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A.

Introduction

Formerly known as the School of Nursing and Midwjifehe Division of Nursing and
Health Care is one of nine divisions within the lHgcof Medicine. In recent years,
the Division experienced a period of major uncettaiwhich was only concluded in
2005. In 2003, a proposal was put forward by Glasgaledonian University to
create a joint Glasgow School of Nursing and Miéwjf Negotiations carried on for
two years but in 2005 these were terminated a®dtime clear that a satisfactory
agreement on financial modelling could not be redch This period of uncertainty
affected staff and students, which manifestedfitdgbugh staff resignations. As a
result of the failed merger a full review was uridken and a report was submitted to
the Principal in October 2005, detailing areasftaure growth. The Division also
changed its name to more accurately reflect itvipimn, which would no longer
encompass Midwifery.

The School, as it was then known, was last reviemianally during Session 1995-96.
A Teaching Quality Assessment of Nursing was umttert by the Scottish Higher
Education Funding Council (SHEFC) in November 198b6ich resulted in a ‘Highly

Satisfactory’ rating. Review Visits from NHS Edtica for Scotland (NES) take
place annually.

The Division had provided a Self Evaluation Regortl supporting documentation in
accordance with the University’s requirements fbe tReview of Departmental
Programmes of Teaching, Learning and Assessmerite Qonvener thanked the
Department for the fullness and clarity of the doeatation. It was noted that the Self
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Evaluation Report had been circulated to undergrmdstudents for comment. The
Department wasommendedon its inclusive approach.

The Review Panel met with Professor David Barlowab of the Faculty of Medicine,
and Mrs Joan McDowell, Head of the Division of Nogsand Health Care. The Panel
also met with fifteen key members of staff, two mtionary members of staff, nine
Practice Education Facilitators and mentors, twglestgraduate students/graduates
and fifteen undergraduate students covering adll$eof provision.

The Review Panel considered the following rangprofision offered by the Division
of Nursing and Health Care:

* BN/BN (Hons) in Adult Nursing
* MSc (MedSci) in Health Care

e Graduate Diploma in Chronic Oedema Management

B. Overall Aims of the Division’s Provision

The Review Panel noted and praised the Divisiom&rall aim to “provide leadership
in multi-professional health care research, edona#ind practice at a local, national
and international level”.

The Division’s overall aims were communicated td sludents through their
handbooks, and the Panel considered them to be@mmte, and consistent with the
aims of the University as a whole.

The Panel felt that the SER, whilst recognisingdtiiculties facing the Division, did
not always give full credit to the many fine acl@ments of the Division. The Panel
believed there had been a real erosion of confelesca result of the period of the
uncertainty surrounding the proposed merger, fronickvit had proved difficult to
recover. It was apparent that there was a gooldofigasitivity within the Division but
that this needed to be effectively harnessed twtabout tangible results.

The Panel wished to know how the Division distirstngid its offerings from those of
comparable institutions, and what made it unigue.was noted that it was fairly
unusual for Nursing to be located within a Medfealulty, and that this should be used
as a positive selling point as it offered many bigshdéeyond the sharing of teaching
and expertise. The Head of Division stated thabsitive choice had been made in
placing the Division within the Faculty of Medicinend that not all universities
offering both Nursing and Medicine chose to do.thghe further stated that a Faculty
Student Group existed which encompassed all offiivisions within the Faculty.
Practical problems which had existed were beingeshlsuch as the difficulty Nursing
students previously had as regards access to tiisadBuilding. The accessibility
now offered to them had educational benefits (@agess to textbooks held there) as
well as social benefits, and encouraged mixing wikdical students. The Head of
Division stated that, for the last 18 months, sklefor the first time that the Division
had been an equal partner within the Faculty, hatthis had been a real boost for the
Division after the negativity associated with thiegosed GCU collaboration.

The Head of Division added that there was a vibreegearch culture within
HealthQWest, which offered the Division an excdllepportunity to raise its research
profile. Despite heavy teaching loads, most staffe undertaking some research and,
through HealthQWest, they had the chance to wotk miore experienced researchers.
She further stated that, although the number df stahe Division was small, they
were fully committed to excellence in teachingtiegthigh standards for themselves
and for the students. She advised that some weogynised as experts in their subject
area, with their opinions and advice being soughhia the NHS. The Head of
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Division took the view that staff were lively, agi participants within the Health
Board and within Scotland. Joint partnership exisbetween the University and the
NHS, with mutual recognition of worth, and this wdemonstrated by the existence of
an Honorary Professor who was the Director of Mugrdor the Acute Division within
the Health Board.

One point raised by the Head of Division, the sgaffup and the students, was that one
of the main strengths of the Division’s teachings\ita emphasis on the science base of
its programmes, particularly the undergraduate ekegr It was also believed that
students benefited from the research interestamiitie Division and Faculty, and that
having this up-to-date knowledge perhaps explathedtendency of BN graduates to
enter the Critical Care field. The Head of Divisistated that graduates of the Division
were highly regarded and sought after globally.e Thiversitas 21 collaboration is
enabling the Division to achieve worldwide recogmt The PEF/Mentors group
reiterated this by stating their view that theresvaaclear difference between Glasgow
students/graduates and those of other institutidise Panetecommendedthat these
main strengths be emphasised in the Division’s etarg efforts.

