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Section One - Summary

By way of offering some wider context, the period October 2008 through to July 2009 represented an intensive period of curriculum design for the University as we migrated our undergraduate provision from a 12 to 15 credit structure. This redesign initiative, part of an ongoing project to overhaul curriculum design practice is known as RoLEx (Redesign of the Learning Experience). The T-SPARC project is nested within this larger initiative. During the reporting period RoLEx catalysed an effort by all programme teams to redesign provision using the institution’s Learning and Teaching Strategy as a central reference point. RoLEx was evaluated in June 2009 and along with our ‘baseline’ review has provided a rich seam of evaluation data for the T-SPARC team to act upon.

Key developments reported in this document:

· The project team has been bolstered during the reporting period and now includes a Project Support Worker who has taken responsibility for ongoing dissemination of project activity and for monitoring the activity within the wider programme and feeding back to our project team.

· All technologies identified in the project bid are now installed and operational. Stakeholder informed workflows using these technologies are yet to be developed.

· Three main outputs: Multimedia ‘baseline review’; video lecture style curriculum design resources; an adaptation of the Ladder of Engagement model (from Rudd et al, 2006) have been delivered.

· Influences on curriculum design practice have been explored and sixteen themes have been identified

· Challenges / key problems relating to curriculum design have been explored and are demonstrated to primarily cascade from too tight a focus on the demands of the programme approval process.

· A number of project dissemination channels have been developed.

· The project team have, in collaboration with the other project teams from Cluster B, had two conference workshop proposals accepted. Also, a third invitation to collaborate with the JISC on a workshop for the 2010 JISC Conference has been accepted.

· Tensions between formal project management and evaluation methodologies and the emergent stakeholder focussed nature of this project have been explored and are shared.


Section Two – Activities and Progress

In relation to the phasing of the project as laid out in section 3.3 of our Project Initiation Document we report that:

In relation to ‘Review of current processes and practice’:

A review of the ‘lived experience’ of curriculum design was authored and delivered to the community in August 2009. This review was offered in multimedia form. A business process map was also produced but since this representation did not capture the informal relationship-dependent peer and stakeholder interactions that underpin curriculum design this artefact has been of far less direct use. However, we are using the map to inform whom we invite to stakeholder engagement events.

In relation to ‘Understanding the issues and identifying the changes desired by the end of the project’:

Two main strands of work have been conducted:

1. Multimedia review:
This review attempted to share, through the use of indicative video clips, the ‘lived experience’ of curriculum design. Factors which impact on curriculum design practice were identified and organised into sixteen themes – more discussion is offered in section four of this document.

2. Evaluation of RoLEx:
The T-SPARC team were integral members of the RoLEx Evaluation Group and thus co-authors of the Group’s report. This report details programme teams’ ‘lived experience’ of redesigning the entire undergraduate portfolio in the 2008/09 Academic Year. The report offers nineteen recommendations relating to the development of a more effective context for curriculum design. These are being actioned through three overlapping themed work streams. They are:
· Learning community
· New ways of working
· Staff development

In relation to ‘Planning innovations in curriculum design processes to realise desired changes’:

A number of platform dependent ‘Microsoft Producer’ resources relating to curriculum design were converted to platform independent ‘Adobe Flash’ based resources. The resources include guidance on: marketing; developing a course philosophy; aims and level descriptors; and curriculum models.

As part of a strategy to move to XML based documentation, Office 2007 has now been installed across the institution’s desktop systems.

Wimba Voice Tools, Wimba Live Classroom and Mahara have all now been integrated with our existing Moodle VLE.

In relation to ‘Piloting the innovations’:

During the reporting period SharePoint was used for the first time to support the hosting of documentary artefacts for the purposes of programme approval.

Our initial PID indicated that we intended to run an early pilot with Maraha to collate and present, for the purposes of approval, multimedia artefacts relating to curriculum design. Due to the time constraints related to delivery of overarching RoLEx aims, the programme team were not able to pilot Mahara during the reporting period. The first pilot with Mahara will be deployed as soon as is practicable.

In relation to ‘Evaluation of the new processes’:

Extensive evaluation of undertaking curriculum design was conducted by the REG (albeit within the specific context of the RoLEx agenda).

The narrative accounts collected as part of the multimedia ‘baseline’ review represent the capture of a starting context for the project.

Both of these activities have informed the three work stream themes being actioned as a part of wider ongoing activity to change the practice of curriculum design.

