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Executive Summary

1. This review has examined all aspects of the University’s Quality Assurance Framework (QAF), taking into account external and internal developments as well as the views of stakeholders. 
2. The main change proposed is that the existing college learning and teaching development plans are replaced by a learning and teaching strategy document, and that responsibility for formulation of plans for learning and teaching is devolved to schools. These new documents would incorporate college- and school-level components of the existing QA reporting structure, and would also be linked to the University Learning and Teaching Strategy, thereby simplifying reporting by schools and colleges and integrating annual and periodic review of teaching with strategy and planning at different institutional levels. In line with current practice, college learning and teaching strategies and developments within schools would be reviewed annually by a group led by the Vice Principal (Educational Development). 

3. The review’s other main proposals are:

(i) changes to the timing and nature of reporting at module level that reduces delays so that improvements can more easily be put in place for the next academic year;
(ii) a systematic focus on student performance, retention and progression at higher levels in the QAF than hitherto;
(iii) systematic consideration of internal and external initiatives and their coordination at school and college levels;

(iv) recommendations regarding the conduct of periodic programme review that incorporate good practice from within the institution;

(v) changes to the module approval process so that academic and business planning are better integrated;
(vi) greater involvement of the Admissions and Student Recruitment Service in the programme approval and review processes;

(vii) in consultation with College Vice Principals, Deans, DUSA and sparqs, further enhancement of student representation;

(viii) building on good practice within the institution, the nomination of staff with college-level responsibility for QA procedures in every college, together with improvements to the current college and school reporting on QA-related matters;
(ix) recognition of the primacy of accreditation of programmes by professional statutory bodies over internal procedures, where there is overlap in elements covered and where deans and school boards so elect;

(x) a one-off review by schools of the current programme catalogue with the aim of removing redundant programmes that rarely or never have students.
4. The review recognises that the existing web-based documentation supporting the QAF needs to be clarified and rationalised. Revisions will use a descriptive terminology for elements of the QAF and will aim to emphasise that QA processes are designed to promote reflection and enhancement rather than representing an audit.
List of Abbreviations  
AAD 
Academic Affairs Directorate
ARMI
Admissions and Recruitment Management Information

APD
Academic Professional Development

AQSC 
Academic Standards Sub-committee (of LTC)

ASRS
Admissions and Student Recruitment Service

AY
Academic year

CTS
College Learning and Teaching Strategy

DUSA
Dundee University Students Association

EDS 
European Diploma Supplement

ELIR 
Enhancement-Led Institutional Review

ELIR2 
Revised version of ELIR to be implemented from 2008-9

HEAR 
Higher Education Achievement Report

JQRG
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LTC 
Learning and Teaching Committee

PDP 
Personal Development Planning
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Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching in Higher Education 
PRES
Postgraduate Research Experience Survey
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National Student Survey 

QA 
Quality Assurance 

QAAHE 
UK Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education

QAAS 
Quality Assurance Agency Scotland

QAF 
Quality Assurance Framework (of the University of Dundee)
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Quality Enhancement Framework (of QAAS)

QET
Quality Enhancement Theme (of QAAS)

SCQF
Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework

SFC 
Scottish Funding Council

SITS-SMS
Strategic Information Technology Services - Student Management System

SLTDP
School Learning and Teaching Development Plan

sparqs
Student Participation in Quality Scotland

TQA
Teaching Quality Assurance

ULTS
University Learning and Teaching Strategy

1. 
Introduction and Implementation Plan
1.1 This review of the University’s academic standards and quality assurance procedures (here referred to as the Quality Assurance Framework, or QAF) was commissioned following the appointment of Dr J.D.B. Weyers as Director of Quality Assurance in March 2007. It constitutes an ‘evaluation of processes’ in terms of the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAAHE) Code of Practice, Section 7, Precept 10
. The review takes place in a context of external and internal change, including revisions to the QAA Scotland (QAAS) Quality Enhancement Framework (QEF)
 and takes account of the consequences of the University’s reorganisation into a new college and school structure in AY 2006-7
. 
1.2 We are building on strength - the current QAF was appraised very favourably in the 2006 Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR), and is regularly endorsed by external degree-accrediting panels. The University was rated first in the UK for Teaching Quality in the Times Good University Guide, 2006 and has scored well in many other HE league tables. It consistently receives good evaluations from student surveys, notably the National Student Survey and the International Student Barometer. The intention is therefore to streamline, adjust and integrate current procedures, rather than to re-invent them ab initio.

1.3 The University’s existing QAF was refined during the era of Teaching Quality Assessment (TQA), a scheme which examined performance at the discipline level, and then modified again following the introduction of the original QAAS QEF. The aim of the QAF at that point was to foster a culture of reflection and continuing enhancement. After the first ELIR cycle, action points from the institutional report (2006) were incorporated. The latest widespread amendments to documentation were introduced following the University’s reorganisation, largely to account for the new administrative structures. This review provides an opportunity to reconsider policy and procedure so that, as far as possible, it is consistent with the philosophy of delegating control and responsibility to colleges and schools.
1.4 Following its reorganisation, the University carried out a Sustainability Review
 and created a Strategic Framework
. Over time, these developments are anticipated to have far-reaching consequences for the teaching portfolio. Accordingly, the colleges were asked to produce annual Learning and Teaching Development Plans that take these changes into account within the context of the Learning and Teaching Strategy, 2006-10
 .

1.5 This review takes account of many internal discussions, for example with senior management, staff with responsibility for college quality assurance, heads of learning and teaching, and school secretaries. It is also influenced by the experience of managing the existing academic standards and quality assurance procedures over a full annual cycle, including observing and taking part in a selection of programme reviews. 
1.6 Regarding implementation of the recommendations in this review, the following timetable and mechanism is proposed.
Stage 1: 
Discussion of this review at Academic Quality Sub-committee (AQSC) and Learning and Teaching Committee (LTC) on 29th April and 12th May 2008 respectively, with, if necessary, a modified report presented to Senate on 28th May 2008. Senate to provide agreement in principle to the changes proposed (or of agreed modified versions), validating implementation for AY 2008-9.

Stage 2:
Detailed revisions to policy, procedures, guidelines and web-based information carried out by Academic Affairs Directorate (AAD) over Summer 2008. A working group, led by the Vice-Principal (Educational Development, and including the Director of Quality Assurance, the Academic Secretary and the Assistant Secretary, Academic Affairs, to be given delegated responsibility for verifying that changes made are consistent with the agreed recommendations of this review, and for consulting with e.g. deans and the School Secretaries’ Forum. Provisional information relating to the revised QAF to be published on a new parallel Quality Assurance (QA) Website, allowing staff early access to procedures likely to apply during the QA cycle of AY 2008-9.

Stage 3:
Reports on progress provided to AQSC, LTC and Senate early in AY 2008-9, with changes that are recommended taken into account by the end of Semester 1 AY 2008-9. At this stage the revised documentation and website material is endorsed and becomes formally valid.
2. 
Principles and Goals of the University’s Quality Assurance Framework (QAF)
2.1 In line with the second aim of the Strategic Framework to 2012, the major goal of the University’s QAF is to ‘provide best student experience’ by facilitating a continuing process of enhancement of teaching and the learning environment. This involves encouraging and supporting a culture of high quality and standards that includes regular reflection and review of curricula and teaching activities.
2.2 The QAAS QEF assumes that institutional procedures will adhere to precepts of the QAAHE ‘Academic Infrastructure’, which includes the Code of Practice for the Assurance of Academic Quality and Standards In Higher Education
 (the ‘Code of Practice’) and the Subject Benchmark Statements
. The QEF also assumes that the Scottish Credit and Qualifications Framework (SCQF)
 is a key benchmark.
2.3 The QAAS QEF also involves:

· periodic Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR), which focuses on institutions’ strategies and systems for enhancing teaching provision
;
· institution-led review processes at subject level, which are the main subject of the current review;
· support for engagement of students within QA processes, chiefly involving the independent service sparqs (Student Participation in Quality Scotland);
· a rolling programme of Quality Enhancement Themes (QETs), which aim to enhance the student learning experience by identifying specific areas for development;
· annual discussions with QAAS and reports to the Scottish Funding Council (SFC);
· publication of information about the quality of institutional procedures;

· from 2008-9, institution-led reviews of student support services.
2.4 The University recognises that the primary influence on the quality of teaching and the student experience is the individual member of academic staff, and the staff-student relationship that emerges from teaching contact. The QAF must facilitate reflective and innovative practice. Staff development and rewards for teaching excellence play key roles in fostering a culture of high quality and standards in teaching. The University’s schemes in these areas act in tandem with the QAF.

