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The audit team considers it advisable that the
University: 

¸ ensures that the monitoring and review
processes implemented for collaborative
programmes maintain a level of
institutional oversight equivalent to that 
of the approval process

¸ enhances its ability to evaluate and reflect
upon the student experience at the point
of delivery of collaborative programmes

¸ puts in place clear procedures for ensuring
the continuing quality of the student
experience during the process of
partnership termination. 

The audit team also considers it desirable that
the University: 

¸ strengthens the development and support
of staff as they move into the key role of
academic link person.

National reference points

To provide further evidence to support its
findings, the audit team also investigated the
use made by the University of the Academic
Infrastructure which QAA has developed on
behalf of the whole of UK higher education.
The Academic Infrastructure is a set of
nationally agreed reference points that help to
define both good practice and academic
standards. The findings of the audit suggest
that the University was making effective use of
the Academic Infrastructure in the context of its
collaborative provision.

In due course, the audit process will include a
check on the reliability of the teaching quality
information, published by institutions in the
format recommended by the Higher Education
Funding Council for England (HEFCE) in the
document Information on quality and standards
in higher education: Final guidance (HEFCE
03/51). The audit team was satisfied that the
information the University and its partner
organisations are currently publishing about the
quality of collaborative programmes and the
standards of the University's awards was reliable
and that the University was making adequate

progress towards providing requisite teaching
quality information for its collaborative
provision.
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Main report 
1 A collaborative provision audit of the
University of East London (the University) was
undertaken from 15 to 19 May 2006. The
purpose of the audit was to provide public
information on the quality of the programmes
offered by the University through collaborative
arrangements with partner organisations, and
on the discharge of the University's responsibility
as an awarding body in assuring the academic
standards of its awards made through
collaborative arrangements.

2 Collaborative provision audit is
supplementary to the institutional audit of the
University's own provision. It is carried out by 
a process developed by the Quality Assurance
Agency for Higher Education (QAA) in
partnership with higher education institutions
(HEIs) in England. It provides a separate
scrutiny of the collaborative provision of an 
HEI with degree-awarding powers (awarding
institution) where such collaborative provision
was too large or complex to have been
included in its institutional audit. The term
'collaborative provision' is taken to mean
'educational provision leading to an award, 
or to specific credit toward an award, of an
awarding institution delivered and/or supported
and/or assessed through an arrangement with 
a partner organisation' (Code of practice for the
assurance of academic quality and standards in
higher education (Code of practice), Section 2:
Collaborative provision and flexible and
distributed learning (including e-learning) -
September 2004, paragraph 13, published 
by QAA). 

3 In relation to collaborative arrangements,
the audit checked the effectiveness of the
University's procedures for establishing and
maintaining the standards of its academic
awards; for reviewing and enhancing the
quality of the programmes leading to those
awards; for publishing reliable information





16 The audit team undertook a briefing visit



registered on programmes in countries which
do not have legislation similar to that of the UK
regarding the protection of vulnerable groups).
It was also suggested that more work needed
to be done to ensure that students following
the course in Italy have a comparable quality 
of information accessible to them as those
studying within the UK. The report asked the
University to consider whether, in the light of
the experience of the closure of the course
centre in Rome, it was fully discharging its
responsibilities to registered students following
such termination. Since the report the
translation of the course handbook had taken
place and ethical guidelines had been
developed and introduced through the
Tavistock Research and Ethics Committee.
During the audit, the team learned that the
remaining students had transferred from Rome
to Florence and judged that they had been
appropriately supported during this transition.

23 In May 2005, QAA undertook a
Foundation Degree review of the University of
East London and Thames Gateway College
reviewing the FD in Modern Manufacturing.
The overall outcome of the review was that 
the reviewers had confidence in the emerging
standards and emerging achievements of
students and they had confidence in the quality
of learning outcomes. A number of areas for
development were identified and the School of
Computing and Technology drew up an action
plan in November 2005 addressing these
issues. Additional procedures were put in place
to inform students, employer representatives
and work-based learning supervisors of the
aims and intended learning outcomes of the
programme; students have been counselled
about the accreditation of prior education and
industrial experience so that AP(Experiential)L
and AP(Certificated)L can be applied;
progression arrangements to level 3 were given
to students verbally and in writing and
procedures put in place for students to raise
issues on a formal basis. 

24 The audit team found that a number of
specific actions have been taken by the
University in respect of institutional audit and
review outcomes and these are beginning to

have an effect in the conduct of work with
partner institutions. 

Section 2: The collaborative
provision audit investigations:
the awarding institution's
processes for quality
management in collaborative
provision

The awarding institution's strategic
approach to collaborative provision

25 In its CPSED, the University identified
several key activities that, while designed to
help it achieve its vision, also present a rationale
for its collaborative activity. These activities
include:

¸ providing mould-breaking educational
opportunities to support social inclusion
and widening participation, recognising
the diversity of the regional community 
in East London

¸ providing seamless access for local
students through partnerships with
schools and colleges

¸ building on international partnership
activity to enhance the recruitment of
international students

¸ developing an institution-wide culture 
of research and scholarship through
collaboration with specialist providers.

