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Learning and Teaching Committee

Report from the Validation Panel on a proposal for a Loughborough University International Foundation Programme at Loughborough College

Background
1. Loughborough College has for some years run one year foundation programmes for international students wishing to enter UK higher education.  Pathways in Science (mainly Mathematics and Physics content) and Business and Mathematics are well established.  Slightly more than 50% of the curriculum is subject based and the remainder is English Language.  In 2007, the University agreed to allow a version of the Science programme (ATLES) to be “kite marked” for entry to relevant programmes.

2. In the course of last academic year, the College approached the PVC(T) with a request that the University consider taking over “validation” of all its international foundation programmes from the Open College Network (OCN), the current validating body.  Reasons for the request included a feeling that the OCN process was not as rigorous as they would wish and did not permit explicit grading of student achievement as well as the wish to forge closer links with the University.  The University has also received approaches from private providers of international foundation programmes with a view to developing a significant partnership.  A number of 1994 and Russell Group universities have entered such arrangements to safeguard international undergraduate recruitment in a competitive market.  It is also the case, however, that a number of key competitors such as Warwick, York and Bath offer foundation programmes based at local FE colleges.  Having reviewed the opportunities and risks, the University indicated that it would be willing to undertake a validation process with the College.  This was discussed at Learning and Teaching Committee on 5 June 2008 and reported to Senate on 2 July 2008.

3. Work on this development has subsequently been taken forward through a joint project group comprising:  
Steve Rankine, Deputy Principal & Chief Financial Officer (Loughborough College)

Janet Spavin, International Manager (Loughborough College) 

Jennifer Nutkins, Academic Registrar (Chair) (Loughborough University)

Robert Bowyer, Senior Assistant Registrar, Programme Development & Quality Team Manager (Loughborough University)

Howard Jones, Head of Admissions (Loughborough University)

Tony Westaway, Director International Office (Loughborough University)

Charlie Carter, Senior International Officer (Loughborough University)

Sandie Dann, Director of University Science & Engineering Foundation Programme (Loughborough University)

Sally McKinley, Administrative Officer (Loughborough University)

4.
The concept for the programme which has been agreed with the College and has formed the basis for work within the project group is as follows:

“A high quality international foundation programme for entry to HE offered across a range of academic subjects and with emphasis on developing English language and study skills relevant to the UK HE environment.
The programme will encompass all international foundation provision at the College and will be jointly marketed by the College and the University. The curriculum will be developed in partnership and the programme will be “kite marked” (exact terminology and monitoring procedures to be agreed) by the University. There will be explicit progression routes for entry to the University and requirements for relevant degrees will be made explicit and transparent to prospective students. While it is expected that many successful students will progress to Loughborough University, it is envisaged that significant numbers will see the programme as a gateway to other UK HEIs. This will be either because they are seeking degree studies in subjects not offered at the University or because they are able to complete the programme successfully but not to reach the performance threshold required for Loughborough entry in their chosen subject.”

5.
The project group has discussed matters relating to the marketing of the IFP, recruitment and admissions, and progression from the IFP to Loughborough University and other HEIs, in addition to the structure and organisation of the programme and the assessment of students.  
Process

6.  
It was agreed to model the validation process for the IFP on the University’s validation procedures for HE programmes.  A validation panel was accordingly established to consider the proposals and to report to Learning and Teaching Committee.  The membership was as follows:

Professor Morag Bell, PVC(T) – Chair

Dr Paul Byrne, AD(T) SSH

Professor John Dickens, AD(T) Engineering

Dr Martin Harrison, AD(T) Science

Robert Bowyer, Senior Assistant Registrar, Programme Quality Team Manager

Sally McKinley,  Administrative Officer

7.  
The panel met on Friday 27 September 2008 at Loughborough College.  

8.  
The panel received documentation from Loughborough College setting out detailed programme proposals and including institutional documents to support the proposals.  

9.  
Supplementary papers were also provided that had been submitted to the IFP Project Group or commissioned by the group in addition to the College submission.  They comprised:

· IFP Project Group:  terms of reference and membership

· Senate paper (July 2008): update on IFP validation and proposal for a University award for Foundation level studies

· Email exchange concerning title of programme/award

· IFP Project Sub-Group:  fees, scholarship and admissions procedure

· Applications process and entry requirements

· Marketing plan

· Credit rating and awards

· Marking procedures and academic standards

· Commentary on current IFP Business pathway

· Report of visit to College Science laboratories 

· Notes of discussions with 2007/08 IFP students (Business and Mathematics and Mathematics and Physics) with supplementary email

10.  
The panel held discussions in private to identify lines of enquiry based on the documentation from Loughborough College and the IFP Project Group.  

