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Abstract Introduction
Bahrain Polytechnic (BP) was establkegsh The depletion of oil resources and an
in 2008 to fill a  paepsinglyn conpétisve Klobalg tladimgd s

labour market for work ready graduates. environment drive economic reform in
Around that time newspaper reports Bahrain. Bahrain Polytechnic (BR a key
highlighted a lack of quality and consistency reform initiative established to fill the gap in
in some private universities in Bahrain. the labour market for skilled Bahraini
Bahrainos Qual i fi catechniciars anal n dpplied upeofessibngals
Assurance Authrdy was in development so, (Polytechnics International New Zealand
in the absence of national guidelines, BP (PINZ), 2007) In Bahrain 80% of school
developed its own Quality Assurance Modelgraduates progress to Higher Education
to gain stakeholder confidence in the quality (HE), though many fail to find employment
of its education. This comprised a Quality (Torr, 2011) Middle Eastern education
Management System with policies andsystems do not produce what the markets
procedures, and eef review loop. need and the markets are not sufficiently
The government was quick to redressdeveloped to absorb the educated labour

quality concerns threatening the reputation force the World Bank(2008) suggests,

of Higher Education in the Kingdom and &rguing that qualy of delivery is i
today there are many external auditng’ € SPonsi ble for this fv
agencies, each with their own paradigms between education and economic growth.

and criteria. However, evidence that Consequently, Dboth unemployment and
accantability audits produce quality underemployment are key concerns in the
improvement where it matters mesh the ~ Gulf. (Donn & Al Manthri, 2010)

classroom is lacking. An essential element | a3 c k of quality in Bahr a
in this failure is the dissolution of trust. This an isgi€'® at the time BP opened in 2008.

casest udy tells of BP®sk thed UHe Matignal tgGaty? dsSufance

more efficient and effective Self Reviewsystem was in development and a

model that shifts the focus from gualifications framework was just being
accountability and control to improvement considered. In the absence of national

and sustainability by taking into account gyidelines, the Polytechnic developed its
Bahrainos cul tural owh@didl Rrghality asarie in drder&o

Polytechnicds uni qu eggf dtakehdiderednfidendentthe Budlitylofd i N g
on existing relationships to engender trust
19

and commitment.
. i . . Some universities in th GCCrefused to acknowledge
Key words:Quallty; Review; Audit; ngher qualifications awarded by private universities in Bahrain on the

Education: Continuous Improvemt' grounds that they did not meet international academic standards:
; ! Bahrain News Agency, 10 February 2008

Sustainability (engli1.bna.bh/?ID=66842)
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its education. This comprised a Quality With the aim of allowing others to learn
Management System, with policies andfrom BP&6s e x p e r-studyntals |,
procedures, and a review and audit cycle,of the journey towards a more efficient and
incorporating an Annual Programme effective review model that shifts the focus
Review system (APR). from accountability and control to
improvement and sustainability. The
background section that follows provides a
context tofacilitate a greater understanding
of the challenges facing this new institution.

The government wagyuick to respond,

establishing the Quality Assurance
Authority for Education and Training in
2008, extending its role in 2012 to include
management of t he Ki ngdomods

Qualifications ~ Framework.  Providers Background

wishing to lodge their qualifications on the BP opened with around 200 foundation

framework must submit to a compliance |evel students, but today boasts almost 2000

review of their Quality Management studying towards qualifications at a range of
System, in addition to the institutional and |evels. ~Underpinned by values of

programme reviews overseen by thatfExcel | enced, iLearningbo

t

hi

authority.  Adapting  the European BPHs vision is to becom

Foundation of Quality Management modelpr ovi der of applied

hi gl

for Performance Excellence, BahrainGent j t s mi ssion is to produoc

for Excellence seeks effectiveness in theenterprising graduates with the 21st Century
public sector. skills necessary for the needs of the

So today there are many agencies taske@ommunity locally, — regionally —and
with auditing HE Institutions in the | Nt er nat {(Bahmaml IPglyteohnic,
Kingdom, each with its own paradigm and 2003) Judgments about whether BP is
accountabilities. The Polytechnic has beenProviding quality education and delivering
subjected to more than a dozen #mdind ©n its mission are made by audit agencies as
reviews since it opened, leading to aWell as employers. At BP industry is
questioning of their value. An evaluation of Strongly linked throughthe activities of
these found little time between panel visits Curriculum — Advisory ~ Committees  to
to work on the opportunities for changes in the labour markéCoutts &
improvement identified or to consolidate Leder, 2010)

