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I N F O R M A T I O N     S H E E T

Purpose

The Committee on University Academic Programmes (CUAP) requires the Universities to undertake a follow-up self review of all proposals involving the introduction of new qualifications and major subjects, and to submit copies of the self review reports to CUAP. The process is known as ‘Graduating Year Review’, (GYR) and is intended to assure CUAP that the Universities have carried out their own review of the programmes in question and that the programmes are meeting an acceptable standard of delivery.

The University will normally require a Graduating Year Review report within three years of the graduation of the first cohort of students from a programme. For a three-year bachelor’s degree this will mean Year 6, while for a one-year diploma it will mean Year 4.

CUAP requires universities to conduct formal reviews “involving an appointed convener and also at least one panel member from another disciplinary area”. In a sense, the Graduating Year Review is the final phase of the formal CUAP approval process. The University of Otago has developed processes in response to the new CUAP requirements.

Procedures and Timeframe

Specific steps in the process are the following:

· Quality Advancement Unit and Academic Committees Office contacts PVCs


(January/February of the year of the review being due) to:

a)
inform PVCs of GYRs that need to be reviewed in their Division for that year;

b)
ask PVCs to identify course co-ordinator for each programme;

c)
ask PVCs to identify discipline specialist for each programme (Appendix C p.10 is a separate information sheet and can be provided to potential discipline specialists).  
d)
provide PVCs with a Graduating Year Review template (Appendix A), statistics on the programme and the original proposal considered by CUAP.

· Quality Advancement Unit manages the appointment of review panels (Appendix B) through the Divisional Offices, in consultation with the Academic Committees Office, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Academic and International) and the relevant PVC or nominee (e.g., Dean or Associate Dean etc.) (March/April).

· Course co-ordinator prepares self-review document and provides an electronic copy, in Word, to the Panel Secretary at the Quality Advancement Unit, annabel.rutherford@otago.ac.nz, by 25 May. The Quality Advancement Unit then passes a copy of the self-review document to the appropriate Review Panel.

· Contact details for discipline specialists (and, if external to the University, a brief description of their links with the programme) should also be sent to the Panel Secretary by 25 May.
· Review Panels meet in June/July. Quality Advancement Unit provides secretarial, administrative and financial support for the Review Panels. 

· Review Panels complete GYR Report and provide to Course co-ordinator to correct any errors of fact. Corrected and completed Reports to PVC and Academic Committees by 1 September.

· GYRs considered by relevant Divisional Board at their September meetings. PVC determines whether the programme will continue or not using the PVC’s Assessment Form. PVC sends the PVCs Assesment Form together with the GYR Report to Academic Committees Office by 3rd Friday of September for consideration by BUGS/BoGS.

· GYRs considered by BUGS/BoGS in October. Any necessary amendments as a consequence of consideration at BUGS/BoGS made by CUAP Representative and the Academic Committees Office in consultation with the Chair of the Review Panel and the Course Co-ordinator.

· Academic Committees Office sends GYRs to CUAP, by 1 November.

· Academic Committees Office provides a copy of the review reports together with a report of the outcome of CUAP consideration of GYRs to relevant Course Co-ordinators, with copies to the relevant HoD, PVC and panel convenor. 

· The programme is added to the cycle of internal reviews.

Format of the Reports

CUAP have advised the type of format they wish to receive the reports in. An electronic version of the Template may be downloaded from the Academic Committees website:

http://www.otago.ac.nz/administration/gradyearreview/index.html 

CUAP now requires that we include detailed information regarding enrolment and the distribution of grades. These are asked for in Figure 1 and Figure 2 of the Template. In an effort to reduce the burden on academic staff who are drafting the review reports I have asked the Project Office in Academic Services to provide the information for each programme for which a Graduating Year Review is required. An Excel spreadsheet with this information is included in each information pack. 

Key points to note:

• Reports should be summary statements only and normally no more than four pages long,

• Care should be taken when presenting data so that no individual student can be identified in any part of the report,

• Members of CUAP are entitled to call for copies of all documentation referred to in the reports.

Sanctions

If a University fails to provide a report when requested, CUAP may suspend approval pending receipt of the report. The effect of such a decision would be that no new students could be enrolled in the programme until CUAP lifted the approval suspension on receipt of the report.