The Panel was pleased to note that, without exaepthe students were enthusiastic
about their programmes and would not hesitate domenend the Division to potential
applicants. The student groups greatly impreséed Ranel with regard to their
intelligence, maturity and positive attitudes ahd Division was to beommendedon
this.

Undergraduate and Taught Postgraduate Provision

Aims
The Panel found the programme and course aims teobsistent with relevant
benchmark statements, and aligned to professiaaatipe standards, where this was

appropriate. The aims were communicated to allesits through their inclusion in
course handbooks.

Intended Learning Outcomes

The Panel noted the Intended Learning Outcomesdoh programme were provided

in the Self Evaluation Report (and were also s@gbin Student Handbooks), and was
content that these fulfilled the aims of the prognees and met the requirements of the
profession. The Panel heard that efforts were ntadensure all stakeholders had a
clear understanding of the ILOs and that these ddran key part of the preparation of

students, mentors and Practice Education Facilgato

It was stated in the SER that a consultation paeess being undertaken for the
Bachelor of Nursing, with students and NHS collesgggun which it was proposed that
one core component and a choice of 4 options woelldffered.

Both undergraduate and postgraduate students cmufithat they were familiar with
the Intended Learning Outcomes and understood hey tpplied to assessment
methods.
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C.3 Assessment

C.3.1 Assessment Methods

The assessment methods employed by the Divisioa wigte-ranging, and included a
variety of summative and formative methods for &caid work and clinical practice.
The Division used the University Code of Assessnwatit no apparent difficulty and
was satisfied that mentors were using it effecyivel

C.3.2 Clinical Assessment

All students were enthusiastic about the valuehefdlinical placements and enjoyed
having the opportunity to see theory being appiregractice. The Mentors advised
that it was difficult initially to give failing grdes to students, but that they tried to
identify poor students at an early stage and, tmgetvith the Division, draw up an

action plan for the student. However, on four-wedkcements, it was not always
possible to spend large amounts of time with thelestt in order to identify issues

needing to be addressed. With regard to Fitned3raatice issues, these would be
referred back to the Division, and were taken setio

The undergraduate students noted that experiedc@emtoring were varied. It was
not uncommon, they advised, for a student to araitvéheir placement to find their
Mentor was on holiday. It wascommendedthat steps be taken to ensure students
have the best possible opportunity to maximisetithe spent with their Mentor whilst
on placement.

It was noted that the Mentoring training was orgadi by Glasgow Caledonian
University and the students had formed the viewt thés reflected the learning

outcomes of GCU rather than Glasgow and using G@pepvork. They were

concerned that this was detrimentally affecting ¢nades awarded. The Head of
Division assured the Panel that Glasgow Universigs also involved in Mentor

preparation and that she was satisfied that théemgsin place were robust and
sensitive to student needs.

C.3.3 Annual Assessment Day

The Panel noted from the SER that the Division taidannual Assessment Day, at
which summative assessment was reviewed and alftekety into account ILOs and
student feedback. The Division was todeenmendedon this proactive approach.

C.3.4 Feedback

First year students mentioned that they receiveomparatively small amount of
feedback, due to the smaller amount of work theyraquired to hand in for marking.
Otherwise, students stated that they received anoppate amount of good quality
feedback and were encouraged to speak to sthiyfriequired further clarification.

C.3.5 Honours Dissertation

It was noted that BN Honours students were requioegubmit a dissertation which

took the form of a critical appraisal of existingetature in their area of interest. Due
to ethics constraints, it was not feasible forBiestudents to conduct original research
for the dissertation. This was clearly regrettalilat staff took the view that the

process of producing the dissertation was a usfpkrience for the students. They
stated that, in many cases, graduates would omytlseir careers advance if they
continued to further study (specifically to MasterdPhD level) and that the experience
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of writing the dissertation would be essential iew of this. In addition, it offered the
student the opportunity to explore in depth an afaaterest.

The undergraduate students were concerned that,tprihe dissertation, they had little
experience of written work. It was stated that s@tudents chose to graduate with the
ordinary degree in order to avoid the dissertatiequirement. Some suggested it
would be helpful to have a certain amount of edsssed assessments in order to
develop their written skills. This was beginnirg Happen in Year 3, but students
wished to receive more feedback — particularly galy2 when Honours selection was
taking place. The Paneécommendedthat the possibility of including several
assessed essays into the BN programme be investigat

C.3.6  Plagiarism

It was stated in the SER that the Division hadiated the use of a ‘Declaration of
Originality’ form which students were required tabmit with each piece of assessed
work, in order to deter plagiarism.