26 The University's approach to securing the
standards and managing the quality of its
collaborative provision is based upon the
common use of policies and processes for all its
awards. It assigns the highest risk to proposals
for new partnerships and new programmes,
and has therefore sought to minimise risk
through the design of appropriate procedures
at the appropriate level. While seeking to
ensure corporate oversight of collaborative
provision, the University attempts to balance
that with working with partners in ways that
are truly collaborative. 

Collaborative provision audit: main report
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27 In May 2005, Academic Board approved a
taxonomy of collaborative models for current
and future partnerships. These models (and the
number of programmes to which they applied
at the time of audit) are:

¸ Franchise (37): the University may license
other institutions to deliver whole
programmes, or levels of programmes,
designed by University staff, leading to a
terminal award of, or the award of credit
by, the University. Core modules will be as
set out in the programme specification,
save that differences in curriculum content
in core modules may be permitted to
reflect cultural and regional differences with
the key proviso that learning outcomes
remain consistent. The partner may be
permitted to develop a set of optional
modules, as long as they demonstrably
enable the programme learning outcomes
to be met. Any additional optional modules
must be approved through the University's
approval procedures.

¸ Joint (24): a programme developed jointly
with at least one other institution, which
may also have degree awarding powers,
leading to a University award or a
comparable award from another
institution (but not to awards from both).

¸ Validation (71): the University may
accredit a programme developed by
another institution as equivalent to a
University award, or leading to the award
of a specific number of credits.

¸ Distributed Delivery (21): the delivery,
support or assessment of a University
programme, or part thereof, at a location
other than the University campuses, by
the University staff or those specifically
appointed to represent them. Learning
materials may be produced at the
University or elsewhere by agreement.

¸ Dual award (0): a programme of study
leading to the granting of both a
University award and that of a partner
institution. The programme may be
offered under either a franchise or a
validation agreement. 

¸ Articulation (12): an arrangement whereby
programmes and modules delivered by a
partner institution are formally recognised
for the purposes of advanced standing
towards a University award.

¸ Moderation (1): an arrangement whereby
the University confirms that the standards
attained by students on programmes and
modules at a partner institution are
comparable with the standards at the
appropriate level attained by students at
the University or a comparable UK HEI,
and that the assessment process has been
conducted appropriately and fairly. 

28 Through meetings, visits to partner
institutions and desk-based studies of materials
relating to the establishment of partnerships,
the audit team found that the University uses
this variety of collaborative models successfully
to create collaborative partnerships that extend
its mission to increase access to and widen
participation in higher education. The team
also found that the University had established
some partnerships that foster an ethos of
reciprocation and mutual learning, such as
through the establishment of joint research
groups, and/or joint programme development. 

The awarding institution's framework
for managing the quality of the
students' experience and academic
standards in collaborative provision

29 In its Quality Manual, throughout which
the Code of practice, published by QAA, has
been embedded, the University describes its
approach to securing academic standards and
enhancing quality which is founded on five
underlying principles:

¸ 'We aim to assure the quality of the total
student experience

¸ All staff are responsible for quality

¸ We aim to improve quality whenever
possible

¸ We are committed to the principle of
external peer involvement in assuring
quality

¸ We take into account the views of our
students'.
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36 As with its on-campus provision, the
University requires that all collaborative
programmes have a programme committee
which must comprise student representatives,
teaching staff and the link person. The
programme committee, which is required to
meet at least once each term/semester, is
responsible for assuring and enhancing the
quality of the student experience. The
University's annual monitoring process, the
Review and Enhancement Process (REP), takes
note of programme committee minutes inter
alia, and programme committees discuss the
REP reports and action plans produced by
programme teams. 

37 All collaborative models, except for
articulation agreements, are subject to the
University's Assessment and Engagement Policy
which covers assessment design, marking,
moderation and feedback. The University uses
the generic credit level descriptors for HE levels
0 to D provided in Credit Level Descriptors for
Further and Higher Education, published by the



contribute to the overview REP which provides
an opportunity for schools to evaluate issues
arising from collaborative provision and to
identify areas of good practice to share across
the University. Information and guidance to
staff includes the provision of a handbook for
link staff and related notes which are seen as
supporting the enhancement of programme
development and delivery.

43 The CPSED also stated that staff
development has been an area of focus over
2005-06 which is seen as a method of
dissemination of information and good
practice, assisting staff to understand their 
roles in relation to collaborations. Two partner
conferences were hosted in July 2005 which
were reported as having been well received by
participants. Staff development is also run at
school level, for example, one programme
team has run events which provide partners
with a forum to meet one another and share
good practice, as well as specific sessions for
example, how to write REP reports. One school
has set up a course using the virtual learning
environment for provision of staff development
and communication with partners. A distance
learning version of a postgraduate certificate in
learning and teaching is also being developed.

