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Executive Summary

This report aims to provide a commentary and critique on the QAA Code of Practice that
HE practitioners look to in the development and management of e-Learning courses. In
2004, when the Code of Practice Section 2: Collaborative provision and flexible and
distributed learning (including e-learning) was first published, e-Learning and its integration
into what many have learned to call blended learning, where not as widespread as they are
now, leading to the mix of contexts in the code which seem an odd combination today.

This QAQE Special Interest Group Steering Group has consulted with it membership and
other interested parties to produce this commentary and critique on the current code.
Consulting through workshops, online through a survey and seminar, the SIG has
attempted to identify opportunities for change in the guidance that might be offered to
practitioners by the QAA in the next generation of guidance on Quality Assurance in Higher
Education.

A new Code of Practice should be at a high level of generality and should strike a balance
between being a policing document, and being a useful aide memoire and guide,
supportive of a QE regime. It should provide precepts which guide HEIls but do not stifle
innovation, supporting HEIs in actively discouraging cultures where the 'lack of access',
'equity’ or 'accessibility' might be used as excuses to stifle innovation or research.

In gathering views from the sector, we have accepted that there will be some differences of
opinion and included some contradictory views, notably on whether there should be a
single code for e-learning or whether e-learning should be woven seamlessly throughout
any and all new codes to be developed in the near future. Essentially, we have resolved
this into the view that there should be a separate Code of Practice for e-learning/TEL,
which embraces its incorporation into all the other codes, as e-learning is no longer a
minority field but an aspect of most courses. We believe that, as with other issues that span
all courses (such as accessibility) that it is worth having a specific code, whilst still
recognising that issues are raised with respect to e-learning in all the other codes. In
summary, there could be three alternatives: a separate e-learning Code of Practice, total
integration of e-learning throughout all other Codes or a separate Teaching and Learning
Code which would incorporate guidance and precepts on e-learning.

QAQE SIG
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1 The Report

1.1 Rationale

The QAA Code of Practice Section 2 (QAA, 2004) was last revised in 2004 and much has
changed since. We wish to examine possible changes to Quality Assurance and Quality
Enhancement (QAQE) arrangements for Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) in light of
changes in technologies and the changing role of e-learning within higher education.

We have consulted widely, though we have not attempted a representative polling of
opinion.
1.2 Aim

To review the QAA Code of Practice Section 2 in order to consider the perceived
usefulness of the Code of Practice.

1.3 Objectives

1 To consider what needs to be included within the QAQE arrangements for TEL in the
future.

1 To identify for stakeholder groups within the broad field of TEL how a revised QAQE
Code of Practice could meet their strategic objectives; and how they could use such a
document.

1 To make recommendations to the QAA/HEA/JISC in relation to the above.
1 To use the commentary to guide the development of a QAQE toolkit for practitioners.

1 To develop, and sustain, sector engagement with QAQE agenda.
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2 Commentary on the Code of Practice, Section 2

21

2.2

Introduction

The QAA Code of Practice, Section 2, Collaborative provision and flexible and distributed
learning (including e-learning) (QAA 2004), provides guidelines for institutions that are of
increasing significance as more HEIs have moved to embed e-learning and to recognise
the potential for distance and transnational programmes enabled and enhanced by learning
technologies. However, there is often a lack of appropriate support for this aspect of
teaching and learning in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). Moreover the guidelines were
published in 2004, and are based on earlier and more specialised experience of learning
technology use outside the mainstream of HE practice. As the use of learning technology
becomes embedded in practice and as HEIs adapt to globalisation and the challenges of
reaching distributed stakeholder groups, both these and more recent innovations in
technology use and the applications of pedagogy need to be considered. The QAQE in e-
Learning SIG provides a focus for this aspect of quality assurance in higher education, and
has had discussions with the QAA regarding a review of Section 2 of the Code of Practice.

Context

THE QAQE in e-Learning SIG is a practitioner-led group aimed at invigorating quality
enhancement practice within higher education in the UK, with an emphasis on the
enhancement of teaching, learning and assessment through technology by:

1 aggregating, sharing and synthesising current and emerging knowledge and practice in
quality enhancement related to the use of technology to enhance learning;

9 building synergies between HEIs and with other external sector agencies;
1 influencing local and national policy.

The group emerged from the Pathfinder Network project 'QAQE in e-learning’, funded by
the JISC/HEA. The network project developed and ran a series of workshops dealing with
quality assurance and quality enhancement in e-learning. There was additional interest
around the theme of quality/quality assurance/quality enhancement and e-learning in other
institutions involved in the Pathfinder projects, and so a somewhat larger group came
together in 2008 to form a Special Interest Group.

The HE sector is moving towards a position where learning technology is embedded within
standard academic practice, yet the implementation of technology enhanced learning (TEL)
generates challenges for organisations in quality assurance (QA). Issues persist in both the
understanding and the appropriateness of QA processes to support TEL, particularly more
innovative use of such technology and insufficient attention to the ways in which technology
can enhance rather than simply augment teaching and learning. These issues can be
exacerbated in transnational and distance learning programmes that may depend on core
learning technologies for their delivery.

Social software, open educational resource repositories, mobile technologies and cloud
computing are examples of the way in which technology developments are continually

challenging established concepts of good practice, demanding an emphasis on ongoing
quality enhancement.

Literature points to four causes of differences between face to face and distance e-learning
courses: disaggregation of processes, distributed teams, distant location of students, and
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openness to review of materials (Jara and Mellar, 2007). There is also a tension between
QA and QE. Raban argues that QA tends to inhibit frank reporting, promotes incremental
improvement of academic practice, discourages risk taking and takes a retrospective
approach to quality management. In contrast, QE encourages and requires frank reporting,
facilitates transformational change, supports and manages risk-taking and provides
prospective approaches to quality management (Raban, 2009). In the international HE
context, the potential economies of scale afforded by distance e-learning are poorly
understood outside of the specialist distance learning institutions and this therefore impacts
on institutional decisions about quality.

The consultation process began with an online survey initiated in January 2010 7 see
Appendix Section 5.1. During this period two face-to-face workshops were run, one at the
Institute of Education in London on February 5th 2010 and one at the Higher Education
Academy in York on February 19th 2010. The outcomes of these workshops can be found
in Appendix Section 5.2

Section 3 of this commentary sets out general approaches regarding the nature of future
guidance that might be provided. We have taken as a structure for this commentary the
seven headings identified in the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher
Education, 2005, Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher
Education' In Section 4 we present specific points collected during our consultation process
organised by these headings, with a specific e-learning perspective.

ES1 Policy and procedures for quality assurance

Institutions should have a policy and associated procedures for the assurance of the quality
and standards of their programmes and awards. They should also commit themselves
explicitly to the development of a culture which recognises the importance of quality, and
quality assurance, in their work. To achieve this, institutions should develop and implement
a strategy for the continuous enhancement of quality. The strategy, policy and procedures
should have a formal status and be publicly available. They should also include a role for
students and other stakeholders.