C.4 Curriculum Design and Content

C.4.1 Change and Sustainability

The Panel voiced some concern that staff members &ing spread too thinly and
that, in many cases, there was reliance on onevarstaff for particular aspects of
teaching. They enquired as to whether the Heaiwgision's wishes to expand
teaching within unique areas was feasible in tightliof this. She stated that it
depended on the programme and the customer settiwbich it was delivered. She
advised that, at present, many of the courses enffers part of the postgraduate
programmes were delivered by NHS staff, and thattare were heavily utilised. She
further advised that the number of staff deliverspgcialisms was small and that this
did not interfere with their usual teaching load.

The staff group generally supported the Head ofdiin’s wish to expand specialised
teaching, but took the view that additional staf$ources (including support) would
have to be in place before this strategy could éeldped. They were acutely aware
of professional requirements and stressed thapesgrammes they might offer had to
be credible as well as competitive.

It was noted that, when the review of provision Wwagg undertaken after the GCU
collaboration fell through, the possibility of offieg postgraduate provision only had
been considered. The Head of Division explaineat this would not have been
appropriate. She stated that the goodwill of ti#SNvas important to the Division and
that this would have been eroded had the Divisi@tamtinued the Bachelor of
Nursing programme. In addition, the quality of BMiduates was seen to be very high
and this enhanced the reputation of the Divisicohthe University.

C.4.2 Sector-Led Provision

The Head of Division stated that, ideally, she wloulish the Division to provide
postgraduate programmes only in its areas of espegarticularly where this gave an
opportunity to be the sole provider of teachingumque areas as demanded by the
sector. It was hoped this strategy could leadigmificant expansion within the
Division. However, in addition to difficulties iapproving programmes quickly (see
C.4.4), it was noted that there were also congtrain, for example, allowing staff to
be seconded to work on any NHS initiatives dueatd lof cover within the Division.
The Head of Division was aware that NES had plandetvelop a masters degree for
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chaplaincies and that, with the Theology and Religi Studies department here at
Glasgow, this was a possible area for involvement.

Students on the Diploma in Chronic Oedema Managesmke very positively about
the programme and their experiences. It was dedhem that the programme had
been introduced in response to market forces aadtiiere was a desperate need for
practitioners in this area. It was very cleartierh what they were there to achieve,
and they saw a distinct difference in the levelhed programme as compared to an
undergraduate programme. It was noted that, asna@&dnanagement was a small
professional area, it was likely that any persomkimg in that field would be in charge
of making clinical decisions and therefore mustdeeredited at a specialist level.
They also stated that some doctors sought traimge field and that the students’
postgraduate training equipped them well to protmie

Students on the MSc (MedSci) in Health Care wese aéry positive. They stated that

the programme was an ideal stepping stone for tae@er progression, and that it gave
them additional confidence to voice patient consénma research-based context. They
believed the integration of students from variotsaa of health care was particularly

valuable as it allowed different perspectives tebesidered.

C.4.3 Research-Led Teaching

It was noted that student projects were often basethe research interests of staff
members.

However, the undergraduate student group commehiédome members of staff had
not been in practice for such lengthy periods mietithat they seemed to be no longer
familiar with current clinical practices, and thiene some of what had been taught was
no longer relevant. It wagcommendedthat steps be taken to ensure all members of
staff were familiar with current practice as wellaurrent research activity.

C.4.4 Review of Provision

Although provision was regularly reviewed and neeeg action taken, the Head of
Division believed it was not possible to be as oespse as she would like, due to the
constraints of the University’s scrutiny and apm@ioprocedures. She stated that this
sometimes led to opportunities being missed aspregrammes could not be set up in
time. However, it was acknowledged that the situratvas likely to be similar in all
HEIs competing to offer new programmes in respaosector demand.

It was noted that the Diploma in Chronic Oedema afgement was being proposed for
an upgrade to Masters level, a move the Panel agvas highly appropriate.

The undergraduate students voiced the opiniontligae was too much emphasis on
communication skills and that they would prefer enscience-based subjects. When
the Panel raised this with the Head of Divisione sated that the development of
excellent communication skills was a crucial fagtothe training of nurses, and stated
her belief that the balance between this and tlense element of the programme was
optimal.

C.5 Student Recruitment, Support and Progression
C.5.1 Recruitment
The Panel noted from the SER that, although thenee\s applicants per place for the

Bachelor of Nursing degree, the Division struggiedneet its recruitment target due to
the requirement for Higher Chemistry, or Biology lduman Biology together with
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Standard Chemistry at level 1/2. A Chemistry sumawhool was available and this
was widely publicised at Open Days and on the [wis website.

Although applications from international studentsrevalways welcomed, they could
often not be accepted due to the inconsistencyefseas first degrees and UK first
degrees. However, the Head of Division was keeentmpurage overseas applications
and advised that, for the first time, there hadhbee@umber of enquiries from the USA
this year. There was also a trip planned to dsqusssible collaboration with a
Chinese university. The staff group agreed therivational applications should be
encouraged, and confirmed that some work had beee th relation to the Division’s
website in order to improve searchability. Howevér was recognised that
international students required different typeswbport and thought would have to be
given to the best ways of providing this withinesdy stretched resources.