2.5 The University also recognises that the primary influence on the quality of learning is the individual student, studying within a setting provided by the institution and sustained by its academic and support staff. In creating the ‘best student experience’, the institution must ensure that this environment is learner-centred by providing high-grade facilities and by fostering and supporting effective mechanisms for student representation and feedback, as enshrined in the Student Charter
. Its staff must be responsive to student needs and communicate their responses to feedback systematically. Increasingly, student representatives should be involved in decision-making processes about their learning.
2.6 The University appreciates that ‘externality’
 is a valuable feature of quality assurance and hence the QAF, providing the opportunity to consider outside perspectives as part of our reflection on teaching. This applies at the level of annual monitoring of modules and programmes, through the embedded consideration of external examiners’ reports, to periodic programme review, via the involvement of staff from other schools and colleges within the University and external reviewers. 
2.7 Our QA procedures must be fit for these purposes. Accordingly, the QAF should be governed by the following operational principles:

· efficiency and economy of effort;
· promptness and timeliness;
· transparency and ease of audit;
· accessibility and general ease of participation;
· clarity of documentation;
· involvement of student representatives at all stages;
· consistent treatment for all programmes within the institution;
· integration with other University strategies, policies and practices; 

· recognition of other forms of review (especially external accreditation).
2.8 Many different aspects of learning and teaching need to be taken into account in the QAF, such as:

· the modular, semester-based nature of most of the University’s teaching;
· different approaches to teaching such as elearning, distance learning, part-time learning, and continuing professional development;
· the necessary devolvement of responsibility for certain quality assurance policies and procedures to colleges and schools;
· the potential different needs of both undergraduate and postgraduate students;
· the different requirements of certain disciplines and degrees;
· the role of supervised research as teaching, especially for postgraduate research students;

· the needs of international students;
· collaboration with other institutions, including those in other countries;
· the continuing agendas and programmes of the Scottish Government and its agencies (e.g. QAAS, QAAHE, SFC), such as wider access, personal development planning (PDP), professionalism, employability and internationalisation.
2.9 The QAF should facilitate improvement in curricula and courses and in particular encourage market-influenced development of the institution’s portfolio of taught programmes. This requires policies and procedures that:

· make full use of the knowledge and expertise available within Admissions and Student Recruitment (ASRS);
· ensure buoyant recruitment, progression and performance;
· assist the cross-fertilisation of ideas within the institution;
· facilitate balancing of economic and pedagogical needs;
· streamline programme and module approval; 
· allow for different modes of delivery, different discipline needs and the complex nature of some joint-party teaching arrangements;

· provide a clear route for programme and module withdrawal, where this is deemed necessary, that is fair to current students.
2.10 The QAF should assist the University’s staff and schools to meet the institution’s legal obligations and encourage reflection on how this is being achieved. Related University policies
 assume compliance, for example, in areas such as: student admissions
; copyright
, data protection
, disability legislation
, freedom of information
, health and safety
. 
2.11
The QAF should not represent or be seen as a top-down audit of teaching activity. Its annual and periodic review activities are designed to be inclusive and to encourage reflection and support of staff involved in teaching. All staff and students are stakeholders in the quality of the learning experience, and the QAF is intended to facilitate and enhance communication among the different levels of organisation within the institution and between its different parts and stakeholders. 

3 Overview of Internal and External Developments and Outline of Proposed Revisions to the Teaching Review Processes
3A
External Developments Relevant to QA 
3.1 The main external development over the last five years has been the review of the ELIR process, resulting in a second edition of the ELIR Handbook
. In creating the new Handbook, SFC and QAAS responded to commissioned external evaluations, the 2007 report of the Joint Quality Working Group (JQRG) and the publication of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area. The new ELIR process will not change radically, but the new Handbook incorporates the following changes in emphasis:
· an international reviewer will be present on each ELIR team;
· a one-off report will be required detailing the systems for internal strategic review of QA procedures;
· there will be a greater expectation of student engagement in QA procedures;
· there will be an expectation of periodic institution-led review of central student services;

· some administrative changes in relation to the review process, such as the appointment of a coordinating reviewer as part of each ELIR team.
3.2 QAAHE has an ongoing programme of development of its Academic Infrastructure, and following the outcomes of this review, the University’s revised QAF will be mapped against the precepts of the current Code of Practice and published on the QA Website. 
3.3 Many national and international initiatives and developments impact on teaching and learning and the QAF should provide an effective mechanism for taking these developments into account. Recent examples include:
· the Bologna Agreement and the introduction of the European Diploma Supplement (EDS);
· the introduction of  PDPs and the Higher Education Achievement Report (HEAR) as proposed by the Dearing, Garrick and Burgess reports
, 
;
· the ongoing programme of QAAS Quality Enhancement Themes
;
· other projects within the HE sector, e.g. employability, internationalisation, wider access.

One aim of the changes proposed here has been to create a mechanism whereby coordinated responses to these initiatives can be enacted at programme, school and college level. The School Learning and Teaching Development Plan (Part 4D) is seen as a key point where this can happen.
3B
Internal Developments Relevant to QA
3.4 Following the formation of colleges and schools during the restructuring of the University, the University Learning and Teaching Strategy (ULTS) for 2006-10 proposed that each college should produce an annual Learning and Teaching Development Plan. A guidenote was produced by AAD for structuring the plans and a scheme set up for monitoring progress with the plans, involving a Review Group convened by the Vice-Principal (Educational Development).
3.5 As anticipated in the ULTS for 2006-10, several colleges have involved their component schools closely in the development of plans. This fits with the strategic emphasis expected of college management teams, with ‘operational’ aspects being devolved to schools, the functional bodies effectively administrating and ‘owning’ credit-bearing programmes.
3.6 Meantime, as part of the existing QAF, schools and colleges have been expected to produce annual reports (ASQ6.3 and ASQ6.4 respectively) with the aim of integrating outcomes of annual module and programme reports (ASQ6.1 and ASQ6.2 respectively). Many aspects of these college and schools reports are similar to the plans noted in 3.4 and 3.5, so a certain amount of inefficient duplication of effort is present. 
3.7 The University’s Sustainability Review (2006) and Strategic Framework to 2012 (2007) recognise that the institution increasingly operates in a financially challenging environment and must administer its research and teaching portfolio in an efficient manner, with performance indicators and targets related to school and college budgets. Accordingly, ASRS and AAD (including the Registry) have sought to integrate procedures for marketing new taught programmes with the programme and module approval procedure and the mechanism by which they are included on the SITS-SMS database. 
3C
Outline Rationale for Proposed Revisions to the Quality Assurance Framework

3.8 As noted in 3.6, there appears to be redundancy between the role of the ASQ6.3 and ASQ6.4 and college/school learning and teaching development plans, as they essentially operate in parallel (Figure 1a) and to a great extent cover similar matters. It is proposed that these elements are integrated by the formation of school learning and teaching development plans (SLTDPs) and a college learning and teaching strategy (CLTS). This would allow information to flow directly from ULTS to Programme and Module reviews (Figure 1b) and, in the opposite direction, for strategic aspects to be informed by annual and periodic review. This setup would provide a direct connection between reviews of resource management and analysis of teaching needs, and the necessary integration of target-setting at all levels.
3.9 Whilst it is acknowledged that, like the ULTS, each CLTS may not change significantly on an annual basis, it is proposed that the college produces a brief annual college-level commentary on its constituent SLTDPs in the context of the overarching CLTS and ULTS. These documents would be reviewed annually by the Vice Principal’s Review Group, and discussed with college staff, as currently agreed for College Learning and Teaching Development Plans.
3.10 All the indications are that the procedures for annual module and programme review and periodic programme review are working satisfactorily. However, at present, the normal process for annual module review can delayed for up to 11 months after delivery of the teaching that each review considers, largely because, at present, progression data that include resit exam results need to be incorporated into the documentation. This lag means that it may be difficult to incorporate changes into the following year’s syllabus. The rationale for including these data is to allow student performance, retention and progression to be considered at module level. However, if these data were instead considered at a higher level in the scheme, as implied in the University’s Retention Strategy
, this could allow the annual module review to proceed faster, and for syllabus and pedagogical changes to be proposed, agreed and organised in good time for the academic year following each review. 

