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Link Tutor Forum

File note of meeting held on 14th December 2010
1. 


	Present
	Apologies

	Helen Corke
	Jay Boodhoo

	Sue Cuthburt
	Diana Dine

	Alan Dixon 
	Jacquie Fernell

	Maureen Gamble
	Jane George

	Louise Heath
	Ruth Hewston

	Rob Herbert
	Chris Hughes

	Deborah Hodson
	Matthew Jellis

	Karima Kadi-Hanifi
	Helen Jones

	Bob Parker
	Francesca Leighton 

	Michael Reed
	Susan Lillyman

	Julie Smith
	Wendy Messenger

	Laurence Trueman
	Jan Quallington

	Peter Unwin
	Alex Radu

	Colin Wood
	Marion Salvoni 

	Trevor Wright
	Gwenda Scriven

	
	Carla Solvason

	
	Hugh Somervell

	
	Dominic Upton

	
	Nigel Walton



Debbie Hodson welcomed everyone to the Forum. It was confirmed that a mini ‘practice’ audit relating to collaborative provision as arranged by the University and involving two externals with QAA experience had successfully been completed.
2.
Notes of the last meeting, 22nd April 2010

The notes were approved as an accurate record.  No matters were arising apart from the item of good practice which would be discussed in item 3. It was confirmed that the feedback from link tutors relating to the minimum qualifications for registered lecturers had been useful. 
A discussion took place regarding general feedback from the last academic year. The following feedback was given:

i. It was clarified that the annual link tutor reports should be forwarded to the Course Leader and copied to the HE Manager. The attendees agreed that they were aware of the identity of the HE Manager and if any link tutor is unclear they should contact Debbie Hodson. 
ii. The issue of costings of the link tutor role was raised. It was confirmed that AQU were mindful of this matter and that a meeting at APC would take place tomorrow where the possibility of a finer costings model for collaborative arrangements would be considered. A number of link tutors felt that the job role needed to be more realistic in relation to the timing of work to be completed. 

iii. The issue of directly funded students was discussed. It was confirmed that the differentiation of arrangements for these students had been highlighted through a partnership review and that follow-up meetings to discuss these matters had been held with relevant partners. 
A draft letter was disseminated on the 14 December 2010 to the principals clarifying the changes. All directly funded students will now have a full student record at UW to the level of module and individual assessment as opposed to being solely maintained by the partner institution. This change has been initiated to ensure academic standards and facilitate the production of papers for examination boards at course and scheme level as well as the production of transcripts. The practicalities of implementation are currently being discussed. It is anticipated that the new procedure will be operational by the end of semester two. Presently marks should be maintained using the current system.

A query was raised in relation to the submission of grades for the Foundation Degree in Food Quality as the funding has recently altered from indirect to direct funding. 
Action: SC to discuss with Kevin Pickess the submission of grades in relation to the Foundation Degree in Food Quality.
3.
Preparation for Institutional Audit:
i. Discussion of the themes arising from the mock audit of collaborative arrangements

Sue Cuthbert referred the forum to the document ‘Institutional Audit 2011 – Frequently Asked Questions’. It was confirmed that UW was not subject to a separate collaborative audit. The briefing meeting would take place in February 2011 when the audit team will identify the requested representatives. Potentially they will request a cross section of link tutors, individuals will not be named as they will only identify representatives from specific areas. 
The audit visit will take place on the 14-18 March 2011. The University’s briefing paper will be submitted to QAA by the second week of January 2011 and a student submission written by the Students Union will also be returned. A high response rate was received from the students and it has been positive. 
It was agreed that it would be good practice to put the external examiners comments on the web for students. It was noted that presently the external examiners comments are available to students via their representatives who have access through the Course Management Committees.