44 The University's plans for enhancement of
the management of its provision were viewed
by the audit team as being both timely and
appropriate. The recently updated
Collaborations Handbook and the Quality
Manual were both found to be used effectively
by University staff in working with partners.
Link tutors in particular had found the
Collaborations Handbook helped to clarify the
scope of their work. The team found evidence
of many staff development events. There had
been specific training for link academics and
The Univ.luate issues







58 The audit team was able to confirm the
accuracy and honesty of the CPSED through all
its meetings with students and with staff from
the University and partner organisations,
together with its analysis of the documentation
provided to it by the University.

Periodic review
59 Institutional review of the partnership and
academic review of programmes offered by a
partner takes place every five years as a
combined review at the location of delivery.
The University has separated the review of
collaborative programmes from the review of
programmes based at the University, in order
not to lose focus on the particular collaboration
and to minimise the impact on partners who
might work with more than one school. The
process closely follows that deployed for
internal programmes. For franchised
programmes, the focus is on standards and the
quality of the student experience, while for
validated programmes, the programme
specification and content are reviewed as well. 

60 The key document for the review is the
Critical Appraisal Commentary which should be
produced as a joint effort between the school
and the partner. The Quality Manual is clear
that this Commentary should address the
strengths and weaknesses of the link as well as
programme-related issues. Other documentation
required includes REP reports, external
examiners' reports, student handbooks and
reports and action plans from previous reviews. 

61 The review is normally chaired by a
member of QSC or a senior academic
independent of the academic grouping under
review. The panel includes at least two external
members, who are not external examiners. In
reaching its judgement, the panel is asked to
take heed of the Academic Infrastructure. The
accuracy of the draft report of the review is
agreed with the programme team before being
submitted to QSC. QSC also considers the action
plans that schools are required to produce. 

62 Through its desk-based studies of
documents relating to the management of
partnerships over several years, the audit team

found that the CPSED was accurate in itsuacnpwsalidatare partnershin elfedidlre  is
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66 The audit team was given access to many
confirmed reports for the Academic Board and
QSC and found that there was clear evidence of
a firm commitment to ensure the maintenance
of standards and further enhancement of
quality assurance processes, exemplified
through the involvement of external advisers
within these processes.

External examiners and their reports
in collaborative provision

67 In its CPSED, the University makes it clear
that it has full responsibility with regard to the
appointment of external examiners for all
collaborative programmes. 

68 External examiners are appointed at either
programme level (for programmes outside the
modular academic framework) or at field level
(for programmes within the framework) and
the University's procedures for the nomination
and induction of external examiners and for the
consideration of reports are the same as those
operated for external examiners on
programmes offered internally. In its External
Examiners' Manual, the University outlines the
criteria set in place to ensure that prospective
external examiners are competent to undertake
their role and that no conflicts of interest exist
in their relationship with the University. It is
possible that partners may suggest nominees as
external examiners, assessed against the
University's criteria, and these are approved first
at the school level and then forwarded to the
External Examiners Subcommittee (EESC) for
consideration. EESC (which reports to QSC)



Quality Information (TQI) website. It is the
responsibility of the Quality Manager to check
that responses to institutional issues are
appropriate and to ensure that any additional
responses are provided to the external examiner.



been stressed within quality assurance and
enhancement procedures. 

79 Through meetings and through the
scrutiny of documentation, the audit team
found that both the Collaborations and
Distance Learning Working Groups had
knowledge of the elements of the Code of
practice relating to collaborative provision and
distance learning and that these had informed
their review of process. In the case of the
Distance Learning Working Group, this was
evident in the drafting of the Distance Learning
framework. The Collaborations Working Group
reviewed the guidance provided by the 2004
version of the Code and as a result enhanced
processes in a number of ways such as: by
requiring evidence of the collaborating
institution's regard for the health and safety of
students in the shape of the institution's health
and safety policy; by updating guidance on the
contents of students handbooks; by preparing
guidance notes to support schools in delivering
their responsibilities to approve partners'
promotional material.

80 In its CPSED, the University stated that 
the recently updated version of the Code of
practice, Section 1: Postgraduate research
programmes, had resulted in a number of
developments which will impact on those of 
its partners offering professional doctorate
programmes. The University has developed a
revised set of regulations which was approved
by Academic Board in 2006 with the aim of
working with partners (by the means link
persons) to make sure that by the beginning 
of 2006-07 academic year that any implications
of the new regulations are embedded into
doctoral-level programmes. 

81 The audit team found that, overall, the
University and its partners (by means of link
persons) are working to develop and improve
the use of external reference points in those
processes which encompass collaborative
provision.