ES2 Approval, monitoring and periodic review of programmes and awards
Institutions should have formal mechanisms for the approval, periodic review and
monitoring of their programmes and awards.

ES3 Assessment of students
Students should be assessed using published criteria, regulations and procedures which
are applied consistently.

ES4 Quality assurance of teaching staff

Institutions should have ways of satisfying themselves that staff involved with the teaching
of students are qualified and competent to do so. They should be available to those
undertaking external reviews, and commented upon in reports.

! European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, 2005, Standards and Guidelines
for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area Finland: Helsinki, p. 6.
http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/Docs/00-Main_doc/050221_ENQA_report.pdf
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ES5 Learning resources and student support

Institutions should ensure that the resources available for the support of student learning
are adequate and appropriate for each programme offered.

ES6 Information systems

Institutions should ensure that they collect, analyse and use relevant information for the
effective management of their programmes of study and other activities.

ES7 Public information

Institutions should regularly publish up to date, impartial and objective information, both
quantitative and qualitative, about the programmes and awards they are offering.

3 Generic guidance for internal quality assurance within higher education

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

institutions

The general area we are concerned with uses a wide range of terms which are not always
clearly defined (e.g. collaborative learning, flexible learning, distributed, learning distance
learning, e-learning, and technology enhanced learning). It may be that it is not always
possible to give clear definitions in this rapidly-changing field, but it is important to try to
delineate clearly what is being discussed, and not to make assumptions about shared
understandings of these terms.

Respondents felt that the language within a revised Code of Practice should be sufficiently
broad to remain current as technology develops. There was a plea to make the code
readable and reader-friendly, making use of plain English. Some respondents felt that the
way that the document is phrased at the moment implies a 'delivery’ model of e-learning
and this should be reviewed.

Section 2 of the current Code of Practice is concerned with collaborative provision on the
one hand and flexible and distributed learning (including e-learning) on the other. There
was a general consensus that the combination of collaborative provision and flexible and
distributed learning (including e-learning) in the existing code of practice caused more
confusion for teaching staff than it resolved. It was felt that staff with little experience find it
difficult to extract the information they may need. It is very specific in some sections (which
dates it) and then in other areas too vague to be of real use. This articulation is no longer
appropriate and so there should be separate (probably shorter) codes of practice to provide
specific guidance.

There was widespread agreement with this proposition for a shorter, separate code in the
consultation process, though it was also recognized that the quality assurance of e-learning
programmes raised particular concerns if the programmes were also being delivered in a
collaborative or franchised arrangement.
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3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

There should be a separate Code of Practice for e-learning/TEL, which embraces its
incorporation into all the other codes, as e-learning is no longer a minority field but an
aspect of most courses. We believe that, as with other issues that span all courses (such
as accessibility) that it is worth having a specific code, whilst still recognising that issues are
raised with respect to e-learning in all the other codes.

In the consultation process respondents were asked about their present practice. There
was little evidence that the quality of e-learning is evaluated separately from the evaluation
of face-to-face delivery. Some HElIs are concerned about this and are considering ways of
changing how they evaluate online teaching. Some HEIs apply a checklist of additional
criteria for e-learning during the validation process, while some HEIs have e-learning
embedded within Learning, Teaching and Assessment strategies or have Institutional
Values/Key Performance Indicators indicating minimum requirements. A number of those
asked reported that they typically do not have different requirements for addressing the
quality of e-learning though exceptions to this arose if a programme was being delivered
entirely at a distance. In this case, typically, conditions would be applied at the programme
approval (validation) event. Most of these conditions would relate to the issue of student
support and some to the appropriate design of the programme for delivery online. In some
cases, validation panels require to see a whole module before approval. Some HEIs have
staged approval processes, including examples of pilot approval for one year. However, it
was recognised that this approach may be unfeasible where professional body approval is
required.

During the consultation process the question was frequently asked that if e-learning is really
embedded in modern teaching, is there a need for a separate Code of Practice, and should
it not just be considered to be part of good teaching? While many supported this view, it
was countered by the view, also widely-held, that development and evolution of e-learning
in practice will fade into the background if its role is not made explicit. On balance it is the
judgment of the authors of this report that there remains a need (at least in the medium
term) for a separate Code of Practice; however, the majority of those responding to the
questionnaire disagreed with this proposition.

There was a widespread opinion that if a separate Code of Practice for e-learning existed
that discussion of e-learning should also be integrated within the other codes of practice.
There was widespread agreement that the present Code of Practice did not recognize the
range of ways in which technology supported learning in present day practice, and most
particularly ignored on-campus blended provision, and work based learning. There needs to
be greater clarity about where certain types of delivery posed particular issues.

Rather than having a Code of Practice relating to e-learning, the majority opinion of those
consulted supported the development of a new Code of Practice for learning and teaching,
which would raise the questions that need to be asked, independent of the method of
delivery. It was felt that boundaries between different forms of teaching are now weaker
than they used to be, and that e-learning should now be used by all teachers. A learning
and teaching Code of Practice might include a number of related issues where e-learning
now plays a key role e.g.

1 Plagiarism
9 Student support
9 Accessibility
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

Authentication

Procedural information
Feedback from students
Feedback from assessment
Diversity

Fitness for purpose (for students, tutors)

=A =/ =4 =4 -4 -4 =4

Intellectual Property Rights (IPR), re-use, user generated content
1 Technical issues

The Code of Practice should be at a high level of generality: it was generally recognised
that the code of practice should not be too prescriptive at the detail level, but should not be
so general as to be of little help to practitioners.

The Code of Practice should strike a balance between being a policing document, and
being a useful aide memoire and guide, supportive of a QE regime. One respondent felt
that the present document was overly long, and suggested having a longer detailed version
while also having a simpler set of guidelines to help staff preparing such courses.

The Code of Practice should provide precepts which guide HEIs but do not stifle innovation,
supporting HEIs in actively discouraging cultures where the 'lack of access', 'equity' or
'accessibility’ might be used as excuses to stifle innovation or research.

A number of respondents felt that rapid changes in technology need to be catered for, and
that it might be appropriate for the Code of Practice to be more frequently reviewed than
other Codes of Practice, reflecting these rapid changes.

In summary, there could be three alternatives: a separate e-learning Code of Practice, total
integration of e-learning throughout all other Codes or a separate Teaching and Learning
Code which would incorporate guidance and precepts on e-learning.
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4 Specific points for internal quality assurance within higher education
institutions

4.1 ES1 Policy and procedures for quality assurance

4.1.1 The Code of Practice should align with other schemes for quality assurance for e-learning
evolving as part of the Bologna process and more generally internationally.

4.1.2 The Code of Practice should provide precepts relating to involvement/consultation with
stakeholder groups (e.g. students, employers, alumni).

