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Link Tutor Forum

File note of meeting held on 13 April 2011
1. 


	Present
	Apologies

	Alan Dixon
	Briony Williams

	Alexandru Radu
	Helen Corke

	Colin Wood
	Helen Jones

	Elaine Donnelly
	Huw Richards

	Gareth Dart
	Jan Quallington

	Grant Adamson
	Jane George

	Hugh Somervell
	John Keenan

	Karima Kadi-Hanifi
	Madeline Burton

	Marion Salvoni
	Peter Unwin

	Robert Parker
	Laurence Trueman

	Sean Bracken
	Sue Dutson

	Susan Lillyman
	Janet Harrison

	Trevor Wright
	Chris Hughes

	Michael Reed
	Jamie Wells

	Louise Heath
	Diana Dine

	Sue Cuthbert
	Julie Smith

	Deborah Hodson
	Dominic Upton

	
	Janet Harrison

	
	Jonathan Catling

	
	Jane Perry

	
	Carla Solvason

	
	Karen Appleby

	
	Lorraine Weaver

	
	Madeline Burton

	
	Matthew Jellis

	
	Maureen Gamble

	
	Pippa Galpin

	
	Ruth Hewston

	
	Scott Buckler

	
	Wendy Messenger 



Debbie Hodson welcomed everyone to the Forum and congratulated the group on the positive outcomes from the institutional audit.

2.
Notes of the last meeting, 14th December 2010

The notes were approved as an accurate record except for the action point for the course teams related to the AER. It was noted that the standard AER template annexes the external examiner and link tutor reports and is made accessible to students. However, some course teams in collaborative provision use their own AER templates therefore there is a risk that the external examiner and link tutor reports will not be appended to the amended evaluation document and will not be seen by all appropriate persons. It was agreed that the notes from the previous meeting should be amended to accurately reflect the action required. Consequently section 3.i(C) will be amended to the following:

“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”. The course teams should now discuss this challenge and take it forward.


SC confirmed that external examiners should complete their report within 3 weeks and upon receipt of the report Marie Stowell reviews them and highlights areas of good practice which are then copied to link tutors and course leaders. 
A discussion took place regarding the time allocation given to the Link Tutor role. It was agreed that an appropriate amount of time should be allocated to ensure that quality is maintained. DH confirmed that these concerns had been fed back to the appropriate Committees however one of the challenges is that the responsibility of appropriate time allocation is delegated to Institutes to manage. It was confirmed that two years ago it was agreed that the indicative time allowance for each link tutor should be 30 hours and the cost proposals submitted to APC for new courses were based on this. However, it was acknowledged that the interpretation by Institutes is not consistent. Detailed costings of the full/actual cost of collaborative provision are currently on-going and the Forum will be updated once they have been completed. 

3.
Matters Arising

· DH referred the Forum to the matters arising paper. The Forum was directed to the list of senior Institute representatives for collaborative provision in annex one of the paper. It was noted that the appointments of representatives was an outcome of the thematic audit on link tutors that took place in the last academic year. SC has met with the majority of the representatives to discuss the key areas of the role. 
· DH directed the Forum to annex 2 (list of individual modules). DH confirmed that she was confident following partnership reviews in recent years that all individual modules had been fed properly into the quality system and specific discussions had taken place with UCPD to ensure such actions continue to take place in that complex area.
· DH directed the Forum to annex 3 (list of link tutors for collaborative courses). The Forum agreed that this was useful and helpful. It was noted that two updates were given regarding the list, firstly the FdA Local Government Administration course at WCT ceased in January 2011 and the FdA Leadership and Management course at NEW College will close in January 2012. 
4.
QAA Institutional Audit, key findings

SC referred the Forum to the QAA letter detailing the key outcomes of the Institutional Audit. It was acknowledged that the outcome was positive particularly regarding collaborative although under the method used, collaborative would not receive a separate judgment unless the audit team wished to make a differentiated judgment for in-house/collaborative provision. The Forum was referred to the 7 areas of good practice in particular the inclusive approach of the University in working with its collaborative partners and its development of the link tutor role. DH thanked and congratulated the link tutors for their help.
SC emphasised that UW did not receive any essential recommendations and none of the desirables and advisables were particularly unanticipated. The recommendation relating to the admission requirements and preparation of students for entry to top-up programmes would have implications for collaborative provision. One of the desirable recommendations related to effectiveness of the operation of the new arrangements for partnership monitoring and review. Discussions on an appropriate action plan following these recommendations will take place once the full report has been received. A number of Forum members felt that the separation of periodic review and partnership review was beneficial. 
Michael Reed course leader for the FdA Early Years at Hereford Early Years Development and Childcare Partnership informed the Forum that the students from the recent partnership review commended the process and the panel as they felt it was purposeful and beneficial and they were pleased UW were taking their views into careful consideration. 
5.
Draft Annual Operational Checklist for Collaborative Provision
SC referred the Forum to the draft annual operational checklist which is intended to be a planning document for the academic year. SC emphasised that this is a rough draft for discussion. It was written with the intention that it be used as a live working document. A discussion in small clusters took place regarding the document and the following comments were made:

· The Forum agreed that the document was very helpful and comprehensive and codified existing practice. It was agreed that the identification of responsibilities and relevant procedures was important and beneficial and promotes effective dialogue with the partners. The Forum felt that such a document would help safeguard against institutional dependency.
· It was noted that the document covers the academic year life cycle.
· It was suggested that the document should be electronic in order for it to be live and allow for information to be added specific to individual programmes.
· It was requested that course review and course approval information be added.
· Concerns were raised about enforcement issues when responsibilities have not been undertaken. SC emphasised that the document is intended as a planning document only. 
· It was suggested that ‘participation in research and scholarly activity’ and ‘non-specific annual course arrangements’ should be included within the ‘other things’ section. 
· The relationship to the course agreement was raised. It was emphasised that the course agreement was intended to be about principles and not specific planning detail consequently the checklist was intended to be used alongside the course agreement but not necessarily as a formal monitoring device. Some members of the Forum raised concerns about lack of discourse at a strategic level and felt the course agreement cannot solely be relied on to ensure quality levels are maintained and enhanced. It was agreed that the document should to be introduced at a strategic level alongside course agreements in addition to being used by the course team and link tutors.

· A number of Forum members were however concerned regarding the potentially onerous responsibility on the HE Managers given that they are essentially responsible for the partnership. They were concerned that this may be seen as a formal document where monitoring applies and HE Managers may have multiple documents to adhere to. It was agreed that SC and DH would consider these concerns, particularly how to present it and its relationship with contractual agreements.
Action: SC and DH to consider the concerns, particularly how to present the checklist and the relationship with contractual agreements.

· It was noted that detailing people’s responsibilities can be a danger as it runs the risk of those not specifically listed in the document neglecting to undertake responsibility.
· It was agreed that a preface needs to be written explaining the reason for the document. A non-applicable column was suggested and SC confirmed it would be made clear that the document could be customised. 

· It was agreed that Forum members should email SC with any other thoughts.

Action: Forum members to email SC with comments on the document.


SC confirmed that the document would be circulated at the HE Managers Forum and to Registry Services for discussion and comment. It was confirmed that the aim was for the document to be in circulation in time for the next academic year. It was noted that there is no explicit forum for course leaders and it was requested that link tutors forward this to them.
6.
Policy and process updates:

· Approval of marketing and publicity materials policy. 

It was reported that the marketing policy has now been approved and it was requested that the Forum members refer partners to the policy on the AQU website.

· Approval of minimum qualifications for teaching staff on UW collaborative academic provision policy.

It was confirmed that this policy has now been approved. It was emphasised that there was an expectation of CPD and scholarly activity and all new registered lecturers must now adhere to the new policy. Existing registered lecturers will be expected to work towards the new criteria.
· Student records and mark entry for directly funded courses.

It was reported that all pertinent student record information has been received by Registry in order for UW to set the records at assessment level for all directly funded courses. Previously partners managed their own student records for directly funded courses. It was emphasised that if any of the link tutors have any course team personnel who require training on mark entry then this can be arranged by Registry.

· Module evaluation

It was confirmed that partners should now be following the moderation policy and a minimum requirement is to utilise the questionnaire. It was agreed that LH would email the policy and URL to all link tutors. 
Action: LH to circulate the moderation policy and URL to all link tutors. 

· Arrangements for course examination boards and (re)assessment under the new academic year structure.

SC voiced the concern that despite a comprehensive briefing approach, some partners may not have fully grasped the changes in the academic year structure. It was requested that link tutors raise awareness and check with partners that they are aware of the dates for the course and reassessment boards which will now be convened earlier than usual. However it was confirmed that there are exceptions to the rule for example the Institute of Education has several reassessment boards in August.
· SC informed the Forum that they had consulted with the partners regarding the marketing and qualification policies an the end of year summary on all developments will be sent to partner’s Vice Principals, key contacts and HE Managers. It was requested that link tutors should reinforce the policy requirements and it was agreed that link tutors should be copied into the correspondence.
Action: SC to ensure the link tutors are copied into correspondence.
· Partner Webpages

It was confirmed that with the advent of the new website the partner webpage is no longer linked to the main page. DH is currently in discussions with Communications and Development regarding reinstating it prominently. It was also noted that a number of elements have not been copied over to the new site.

7.
Good Practice

DH reported that one of the areas identified in the institutional audit was that this Forum is a means of sharing good practice. SDH requested suggestions as to how to make the Forum as effective as possible. The following suggestions were made:

· Invite specialist staff members from across the University to attend the Forum to provide further information and enact discussion of particular areas. For example it was requested that Geoffrey Elliot attend to discuss partnership developments. 

· It was agreed that it would be beneficial to focus on a specific topic or theme in order to share information, identify challenges and discuss possible solutions. For example it was requested that access to library resources and registration at a distance might be a topic for a forum. 

· A number of Forum members recommended a newsletter in plain English due to potential confusion over the language Registry uses.

Action: LH to email all link tutors requesting they email and feed through any other recommendations to enhance good practice. 

8.
Any Other Business

It was noted that the next partnership day is provisionally confirmed to take place in September. It was originally due to be held in June however as a number of conferences were due to take place during that period it was agreed that a later date would be more appropriate. The staff conference for partners organised by the VC will take place on the 17th June 2011 where discussion regarding development of the strategic plan will take place. 

[Post meeting note: the partnership conference will be postponed from the 17th June, in order to allow a draft document to be produced as the basis for discussion.]

The Forum members thanked SC and DH for providing celebratory chocolate as a result of the institutional audit result. 

Date of next meeting:  November 2011 further details to be confirmed.
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