Review and accreditation by external
agencies of programmes leading to
the awarding institution's awards
offered through collaborative
provision

82 As noted above (paragraph 11) the
University has had one external engagement
with respect to programmes delivered with
collaborative partners since the Institutional
Audit in 2005 and has responded effectively 
to the published report, making good progress
towards engaging with its recommendations.

83 In its CPSED, the University acknowledged
the need to 'enhance capacity to oversee and
monitor engagement with PSRBs' and stated
that oversight of the reports of PSRB was now
located within QSC, ensuring an institutional-
level perspective on their findings. The audit
team was told that schools are responsible for
liaison with PSRBs. The majority of schools at
the University have programmes which are
accredited by PSRBs and students who met 
the team saw professional accreditation as an
important factor in choosing where to study.
The University indicated that it considered
carefully the demands of PSRB requirements 
in the light of its agenda for widening
participation, access and diversity. 

84 The audit team learned that processes for
involving PSRBs within validations were working
effectively and that external professional panel
members had a good level of engagement with
the approval of programmes delivered within
collaborative partnerships. 

Student representation in
collaborative provision

85 In the CPSED, the University indicated that
MoC drawn up between the University and
each of its collaborative providers require the
convening of a programme committee, which
must include student representation. Revised
terms of reference for committees within
collaborative partners are to be implemented
from September 2006, but were not complete
at the time of the audit visit. Currently, partners
are free to develop additional mechanisms to

Collaborative provision audit: main report
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enable students to be involved in programme
operation. The CPSED acknowledged that in
some cases there is a lack of feedback to
students. Programme committee outcomes
feed into the REP, where student responses are
evaluated.

86 The role of a 'programme representative' 
is to 'represent the views of students, form a link
between staff and students and bring issues to
the attention of the students' union'. Student
representatives who met the auditors indicated
that they saw it as an essential part of their role
to keep their fellow students informed of the
outcomes of any representations made. A
number of examples were cited by students of
'improvements' that had been made as a result
of student requests, which were then recorded in
programme committee minutes. There were also
examples where link tutors had made effective
representation of students' requests to
appropriate members of University staff, thus
securing swift redress of a problem. Programme
representatives are members of the programme
committee. The frequency with which these
groups meet and the proportion of them that
students are able to attend varies between
providers and programmes. Student
representatives are encouraged to complete
'meeting feedback forms' for the SU.

87 Student representatives for campus-based
programmes are trained for their role using
materials from the SU. A draft distance learning
pack for programme representatives in
collaborative partners is in preparation, but
currently the pack has little content that is
specifically addressed to the role of students in
collaborative provision.

88 Some students interviewed expressed a
reluctance to undertake the representative role
themselves. Although they recognised the value
to them of representation, a number felt that
they already had 'very busy lives', particularly
through adding programmes of study to
existing work and family commitments. Of the
students who met the auditors, some were
programme representatives and they were able
to give positive examples of how they had been
able to bring about what they perceived to be

improvements to their programmes or had
been able to represent their fellow students
through the role.

89 Complaints and appeals are facilitated by
the availability of pro formas on the University
website. SU officers and officials have been
active in representing students who study off
campus, including those from overseas. 

90 The audit team found that the University
pays attention to the representation of the
views of its students in collaborative partners. 
It continues to make progress with the
enhancement of its procedures for the
representation of students in collaborative
partners and monitors effectiveness through 
the REP process.

Feedback from students, graduates
and employers 

91 In addition to student representation on
programme committees, the University expects
individual students to complete module
evaluation questionnaires at the end of each
module undertaken. Some individual
programmes in partner institutions survey
student opinions at more frequent intervals. 
For many programmes, appropriate University
questionnaires are available on-line which
facilitates their availability to students in
collaborative partners. Analysis of such
questionnaires is shared with the University or
obtained directly and is used to inform the REP.
However, a number of first-year students who
met the audit team indicated that they had not
completed their end of module questionnaires
and acknowledged that they had
'underestimated their importance'. University
staff acknowledged the difficulties that they
sometimes experienced in persuading some
students to complete questionnaires. 

92 The University provided the audit team
with examples of a range of completed
questionnaires and the analysis made of them
by programme leaders. A variety of approaches
were in use between summer 2005 and January
2006, the period during which the evidence
provided was gathered. For example, a number



of evaluation questionnaires required students
to rate various aspects of their programmes on
a numerical scale. Several scales were in use
ranging from ratings from 1 to 10 to ratings
from 1 to 4. In the case of the 1 to 10 ratings,
student respondents confined their ratings to
the higher numbers; indicating their positive
view of their programme. Some programme
leaders attempted to analyse the numerical
responses, but others did not. Although the
University takes steps to survey the opinions 
of its students in collaborative partners, the 
CPSED acknowledged that these students do
not always get feedback to let them know 
the tangible results of their input into the 
REP process.