3.11 It therefore seems appropriate that performance, retention and progression are reviewed across the modules of a given programme or set of programmes as part of the annual and periodic programme reviews (and at levels above), and for standard, semester-based modules, that the procedures for annual module reviews are constructed so that these reports can be completed before the summer vacation period. This need not preclude consideration of some ‘first pass’ retention and progression information at module and programme level on the basis of part-data for the year under review (e.g. numbers registering for first diet compared with number registering for module; previous years’ retention and exam results; and present year’s coursework and end-of-module assessment results).

3.12
In parallel with this, plans are already in place to include programme specifications within the SITS-SMS database. The benefits from centralising information in this way will include:
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Figure 1 Diagrammatic Representation of the Main Elements of Existing and Proposed Annual Reporting Schemes for the QAF

· the ability to create a ‘programme catalogue’ based on entries of programme specifications, with information recorded in a Registry-maintained database; 
· storage of data in a form that will be compatible with electronic (automated) production of European Diploma Supplement (EDS)
 for graduating students. This should also be the case for the proposed QAAHE scheme for HEAR
;
· all new programmes will have to go through common procedures that ensure they enter the SITS-SMS system and are brought to the attention of ASRS in good time for marketing and admissions;
· the system will facilitate the creation of a central timetable for periodic programme review;
· in tandem with ARMI, the ASRS system for providing information related to recruitment, the database could provide information relevant to programme review, school L&T development plans and college L&T strategies;
· in due course, the scheme may be extended by inclusion of module specifications. This will allow the creation of a ‘module catalogue’ for the institution.
3.13 The introduction of the EDS and the consequent need for a local database of EDS-compatible programme specifications now means that an academic-year-specific programme specification is required. Consequently, any changes to the programme specification that arise from consideration of annual module and programme specification and other inputs need to be agreed formally via school boards and, eventually Senate, in time for incorporation in the database. It is proposed that such changes are incorporated during a time window late in Semester 2 of each academic year to apply for subsequent academic years. 

3.14 Regarding periodic programme review, this process appears to be performing well, especially for undergraduate degree programmes. During the process of conducting this review, aspects of good practice have been highlighted and there are consequent recommendations in Part 4G. In some cases, reorganisation resulted in lack of clarity over responsibilities for organising and conducting programme reviews at taught postgraduate level, but is regarded as a temporary effect.
3.15 Some issues have arisen over jointly delivered degrees, both during programme approval and other processes. It is suggested that procedures are clarified in this respect and in particular that in such cases one school is always designated as the administrating unit for the programme.
3.16 In relation to the University’s Disability Equality Scheme
, it is proposed that the revised documentation for the QAF will take into account the ‘Teachability’ approach to curriculum design and delivery
.  The Head of Disability Services has circulated guidance on the use of this approach for programme/ module approval and review purposes to school secretaries and school support officers
.
4. 
Review of Specific Elements of the Proposed Teaching Review Process

4.1 This section examines each component of the QAF in turn, on the assumption that the main proposals in this report (outlined in Section 3) will be accepted. For each component considered in Parts 4A-4J, there is:

· a statement of the role and/or aim of the element (provided in emboldened text at the start);

· further paragraphs discussing operational aspects and proposals for change;

· a statement of roles and responsibilities within the components of the QAF. 

It is proposed that these short statements of aims and responsibilities will be incorporated in the documentation for the QAF. 
4A
Role of Senate, Senate Committees and Senior Management Team
4.2 The role of Senate in relation to the Quality Assurance Framework (QAF) is to:
· oversee policy relating to learning and teaching and quality enhancement; 
· consider reviews of the operation of the QAF; 
· ensure that procedures are carried out (generally via consideration of relevant minutes from Learning and Teaching Committee and its Academic Quality Sub-committee and reports from college and school boards); 
· validate changes in the programme and module portfolio (via minutes of college boards). 
Senate also considers all matters related to learning and teaching that are brought before it by members and sub-committees, including policies and procedures documentation, learning and teaching strategies and development plans.
4.3 The SFC intends to ask each Scottish HE institution to make a one-off statement about governance of quality assurance strategy and procedures. It is assumed that the University, when responding, will restate the view it expressed during the consultation stage for the 2007 JQRG report
, viz: ‘… the duties of Court and Senate are already clearly delineated and that academic quality assurance is the responsibility of Senate, and that governance issues should remain separate.’ 
.
4.4 The Senior Management Team has responsibility for reviewing institutional vision and strategy (e.g. via the Strategic Framework to 2012
) and from time to time directs responses to external and internal factors through such initiatives as the Sustainability Review (2006). Outcomes and action points from these documents related to quality assurance, learning and teaching and the student experience can be accommodated:
· within revisions of the ULTS (Section 4B)

· within each CLTS (Section 4C)

· within each SLTDP (Section 4D)

In this respect, the co-ordinating role of the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) is crucial, as this postholder acts as a convenor of related committees and review groups that can integrate activity across the institution. The SLTDPs especially, are seen as responsive to ‘top-down’ as well as ‘bottom-up’ need, and will be revised annually, following a guidance note produced by AAD.
4B 
University Learning and Teaching Strategy (ULTS)
4.5 The purpose of the University Learning and Teaching Strategy (ULTS) is to describe ‘a vision for learning and teaching at the University of Dundee, with a set of institution-wide aims and objectives’. It maps out: 
· the University’s plans for learning and teaching over a five-year period; 
· particular objectives to be achieved; 
· areas for coordination and matters of resourcing to be addressed.
It provides a flexible framework within which colleges and schools can identify future paths and priorities.
4.6 The current version of the ULTS applies to the period 2006-2010
. It includes the following objectives relevant to the QAF:

· to enhance the quality of educational provision continuously, through careful monitoring of provision and standards and through the evaluations of students and staff, learning from the University’s own diversity of approaches to learning, teaching, assessment and curriculum development as well as from good practice in other comparable institutions, and maintaining a culture that values high quality learning and teaching and equality of opportunity;
· to ensure that colleges and schools devise and review learning and teaching development plans which identify areas of future growth and which address key issues including learning and teaching objectives, employability and enterprise awareness (including Personal Development Planning), student and employer feedback, internationalisation, assessment, inclusiveness, student retention and progression, and the use of information technology; 

· to encourage new programme development, and to ensure that colleges have in place appropriate systems for workload management and staff release to enable innovative projects to be established and resourced;  