CUAP’s Assessment Criteria

In assessing Graduating Year Review reports, CUAP will use the gazetted criteria set out in CUAP’s Functions and Procedures handbook (Section 3. Criteria for course approval and accreditation). Particular attention will be paid in this peer review process to criteria 1 and 2 (Document A). Therefore CUAP will be concerned mainly to verify that:

• it has on its files a full and up-to-date statement of the institution’s own review, monitoring and evaluation procedures,

• that appropriate institutional review processes have been followed to an acceptable standard,

•  that criteria 1 and 2 have been met satisfactorily,

• that the targets stated in the original CUAP proposal have been met and, if not, the University states the actions to be taken.

Results

CUAP may,

1.
(a) accept the review report

(b)
accept the report, with specified changes (which would normally be actioned through a Round One or Round Two proposal) or other comment.

The programme would subsequently be subject to normal external academic audit and

institutional self review processes, but not to further CUAP Graduating Year Review.

2.
Require one further report after a specified time in response to concerns about the programme specified by CUAP.

3.
Establish a review panel to report to CUAP on specified issues. The processes set out on review panels in section 5.4.2 of CUAP’s Functions and Procedures handbook would be followed.

4.
Withdraw approval where there are reasonable grounds for doing so after considering reports generated during either process 2. or process 3. above. The offering institution would be given an opportunity to comment further prior to withdrawal of approval, and the New Zealand Vice- Chancellors’ Committee would be consulted in advance.

The effect of such a decision would be that no new students could be enrolled in the programme. The university concerned and CUAP would negotiate agreed transition arrangements to protect the interests of students already enrolled. The qualification could be reinstated only through successful completion of a fresh Round One or Round Two proposal.

Appendix A
GRADUATING YEAR REVIEW

	Current year
	

	Name of programme
	

	Identifier for the original proposal

(located in the header of the original proposal, eg, 08.UO-00.MAppSci)
	

	Name of self-review coordinator
(please state role or relationship to programme)
	


1.
Programme Statement
 (a)
Description

((i)Provide a brief description of the programme outlining how the programme is structured and relationships with other programmes e.g., shared papers etc.

(ii) comment on how it has been introduced and consolidated)
(b)
Achievement

(i)
(Set out the goals for the programme exactly as stated in the original proposal to CUAP.  If new goals have been developed for this programme please provide these as well and give the year in which they were implemented.  Provide a brief statement on the extent to which the original goals have been achieved.  Refer to later sections of this report for the evidence if convenient.)
(ii)
(Set out the graduate profile for the programme exactly as given in the original proposal to CUAP.  If a new graduate profile has been developed for this programme please provide it as well and give the year in which it was implemented.  Provide a brief statement on the methods that those responsible for the programme intend to use to check that the graduate profile is being achieved (e.g. perceptions of external examiners, formal or informal feedback from employers of graduates of the programme, surveys of graduates’ opinions on the extent to which they have achieved the components of the graduate profile in their professional work).

 (c)
Changes 

 (Mention any significant changes that have been made to the programme since approval, including specification of any changes to regulations).

2.
Review Processes
 (A cover letter accompanying all review reports from the University of Otago will set out the review process. This section should refer to the cover letter but also refer briefly to any review processes that have been applied to the programme by the university, including references to available documentation.  Include comment on the establishment of the evaluation team and the ongoing processes for feedback to the teaching staff.  
(For the Convener of the Review Panel only: provide the names of the Review Panel members and their relevant expertise)).

3.
Review Outcomes

(Summarise the outcomes of the review processes under the following headings)

 (a)
Acceptability
 (Provide a statement of the ongoing acceptability of the programme to the relevant academic, industrial and professional communities, including evidence of ongoing consultation with relevant reference groups.)

 (b)
Assessment procedures and student performance

(Provide a statement on the ongoing appropriateness of methods of assessment including procedures for external assessment.)

(c)
Data
(Provide information on the original student number targets and summary information on the numbers actually enrolling and completing, and students’ results showing trends over the review period. Provide comment on important features of the data.)

Figure 1:  Summary information on numbers enrolling and completing

	Years

(from and including the first)
	Projected numbers
(from original proposal)

	Actual numbers enrolled
	Full-time
	Part-time
	EFTS
	Numbers completed
	With​drawals

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Extend table as required. If more than one qualification create appropriate sections.

Figure 2:  Summary information on the distribution of grades (for final-year courses only)
	Year
	Course code
	No. of students enrolled

	No. of students comp​leted

	A+
	A
	A-
	B+
	B
	B-
	C+
	C
	C-
	Fail
	Grade Point Aver​age*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Extend table as required. If more than one qualification create appropriate sections.