At present, the Division had one member of acadestatf in the role of Admissions
Officer, which was only one part of her remit. #tse was due to retire shortly, there
was concern over how this gap would be filled.wéts also noted that there was no
central support provided to this role. The Pasebmmendedthat priority be given to
filling this role as a matter of urgency, and t@wéng the necessary administrative
support.

The Division had undertaken research into the m=sador student withdrawal, and
found that the main influencing factors were filanmaking the wrong career choice,
difficulty in adapting to the new environment, ahdmesickness. The Division’s
recruitment strategy was influenced by this. Iswated that financial difficulties were
of particular importance, as the 47-week academar ynade it largely impossible for
students to support themselves through employment.

The Panel wished to explore the issue of SFC funglades, and enquired as to
whether the number currently available was appadgri The Head of Division took
the view that more funded places, for both undehgate and postgraduate degrees,
would be welcomed. However, she stated that, adthahere were 5 applicants for
each undergraduate place, it was not always easgrteert these to accepted offers.
This was made even more difficult if University Gfasgow was not the applicants’
first choice.

The Division took part in the usual recruitmentidties such as Open Days and the
distribution of marketing literature. This yeaO(®5/2007), a flyer with photographs
and quotes from current students will also be uaad,the Head of Division believed
this had been successful as applicants found ytteadentify with the students.

The change in the name of the Division had assistetiverting enquiries relating to
midwifery, and the addition of ‘Health Care’ reinted the multi-professional nature of
provision, particularly at postgraduate level, véheot only nurses were recruited. The
Head of Division stated that recruitment had natrbadversely affected by the name
change, but that it was too early to speculate batker there had been any positive
impact.

It was noted that the Division did not offer anelecated degree. A number of the BN
students already had first degrees in related stsbmit could not gain advanced entry
with these. When asked, the students confirmetdtiiley came to Glasgow despite this
because they considered the programme to be thenmikable. However, they would

have been very keen for an accelerated degreeveolde®en available, in particular due
to the financial implications. The Head of Divisiadvised that this was offered by
two Scottish institutions, and that she was awér@ difficulty they experienced in

recruiting sufficient numbers of students. She advised there may be difficulties
with regard to the legislative requirement for 4&@0dy hours on the BN programme,
although there were opportunities for a certain @moof leeway. It was
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recommended that the Division make initial investigations inthe feasibility of
offering advanced entry/acceleration, bearing inchthe potential obstacles.

C.5.2 Student Support

The Division stated in the SER that it believedngibn could be improved if students
were enabled to support each other informally. ehmail support system had been
implemented, manned by'4ear students. The annual McGirr lecture was sésaip,
which was compulsory for all BN students. It gatadents an opportunity to share
information and included an informal reception. tetpts had been made by the
Division to implement a ‘buddy’ system, but thisdharoved very labour intensive and,
as not all students participated, had not workedgtiedsas had been hoped. The student
group also re-established the Glasgow Universityshisl Society in order to foster a
sense of identity with the University and the pssien. Individual Graduation Balls
had also been replaced with one Divisional Ball chihall students, not just those
graduating, can attend. The Division believedalhese initiatives helped to create a
culture of inclusion and support. Both studentupo agreed that there was a very
definite feeling of support both from the staff altrdm the student body, and that
communications were excellent. The Paswmhmendedthe Division on encouraging
this supportive environment.

In common with other University departments, th@iflon employed an Adviser of
Studies system, as well as encouraging informaudsions with staff when problems
arose. Staff believed this system worked welltipalarly the informal approach. In
addition, Mentors were available to support stusl@mtheir clinical work and students
had the opportunity to give feedback on the efiectess of the mentoring system.
Both student groups were happy with these systant,particularly tended to make
use of informal communication channels. Most foue course leaders to be very
approachable and it was noted that students tetodgproach the course leader rather
than their assigned Adviser of Studies. Studee¢sned to take the view that it was
their own responsibility to seek contact with thadviser. The Panekecommended
that the Division clarify the role of the Adviserf &tudies and make clear the
responsibilities of the Adviser and the student,lime with standard University
procedure.

There was some debate regarding the role of theests’ Supervisor for the clinical
placements. Although it was believed the Superwsas responsible for visiting the
student at the placement hospital, several studgatsd that this had not happened, or
that the Supervisor had not checked the studewtdladility with regard to their shifts,
and had visited at an unsuitable time. There sdeambe some confusion surrounding
the co-ordination of placement visits. The Paaebmmendedthat a clear protocol be
devised and communicated to the students with detgathe role of the Supervisor and
the arrangement of visits, in order to alleviatg eonfusion.

C.5.3 Progression

It was stated in the SER that, if students werego fail, it would normally happen in
the first year of the programme, and occasionaléysecond year.