good practice. Consequently findings were Cyrriculum at Bahrain Polytechnic

duplicated and, stretched by the demands O]:Ad It educati lit ¢ i
establishing a new institution, staff were °, ult - education qualty rests —on IS
concerned that their energies were being[‘

diverted to establishing compliance, away

: : nyir ak ontext ited - jons
from P mproving st Ed%c%%g]r{fa, bScien)i[ifiéquIf'];n?(‘j ! Ng%ﬁ
Organization, 2009)

experiences ural
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Whilst the British Council(2013) suggests

establishing a wplity HE sector to support
economic growth, much has also bee

written about the obstacles to curriculum

reform in the Middle EastDakkak, 2011,)
and the difficulties of applying educational

concepts and policies developed in the wes

to other parts of e world (Billing &
Thomas, 2000; Harvey & Williams, 2010).

industry requirements and the gaps inWork

achievement and complexity) facilitating
MENA countries learn from others in comparability and transferability.

Utilising a curriculum model recommended

nby UNESCO and International
Organization (2002) the career focused

Labour

programmes offered by BP aim to produce

rofessionh and enterprising workeady,
Graduates (Figure 2). This outcome is

achieved through Problem Based Learning,
with the integration of Employability Skills
Aware of best practice, BP first identified across the curriculum and the provision of

Integrated Learning opportunities

education provision in order to design its such as industry @erience and cooperative
curriculum. This research indicated what projects (Prendergast, Pringuet, Zahran, &
McGirr, 2012) The foundation programme,
place but also found employer together with a raft of support services,
dissatisfaction with graduate employability ensures students develop the skills required
skills. There was a gap between thefor success at tertiary levelCoutts &
educational levels of high school graduatesDismal, One Side ahe Equation, 2013At
and the entry level for tertiary study. Thesedegree level, language and

programmes were needed by thearket

factors det er-enirynauli

Qualifications are based on credit (aencourage students

learning

Blévélapmem edntinues to be supported and
exit curriculum model (Figure 1). Each English for Specific Purposes courses are
programme has a graduate profile and each nc |l uded.
course specifies and assesses the Learninguodifications designed to respond to local
Outcomes  students must  achieve.needs include an Electives compoheo

Ot her

6acros

to become active

measure of academic achievement) anctitizens and a mandatory courdgghraini
Perspectivesthat grounds student learning

levels (progressive stages obmpetence,

within a Bahraini context.

Figure 2: Employability Ecology-BP6s Appl i ed Lear
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For efficient stadup accredited programmes their stated aims, deliveringn the graduate
were purchased from Australasia. Adaptingprofile developed with industry. This cycle
curricula originally designed to meet the involves an internal review system as well
circumstances and culture of one country toas external audits required by government
meet the needs of another is a wellagencies and reviews by professional bodies
documented problertDunworth, 2008and  for accreditation. The APR system was
so the purchased programmes wereimplemented as the main inbal
subsequently contextualized with mechanism to draw together the elements
stakeholder input. Curriculum purchase necessary to evaluate whether there was
contracts included an annual review andneed for Curriculum change, notably
external moderation to give confidence thatindustry, student and tutor feedback. For
BP programmes were of at least the sameseveral iterations the specialised technical
standard as in the originastitutions. knowledge and skills components closely
resembld those from the imported
curricula. However, within 18 months
significant changes to both qualification
The performance of Bahrain Polytechnic is structure and teaching content were sought.
determined by how well it meets Apalysis of the APRs indicated that by
stakeholderso requi replfigenHe $equiremBngs fop thesed changes O f
the review and audit cycle is to evaluatewere not clearly evidende flagging the
how well the Polytechnic meets these need for review of the APR process itself.
requirements  (Figure 3) and it is Simultaneously the Polytechnic was
operationalised byolicy (A/QA/002 Audit,  experiencing a large number of audits,
Evaluation and Review). driving a compliance culture and diverting

The review and audit cycle is both outcome Staff energies away from improving the
focused and process based, ensuring that afflassroom experience. These two factors
programmes are fit for purpose and meetPrompted this casstudy.