11.  
It was emphasised to the validation panel that the programme proposals submitted by the College had, for the reasons explained in paragraphs 2 and 4 above, moved away from what was currently offered under OCN accreditation.  At this point, two pathways were being put forward, one in Science and one in Business, and for the purposes of the validation, it would be easier to refer to them as distinct programmes.  Programmes in other curriculum areas might emerge at a later date.  The programme in Business had been developed anew by the College, whereas in the case of the programme in Science it had been agreed through the project group that the College would adopt relevant modules from the University’s internal Science and Engineering Foundation Studies (SEFS) programme and the related International version (ISEFS).  The programmes also included English Language modules developed by the College, and students would take a separate IELTS test independent of the University award.  

12.  
It had been proposed, with the agreement of the College and University members of the project group, that, under the umbrella title of the ‘Loughborough University International Foundation Programme’, the two programmes should lead to the following awards:

· Certificate in International Foundation Studies for Science and Engineering

· Certificate in International Foundation Studies for Business
It was the intention that the new programmes would start in 2009/10, with marketing therefore taking place during 2008/09.
13.  
The panel was joined for discussion of the proposals by the following members of Loughborough College:

Steve Rankine, Deputy Principal & Chief Financial Officer 

Janet Spavin, International Manager 

Janet Ruffoni, 14-19 Manager

Maria Picken, International Curriculum Team

Hazel Shearer, Business Team

Kate Huggon, Applied Business Course Leader

Mike Salton, Science Team

Phil Harvey, Course Leader Mathematics

14.  
Following the discussion, the panel was taken on a brief tour of relevant College facilities and shown examples of resources on ‘Learnzone’, the College VLE.  The panel also talked to IFP students from the new cohort.

15. A summary of the panel’s recommendations and observations was conveyed to Loughborough College at the end of the visit.

Discussion
16.
Content and structure of the programmes 
16.1
Science 

(i) 
It had been agreed to adopt the 15-credit Physics modules ‘Basic Physics and Materials’ and Physics 2’ from the SEFS/ISEFS programme, and to use the same assessments.  Discussions had taken place with Dr Mike Cropper from the University Department of Physics, who had been asked by the project group to act as a subject adviser, about the implications for teaching and assessment.  The College would need to adapt to the University’s approach to practicals, but other differences did not present major obstacles.  

(ii) 
Mathematics would be covered in the two 15-credit modules ‘Applicable Mathematics 1’ and ‘Applicable Mathematics 2’.  The latter would take students further than the current IFP Mathematics syllabus.  A proportion of the Mathematics syllabus of the current IFP related to Mechanics, but this would in future be covered under the Physics modules.  The College would also use the same assessments as the University for the Mathematics modules.  The College staff were comfortable with the changes but wished to have further discussions with relevant University Mathematics staff with regard to coursework.

(iii) 
It was noted that the College intended to adopt only one of the SEFS/ISEFS IT modules, ‘Introduction to Programming 1’, and to teach this in Semester 2.  It would be preceded in Semester 1 by a College-designed module, ‘Information Technology Skills’.  The panel observed that the Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) for this module were not presented in the usual University style.  
(iv) 
The University module specifications adopted for the Science programme would need to be adjusted to show the name of the relevant College team instead of the name of the University department; to show the College staff member delivering the module as ‘Internal Examiner’; and to delete the ‘availability’ field which was not relevant in the IFP context.  

(v) 
Module codes would need to be devised for all the IFP modules to facilitate the transfer of data to the Loughborough University Student Information system (eg for the production of transcripts and certificates).  Different codes would be needed for the modules shared with SEFS/ISEFS to avoid confusion between College and University student cohorts.  
16.2
Business
(i) 
The Business programme had been changed considerably.  Student assessment would be based on ‘level of response’ marking as opposed to ‘competence criteria’ as previously.  The emphasis would be on helping students to identify and apply appropriate business resources and knowledge in practical situations.  
(ii) 
The panel noted references to semesters of different lengths in different modules.  It was explained that the different modules required somewhat different amounts of study time within the same semester period.  The key item of information was the number of weeks over which lectures and workshops would take place.  

(iii) 
It was clarified that the module Business and Finance was intended to be assessed by two 1-hour examinations.

(iv) 
It was pointed out that where a module assessment involved coursework, it was normal University practice to spell out in the module specification what form the coursework would take, how many items were involved and their relative weightings.  This was not always clear.