93 All questionnaires seen gave students the
opportunity to comment on aspects of their
programme. In one case students were invited
to comment on, and rate on a numerical scale,
each course seminar that they had attended. In



students studying in colleges close to the
University were taken by their college tutors to
one of the University's main sites and enrolled
as part of their induction process. In contrast,
some students in other partner colleges
reported difficulties and delays in enrolment
procedures. Students in partner colleges can
obtain access to their own student records
using electronic links to the University records
system. In contrast, some tutors in collaborative
partners indicated that they did not have 
on-line access to management information 
data on their student groups. 

99 Statistical information on student
performance in each module studied is
produced by partners and made available at
partner assessment boards. Following the
boards, data are entered onto the student
record system so that assessment, completion
and progression data relating to students at
partner institutions can be made available
through management information systems to
field boards and to inform the REP process.
Data on the performance of discrete groups of
students in individual partner institutions is
therefore not always preserved during this
process. Recently data has been produced by
the University management information system
on individual student cohorts at partner
institutions. It would now be possible to supply
external examiners with such information prior
to field boards and thus assist them where
appropriate to comment in their reports on the
achievements of specific groups of students in
collaborative partners. This development has
been discussed with some partners, who are
keen to have focused input from external
examiners. Some link tutors have been asked to
seek the views 
of appropriate external examiners on the
implementation of this practice.

100 The audited REPs from the programme
leaders are full, showing that action plans have
been carried out and that there is due regard 
to students' and external examiners' opinions.
Analysis of statistical data is included. There is 
a check list for the auditor to record whether
actions have been completed. The check list

includes reference to actions arising from the
previous year's action plan, and appropriate
responses to external examiners, as well as
various questions on issues raised by statistical
data and student feedback. 

101 The CPSED acknowledged that the
'preparation of standard comparable student
performance statistics' is an area for
development. The audit team considered that
the University should enhance its ability to
evaluate and to reflect upon the student
experience at the point of delivery of
collaborative programmes. Such information
would also prove valuable to the University in
its processes to promote and disseminate good
practice.

Assurance of the quality of teaching
staff in collaborative provision;
appointment, appraisal, support 
and development

102 In its CPSED, the University stated that the
quality of teaching staff was monitored through
the presentation of CVs during the validation
process. Staff development and partner staffing
practices are also part of the approval process
with staff development plans often supplied at
this stage. The University also stated that it
encourages the adoption of peer observation
processes. The University has recently
introduced staff development at partner
institutions to support the initial stages of
collaboration which includes the national and
institutional background, teaching and learning
strategies, the University policies and
assessment. The MoC includes a requirement
for partners to provide staff induction,
development and training. In 2005-06 the
University on-campus staff development
courses have been offered free or at a nominal
charge to partners.

103 The CPSED went on to reflect that, while
the University has considered the assurance of
the quality of teaching staff, there are some
areas in which it is seeking to extend its
practice. The University has been working to
ensure that staffing changes are monitored 
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on a periodic basis after initial approval of
programmes. In this respect, the University 
has been seeking further information on the
peer observation processes that are in place 
in partners. 

104 Through scrutiny of appropriate
documentation, the audit team found that
initial monitoring of staffing teams was taking
place at validation. The Collaborations
Handbook states that the link person should
put in place mechanisms to receive from
partners copies of CVs of staff subsequently
appointed to teaching on the programme.
However, it was not clear to the team that this
was being applied consistently. The team were
informed that a procedure to regularise this
was being submitted to QSC in the near future.
Staff handbooks from partners showed that
there was good consideration of staffing
support being undertaken at collaborating
institutions. There were some differences in the
peer observation arrangements in place at
partner institutions. Staff at the partner
institutions reported on the usefulness of
attendance at on-campus University induction
and events. Informal support through dialogue
with teaching staff at the University and the link
academics was also found to be useful
particularly in relation to the marking of
student work. 

105 A number of well organised staff
development events have taken place at
partner institutions giving lecturers based at
collaborative partners an intensive experience
of the academic infrastructure and its
applications. Two collaborative partner
conferences have been held, to date, and these
have been able to bring partners together for a
large scale event focusing on the University
policy updates. The audit team encourages the
University to continue this practice.

106 The audit team found that there were staff
development activities taking place across the
University. The centrally-provided programme
was found to be complemented by school
provision and the development work of the link
academic. The provision of a staff development
process which integrates the experiences of

schools, partners and the academic link person,
underpinned by central support services was
found to be an area of good practice. The
consistent evaluation of staff development was
also found to be helpful in judging the
effectiveness of the organised programmes. 

107 In the light of the significance of the link
person in relation to regulations, policies and
procedures and the school-led developments
during the first year of partnership, the
University may wish to give further
consideration to the training and development
of link persons during their first year in post.
The audit team found that it would be desirable
to strengthen the development and support
needs of staff as they move into the key role 
of academic link person. 

