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ULSTER UNIVERSITY 
 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND QUALITY ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE 
22 OCTOBER 2018 
 
REPORT FROM THE MEETING OF THE COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIPS 
FORUM (3 October 2018) 
 
 
1.        PRE-REQUISITES 
 
 FPMs confirmed that large numbers of CA3 forms had been approved to 

remove references to pre-requisite modules which must be passed in order to 
progress to the next year of study. 

 
 Members were reminded that ASQEC had agreed that the concept of pre-

requisites be retained, but that the pass standard for progression should only 
be specified in course regulations where a PSRB explicitly required it.  When 
there is such a PSRB requirement, evidence of same must be provided to the 
FPM. 

 
2. RECORDING NON-RETURNING STUDENT AND EARLY LEAVERS 
 
 Members considered a paper on the recording of non-returning students and 

early leavers. This arose from the new focus on metrics and benchmarks, and 
from last year’s Annual Course Review which recommended that Colleges 
review their data for accuracy,  

 
 The CCU generates enrolment forms for year 2 returning students at the start 

of August each year.  The re-enrolment forms do not take Supplementary 
Board decisions into account, and presume that students will progress into 
year 2. 

 
 Where students have to repeat part or all of year 1 these enrolment forms 

must be amended by the Course Director with the Supplementary Board 
decision noted, year 2 changed to year 1, and the year 2 modules struck out 
and replaced with the relevant year 1 modules. 

 
 Course Directors have at least 3 opportunities to pick up and correct 

inaccuracies in student records. 
 
 i) Once enrolment is complete, the CCU emails a password-protected 

class list to the College for checking.  A check would enable, for 
example, the identification of year 2 students who should be registered 
as repeating year 1.  Course Directors rarely respond at this point 
(which happens from mid-October), yet this is the ideal opportunity to 
tidy up records. 

 ii) The Course Results Sheets generated for the progress boards in 
January/February offer a further opportunity to identify anomalies. 

 iii) For returning students, the re-enrolment forms which are sent to the 
CCU should be reviewed. 

 
 Course Directors must notify the CCU of early leavers on an on-going basis. 
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 Students are accorded Associate status by the University, but there is no 

contract between the parties. 
 

 After full students have registered at the University, they have under 
Consumer Protection Law a limited "cooling off period" of up to 14 days in 
which they may change their mind, withdraw their registration and cancel the 
contract with the University.  The date of online enrolment or the signing of the 
paper form constitutes the start of the contract, and students may cancel the 
contract in writing up to 14 days after.  

 
 In the case of validated provision, the contract is between the student and the 

college, and it is this contract which should observe the cooling-off period. 
Where a student cancels the contract during this period, they should not be 
registered with the University, and hence will not be counted as an early 
leaver. This is reflected in the 14 October finance deadline.  

 
 A survey of published information on College websites found that in some 

cases, the cooling off period/right to cancel was missing, wrong or not clearly 
visible. 

 
 It was agreed that: i) the HE Co-ordinators ensure that Course Directors 

are aware of the need to properly record non-
returning students and early leavers. 

  ii) the HE Co-ordinators check their College 
arrangements for ensuring that the Consumer 
Protection Law in regard to the 14- day cooling-off 
period is being adhered to; 

  iii) the Chair check with the University’s Finance 
Department about a one week extension to allow for 
the audit of GCSE qualifications. 

 
3. STUDENT RETENTION 
 
 Members considered a paper on student retention following the June Boards 

of Examiners. 
 
 The tables clearly show that for most Colleges levels of attrition in 2017/18 for 

full-time provision were much higher than in 2016/17, with only CAFRE 
meeting the 10% benchmark and SWC meeting it for Year 2 students only.   

 
 The data for part-time programmes showed particularly poor outcomes.  It 

should be noted that no College met the benchmark for first year part-time 
study, and only CAFRE and SWC met the benchmark for Year 2.  Only 
CAFRE and NWRC met the benchmark for Year 3 part-time study. 

 
 With regard to full-time Access provision, whilst there is a slight improvement 

in some partner Colleges, no College met the 20% benchmark for full-time 
mode of delivery.  Only two Colleges (NRC and NWRC) met the benchmark 
for part-time Access provision. 
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 Members noted that with some students failing their resits the retention data 
would make worse reading after the September Boards of Examiners.  It was 
also noted that: 

 

 Cleansing the non-returning students/early leaver data would lower 
attrition; 

 Access provision is being revalidated this academic year and this is 
an opportunity for course teams to look at module content and 
assessment; 

 Course teams must proactively monitor attendance with early 
intervention when necessary; 

 Professor Bartholomew will be asked to speak at the CAFRE event 
on Ulster University’s initiatives for reducing attrition. 

 
4. STUDENT SUCCESS 
 
 Members considered a paper on Success 2 data following the June Boards of 

Examiners. 
 
 Members are reminded that the only measurement the University is interested 

in is Success 2.  Success 2 is (Proceed + Award)/Total and is a measurement 
of the success of all students, regardless of whether they engaged. 