APR System: Ensuring Curriculum
Relevancy

Figure 3: Quality Assurance Model
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Quality Conundrum: Literature Gore, 2013) But the MENA
Review investment in education has not resdlia

_ _ _ _ the anticipated level of economic growth
A review of international best praCtlce (Wor|d Bank’ 2008)and reasons Suggested

assistedd evel opment of  til}fhis rélaleltoeliuafidhdl duli§).S
Quality Assurance System. The concept of

quality has its origins in industry where, in Unsurprisingly then, quality is a highly

its various forms, it was utilised to increase Contested concept in educatigram, 2001)
productivity and competiveness, focusing With many definitions(American Society

on product consistency to meet customero’ Quality, 2013) Indeed an analysis of
requirements (Paunescu & Fok, 2004) trends_ |n_h|gher educatlon over the last 15
However, fiproducto VeR'sindigaied achangein foguginthe way,
different indeed from that in industry, so the 9uality ~is ~ ~conceptualized  from
application of quality to schools and accountability to learner engagement and

universities has not been without critique: /€&/ning, resulting in a shift from an

ACentral to the de b aslitonal Sops onie 4 Progragnmes
educational context is the issue of whether(Harvey & Williams, 2010; Harvéy &

concepts derived from the profientred Williams, 2010 b)

private sector can be readily transferred toThi s same trend i s refl

public servi ce(Greane, g axpdrienéel | The s Quality Assurance
1994) Applying quality concepts in Authority for Education and Training
education is difficult: there are many conducted seven reviews in the academic

6customers, 6 the 0p yeard008/9 and fivearr 2000 LAMEInfog asi |y

defined, the outcomes are not easily2009). Analysis of findings across these
measured and improweent is challenging early reviews indicated a number of areas
to evaluate. requiring improvement across the HE

Notwithstanding this, quality principles . _
underpinned the 1097 §wlemeniafion g of; jayally SSWHEE| s
Movement that resulted in quality
programmes being successfully
implemented in many schoolgArcaro,

1997) Arcaro maintains that quality . X
provides the structure and techniquesR€S€arch, emphasising the centrality of

necessary to improve all educational Programme review in quality assurance and
processes. Of particular interest is theduality —enhancement (Her Majesty's

identification of key attributes associated INSpectorate of Education, 2007; Kiely
with effectiveness, those that make 52009) An overview of literature concerning

difference for sleandBrA9fagge Revews gancluded that the
mission; instrudonal leadership: high most effectl_ve frameworks are fle>§|ble,
expectations; monitoring of student progressCompPrehensive, integrated and sustainable,

and the opportunity to leathezotte, 2006) incorporating_ principles; _crit(_aria; process;
and evaluation. In considerinthe value

In contrast to '[hIS StudeﬂEntred fOCUS, the add@ aspects of programme revieW the
appeal of the quality concept 10 Office for Standards in Educations suggests
governments globally has been its utility for that it is a difficult and time consuming
monitoring ~ accantability  of  public  process(Ofsted, 2006) There is a lack of
eXpendItUI‘e.ngher educat'on Institutions evidence that externa' qua“ty audits
have experienced huge pressure to driveyroduce improvement where it matters
economic growth and play a key role in most, in the classom, especially when they
securing global positioning(Stiasny &  have a strong accountability brief, Billing

Assurance Authority for Education &
Training , 2010) This conclusion is
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and Thomas argu€2000) They maintain A case study was selected as the most

this failure is attributable to the dissolution appropriate research design as this approach

of trust. I n cont r asaltows fdd anvestigayion aising a Vdnde lofi a ms 0
overview of quality research(2010) evidence available in a specific caséisg

suggests that progmme review can be very (Coutts, 2007) #Al ntrinsico case
effective when conducted within the boundsas this have in common the aim to seek

of context and purpose, where thosegreater understanding of a particular case in
teaching the programme are also part ofa | | Aits particularity
designing and conducting the review. In this (Stake, 200Q) This research may also be
conceptualisation, tutors are part of theconsi dered as a-gudyj nstr ul
problem and the solution. through which the development of greater

Of patrticular interest in the Middle Eastern understanding of a generic phenomenon can

context is the recognition of the importance oceur.
of relationships in the process of developingTypical of many casstudies, this
a quality culture. People's culture, their investigation did not begin with any a priori
beliefs and behavioural norms can theoretical notions(Gillham, 2000) but
contribute to, or block the process of maintained openness to what emerged
developing and implementing before attempting to understand the
improvements(Kaasa & Vadi, 2010)The findings. An eclectic range of data capture
Arab Gulf States are characterized by strongmethods was utilised, with documentary
family values and consequently trusting analysis followed by focus groups and
relationships and networking are very individual interviews to unpack the meaning
important in business operations, including of emerging findings and to increase their
the business of managingducational reliability ard validity through triangulation.
institutions. In the Arab world the deep The participants were all the staff involved
connections of kin and obligation provide a in the Reviews, including the Quality
pervasive  foundation for important Manager who, as participant researcher, had
decisions and information sharif@abaai, gai ned et hi cal <c¢cl earance
2009) This cultural aspect needed to be Committee to conduct this castidy’.To
considered in the APR review to faalie a give weigh and central position to the
sustainable quality improvement process,voices of these key informants, what they
embedded i n the 6wasad vee presented tab ivarigaind quatés,
Bahrain Polytechnic. recognisable by the use of italics and
differentiated from the body of the text by
The Way Forward: Research indented blocks of speech or narrative
Method segments placed in qutittn marks. In
brackets beside the quotes is a unique
Building on the findings from the literature jgentifier (ID) that aims to give some degree
review, a process was created to develop &f anonymity to participants. The ID has a