In relation to ‘Embedding the innovations and planning for sustainability’:

Redesign of all undergraduate provision under RoLEx was approved through a faculty based streamlined approval process. New approval mechanisms, drawing on this experience and the findings of the REG and ‘baseline’ reviews, are currently in development.

Overall, the aims of the project remain largely unaltered though our approaches have been modified and staged more explicitly to make fuller use of our adaptation of the Rudd et al. (2006) Ladder of Engagement model.

Section Three – Outputs and deliverables

· A multimedia review sharing, through the use of indicative video clips, the ‘lived experience’ of curriculum design. The review is organised around sixteen themes:

http://moodle.bcu.ac.uk/file.php/260/Amended_Review/Review%20Amended/T-SPARC_Review/Introduction.html

· ‘Video lecture’ style video resources relating to curriculum design; these resources will need to be reviewed by external agency before we release them to the wider community.

· A model for stakeholder engagement adapted from the ladder of engagement (Rudd et al, 2006) expanded to include anticipated outcomes of indicative activity.


Section Four: Outcomes and Lessons Learned

What key messages have arisen from your baselining process that might be of interest to the wider sector?

· Drivers for curriculum design:
· Staff reported that drivers for design often originated from workplace settings, whether this was for the design of a new course or for the iteration of an existing one. There was a sense that the starting point was a consideration of the types of skills that might be required by our students when they enter post-university employment.
· One interviewee reported that the changing tools available to academics, particularly e-learning tools may offer new opportunities that could only be fully exploited with a wholesale change in curriculum design.
· There was a sense that programme design needn’t be confined to those opportunities afforded by periodic review; rather programme design should be seen as an ongoing iterative process. Some interviewees indicated that they utilised the University’s Minor Change mechanism to effectively do just that.

· Coordination:
· Face to face meetings (such as ‘Away Days’), particularly at the outset of the curriculum design process were the most prevalent mechanisms for initiating curriculum design. These gatherings were seen as particularly important for the airing of particular views and to begin the process of developing a shared team philosophy for the new programme.

· Availability of information:
· Although staff found it quite straightforward to access templates for their documentation, access to other information that might be useful when undertaking curriculum design (progression statistics, external examiners reports, module and programme evaluations etc) required a good deal of work to track down.

· Relationships versus mechanisms:
· ‘Relationships’ are seen to be far more important than effective ‘mechanisms’ in delivering good curriculum design. Policies and defined processes are not seen to contribute significantly to the curriculum design process. Building relationships – professional and even social with fellow academics (within a course team and across the institution), senior managers, students and external examiners are cited as being the most important factor in ‘getting the job done’.
· Where good relationships with stakeholders exist, it was thought to be very useful to be able to demonstrate such stakeholder  ‘buy-in’ to the curriculum design to the Approval Panel.

· Stakeholder engagement:
· Staff identified a wide range of stakeholders in the curriculum design process but there was evidence of a wide variance in the degree to which these stakeholders have the opportunity to input into the curriculum design process.

· Constraints:
· The absolute need to articulate programmes with Professional Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) was seen as a potential constraint to innovative curriculum design by some interviewees. However, it was acknowledged that in some subject areas more could be done to explore the degree of latent flexibility that existed in these requirements.

· Compliance:
· Staff in the University are well versed in what is required of them in terms of documentation at the point of approval and for the most part they are effective in meeting that expectation. Where this may be problematical is when the documentation itself becomes the focus of work rather than the programme design; in such cases, it was felt that a context of tight adherence to documentary requirements might not create the best environment to support innovation in curriculum design.

· The role of the Programme Director:
· The Programme Director / Programme Director Designate has a pivotal role in facilitating the curriculum design process and may act as academic lead and / or administrative support for the rest of the course team. A number of Programme Directors commented that on a spectrum running from ‘programme administrator’ to ‘academic lead’ they found they were often involved in administration rather than academic leadership. The Programme Director is often the person who effectively chooses whether a ‘holistic’ or ‘distributed’ approach to curriculum design is taken (see below).

· Holistic and distributed approaches to design:
· By ’holistic’ we mean a design approach where the entire programme team have input into the entire programme. By ‘distributed’ we mean a design approach where there is early hypothecation of the programme into modules, which are then designed largely by individuals and then collated as a programme at a later stage. Despite this being the most common mode of design, interviewees felt that distributed models were less effective in designing the best possible programmes.
The Programme Director / Programme Director Designate is very often the person who is empowered to decide whether the programme design process will be ‘holistic’ or ‘distributed’; they are also the person identified as having responsibility for trying to make a coherent programme from the draft module designs.