*optional

(d)
Programme evaluation
 (Provide any other information from all formal efforts to evaluate the programme and include a statement of intention for revisions to address any identified shortfall. Include any external reviews and reviews by professional bodies.)

(e)
Continuation or discontinuation
 (A statement indicating whether it is the university’s intention to continue or discontinue the qualification/subject. Where numbers of students enrolling and completing the qualification do not meet the original targets and where the university is continuing the qualification/subject, a summary of other actions to be taken to support that continuation must be included.)

This report should cover no more than 4 pages.

Delete all instructions written in italics like this.
Appendix B

Composition of Review Panel

The composition of the Review Panels that conduct the review and draft the GYR Report should remain somewhat flexible. A Review Panel might review more than one programme especially if there are related programmes due for review. 

The guidelines for Review Panels are as follows:

The Review Panel shall normally consist of three members:

· Chair – has responsibility for the functioning of the panel and oversight of the production of the final report.  This person should be external to the discipline area being reviewed and will normally be a current or recently retired senior academic member of the University.

· Divisional Representative – represents the Division in the process, provides information about how the programme fits within the teaching and research of the Division, provides a strategic Divisional view of the future of the programme, can source further information for the panel from the programme co-ordinator or Division as appropriate.

· Discipline Specialist – provides the panel with a perspective, external to the programme, which can critically suggest how well the programme is meeting its aims and objectives, and contributes to the discipline.  This person should be familiar with the programme and the subject area under review, and may be external to the University. This may be appropriate in cases where there is a practitioner in a professional area relevant to the programme. (See also Appendix C).
Secretarial and Administrative support for the Review Panels will be provided by the Quality Advancement Unit.

Terms of Reference of Review Panels

When reviewing a programme, the Review Panel shall investigate and report on the following aspects:

· Acceptability:



The acceptability of the proposed course to the relevant academic,



industrial professional and other communities in terms of its stated aims


and learning outcomes, nomenclature, content and structure.
· Assessment procedures and student performance:



The ongoing appropriateness of methods of assessment including



 procedures for external assessment.

· Programme Evaluation:


Any additional information about the programme, including the effectiveness of any changes introduced since the original proposal, concerns regarding the enrolment, retention and completion of students, statement on whether academic expectations are being met and the financial viability of the programme. and any proposed changes to deal with current issues.

· Programme Continuation and sustainability:



Recommendation for the continuation or discontinuation of the



programme. 

· Any additional terms of reference relevant to the programme under review.

Appendix C
Graduating Year Reviews
Information for potential Discipline Specialists

Introduction
The Committee on University Academic Programmes (CUAP) requires the Universities to undertake a follow-up self review of all proposals involving the introduction of new qualifications and major subjects, and to submit copies of the self review reports to CUAP. The process is known as ‘Graduating Year Review’, (GYR) and is intended to assure CUAP that the Universities have carried out their own review of the programmes in question and that the programmes are meeting an acceptable standard of delivery.

The University will normally require a Graduating Year Review report within three years of the graduation of the first cohort of students from a programme. For a three-year bachelor’s degree this will mean Year 6, while for a one-year diploma it will mean 
Year 4.

CUAP requires universities to conduct formal reviews “involving an appointed convener and also at least one panel member from another disciplinary area”. In a sense, the Graduating Year Review is the final phase of the formal CUAP approval process. The University of Otago has developed processes in response to the new CUAP requirements.

Procedure

The Review Panel meets in July to consider the Self-Review Report.  This three-member panel is made up of a convenor, a divisional representative and a discipline specialist.  
The role of the discipline specialist:

 

To provide the panel with a perspective, external to the programme, which can critically suggest how well the programme is meeting its aims and objectives, and contributes to the discipline.  This person should be familiar with the programme and the subject area under review, and may be external to the University. This may be appropriate in cases where there is a practitioner in a professional area relevant to the programme.

 

What to expect in terms of time and commitment:

 

· There will be a small amount of preparation required: reading the original proposal, the Self-Review Report and the statistics on enrolments/grades, etc. These documents are usually available in early June.
· The panel meets for approximately one hour – date and time will be confirmed by the Secretary but meetings are normally held in June or July.
· The panel will meet on the Otago campus of the University but teleconference facility will available for those outside of Dunedin.  
· A report (4 pages)  is drafted by the Convenor and you will be asked to read and approve this.  Reports must be completed by mid-August.

· Reports are then submitted to CUAP via the University’s internal approval process.
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