4.1.3 Concern was expressed over who within an HEI has responsibility for QAQE, since many
teams may be involved. This may be particularly problematic when considering internal-
versus external-hosting and when considering technical issues, pedagogic issues and
IPR. Improved communications within organizations, such as formal arrangements for
academics to be represented on IT committees and IT interests being represented on
academic panels may provide the best solution to this. The code of practice should ask
that the HEI demonstrate at institutional level some visible degree of coordination and
communication among the relevant stake-holders regarding e-learning.

4.1.4 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to strategic alignment within
institutions. Faculty/School strategic educational objectives implemented at the
programme level in relationtoe-l ear ni ng need t o teategicieducationdl h t he HEI
objectives.

415 TheCode of Practice should provide a precept relati
Strategies in relation to e-learning e.g. Education, IT and Estates and the updating of
these strategies as technological changes occur.

4.1.6 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the management of risks
associated with innovation. E-learning usually entails institutions assuming risks involved
in this type of innovation. Institutions need to manage risks (rather than eliminate them).
The Code of Practice should, in this sense, be helping and supporting HEls in managing
the risks involved in the implementation ofe-l ear ni ng, l aying out guidelin:d
protection.

4.1.7 A triage approach to risk was suggested, in that when a novel/untried technology is being
used, more attention is given or more monitoring procedures are put in place.
Accountability for the new technology should also be appropriately apportioned and at the
point of validation there should be evidence of forward planning linked to technology
enhanced learning. It was felt that innovation and creativity can be stifled because the
implications of failure may be so punitive that some staff are reluctant to change their
accepted practice. Safe environments are required where new approaches can be tried
and thoroughly evaluated before becoming established.

4.1.8 It was also argued that the slow nature of quality assurance processes (i.e. the length of
the review cycle and professional body requirements) is not synchronised with the speed
of development of educational technologies, and this can also lead to the inhibition of
innovation.
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4.1.9 Care should be taken in the wording of precepts to avoid the perception that activities are
driven from a technology point-of-view, rather than a student learning perspective.

4.1.10 There was some concern that when explicit references to e-learning are made within
quality assurance documentation, the questions often relate more to IT issues than
learning issues.

4.1.11 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the development and
integration of digital literacy into education strategies.

4.1.12 The Code of Practice should include materials that provide support for the quality
enhancement of e-learning: a surprising number of comments in the consultation process
related to the provision of support for the quality enhancement of e-learning. Some of the
suggestions were:

1 Revisable guidance on the effective use of e-learning written by practitioners in the
field.

1 Case studies of good practice, including the use of student knowledge, communities of
practice and advice from external agencies.

Subject / discipline-specific approaches to e-learning.
Horizon scanning i bringing together resources on the changing context of learning.
Guidance on institutional support (resource support).

Guidance on how institutional standards are set.

=A =A =4 -4 =4

Guidance for staff and students about their responsibilities regarding online learning
and teaching practices.

Guidance on the understanding and management of student expectations,
Guidance on whose role it is to provide specific support/training.
Guidance about staff development for e-learning

Guidance on ethical challenges of different learning modes.

Disability guidelines.

Guidance on digitization, copyright and IPR.

=A =/ =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

Guidance on cheat-sites and plagiarism.

4.2 ES2 Approval, monitoring and periodic review of programmes and
awards
4.2.1 Learning outcomes i the Code of Practice should contain a precept relating to the

equivalence of learning outcomes when considering different modes of study. A number
of related concerns about learning outcomes were expressed in the consultation:

1 Ensuring parity of opportunity for online students to have a university experience rather
than just a programme experience.

1 The learning goals of each mode of delivery are clearly identified and articulated to the
students.
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422

4.2.3

424

425

4.2.6

4.2.7

4238

429

1 E-learning should not lead to learning outcomes different from an identical course
delivered by traditional, face-to-face learning.

There should be precepts related to the monitoring of e-learning courses. It was argued
that there should be a consideration of e-learning quality throughout the complete learning
cycle. Examples of monitoring mentioned included: usage data; student satisfaction; and
staff student consultation groups. It was suggested that HEIs be asked to provide
evidence of reviews of e-learning systems, technology and approaches etc. There was
also a suggestion that evidence of the impact of the effectiveness of e-learning on the
students should be included in these reviews.

It was suggested that there was a need to quality assure content, and how this is used
with students in teaching in order to address diverse student needs.

Validation considerations i there should be a precept relating to the quantity and nature
of the materials that should be provided for in course approval events and acceptable
styles of delivery during validation events: should there be fully-functional on-line
provision available for complete modules/units, for example?

Comments in the consultation included a requirement that HEIs should make explicit
within validation processes the opportunities of e-learning within a programme and the
institutional resources available for e-learning. Other comments related to the need for
examination of the quality of course design for online learning

A number of institutions make use of students in the course design process in: the early
stages of development; piloting; reviewing. The Code of Practice should provide a precept
relating to the extent and nature of the involvement of students in designing TEL courses.

The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the role of the External
Examiner and in particular the possibilities opened up by e-learning programmes for
External Examiners to provide guidance and pick up on problems earlier than might
otherwise be the case, undertaking both a QA and a QE role.

There should be a precept relating to staff development in the use of technology
enhanced learning

There was significant support for the idea that staff development should be a significant
aspect of quality assurance. Academic staff need guidance as to what an effective e-
learning programme would look like to counteract a perception by some inexperienced
staff that what worked for them in a face-to-face scenario, would also work equally well
on-line.

4.2.10 Staff need evidence of what is and what is not effective practice in e-learning derived from

different perspectives e.g. the student, the staff, and the institution. HEIs might be
encouraged to create on-line fora for staff to discuss and encourage innovation and
evaluation in learning and teaching, especially around e-learning.

4.2.11 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to embedding evaluation within

courses (not just end of course questionnaires).

4.3 ES3 Assessment of students

4.3.1

43.2

The Code of Practice should provide a precept regarding the updating of HEI assessment
policies to address innovative assessment methods.

There was considerable agreement that there are important issues associated with
assessment. These are particularly associated with the advancing rate of development
of technology and the ongoing impact this has on how things are taught and assessed.
To manage this, it was suggested that there could be more focus on the learning
outcomes as this may be more stable and easier to measure.
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4.3.3 Other issues that were identified included: verification of the student identity; system
reliability, robustness and sustainability. It should be recommended that the following
items are checked before e-assessment could be safely and reliably used:

1 robust systems which include back-up procedures;

1 stability and bandwidth for off-campus access;

security of the network from both internal and external unauthorised access;
uniformity with different browsers and PCs;

testing of the system prior to use to ensure functionality;

the IT skills of the students;

=A =4 =42 -4 -4

timing, particularly with respect to large number of students accessing the assessment

at the same time in different locations. Some of the new e-learning tools may require

new assessment formats and sometimes the technologies and the implications of

these types of assessment arendt understood by a

4.3.4 There also should be some guidance about the use of cloud services for delivery and
assessment.

4.3.5 Plagiarism i although plagiarism is a widespread issue in Higher Education, given the
ease with which students can find material online, either paid for or simply copied and
pasted, there should be a precept in the Code of Practice relating to plagiarism with
special reference to e-learning and collaborative learning.