· Authenticity:
· Existing formats for programme documentation was thought to be somewhat inauthentic by most interviewees. They felt that much of the essence of the design choices the team had made and ‘what it is the students would be doing’ on a daily basis was lost within the formal documentation they prepared for the approval panel (their perceived primary audience). However, a small minority of interviewees felt that efforts to try to ‘capture’ the programme in formal documentation allowed for further clarification of thought and ideas.
· One respondent pointed out that formal documentation for approval is normally collated or written by a single individual and as such the document becomes unavoidably framed by their agency.

· Representation:
· Interviewees welcomed the idea of being able to supplement the representation of their programmes at the point of approval with multimedia elements. They were also interested in the potential use of Mahara for this purpose - particularly its ability to support the reconfiguration of the content for a range of different stakeholder groups. 

· Specialised language:
· Academic language used throughout the curriculum design and programme approval process can limit the effectiveness of employer engagement in this process. This is thought to be especially important since the scoping of the employment ‘requirements’ of a graduate is an integral stage in the design process.

· Audience:
· It was felt that the primary audience for programme documentation was the Approval Panel. Although there was an understanding that programme documentation had a number of audiences (in theory), the crucial nature of satisfying the approval panel meant that documentation was written (almost exclusively) with that audience in mind. This meant that the utility of the documentation for other stakeholders was thought to be lower than it might be. There was a sense that programme documentation was ‘for the University’ rather than for the course team, students or employers.


What you now consider to be the key problem(s) or challenge(s) in curriculum design at your institution?

· Curriculum design activity is too focussed upon the production of documentary artefacts for the purpose of programme approval and not focussed enough upon meeting the needs of stakeholders who have a direct vested interest in the programme being designed. Programme teams focus upon the products of the curriculum design process rather than the process itself.

· The ‘distributed’ (rather than ‘holistic’) approach to curriculum design predominates.

· Stakeholder engagement, particularly with students and employers could be improved. Aspirations for what such engagement can and should accomplish needs to be raised.

· Much definitive documentation relating to curriculum design and approval is held on local machines. Although Programme Directors make this system work – version control remains a potential issue. If we are to progress to greater collaboration in curriculum design, a server based solution will need to be used.

· Contextual information, such as market analysis and progression figures, is held by disparate sources; existing information is more difficult to access than it might be.

How your project will enhance curriculum design and/or address the problem(s) at your institution in light of your baseline activities?

· By using technology to host multimedia for the purposes of programme approval and thus help support the capture of curriculum design processes rather than just text based descriptions of the results and outputs of curriculum design.

· By facilitating engagement activities informed by the ‘Ladder of Engagement’ model and thus promote understanding of what might be possible through higher levels of stakeholder engagement.

· By developing technology supported means of programme team collaboration and thus making available support for more holistic approaches to curriculum design.

· By developing a solution for (exclusive) server-based hosting for artefacts relating to curriculum design and programme approval.

· By developing an online one-stop-shop for information which underpins curriculum design.

What measures you will use to assess changes to curriculum design processes at your institution, and what sources of data will be used to evidence the changes? What evidence have you collected so far?

1. An audit of the change in artefacts brought forward as part of programme approval  - both in terms of the media used and degree to which design process is captured.

2. An audit of the network traffic associated with the provision of the one-stop-shop.

3. An audit of the reported change in stakeholder engagement as it relates to curriculum design.

4. An audit of the production and availability of server based definitive documentation and media as it relates to curriculum design and programme approval.


We are not yet at a stage where we have deployed these systems and so cannot report any evidence at this point.

It may help to share the critical success outlined in our Project Initiation Document, which expands on some of the measures outline above:

1a.	At least ten course teams, with coverage across all six faculties, will have generated redesign evidence using a variety of media and have represented this data, along with definitive course documentation, in an electronic format for the purposes of programme approval.

1b.	At the point of evaluation, agents who have a role in conferring approval upon those programmes included within the project sample provide an evaluation of the representation model used to describe each programme and the associated account of the design process.

