University Sector Framework Implementation Network

Note of Meeting of 21 January 2008

In Attendance: John Scattergood (Chair); Alexandra Anderson, TCD; Desmond Beirne (Deputy), All Hallows College; Declan Courell, St. Angela’s College of Education; Andrea Durnin, NUI; Mary Fitzpatrick (Deputy), UL; Sharon Flynn (Deputy), NUIG; Eleanor Fouhy, UCC; Stuart Garvie, Marino Institute of Education; Orla Hanratty, NUIM; Jean Hughes, DCU;  Nuala Hunt, NCAD; Deborah Kelleher, (Deputy) RIAM; Kym McCourt, (Deputy) UCD; Andrew McGrady, Mater Dei Institute of Education; Phyl McMorrow, DCU; Hilary Roche, Froebel College of Education; Ciaran Simms, TCD; Denis Twomey, St. Pat’s College of Education; Eugene Wall, Mary Immaculate College; Anthony White, Milltown Institute of Theology and Philosophy; Trish O’Brien and Deirdre Stritch, National Qualifications Authority of Ireland, (Joint Secretary). 

Apologies:  Fintan Foy, RCSI; Brian Glennon, UCD; Iain MacLabhrain, NUIG; Sarah Moore, UL; Noirin Moynihan, NUI; Elizabeth Noonan, UCD; John O’Brien, UL; John O’Connor, RIAM; Lewis Purser, Irish Universities Association (Joint Secretary); Mary Ryan, NUIG;  Ronan Toibin, All Hallows College.

1.
Opening by Chair

At the outset of the meeting the Chair welcomed members, particularly those attending their first meeting of the network, and provided specific points of information on the secretaryship to the network; its purpose; and the frequency of meetings, for their benefit. The Chair also indicated that if matters arise during a meeting that could be more usefully dealt with outside of the network they will be captured and referred to the appropriate party.

A summary of the inaugural network meeting was provided, following which the note of the previous meeting was approved. 

2.
Matters arising not on the Agenda

No matters were recorded.

3.
Role & Operational Principles of the university sector Framework Implementation Network

An overview was provided of the discussion held at the previous meeting on the role and operational principles for the network. A draft document based on this discussion and outlining the network’s origins, role, membership and operating principles, was reviewed by members and comments were sought.  As a result, discussion took place around the ability of the network to develop common national principles; the need for consistency with developments within the institute of technology sector; and the importance of remaining abreast of European developments. It was also suggested that the network be cognisant of the differentiation that exists between the subordinate and coordinate roles of some institutions vis-à-vis others within the network.

Following discussion, the Role and Operational Principles document was approved without changes. Accordingly, it was agreed that the role of the Framework Implementation Network is to: 

· Provide a forum for discussion and sharing of experiences relating to Framework implementation, use, and related issues, amongst Irish universities and associated colleges;

· Endeavour, where appropriate, to develop common national principles and approaches to practice in relation to Framework implementation, use, and related issues; and 

· Provide a forum for the dissemination of good practice in relation to Framework implementation, use, and related issues amongst higher education practitioners and policy makers. 

The network’s main operating principles are as follows:

· The network will be chaired on an annual basis by an individual appointed by the joint-secretary organisations in consultation with the network members

· The secretaryship of the network will be jointly filled by representatives of the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland and the Irish Universities Association

· The chairperson and joint-secretary organisations will prepare and circulate agendas and supporting documentation for each network meeting

· The network will meet at least three times a year

· The network will, when appropriate, convene smaller sub-groups to develop agreed network projects

A website will be developed by the joint-secretary organisations as an information resource and as a resource to inform projects. 
4. Proposed Network Projects for 2008

The Chair provided the background to the selection of particular project areas for the network i.e. project areas were identified in preparatory meetings for the network;  these were discussed at the first meeting and six project areas were then identified.  These have been amalgamated into three broad topic areas:

· The importance of consistent award/programme titling and the basis for determination of award/programme Framework levels and links to quality assurance: including an overview of existing titling conventions; the major award-types featured in the Framework; the use of levels and sub-strands to determine the appropriate inclusion of awards in the Framework; the role of quality assurance as it relates to this process; and, access, transfer and progression considerations. 
· Addressing assessment of learning outcomes: including academic and administrative dimensions such as designing appropriate assessment to enable the demonstration of learning outcomes 

· Designing and supporting the design of discipline-specific learning outcomes: including working with Framework levels and sub-strands; and, programme and module learning outcomes.   
Members confirmed their satisfaction that the three project areas identified represented their interests and that the number of projects is appropriate. An overview was then provided of the steps taken to date in assigning members to preferred project areas.  Membership of working groups was confirmed as follows (deputies appear in brackets):
Working Group 1 - The importance of consistent award/programme titling and the basis for determination of award/programme Framework levels and links to quality assurance: 
Andrea Durnin
Eleanor Fouhy

Tony White 

Eugene Wall

Orla Hanratty

Phyl McMorrow

John O’Brien

Working Group 2 - Addressing assessment of learning outcomes: including academic and administrative dimensions:
Jean Hughes

