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Building Scenarios Exercise 14/12/04

All the students considered under this exercise are part time. Application and registration information does not come via UCAS, but is produced by a combination of staff based at University College Worcester or its partner colleges. There is no e-portfolio development currently underway, though UCW does use a paper-based student profile, which is voluntary.
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The policy and practice context in which the scenario was developed

The emphasis for the development of UCW Foundation Degrees has resulted in the forging of new partnerships with local F.E colleges. In developing these partnerships, the institutions have had to take stock of current partnership agreements, course contracts, roles and responsibilities and general communication mechanisms.

Entry of student details onto the UCW student record system is a pre-requisite for all online services. There have been substantial challenges in identifying the sequence of events that lead to entry of the student information. In particular, the data needs to be comprehensive, accessible, and timely.

The current registry process between the main institute and its partner colleges has arrived at its present status through evolution over many years, and has been heavily reliant on personal contact between course managers and UCW registry staff and link tutors. In the past, this (essentially manual) system has been used by partner colleges to administer HND and other University status qualifications, such as B.A. Ed Continuing Professional Modules. This process is not clearly defined and there is inconsistency (or flexibility!) within registration processes for collaborative courses. The process involves unnecessary paper trails, duplication of effort and inefficiencies (particularly student communication with administrators and course managers); this project is taking steps to identify and recommend changes. 

One challenge for the institution is whether to set more formal, prescriptive procedures and processes for registration; or continue with a more flexible approach, which perhaps more easily matches and responds to the different management systems within institutions. Certainly, partner agreements need to appreciate the difficulties of implementation, both at technical and human levels.

The link between Registry and ILS is a critical one, though currently electronic transfers between them are not automatic 

and are reliant upon one member of staff. Academic staff and students would like induction processes at the main institute to be considered as part of Registration, as often students had not registered (as main institute students) prior to this induction event!  This is at odds to the service departments that wish to keep their operations discrete from each other, and leads to difficulties in cross-functional project management and process review. The benefits and requirements of accessibility to ICT accounts have acted as both carrot and stick to the students and those staff tasked with teaching and supporting them. Access to these accounts requires registration process to have been completed.
There is a growing user demand to increase the level of electronic processes and integration of systems within the MLE, 

though this desire is not necessarily shared by all the service areas. Challenges relating to better integration are not 

necessarily technical or financially driven, but organisational.
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The Scenario

The course manager is the central figure in the registration processes (at the partner college end). Administration of student information is not focused through central agencies such as MIS, but is dealt with at a subject level at the partner institutions. Indeed the course managers “push” information to the service areas, supplying information to Finance, MIS and Learning Support sections.  This level of administrative workload is not sustainable, and inevitably leads to tension during registration stages. The course managers have however been a useful source of information to establish the main difficulties inherent within the registration process. One crucial issue came to light, the lack of clarity of individuals’ responsibilities in the process; and when responsibilities were recognised, a lack of time for course managers or commitment from senior management to allow the work to be done. The students therefore experienced difficulties in registering and subsequent delays and problems in being provided with ICT facilities and accounts, and support. 

The main institute had no knowledge of the enrolled students until the course manger presented (UCW) Registry with their names at the beginning of the term.  

In identifying the difficulties; course managers, main institute registration staff and students were consulted to make recommendations for change.

The same narrative told from the perspectives of different actors.

	Perspective 1
	
	Perspective 2
	
	 Perspective 3

	Registration process -New Students views on process

The process was explained on an open day and it was easy to follow. Difficulties however with passwords for some ILT services such as Athens were not easy to obtain, and the open day event at the main institute was too late in the term to be of benefit. A lot of forms required the same information to be repeated. The information links between the two institutes are not consistent. The main institute does not inform partner college about my communications and the course tutor has had to follow up inquires. A transfer of information needs to be more direct.

The process became confusing I am not sure who is responsible for what e.g. Athens account –which person do I see?

Assumptions of IT skills meant that it was difficult to use some of the processes.


	A
	Main institute Registry’s views

The process was more defined this year, and students were in the system promptly in September. Unsure of Partner College requirements for induction as part of the registration process. Partner college did not request an induction event.

We hold the student information at main institute. Partner colleges need to approach appropriate staff at the main institute for information. Partner College knowledge of these staff is vague. Part time course registration processes differ greatly between UCW-based students and partner college students.
	A
	Course Manager’s views 

The 2nd cohort was easier to deal with as mistakes in the first year had been identified and students had been give clear guidance on procedures. The process of registration is still paper based at this stage and lengthy. Induction event was not well organised due to misunderstandings of who should organise the event at the main institute.

Roles and responsibilities need defining. Course manager not sure of processes in place, and which staff to go to for advice and information. 