Contextualised ~ Programme  efew  (esignation that indicates the type of
Framework  (CPRF). Conducted over respondents (Tutors [T], Reviewers [R],
several years, this five stage processchallengers [C], Course

included three waves of dialogue (engagingsupervisos/Programme ~ Managers/Deans

stakeholders) ~and two stages Of [pMm], Review Facilitator [RF] and the
development, where the initial format of

programme review based on a New Zealand, .

. Hasan, J. (2014n Search of a Programme Review Framework
model, was Shaped amelshaped to achieve for Bahrain Polytechnic: The Experience of a Bahraini Quality
an effective and sustainable model relevantcoordinator.Preliminary findings towards doctoral dissertation,
to the local environment. University of Southern Queensland, Australia.
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Quality Manager [QM]) signified by the differentiate respondents within the same
first letter (s) of the role and a number to category, if needed.

Figure 4: Research Stages

Stage 1
*Dialogue (1)

Retrospective
analysis of the
APRs

*Review Cycle
1&2

2008-2008 &
2008-2010

S [ ) .

If *Three lage 5 \ ,-“"I Stage L) \\.,
..-" . fayer \\. I #0‘3\0?9 \ P‘??\ \
R@V- €d CPR \ . A\ 0'0 2 VY \

. ewe,, " \  Emerged Contextualised 1™ e 3 037‘- \
20125, €S Programme Review / wreviet 10 w2 L
13 FrameworkCPRF 1010’1 11

Opportunites for dialogue took the form of dialogue, a full review of the Programme
workshops, facilitated meetings, interviews Review Process was initiated.

and discussion at Academic Quality . L .
. . Stage 2: In parallel withthis review, a
Assurance Committee (AQAC), which had Traﬁsitional AF\)PR was implemented for

oversight of the process, and these led 02 eview Cycles 3 and 4 (Stage 2), and

changes in the Pr_ogramme R(':'V'ewfeedback was gathered once again from
processes over four review ¢gs (Cycle 5 stakeholders

dialogue yet to be held).
Stage 3: On advice that
Higher Education Review Unit) would

conduct an audit of the Business Degree
utilising four new Programme Review
Standards (Figure 5) it was decided to use

Stage 1. Armed with data from the
retrospective analysis of the APRs from
Cycles 1 and 2 and feedback frdine initial
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this opportunity t o indinatoor mWhelee Rheleyt averdini c O ¢
own programme review process. The reviewrecommendations for improvement, some
approach, informed by effective review did not base this on evidence. Several
processes found in the literature, built onrecommendations levelled critique at other
dialogue with BP staff and incorporated Polytechnic departments, suggesting they
external review indicators. On completion were to blame for programme deficiencies,
of the Business pilot, another opportunity but there was no institutional mechanism
for dialogue was provided to reflect on the that facilitated this being passed to the
outcomes, particularly ~ on quality relevant areas for action. The overall quality
improvement planning, as well as on thewas variable, with only a few APRs that
review process. constituted best practice, these having
Stag 4: Finally a three layered review involved tutors in th_e_ Process. There was
clearly a need for training in how to conduct

process was devised, part of which was a =" .
new APR template. reviews and write reports.

Stage 5: Aspects of this new template wereThe template itself did not reflect the unique

run again for all programmes at the end ofaSIOGCtS of Pol ytech n_i cos ¢
Revie?/v Cycle 5 inpac%demic year 2013. model (such aProblem Based Learnipg

. _ o and neither did it comply with BRPolicy

Figure 5. HERU Programme Review $andards (A/QA/002 Audit, Evaluation and Review),
which had as a requirement that a review

s Ve ~N should ask how satisfied students were with

Standard 2: their learning and whkeeér programme
Standard I Efficiency of outcomes are meeting the needs of industry.
The Learning the When mapped against QAEET indicators
Programme Programme the early APR template showed a lack of

\_ J\_ ) alignment.

