
EXTRACT FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE MINUTES: 4.5.05

05.67
Section 2: COLLABORATIVE PROVISION AND FLEXIBLE AND DISTRIBUTED LEARNING

The Committee received the updated commentary (TLC/05/26) on the University’s position with respect to the revised section 2. This now included ‘Flexible and Distributed Learning’ which covered outcentre provision and e-learning.  It was noted that that ‘Information Services Department’ at A9 (page 11) should read ‘Institutional Supplementary Document’.


The Committee reviewed the commentary and considered a number of particular points.

	A1 

The awarding institution is responsible for the academic standards of all awards granted in its name.


It had been suggested that it should be made clear that the “University’s own quality assurance procedures” applied at both programme and institutional level in partner institutions.  It was agreed that this was not necessary.

	A4 

An up-to-date and authoritative record of the awarding institution's collaborative partnerships and agents, and a listing of its collaborative programmes operated through those partnerships or agencies, should form part of the institution's publicly available information. This also applies to FDL programmes where these warrant a separate identification.


The Committee noted that faculties had confirmed that any FDL component within a programme was adequately identified in material supplied to prospective students.

	A7

Collaborative arrangements should be fully costed and should be accounted for accurately and fully. This applies equally to FDL arrangements.


The Committee noted that the expectation of a review of costing/pricing models for collaborative work had still to be taken forward by the Finance Department, after the last Seven Year Review. Finance were however planning to provide advice on business plans in the first quarter of 2005/6.

AGREED:
that the Chairman emphasise to the Director of Finance the need for a review of costing/pricing models for all collaborative work (local and international); the Finance Department should consult with faculties in this matter.

	A10 

There should be a written and legally binding agreement or contract setting out the rights and obligations of the parties and signed by the authorised representatives of the awarding institution and the partner organisation or agent. 


Agreed: 
that new institutional-level Agreements should be signed with existing FE partners following any restructuring arising from the DEL FE Review and at the time of re-validation for other partners (2005 – 07).

	A24 

An awarding institution should ensure that: 
· it has sole authority for awarding certificates and transcripts relating to the programmes of study delivered through collaborative arrangements. This applies equally to programmes delivered through FDL arrangements; 

subject to any overriding statutory or other legal provision in any relevant jurisdiction, the certificate and/or the transcript should record the name and location of any partner organisation engaged in delivery of the programme of study.


It was noted that the Committee had already noted in 2002 that it would be best practice for the University to be responsible for the provision of transcripts, and that Dr Scott had reported on the additional costs which would be involved.

AGREED:

i) that the University should provide transcripts for partners;

ii) that Finance should take account of additional related costs in the financial model (A7 above);

iii) that the award parchment record the location of the partner institution if this were not clear from its name, to include ‘Northern Ireland’ for local partners.

	A25 

The minimum level of information that prospective and registered students should have about a collaborative programme is the programme specification approved by the awarding institution. 


AGREED:
that the question of the expectation within the UK academic infrastructure for partner organisations to provide programme specifications to prospective students be taken forward by the Chairman in his forthcoming meetings with DEL and College Principals/Directors.

	A26 

The information made available to prospective students and those registered on a collaborative programme should include information to students about the appropriate channels for particular concerns, complaints and appeals, making clear the channels through which they can contact the awarding institution directly. This applies equally for students registered on an FDL programme.


It was noted that at present it was not explicitly stated in course handbooks that students of partner institutions did not have an ultimate right to appeal to the University.

AGREED:
that this be made explicit in the guidance provided to partner institutions.

	Section B: E-learning


AGREED:
that the e-Learning Sub-Committee review the Framework for e-learning standards in light of this updated section of Code.

	Learner support

In the case of programmes with elements of support through e-learning, an awarding institution may wish to make such use as it thinks appropriate of BS8426: A code of practice for e-support in e-learning systems (BSI, 2003).

Assessment of students

In the case of programmes with elements of IT-based assessment, an awarding institution may wish to make such use as it thinks appropriate of BS7988: Code of practice for the use of information technology (IT) in the delivery of assessments (BSI, 2002), as well as BS8426: A code of practice for e-support in e-learning systems.


AGREED:
that the e-Learning Sub-Committee provide a report on the use of the two British Standards.

	A12, A17, B6: Application of University’s own quality assurance arrangements in respect of outcentres (eg questionnaire/peer observation) and adequacy of outcentre students’ access to University and/or outcentre’s resources.  


The Committee noted that in January 2002 it had considered establishing a Working Group to review arrangements for outcentre provision.  

AGREED:
that a Working Group be established in 2005/6 to review arrangements for the support of University students attending outcentres.
EXTRACT FROM ACADEMIC POLICY COMMITTEE MINUTES:  17.5.00

00.101
QAA Code of Practice:  Collaborative Provisions  (Item 5)


The Sub-Committee had received a commentary on the University’s policy, procedures and practice in relation to this section of the Code.  The Sub-Committee reported that the University broadly complied with the Code and made recommendations to be adopted as desirable refinements within the University’s arrangements.


Activities in a number of areas had been referred to appropriate Departments for further advice.  The matter of the language off instruction in overseas validated activity would be considered further by the Sub-Committee.


AGREED:
that the recommendations contained in Appendix 1 be endorsed.
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Appendix 1

SUB-COMMITTEE ON TAUGHT COURSES

11.4.00

QAA CODE OF PRACTICE ON COLLABORATIVE PROVISION

Responsibility for Academic Standards and Information to Students

1
Extension of a template for student course handbooks to collaborative partners.


Procedures
2
Establishment of a single central register of collaborative links (currently separate aspects recorded in three offices), incorporating the minimum information identified by QAA.

3
Introduction of requirement for Faculty Business Plan in respect of non-UK proposals.

4
Requirement for annual accounts/financial statement for non-public sector and overseas partners.


Selecting a Partner
5
Requirement that a prospective partner provides a copy of its mission statement in order to ensure that it shares the University’s mission and values.

6
Proactive investigation of history of prospective new partner.


Written Agreements
7
Relevant extracts/a copy of the report of Annual Course Review meeting to be provided to partner institutions for feedback purposes.

8
Institutions to be advised to keep student records in accordance with the University’s arrangements.

9
For overseas partners, the Agreement to state explicitly the language of instruction and assessment.

10
Overseas partners to be responsible for any translations of documents and for costs associated with the University’s verification of their accuracy.


Assuring Academic Standards and Quality
11
External evidence relating to the effectiveness of the quality assurance arrangements of partners to be brought to the attention of validation panels.
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