 
 It was noted that no College met the agreed benchmarks for Success 2 at the 

June Boards of Examiners.  This was the case for both full-time and part-time 
provision. 

 
 While it is accepted that Success 2 data improves significantly after the resit 

Board of Examiners it is a major concern to the University, as the awarding 
body, that so many students failed at the first attempt. 

 
 The Chair informed the Forum that a major theme for the University this 

academic year is addressing poor first sit performance.  In the past if an 
Honours degree student failed a module at level 5 and only received the 
maximum permitted mark of 40% at the resit, it did not affect the final award.  
Under the new degree algorithm where 40% of level 5 study counts towards 
the final degree classification, the failed first sit will have a significant adverse 
impact on the final degree award. 

 
 In the past the PVC (Education) had ruled out introducing the new degree 

algorithm for Foundation degrees.  Members felt it might be worthwhile to 
undertake a modelling exercise to see what impact the introduction of the 
70%30% (level 5/4) algorithm would have on Foundation degree outcomes.  If 
the outcome of the exercise was to disadvantage students, the exercise would 
be taken no further.  If students were not disadvantaged then a case might be 
put to the University to consider extending the new degree algorithm to 
Foundation degrees. 

 
 It was agreed that: i) that a modelling exercise be undertaken on the 

following four courses: 

 Fd Computing Software (F/T) at BMC 

 Fd Computing (F/T) at SWC 
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 Fd Counselling (P/T) at NWRC 

 Fd Mechatronic Engineering (P/T) at SERC 
  ii) that a report on the outcome from the exercise be 

considered at the next meeting of the Forum. 
 
 
5. AUDIT OF ADMISSIONS 
 
 Members considered a paper on the outcome from the 2017/18 audit of 

admissions. 
 
 All first year enrolments with the exception of Counselling in 17/18 were 

reviewed against the University’s General Entry Requirements for Foundation 
Degrees and the offer standard for each course. A paper on the outcome from 
the review of Counselling provision will be considered at the next meeting.  
The focus was on level 3 qualifications, since GCSE English and maths 
evidence is now attached to enrolment forms, and was the subject of a 
separate review in 2018.  

  
 The reviewers identified some issues in all colleges, but in many cases this 

was due to insufficient information provided on the returns. Many courses had 
no issues; anomalies where found tended to recur in specific courses, perhaps 
indicating that individual course teams did not fully understand the regulations.  
In general the reviewers were satisfied that there was a significant 
improvement from last year in adherence to the University’s General Entry 
Requirements. 

 
 General issues which the reviewers encountered: 
 

 EU qualifications not referred to Partnership Managers, and admission 
recorded as ‘NARIC’. NARIC is not a basis for admission; it assesses 
comparability of qualifications, but is advisory only. In addition, EU 
qualifications do not automatically cover GCSE English and maths. The 
University has a list of acceptable offers for all EU and most 
International qualifications, specified for English, maths and CCC offers.  

 International qualifications not referred to Partnership Managers and not 
specified on the return (e.g. ‘Australian-based qualification’).  

 APEL admissions not approved by Partnership Managers. This was the 
subject of a separate review in 2018 and a protocol is now in place.  

 One candidate was admitted on the basis of transfer from another 
Foundation degree in another institution to a non-cognate Foundation 
degree. It is the responsibility of the partner to check that the candidate 
meets their entry requirements.  

 NVQ Level 3 Diplomas are not on the published list of acceptable 
alternative qualifications.  

 One candidate was admitted on the basis of 2 AS-levels which now only 
account for 40% of an A level and require one further A level.  

 Grades and size of award were not disclosed for BTEC admissions.  

 Access equivalence for offers below CCD was not applied uniformly.  

 Grades declared did not always add up to the tariff.  

 Some candidates were admitted on the basis of 1 A level only, and it 
was unclear how the offer standard could be met.  
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 The two largest issues encountered were the following:  
 

 A large numbers of candidates across most colleges were admitted on 
the basis of a Pass or a Merit in one Subsidiary Diploma, sometimes 
plus COPE. It was unclear how such candidates met the offer standard 
since a Pass is worth 16 points, and a Merit is worth 32. 

 Access equivalence for offers below CCD was not applied uniformly. 
 
  It was agreed that: i) courses where admissions were made on the basis 

of one Subsidiary Diploma only will be reviewed next 
year; 

  ii) the chair would provide clarification on Access 
equivalence for offers below CCD. 

 
6. REVIEW OF ABSENCE/ATTENDANCE 
 
 Members considered a paper on a review of College absence/attendance 

policy and procedure. 
 
 It was noted that as partner institutions collaborate with a number of awarding 

bodies their absence policy is generic as opposed to being specific to Ulster 
University. 

 
 It was agreed that HE Co-ordinators reflect on the outcome of the review and 

report back to the next meeting that their absence policy meets their own 
institution’s requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
H Deighan 