Access to information requires a telephone call or email. No direct links to information means some students did not register (without course manager being aware of it) . MIS at partnership colleges does not link its systems with main institute. Within partner colleges, difficulties with MIS mean course managers have responsibilities for updating MIS. 

MIS does not drive the trail or audit of information. 


Perspective 1 commentary

It is clear that the students do not discern much difference between registration and induction processes. Indeed the perception of partner college students is that both events are managed and organised by UCW; there is only one opportunity for these events to (simultaneously) take place. The lack of “joined-up” working between the relevant UCW service departments have resulted in a situation where the requirements and expectations of the students are secondary to efficiency and procedure of the discrete service functions.

Lack of feedback on registration processes themselves is perhaps due to their relative lack of involvement in those areas; inefficiencies in getting through various registry stages (particularly cross-institutional components) are largely hidden from them. The impact on the students is apparent when there are delays in accessing ILT accounts (which are triggered by successful registration).

The recommended procedure allows the course manager to be relieved of many of the immediate administrative burdens, bringing in more involvement by central agencies, and direct access to them by the students. Clearly, identification and awareness of individual and service responsibility and authority for various components of the registration process are critical.

Perspective 2 commentary

There were fundamentally different views identified at different levels of the Registry service. Admissions’ staff have been liaising with the (JISC) project staff throughout the project, and have increasingly become aware of the needs and constraints of the course managers based at the partner institutions. They certainly act as “bottlenecks” to inter-institutional communication (which is all phone based). The key areas which would allow acceleration of the registration process are improved/increased dialogue between admissions’ staff and course managers/link tutors. 

Registry managers are less concerned with cross-institutional process, perhaps because improvements in FD/HND student and module information have been only recently achieved, and they are still considered secondary to campus based students (in that existing systems and processes would require modification, with improved links with academic and IT staff necessary to achieve administrative improvements). There is a general feeling that the registration process is quite effective (at odds with other stakeholders), down to the fact that there is not sufficient management involvement/understanding of the current issues. Common to all the service head reactions is a preference for a central coordinating agency that is responsible for the operational registration processes, that is not subject specific, and can provide local guidance and support for all subject areas.

Recommended amendments to the process allow students to have more direct contact with the main institute registry staff. As these staff currently are most aware of the requirements, and have relatively access to link tutors and other key staff, it is possible to remove much of the paper chasing, and inherent delays of decentralised administration, unclear responsibilities, and insufficient allocation of time to achieve the work. The part time registry officer has now replaced the course manager as the central figure in the process. Reinforcement or introduction of the responsibilities and resource to carry out this work is critical to the success of this post.

Perspective 3 Commentary

The course managers are central to student MLE activities. They are not only responsible for teaching (and coordinating teaching for) their students, they are also responsible for administrative and support processes, both at their local institutions and at UCW. They don’t however have sufficient time allocated to carry out this work, and no central services based at their partner institutions to support them. Course managers do not have a common agency to coordinate with at UCW (though formally this job belongs to the link tutor) and therefore have a series of roles communicating with all the UCW service areas and academic colleagues. This scenario is repeated for all course managers at all partner institutions, resulting in unnecessary inconsistency of procedure and response, lack of cohesion between service areas, and a reliance on “personalities” rather than process. Coordinating roles at partner institutions remain unlikely while the number of HE students remains low. At UCW, there has been a growing disparity between process described in handbooks and quality documentation, and the reality on the ground. The responsibilities of link tutors and course managers, the awareness and benefit derived from associate staff access, and the pervading influence of online systems will together force the institution to re-analyse the role of course manager.

Removal of course managers from a “one-stop-shop” role for students has many potential impacts to the registration process. Assuming the registration elements are successfully handed on to central Registry staff, the course managers will be freed up to spend more time on preparation for and support of e-learning systems. The students in turn will be empowered to get direct access and support for systems that they were previous unaware of, or unable to access- without needing to contact the course manager.

The project has identified the critical nature of course manager responsibilities, whereas current priority identified by Registry and AQU staff has been focused on link tutors. Course managers should be encouraged to be central figures to negotiate with, train and support in relation to cross-functional projects relating to their course area, e-learning champions, and representatives for HE-coordinated programmes within their institutions.  There is certainly a need for a central person/agency to coordinate all HE registration activities at each partner institution at operational levels. This person would naturally need to liaise with course managers, MIS staff and other staff involved with HE delivery.

Registration sub-processes for “Building Scenarios” exercise
V

a) Main types of stakeholder

	Stakeholder
	What the stakeholder wants

	P/T Learning Support Foundation Degree students (New)

	A clearly defined process, which has an understandable trail and can be completed electronically. A flow chart or checklist to follow provided by the main institute (that is responsible for the individual processes). 