4.4 ES4 Quality assurance of teaching staff

4.4.1 A key aspect in the QA of teaching staff is associated with development and support for
change management as institutions work to accommodate technological change and its
impact on teaching and learning. This is particularly important in the areas of

9 curriculum design;

1 student support systems;

1 digital literacy of staff;

1 pedagogical approaches to the effective use of e-learning and e-assessment.

4.4.2 The code should encourage HEIs to provide evidence of appropriate staff development
for all staff having a role in supporting e-learning, including academic, support and
technical roles. The evidence of what is and what is not effective practice in e-learning
should be included as part of staff development and this evidence should be derived from
different perspectives e.g. the student, the staff, the institution. It was felt that the code
should address the effective use of rapidly changing teaching tools and the moral and
ethical implications of the ownership of tools by external bodies outside of the control of
the university (e.g. Facebook, Google Docs). The technical issues of usability,
accessibility, reliability, robustness and tool navigation need to be addressed in staff
development and the code should encourage the use of pilots for testing different
approaches and uses of e-learning in a programme.

4.4.3 The code should highlight within its guidance on staff development the acknowledgement
of the length of time that it takes to develop and support good e-learning.

4.4.4 Questions were also raised around staff expertise and how the code could provide
gui dance around the problems that can arise when
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that HEIs should put processes in place to develop expertise and enable people to fulfil
specific roles, with staff development programmes such as PG Certificates in Academic
Practice or Continuing Professional Development (CPD). These should contain guidance
on the effective use of e-learning, including specific reference to staff appointment,
induction and development with regard to e-learning in recognition that e-learning requires
additional skills and training.

4.4.5 Other suggestions included:
1 training within HEIs to recognise the holistic curriculum design approach which is
required when considering the use of e-learning in a new or existing programme;

1 guidance on how to act on student feedback;

9 staff development should take into account new pedagogical approaches on the
effective use of evolving learning technologies;

1 there should be a Professional Standards Framework for e-learning.

4.4.6 There should be guidance on how to effectively embed e-learning into L&T strategies and
suggestions on how to overcome resistance to change, together with information from the
QAA regarding where to look for examples of good practice.

4.4.7 Atoolkit for practitioners would be beneficial and should include case studies: frameworks
for processes (e.g. minimum requirements for an e-learning module); guidance on roles
and responsibilities; examples of service level agreement arrangements; critical success

factors; a benchmarkingtool( 6 heal t h checkd) amwgaicelrmwanpl at es. Howe'!
expressed that this may drive academic staff away from the opportunities of using Web
2.0.

4.5 ESS5 Learning resources and student support

Learning Resources: reliability and long term sustainability (maintenance)

4.5.1 The code currently does not cover the need of students to know/be prepared for using
relevant technology. The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the
preparation of students for using relevant technology, their personal responsibilities, and
the nature of the support that will be provided by the institution in the way of provision of
necessary materials. Students may require support to achieve the appropriate
competencies and be provided with the appropriate technologies.

4.5.2 There was general agreement that the code needs to provide more clarity on student
support. This should also consider the alignment between face to face and distance
delivery of the same module as well as situations where a face to face module is re-tooled
and re-validated for distance delivery.

4.5.3 Student digital literacy skills and access to technology need to be considered and
requirements and expectations clearly expressed. The Code of Practice could encourage
institutional examination of e-learning within larger frameworks (e.g. within learning cycles
and learning outcomes) and request evidence of how e-learning approaches are
embedded. Student digital literacy skills should be developed as part of any e-learning
programme if they are to be effective e-learners. They require guidance on the
implications of using tools, particularly Web 2.0 tools, for studying and learning that are
outside the control of their university. The views of students must be considered when e-
learning is developed and applied. In particular, equity of access to technical equipment
should be addressed.

4.5.4 Guidance should be given on the amount of evidence required to illustrate quality in this
area.
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4.5.5 Degrees offered by institutions should make sure that their programmes, technologies
and resources are sustainable and they are able to maintain their commitment to
students. The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to institutional
commitments to provide resources and technologies and their responsibilities in this
regard.

4.5.6 The Code of Practice should include a precept relating to how e-learning can / should
make use of green technologies and sustainable practices.

Learning Resources: responding to new technologies

4.5.7 The current Code of Practice does not address issues raised by the use of Web 2.0, the
main problems being social not technical. There needs to be a precept regarding the
extent to which HEIs should manage their control over the technologies that are used in
courses and how to approach QA issues regarding the kinds of learning / working
practices that enhancements provided by technologies can afford.

4.5.8 There was general agreement for the need to have clear guidelines about the use of Web
2.0 to assure quality and also ensure accessibility.

4.5.9 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to issues around open
technologies (Facebook, G-mail, cloudworks, collaborative tools, social networking) and
the associated changes in style of working. These issues include:

1 the appropriateness of using publicly available tools that may change or disappear
quickly;

1 the carrying of advertising;
1 the lack of institutional control;
1 ownership of the IPR in materials produced using such tools.

4.5.10 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the use of Open Educational
Resources.

Student support

4.5.11 The Code of Practice should have links to the Code of Practice dealing with Students with
Disabilities.

4.5.12 There was agreement on the need for clarity and links referencing to other Codes.

4.5.13 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to work based learning support
recognizing that there can be issues regarding student access to technologies in work
placements.

4.5.14 The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to the safety of working
environments: students have a right to expect to learn in a safe environment and recent
devel opments in the use of open software may

4.6 ESG6 Information systems

4.6.1 The Code of Practice should provide a precept regarding the use of technology for
monitoring student activity in using online resources, both for QA and QE purposes.

4.6.2 The majority of response in the consultation process was focused on the processes of
implementing and delivering e-learning, through design and development, implementation
and delivery and assessment. The use of monitoring was largely overlooked in the
feedback received. However, the authors of this report feel that the code should
emphasise the importance of the use of technical methods for gathering monitoring
information regarding student activity with online learning. The code should address the
complexity of this issue, highlighting the difference between accessing and reporting
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4.6.3

4.6.4

4.6.5

4.6.6

using data collected automatically by online systems (student accesses to various
elements of e-learning over time) and information collection by structured, timely feedback
opportunities built in to courses (and their constituent parts). Both of these have their
place, but the code should give clear guidance on the extent to which automatically-
collected data can be pedagogically useful, as opposed to its utility for ostensibly
evidencing engagement (such as for the use of reporting to the UK Border Agency, for
example).

