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1. Overview
There hasbeenone meeting sincethelastreporton31/7/20. Thismeetingwas held 9/9/20 with
the main aim of discussing and approving the interim PEP’s.

General Committee Health Check

What is going well?
Weareslowlyadjustingtothe formatandrequirementsofthis (relatively) newcommittee and
starting to feel more comfortable with it.

What improvements can be made?
Itis stilldifficulttounderstand allthe acronyms used and therole and relevance of allithe embedded
documents peppered through the agenda

What supportis required (actions required) and/or what issues need to be escalated to Quality
Alignment Board | Te Poari Whai Kounga?

The biggest issue faced by this PAQC is dealing with the lack of APM for the whole of this semester
to date.

Progress against 3 (max.) key actions

= According to the last PAQC agenda, “A revised work-plan will be created from the combined
action plans of the 2020 interim PEPs and 2019 Monitors Reports.” This is not yet available
since we are not in a priority group for EER, so we have yetto receive feedback onthe PEPs.

= Wewill discuss PEP actions and monitors’ reports in the next PAQC and this will form into
key actions.

= Thereis an ongoing issue with not receiving the monitor’s report for the BLA programme.
ThisissuehasbeenescalatedtoHoS. Itisexpectedanewmonitorwillbe appointedfor
ongoing.
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Risk management

Process
Our process has changed slightly due to lack of APM — updating risk register is now being done by
HoS. We will discuss any major changes at the next PAQC.

Outcomes

We are in the process of following up DEF grades to improve SCC rates.

We are aware thatexpectedincreases to some programmes (eg NZCLD and NZDL) will raise the risk
profile due to the need for more/larger teaching spaces and part time staff.

2. Student support andachievement

Priority Group Strategies
Process

The PAQC is confident that strategies are leading to positive outcomes. We have an LOP (learning
outreachperson)inthe schoolnowandstaffhave attendedtherequiredworkshopson®“lseeme”
initiative.

Outcomes

The PAQC expects that as these initiatives such as ‘I see me’ become more embedded, SCC and
engagementshouldincrease, wheretheissueis students dropping outdue to notrelatingtothe
courses and content being delivered. Where there are others circumstances leading to students not
completing, these initiatives are unlikely to have a positive effect.

Some programmes gave extensions of time due to Covid interuptions, but overall the programmes
finishedmore-or-lessontime. The Masters by projectin LA/Archwas delayed with the holding of
workshops and exams.

Student Success

Student Outcomes

The PAQC s confidentthatmost of its programmes will achieve theirtargets, including priority
groups. ltis, however, worth noting that small cohorts mean thatif only avery few students (who
are priority) do not complete due to deciding the course is not for them orthey are unpreparedfor
the work required — the target may not be reached.

Grades and Completions

Weare confidentthatthe veryfew remaining missing or deferred grades will be dealt with by our
processes (AAQ) is working with the relevant DL. A clear update will be reported to the next PAQC
meeting.

Student Feedback

Process
This PAQC is satisfied that student evaluation is sufficient and effective. Some courses were
surveyedwith paperevaluationsand someareincludedinthe Unitec-wide online survey
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Outcomes
Summary of response rates for programmes — Reported via TKK tracking
Comment on the extent to which the PAQC is satisfied with survey response rates.

The paper surveys get a much greater response rate and lecturers can see immediately what they
need to address. The online surveys are often statistically non-viable due to low response rates and
therefore give avery slanted view. However, itis valuable to have the online version for writing
PEPs since it is available on the dashboard.

Summary ofissues andimprovementplans

Neitherthein-class paperevaluationortheonline survey have asystemforproviding afeedback
loop to students. If we re-instigated a system of SGID evaluation (small group instructional
diagnosis), there is a feedback loop builtin. The disadvantage is the time it takes (approx. 1 hr) and
the need for a trained facilitator.

This PAQC has not discussed evaluation feedback to students, at all.

3. Academic quality outcomes

Moderation

Moderation plans
This PAQC uses a tracker to show that pre and post internal moderation has been done. All
moderation documents are held on Onedrive.

Moderation outcomes
The PAQCisassuredthatmoderationisoccurring butthiswas notdealtwithinthe periodforwhich
this report refersto.

Summaryofanyknownissues and any mitigation plans
See above. This report period did not discuss moderation.

Research

This was not relevant to the PAQC meeting this report covers.

4. Programme design, delivery and review
Course Evaluation and Planning

Process
Thereis anew system of online CEPs and uptake has been alittle slow. There have been some
training sessions offered for this and it is expected that this will improve in future.

Outcomes

The PAQC meeting covered by the period of this report did not deal with CEPs. We are confident
this willbe greatly improved by the end of the year when CEPs for sem 2 willbe completed and
evaluated to develop and improve courses.
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Programme Evaluation and Planning (PEP)

Process
Despite difficulties such aslack of APM and delays receiving the template, this PAQC received and
discussed interim PEPs from all programmes it is responsible for.

Outcomes

TKK partnerwas presentatthe PAQC meeting where the PEPs were evaluated (Eric Stone) and his
inputwasvaluableinguidingusand DLs undertooktowrite upextracommentaryasrationalefor
ratings, afterthe meeting concluded. PAQC is confident aboutthis process and outcomes.

Degree Monitoring
Process

Please see previous comments about the BLA monitor’s report for 2019 not being received. This has
been escalated to HoS and TKK.

Qutcomes

See above.

Consistency Review
Process

Oneprogramme has been successfullyreviewed (NZCLD)this yearand others are expectedinthe
nextfewyears. The PAQCisconfidentthatsystemsare sufficienttomanage thisprocesswell.

Outcomes

We received a very good report commending our graduands who were very successful in either
moving to further their studies or landing good employment that is related to their degree.

Professional Accreditation/Other

Process

This has been deferred to 2021 for both BLAand MLA/MARCH
Outcomes

No outcomes yet.

Stakeholder Engagement
Process

Thiswillbe discussed atthe next PAQC meeting. Anew IACisinthe process ofbeing createdto
representthe Landscape Design programmes (NZCLDandNZDL). Thiswas decided lastyearduetoit
being determined that IAC for BLA was not relevant for NZCLD/NZDL.

Our BA keeps the stakeholder engagement log.
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Outcomes

This will be put into the agenda for the next PAQC meeting (see above)

Programme Review

Process

Along with Professional Accreditation, this has been deferred until 2021.
Outcomes

None yet.

Graduate Outcomes
Process

This has not been discussed at the PAQC meeting being reported on here, but it is contained within
the PEPs that were discussed. Graduate outcomes will be added to the agenda for the next PAQC
meeting and the AAQ will give update from the dashboard.

Outcomes

Forexample, the consistency review collected this data for NZCLD and it was found that students felt
one of the two GPOs was more relevant to their post-Unitec employment that the other (the one
relating to supervision).

Reference:
PAQC Terms of Reference

Programmes overseen by the PAQC:
MLA, MARCH, BLA, NZDL, NZCLD, NZDI5, NZDI6