4 N\ sendarda: ) The QM siaviaglinitially difficultiio
Standard: 3 Effectiveness get -ibrbbuyt o t he APR syste
Academic of Quality the complexity of e process, and also

tﬁtalédaads ?f Maﬂagflmem because quality requirements were new to
© Lracuates Assar many staff, especially those who had worked

\_ )\ Assurance ) _ _ /ork

extensively in the Gulf Regiord

Furthermore, significant changes to both

qualification structure and teaching content

of many programmes were requezbt at
Results AQAC, yet there was little evidence of the
need for these changes apparent in the
APRs. These findings suggested the need
for review of the APR process itself.

Stage 1. Retrospective Analysiscddemic
years 2008009; 20092010

Early Annual Programme Reviews (APRS) . .
were based on a template sourced from Ne tage 2 Transitional APR gademic years
Zealand. This comprised 11 sections 0162011/20112012

(Appendix A). The analysis found some The template remained verynslar in the
Programme Maagers (PM) failed to submit transition phase, but how the review was
their APRs on time. Many APRs had conducted changed. Training needs were
responses that were descriptive rather thandentified as part of the dialogue with PMs
analytical and sometimes did not address thdollowing the 2009 APR submission, so for
the 20162011 APR Cycle, members of the
Quality Team worked alongside facefi to

A Quality Assurance Authity for Education and Training , 2010.
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provide both assistance and peer reviewTheme 6 Focus on Improvement
t)he_fore thTtAaPRs Wﬁrebstme'tteg\;%ASAC flssues were identified but in some

IS resufted In all but one €INY instances no action was documented to
submitted and a general improvement in

litv. 4 c this pr v tim address them....previous years actions were
quality. HOWEVET IS process was very ime , always reviewed for completiosn [ Q M]
consuming with the result that submissions

and ay required changes to programmes Theme 7 Dissemination of  Good
were not made within the Academic Board Practice

timeframe. fiMost of the focus was on identifying weak
Feedback on the transition phase APRs inareas for —improvement rather than
early 2011 were captured by facilitated St r e n[@M] h s o

sessions across all programme areas. Eighfheme 8 Feedback on the facilitated

themes emerged: sessions ranged fromfAusef ul and
Theme 1  Lack of commitment toe Cc hal | etofigwhnagto i s [QMhe poi nt
process by faculties Consequently small changes were made to

ifThe process is not the ARR tepplate foptbeunext gyaes(2011| t 6 s
seen as a compliance issue rather than an2012), but mostly the emphasis imet
opportunity t o i mp Fransitign Stage wryaingdnomm dhe Process.
[PM1] Feedback from a workshop to unpack the
learning from the APRs completed in 2011

Theme 2 lack . of a comple'Fe 2012 identified institutionalvide themes for
framework: Inconsistency in the way review

was undertaken across the programmesQuality Improvement Plans, including
; L . shortages of staffing; delays with labs and
which made it difficult to evaluate risk to a g g y

d to devel .tecpipment; plagiarism; lack of library
programme —and 10 develop appropriate qq, ces: shortage of Elective courses;
action plans

underperforming staff;, moderation issues
fiThe current process is used as aand student support and advising. The
prescriptive tool for review rather than an addition of Quality Improvement Plans
evaluative t odRM2f or praviged oppatumégynforithe first time to
~ onitor.. _progress towards programme
NAbsence of [ABM3El ear [ &é?/ecmgn?%r through Faculty Board
Theme3 Lack of team work in reporting to AQAC and Academic Board.
completing the review process As Academic Board minutes are approved

AWhen staff attended the facilitated sessiont SMT, this also now provided a forum to
[with the PM] this often raised issues of a engage Corporate Divisions in this quality

shared understanding of the actions Improvement process.
recorded i[@QMthe r eviSade 8 Piloting anther model of sel

Theme 4 Lack evidencebased review based on HERU indicators

decision making Based on feedback from the previous stages
A Steraents were often unsupported by date® Néw Programme  Review and
or eviQMgnced Improvement Processyas designed, based