(v) 
The panel noted that presentational skills were mentioned in the programme ILOs, but did not explicitly appear to be assessed in any of the modules.  It was suggested that there should be a clearly assessed element of presentational skills within the Marketing module.
(vi) 
The panel had received a helpful commentary on the current OCN-accredited Business programme from Dr John Calvert of the Business School.  It was agreed to ask Dr Calvert to comment on the new programme.

16.3
English Language

(i) 
The College staff expressed disappointment at not being able to have had more dialogue with the University about English Language modules at this stage, and were assured that appropriate arrangements were being made for them to have discussions with staff in the International Student Centre.  The panel agreed that the staff in the Centre should also be asked to provide a commentary on the English Language modules.  
(ii) 
It was noted that the same two 20-credit modules were included in the Science and Business programmes, but the students would be taught separately.  There would be a significant amount of contextualisation for the two groups and it was suggested by the panel that the College might wish to explore whether different module specifications should be drawn up.  

(iii) 
It was noted that each student would have a progress tutor from the International Curriculum team who would work closely with the subject tutors.  The strong tutorial support system was a defining characteristic and strength of the international foundation programmes at Loughborough College and had been praised by the British Council.  The panel felt this feature should be used in the promotion of the programme.
16.4
January entry
(i) 
The College confirmed that a second, January intake was part of the present proposal.  The programme itself would be the same as the autumn entry programme but would extend over 27 weeks instead of 33, commencing in January and extending into July.  The students would be treated as a discrete group, both for learning and teaching and for assessment.
(ii) 
It was currently referred to as the ‘Fastrack’ programme but this was misleading. 
(iii) 
The College reported that its current experience in running the Fastrack was that the level of English of the ‘second entry’ cohort was generally higher, and the overall performance level on the programme was better than for the autumn cohort.  Some students used the extra term for intensive English Language tuition.  Some students were unable to apply until January because of visa difficulties.  The College felt there was a market trend for January start programmes.
17. 
Entry Requirements, Progression Requirements, and Applications Process
17.1 
It was confirmed that the minimum entry requirement in English Language for the IFP would be an IELTS score of 5.5, for both Science and Business, but applicants with 5.0 might be offered a pre-sessional (summer) programme by the College if other qualifications were acceptable.
17.2 
It was noted that further details of the applications process and entry requirements for the IFP, as well as details of the progression requirements for students wishing to progress to LU degree programmes, had been discussed by a sub-group of the IFP project group.  Academic requirements for progression to an LU degree programme would be the same as for students progressing from the internal SEFS/ISEFS programme.
17.3 
The validation panel was content to endorse these proposals, but wished to be assured that Departmental Admissions Tutors at the University were fully aware of the proposals for the validated College IFP and that arrangements would be made to establish a two-way flow of information with the College in each admissions cycle.  
18. 
Regulation issues 
18.1 The panel noted points agreed with the College in terms of the regulatory framework for the IFP, including:
· The programme would carry 120 credits, essentially at level 3

· The pass mark for individual modules would be 40%

· All modules must be passed to gain the award

· The award would be graded, Pass, Merit or Distinction, based on the overall programme mark:

Pass

40 – 59%

Merit

60 – 69%

Distinction
70%+

· Borderlines would be strictly adhered to (no lowering of thresholds)
· Students would have the automatic right of module reassessment on one occasion only in the absence of an impaired performance claim

· Arrangements for impaired performance claims and late submission of work would be in line with University regulations.
18.2 
The panel noted that the College was proposing to offer reassessment opportunities at the end of semester one as well as at the end of the academic year.  Reassessment at the end of the academic year would have to be completed in time for IFP students to have results by the time that A-level results were published.  The panel felt there could be some flexibility about the timing of reassessments, with the needs of the students uppermost, but noted that there were potential problems in the case of the Science programme if either assessments or reassessments were not held at the same time as in the University for modules shared with the SEFS/ISEFS programme.  The panel agreed that this would need further discussion.

18.3 
The panel was informed that reassessment marks of students on the University SEFS/ISEFS programme were not capped, as the College staff had previously been given to understand.  The panel felt it was desirable for there to be parity between the University and Loughborough College in this matter and agreed that it should be considered further.

18.4
It was also considered desirable that the College regulations reflected the University requirement that students obtain 60 credits out of 120 at the first attempt in order to be eligible for reassessments in the same academic year.  The College was encouraged to consider whether this would be feasible.

18.5 
The panel considered the statement in the draft programme regulations that ‘individual modules are not graded’ could be misinterpreted and should be deleted.  It was the expectation that a percentage mark would be awarded for each module, which would be arrived at by combining the marks awarded for the component assessments with the appropriate weightings.  