· to capitalise on modularisation in the development of sustainable programmes, particularly cross-college/school programmes, identifying needs for rationalisation or discontinuation.
4.7 The current ULTS refers to the need for alignment with other University strategies that are relevant to learning and teaching (and hence to QA): Human Resources and Staff Development; Estates; Library, IT and e-learning; Research; Recruitment and Admissions; External Relations, Communications; Student Services and Resource Allocation. To this list should now be added the Retention Strategy (2007-10), the Internationalisation Strategy (2008) and the Library and Learning Centre Strategic Plan.
4.8 No changes are proposed here in relation to the role or format of the ULTS per se, but the proposal for developing the scheme of college and school LT strategies and plans (noted in C and D below) place the ULTS in a position where it ought to be ‘responsive’ to information arising from these levels (see Figures 1 and 3). While such a strategic document is appropriately labelled with a time period (currently 2006-10), it is proposed that an ‘annual commentary’ is prepared by the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) following meetings of the Vice Principal’s Review Group with college and school representatives (4.11) and receipt of annual reports on progress with the CLTSs (4.13). This commentary would be presented to the final Learning and Teaching Committee of the Academic Year (and from there reported to Senate).
4.9 Responsibility for revising the ULTS lies with the Vice-Principal (Educational Development), reporting to University Learning and Teaching Committee and Senate. It is assumed that the full ULTS would be reviewed on a 5-yearly basis in tandem with revisions to the University Strategic Framework (or successor document), also taking into account external influences on learning and teaching, progress on the past ULTS, and proposals and developments reported in CLTS and SLTPs for previous years.
4C
College Learning and Teaching Strategy (CLTS)
4.10 The College Learning and Teaching Strategy (CLTS) outlines the college’s strategic view for its teaching portfolio over a five-year period, providing a framework for its schools to identify future paths and priorities. In so doing, it takes University strategic statements into account, especially the ULTS. It is also informed by strategic matters arising from the SLTDPs, financial projections, staffing profiles, and national and local trends in recruitment, progression and achievement for relevant disciplines.
4.11 The ULTS for 2006-10 proposed the creation of college learning and teaching plans and a scheme for their review, involving discussions between college staff and a Vice Principal’s Review Group
. In 2007-8, the first iteration of this process saw a general emphasis on strategic input at college level, encompassing more detailed planning that had been delegated to school level. This appears to fit with the development and clarification of management roles as the new institutional structure ‘beds in’. It is therefore proposed that the initial scheme is modified so that each college produces a Learning and Teaching Strategy (Figure 1b). The CLTS would cover approximately the same time-frame as the ULTS, take this and other strategic documents into account, and would articulate with relevant SLTPs, and the wider picture (for example, local plans for developing research and infrastructure; national trends in the disciplines taught within the college).
4.12 It is proposed that CLTS would outline the ‘business plan’ for teaching in the college. It would incorporate elements of the current ASQ6.4 college-level report (Figure 1) by encompassing strategic issues identified by schools in the SLTDPs. While each CLTS would be specific to the structure and needs of the relevant college, a brief guidance note would be produced (by AAD working with ASRS, the Finance Office and the Principal’s Office) to ensure that it covered requisite core elements of both QA and business aspects of college function. 
4.13 Responsibility for producing the CLTS rests with the college’s Vice-Principal and its Head of Learning and Teaching, reporting to College Board and Vice Principal (Educational Development). Appropriate student representatives should be involved in the development process. There will be an annual discussion about progress with the CLTS and developments within the college’s SLTDPs in relation to the ULTS. This would involve the Vice-Principal’s Review Group (4.11), and, from the college, the Vice-Principal of the college, the Head of Learning and Teaching, the Head of QA and other staff and student representatives as agreed. It is proposed that the Vice Principal (Education Development) would provide an overarching report on these meetings to LTC and Senate. 
4D
School Learning and Teaching Development Plan (SLTDP)
4.14 The School Learning and Teaching Development Plan (SLTDP) summarises the experience of running existing programmes, and includes proposals for developing these programmes in the context of the College Learning and Teaching Strategy (CLTS). It also considers options for modifying the portfolio of taught courses within the school. In so doing, it takes into account the CLTS, annual and periodic programme reviews and internal and external influences. It also monitors recruitment, progression, student feedback and achievement for the school’s programmes and responds to issues and trends in these areas.
4.15 It is proposed that the SLTDPs would carry out six main functions:

(i) act as a local implementation plan for the CLTS and report matters for consideration in the development of the CLTS, and in so doing:
(ii) receive and process information from the school’s annual programme and module reviews (in the previous scheme, the ASQ6.1 and 6.2 reports respectively – see Parts 4E and 4F), accreditation events and substantive matters arising from external examiners’ reports; 
(iii) take into account student feedback obtained through both internally organised schemes (e.g. the student representative system, module feedback surveys and minutes from staff-student liaison committee meetings) and those organised externally (e.g. National Student Survey, International Student Barometer, etc);

(iv) provide an impetus for review of the school’s programme and module portfolio, including new programme development and for programme withdrawal;
(v) receive and include responses to information and recommendations from periodic programme reviews;
(vi) take account of a range of external reference points and initiatives (including, for example, revisions to QAA Subject Benchmark statements and QETs). 
An annually revised guidance note for SLTDPs would be produced by AAD, reviewed by Learning and Teaching Committee. This would incorporate relevant aspects of the existing ASQ6.3 report and guidance note for College Learning and Teaching Development Plans.
4.16 In addition, it is proposed that within 4.15 (ii) above, the SLTDP will contain a specific remit to consider retention and progression rates across the school’s entire portfolio of programmes. 
4.17 It is proposed that School Learning and Teaching Development Plans (SLTDPs) are produced or revised on an annual basis by all the teaching schools within a college. Thereafter, the College Vice-Principal and Head of Learning and Teaching would produce a brief college-level commentary, focussed on the evolving relationship between the SLTPs and the current CLTS, and reporting on actions taken to address action points. This would include matters of strategic relevance that have arisen from the SLTDPs and comments on the integration of activities at college and institutional level, and considered alongside the SLTDPs, would form a basis of the annual discussion between college representatives and the Vice-Principal’s Review Group (4.13). A brief guidance note for the commentary would be produced by AAD, reporting to LTC.
4.18 Increasingly, school plans involve a greater degree of international collaboration. University policy in this area closely follows the QAAHE Code of Practice and some minor revisions were recently incorporated following discussion at AQSC; it is not proposed that any further changes are made at this stage, although the organisation and wording of some of the documentation may be clarified. 
4.19 Responsibility for producing the SLTDP lies with the Dean of School (or equivalent, who may also delegate the task to a staff member with specific responsibility for school learning and teaching), reporting to school and college boards, and the Vice Principal (Educational Development). Appropriate student representatives should be involved in the development process. The college Vice Principal, reporting to the College Board, will define an appropriate annual process of development and review of SLTDPs that fosters their integration with the CLTS and ULTS.
4E
Annual Programme Review
4.20 Annual programme review is a process that aims to:
· ensure that programmes remain current and valid in light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application, and internal and external initiatives;
· evaluate the extent to which the intended learning outcomes are being attained by students;
· ensure that external examiners’ views are take into account;
· consider student views as expressed by representatives or through internal and external feedback processes;

· evaluate the continuing effectiveness of the curriculum and of assessment in relation to the intended learning outcomes;
· identify and disseminate good practice within the programme;

· ensure that recommendations for appropriate actions are followed up to remedy any identified shortcomings
. 
4.21 It is not envisaged that there would be major changes to the existing process of annual programme monitoring. The guidelines for producing the reports, including timing, would be clarified and would take into account the need for the annual report to articulate with the SLTDP.
4.22 Regarding distance learning programmes and modules, schools should consider how these might best be reviewed on an annual basis. This might be appropriately achieved by grouping cognate programmes and modules or by considering them on an individual programme or module basis. The scheme used for ‘standard’ taught undergraduate programmes and modules should be modified appropriately and annual reports made for consideration at school board and SLTP level as for ‘standard’ programmes and modules.
4.23 In cases where all the modular components of a programme are wholly exclusive to that programme, it is proposed that for expediency, and subject to agreement by the relevant school board, an annual programme review can encompass all the component modules and there would be no need to produce separate annual module reports (note: this is the case for several taught postgraduate courses).
4.24 Responsibility for producing programme reviews is decided at college or school level, but would normally rest with the programme leader or equivalent, consulting with module leaders for component modules. These reports should be submitted to deans (or equivalent) and college heads of learning and teaching, so that they may be considered at school and college board level as appropriate and taken into account in the SLTDP and CLTS.
4F
Annual Module Review
4.25 The aim of annual module review is to formalise a process of reflection on the delivery of teaching at module level. In so doing, the module teaching team is expected to:
· consider aspects of student performance and achievement (as available);
· take account of feedback and observations from students, staff, external examiners and others (e.g. accrediting bodies);
· review past changes to the syllabus and its delivery, and consider how these aspects could be enhanced for the future;
· review the module aims and learning outcomes and the success of assessment instruments in evaluating student achievement;
· identify good practice in teaching;

