Monitoring and Review Special Interest Group 2022-23
Kelly Hand and Sarah Plumeridge

SIG meeting 1 - 16t September 2022

Focus: Monitoring

Description: The main focus of this workshop was the new UUK Framework for Programme Reviews and how/if institutions propose to integrate this within their existing quality assurance frameworks.

Slide deck:



Key Points:
· B3 anxiety
· Should we develop our own data sets alongside B3 (ref UUK additional data) 
· Setting the level/benchmarks to determine risk (low/medium/high)
· Dangers of annual monitoring becoming punitive and enhancement being lost
· Continuous monitoring as and when data published


SIG meeting 19 January 2023

Focus: Monitoring

Description: Programme Monitoring and Review is the principal mechanism by which Institutions ensure the continuing standards and quality of their academic provision. This meeting focussed on how approaches to programme monitoring have been influenced by Condition B3 of the Office for Students' Regulatory Framework.

Slide decks:





Presenters and Titles: 

Phil Berry and Ruth Wood. Their session focussed on Middlesex University’s move away from an annual process of course oversight to a data-driven and continuous system capable of responding to OfS requirements for quality and standards. 

[bookmark: _Hlk126938236]Key Points:
· Year-round planning and enhancement owned by departments
· Outcomes fed into other planning activities
· Longitudinal approach to reviewing data
· Risk-based (notion of radical simplicity)
· Easily adaptable and more responsive
· Technology enabled and linked to KPIs and external metrics
· Live data – no snap shots off Tableau
· Central QA team only focus on those areas deemed at most risk – intervention meetings
· Intranet page launched to aid engagement
· Removed multiple action plans.
· Future: lead to the removal of review and revalidation of programmes

Tori McKay introduced the University of Bradford’s newly approved Academic Portfolio Lifecycle, a risk-based model of curriculum design, development and monitoring which aimed to provide greater and clearer oversight of its taught academic provision, from initial development through to quality steady-state delivery and, where appropriate, to withdrawal and teach out. 

Key Points:
· Channelling resources to areas of most need
· Draws on baselines provided by OfS. May use stretch targets in future
· Multiple gateways channel activities from design through to approval and monitoring. 
· Includes financial assessment (formally allocation of resources for approval and delivery). Currently working on a financial typology model.
· New programmes undergo a ‘readiness for delivery check’ prior to first implementation.
· Enhanced monitoring in place for new programmes until first graduation point.
· Steady state monitoring - risk-based and enhancement focussed.
· Faculty portfolio monitoring group
· Focussed on upskilling in terms of understanding risk and data literacy
· Live score cards replace narrative monitoring reports

Ruth Hattam and Rebecca Groves provided an overview of from Northumbria University’s quality and enhancement tool, Continuous Programme Performance Review (CPPR) and described their approach to reshaping Periodic Review.

Key Points:
· Robust evaluation of modules and programmes in the context of external metrics
· Three review points per year, which captures different cohorts / start dates
· Data dashboard supported
· Data unit provides guidance documents to support academics in using and understanding the dashboard and evaluating the flags and benchmarks.
· Enhancement citations are revisited to develop potential case studies for the TEF
· Drop-in sessions held before each review period to academic staff reviewing their provision
· Dashboard provided to academics
· Periodic Review redesigned in light of CPPR. Student and employer led. Focusses on contextual information and sector/community initiatives. Looks at the impact of previously cited good practice for the purposes of TEF. Check if being effectively evaluated and monitored. 
University of Northumbria at Newcastle Slides 19th January 16.10 Session.pptx




Valuing and Reshaping Periodic Review



Ruth Hattam, Rebecca  Groves

18th January 2023





	

Welcome and Introduction

Institutional Context 

Continuous Programme Performance Review Overview

Process, data and system

Periodic Review

Further considerations









Introduction		

Ruth Hattam, Assistant Director, Quality and Teaching Excellence

Email ruth.hattam@northumbria.ac.uk 





Rebecca Groves, Quality and Teaching Excellence Manager

Email rebecca.groves@northumbria.ac.uk 















Quality and Teaching Excellence Structure	

Centralised function:

Approval and Revisions

Rosina Thompson, Quality and Teaching Excellence Manager

Email rosina.thompson@northumbria.ac.uk 

Review and Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Body

Rebecca Groves, Quality and Teaching Excellence Manager

Email rebecca.groves@northumbria.ac.uk 

Governance and Enhancement

Muriel Theillere, Quality and Teaching Excellence Manager

Email muriel.theillere@northumbria.ac.uk  

Apprenticeship Quality and Compliance

Heidi Robinson, Quality and Teaching Excellence Manager

Email heidi.robinson@northumbria.ac.uk 

Link to our wider service : Student, Library and Academic Services











Institutional Context

Student population of 32,000, including	

3,300 overseas students on our Newcastle campuses 

3,000 studying on University programmes in their own country

Four Faculties

Arts Design and Social Sciences

Business and Law

Engineering and Environment

Health and Life Sciences

Four Campus’

Newcastle City Campus

Newcastle Coach Lane Campus

Amsterdam Campus

London Campus

Centralised Professional Support Services

Student Library and Academic Services

We work with over 560 partner companies and organisations - small and medium firms, major multinationals and key parts of the public sector

Northumbria University currently has TNE partnerships in 10 countries including Singapore, Hong Kong, Malta, Qatar, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka













Continuous Programme Performance Review (CPPR) Overview
	

Annual programme monitoring to continuous programme performance review 

CPPR is the single quality and student-focused assurance and enhancement tool at Northumbria University.

CPPR replaces Annual Programme Monitoring (APM);

CPPR is an in year agile review

APM was previous year review 

Introduced in Academic Year 2021/22 for all UG Standard Programmes

All TNE/Partnerships/PGT/Non-Standard from 2022/23 will align to CPPR

CPPR aims to:

Deliver continuous assessment of quality and standards, academic performance, and student experience and outcomes through the robust evaluation of modules, programmes and external data (and as appropriate subjects).

Provide assurance to Academic Board, the Board of Governors and the University Executive that Northumbria is meeting the OfS Quality and Standards Condition, B3.

Secure the highest level in the future Teaching Excellence and Student Outcomes Framework (TEF).

















Process, Data, System

The process:​

Utilises key programme and module data, external examiner, employer feedback and student feedback to deliver appropriate insight to all stakeholders regarding current programme and subject performance.​

Enables effective recommendations to be framed and actions implemented regarding module and programme improvement, following engagement with student representatives.​

Informs Departmental and Faculty prioritisation to improve quality and standards at module and programme level.​

Has clear lines of accountability and responsibility so that everyone involved knows what is expected of them when, how and why.​

Heavily evaluated during its first year of operation with key academic colleagues (stakeholders)











Process, Data, System continued

3 review periods during the Academic Year

Typically, those periods are;

Period 1 – September to October (duration 6 weeks)

Period 2 (Sem 1) – February to March (duration 6 weeks)

Period 3 (Sem 2/YL) – July to August (duration 6 weeks)

Department Focus;

Transparent, collegiate department approach supporting colleagues concluding with a departmental panel

Trends, including those between UK and Partner Institutions

Good Practice

Impact and case study

Training and Support

Drop-in sessions before each review period

How to guides

Exemplars

Data guidance 











Process, Data, System

OfS numerical thresholds for condition B3

Continuation

the percentage of students continuing in their study of a higher education qualification or have completed it

Completion

the percentage of students that complete a higher education qualification 

Progression

via Graduate Outcomes survey data, and to “managerial” or “professional” employment, or further study, 15 months after a qualification has been awarded

Student experience 

 rates of agreement in the National Student Survey, at scale rather than question level.