_ on the HERU Review Standards (Figure 5),
Theme 5 Lack of Evaluative based pyt with the key features identified from
review effective pogramme reviews in the

fiMost were descriptive which does not literature incorporated as  underlying
provide an accurate or measurable principles:  leadership  (to  ensure

judgement of the effectiveness of aCommitmentacross the Polytechnic); Rigour
progr a@Mhe o (teamwork, evidence based and evaluation
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based processes); and Impact (monitoring tadiClarity was an issues at the

provide quality assurance andntiouous beginning...you and a colleague might look
improvement).These components were put at the same suimdicator, and have

together for Cycle 4 that saw a continueddifferent evaluatiord [ R3] . Cul tur al
engagement of key stakeholders to buildwa s a Ceatainttesms like &ssessment
capacity, ensure internal consistency andhave different meanings in different

develop trust in the process through a bettecountries. When we sat down améched a
understanding of how APR contributes consensus, | was concerned if what we had
towards improvement, a real focus in thisagreed was what QAA were actually

new process (Figure 6). thinkingp [ R6] . Thi s was a f a
it took to Thefadttha itr evi e

BP programme, provided opportunity to took us 6 weeks to define what they were in

pilot the programme review and Review Indicator 1 means thattheye r e n 6 t

improvement process, with twenty staff clead [ RR] ' HO wever this w
for all. Insight was given by the more

participating from across the institon. : L _
Each Reviewer was allocated one standar§ X P €F 1 encé€ d e hwadﬂcdtoesn gers.
are clear to me. For the reviewers, they

or substandard and worked with an C

interdisciplinary team to locate the evidencen € € d training to unders
for it, reporting how well BP, and the [C3].
Business Degree specifically, matched What constituted evidence had beerig

HERUOG s standar ds. Tidsuee doe the pidtp SMggessng the eeed for
moderated by ahallenge team to ensure ongoing training and support for effective
consistency. AQAC oversaw the processprogramme reviews, but also indicating the

and set high standards, demanding ameed for adoption of a consistent review
evaluative writing style and verifiable f r a me wtloerbigger giaestion was how
evidence: the first indicator was submitted they unpacked those [indicators]. Whee w

three times before it was finally approved. first met it was clear a conceptual;

This rigorous process waseny time framework had not been provided [ C1] .
consuming and, although it developed Some of the review participants assessed the

trusting relationships, providing a safe indicators as relevant to the Polytechnic, but

learning environment for the staff involved, others suggested they lacked completeness,

it was not sustainable in a time of staffar g uiin geeds fo be more about
shortages. As well: practice . . . . we areno6t checki
happens in the classrooln. [ RF] . It wa:
that the indicators were not appropriate for
competency based learning and also that

The Bachelor of Businesbging the largest

fiThe outcome was complex and not
useful for reviewing and eahcing
the programme....this process was

getting out of hand...the staff starting it h ere R ;: Snot L in oug h ft OhC
to feel overwhelmed. The process was YIe\éVS) ¢ [ ¢ ] it : p (ta WL. S .e €
starting to get a life of its own in that Inadequate Tads on quality ot teaching.

flone thing that i snot | o

staff were spending a lot of time on it e .
and the amount of data was Maintain the quality of the people who are

over whel mi ng agd WaE G I@pogtagtlé( it gvas hlghllghted_
analysed to produce an improvement t h a/yhet \ér we are meeting the strategic
plan....the aim had been 164OM]. objectives in terms of produqlng werady
graduates, wdt ready learning[was] not
Other feedback from a series of interviewscentral to QAA, but they are to BR
held with Review participants showed that suggesting that there was a need for BP to
for some, there had been a lack of clarity inwrite its own indicators.
the indicators and what was required:
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Figure 6: Programme Review and Improvement Process Pilot
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Stage 4. A New Contextualised capability, as well as prepag to meet
Programme Review FrameworfCPRF) external accountabilities established by

The findings from Stage one and stage tonQA' T.he_ challenge fqr Bahraln
identified a mismatch between the Polytechnic is to be cooperative with su_ch
Pol yt e cPblioyi ¢ABQR/002 Audit, exterpal agencies, whilst at the same time
Evaluation and Review)which aimed to meeting its own needs to_become a world
improve the experience of the learner, andCIaSS HEI known for its workeady
the output of the reviews. The APR processgraduates'

itself was partly responsible for this: it To meet this challenge a three Ilevel
lacked the engagement of the tutors whoprogramme review framework was
knew the courses well; and feedback fromdeveloped as shown in Figure 7:

students was missing. :
9 1 Layer One: Annual programme review

The findings from Stage 3 indicated that the  report (modified templates meet
APR, despite its process orientation, failed  changing needs)

to meet its intended purposeshich wereto  { Layer Two: Periodic programme review
improve the delivery of the programme and  (prepares for external audit ;\@s the

the learning experience for the students bigger picture, includes trends over
enrolled in it. It did however engage both APRS)

Bahraini and expatriate staff, establishing a
trusting environment that built reviewer
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1 Layer Three: External Audit Agency the CPRF, to ensure institutional
Reviews (indicators embedded as consistency. Another action to respond to
appropriate in Layers 1 and 2) this critique has seen the establishment of a