· take into account recommendations or needs identified in annual or periodic programme review or the SLTDP.
4.26 The guidelines for producing the reports, including timing, will be clarified. It will no longer be expected that the annual module review takes account of full information regarding retention, progression and achievement for the year of delivery. Rather, this will be considered at programme and school levels (Parts 4D, 4E and 4G). For ‘standard’ modules, this will allow changes on the basis of reflection to be taken into account for the next academic year. It will still be possible for ‘first pass’ student examination data for the relevant year and progression rates for past years to be considered, and this will be encouraged.
4.27 In consultation with student representatives, module teaching teams should continue to review the most appropriate timing and mechanisms for obtaining student feedback, including the following: My Dundee discussion boards, staff student  liaison committees, student representatives, and online surveys organised with the assistance of the Learning Centre’s University Survey Service. The Learning Centre will produce a portfolio of model feedback surveys in consultation with AAD.
4.28 See points 4.22 and 4.23 respectively regarding (i) annual module review for distance learning modules and (ii) cases where modules are exclusive to one programme only.
4.29 Responsibility for producing the annual module review report lies with the module leader, consulting with the module teaching team. These reports should be submitted to programme leaders and heads of learning and teaching and considered at school or college board as appropriate and taken into account in the SLTDP and CLTS.
4G
Periodic Programme Review
4.30 The aim of periodic programme review is to carry out a broad review of the continuing validity and relevance of teaching leading to specified cognate qualifications. It involves a formal process that includes a degree of externality. Periodic review should consider:
· cumulative changes affecting the design an operation of the programme;
· availability of staff and resources;
· how current research, practice and technological advances are covered;
· changes to subject benchmarking and (where relevant) professional statutory body (PSB) requirements;
· student views on the programme, including those expressed via external surveys such as the National Student Survey (NSS);

· external examiners’ views;
· internal and external initiatives;

· employer expectations and employment opportunities;
· good practice within the programme;

· trends and opportunities in recruitment, retention, progression and achievement.

4.31 The principles underlying  the operation of periodic programme review remain unchanged (for example, the 5-year periodicity, the need for externality, involvement of students, prompted review of curriculum, resourcing, assessment etc) but it is evident that greater clarity is required regarding responsibilities and arrangements, drawing on best practice within the institution. This is particularly true of reviews that encompass several programmes or joint internal and external (accreditation) processes. Accordingly, it is proposed that the existing guidance note for periodic programme review will be clarified by AAD and a revised set of recommendations for conduct of these events produced.

4.32 In considering practice across the institution, it is proposed that the following operational guidelines will apply to the ways in which all programme reviews are conducted:
· the designated secretary for the review event should not be the secretary of the school administering the programme (who may, though, be the organising secretary) – instead, the School Secretary should be expected to be a member of the executive and teaching staff panels and hence independent of the reporting process;
· a member of staff designated by the Director of ASRS should attend as part of the review board, to advise on recruitment and admissions issues;

· the Student Representative on the review board will normally be a sabbatical officer of Dundee University Students’ Association (DUSA), in general having been trained beforehand by sparqs, AAD and others, including experienced review board convenors;
 
· organising secretaries for review boards will be expected to approach the dean of a school or equivalent to ask for a specific member of academic staff to sit on a board. If particular staff cannot attend for valid reasons, the expectation will be that the dean who has been approached will designate an alternative.
4.33 It is proposed that any exceptions to the standing recommendations for programme reviews must be agreed with the Director of Quality Assurance in advance.

4.34 Regarding the relationship between external accreditation events and internal periodic review, the current situation is that the appropriate dean has responsibility, in consultation with the Director of Quality Assurance, for deciding whether an internal review is required where an accreditation event also occurs (see 4.38). It is not proposed that this should change. 
4.35 There is a perception among some academic staff that programme review is essentially an auditing process. This is partly due to residual perceptions following the TQA era, and partly due to the structure of the review and the nature of the documentation required. It is proposed that greater emphasis is placed on the role of programme review in promoting professional reflection. Key aspects that should be stressed are the opportunities to respond to constructive feedback, including recommendations for enhancing the programme and the chance for staff to highlight issues to be considered at different administrative levels. The Director of Quality Assurance will continue to offer staff development events, including visits to schools or taking part in school board meetings, with the aim of promoting the quality enhancement facets of this process.
4.36 College and school administration staff will produce a comprehensive timetable for programme reviews based on the timing of the last review or date of approval of the programme, reporting this to the Director of Quality Assurance. Responsibility for organisation of programme reviews will lie with deans of schools or equivalent, who would normally be expected to delegate the task to the School Secretary and/or member of staff with this responsibility. Responsibility for convening and reporting on programme reviews will rest with staff designated by the College Vice-Principal (e.g. College Director of Quality Assurance, or equivalent). Completed programme reviews will be considered by school boards and submitted to the college heads of learning and teaching, the Vice Principal (Educational Development) and the Director of Quality Assurance, for consideration in SLTDPs, CLTS and ULTS. The Director of Quality Assurance will have responsibility for making annual reports on programme reviews to external bodies (e.g. SFC) as required, reporting to the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) and the Academic Quality Sub-Committee.
4H
Accreditation of Programmes by Professional Statutory Bodies
4.37 The aim of accreditation is to satisfy an external Professional Statutory Body (PSB) that learning by students at the University, as embodied in the teaching it carries out and the degrees it awards, meets national professional benchmarks. The award of an accredited degree may allow a graduate to qualify for a particular type of employment and, in some cases, gain exemption from PSB examinations.
4.38 A distinctive aspect of the University’s teaching provision is its professional orientation. As a result, many programmes are accredited by PSBs in a process that involves regular review events. Maintenance of this accreditation is highly important for student recruitment and graduate employment and the institution’s reputation. As a generalisation, accreditation events cover similar aspects to programme reviews, often with more rigorous checks on specific aspects of the curriculum, skills training and student output. It is proposed that, for the University of Dundee, the assumption should be that external accreditation has primacy over internal programme review procedures where the two overlap in the majority of elements covered
.  For accredited degrees, the Dean or equivalent, reporting to the School Board, would continue to have the power to decide whether to hold one event or two. If so desired, the programme review and accreditation can be covered by one event. Equally, if it were decided that a programme review might have value ahead of an accreditation event, then the Board may opt for this path. Where adjustments would be required in the timing of reviews, these will be agreed by the Vice Principal (Educational Development) and reported to AQSC.
4.39 In the majority of cases, the timetable for accreditation events is similar, or more frequent than the expected period between programme reviews (five years). In cases where the timetable is longer, a special dispensation must be sought by the relevant school from the Vice-Principal (Educational Development), who will consult with Academic Affairs Directorate and report such arrangements as agreed via AQSC.
4.40 Deans or equivalent of appropriate schools will have responsibility for interacting with accrediting bodies and for organising visits by accrediting teams. Support will be provided by the Director of Quality Assurance where required. Accrediting Body Reports from each event will be provided to the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) and Director of Quality Assurance.  The latter will have responsibility for making annual reports on accreditation events to external bodies (e.g. SFC) as required, reporting to the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) and the AQSC.
4I
Peer Support of Teaching
4.41 Peer support of teaching aims to encourage and support improvement of teaching and professional development by providing a structured, focused opportunity for an individual member of staff (the teacher) to receive comments from a colleague (the peer) on aspects of teaching practice, and to do so in ways that:
· are developmental and non-judgmental; 
· are flexible, so they can reflect the context of the subject and the role and needs of the individual teacher;
· minimise bureaucracy.
4.42 The University’s current policy is to delegate the organisation of  peer support for teaching to schools and programme teams. It is not proposed that this should change. However, the current scheme involves an annual report form that in practice is not used. It is proposed instead that reports would form part of the new SLTDPs and that periodically, the Vice Principal (Educational Development) will review the operation of the scheme, reporting to AQSC.
4.43 It is noted that peer support is a key part of the University’s PgCerTHE qualification. All new staff involved in teaching and the support of learning are  required to successfully complete the first module (Learning, Teaching and Assessing in Higher Education) during their probationary period (or equivalent)
. 
4.44 Responsibility for the local operation of peer support lies with deans (or equivalent).
4J 
Staff Development and Teaching Reward Schemes
4.45 Professional development has an important role to play in quality assurance. Recognising this, the University has a related policy
 and has created a number of schemes for supporting staff development and rewarding innovation and excellence in teaching. These include:
· a full programme of workshops and courses that includes ‘central’ events and events within colleges (for example, related to QETs);
· a series of annual conferences focussing on quality enhancement, learning and teaching and a college-defined event;
· accredited development opportunities such as the Learning, Teaching & Assessing in Higher Education (LTA) module, the Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching in Higher Education (PgCertTHE) programme, and online continuing professional development modules such as Learning & Teaching Online and Assessment Online;
· prizes and awards such as the Honorary Graduates’ Award for Innovative Teaching, the Senate Award for Excellence in Teaching and the Chancellor's Award for Lifetime Contribution to Teaching
.
4.46 The University is committed to engaging with the QAAS QETs and has appointed the Director of Academic Professional Development (APD) as QET Co-ordinator to organise appropriate responses. Annual conferences and others events organised by APD provide a focus for engagement with the QETs and the joint APD-AAD newsletter Highlighter publicises these and other activities
.
4.47 The University recognises the role of the Higher Education Academy in supporting discipline-related pedagogy, particularly through its subject centre websites, resources and activities.
4.48 Academic staff have individual responsibility for their continuing professional development in relation to pedagogy relevant to their discipline and this is taken into account in promotions procedures. Academic managers, such as college Vice-Principals, college Heads of Learning and Teaching and deans (or equivalent), have responsibilities in relation to organising appropriate events for staff for whom they have responsibility, and for allocating funding to support staff development (e.g. through conference attendance). The Director of APD is responsible for organising the central programme of events and for responding to such discipline-specific staff development needs that are identified by colleges and schools. In relation to QA, the Director of  QA has responsibility for disseminating information about QA policy and procedures.
5. 
The Programme and Module Approval processes
5.1
The main aim of the programme and module approval processes is to:
· ensure that proposed programmes and modules comply with the University’s quality assurance regulations and specifically that they undergo consideration by school and college boards and Senate, and that recommendations arising from this process are accommodated;
· inform support services, including ASRS, about the proposed programme or module and seek their specialist advice;
· ensure that relevant programme and module specifications are in place and in an appropriate format (e.g. for the EDS) and to allow programme and module information to be lodged within the student records system
.
5.2 The existing consultation process for programme and module approval operates via school and college boards (and any panels or subcommittees that they may convene), and assume due consideration is given to:

· appropriate pedagogy and curriculum design principles;
· levels and award titles (e.g. SCQF level), including exit points;
· anticipated demand and resourcing;
· monitoring and review;
· duration of approval;
· programme and module specifications;
· the curriculum and the opportunities it provides for students to gain skills and learn about current research.
It is not proposed that this should change; however, it is proposed that the existing programme rationale, student recruitment summary and programme plan are integrated into a single simplified document, the ‘New Programme Rationale’. The Programme Specification and Schedule of Modules would remain as separate elements, but in a format consistent with the EDS. The two module approval documents will be amended accordingly.
5.3 Essential in the planning of new programmes is the early involvement of ASRS, in providing advice on market opportunity, course titling, likely demand, business planning, advertising and recruitment. As part of this process, it has been recognised that some form of ‘business plan’ is desirable, incorporating the New Programme Rationale and a spreadsheet providing financial forecasts. This documentation should also now confirm that the proposal fits within the SLTDP, the CLTS, the ULTS. 
5.4 It is further proposed that the current online programme/module postings system will be replaced by the ‘Process Manager’ component of the ‘SITS-SMS’ program (or software carrying out a similar function), resulting in a linear process based on existing schemes, with certain ‘gateway’ elements that take account of the necessary checks for ASRS, Library, Information and Communication Services, Student Services, AAD and Senate. 
5.5 This part of the process would be jointly designed and administered by ASRS and AAD (including Registry) and managed by the Academic Secretary. Figure 2 summarises the proposed processes.
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5.6 It is also proposed that the nature and details of the financial forecasting spreadsheet as well as its operation in practice are considered by a working group led by the Vice Principal (Educational Development), and including representatives of ASRS, Registry, Finance Office, AAD, school secretaries and academics, including those actively involved in the development of taught postgraduate courses.

5.7 It is also regarded as critical that the institution is able to move quickly to capitalise on opportunity and to rationalise existing provision, where circumstances demand. Although there may be potential for introducing a ‘fast-track’ approval process
, it should be recognised that effective marketing of programmes probably adds six months to the process, meaning that a full academic year is the effective minimum time for programme approval. For this reason, it is not proposed that timings for the process are modified.

5.8 ASRS, working in tandem with AAD and Registry, are exploring mechanisms for a ‘seamless’ online process that will allow appropriate input of data, automate the consultation process and record passage of the proposal through school and college boards and Senate (as summarised in Figure 3). It is hoped that this will be introduced for AY 2008-9. ASRS will organise staff training events to support its adoption.

5.9 Responsibility lies with deans (or equivalent) and college vice-principals for ensuring that school and college boards (and any panels or subcommittees that they may convene) approve new programmes with due regard for University procedure and the underlying pedagogy as outlined in guidance notes. College heads of QA have responsibility for ensuring that the documentation meets internal and institutional standards. ASRS and ADD (including Registry) staff have advisory and administrative roles in the processing of new course information. Other central services have duties to scrutinise proposals and make comments where they feel this would be constructive.

6. 
The Programme and Module Withdrawal processes 

6.1 Review of the teaching portfolio may result in decisions to withdraw modules or programmes. Arrangements for programme withdrawal must protect the interests of current students registered or accepted for admission to, the programme
.
6.2 No changes are proposed to the current programme withdrawal process. It is recognised that the documentation should continue to emphasise that this process should take account of lead times for advertising programmes (e.g. in the University Prospectus and other literature) and other arrangements coordinated by ASRS and the school/college.
6.3 There are a large number of modules and programmes within the SITS-SMS database, some of which apparently never or rarely have students. It is proposed that during AY 2008-9 colleges and schools conduct a one-off review of all programmes to assess which should be removed. This review would be jointly organised by Registry and ASRS. Some preliminary work in this area has already been carried out in the context of the EDS project, which has already identified some deficiencies in the quality of the programme specification data. Over the Summer of 2008, schools will be asked to ensure that there is sufficiently accurate and useful information to form the basis of a central programme catalogue.
7.
Accounting for Internal and External Initiatives within the Quality Assurance Framework
7.1 From time to time, internal and external initiatives impact on curriculum content, pedagogy, and the student experience. Four important recent initiatives are outlined in 3.3. The proposed QAF provides several potential mechanisms for highlighting these initiatives, encouraging their uptake and reviewing their influence. 
7.2 While initiatives are inevitably embedded at module level, in general, their influence needs to be co-ordinated within and among programmes. Therefore SLTDPs appear to be the most appropriate vehicles for promoting discussion about external influences on curriculum and pedagogy, and it is proposed that the guidance note produced by AAD is adjusted annually to reflect developments. The annual module review documentation will also be revised to prompt module leaders to comment on changes they have made in response to the SLTDP. APD and AAD have roles in publicising these initiatives via newsletters, websites and events in which good practice may be disseminated.

8.
Role of Student Representation in the University’s Quality Assurance Framework

8.1 The University is committed to involving students at all stages in its QA procedures, and together with DUSA, has produced a joint Statement on Student Representation
 that outlines policies that apply and the key forums for interaction. Table 1 summarises the various opportunities for students and their representatives to contribute within the QAF.
8.2 A central component of student engagement in QA is the involvement of trained student representatives on programme review panels. This key role is now recognised in the job descriptions for DUSA sabbatical posts. The sparqs service provides training for students taking part in these review events and the responsibility for engaging with the service rests with the DUSA Executive. The Director of Quality Assurance will contribute to such training events that DUSA organises for sabbatical officers and other representatives. 