In order to motivate Degree students to perform,wiglspite their lack of progression
to Honours, the Division set up a prize for thetlaesdemic student in Year 3.

The staff group advised that the BN placements vadten a deciding factor for

students considering leaving the programme, paatiguwhere student expectations
had been unrealistic. It was noted that the isduetention was of concern nationally
and by no means unique to Glasgow.
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C.6 The Effectiveness of Provision

The Division offered evidence of the effectivenedsits provision, by means of
External Examiners’ comments, NES visit documeataéind student feedback.

C.6.1 Teaching Methods

The Panel noted that the Division employed a wideety of teaching methods,

including lectures, seminars, debates, project wgr&up work and clinical practice.

They were encouraged to hear that the Division ga@agreat importance on the
significance of constructive comments made by EkeExaminers and that a number
of suggestions made had been implemented (e.g.enopuraging more focused
learning in the BN through the research materiakented; by restructuring the Human
Disease course to improve attendance and allovséatstudy time).

Clinical placements were a key part of the studda#sning experience and comments
on these were generally positive. Due to the diration of placements being
undertaken by Glasgow Caledonian University, thveas a vague concern that GCU
students were offered more favourable placemefiteough students conceded there
was no real evidence to support this idea and tééaxrvision confirmed that this was
certainly not the case. There were also commdaits in some cases, the placement
was exposing examples of very poor practice wittine sector and this was
discouraging, demotivating and sometimes emotignafisetting for students. The
staff group agreed this was sometimes the casdijcuydarly in nursing home
placements, but that it was unfortunately the teadif nursing that poor practice
existed. Any complaints about unsuitable placesemere investigated and the
appropriate action taken — occasionally removirgy student from the placement and
offering an alternative. The Placements Approvadup also fed back information on
placement experiences to the NHS. However, theengndduate students firmly
believed that Year 1 was not the most appropriktefer the Care for the Elderly
placement, as they did not consider that they watréhat stage, sufficiently prepared
emotionally to deal with confused elderly patienfhey believed this was one of the
main reasons for withdrawal from the programme @aiyl. The Paneécommended
that consideration be given to the possibility @fnganising the order of placements to
ensure the Care for the Elderly placement was edféater in the programme.

Team teaching was used to an extent, for instaincelinical skills and the inter-
professional module of the BN degree, but it wadest in the SER that resources
restricted any expansion of this at present.

It was noted that tutorial groups did not exispegsent. The undergraduate students
raised this as an issue and stated their beli¢fthii had been previously due to the
small number of students on the programme. Howeahey believed that numbers
were now sufficiently large that it would be adWiEato make use of tutorial groups.
The Panelrecommended that consideration be given to the implementatidna
tutorials system.

C.6.2 Moodle

The undergraduate student group advised that kecttes were normally available on
Moodle. However, as they were not usually providetl after the lecture had taken

place, this appeared not to have a detrimentaktetba attendance. In addition,

students stated that they would attend lectureardégss of the availability of web

notes, as it was easier to understand the matehiah accompanied by the examples
and supplementary information referred to in throeuees.
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C.6.3 Teaching Accommodation

It was stated in the SER that, during their firsay BN students were located within

the Divisional building for their classes in ordereasily locate staff and foster a sense
of identity within the Division. However, in sulzpgeent years, most teaching took

place outwith the Division and it was believed thfdas may have a negative impact.

This problem was partially addressed by the use stident Common Room, but this

was considered to be too small for its purpose.

The student groups stated that the accommodati@engeaerally acceptable, but that
rooms outside of the Division building were not aj appropriate for the style of
teaching. However, they did not always feel weleom the Wolfson building,
believing that this was still considered to be dbenain of medical students. The Panel
recommendedthat discussions be initiated within the Medicac#lty in order to
ensure Nursing students were afforded the samésriglaccess and support within the
Wolfson building as medical students.

C.6.4 Reliance on Key Staff

The Panel expressed concern that responsibilityafeignificant amount of teaching
rested with specific staff, and that this couldseadifficulty should those staff leave or
retire. It was noted that this had already hapgevieh regard to certain courses which
had had to be withdrawn as a result, and that thmler of staff currently solely
responsible for admissions was due to retire, tepei considerable gap. The Head of
Division was conscious of this. The Panel strongdfgommended that careful
succession plans needed to be in place for corsesuwhilst recognising that some
specialist courses may end when a particular meoflaaff left.

The Chronic Oedema Management students were vascious that the provision of
the programme was largely reliant on one membetadf and had concerns about the
continuation of this crucial programme should thmmémber of staff leave the
University.

It was also noted that, due to the tendency ofesitsdto approach Course Leaders for
assistance, rather than their Adviser of Studhés,fdut considerable pressure on certain
staff who, as a result, dealt with the whole yemrug rather than only those students
assigned to him/her. The staff group recognisesl, #in issue common to many

courses across the University, and stated thabatance, the most important issue was
the well-being of the students, although additiawdport from other sources would be
welcomed.