The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to protection of digital identity in
an online learning context. There was no specific response in this area in the feedback
received, possibly since it was not highlighted for discussion, but the authors feel that
there should be guidance on this issue in the code, since the question of verification of
identity of a student will be highly important for institutions in the granting of awards and
e-learning courses bring this issue into sharp focus.

Similarly, the code should provide guidance regarding protection for the identity of
students undertaking work online, especially in a social networking context; HEIs should
be encouraged to consider the appropriateness of using public, externally-owned
systems, possibly under other national jurisdictions, as opposed to internal systems,
owned and protected by the institution.

The Code of Practice should provide a precept relating to policies about the monitoring
and maintaining of data about staff and student use of technology and how HEIs use this
data. This should relate to general principles about openness to review and development,
and the possibilities of widening access to information about courses in a way which may
stimulate enhancement.

There was no specific response to this area in the feedback received, but the authors feel
that there should be guidance on this in the code: data regarding activity in a blended
learning context could be used as a management tool in a very blunt way or can be used
developmentally to support and sustain enhancement strategically across departments
and schools, given the appropriate context.

4.7 ES7 Public information

4.71

4.7.2

The Code of Practice should contain a precept identifying the need for public information
to be available setting out the way in which a course is delivered, and the implications of
this form of delivery for students.

The issue of public information was not raised by any of those we consulted, perhaps
because it was regarded as self-evident. Some raised the issue of the need for more
explicit information for internal quality assurance reasons.
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5 Appendix: Outcomes of consultation

5.1 QAQE Survey Questions and Results

At the time of writing (March 2010) the QAQE SIG had 117 members, including a
number from overseas. This membership was invited to complete a survey and to pass
on to interested colleagues and contacts the link for the survey. Invitations were also
sent to the Heads of e-Learning Forum (HELF) and to be distributed in the Association
for Learning Technology Newsletter. There were 106 responses at the time of writing.

1. Univ
Response Response
Total Percent

University 95 90%
QAR 1 1%
HE 5 5%
JISC 3 3%
FE College 2 2%
Commercial organisation 3 3%
Other, please specify 0 0%

Total Respondents 106
3. Location

Response Response
Total Percent

England B89 B3%
Scotland 4 4%,
Wales 5 5%
Morthem Ireland 1 1%
Ireland 1] [
Other, please specify [ 6%

Total Respondents 105

(skipped this question) 1
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Quality assurance/enhancement
Academic

Leaming technologist
Institutional manager
Administrator

Other, please specify

Response Response

Total Percent

14 14%

41 42%

23 23%

19 19%

3 3%

24 24%

Total Respondents 9B
(skipped this question) 8

Yes
Mo

Response  Response

Total Percent
76 72%
29 28%
Total Respondents 105
(skipped this question) 1

6. current code

Definitely agree
d e Wi ENAL ceE O IRCRCE e )
during course designireview
| use the QAA code of practice
during 1 24.68% (19)
| use the QAA code of practice
continuously during 2.41% (4)
programmes
Inevgruseﬂ‘uemoodeuf 17.46% (1)
practice

Mostly agree

28.21% (22)

24 63% (19)

17.57% {13}

17.46% (11)

e S Bl
2308% (18)  1667%(13)  15.38% (12) 78
2208% (17)  14.20% (1)  16.88% (13) 77
35.14% (26)  2297%(17)  24.32% (18) 74

12.7% (8) 2222%(14)  60.32% (38) B3

Total Respondents 86
(skipped this question) 20
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7. current code

Y Neither agree or £ Definitely Response
Definitely agree  Mostly agree di Mostly disagree e Tatal
Adoption of new technologies 49.49% (49) 26.36% (36) 10.1%: (10) 6.06% (6) 1.01% (1) 99
Ensuring compliance (e.g.
s ction) 31.31% (31) 35.35% (35) 26.26% (26) 6.06% (65) 3.03% (3) ag
Resources o support online
I ing 44% (44) 35% (35) 17% (17) 3% (3) 1% (1) 100
Reliability and sustainability of  4g qur (46)  3137%(32)  1961%(20) 294%(3) 0.98% (1) 102
online programmes
Lines of responsibility 29.47% (28) 31.58% (30) 30.53% (29) B.42% (8B) 3.16% (3) 95
Support systems I6% (36) 41% (41) 17% (17) 5% (5) 1% (1) 100
Technology use, with respect
to balancing risk and 34.74% (33) 47.37% (45) 15.79% (15) 7.37% () 0% (O) a5
innowvation
Total Respondents 100
(skipped this guestion) B
8. Changes
Total Respondents 52
(skipped this question) o4

9. Which of the following options in terms of a code of practice is more appropirate

A separate code of practice
for e-leaming

A code of practice for the
management of leaming
and teaching that integrates
e-leaming

Total Percent
13 13%
&7 87%
Total Respondents 100
(skipped this question) 6
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Q8. What additional changes / amendments / additions to the code of practice do you
suggest?

The following are the substantive responses to Q8; several of the responses have been

omitted, si nce they were null responses such as, @Al woul
coll eaguesdo. The responses generally tended to supp
group as set out in Section 2 above.

g8 01 | am not convinced that there is a need to treat e-learning as a distinct
category within the Code of Practice. The use of technologies is pervasive
and it seems anomalous and anachronistic to consider them separately from
other provision.

g8 02 It ought to be clear whether or not we are discussing distance, web-based
learning or TEL on and off campus.

g8 03 Current code attempts to integrate collaborative provision with flexible and
distance learning and e-learning. Now very uneasy bedfellows. ICT enabled
convergence in teaching between flexible and distance learning is a
sufficiently challenging package for a C of P in its own right: hence establish
two codes separating any implied connection between collaborative provision

g8 04 The code of practice needs a total overhaul from a radically different
perspective. The changes | would suggest are too numerous to list

g8 05 Recognition of the wider approach to e-Learning to include classroom-based
technology enhanced learning and teaching

g8 06 At the moment the location of e-learning within a code of practice which is
primarily dedicated to "flexible and distributed" learning reinforces the model
of e-learning as a tool to support off-campus or distance learners. This area
needs to be moved to a more generic learning & teaching code since the use
of technology to support learning, teaching & assessment is now mainstream
and there should be an expectation of how it supports "normal" programmes.
There also needs to be reference in the code to how HE institutional systems
link in with systems which learners use for personal purposes (Facebook,
social networking and Web 2.0 tools, etc) as this is an area which is
exercising many institutions.

g8 07 Instructional design process Best practice guidelines

g8 08 Separate the general teaching and learning management issues from
collaborative provision.