18.6 
The panel noted that the College had provided details of its academic appeals and complaints procedures.  The panel felt these should align closely with the equivalent procedures in the University, as well as those in place for other LU-validated programmes at the College.  It was agreed the position should be clarified through discussion with the Academic Registrar. 
19. 
Other assessment issues

19.1 
It was confirmed that the College staff were content with the proposals set out in the paper received from the Academic Registrar, headed ‘Marking Procedures and Academic Standards’.  These concerned the appointment of external examiners and arrangements for the approval of major assessments and the ‘internal’ moderation of marking by LU subject specialists.  The panel was content to endorse the proposals subject to details being finalised through discussion in the project group.

19.2 
It was noted that the membership and timing of Programme Boards required further discussion.  The panel would expect the University to be represented at all Programme Board meetings.  
20. 
Staffing 

20.1
The College had provided cvs of staff who would be involved in the delivery of the IFP, but had not indicated who would be responsible (‘internal examiner’) for specific modules. The College was requested to provide this information.
20.2
The College was also requested to confirm how many College staff other than the named internal examiner could teach each module should the need arise for staff to cover for each other.
21. 
Resources

21.1 
The College was aware that various items in the laboratories required up-grading.  This would not involve major expenditure and the College confirmed it was prepared to meet the cost of the additions which were currently under discussion with the University.  
21.2 
The College confirmed that students had access to ‘Learnzone’ from off-campus. 
21.3 
Attention was drawn to the large volume of paper-based resources available for students to work from, such as Mathematics workbooks.   

Recommendations
22. 
The panel was pleased to recommend to Learning and Teaching Committee that the validation by the University of the International Foundation Programmes at Loughborough College in Science and Business be approved for a period of five years in the first instance with effect from the 2009/10 entry, subject to the following.  

(i)  
Further discussions between the College and appropriate University staff concerning Physics practicals and Mathematics coursework (para 16.1).

(ii) 
Revision of assessment requirements for Marketing module to include assessment of presentation skills (para 16.2 (v)).

(iii)  
Adjustments to programme/module documentation (paras 16.1(iv), (v); 16.2(iii), (iv)).

(iv) 
Receipt of a satisfactory commentary on the Business programme from Dr John Calvert (para 16.2 (vi)).

(v)  
Discussions taking place between the College and staff of the the International Student Centre at the University with regard to the content of the English Language modules.  The College may wish to explore in these discussions whether different module specifications should be drawn up for the Science and Business students (paras 16.3 (i), (ii)).

(vi)
Receipt of a satisfactory commentary on the English Language modules from the Head of the International Student Centre (para 16.3 (i)).

.
(vii)  
Departmental Admissions Tutors in the University being made fully aware of the validation proposals and arrangements being made for a two-way flow of information with the College in each admissions cycle (para 17.3).

(viii)  
Further discussion of arrangements for sharing University SEFS/ISEFS assessments (para 18.2).

(ix)  
Further discussion of arrangements for reassessments generally (para 18.2).

(x)  
Further discussion of arrangements for capping module marks at reassessment (para 18.3).

(xi)  
Further discussion of eligibility criteria for reassessments (para 18.4).

(xii)  
Amendment to programme regulations to remove statement that ‘individual modules are not graded’ (para 18.5).
(xiii)  
Further discussion of the position with regard to appeals and complaints procedures and the alignment of College and University procedures (para 18.6).

(xiv)  
Finalisation of arrangements for appointment of external examiners (para 19.1).

(xv)  
Finalisation of arrangements for involvement of University subject specialists in approving major assessments and ‘internal’ moderation (para 19.1).

(xvi)  
Discussion of membership and timing of Programme Boards (para 19.2).

(xvii)  
The College providing details of which members of staff would be responsible for specific modules (para 20.1) and confirming how many College staff other than the named internal examiner could teach each module should the need arise for staff to cover for each other (para 20.2).
(xviii)  
College agreement to upgrade laboratory facilities and equipment in line with advice from subject specialists within the University (para 21).
(xix)  
Further discussion of the arrangements for liaison between the College and the University in relation to the management of the programmes, and for ongoing academic monitoring and review. 
23. 
The validation panel resolved to refer those matters listed above as requiring further discussion for further consideration by the IFP Project Group in the first instance.  It was hoped that all outstanding matters would be resolved as far as possible before the consideration of the validation panel’s report by Learning and Teaching Committee on 6 November 2008.  [The panel was informed that a further meeting of the IFP Project Group was due to be held on Tuesday 7 October 2008.]  
24. 
It was resolved to recommend to Learning and Teaching Committee that a review of the validation arrangements be undertaken after the first year of operation, with a view to confirming that these were operating effectively and to making any adjustments necessary.
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