8.3 Following from the recent consultation exercise with sparqs, which involved staff, the DUSA executive and other student representatives, one of the key outcomes will be the publication of a booklet and companion website aimed at all entrant students, describing the structures of the University and DUSA for student representation. This will be introduced at a suitable student induction event.  sparqs will again assist DUSA and the University in reviewing this initiative during AY 2008-9.

9.
Quality Assurance of Postgraduate Teaching

9.1 The processes outlined above apply for both undergraduate and taught postgraduate degrees.

9.2 Where possible (i.e. for cognate disciplines), there may be advantages in grouping postgraduate degree programmes for programme review and/or considering them alongside cognate undergraduate provision.

9.3 Postgraduate research degrees also fall under the ambit of the QAAHE Code of Practice, but the procedures of quality assurance are different from those of postgraduate taught and undergraduate qualifications. These are covered by the Code of Practice for Supervised Postgraduate Research
.  These mainly operate at the level of the individual research student, and in essence involve:

· meetings between students and supervisor(s);

· discussions with the School or College Postgraduate Student Advisor;

· meetings with the student’s thesis monitoring committee (which does not include the supervisor(s));

· an exit questionnaire after the examination of the thesis;

Table 1.  Summary of Undergraduate Student Representation at the University of Dundee. 
	Level 
	Nature of student representation

	Court
	Court - Ex Officio membership of DUSA President

	Senate 
	Senate - Ex Officio membership of DUSA President, Deputy President, Vice President Student Activities and Vice President Communications

Learning and Teaching Committee - Ex Officio membership of DUSA President, Deputy President, Vice President Student Activities and Vice President Communications

Academic Quality Sub-Committee -  Ex Officio membership of DUSA President and Deputy President

Academic Professional Development Advisory Group – DUSA president co-opted for judging teaching awards

Library & Information Services Committee - Ex Officio membership of DUSA Deputy President and Vice President Communications

Postgraduate Affairs Committee - Ex Officio membership of DUSA President

	College
	College Board - one student from each of the schools comprising the College, nominated annually by the students in those schools, and the college representative on the Students Association Council: provided that there shall be at least one postgraduate student representative and the College Board may authorise the nomination of one or more postgraduate students in the College for this purpose
 

	School
	School Board - one student from each of the degree programmes (or, as determined by the Dean, appropriate group of degree programmes) in the School, nominated annually by the students in the School: provided that the School Board may in addition authorise the nomination of one or more postgraduates in the School

Staff-Student Liaison Committees - elected class representatives and the number of students should exceed the number of staff members

Annual Module and Annual Programme reports - ‘routine’ student feedback for taught programmes ; Annual Module and Annual Programme feedback is monitored by Learning and Teaching Committee (via AQSC)

	Programme Review
	Programme Review Boards – student membership (trained DUSA Executive member)

Programme review interviews – groups of students and/or graduates are interviewed as part of the review process

Student views summarised in the programme evaluation summary and via results of the National Students Survey

‘Periodic’ student feedback may be used to inform these events

	L&T Development Plans
	Vice Principal’s Review Group - DUSA President, DUSA Vice Presidents Education and Careers and Representation.

	DUSA
	DUSA Executive Committee (DEC)- DUSA President, Deputy President, Vice President Student Activities, Vice President Communications, Vice President Campaigns (NS), Vice President Student Welfare (NS), Honorary Secretary (NS) 

Student Representative Council – DEC, School Presidents and a number of designated student members

	Residences
	Hall Committees – appointed and elected student membership 


· external surveys of student opinion, such as PRES.

No changes are proposed to these mechanisms.
9.4
The Postgraduate Research Sub-committee currently has responsibility for monitoring postgraduate research student feedback and other QA issues. Proposed changes to the postgraduate committee structure, namely a single Postgraduate Committee reporting to LTC, will allow postgraduate research business to be considered in a ‘quality assurance context’.
10.
Reporting Structure for Quality Assurance 

10A
Responsibilities for QA at College and School Level

10.1 Following the University’s reorganisation, colleges have organised responsibility for monitoring and reporting on QA in different ways. As a result, lines of responsibility have not always been clear. Ultimately, the College Vice-Principal and the school deans (or equivalent) have responsibility for modules and programmes delivered by staff within the unit(s) they manage. It is proposed that each college should nominate a post of College Head of Quality Assurance or equivalent (this already exists in two colleges). These postholders would be ex-officio members of AQSC and would report college QA matters under a standing agenda item. A draft outline of responsibilities is shown in Appendix 1.

10.2 It is proposed that colleges and/or schools would have responsibility for deciding the appropriate reporting structure for QA matters – either direct to college and/or school boards, or to a college/school learning and teaching sub-Committee (or equivalent) or a college/school quality assurance sub-committee (either of which would report to the school board). The Director of Quality Assurance would publish a document describing and illustrating the reporting structure at college and school levels.
10.3 Certain modules are administered and delivered by units outwith the college and school structure (e.g. Learning Centre, Careers Service). For QA purposes, these are normally ‘attached’ to a specific school and college, following the recommendation of the Academic Secretary and agreement of the College Vice-Principal and relevant dean. For these modules, annual reviews should take place according to the school’s timetable and procedures. Periodic reviews will either be independent, and organised according to the college’s normal procedures, or linked to a cognate programme review. It is proposed that, in such cases, the arrangements for annual and programme review will be defined as part of the module approval process.
10.4 Certain programmes are co-delivered by units in different colleges and schools. Normally, one unit will be assigned as the lead unit for QA purposes. However, it is recognised that decisions taken in one overarching administrative unit may impact on the delivery of courses. It is proposed that such jointly delivered programmes should be 
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	Figure 3a. Outline of Proposed ASQ Reporting Structure. Italicised text indicates approximate timing in the academic year
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Figure 3b. Main Committees and Groups relevant to QAF and their interactions.
especially borne in mind within the CLTS and SLTDP for all contributing units and that the relevant guidance notes should make explicit reference to this.

10.5 In relation to joint degrees, there are issues relating to programme specifications, especially where there is a degree of choice in component modules. It is proposed that it is permissible to refer to the programme specification for the individual component programmes in constructing the programme specification for the joint degree.

10B
Reporting of QA Matters at University Level

10.6 The proposed reporting structure for the revised QAF has been discussed in other sections of this report. The main internal and external reference points and linkages between components are shown in more detail in Figures 3a and 3b. The proposed simplifications (Part 3C), in particular the integration of strategic and planning aspects with the current AS6.3 and 6.4 reports, will facilitate communication between the different levels, and, importantly, create a clear route for the management of resources for teaching activities.

10.7 No changes are proposed to the committee structure above college level.

10.8 The proposed guidelines for the timing for annual module review, existing timings for annual programme review and proposed timings for SLTDPs and CLTS are summarised in Figure 4
.  It is proposed that these new timings for the elements of the QAF are adopted from AY 2008-9.

10C
Communication of Information about the QAF
10.9
Currently, the annual review documents for modules and programmes are informally known as ‘ASQ6.1’ and ‘ASQ6.2’ reports respectively. Whilst renaming has the potential to confuse, it is also noted that other ‘higher level’ parts of the ASQ procedures (i.e. ASQ1-5) are less well-known and that there would be a benefit if descriptive phrases were used for each component in the scheme. It is therefore proposed that the numerical system is dropped and that the following titles are adopted for key components of the QAF: 
New Module Approval Process


New Programme Approval Process


Annual Module Review


Annual Programme Review


Periodic Programme Review


Module and Programme Withdrawal Process


School Learning and Teaching Development Plan (SLTDP)






College Learning and Teaching Strategy (CLTS)


University Learning and Teaching Strategy (ULTS)

10.10 Experience indicates that the average academic staff member encounter difficulties in accessing information to support their input into quality assurance. It is therefore proposed that a ‘Learning and Teaching’ section of the University Website is created. This would act as a portal to: information on external and internal policy, details of legal obligations, staff professional development information, QA guidelines and policy, student survey information, news regarding QAAS and QETs. The portal would be 

accessible from the ‘for staff’ and ‘for current students’ parts of the University website and would be maintained by AAD with input from APD.