2a. i. Programme data relating to: progression and retention statistics; module and programme evaluations; external examiners’ reports; and admissions data are more readily available to University staff.

ii.	 Regularly updated marketing information related to the institution’s existing and potential programmes is available to the programme team.

iii. Regularly updated student experience information derived from narrative accounts is available to the programme team.

iv. At the point of evaluation, staff responsible for designing the academic programmes within the sample report state that they have usable access to the information on offer.

3a. Programme teams responsible for the design of the programmes in the sample use Moodle and/or Mahara and/or SharePoint to facilitate and collate online discussions relating to the programme designs within the sample.

3b. At the point of evaluation all academic, learner support, library and learning resources staff, external examiners, placement partners, and representatives of Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies confirm that they have had access to opportunities to contribute to programme design.

4a. Only server based (not locally based) definitive descriptive documentation is accepted for the purposes of programme approval.

4b. All definitive descriptive documentation exists in XML format.

4c.	i. At the point of evaluation, agents who have a role in conferring approval upon those programmes included within the project sample indicate that they were offered electronic versions of all media relating to the design of the programme under scrutiny.

ii. Prior to initial appraisal of the programmes that form part of the project sample, all agents responsible for the conferment of approval upon programmes report that they have been fully briefed on how to access and interrogate the descriptive documentation and media offered as an account of the programme design process.

Outline any emerging outcomes or lessons that have been learned during this reporting period that could be passed on to other projects. Please identify those that could be passed on to other projects, and those that are confidential and require further discussion as to how they could be used to help others. Also outline any new ideas or opportunities that have emerged.

Stakeholder engagement:

Stakeholder engagement is not well understood across the institution and in relation to the ‘Ladder of Engagement’ model: the ‘consult’ level appears to be the highest level to which people aspire. This is particularly true of the student population who have reported to being very satisfied with their level of engagement in curriculum design at the ‘consult’ level. We have noted the low aspirations all involved in curriculum design have of the potential of stakeholder engagement.

Catalysing engagement to the levels described on the ‘Ladder of Engagement’ model as ‘involve’ and ‘collaborate’ will require some work to re-frame notions of engagement. Current practice in the University seldom leads to anything above ‘consult’ and where ‘consultation’ takes place it is cited as effective practice.

We believe that prerequisite work to challenge notions and expectations of stakeholder engagement is necessary before we can move ahead to develop new curriculum design workflows.

Focus of design activity:

Much of the work related to curriculum design is in the service of the production of definitive documentation. This documentation is primarily written for an approval panel audience and programme teams feel that much of their investment in producing such documentation has limited value outside of the specific context of programme approval.

Programme teams report that this focus on the products of curriculum design rather than the process of curriculum design distracts activity away from rich team discourse and innovative solutions to curriculum design challenges.

In summary our approval practices tend to stifle innovation and require a documentary overhead that is perceived by staff as being disproportionate to its value.

Use of software environments to host artefacts of curriculum design processes:

Although Mahara seems to be a good candidate for the hosting of multimedia artefacts for the purposes of representing curriculum design activity; some frustrations do exist. Mahara doesn’t currently support the upload and ‘in-interface’ unpacking of .zip files; this means that artefacts need to be uploaded one at a time. We had intended to publish our ‘baseline’ multimedia review on the T-SPARC Mahara site but the need to manually recreate the file structure made this unrealistic. In the end, the review was placed on a Moodle site, which does support ‘in-interface’ .zip extraction.

Section Five – Communication and Dissemination Activities

We have reviewed and tested a variety of tools to communicate with stakeholders including blogs, Twitter, Ning, YouTube, Moodle and Mahara. Our selection from the tools available has been informed by our piloting / experience with each of these.

The tools we currently use to disseminate our project are:

· A WordPress Blog
· Twitter
· Moodle (currently limited to hosting our ‘baseline’ review)
· Mahara (currently limited to hosting the multimedia content embedded in our ‘baseline’ review)
· YouTube

A link to the T-SPARC blog can be found at:

http://blogs.test.bcu.ac.uk/tsparc/

Our blog was set up in August 2009 and drew upon the existing practice of other project teams in our cluster (Design Cluster B) of using this method of dissemination as a channel of communication offering ongoing commentary of an informal nature. From the blog we also have links to our other communication channels: Mahara, Moodle, YouTube and our live Twitter Feed. 