C.6.5 Mentoring System/Practice Education Fatdita
The Panel was keen to explore the roles and refjilitiess of the Mentors and PEFs.

The Mentors undertook mentorship courses whichfoartwo days, with an update
session every few years. They took part in theesssent of students and were
provided with the necessary paperwork through tBiesHinks with the University.

The group also had links with other universitiesit Istated that they felt most
comfortable with the Glasgow arrangement, perh@gsuilise the Division was smaller.
They particularly appreciated the friendly, infotraammunication channels.

The Panel wished to know how the Mentors dealt wdifficult student situations.
They advised that, if the matter was straightfodyainey would deal with it directly.
However, they were aware of the support availalithimvthe Division and, in their
experience, staff from the Division had been vempportive to the Mentors and

gla.arc/arc/nursing/2007-04-20/1 10



Departmental Programmes of Teaching, Learning asskgsment: Report of the Review of Nursing
and Health Care held on 5 December 2006

offered a good deal of reassurance. The Universiyld also be contacted if there
were problems with student attendance or performanc

The PEFs advised that they were involved in CuluituReview meetings and that
their opinions were valued. However, they had drdgun to feel this had happened
fairly recently and, although it had been a sloacpss, it was improving steadily. As
they became more familiar with the Division andhaibeir roles, they were included
more and felt more comfortable speaking to the esitsl Some of the PEFs had
aspirations to move into teaching and many wereetiaking PGCE programmes at
present. It appeared there was no clear careetste for the PEFs to follow within
the NHS.

The student groups stated that they found the Mentobe approachable and helpful,
although there were sometimes difficulties in spega lot of time with their Mentor
due to conflicting shift patterns.

C.6.6  Administrative and Secretarial Support

It was stated in the SER that, since the loss ef Blivisional Administrator, no

replacement had been appointed and that this hddahsignificant impact on the
smooth running of the Division. However, it wapoded by the Head of Division that
an administrator had been appointed in the lastvieeks. It was now agreed within
the Division that three full-time secretaries wereeded, and that work would be
undertaken shortly to examine the various dutieshm remit of each member of
support staff, in order to have a clearer pictdretmat was required.

The staff group agreed that sufficient administetand secretarial support had not
been available for some time and that this placecerof the burden onto themselves.
It was stated that it was difficult to respondhe targe number of postgraduate queries
with only part time support. The Pam&commendedthat the new administrator
arrange a meeting with the other support staff esmtesentative members of the
teaching staff to determine if support activitiesild be done more efficiently and if
any activities could be discontinued.

C.6.7 Use of External Lecturers

The Panel was keen to hear how well the Divisiuse of external lecturers operated.
External experts were used in order to enhancestbdent learning experience,
particularly in the light of staff shortages withihe Division. It was acknowledged
that this presented challenges in terms of ensthi@gonsistency of standards, but that
the Division were working towards redressing thiaubee during session 2006-07.

The student groups confirmed that the lecturesmgilg external specialists were
excellent, but were disappointed that there wereany cancellations. Although the
students understood the reasons, and many wetgethded, this was considered to be
rather disruptive.

C.6.8 Staff Development and Support

It was noted that all staff underwent Performanod Bevelopment Review on an
annual basis, and individual objectives were seth@ context of Divisional and
personal needs.

The staff group advised that they were not awarargf Staff Development policy
within the Division. Some had taken sabbaticald smme had developed PhD plans
some time ago, but these had been abandoned dténgeriod of uncertainty
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surrounding the proposed GCU collaboration. Thiaged that any suggestions or
ideas they raised were very much restricted by séadacity issues.

The Probationary Lecturers had attended the Legraimd Teaching Service for two

years and had been able to share experiences, Waitlbeen valuable. They stated
that their main difficulty had been hectic worklsaahd that, after discussion with the
Head of Division, this had eased, although it hadrba lengthy process. There had
also been difficulties with their mentoring andgbédiad been dealt with by a change of
mentor. They stated that, due to their worklodkdsre had been no opportunity for

research and that the pressure to successfullyleteribe probation period meant that
research had to be put on hold. Although there besgh discussion about protected
research time, other commitments had made thisgsiple. A ‘Research Week’ had

been arranged but, as Year 4 students had stil eéhe University, research time

could not be given priority. The Pamecommendedthat more emphasis be placed on
the importance of dedicated research time.

Consideration was being given to enhancing the arebe profile of staff by
encouraging PhD study within the staff group. T™a&s of particular importance in the
light of the Division’s wish to offer Doctorate prigion at some stage in the future as,
at present, there were not sufficient numbers aff sh a position to offer PhD
supervision. The Head of Division was keen to enage this although it was
recognised that there were problems regarding ressuor staff support and cover.
She also stated that there may be limited suppoangst staff for such development
as, at present, there was little or no recognifanthese qualifications within the
profession. However, ideally, she would be keerafound 80% of staff to eventually
undertake PhD study. Staff found this idea enagingathough recognised that, for
resource reasons, it would not be straightforwaiithere was support for offering
doctorate-level provision at some point in the fafwhen the Division was equipped
to do so, recognising the need to provide two supers for each student.