Access, and degree outcomes 













Data continued

Targeted data sets with relevant benchmarks (internal & external):



National Student Survey – SPP Dashboard 

Module Evaluation Questionnaire - Link to Explorance Blue (single sign on)

Graduate Outcomes – SPP Dashboard

Career Readiness – SPP Dashboard

Module  and programme data – Link to SQL 

Staff Student Programme Committee – Link to repository

External Examiner – Link to e-vision folder















Process, Data, System

The system supporting CPPR is a share point platform 

Department focus template

Newcastle Hub

Partnership Hub

Apprenticeship Hub

International Hub

Presentation of data accessible via platform

SPP Dashboards through QlikView

Institutional data warehouse defined reporting (SQL)

E-vision
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Periodic Review – External Landscape

QAA Advice and Guidance (Monitoring and Evaluation) 

Academic standards (CPPR)

Academic quality – objective consideration of whether programmes are well-designed and high quality 

Planning, monitoring, evaluation

UUK Framework for Programme Reviews (January 2022) 

In response to government/OfS rhetoric about value of degrees (quality versus value)

Aims of Framework

To support UUK members (in England) 

Demonstrate sector commitment to consistency and transparency

Integration of metrics

Toolkit to enable shared understanding of low quality and low value courses

Will help universities to:

Identify which metrics are important

Apply metrics efficiently and fairly to decision-making

Communicate rationale and processes behind monitoring clearly to staff and students

Use of metrics in relation to qualitative and contextual information

UUK Toolkit

provides guidance on considering the wider value of courses, aligning with key priorities, including: • levelling up and improving life chances across the UK • provision of skills • supporting economic growth nationally and locally • contributing to social responsibility.  











Periodic Review – ‘current’ process

Based on original QAA Quality Code (B8)

Revised approach in 2014 to incorporate increased focus on student experience

Key part of Northumbria Framework for Quality and Standards

Carried out at department level on a 6-year cycle (last one was 2014-2020)

Six-month lead-in 

Completion of Self-Evaluation Document (template)

Student written submission

Supporting KPI metrics (over 6-year period) and documentation

Panel event over 2 days 

External panel member and student

Meetings with key stakeholders (students, employers) 

Tour of resources

Judgement on 4 areas (setting and maintence of academic standards, quality of students’ learning opportunities, information about provision, enhancement of students’ learning opportunities

Recommended actions, monitored through Education Committee









Periodic Review - Issues

Place within the external landscape

Relationship to CPPR

Volume of work

Length of process and outcomes

Retrospective not future-facing

But……

A chance to look holistically at overall provision

External validation

An opportunity to celebrate 









Periodic Review – Future Questions

Is there still a role for periodic review? 

Distinctiveness from other activity (relationship to other university strategic activities)

Alignment to CPPR and Education Metrics Roadmap

Link to strategic priorities

Seen as valuable, not duplication

Relationship to PSRB accreditation and programme re-approval

Enhancement – evidence of impact, outcomes with teeth

Consideration of a thematic rather than a department approach

Celebratory

Streamlined – in terms of documentation and time

Student-led?

What is the right level of granularity? 













Next Steps	

Continue to evaluate the system and process with our academic and professional service colleagues

Improve the reporting tool – Qlik view to Power Bi

Propose draft Period Review principles to key stakeholders and through relevant governance structure



Thank you for listening!
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From Annual Monitoring 

to Ongoing Enhancement 

Phil Berry, Director of Academic Quality Service

Ruth Wood, Quality Manager (Quality Monitoring)



Middlesex University - Academic Quality Service

January 2023
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Background Context

2

‘Annual Monitoring’ is a key university quality process

Applicable for all UG and PG taught provision 

Once a year reporting

Reflections on the previous academic year, supported by data and qualitative evidence, with a focus on enhancement activity 





 

Limitations: 

Delayed action planning process

Does not support best practice approach of continuous review and improvement

Full value of continuously reflecting on practice and enhancing the student experience is not realised

Does not support early intervention

‘Owned’ by Academic Quality Service
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Drivers for Change

3



OfS regulatory framework



Risk-based

Outcome focussed /Metric driven

Baseline/ Benchmarks 

Enhancements 



On the horizon: 