g8 09 By far greatest volume of L&T is concerned with supporting campus based
students (rather than distance learners) and | would like to see a more
developed framework to support blended technology enhanced learning and
programme specifications. | guess | am looking for quality enhancement in
terms of programme design and consistency across the student journey. |
have seen some examples used in Australian universities that seem
interesting.
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q8 10

g8 11

q8 12

q8 13

g8 14
g8 15
g8 16

q8 17

q8 18
q8 19

q8 20

q8 21

E-learning is but one way of delivering the student experience. | believe the
QAA Code of Practice should raise the questions that need to be asked,
independent of the method of delivery. So, for example it is appropriate for
there to be questions relating to student support (academic and pastoral), but
not about personal tutors which is but one way to deliver support. Flexible
learning had always relied on current technology, even in the days of
correspondence courses. The QAA should raise the issues associated with
flexible learning irrespective of the technology used to deliver material and
support to students. The issues in the table above apply irrespective of any
technology - these could (should) be asked even for traditional didactic
teaching.

| do not use the QAA regularly but | have concerns that there is insufficient
guidance regarding alternative formats for disabled students and the impact
of new technologies used for e-learning and those introduced by the students
to support their TEL. There is a lack of research to show which work well and
can offer greater support and which result in considerable barriers

Greater relevance to teaching - specifically for blended learning - looking at
synergies and links between class-based and online learning experience - an
integrated approach. As a code it is pretty high-level and vague - not very
useful in its current form.

Quality assure content, how this is used with students in the teaching and
addressing the diverse student needs. [Do not know if this is accommodated
in the code currently.]

More on e-learning in the context of blended learning.
| am wary of any resource that separates "e" learning from learning.

It needs to be clearer when technology-enhanced delivery / teaching
practices are so different from face-to-face deliveries that they require
different validation and quality assurance processes

It needs to revise and clarify the definition of FDL to take into account
technical advances. We need to have a document/ code which relates to
quality of course design for online learning - not just rules for securing
assessment and minimal student support.

We need to have clear guidelines about web 2.0

When | refer staff to the Code of Practice, they are confused by the title
Collaborative provision and flexible and distributed learning (including e-
learning). It's not easy for staff with little experience to extract the information
they may need. It's very specific in some sections (which dates it)and then in
other areas too vague to be of real use.

Make it shorter, deliver the key points in a 5 minute video, and/or 5 slide
presentation.

If we are to have a separate code of practice for e-learning it should be
focused on matters that are particular to online learning and not stray into
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q8 22

q8 23

q8 24

q8 25

q8 26

g8 27

q8 28

98 29

q8 30

other areas. For example, 'Reliability and sustainability of online programmes'
is a 'red herring' as reliability and sustainability to all new and existing
programmes however they are delivered.

Specific reference to staff appointment, induction and development with
regard to e-learning in recognition that e-learning requires additional skills
and training.

I do not believe that the present code offers sufficient clarity on student
support, especially with regard to special learning difficulties. | also feel that it
would be helpful to say something about the alignment between distance-
and f2f delivery of the same module, and situations where an f2f module is re-
tooled and re-validated for distance delivery.

The way that the document is phrased at the moment does seem to imply a
'delivery’ model of e-learning and this should be reviewed. There is also the
problem of rapid change in technology which needs to be catered for and the
fact that much of the leading-edge work in e-learning is inevitably
experimental.

| think it is very important for flexible, distance and e-learning to come out of
the code of practice on collaborative provision because although e-learning
may be collaborative, in many instances it is not. | think most of the important
areas are covered in the existing section 2 of the code but simply need to be
more fully addressed.

| would want to see these same principles applied to 'supposed' f2f courses
where technology is being used to enhance or blend learning rather than just
placing extra conditions on technology delivered distance programmes as has
previously been the case.

As the use of TEL and particularly VLEs are now mainstream, the issues are
changing. They become integral to the experience of all students, not simply
those on distance/flexible programmes and this should be reflected in any
code of practice. Along with many other institutions, we find it helpful to
identify 3 modes of engagement/adoption of the VLE/online learning from e-
administration to e-supported learning, to online programmes/modules. It
would be helpful if this could be reflected in any revised code of practice as
each mode has different resourcing/support/staff development requirements.

Considering wider role of blended/technology enhanced learning not just
distance learning

Make it readable and reader-friendly. Translate the code into plain English.
Stress the concept of equivalence (e.g. between modes of study) and how
equivalence should be ensured. Do not use the 'lack of access', 'equity' or
'accessibility' excuses to stifle innovation or research. Make the code useful
to and usable by practitioners (otherwise, it will continue to be a useless
document gathering dust or e-dust).

Staff development and support, and support for change management are key
human resources aspects of this technological change and its impact and
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need to be addressed Please note that section 6 above does not really
address area of work, so is not statistically helpful.

g8 31 Less of a specific amendment but more of tone. We are well past the point of
needing separation between online and face to face components; we are also
past the point of looking at the supply side. Rather the tone of the guidelines
should be focused upon the studentsdé circums
distance and the role of the technology in supporting those modes of
attendance.

g8 32 Making clear what type of course the code relates to. "Distance"” means many
things, and many courses are using TEL in a variety of ways - to support
campus learning, to support placement learning, to support work-based
learning as well as traditional distance learning. Should the code guide these
programmes too?

g8 33 Ensuring alignment with other national schemes for quality in e-learning
evolving under Bologna (e.g. Sweden) and beyond (e.g. New Zealand)

g8 34 Separation of e-learning from flexible and distance learning.

q8 35 ltis perhaps overly long, which inhibits engagement with it. Maybe there
needs to be a way of having the longer detailed version while also having a
simpler set of guidelines to help staff preparing such courses. I'm also not
convinced that the quality assurance needs of distance learning and on
campus learning are that different, regardless of whether e-learning is
involved. Also, as the boundaries between different forms of teaching begin
to dissolve (e.g. on campus with large e-learning elements), it becomes less
clear what code of practice would apply.

q8 36 Current code of practice is an uncomfortable mix of the awkward bits
associated with QA. Connection between Collaborative provision with its
focus on monitoring of devolution of responsibility does not fit comfortably
with the pedagogic and service aspects of distributed/distance learning and
e-learning that may be fully under the control of a single institution. It reads as
an attempt to put together a code as the result of a series of bad experience
anecdotes rather than a structured code representing a thorough analysis of
the situation. Separation into at least two codes is needed. Collaborative
provision is definitely a stand alone. Distributed and e-learning probably fit
reasonably well in a single code and can cover the spectrum from on campus
VLE use to full distance learning as varying only in scale of "distribution".

g8 37 Some guidance about the use of cloud services for delivery and assessment.

g8 38 The code of practice currently doesn't really acknowledge the changes in
course delivery due to blended on-campus learning, which raises issues
distinct from those of FDL or of traditional on-campus delivery.

g8 39 Published resources for forecasting e-learning and educational technology
trends, processes with an institution to do this locally.
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q8 40

q8 41

q8 42
g8 43
q8 44

q8 45

q8 46

Distinction in the code between wholly e-learning programmes and those with
some aspect of e-learning; the latter applying to almost every programme
delivered today.