Assurance of the quality of
distributed and distance methods
delivered through an arrangement
with a partner

108 The University's distance learning portfolio
has developed substantially since the
publication of the QAA institutional audit report
in March 2005, at the time of which the
University offered 'six programmes entirely by
distance learning'. The SED for the institutional
audit described the University's aim to become
one of the 'UK's leading multi-mode
universities'. By the time of the collaborative
audit, the University had validated 14
programmes with a commercial partner and
developed its former Learning and
Development Service into its School of Distance
and E-Learning (SDEL) in part to lead the
planned substantial growth in the University's
development of distance learning. As noted
earlier, the University plans to have 10,000
distance-learning students, of whom at least
half will be studying through its commercial
partner.

109 The University has had a Distance
Learning Policy in place since 2002. More



was approved by Academic Board in December
2005. The approval and monitoring processes
for collaborative provision by distance learning



with a partner. Validation panels carry out site



121 Despite this, the audit team formed the
view that academic guidance is effective. As in
the University, all collaborative provision
students have a tutor. For many programmes in
colleges, this is a tutor who is a member of the
student's programme team. The University has
procedures in place to evaluate the CVs of staff
in colleges who teach on collaborative
programmes. These tutors are supported by a
link person appointed by the University from its
own experienced academic staff. Link persons
are aware of both the academic guidance and
personal support that is available from the
University. 

122 Students on the University's main
campuses have an induction process called
'First Week at the University'. Some partners
arrange induction processes on their own sites.
Other colleges, located close to one of the
University's campuses, take students to the
University for induction. Students in
collaborative partners are given handbooks
which can be identical to those in use in
comparable programmes in the University.
Where the partner produces its own handbooks
for students, the University provides guidance
on the contents. Many students are in receipt
of both as the handbooks prepared by partners
often include useful local information.ten 5c.,e Utners



Section 3: The collaborative
provision audit investigations:
published information

The experience of students in
collaborative provision of the
published information available 
to them

127 In its CPSED, the University stated that 
it ensures that students have appropriate and
reliable information about their study through
the provision of publicity and marketing
materials, prospectus information, programme
specifications and student handbooks.
Programme specifications and other supporting
information is made available to applicants and
students through the website. Partners produce
their own promotional information which is
available to students. Once students are
enrolled to study they can also access UEL
Direct, the student-facing web portal.

128 The accuracy and reliability of published
information is assured through the
memorandum of cooperation which sets out
the principle of ensuring approval for publicity
and marketing materials. Agreements stipulate
the terms under which logos, crests and the
University's name can be used. The approval of
marketing materials is undertaken by the
University's Corporate Marketing and



Reliability, accuracy and completeness
of published information on
collaborative provision leading to 
the awar 
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Findings 
133 A collaborative provision audit of the
University of East London (the University) was
undertaken by a team of auditors from QAA
during the week 15 to 19 May 2006. The
purpose of the audit was to provide public
information on the quality of the programmes
offered by the University through collaborative
arrangements with partner organisations, and
on the discharge of the University's
responsibility as an awarding body in assuring
the academic standards of its awards made
through collaborative arrangements. It
concludes by identifying features of good
practice that emerged from the audit, and by



The effectiveness of the awarding
institution's procedures for assuring
the quality of educational provision
in its collaborative provision

140 The University makes a clear distinction
between the approval of a partner organisation
and the approval of collaborative programmes.
All proposals are tested against a number of
criteria that include: consistency with the
University's vision; adequacy of resources;
financial viability, and confidence in the ability
to secure standards and quality. Proposals
originate from schools and are presented to the
Corporate Management Team (CMT) by the
head of school.

141 Institutional approval entails a due
diligence exercise that examines the
governance, administrative infrastructure and
financial viability of the prospective partner
from a range of documentation provided. It is
normal to conduct an institutional visit to new
partners which is usually combined with a
programme approval event. Final approval is
made by the Pro-Vice Chancellor (PVC)
(Academic). The University acknowledges that
there have been examples where conditions on
institutional approval have remained
outstanding after the programme approval
event, but told the audit team that it had
worked to ensure that this would not recur.
While the audit team found examples of
conditions unfulfilled at programme approval,
the more recent examples it saw evinced a
rigorous process.

142 When a proposed collaborative
programme has received initial approval from
CMT, it proceeds to the validation stage which
centres around a validation event usually
chaired by an independent head, quality leader
or associate head of school. The chair approves
the external panel members, of which there will
be at least two, who will not have any recent
formal association with the proposing school.
The approval event will be held at the partner
institution, unless there has been a recent event
in a cognate area. Panels are asked to evaluate
the programme team's self-evaluation with

respect to the relevant components of the
Academic Infrastructure. The confirmed report
from the validation goes to the Validation and
Review Subcommittee (VRSC) for approval.
VRSC examines all outstanding validation
conditions at each meeting. The audit team
found the approval process to be thorough and
robust and found the monitoring of conditions
introduced in 2005 to be highly effective and a
marked improvement on what the University
acknowledged had happened previously. 

