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Introduction

AThe presentation will review the quality assurance-related aspects
of collaborative provision that have challenged UK Universities over
the past 6 years, and consider strategies to address them,;

AThe outcomes of (i) Institutional Audit, (i) Institutional Review
(E&NI), Institutional Review (W), (iv) Collaborative Provision Audit
and (v) HE Review have been considered from October 2009 to
October 2015;

ASource: QAA Knowledgebase:
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/research/knowledgebase-search

ATwo-thirds (10 of 15) of the QAA Reviews in England, Northern

| rel and & Wales t hat have | ed t
| mprovement to/does not meet 0 |
have been due to the 1 nstituti o
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Method

Institution

Judgement affected

IA  |Liverpool John Moores University (Nov 09) standards (CP)
IA  Brunel University (Dec 09) standards (CP)
CPA |University of Bradford (Apr 10) standards & quality (CP)
IA  [York St John University (Apr 10) standards
IA  |University of Bolton (Dec 10) standards & quality (CP)
IA  [University College Plymouth St Mark & St John (Dec 10)standards & quality (CP)
CPA |Leeds Metropolitan University (Jun 11) standards & quality (CP)
IRENI {University College Falmouth (Feb 12) guality (CP)
IRENI [Trinity Laban Conservatoire of Music & Dance (Mar 12) |quality
IRENI [Loughborough University (May 12) guality (CP)
IRENI |Greenwich School of Management (Jun 12) guality
IR(W) JAberystwyth University (Jun 12) standards (CP)
IRENI |Anglia Ruskin University (Nov 12) standards (CP)
IRENI BPP University College (Nov 12) iInformation
HER [University of Bradford (Apr 14) guality (research)




Why Is collaborative provision a risk?

A The lure of the pot of gold (and the response when the pot is only
a quarter full)

A Assumptions that there is an understanding of UK:
() quality assurance and enhancement expectations
(i) learning, teaching and assessment approaches

(ill) student engagement expectations

To

_anguage and cultural barriers

To

Partnership working from a distance

To

nadequate due diligence and ongoing risk assessment
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Reasons for negative audit/review judgements

APartner approval and review (B10)
AProgramme approval, monitoring & review (A3.1, A3.3, B1, B8, B10)
AlLegal Agreements (B10)
AStaff development (B3, B10)
AAdmissions (B2, B10)
AAccuracy & availability of information (A2.2, B10, C)
ACollaborative Partners Register (B10, C)
AAssessment (A3.2, A3.4, B6, B7, B10)
AStudent engagement (B5, B10)
AUniversity oversight (A2.1, B10)
ARecognition/articulation agreements (B10)
ADual awards (A2.1, A3, B10)
niversity of |t Jjll Q QAZ

Hertfordshire



Legal Agreements

Arthe collaborative relationship between xxx and yyy has existed for 18 years and
currently there is no formal memorandum of understanding or agreement between yyy
and xxx which would confirm respective responsibilitiesi

Al n one case, however, €& was unable to | c
collaborative partner covering a two-year period following revalidation in 2009
Aeveral collaborative programmes ¢é have

without appropriate legal agreements being in placeo

Afstudents were enrolled before agreements were fully developedo

Afit he agreement was not signed until June
programme at the start of that academic

Afthe timing of the events meant that the partner lagreement was not concluded until after
the first students had enrolled on the programmeso

Afée Agr eement for one partner was signed by
2007-2011. xxx agreed to extend this agreement for two intakes in November 2010;
however, this extension is not formally documented and signed by both partieso

AiSome of the memoranda were signed by xx
some were signed retrospectively and ano

University of @ QAA
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Al h e Me mor andum of Aadr eement édoes n ot CC

Af Key Messages je S
L * Get your legal team on board with new collaborative
Ai partnerships (and additions/amendments) asap A N C

f * Get your legal team to prepare templates for your "

Ai  common types of collaborative arrangements

'« Use QC Chapter B10, Indicator 7 for guidance on what
Ai should be in your agreements ere