Stuart Garvie

Denis Twomey

Fintan Foy

Nuala Hunt

Ciaran Simms

Brian Glennon

Ronan Tobin (Desmond Beirne)

Iain MacLabhrain (Sharon Flynn)

Hilary Roche

Working Group 3 - Designing and supporting the design of discipline-specific learning outcomes: 
Alex Anderson 

Andrew McGrady

Elizabeth Noonan (Kym McCourt)

Declan Courell

Sarah Moore (Mary Fitzpatrick)

John O’Connor (Deborah Kelleher) 
The network was informed that those members who were not present and have yet to be assigned to working groups will be approached in the following weeks. Members were asked to consider the role of convener for their working group and to bear in mind that prospective conveners would ideally have a broad interest in the particular project area including the teaching and learning and administrative elements of a project.  


5.
Operation of Working Groups 
In terms of how working groups on a given topic might operate, the network was in agreement with the following approach: 
· Project objectives will be articulated at the outset; 
· External expertise may be sought where advantageous; and

· Each project will be developed over a 12 month period, with updates provided at the second meeting of 2008 and a final report at end of year.

The network was informed that Lewis Purser, Trish O’Brien and Deirdre Stritch will liaise with a given working group and will act as support / secretary to assist the convener and the group in the development of that project. Communication to the larger network, outside of network meetings, can be channeled through them. A website will be developed for the network and will also be used to aid communication between working group members and amongst the entire network.

The purpose of the interim meeting of the network, due to take place in April 2008, was set out, as was the intention to produce an end of year report, based on the outputs of the working groups, for dissemination outside of the network. 

Following this, members were asked to divide into their working groups in order to appoint a convener and to begin initial thinking on their project area. Groups appointed conveners as follows:

Working Group 1: to be determined

Working Group 2: Jean Hughes 
Working Group 3: Alex Anderson

5. Supporting Presentations on the Three Project Selected Project Topics

The Chair provided a brief introduction to the afternoon presentation topics and speakers:

· Dr. Jim Murray, Director of Framework Implementation and Qualifications Recognition, National Qualifications Authority of Ireland;

· Professor Bairbre Redmond, Deputy Principal of the College of Human Sciences, University College Dublin; and 

· Dr. Bryan Maguire, Director of Academic Affairs, Higher Education Training and Awards Council.
The network members were informed that the aim of the presentations was to introduce and stimulate ideas among working groups around the chosen project areas. 
Jim Murray delivered a presentation on award / programme titling and the basis for determining award / programme Framework levels.  He also drew links between these issues and quality assurance. Principles to be taken into account when seeking to position awards in the Framework were outlined in the presentation, and the range of technical and institutional policy issues that an individual programme designer might need to negotiate in the design and description of programmes in Framework terms were discussed. Principles for the naming of awards were also outlined. A brief overview of the links between Framework implementation and quality assurance was provided with reference to the IUQB/IUA publication, A Framework for Quality in Irish Universities. It was noted that the IUQB are also exploring the possibility of using the external examining system to assess the extent to which learning outcomes are achieved by students in particular programmes.
Bairbre Redmond, delivered a presentation on the assessment of learning outcomes, incorporating the issue of ‘teaching to learn’, based on the experiences of UCD. The nature and benefits of learning outcomes were outlined in the presentation and a description of how to write module learning outcomes, based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, along with descriptions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ examples of module descriptions was provided. The pedagogical implications of adopting a learning outcomes-based approach, including the implications for assessment, were discussed as were the challenges for curriculum design in using learning outcomes.
Bryan Maguire discussed the topic of designing and supporting the design of discipline-specific learning outcomes, including working with Framework levels and sub-strands. He supported his presentation using examples of the award standards adopted by the Higher Education, Training and Awards Council. Following an overview of the approach taken by the Council to the development of award standards for particular disciplines, the presentation focused on how to work with Framework levels and sub-strands when writing learning outcomes at both programme and module level.
7. Working Group Meetings

Following presentations on the three project areas, members were asked to consider, within their working groups, how their group will address their selected project. The three guest speakers sat in on the related working groups in order to answer questions and contribute to general discussion. Deirdre Stritch and Trish O’Brien also sat in on the working groups.

Prompts were provided for each group in order to aid initial thinking and planning around projects. Members were asked to consider:

· What do you consider to be the objective(s) of your working group?

· What do you think your working group will need to do/produce in order to address the above objective(s)?

· Do you think you will require any particular support? 

· How will your working group operate between now and the next Framework Implementation Network meeting? e.g., frequency of meetings, communicating from a distance etc.

8. Feedback from Working Groups 

Following group discussion, feedback was taken from group conveners as follows:

Working Group 1: Andrea Durnin (Administrative Officer [Registrar's Office], NUI) acted as spokesperson)

Titling / inclusion of awards / quality assurance working group

· The group discussed how project work around these areas could be advanced and how it would link in with the parallel process that is currently taking place to include the universities’ smaller awards and post-graduate diplomas; 

· It was considered that the group could have a significant influence and impact on informing university and associated college processes with regard to titling and the appropriate inclusion of awards in the Framework and that the development of more consistent practice in these areas would be a significant contribution to the higher education and training sector as a whole and to the full realisation of the Framework’s potential; 

· The group will need to meet again in order to tease out its specific objectives.  An initial suggestion that received some support was to develop a set of guidelines on titling for those developing programmes; 

· When the objectives are more fully explored and articulated by the group, a convener will be formally appointed.  In the interim, the Qualifications Authority executive will convene the group members. 