Staff stated that there was a high level of conshigleamongst colleagues and that
there was a firm focus on the student. Commumnatias informal and friendly and
there was a sense of inclusion in the nursing coniiyiu This, in conjunction with the
interprofessional nature of the teaching and therde opportunities, was given as the
main reason staff chose to work in the Division.

D. The Maintenance and Enhancement of Standards éfwards

The Panel was confident that the Division was dpegaffective measures to maintain
the standards of its awards. The SER indicatedsthadards were maintained using a
number of methods, including moderation of exambmatpapers and marks by

External Examiners, external scrutiny by NES, ahd application of the various

University Codes of Practice. External Examinds® @layed a key role in ensuring

comparability with standards and practice in otimstitutions. The Annual Course

Monitoring process also provided an opportunityidentify relevant issues and act
upon them.

The Head of Division advised that the Division waasnember of HealthQWest, a

research consortium of six HEIs in the West of oot and associated Health Boards.
Staff contributed to books and wrote papers ansl phovided them with a research
profile the Head of Division believed would continto grow in strength. In turn this

would enhance the student experience.
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E. The Maintenance and Assurance of Quality

The Division had last been reviewed internally dgrBession 1995-96, as the School
of Nursing and Midwifery. A Teaching Quality Asseent of Nursing was
undertaken by the Scottish Higher Education Fundingncil (SHEFC) in November
1996, which resulted in a ‘Highly Satisfactory’ irf. Review Visits from NHS
Education for Scotland (NES) also took place arigpual

E.l Quality Assurance Methods

A variety of measures were in place with regarduality assurance — these included
training and mentoring for new lecturers, studeaedback questionnaires, the
committee structure within the Division and the 8¢ and the regular review of
courses and programmes, with input from represeatatrom the profession.

E.2 Mechanisms for Sudent Input

The main method used by students to offer theintimgas through the use of feedback
guestionnaires completed at the end of each coutdass representatives could also
take any matters of concern to the Staff Studesisbh Committee.

The postgraduate student groups were very satigfigdthe action taken on feedback
they provided, and stated that this was taken @rdband changes made as a result.
This made them more inclined to speak up when tbegountered difficulties.
Undergraduate students made similar comments ateldsthat they could see their
suggestions being implemented from year to year.

The Head of Division advised that guidelines wereely to staff regarding the
provision of feedback by students. There had lzeemve towards the use of focus
groups, whereby students were asked to identifgettpositive and three negative
aspects of their experience. Each group then dvathieve consensus with the other
groups. In many cases it was possible for the mewistaff facilitating the session to
give immediate feedback.

F.  Enhancing the Student Learning Experience

F.1 Engagement with senior students

It was noted from the SER, and from the meetindh students, that in some casbs 4
year students were assisting ylear students in their learning of clinical skill§his
system was clearly popular with students and appety foster good relationships
throughout the student body as well as giving dorimal means of support tG' year
students. The Division was to bemmendedon this initiative.

F.2 Study Opportunities Abroad/Elsewhere in the UK

It was stated by the Head of Division that inteioral partners were being explored
through Universitas 21. However, at present, mmlestt exchange systems were in
place. Three undergraduate students had undertildy abroad last year but were
required to use their annual leave in order to meoodate this and the experience
could not be used towards their BN programme. Héad of Division stated that a trip

to China was planned for the near future, with lsope# discussing possible

collaborative activity. The staff group welcomelbas for overseas collaboration but
took the view that additional staff resources wessential if any development were to
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take place. It wasscommendedthat opportunities for exchange schemes, including
those within England or Wales, be examined.

Although an exchange agreement existed with thevédgity of Edinburgh, it was
noted that very few Glasgow students took advantafgéhis. Please note: This
exchange agreement was for postgraduate MSc (Mig@dnhSdealth Care students only
— it was not for undergraduate students. A statérhad been received from one
student who had patrticipated in the arrangemer0idd4, who stated that there had
been difficulties in accessing University of Edindpu facilities initially, and that the
travelling had been inconvenient and costly. Shed that she would have preferred
the arrangement to have been made with the Puldaltid Department at Glasgow.
The Panel understood that the future of the Edgibagreement was uncertain, and
may not continue to be offered in future years.