A'f * Ensure that agreements are signed off before enrolment

1 = Make sure you have a process in place to monitor when

j agreements expire, and take the opportunity to review

b_TI_V_C_I_D_I_l._y—a_VV_a_I_U—Uﬁ_I_C_I_C_U—Uﬁ—VTC_I_Cﬁ_I_g_H_C d
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AiThe policy and procedures for estiablish
aLt in detail how a nracess of diie dilinence would he comnleted Nor do thev make clear

A: Key Messages ' E
. * Conduct thorough financial, legal and academic due al
| diligence on any new partner, in advance of approval t
Ai' » Take that due diligence seriously! Act on it if concerns 2 S
Ai are raised (i.e. manage the risk) e

A; » Use the legal agreement to manage the risk (eg.

termination clauses)

A:  Periodically review ‘risky’ partnerships on a shorter cycle |S !

management, student support, facilities
AiThe University does not have a separate
have a detailed written procedure for te

Universityof |t J il 8 QAA
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Alcompnosition of panels has not been cons

A Key Messages o
| L
i Don’t take short cuts to get a collaborative programme
A{ approved quickly, on the basis that the partner wishes to I;fe
A{ commence recruitment asap n g
-1« Approval of franchised provision requires the same v
"] external scrutiny, even if the programme has already e
{ been approved back at home a
A'lne I SSuUes eemer ged a S Propl ems neeadri ng
enroll ed, éthe programme approval @®roces
Aiprogr amme approval process for coll abor

approved despite not being named in xxx's regulationsii

Affollowed immediately by the validation of two programmes later in the same afternoon,
with only 45 minutes scheduled for consideration of a programme at postgraduate level.
A second day was used to consider a number of other programmeso

Universityof |t J il 8 QAA
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Aino annual monitorina reports for the pr

Al Key Messages Lo
{ » Collaborative programmes should ideally be annually ap
A: monitored and periodically reviewed using the same 1y
{ processes as for your home provision (with added
Al considerations such as link tutors’ reports) nor
: * |f you nnually monitor or periodically review at the level
Al of the School/Department, ensure that collaborative -
A: provision is not forgotten, or an afterthought q
attention. However, it is not always clear in the documentation who will be responsible
for taking action, what action I s requir
ARCritical Review documents were particul

monitoring material prescribed and others tended to omit those evaluative aspects
specified by the procedure, instead confining themselves to descriptioni

Universityof |t J i 8 QAA
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Assessment

A fAssociate colleges are permitted to manage assessment processes at modular level,
| eading to a reduction in the direct ov
partners who had little or no experience of assessing students according to xxx's
requirementso

A rdifferent thresholds for particular classes of awards between home and collaborative
programmes with the same namei

A fa wide range of problems with implementing its assessment policies and regulations
at Its overseas campus, including €& bDep

A ithe review team identified an apparent
particular partnership where students were not receiving written feedback on their
assignmentsi

niversity of || 1l ) O JZ%
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A _fexternal examiners were at hest onlv nartlv satisfied. and at worst clearlv dissatisfied,

Key Messages

* Ensure partners are fully aware of your institution’s
expectations with respect to assessment, and provide
appropriate development to enable them to adhere to !

x| them from the start

* Even then, be very careful what assessment
responsibilities you are prepared to initially delegate

 Don’t go ahead with partnerships where travel to the

Al partner is logistically difficult, or too expensive IV

* As the Degree-Awarding Body, you appoint externals!

 When an external raises (or repeats) a serious concern,
ensure that you respond!

University of UH QP QAA
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Accuracy & availability of information

A
A
A
A
A

the published programme specifications are not all complete

Mne programme specification I mplifes ¢é.
rsome handbooks contained no information about complaints and appealso

Nt here was not a clear |1 nk between the

the information published by partner institutions was inaccurate. Contractual
agreements é contain clauses requiring
relating to xxx degrees, and giving approval by default if xxx has not responded within
a x days. The team heard of instances where default permission had occurredo

conflicting responses regarding the responsibility for monitoring web-based published
information regarding collaborative provision

A AiThis was particularly acute for studen
the University's student portal where t

A fia specific -Emlshanduage mdterialabout the University's courses for
which the University could not confirm that a certified translation had been provided or
approved, and thus concludes that the University's policy and procedures for verifying
partner-pu bl i shed i nformation are not operat

Universityof |t J i QAA
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