Measurement and Analysis Unit within the

Quality Directorate to ensure that we have

internationally benchmarked data

ddefinitions, as well as continuing with the
regular student course satisfaction and

This triple Layered CPRF was constructed
as a result of analysis of the critical
components that requirenaual review to
ensure Programmes meet their specifie
aims, in contrast to those for which 2 student expeeince surveys essential to

periodic review would suffice. These critical APR b y

components were identified from '

international best practice, an analysis ofThe major concern emerging from the pilot

BPOs strategic di r wastthe veed fof 8RB toi falleweits owrb y
workshops with stakeholders from industry, directions for future development congruent
government agencies, staff and studentswith the realisation of its Mission, which

and a matching of the indicators acrossdr i ves the Polytechnicos
relevant audit agencies. The focus onmodel. Consignt with experience in the
O6measuring what you EvVhéaeiovenasScsheoeord sOhe mov
requirements of the APR considerably focuses on the Kkey results expected
reduced, respondingo staff complaints accor di ng t o BPOs mi s s
about workload. It builds on existing student academic achievement; retention
organisational structures, hence increasingand graduation targets, as well as graduate

the likelihood of programme review employment and employability skills

becoming a sustainable practice. Table ldevelopment. Additionally the new

shows how all these elements fit within the streamlined APR process allows for the

roles and responsibilities of ating addition of an annual theme to enhance
committees. Te process of engagement teaching and learning effectiveness to be
(opportunities for dialogue) was found in added for any cycle. This flexibility allows

the casestudy to build trusting the new APR process to be responsive to a
relationships, creating an environment indynamic economic environment, which

which risk taking and innovation were drives innovation and the application of
encouraged, and hence this aspect watechnology in programmes. The new APR
integrated in the BRF. Through this includes a separate template for each course
process of individual learning and leader to complete, reducing workload for
reflection, the institute itself will learn, and the PM, whilst ensuring these key course
consequently improve the learning leaders are engaged in ther pgr amme 0 s
experiences offered to students. review and have ownership of the outcomes.

The lack of a complete framework (criteria, This template was implemented for the
standards, process and training), and ar20122013 APR, Cycle 5, with a focus on
inconsistent understanding of the processProblem Based LearningAQAC minutes

and variations in completing the reviews,r epor t ed fa pleasing i m
were revealed in a workshop to unpack thestandard of the reports compared to last year

APR process in 2012. The (O)ADRI with comprehensive focus on programme
(Objectives, Approach, Deployment, and course issues and well thought out
Results, and Improvements) modelActi on Pl anso. At t he t
(Broatch, n.d) that guides wha to  opportunity for dialogue has yet to be
investigate, and how, had already been inscheduled to ascertain whether this thematic

place within a number of programme areas,approach adds value. As a result of Cycle 5
notably Business and English, and this besfor the frst time a presentation to all

practice has now been incorporated withinstudents was given by Faculty of course and
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programme changes planned, based omequired standards within Bahrain and
student survey results, and otherselected international benchmarks. Btik
considerations such as industry feedbackannual and periodic review levels inform the
which are now part of this new APR accountability reviews initiated by
process. Onc e ewhGmalsP atcreditaionhagenaed suchnas professional
are approved by the Board of Trustees, thebodies and government  regulatory
Expected Key Results that sit underneathauthorities.

these goals will bécorporated to complete
the proposed framework for a sustainable
and contextualised Review and
Improvement Framework for
implementation in futre review cycles.

Its sustainability seems assured through the
commitment to quality expressed ke

leadership and enshrined structurally
through a Quality Directorate, a committee
that monitors the review processes and
. outcomes (AQAC), and the policies and
Conclusions procedures that guide quality review

Questions were raised in the literature abou@ctivities. CPRF assists the Polytechnic to
the transferability of quality assurance meet its extmal quality accountabilities,
systems from one nation to another and, inbut without detracting from its purpose of
particular, external quality assurance €nsuring —continuous Improvement In
systems were found to be of doubtful valueteaching and learning through its focus on
in ensuring quality unless there is an the programme, rather than the institution,
internalisation of procedures. Best practice@s the unit of review. Quality Improvement
indicated that quality assurance systemsPlans are a crital outcome of all levels of
need to be developed to fit the cultural the review process, enabling monitoring of
context of the country and be congruentrequired actions at a high level, to ensure
with the goals of the particular HE this ~ continuous improvements. After all, you
casestudy a pogramme review format Mmeasure what you value.