Collaborative partner oversight 

TNE

TEF



Middlesex Strategic direction

Planning process alignment 

External environment 









3





Principles



4







4





Supports year-round planning and enhancement for Departments and Faculties





Aligns with and feeds into other planning activity





A longitudinal approach to reviewing data and actions





Is embedded as part of core activity of managing and overseeing provision with ownership at the Departmental level





Is technologically enabled and data led with Key Performance Indicators directly linked to University level KPIs and those of external regulators 





Ensures the University maintains academic quality and standards via risk based approach





Reduces burden on academic colleagues 





Easily adapted 







Design and Concept



5

Department Level Educational Monitoring and Enhancement (EME) process:

Focus on the action plan and enhancement activity

Continual release and monitoring of data with continual Action planning activity

Joined into key planning processes and department level processes as required – NSS, PGT Survey, Unit/Service Plans, PSRB activity, SARs etc.

Led by Faculty Quality Committees (with oversight from AQS) 

Reporting point to AQS and University via department led review meetings and Learning and Teaching Committee











 

Main focuses: 
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Continual Action Planning 





Data / Metrics





Monitoring & Responsibility 





Educational Monitoring and Enhancement (EME)







Educational Monitoring and Enhancement (EME) Process 



6

The EME process is an in-depth analysis and reflection of provision held at the departmental and programme level, underpinned by key internal and external stakeholder input (including external examiner and student feedback), and appropriate data: such as admissions/ enrolments, student continuation and achievement, cohort demographic characteristics, graduate destinations and student satisfaction.

 

There are two parts to the EME process:

 

Continual action planning process in response to data and evidence.



An annual reflective reporting point to the University via AQS and the Learning and Teaching Committee.  

 

Both of these are conducted in the first instance at the department level. The output of EME from each department will be 1) a ‘live’ EME Action Plan which is added to and updated throughout the year, and, 2) an annual reflective EME Report that provides context to the action plan document. 
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New: Data dashboards 

7









7





Roll out and guidance



8
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1) Blanket Communications







- Officially ‘launch’ EME process (October 2023)

- Formal Meetings:  discuss, explore, reassure 





2) NSS Data Release







- Targeted implementation with  NSS (July 22) data 





3) Tableau







- Newly designed Tableau release

 - Specific guidance developed for tableau dashboards

- Iterative approach as further data developments are to be introduced







- Ongoing communications

- New Intranet pages launched

- New re-written Learning and Quality Enhancement Handbook





- Integrating other workstream priorities (NSS taskforce group)





- Worked with Heads of Department /Quality Committee Chairs using the NSS as a bench test







Challenges & Successes
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Challenges: 



Widespread change 

Shift in practice/culture towards monitoring

Technological constraints











Success? 



TBC….

Staff engagement

EME dashboard
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What next?



10



Review requirements for revalidation/reviews



Roll out to campuses and partners



Expanding scope
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Any Questions?



Contact: Academic Quality Service



Phil Berry Director of Academic Quality Service P.Berry@mdx.ac.uk   

Ruth Wood Quality Manager (Quality Monitoring) R.Wood@mdx.ac.uk 



AQS Partnership and Monitoring Inbox

AQSPartners@mdx.ac.uk 
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Monitoring & Review SIG_Launch Meeting Sept22.pptx
Monitoring and Review Special Interest Group 
Launch Meeting

Kelly Hand, Head of Academic Governance & Quality Assurance, Edge Hill University



Sarah Plumeridge, Deputy Academic Registrar (Quality Services), University of Brighton



The UUK Framework for Programme Reviews: Ensuring the Value of University Courses







Monitoring and Review Special Interest Group

Welcome and Introductions

Next meeting 19th January 2023, 3pm-5pm.  

Bookings are now open via the Website https://qualitystrategynetwork.org.uk/ 

‘How the different regulatory environments across the UK have Influenced perceptions of the value of Periodic Review as a process and how different Institutions now approach in-depth programme review’

Seeking three speakers

Future meetings – changing approaches to programme review as a result of the revised B conditions











Aims of the UUK framework

The framework will:  

Support …[Institutions] in their programme review processes, with a focus on the delivery of high-value and high-quality, sustainable courses. 