Given the increasing integration of e-learning into mainstream teaching, the
extent to which there should be specific considerations re: use of
technologies in the programme approval and general QA is a difficult issue.
Some broad principles re: good practice would be helpful.

All sections should make reference to technologies which support practice.
Have some ideas but would want to discuss these fully with colleagues.

The Code should continue to incorporate e-learning as an additional tool of
teaching rather than consider it separately.

More mention of what we now know about e-pedagogies, and inclusion of
principles developed from the JISC Learner Experience of e-Learning
research and publications.

Guidance on general principles in relation to the uptake of technology would
be useful. e.g. reference to good practice in terms of online reading -
especially with more mobile use on the way.
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5.2 Workshops

Southern Workshop at Institute of Education, London, February 5th 2010
Northern Workshop at HE Academy, York, February 19th 2010

The following represents a synthesis of the discussions held at these two workshops.
Each divided the participants into three groups, where, following a short presentation,
the delegates were invited to discuss 3 topics. The discussion were facilitated for each
group by a member of the QAQE SIG Steering Group and the discussions were
recorded on paper by a rapporteur from among the delegates. Each closing plenary,
from the morning and the afternoon, was audio-recorded and the following combines
the paper-based record together with the audio-recording.

The topics for discussion were:

Topic 1 Within the current programme / curriculum design processes and practice
in your institution, how is the quality of e-learning addressed?

Topic 2 What kinds of issues and problems exist within your current practice and
how might they be helped by a revised Code of Practice?

Topic 3 What would be most helpful to you in (1) a revised Code of Practice and
(2) information / training needs in support of embedding QE in e-learning practice.

Topic 1 Within the current programme / curriculum design processes and practice in
your institution, how is the quality of e-learning addressed?

The opening discussion revealed that practice covers virtually the whole spectrum:
some HElIs provided examples specifying how e-learning is integrated and assessed
with additional criteria which are applied via a checklist during the validation/approval
process; some HEIs have e-learning embedded within Learning, Teaching and
Assessment strategies or have Institutional Values/Key Performance Indicators
indicating minimum requirements; and there was an example where there are no
specific processes to assure the quality of e-learning. However, a number of the
attendees reported that they typically do not have different requirements for addressing
the quality of e-learning compared to other modes of delivery, addressing quality of e-
learning via normal processes.

It was notable that the exceptions to this arise if a programme is being delivered
entirely at a distance (in terms of time and space) using e-learning; in this case,
typically, conditions would be applied at the programme approval event. Most of these
conditions would relate to the issue of student support and few to the appropriate
design of the programme for delivery online. In some cases, validation panels require
to see a whole module before approval. Some HEIs have staged approval processes,
including examples of pilot approval for one year. However, it was recognised that this
approach may be unfeasible where professional body approval is required.

There was also some concern that when explicit references to e-learning are made
within quality assurance documentation, the questions can relate more to IT issues
rather than learning issues.
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There were discussions over how quality is monitored and assured during the running
of the programme. Examples of monitoring included; usage data; student satisfaction;
staff student consultation groups.

A number of activities were identified to support the design of e-learning
activities/programmes including; case studies of good practice, understanding and
management of student expectations, staff development and consideration of e-
learning quality throughout the complete learning cycle.

Concerns were expressed that there was often insufficient guidance as to what an
effective e-learning programme would look like and a perception by some
inexperienced staff that what worked for them in a face-to-face scenario, would also
work equally well on-line.

There was general feeling that the curriculum design process was critical and that this
should drive the quality of the programme from its conception. It was also widely
accepted that the support of distance students was fundamental to the design process.

e-Learning and Collaborative and Franchised Programmes

Although there were widely expressed concerns over the way the current Code of
Practice subsumes e-learning with the context of collaborative provision, nevertheless,
it was generally felt that the quality assurance of e-learning programmes was
particularly important if they were being delivered in a collaborative or franchised
arrangement. These types of arrangements often invoke a higher risk to a university
because of the different approaches to teaching and learning, student support,
facilities, etc. Typical quality assurances processes may look at the beginning of such
an arrangement and the outcomes at the end but there may be little control over
exactly what happens when a programme is being delivered off-campus, particularly
within a partner institution.

e-Learning as part of Blended Learning

The expectation of those canvassed seems to be that e-learning should be used by all
and that it is a part of a blended approach to teaching. As such, there is little evidence
from the consultation exercise that the quality of e-learning is evaluated separately
from the evaluation of face-to-face delivery. Some universities are concerned about this
and are considering peer review to evaluate online teaching.

Other aspects that should also be addressed as part of the quality assurance
process

Staff development is fundamental in addressing many of these issues and should be
supported in underpinning the quality assurance process. This is particularly important
in the areas of curriculum design and student support systems as suggested earlier but
also in terms of the digital literacy of staff, pedagogical approaches to the effective use
of e-learning and e-assessment.

Staff development should address the effective use of rapidly changing teaching tools
and the moral and ethical implications of the ownership of these tools by external
bodies outside of the control of the university (e.g. Facebook, Google Docs).

The evidence of what is and what is not effective practice in e-learning should be
included as part of staff development. This evidence should be derived from different
perspectives e.g. the student, the staff, the institution.

The technical issues of usability, accessibility, reliability, robustness and tool navigation
need to be addressed in staff development and could form part of a pilot for testing
different approaches and uses of e-learning in a programme.
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Student digital literacy skills should be developed as part of any e-learning programme
if they are to be effective e-learners. They require guidance on the implications of using
tools, particularly Web 2.0 tools, for studying and learning that are outside the control of
their university. The views of students must be considered when e-learning is
developed and applied. In particular, equity of access to technical equipment should be
addressed.

Topic 2 What kinds of issues and problems exist within your current practice and how
might they be helped by a revised Code of Practice?

Terminology, Definition and Responsibility

It seems that a lack of clarity within terminology and definitions causes problems when
interpreting QAA policies into practice. There could be a perception that activities are
driven from a technology point-of-view, rather than a student learning perspective. It
was suggested that the code of practice should ask for HEIs to provide evidence of
reviews of e-learning systems, technology and approaches etc.

In relation to definitions, there was concern that definitions may date and the question

was asked 6Do we need definiti dions,itmaybeal | 26 | f th
sensible to seek sector-wide consistency, with synergy across the QAA, HEA, UCISA,

JISC and others.

It was recognised that the slow nature of quality assurance processes (i.e. the length of
the review cycle and professional body requirements) is out of synch with the speed of
development of educational technologies, which could lead to the inhibition of
innovation.

Concern was expressed over who within an HEI has responsibility for QAQE, since
many teams may be involved. This may be particularly problematic when considering
internal- versus external-hosting and when considering technical issues, pedagogic
issues and intellectual property rights. Improved communications within organisations,
such as formal arrangements for academics to be represented on IT committees and IT
interests being represented on academic panels may provide a better solution to this,
rather than assuming that this can be achieved through a code of practice. However
the code of practice could ask that the HEI demonstrate at Institutional level some
visible degree of coordination and communication among the relevant stake-holders
regarding e-learning.