	P/T Learning Support Foundation Degree students

(Returners)
	A coherent process of re-registration and use of facilities at UCW. This process of re-registration does not involve the partner college. 

All facilities at Partner College are in place up to the point that a student leaves the programme. Course manager has responsibilities to inform Main institute ILS about students’ exit.



	Course managers based at Main institute 
	Opportunities to develop marketing events so that the two institutes can identify and monitor prospective students. In doing so this would provide a basis to develop further events and record students waiting to be registered. 

A coherent system to register and manage students on their courses at partner colleges

Links between systems that allow an up to date list of students. A central communication link (email) for staff and students to review student’s progress in registration so appropriate staff can resolve problems.

Develop systems to provide an appropriate induction at both institutes providing quicker access to ILT services. The role and responsibilities of the link tutor needs to be defined, the link tutor should be involved in planning and assisting with the induction at the main institute.



	Link tutors based at main institute 
	A defined process, which identifies roles and responsibilities within the process of registration, that work outside of main institute. Links with main institute and partner institute. Awareness of processes and those responsible for those processes. Up to date information about student’s status in registration process. Electronic access to this information.

	Course Managers at Partnership colleges 
	Processes based around electronic transfer of information, coordinated by the Main institute. Links between systems that allow an up to date list of students. A central communication link (email) for staff and students to review student’s progress in registration so appropriate staff can resolve problems.

The process needs to work within common time frames to allow colleges to organise events. Perspective 2 suggests a recommended process that needs time frames adding. E.g. students should have an induction at the main institute within so many weeks of course starting: partner colleges should inform the main institute of those students who have been interviewed and accepted by a set date. Perspective 2 sets out main institute requirements; this needs to work within partner time frames. Those responsible for particular actions need identifying.

The role and responsibilities of the link tutor needs to be defined. The link tutor should be involved in planning and assisting with the induction at the main institute.


b) Sub types of stakeholder

	Sub types of stakeholder: -

	Wants: -

	Part/Full time student at Partner college
	A clear and coherent procedure to allow them to register and use ILT resources in order to achieve FDLS award, and develop the skills to carry out their role in schools

	Faculty/Departmental Manager Partnership college

	A defined process that is not heavily paper based. The development of sub committees to review processes. Changes are driven by partnership agreements- these need to take account of processes and not just recommended procedures.

	Course administrator (UCW)


	Access to information electronically for communication and reports.

	Course administrator (Partner college)


	Access to information electronically to assist in student issues. An understanding of current processes and procedures. An opportunity for induction of partnership college staff at main institute to become familiar with main institute processes in order that Partnership college can adapt their processes to make the procedures more effective.

	Finance Department (Partner college)
	A database to draw information -to claim funds from main institute.

	MIS Manager (Partner college) 

	Access to information electronically to assist in funding claims.  Link with main institute in providing information about students at partnership college. This will vary according to the students’ status I.e. UCW registered students or partner college’s student numbers. 

	Receptionist Partnership college 


	Access to information electronically and provide information to student and staff when required. Work as part of the MIS within partner college and link to main institute.

	Librarian (Library and IT Support) (Partner college)

	Access to information electronically, particularly ILT information to assist student with assignment/research work e.g. Passwords 

	Librarian (Library and IT Support)(UCW)
	To query/analyse partner students usage of services

	PT Registry Admissions Officer (UCW)


	A clearly defined process of registration lead by staff at the main institute 



	Head of Registry Services (UCW)
	A consistent process driven by UCW, and coordinated by single agency at partner college (not Course Manager)

	ILS Helpdesk (UCW)
	Partner students can be treated in the same way as other students

	ILS Systems (UCW)

	Once student data is available in the student record system, existing ILS processes will take over. There is little desire or resource to integrate systems cross-institutionally.


V1 A list of other actors 
	Publicity (Marketing) staff
	Links with partner college on shared events. Course Manager manages this process.

A link with main institute recruiting /marketing department to link students who may require an alternative institute.

	StudentRecord system clerk (main institute ID ) SITS 
	Up to date information to generate necessary ILT resources for students to access 

	Enrolment & Induction at PC  (entry into MIS, Library and IT accounts locally)
	Induction at main institute Should be considered as part of registration, as often students had not registered prior to this event!]


V2 Definitions of terms

	Link Tutors 
	Named member of staff from the main institute that facilitates transfer of information, processes and training for partner college staff

	Main Institute
	The university that acts at the validating body to deliver a named course based at a partner institution

	FDLS
	Foundation Degree in Learning Support 

	PC
	Partner College (typically an FE college)

	MIS
	Management Information System
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