Demonstrate the sector’s commitment to consistency and transparency in programme review processes and give confidence that the sector is regulating itself in this area.

Set out an approach where universities …can integrate metrics including graduate outcomes and wider measures of value into reviews of courses, while maximising contributions to levelling up, improving social mobility, and meeting the needs of students, employers, and local areas 

Provide a tool to create a shared understanding of what is meant by low-quality and low value courses which is meaningful to stakeholders – including students, universities, employers, government, and the general public.








Principles - Monitoring

Be informed by metrics, rather than led by them. Metrics should be used to flag anomalies or concerns, and the causes should then be investigated.

Consider value equally with other factors. The value of courses, including outcomes, should be given equal consideration with other factors related to course viability. 

Universities should ensure programmes and courses are financially sustainable and adhere to assurance processes linked to quality and standards (e.g., UK Quality code and PSRB requirements). 

Integrate measures and assessment of the quality and value of provision into annual programme review processes.

Support and encourage diversity and innovation. When designing course review processes, universities should consider how they can encourage diversity and innovation in course design and delivery.

Section A







Principles - Assessing when action should be taken

Use contextual information. …use contextual information to assess when action is needed. Approaches should reflect the wider environment in which students choose a course, including national and local education and employment opportunities, as well as demographic and cultural factors (e.g., controlling for legitimate regional differences).

Be strategic. …build processes…around the strategies and goals of the university... They should incentivise positive actions to enhance quality where problems are found. Reflecting best practice in this area, this should involve close consultation with students, and bring in views from employers and schools while developing review processes.

Monitor regularly. …normally annually. This should include monitoring of trends over time. 

Act on areas of concern. …universities should set out a plan for action with defined measurable milestones, including the transformation or restructuring of courses if needed and, where applicable, closure of a course. It is up to universities to determine the action that is taken.







Principles - Transparency 




Be transparent in your approaches. Universities should be transparent about ..[how they] monitor and assess their provision, including the metrics and assessment criteria they use and the processes for addressing concerns.

This should include an explanation of the role of institutional governance structures in reviewing data, identifying courses where action is necessary and monitoring progress against plans for action. 

Information on processes should be communicated clearly and accessibly to internal and external audiences including students, regulators, and university staff. 







Toolkit 

Core Metrics - Universities should integrate at least one or more measures per core theme into their review processes. 

Contextual measures - …[aim to] demonstrate the value of a course and how this aligns with student needs and key government priority areas, including support for local and national economic growth and social responsibility. 

Where data isn’t available at the required level of detail, … explore options for appropriate cohort sizes necessary for assessment, such as combining data over years, or grouping subjects at a higher level. 





Where courses …are flagged through assessment processes, …explore capturing additional qualitative or quantitative information to demonstrate how courses provide wider value.

An initial focus on courses predominantly made up of UK domiciled full-time undergraduate students. …due to the challenges of applying measures to wider ways and levels of study

Section B













		Theme		Core Metrics

		Student and graduate views		Student satisfaction: The percentage of students who were satisfied with the teaching, assessment and feedback, and academic support on their course. 

				Meeting student expectations: Comparison of outcomes compared to expectations gathered from students entering institutions, to reflect diversity of student views. 

		Student outcomes		Continuation: The percentage of students who were enrolled at the start of the academic year and progressed to the following year, obtained a qualification, or transferred to another institution.

				Completion: The percentage of students who start on a course and are projected to leave with a qualification. 

				Value added – learning gain: Approaches that compare degree grades with entry grades, i.e., relative learning gain, or 'value added'.

		Graduate prospects		Highly skilled employment: The percentage of graduates in highly skilled employment or further study after qualifying. 

				Graduate unemployment: The percentage of graduates who experienced unemployment.