Working Group 2:

Addressing assessment of learning outcomes working group

Convener: Jean Hughes (Head of Learning Innovation Unit, DCU)

· The group defined their objectives as follows:

· To contribute to the drafting and publication of national policies and operational guidelines on the assessment of learning outcomes that will incorporate the following elements:

· Academic coherence; diversity; excellence; and good practice;

· Administrative facilitation; and 

· Aspects of grading or classification appropriate to national practice and trends. 

· In order to meet these objectives, the group felt that they would need to produce:

· Templates or guidelines for those involved in the academic or administrative elements of assessment. This would incorporate examples of old ways of expressing or designing assessment versus a learning-outcomes method of expressing or designing assessment (though without introducing too much new ‘jargon’);

· A vocabulary / glossary of terms / verbs that staff can use in setting assessments;

· Template mechanisms for validating the new assessment approaches and links with quality assurance;

· Advice on resourcing models for different assessment types;

· Discussion around stage / level outcomes; and

· Case studies, which demonstrate the complexities that those involved in assessment might encounter. 

· In general, it was felt that it is still too early to identify the resources that the group may need for the project. For the case studies, however, it was suggested that a potential resource could be the centres for teaching and learning within institutions. It was also felt that the group should seek to identify international good practice and look at ways of training and supporting academic leaders and / or champions and drivers of learning outcomes within institutions.  In this regard, the network itself can be a resource. Other possible resources identified include:

· Jackson, N; Wisdom, J; and M. Shaw (2003) Guide for Busy Academics: Using Learning Outcomes to Design a Course and Assess Learning. Learning and Teaching Support Network
· Higher Education Academy UK online resources
· National Council for Curriculum and Assessment reports and guidelines within the primary and post-primary sectors
· The group will also look at good practice in the use of IT and issues around plagiarism. Concern was expressed at the expansion of assessment and it was proposed that the group should identify how practitioners can ensure that all relevant aspects of a module are included in the one assessment.

· Other areas identified for further discussion and examination as part of the project are stage or level outcomes within a programme i.e. not all modules within a Level 8 programme will be at level 8 and, more generally, the issue of how much and what students know coming into a module. 

· Where international expertise in any of the areas mentioned has been identified, the group will look at the possibilities of arranging contact / a visit by that expert(s). The possibility of organising of a workshop, where participants would be brought through the process of designing appropriate assessment was also raised. An international expert could be invited to present at such an event. 

· The appointed group convener offered to make Moodle at DCU open to the group as a forum for discussion and sharing of documents etc. Jean will organise for usernames and passwords to be made available to group members, as well as to the network secretaryship in the coming days. Participants will make available what resources they have and what they can find on Moodle. 

· The group agreed that they will meet again on Monday 3rd March at 11am. A venue for the meeting is yet to be determined. In advance of that meeting, group members will source templates, possible vocabulary and national and international expertise in this area. 

Working Group 3:

Designing discipline-specific learning outcomes group

Convener: Alexandra Anderson (Acting Assistant Academic Secretary, TCD)

· A number of members of this group were absent and it was felt that the group needed more time to communicate and define their thoughts on the project area. The group discussed possible outcomes for the project and felt that drafting guidelines for writing discipline-specific learning outcomes would be a useful way forward. In this respect, it was felt that the title of the group could be amended to read "Drafting guidelines to support the design ......", though the group wish to discuss this further.
· It was felt that a case study would be a useful way of exemplifying the guidelines, and of highlighting and discussing issues that may arise in relation to the implementation of the guidelines. 
· It was argued that the group should look at 'fields of learning' and not just address disciplines in the narrow sense. In this regard, the question of which fields of learning/disciplines should be addressed was raised. The group represents a variety of institutions, some covering a wide range of discipline areas, and others a much smaller range.  The question was raised of whether the group should focus on an area common to all of the institutions represented, or look at more than one discipline area.  
· The group also discussed how to take account of / relate to professional / accrediting bodies, whose requirements often determine programme outcomes and also, to a greater or lesser extent, credit volumes at award level and framework levels.
· The group felt that it was too early at this point to determine the extent or nature of resources that may be required over the course of the project, aside from secretarial and research support. 
· The group will use “Google documents” to exchange and work on documents.
· The group agreed to meet at least once before the next meeting of the network in April, time and date yet to be determined. The group felt that they need to come to a consensus on the above questions and agree a method of working.  
9.
Dates and Locations of 2008 Meetings 

It was agreed that the next meeting of the network will take place in late April and that a time and date will be agreed in the coming weeks. It was also agreed that working group conveners will meet with the secretaryship to the network in the intervening period and that each of the working groups will convene meetings as appropriate and necessary. 
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