Twitter has been used fairly extensively by all of the projects in Cluster B and serves as a useful ongoing thread, which often catalyses discussions through other means. As ever, Twitter has been a great way to stream impressions of conferences to people who were not in the delegation. The T-SPARC Twitter feed can be found here: 

http://twitter.com/TSPARC_BCU

A YouTube channel for the T-SPARC project was set up in advance of the October Programme meeting. A direct link can be found here:

http://www.youtube.com/user/TSPARC

Outline any publicity the project received during the reporting period.

At the time of writing, our Cluster has had two conference workshop proposals accepted, ‘Herding Cats? Engaging Stakeholders in Complex Institutional Change Projects’ ALT-C, September 2009 and ‘The CAMEL Trail’ SEDA Spring Conference, May 2007. Our workshop at ALT-C which offered a reflection on our Cluster’s experiences of engaging stakeholders by providing our ‘top ten tips for stakeholder engagement’ was well received. 

The SEDA workshop will consider the operation of the Cluster group as a community of practice, reflecting on the CAMEL format and its relevance for other HE projects.
 

Section Six – Evaluation

Provide brief details of progress to date in terms of the development and implementation of the project evaluation plan, including what you feel has worked, what has not, and any aspects you have changed.

In the evaluation plan we proposed in our Project Initiation Document, we identified the following foci for evaluation:

1. The functionality of systems, both technical and organisational, which support the curriculum design process from proposal to approval.

2. Stakeholder perception of the utility of the systems we introduce.

3. Efficiency and effectiveness measures yet to be determined. We are making a conscious, informed decision to allow stakeholders to define some of the foci for evaluation. These will emerge from the review / collaborative design & ‘product specification’ work.

Much of our work so far has been about review of existing systems and the installation of some of the technical systems with which we hope to support curriculum design. To date, we have had little activity in terms of using those systems in such roles.

We have used Microsoft’s SharePoint as a repository for documentary artefacts for the purpose of programme approval and we have used Moodle to support curriculum design activity but these technologies have not been fully used in their planned mode as yet and thus evaluation of their use is yet to take place.

Through our ‘baseline’ review, we have collected some narrative type data on the types of technologies that have been used to support curriculum design and these have been such things as shared drives, track changes in documents and email correspondence for the purposes of sharing documents and facilitating some online conversations.

Please outline the key evaluation activities you will undertake in the next 6 month period. Please tell us briefly, the rationale/purpose for activity, planned method, participants, and timing. 

In the next six months we will conduct a more thorough evaluation of communication practice as it relates to curriculum design and work with our stakeholders to develop ways in which technology can play a part in making curriculum design workflows more effective and more efficient. The purpose of this evaluation activity will be to begin to develop ‘product specifications’ in the form of technology supported workflows and so generate work packages for the delivery and piloting of these processes.

Section Seven – Issue and Challenges

Report on issues or problems that are impacting on the development and implementation of the project. Detail what impact any issues may have on the achievement of project targets, and set out how you plan to tackle these issues.

We have been steered externally by the JISC and internally by project management and audit teams towards a Prince 2 project management methodology. Although this methodology is effective in getting project teams to tightly define, plan and sequence each stage of a project, it is predicated on the assumption that full project specifications are known. With our project, so much is dependent on the emergent needs of stakeholders that forward planning beyond that required to facilitate stakeholder engagement is not really possible. We contend that being perceived by stakeholders to be making plans in advance of robust stakeholder engagement would undermine just such activity.

Although a ‘sliding window’ approach to project management may seem to be appropriate on paper, the practicalities of issuing authentic reports within the expectations of orthodox reporting frameworks is challenging. An attempt to do so, especially within the context of being subject to a monitoring remit, runs the risk of undertaking work which adds little value to the project and at times diverts resource away from making tangible progress.

The opportunity cost of engaging in meeting the needs and wishes of the JISC with respect to project reporting is substantial. On many occasions the project team have had to divert their efforts away from trying to deliver the aims of the project towards writing documents for the purpose of project monitoring. This is especially frustrating when the documentary artefacts so produced feed into an orthodox project management methodology which is not a good fit for this project. Specific areas of perceived difficulty mainly relate to the Project Initiation Document and associated sub-documents such as work packages and overly constrained evaluation and quality plans.

Although conversations with representatives of the JISC and others involved in the programme indicate there is support for a project philosophy which values emergence of focus from stakeholder engagement, this support is not well reflected in the templates and documentation that project teams are required to produce. Although we acknowledge that some standardisation of common reporting is required for synthesis and evaluation, we wish to highlight the impact this has had on project efficiency and on the authenticity of the documentation so produced.

