMENT 

 

The first of two meetings of the PRD Panel will be held on Tuesday 12 April 2016 at 9.00 am in the 

Loughview Lounge, Jordanstown campus.  

All documentation held in the following PRD folder: 

https://ulster.sharepoint.com/SitePages/Home.aspx 

AGENDA 

 

1 MEMBERSHIP 

 

To note that the membership of the Panel is as follows: 

 

Professor Denise McAlister, Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Learning, Teaching and Student Experience), 
University of Ulster [Chair] 
Professor Ruth Fee, Head of School of Criminology, Politics and Social Policy, University of Ulster 
Professor Aine McKillop, School of Biomedical Sciences, University of Ulster  
Ms Avril Honan, Student Engagement Manager, Students’ Union, University of Ulster  
Ms Janet Askew, Director of Academic Engagement and Enhancement, Faculty of Environment and 
Technology, University of the West of England (Planning & Property) 
Professor Neil Dunse, Director of Studies, School of Energy, Geoscience, Infrastructure and Society, 
Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh (Real Estate) 
Ms Zena Lynch, Lecturer, School of Geography, Earth and Environmental Sciences, University of 
Birmingham (Environmental Health)   
Dr Daphne O’Doherty, Head of School of Engineering, University of South Wales (Building – Energy) 
Professor Micheal Riley, Head of Department of the Built Environment, Liverpool John Moores 
University (Building Surveying) 
Professor David Proverbs, Associate Dean: International, Birmingham City University (Construction & 
Surveying) 
Dr Andy Sleigh, Director of Student Education, School of Civil Engineering, University of Leeds (Civil 

Engineering) 

Dr Steve Welch, Senior Lecturer, School of Engineering, University of Edinburgh (Fire Safety)  
 

In attendance:  Mrs Catherine Avery and Mr Brian McArthur, Academic Office 

 

2 SCHOOL PROVISION 

 

To note the provision (attached)                                SharePoint 

Folder A 
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3 GUIDELINES FOR PANELS 

 

To receive the Guidelines for Panels.                                                                    SharePoint 

Folder B 

 

4 STANDARDS 

 

To receive the UK Quality Code qualification descriptors for Honours Degrees  
and Master’s degrees, and subject benchmark statements:                                                                                                         
                                                           
Honours degree level                                                                                                       
Construction, Property and Surveying (2008) 
Engineering (Honours and Master’s Degrees) (2015) 
Earth Sciences, Environmental Sciences and Environmental Studies (2014) 
Town and Country Planning (2008)  
Town and Country Planning (Draft for consultation: December 2015)  
 
Master’s degree level 
Master’s degree characteristics (2015) 
 
Engineering Council: Accreditation of HE Engineering Programmes (2014) 
 
To receive external examiners’ reports, PSRB reports and course/subject teams’  
responses for the 2013/14 and 2014/15 academic years.                                             SharePoint Folder C
                                 
                                                                                                                                         
               

5 DOCUMENTATION FOLDER 

 

 To receive the documents contained in the PRD documentation folder.                        SharePoint 

Folder D                                                                     

 

 To receive preliminary comments from Panel members. (to follow)                               SharePoint 

Folder E                                                                     

 

To receive reports from the following central University departments:  

Access, Digital and Distributed Learning, Centre for Higher Education Research  

and Practice, Employability and Library.                                                                         SharePoint 

Folder E                                                                                                                                                             
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6 DISCUSSION 

To discuss with the School the curriculum and support for student learning as presented in  

the programme specifications, module descriptions and course handbooks: 

 

Overview of provision 

Aims and intended learning outcomes of courses/subjects 

Course structures and coherence 

Syllabuses and reading lists  

Learning and teaching and assessment strategies and methods (including Ulster’s Learning Model, 

support and guidance for students and the development of study skills, exemplar assessment  

schedules and arrangements for feedback) 

Research and/or scholarship-informed curriculum and teaching  

Standards 

Regulations 

Employability, Graduate Qualities and Student Experience Principles  

Physical resources 

Staff resources and staff development 

 

7 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

To note strengths, creativity, innovation and good practice and other aspects for commendation. 

 

To consider the Panel’s conclusions on standards and recommendations regarding approval. 
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Appendix Four: Some Projected Benefits (author: Carol Cochrane) 
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