				Graduate views on career progress: The percentage of graduates that feel their current work is meaningful, that their current work fits with their future plans or that they are using what they learnt during their studies.









		Theme		Contextual Metrics / Measures

		Supporting economic growth 		Employment in high-growth sector: particularly in areas …with low growth.

				Employment in innovative sectors

				High skilled employment in low growth areas

				Employment or further study in local areas

				Entrepreneurship

		Social responsibility		Value added - social mobility: Use of the social mobility index to look at value-added contribution of institutions and courses.

				Key attainment gaps

				Progression into public health & social care professions

				Progression into teaching professions

				Contribution to culture or the green economy

		Uni. mission & strategy		Mission-oriented value









Transparency and Consistency


Short and high level, ‘annual statements signed off by university councils, or the appropriate executive body’ on websites by early 2023

Statements should cover:

Approaches taken in monitoring courses and programmes, including how core metrics have been used in programme reviews and how contextual information has been used to consider the value of courses, as set out in this framework. 

Assessment criteria used, including an outline of criteria used in assessing the performance of courses (such as thresholds and comparator groups) and any external input or expertise involved in assessing of courses. 

Institutional governance. Universities should state the role of institutional governance structures (eg senate or academic board) in reviewing data, identifying courses where action is necessary and monitoring progress against plans for action. 

Outline of how actions are taken. Universities should state how actions from reviews are taken to address concerns and improve courses and outcomes for students, how outcomes are monitored at institutional level, and when issues may lead to the university transforming its provision more widely. 





Section C







For Discussion

Is there an appetite in your institution to publish another non-mandatory statement?



How will institutions integrate the UUK framework within their existing quality assurance frameworks?



Can this framework shift the narrative about poor value/quality courses?



How do we manage the time lag between actions and impact on data? 



How do we manage the perception of current and future students on courses identified as requiring action to improve?
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Academic Portfolio Lifecycle

Tori McKay (vmckay@bradford.ac.uk) 
	Associate Director (Academic Experience)

Kavita Patel (kpatel8@bradford.ac.uk)	
	Head of Academic Quality and Portfolio Management









Our Strategy and the Academic Portfolio





People

Performance

Place

“We will revise policies, processes, and data specifications to produce a model of curriculum design/approval/development and portfolio monitoring that is data-informed, encourages continual enhancement, and promotes innovation in learning and teaching.” (LTSES)





Inclusive Experiences





Inclusive Community





Inclusive Curriculum





Previous Process and Practice

Business Approval:

Strategic alignment

Financial viability

Academic Approval:

Alignment to quality assurance and relevant sector standards 

Sound pedagogical approaches

Valuable academic experience

Steady-state monitoring:

End-of-cycle analysis of data and feedback

Programme changes and 
enhancement planning







Phase 1











Phase 2





Annual Monitoring





Not an end-to-end academic development process – 
fragmented parts of one.



Not consistently producing high recruiting or high performing programmes (in terms of academic quality).



Not explicitly linked to planning or monitoring processes/ cycles.



Not risk-based or outcome-focused.



Not always channelling resource to the right place at the right time.

Challenges, Gaps and Unintended Consequences





A new way forward:

Academic Portfolio Development Lifecycle





















Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery



















Principles:





End-to-end process

Linked to monitoring and planning processes

Bespoke stages to target decision-making and resources appropriately and to better ensure high quality outcomes.

Use of ‘scorecards’ at each gateway to aid consistency and clarity of decision-making.











Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





From new provision proposal…















…to established element of the portfolio



















Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





For established existing provision:

















Not meeting anticipated performance targets.

Concerns from programme stakeholders.

Significant change to discipline/ sector/market context.

Significant change to alignment with strategic priorities.

Desire to conduct major curriculum review/refresh.

= return to appropriate 
Gateway
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Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





















Institutionally 
aligned…







Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





















…centrally scrutinized…







Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





















…and Faculty owned/monitored.







Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery





The ‘scorecard’



Self-assessment based on data dashboards and other information sources (e.g. EE reports, SSLC minutes etc.)