In terms of evaluating this project, a similar tension exists; orthodox evaluation methods which seek to make baseline measures against which ‘success’ of a project can be assessed at a later point are not well aligned with a project philosophy which embraces an emergent agenda. Additionally, our project operates within a wider context of change to curriculum design practice thus making attribution of progress to the T-SPARC project unrealistic.

We will continue to pursue discussions with internal advocates for orthodox project management methodologies and the JISC about how we might work within required parameters while serving the needs of the project.

What strategies have you found useful for engaging stakeholders at this stage of the project?

Our strategy for involving stakeholders in our project so far has been to not explicitly push a T-SPARC agenda. Since the RoLEx initiative has a focus on curriculum design, we have instead chosen to work through established mechanisms under a RoLEx heading, highlighting how the T-SPARC project can help with particular issues as they become apparent. The project team have, as a consequence of this strategy, been acting as advocates for technology supported curriculum design processes in a variety of arenas including the Learning and Teaching Committee, the working group for the redesign of the review and approval mechanisms, the working group for the Learning Community initiative and the RoLEx project board.

We have used (and continue to use) our adaptation of the Ladder of Engagement model to inform and sequence our engagement with stakeholders. We find this model to be of particular use as a tool to getting stakeholders to rethink their conceptions of and aspirations for stakeholder engagement.

Section eight - Collaboration and Support

Briefly summarise contact with the programme manager, critical friends and support team, formal or informal links with other projects, programme-related activities, and ways in which you have been able to influence the development of the programme.

JISC programme manager and support team:

We have received a good deal of support and recognition for our work from the programme manager and support team. We have been particularly grateful for the flexibility which has allowed us to offer a less conventional ‘baseline’ review and for the flexibility in reporting deadlines where this has been necessary. All conversations with the agencies associated with JISC have been very supportive and useful.

Curriculum Design Cluster B:

The project team have sought primarily to collaborate with project teams from Cluster B members and Stephen Brown, the Cluster’s critical friend. Each institution within the Cluster agreed to host a meeting in the CAMEL format and meetings have taken place to date at City University, the University of Cambridge and the University of Cardiff. We have found these meetings offer a valuable opportunity to assess our own project’s progress, to share our successes and challenges and to develop collaborations with other Cluster members.

At the very start of Cluster activities Stephen Brown emphasised the importance of all cluster members attending for the meeting and social aspects of the two-day event. The collegial atmosphere that this format created has been very important in the quick generation of effective working relationships. Cluster members discuss things frankly and openly, share successes and develop conference proposals and presentations collaboratively.
 
As a Cluster we have taken a themed approach to our CAMEL meetings with themes being decided collectively by the Cluster group members in line with priorities and areas of interest. Our first event hosted by City University focussed upon ‘stakeholder engagement’, in which we considered our approaches to engagement on a project by project basis. This led to the collaborative Cluster submission to presentation for ALT-C in September 2009.

Our second meeting at the University of Cambridge focused primarily on change management. Clive Alderson from JISC CETIS ran the Change Management simulation for the group which we found valuable in developing thinking about our approach to the complex process of institutional change.

Our most recent meeting at the University of Cardiff focused on evaluation and on inclusive design. Katya Hosking, Inclusive Curriculum Officer from the University of Cardiff provided an interesting session. Overall, all of the CAMEL meetings have provided a useful focus on areas of specific interest within an environment in which thoughts and ideas can be explored openly and constructively.  

Programme meetings:

Programme meetings have been particularly valuable for cross-cluster dissemination where opportunities for exploring synergies with other projects could be exploited – although our project is grouped into Cluster B, we have always sat on a cusp (in terms of focus) between Cluster B and Cluster C. Cluster C’s focus on representations of curricula are of great interest to us.

Although we have found the exposure to the Curriculum Delivery projects to be less directly relevant to our work, meeting the people involved has been valuable and potential collaborations on areas of interest outside of the project briefs have already emerged. This is most welcome and certainly adds value to the programme meetings.
   
In terms of suggestions for future programme meetings, presentations from project teams might work well – those who presented at ALT-C made a very good contribution; hearing from external experts would also be welcomed, particularly from those who might talk to a QA / QE agenda from a QAA perspective.
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