143 All collaborative relationships require a
formal memorandum of cooperation (MoC)
that identifies the responsibilities of each
partner for the purpose of defining how the
quality of the student experience will be
assured and how appropriate standards will be
maintained. The MoC requires that partners
secure the learning of enrolled students when a
programme is terminated, but the audit team
found no documented process to identify how
support will be assured, nor could it find
records of such assurance through committee
minutes. The team would encourage the
University to consider how it might address
closure more formally. 

144 Annual monitoring, the REP, follows
standard University procedure, except for the
involvement of partners. The relevant SQSC
oversees the process following a procedure
endorsed by the Quality and Standards
Committee (QSC) that must include external
examiners' reports, student feedback,
Programme Committee minutes and student
achievement data. Schools compile REP
overview reports for consideration by QSC and
Academic Board. From its examination of REP
reports and external examiners' reports, the
audit team did not always find it easy to
identify information what was pertinent to a
particular programme delivered at a particular
site. The team would encourage the University
to continue to improve its ability to reflect
upon the quality of the student experience at
the point of delivery. 

145 All programmes are reviewed every five
years. For collaborative provision, the University
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has decoupled periodic review from the review
of internal programmes. This decoupling
prevents the overburdening of partners who
work with more than one school, while also
incorporating a review of the partnership itself.
The review process is analogous to that of
approval, with an independent chair drawn from
the membership of QSC and a panel with at
least two external members. Review reports and
ensuing action plans are considered by QSC.

146 The audit team found that the self-
evaluation document for collaborative provision
(CPSED) accurately depicted the processes of
monitoring and periodic review. However, the
team formed the view that the University
maintains less rigorous oversight of its
collaborative provision through monitoring
than it does through approval. The team also
formed the view that institutional issues could
be more prominently represented in periodic
review reports. The team would encourage the
University to consider how it might secure
better oversight of its partnerships through
monitoring.

147 The University regards programme
committees as the key vehicle for student
representation and feedback. At the time of 
the audit, new terms of reference had been
introduced which will be fully deployed across
all partnerships by September 2006. Partners
are free to develop other mechanisms which
may involve student representation on
institutional committees. For distance-learning
students, student representation presents
additional challenges. However, the University's
partner in collaborative provision through
distance learning has introduced alternative
methods of eliciting contributions from
students. Formal feedback from students on the
quality of the education they are receiving is
gathered through end-of-module questionnaires
for the University's own provision. Some
partners use these questionnaires, while others
deploy their own instruments and mechanisms.
The audit team found that students on
collaborative programmes were entirely satisfied
with the opportunities afforded to them for
providing feedback.

148 Information on graduate destinations on
EU-domiciled students is derived from the
annual Destinations of leavers in Higher
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manual, which ensure that prospective external
examiners are competent to undertake their
role and that no conflicts of interest exist. It is
possible for partners to nominate external
examiners and these nominations are assessed
against these criteria, considered and approved
at the school level, and then scrutinised by the
EESC which provides institutional oversight of
the process.

152 External examiners reports are submitted
directly to the University and then analysed by
Strategic Planning Quality Enhancement (SPQE)
which give a digest of points requiring a
response in the form of a memo attached to
the reports; these are then sent to schools for a
direct response to the examiner, and to the
PVC (Academic). External examiners' reports
form a significant part of annual monitoring
through REP and overview reports.

153 All programmes delivered in collaboration
with a partner institution undergo a four-stage
validation process to secure approval. This
process requires programme development
teams to demonstrate engagement with the
appropriate elements of the Academic
Infrastructure. A programme specification is
prepared using a standard template and for a
franchised programme the most up-to-date
version of the programme specification is used.
The validation process requires a statement to
be made detailing the programme team's
evaluation of their proposal with regard to The
framework for higher education qualifications in
England, Wales and Northern Ireland (FHEQ) 
and relevant subject benchmark statement.

154 Any changes made to validated
programmes offered within collaboration
partners are required to conform with the
University's procedures for programme
modification. SQSCs are responsible for
approving modifications for validated
programmes which involve 25 per cent or less
of the programme. 

155 The audit team was told that schools are
responsible for liaison with professional,
statutory and regulatory bodies (PSRBs). The
majority of schools at the University had
programmes which were accredited by PSRBs

and students who met the team saw
professional accreditation as an important
factor in choosing where to study. The
University indicated that it considered carefully
the demands of PSRB requirements in the light
of its agenda for widening participation, access
and diversity.

156 The audit team found that the University's
procedure for the identification and
involvement of PSRBs at approval stage was
sound. The University has clear requirements
for programme re-approval following structural
changes relating to interaction with PSRBs if
they are involved in accrediting the
programme. It appeared to the team that new
processes for the establishment of an
institutional overview at committee level of
accreditation by PSRBs will have a positive
impact in this respect. 