Action: DH to send the link of our external examiners report template to Michael Reed 



The themes identified at the mini ‘practice’ audit were the following:

a) Our processes and their implementation were complimented. The processes were seen as reflective, with genuine outcomes and positive feedback on engagement with partners was received. The clarity of the information provided on the website was praised.
b) The challenges that we have faced with the QAA cause for concern in relation to one collaborative course led to a recommendation on future practice. The two experienced QAA reviewers advised that we must provide a confident response on how any issues arising with collaborative provision will be communicated to the University and acted on in a timely manner. To encourage speedy reporting and resolution of any issues a new policy has been introduced whereby a senior representative from each institute is now responsible for collaborative provision. A meeting with these representatives will be arranged next semester to ensure any trends and issues from the first semester will be discussed in preparation for the institutional audit. 

Action: DH to liaise with the Head of Institutes to ensure a definitive list of representatives is completed and forwarded to all link tutors.
c)
The mock audit highlighted a couple of areas that need to be clarified:
· The link tutor report is the responsibility of the link tutors and must be disseminated to the appropriate people (course leader and HE Manager). The report needs to be clear regarding future obligations and these must be formally recorded.

· The link tutor report is an annex to the AER which is accessible to students. Some course teams in collaborative provision use their own evaluation templates. If they do not use our template for the AER the external examiner and link tutor reports might not, as a matter of course, be made available to the students.

Action: The course teams to discuss this issue and take it forward 

d)
The efficacy of the use of performance data for collaborative provision. It was agreed that more training and/or meetings would be beneficial to rectifying this issue.  It was noted that two events had run in semester two on data but these were not necessarily accessible to all partners and more interactivity in training would be positive. Online data training was suggested for easy accessibility.
e)   Identification of the reporting lines for single modules into annual evaluation must be clearly demonstrated. It was agreed that a list of individual modules in the link tutors areas should be disseminated to ensure the single modules are appropriately represented. 
Action: DH to forward the list of individual modules to the link tutors.

f)   Increased collaboration between Link tutors across institutes that work across a     partnership should be encouraged to identify trends. It was agreed that this forum was the main mechanism for trends and good practice to be discussed, however, it was acknowledged that it is a challenge to know who to communicate with and at which level once an issue has been identified. It was agreed that the link tutors list should be circulated for information as this would encourage discourse and an increased sense of a HE community. 
Action: DH to circulate the link tutors list for all collaborative courses.

ii. Identification of areas of good practice in collaborative working

A discussion took place regarding good practice, the following suggestions were made:
a)
The team teaching approach on some courses involving staff from both UW and partners was welcomed as good practice and a positive model.
b)
Rotation of meetings between UW and the partner colleges was seen as positive as it encouraged involvement from the hourly paid and part time lecturers.

c)
Inclusion of the partners in the research groups was seen as positive and developed collaborative research work. 

d)
Inviting partner colleagues to IQC has been a particularly useful and positive development.

e)
Cross-moderation between UW and partners on some courses was welcomed.

f)
Worcester Business School informed the forum that they were piloting a new policy where data relating to different occurrences are stored together on one record to easily identify student attendance etc. It was agreed that this was a positive development.

g)
The Social Work team confirmed that to enhance the HE experience for students they invite the BA students to attend guest lectures at UW and the students have mutual access to empirical research.

h)
The Social Work team ensure that the BA Social Work team are invited to the practice assessment panel to share good practice.

I)
The forum was impressed with the collaborative conference that has been held in recent years and agreed it was productive and effective.

J)
Many of the link tutors confirmed that they discuss the course directly with the students to proactively identify any potential challenges.

k)
The Sports team confirmed that they complete group and individual progression tutorials with the students in order to ensure they are properly informed of the requirements for further study. 
SC would welcome any further comments on areas of good practice. 
Action: Link tutors were asked to email any further comments to SC as soon as possible.

4.
Policy Updates
The finalised papers for the approval of marketing and publicity materials and the minimum qualifications for teaching staff on UW collaborative academic provision were referred to as information having been discussed in previous meetings. 

5.
Any Other Business

No other business was discussed.

Date of next meeting:  12:15, 13th April 2011, Room G020
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