G. Summary of Key Strengths and Areas to be Improwt or Enhanced in
Relation to Learning and Teaching

G.1 Key Srengths

e The Division demonstrated a cohesive, consultadpproach and all staff
showed an extremely strong commitment to the sscokshe Division and its
students, despite the uncertainty and change iekpdrienced

* The student groups were a credit to the Divisiotihwegard to their intelligence,
maturity and positive attitudes

e The strong science base of the programmes, pantigihe BN, was considered
to be a crucial factor in the Division’s popularity

* A proactive approach was taken to the review of firegrammes, the
component courses and means of assessment

* Students agreed that there was a very definiténfpelf support both from the
staff and from the student body, and that commuioica were excellent

« The system of utilising % year students to assist' ear students in clinical
skills was an excellent initiative

G.2 Areasto be Improved or Enhanced
« Certain staff roles required clarification, as sni$’ expectations were unclear

* Emphasis needed to be placed on the need for tstdfe allowed a certain
amount of time for research activity

e Contingency plans were required to allow for thesgioility of key staff
departures

e The Division’s research profile should continuehtave key importance, and
should continue to be enhanced

* The roles of support staff needed urgent review
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H. Conclusions and Recommendations

H.1 Conclusions

The Panel concluded that the Division’s provisioasvof a high quality overall, and
this was particularly impressive given the uncertanditions under which it had been
operating. The Panel was pleased that, withouemian, staff and students were
committed to the success of the Division and weative about its future.

H.2 Recommendations

The recommendations interspersed in the precedipgrt, and summarised below, are
made in the spirit of encouragement in order tcaeoh the already high standards of
the Division of Nursing and Health Care. The reomndations have been cross-
referenced to the corresponding sections of thertepand are ranked in order of
priority.

Recommendation 1:

The Panel stronglyecommendedthat careful succession plans needed to be ireplac
for core courses, whilst recognising that some igpst courses may end when a
particular member of staff leftSection C.6.4)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 2:

The Panelrecommended that priority be given to considering how to filhe
Admissions Officer role as a matter of urgency, @ondsecuring the necessary
administrative support, prior to the departure led turrent post-holder, in order to
ensure the admissions process could continue teffeatively(Section C.5.1)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 3:

The Panelecommendedthat steps be taken to ensure students have shebssible
opportunity to maximise the time spent with theieMfor whilst on placement, in order
to achieve the optimum benefit from the placememiagl (Section C.3.2)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 4:

The Panefecommendedthat consideration be given to the possibilityedrganising
the order of placements to enable the Care foEtterly placement to be offered later
in the programme, particularly in the light of stidl statements that this, being the first
placement experienced in the programme, was hawngimpact on student
withdrawals(Section C.6.1)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 5:

The Panetecommendedthat more emphasis be placed on the importandeditated
research time, and on ensuring this was borneroptactice. This was of particular
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importance in the light of the Division’s intentioa increase the number of staff with
Doctorate-level qualificationgection C.6.8)

Attention: Head of Division
Recommendation 6:

The Panefecommendedthat the Division clarify the role of the Advisef Studies
and make clear the responsibilities of the Advased the student, in line with standard

University procedure, in order to alleviate anydstiot confusion and to balance out the
workloads of staf{Section C.5.2)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 7:

The Panefecommendedthat the new administrator arrange a meeting tghother
support staff and representative members of thehieg staff to determine if support

activities could be done more efficiently and ifyaactivities could be discontinued
(Section C 6.6.)

Attention: Head of Division/Administrator
Recommendation 8:

The Panerecommendedthat a clear protocol be devised and communictiettie
students with regard to the role of the Placememte8s/isor and the arrangement of
visits, in order to alleviate any student confusiand to ensure there is a clear

communication channel available for students reggiassistance whilst on placement
(Section C.5.2)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 9:

The Panelecommendedthat the possibility of including several assesssshys into

the BN programme be investigated, to ensure thdesits are sufficiently prepared for
the Honours dissertation requiremégdction C.3.5)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 10:

The Panelrecommendedthat steps be taken to ensure all members of stafé
familiar with current clinical practice as well aarrent research activity, and did not
spend time teaching practices which were no loilgpractical us€Section C.4.3)

Attention: Head of Division
Recommendation 11.:
The Panelrecommended that consideration be given to the implementatidna

tutorials system now that student numbers had &sem to the point where this would
be beneficial to studen(Section C.6.1)

Attention: Head of Division
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Recommendation 12:

The Panefrecommendedthat discussions be initiated within the Medicak#lty in
order to ensure Nursing students were affordedsémee rights of access and support
within the Wolfson building as medical stude(fection C.6.3)

Attention: Head of Division; Dean of Faculty

Recommendation 13:

It wasrecommendedthat the Division make initial investigations irttee feasibility of
offering advanced entry/acceleration, bearing imdnthe potential obstacles and
competition(Section C.5.1)

Attention: Head of Division; Dean of Faculty

Recommendation 14:

The Panelrecommendedthat efforts be made to emphasise the Division@nm
strengths in its marketing efforts, particularlyncentrating on the employability and
distinctiveness of its graduates and on the stsuigntific base of the BN degree
(Section B)

Attention: Head of Division

Recommendation 15:

The Panelrecommendedthat opportunities for exchange schemes, includirase
within England or Wales, be examingsgéction F.3)

Attention: Head of Division

Prepared by: Janet Fleming, Senate Office
Last modified on: Monday 2 April 2007
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