157 The audit team found that the University's
procedure for safeguarding the standard of its
awards gained through its partnerships was
sound and recommend the University to
continue to encourage external examiners to
evaluate and comment separately on the
achievement of student cohorts on
collaborative programmes and to support that
process by providing them with student
achievement data appropriately disaggregated
for the purpose. 

The awarding institution's use of 
the Academic Infrastructure in the
context of its collaborative provision

158 In its CPSED the University reflected that,
as an awarding institution, it held responsibility
for all awards made in its name including any
programmes of study delivered by a
collaborative partner. The University has taken
steps to ensure that the precepts of the Code 
of practice are fully embedded in the quality
assurance and enhancement processes. 

159 The elements of the Code of practice are
fully embedded in the quality assurance and
enhancement processes, detailed in the Quality
Manual. This formalised the engagement with
the Code, although references to the Code were
not explicit. University policies, for example, the



Assessment and Engagement Policy, were also
informed by the guidelines set out within the
Code. The approach generally was to ensure
that the elements of the Academic
Infrastructure inform the discussion and
development of processes and procedures. 
In relation to the collaborative and distance
learning provision, both the original and 2004
versions of the Collaborative section of the Code
had been used as a best practice guide in
developing procedures.

160 Both the Collaborations and Distance
Learning Working Groups had knowledge of
the elements of the Code of practice relating to
collaborative provision and distance learning in
their review of process and, in the case of the
Distance Learning Working Group in drafting
the Distance Learning framework. The
Collaborations Working Group reviewed the
guidance provided by the 2004 version of the
Code and as a result enhanced the processes in
a number of ways such as: 

¸ requiring evidence of the collaborating
institution's regard for the health and
safety of students in the shape of the
institution's health and safety policy

¸ updating guidance on the contents of
students handbooks

¸ preparing guidance notes to support
Schools in delivering their responsibilities
to approve partners' promotional material.

161 The recently updated version of the Code
of practice, Section 1: Postgraduate research
programmes, had resulted in a number of
developments that impact upon those of the
University's partners offering professional
doctorate programmes. The audit team learnt
that the University had implemented a revised
set of regulations which had been approved by
Academic Board this year (2006), and its aim is
to work with partners (by means of link
persons) to make sure that by the beginning of
2006-07 academic year that any implications of
the new regulations are embedded into
doctorate-level programmes. 

162 The programme approval processes
require programme development teams to be

engaged with the appropriate elements of the
Academic Infrastructure. The award framework
conforms to the FHEQ and all programmes
conform to the qualification descriptors of the
FHEQ. The role of school and partner subject
specialist staff in evaluating their programmes
against these and other reference points have
been stressed within quality assurance and
enhancement procedures. 

163 Programme specifications are prepared for
all collaborative programmes, using a standard
template provided by the University, and these
demonstrate engagement with a range of
external reference points. In the case of
validated programmes, the programme team is
required to evaluate the proposal with regard
to the FHEQ, subject benchmark statement(s)
(where applicable), the Code of practice, and
any PSRBs requirements, which assists in
establishing a formal engagement with the
Academic Infrastructure.

164 The audit team found that, overall, the
University and its partners (via link persons) are
working to develop and improve the use of
external reference points in those processes
which encompass collaborative provision.

The utility of the CPSED as an
illustration of the awarding
institution's capacity to reflect upon
its strengths and limitations in
collaborative provision, and to act 
on these to enhance quality and
safeguard academic standards

165 The audit team found the CPSED to be an
honest evaluation of strengths and weaknesses
of the University's collaborative provision. The
document was particularly useful to the team
for its clear presentation of the vision and
values of the University and the important role
played by collaborative provision in the
development of this vision. The stages of
development of programmes with a range of
partners were set out in the CPSED which was
open about issues of consistency of practice
between the University and partners at various
stages of development. This aspect required
further clarification during the audit visit. The
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CPSED reflected the University's intention to
enhance the representation of students' views
in the REP. Overall, the audit team was of the
view that the CPSED evidenced the University's



Recommendations for action

169 The audit team considers it advisable that
the University: 

i ensures that the monitoring and review
processes implemented for collaborative
programmes maintain a level of
institutional oversight equivalent to that 
of the approval process (paragraphs 41,
57, 59-62)

ii enhances its ability to evaluate and reflect
upon the student experience at the point
of delivery of collaborative programmes
(paragraphs 88, 91-94, 97)

iii puts in place clear procedures for ensuring
the continuing quality of the student
experience during the process of
partnership termination 
(paragraphs 125, 126).

170 The audit team also considers it desirable
that the University: 

iv strengthens the development and support
of staff as they move into the key role of
academic link person (paragraphs 104-
107).
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Appendix

The University of East London's response to the collaborative provision audit
report

We should like to thank the audit team for their diligent and careful engagement with both our
ethos and our processes in relation to partnership working. We are pleased that the auditors found
much good practice.
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