10.11 From time to time, academics and administrators have also reported difficulties in finding and interpreting policy and procedures for QA, and it is proposed that:

· the AAD-administered Quality Assurance website area is redesigned to make access easier;

· the language used in policy and procedures documents is revised to make it clearer;

· the roles and aims of each element are clearly explained;

· responsibilities are clearly defined;

· where applicable, a checklist is provided with each document to help users ensure that they have covered all parts in the right sequence;
· a central file area is created for all QA documents, including policies, and links from pages providing information on policy and procedures are refreshed accordingly. 

11
External Monitoring by Government Agencies, including Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR)

11.1 External monitoring by funding bodies and national quality assurance agencies aims to provide public assurance that an institution’s internal quality assurance procedures are operating effectively. The importance of being in a position to respond appropriately to these audits does not need to be emphasised.

11.2 The most important monitoring event is QAAS ELIR process, which aims to support institutions’ self-evaluation and reflection, by reviewing how institutional strategies, polices and procedures act to improve the learning experiences of students. This operates on a 5-year cycle. 

11.3 There is also annual reporting to SFC and annual meeting with QAAS, as well as one-off audits (for example by QAAHE) of specific areas. Reports are also required in relation to issues such as the University’s engagement with specific initiatives like the QETs or its involvement in international collaborations. 

11.4 A number of national and international fora discuss quality assurance issues and provide feedback and sectoral guidance to the Government and its agencies. Examples include the Universities Scotland Learning and Teaching Committee and its Teaching Quality Forum. There are also frequent conferences, meetings and workshops which allow the exchange of ideas. It is important that the University is fully represented at these meetings and that the outcomes are disseminated.

11.5 Responsibility for organising institutional responses to external monitoring bodies and for representing the University in national fora is led by the Vice-Principal (Educational Development) in tandem with the Academic Secretary, the Director of Quality Assurance and other staff in the Academic Affairs Directorate. These staff report to Senior Management Team, AQSC and LTC and organise relevant staff development events and communication of information via e.g. Highlighter.

Appendix 1   
Draft Outline of Responsibilities for College Head of Quality Assurance 
1. Liaise with College Vice-Principal and the College Head of Learning and Teaching to develop the College Learning and Teaching Strategy.
2. Liaise with deans of schools regarding the drafting of School Learning and Teaching Development Plan (SLTDP).
3. Ensure the timeous production of annual module and programme monitoring reports and ensure outcomes are considered appropriately within SLTDP.
4. Manage periodic programme review scheme, including the provision of reports, as requested by Director of Quality Assurance.
5. Ensure that programme approval documentation from schools meets college and institutional standards.

6. Provide guidance on QA procedures to staff within the college, and provide judgment on aspects delegated to college level, liaising as necessary with Director of Quality Assurance.
7. Participate in other meetings related to their QA responsibilities on behalf of the College and University (e.g. with outside bodies).
8. Take lead and coordinating roles, along with the College Head of Learning and Teaching, in the college’s engagement with QETs and other learning and teaching initiatives.
9. Liaise with the Director of Academic Professional Development regarding college staff development needs and events.
10. Provide advice on areas of teaching excellence for the University’s teaching award schemes.
The postholder would be an experienced academic, normally with appointment at grade 9 or higher (i.e. Senior Lecturer).

The position would be part-time, with adequate allowance made for the time required within the college workload model.  

It is envisaged that the postholder would have a call on secretarial/administrative support within the College Office.
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CLTS and ULTS reviewed every 5 years and may be modified in between
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Annual Programme Review


 (6 weeks after resits, W3 S1) – considered by School Boards during S1





Annual Module Review
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Annual SLTPs submitted (W4 S2) and considered by College Board in context of CLTS. College prepares commentary.





Figure 4. Proposed Annual Cycle of Reporting for Quality Assurance.
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Abbreviations


AAD – Academic Affairs Directorate


ASRS – Admissions and Student Recruitment Service


BP – Business Plan


CLTS – College Learning and Teaching Strategy


EDS – European Diploma Supplement


PR – Programme Review


PS – Programme Specification (EDS compatible)


REG - Registry


SLTDP – School Learning and Teaching Development Plan





‘Gateway’ in process, where a decision must be made before the process can proceed (with administering unit or post-holder in italic capitals)
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� Available: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/codeOfPractice/default.asp


� Available: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/scotland/qualityframework/default.asp


� See: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/court/notice/


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/pressoffice/sust2007/


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/principalsoffice/strategicframework.htm


� Available: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/main/staffinfo.htm


� Available: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/codeOfPractice/default.asp


� Available: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/benchmark/default.asp


� Available: http://www.scqf.org.uk/


� Note: The University’s second ELIR is scheduled to take place in AY 2009-10.


� Available: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/academic/stuchart.htm


� ‘Externality’ in this respect implies the involvement of reviewers who are not directly involved in delivering the programme under review, and who are felt to have knowledge and experience that can inform the review process. This could be extra-school, -college or -institution as appropriate.


� See: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/academic/Senate_policies.htm and http://www.dundee.ac.uk/quality/welcome.html


� See: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/academic/Senate_policies.htm


� See: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/copyright/webcopy.htm


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dataprotection/


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/disabilityservices/


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/freedomofinformation/


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/safety/contents.htm


� Note: this section was written while consultations were taking place about drafts of the new Handbook for ELIR2. This section is therefore subject to modifications contained in the final version.


� Available: http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/ncihe/


� Available: http://bookshop.universitiesuk.ac.uk/downloads/measuringachievement.pdf


� See: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/scotland/qualityframework/enhancementthemes.asp


� See Retention Strategy 2007-10 at http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/academic/Senate_policies.htm


� See: http://www.europeunit.ac.uk/eu_policy___education/diploma_supplement.cfm


� See: http://bookshop.universitiesuk.ac.uk/downloads/Burgess_final.pdf


� Available: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/disabilityservices/disability/des/des_index.htm


� See: http://www.teachability.strath.ac.uk/


� Also referred to as Departmental Support Officers (DSOs).


� Final report available: http://www.sfc.ac.uk/about/new_about_council_papers/about_papers_17aug07/SFC_07_113_ANNEX.pdf


� Letter from Vice-Principal (Educational Development) to SFC, dated 6th December 2007.


� See: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/principalsoffice/strategicframework.htm


� Available: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/academic/Senate_policies.htm


� Membership of this group is (currently): Vice Principal (Educational Development), Academic Secretary, Director of Quality Assurance, Director of Academic Professional Development, DUSA President, DUSA Vice Presidents Education and Careers and Representation.


� Modified after QAAHE Code of Practice, Section 7 (2006), Precept 7.


� Modified after QAAHE Code of Practice, Section 7 (2006), Precept 8.


� This possibility has been agreed in principle by the Director of ASRS.


� It is understood that from AY 2008-9, the ‘job descriptions’ for sabbatical postholders will include this role as part of their formal duties.


� Note that the results of both internal reviews and accreditations are reported to SFC in the Annual Institutional Statement.


� This requirement applies to probationary lecturers and teaching fellow on contracts of three years or more.


� Available: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/ppd/policy/


� The latter award will be awarded from AY 2008-9.


� Part funded by QAAS to support and foster institutional discussions related to the QETS (see: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/ppd/apd/qualitythemes.htm).


� Adapted from QAAHE Code of Practice, Section 7 (2006), Precept 6.


� This could involve, for example the Vice Principal Educational Development, Vice Principal of the College and the Dean of School, and might be especially appropriate in cases where an initial body of students had already been identified.


� QAAHE Code of Practice, Section 7 (2006), Precept 9.


� Available: http://www.dundee.ac.uk/quality/pol/stud-rep-fbk.htm


� Available: http://www.somis.dundee.ac.uk/registry/pgcode/


� Ordinance 56-4(g)


� Ordinance 57-4(d)


� It should be noted that the Dental School has traditionally had a later timetable than other schools because they have resits in December that relate to the previous academic year. The new process and timetable fits with this requirement.
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