The ‘scorecard’



Scrutinised and feedback provided by Faculty Portfolio Monitoring Group





















Key to success:





Sufficient business development resource/
capacity/commitment in Faculties.

Clear and robust typology of programme finance and development models.

Gateway scorecards that are clear, consistent and aligned with institutional strategies.

Integration of processes with both technical and governance systems.











Gateway 0: Ideation





Gateway 5: Enhanced Monitoring





Gateway 6: Health Check Monitoring





Gateway 1: Strategic Fit





Gateway 2: Financial Assessment





Gateway 3: Student Journey Design





Gateway 4: Readiness for Delivery









Academic Portfolio Lifecycle

Feedback or Questions?
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il Monitoring Criteria B e.¢. Data and/or feedback relating to. B2 unassigned B Notes from FPMG
#1 Recruitment and Enrolment Offers, 'offer to enrolment' conversion - against targets, declinec
historical performance etc. 9% per annum since

ht uplift in 20

growth i neec

#2 Cohort Demographics Characteristcs of recruited cohort - against target,
anticipated and/or historical demographics

#3_Retention ‘Continuation and withdrawal rates - against targets,
historical performance and/or that of other programmes

%4 On-programme outcomes ‘On-programme progression and award outcomes against
targets, historical performance and/or that of other
programmes

#5  student Voice and Satisfaction Including survey responses, rep feedback, peer-support

initiatives, issues raised/escalated, complaints/appeals.

#  Employability and Employment ‘Graduate outcomes, Bradford Employability Awards,
workplace learning opporturnities (e.g. placements),
career skill sessions, volunteering







image24.png

1l Monitoring Criteria 2

1

Programme:
Year added to Portfolio:
Programme Leader(s):
Current Monitoring Level:

Recruitment and Enrolment

BA Tapestry and Needlework
2011

Dr Karen Esempio

Health Check

Offers, 'offer to enrolment' conversion - against targets,
historical performance etc.

Insufficient evidence to assign risk
rating (e.g. if new programme)

B unassigned

#2 Cohort Demographics Characteristcs of recruited cohort - against target,
anticipated and/or historical demographics

# Retention Continuation and withdrawal rates - against targets,
historical performance and/or that of other programmes

# On-programme outcomes, ‘On-programme progression and award outcomes against

targets, historical performance and/or that of other
programmes

Changing and/or uncertain Poor, inconsistent and/or volatile

Petformance, practice O COntextIN pe:formance, practice or context

Medium Risk B Notes from FMPG
Recruitment has declined by
approximately 1% per annum since
2016. Overal, the programme
attracts suffcient numbers of
students to remain viable and is a
core element of the School's
provision, but growth is needed.

High levels of withdrawals against
benchmark/target and compared to

similar programmes in the Sch

B PSOIRON i v.as initially put as medium risk, but
PSR SSNASTIMARIN -71.1G this warrants a high rsk flag due to
aclear cause of the continued low and decreasing levels of

1 50 more work neededin ARl e

#5  Student Voice and satisfaction Including survey responses, rep feedback, peer-support
initiatives, issues raised/escalated, complaints/appeals.
#  Employability and Employment ‘Graduate outcomes, Bradford Employability Awards,

workplace learning opporturnities (e.g. placements),
career skill sessions, volunteering

Graduate outcomes good. New
Bradford Employability Award
“Career skill Leader” introduced for
this current academic year. Take up
has been good, but will need to
wait untilirst full cycle of delivery
before can assess success/impact.

Engagement with External Parties

External Examiner engagement/feedback, engagement
with employers and PSRB activiies, alumni engagement

Programme Delivery

Changes to modules, curriculum structures, TLA
approaches, intakes etc.

This was initially put as low risk, but Quality
‘Business Partner confirmed that one
‘element of the PSRB standards are due to
change at the end of the year. This
potentially consistutes a higher level of isk
and needs close attention.

stable and productive engagement
with EEs and PSRB. (See Notes)

in curriculum or
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