Student skills and access to technology need to be considered and requirements and
expectations clearly expressed. The code of practice could encourage Institutional
examination of e-learning within larger frameworks (e.g. within learning cycles and
learning outcomes) and request evidence of how e-learning approaches are
embedded. This may also include Institutional requirements to express e-
learning/technology-related standards/expectations. There was also concern over the
use of Web 2.0/vle/decentralised production and how to assure quality and also ensure
accessibility.

Questions were also raised around staff expertise and the problems that can arise
when dédinnovatorsd | eave. I't was suggested that p
expertise and enable people to fulfil specific roles.

How is it currently assessed?

A number of issues associated with assessment were raised, particularly associated
with the advancing rate of development of technology and the ongoing impact this has
on how things are taught and assessed. To manage this, it was suggested that there
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could be more focus on the learner outcomes as this may more stable and easier to
measure.

Other issues included: verification of the student identity; system reliability, robustness
and sustainability. For example, the following items would need to be checked before
e-assessment could be safely and reliably used:

1 robust systems which include back-up procedures;

stability and bandwidth for off-campus access;

security of the network from both internal and external unauthorised access;
uniformity with different browsers and PCs;

testing of the system prior to use to ensure functionality;

the IT skills of the students;

= =4 =4 =4 -a A

timing, particularly with respect to large number of students accessing the

assessment at the same time in different locations. Some of the new e-

learning tools may require new assessment formats and sometimes the

technol ogies and the implications of these
understood by all.

Risk management

A triage approach to risk was suggested, in that when a novel/untried technology is
being used, more attention is given or more monitoring procedures are put in place.
Accountability for the new technology should also appropriately apportioned and at
point of validation there should be evidence of forward planning linked to technology
enhanced learning.

Control versus innovation: it is not generally considered acceptable practice to monitor
and control all aspects of face-to-face teaching and learning and some would argue
that this is also the case with e-learning. It is good practice to develop innovative
teaching which often includes e-learning but the implications of failure may be so
punitive that some staff are reluctant to change their accepted practice. This dilemma
could stifle creativity and innovation and therefore, safe environments are required
where new approaches can be tried and thoroughly evaluated before becoming
established.

During the consultation process the question was frequently asked that if e-learning is
really embedded in modern teaching, is there a need for a separate code of practice,
should it not just be considered to be part of good teaching? While many support this
view, it is countered by the view, also widely-held, that development and evolution of e-
learning in practice will fade into the background if it is not made explicit.

Although suggestions have been made regarding a revised code of practice, it was

recognised that the code of practice should not be too prescriptive at the detail level,

but canét be so vague that it is meaningless. |
are moving to rolling events, it may be appropriate for the code of practice to be more

frequently reviewed reflecting the rapid developments with e-learning.

Topic 3 What would be most helpful to you in (1) a revised Code of Practice.

Code of Practice or Guidance on the effective use of e-learning?
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Many questioned the appropriateness of including e-learning in Section 2 of the Code
of Practice. It is generally considered that e-learning is acceptable and normal practice
in all teaching and learning and should therefore, be included either in all parts of the
entire Code of Practice or should be separated out entirely. If separated out it was
suggested that this should be provided as revisable guidance on the effective use of e-
learning which should be written by practitioners in the field rather than by the QAA. It
should be acknowledged that e-learning is one of many different pedagogies but
should not lead to different learning outcomes. The code of practice needs to be
flexible enough to enable change as programmes develop. The code could require
HEIs to make explicit within review and validation processes the opportunities of e-
learning within a programme and the Institutional resources available for e-learning.

When considering the need for a separate or embedded code, it was questioned why
there was not a specific section on learning and teaching? If there was a L&T section it
could include a number of related issues where e-learning now plays a key role e.g.

Plagiarism

Student support
Accessibility

Authentication

Procedural information
Feedback from students
Feedback from assessment
Diversity

Fitness for purpose (for students, tutors)

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -—a _a _a -2

IPR, re-use, user generated content
1 Technical issues

The language within a revised Code of Practice should be sufficiently broad and deep
to remain current as technology develops. Issues such as disability guidelines,
digitisation, copyright, IPR, cheat-sites and plagiarism should be included.

Curriculum design

Guidance on student support systems should be maintained and issues such as
ensuring parity of opportunity for online students to have a university experience rather
than just a programme experience considered.

The integration of e-learning with face-to-face learning should be addressed so that the
learning goals of each mode of delivery are clearly identified and articulated to the
students.

Evidence of the impact of the effectiveness of e-learning on the students should be
included.

Staff development

HEIs should be required to provide evidence of appropriate staff development for all
staff including academic, support and technical, that have a role in supporting e-
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learning. This should include acknowledgement of the length of time that it takes to

develop and support good e-learning.

Topic 3 What would be most helpful to you in (2) information / training needs in

support of embedding QE in e-learning practice.

Information

Information should contain: examples of good practice; subject/discipline-specific
approaches to e-learning; evidence of student engagement; ethical challenges of
different learning modes; guidance on how to use e-learning appropriately.

It was suggested that it would be helpful to provide in the Code encouragement to
HElIs to create fora for staff to discuss and encourage innovation and evaluation in

learning and teaching, especially around e-learning.

A toolkit for practitioners would be beneficial and should include case studies,
frameworks for processes (e.g. minimum requirements for an e-learning module),
guidance on roles and responsibilities, examples of service level agreement
arrangements, critical success factors
templates (but concern was also expressed that this may drive academics away from

web 2.0 opportunities).

Other activities to support QE include:

1 Horizon scanning i bringing together resources on changing context of

learning.

1 Institutional support (resource support)

9 Sharing of good practice including the use of student knowledge,

Communities of practice and advice from external agencies

1 Process for identifying roles needed, demonstrating relevant experience,

bringing others together

1 Guidance on how institutional standards are set and an index/guide to how

much evidence you have for this?

1 Guidance on whose role it is to provide specific support/training.

1 Guidance on relationships with partner institutions and relevant mutual

responsibilities.

Training needs

There should be ongoing staff training in the use of new technologies in order to
develop the digital literacy of all staff involved in all aspects of supporting student e-
learning. Staff development programmes such as PG Certificates in Academic Practice

or CPD should contain guidance on the effective use of e-learning.

A holistic curriculum design approach is required when considering the use of e-
learning in a new or existing programme, for which training should be provided within
HEIls. Guidance is required how to act on student feedback and how to effectively
embed e-learning into L&T strategies. Staff development should take into account new
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pedagogical approaches on the effective use of evolving learning technologies. There
should be a Professional Standards Framework for e-learning. There should be
guidance on how to overcome resistance to change, together with information from the
QAA regarding where to look for examples of good practice.
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