based on a New Zealand model was shaped

and reshaped to achieve an effective reviewimplications for Future Research
framework relevant to the Middle Eastern
education environment. Building strong
relationships, a central tenant to operating in

a Bahraini environmnt to engender trust and evaluation processes need to be

and commitment, a sustainable model hasdeveloped by BP to support the CPRF and
been developed that takes into account theensure consistency over time and_across

.PO |yt ec h ni cos unigu edisciBIiheg. AE dnfilar 5r§c@s§ Bfesﬂapina hd
industry driven curriculum. and rekaping now needs to occur to further
This three layered Review Framework develop the Periodic Review procedure
incorporates a focus on process andcurrently underway in two different
outcomesreflecting the notion of quality as faculties (using different approaches).

gnfvirlor;[menft ca[hrat rr::- uuirresIO OaS riso onsvivvlelﬁ tne' Gec e is@% Bf?h@fraﬁsfel%ﬁliﬁ/ bra 11
model to ensure the %ngoing relevgnce quuality systems is_ part_icula_lrly_ important

: . .~ “'because of thewider implications for

higher educat_|c_)n. The _annqal FEVIEW students seeking to transfer credit and
component facilitates ongoing incremental graduates wishing to seek employment

change to programes based on feedback outside of their home country. Investigation

from learners, tutors and industry, within a into the perceptions, expectations and

t|mefrgme where stakeholders see theassumptions surrounding the selfaluation
benefits. The periodic review phase

i corporat ternal  revi » tconcept and application inhé MENA
Incorporates — externa GVIEW  against context is needed. Investigation is also

However, there is still much more to dao.
keeping with international best practice,
guidelines, principles; criteria; procedures

123



needed into the impact of external qualityqgu al i t y o6 r edeficit oftimpactn 6 has
assurance requirements on internal qualityresearch, particularly the impact of quality
management systems. The challenges facedssurance processes on academic practice,

by Middle Eastern institutions to balance thethe student experience and student learning.
demands of accountability with tinequest This is probably the most important

for improvement are of particular interest challenge of all. fiis casestudy is part of

given the fiscally restrained economic BP0 s ongoing o aoquality t me nt
environment. culture. By documenting its own quality

djourney BP seeks to reflect on its own

On a global level, more needs to be foun . i .
g practices to stimulate debate on issues of

out about the impact of quality in higher
education. Newton(2012) argues that the

common concern to the HE sector.

Table 1: Roles and Responsibilities of Committees in the Three layered Review Process

Layer Quality & Review Team Challenge Programme Faculty Board Academic Quality &
Measurement RT Team Committee PC FB Quality Audit
and Analysis CT Assurance Committee

QMA Committee Q&A
AQAC

>, Facilitatethe Carryout the Internal Undertale Undertake Undertake Undertake

k9] = process review moderation for improvement  improvement  improvement | improvement

@g ) ) the review process (issues process (issues process (issues| process (issues

03 De(_:lde on Ge_ltherlng findings related to the  related tothe  related to the | related to

E @ review scope  evidence. (Quality Programme)  Faculty) Polytechnic) | corporate)

g8 iaw Assurance

5E Formulate Develop review Monitor Monitor Monitor Monitor

gL |reviewand udgments Process) i ; i i

= Jucg : improvement  improvement  improvement | improvement

ec challenge teams

T = Issued the draft

3 0 .

ca review report

c o

< —_—

= Facilitate the Carryout the External Undertake Undertake Undertake Undertake

-% R process review moderation for improvement  improvement  improvement | improvement
& 5 . . review findings process (issues process (issues process (issues| process (issues

03 Dec_:lde on Ga}therlng (Quality related to the  relatal to the related to related to

E s review scope  evidence. Assurance Programme)  Faculty) Polytechnic) | corporate)

3 = i rocesses

5L Formulate Develop review P ) Monitor Monitor Monitor Monitor

2 review and judgments. improvement  improvement  improvement | improvement

29 challenge teams

2 Issued the draft
o £ review report
E ~—
a
HEC BCE QQA Internal Accreditation Industry & Others e.g. CSH

* requirement requirements | Professional & NAC
QL requirement
£
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2 @
%S
gg
g
x
i

124



Figure 7: Relationships between Annual Reviews, Periodic Review & External Reviews

Dialogue, Pockets of Enthusiasm and Inadion

AnnualReviews

Annual Review Cycle 1

I

Annual Review Cycle 2

Annual Review Cycle 3

Annual Review Cycle 4

Periodic Review

Every FouYears

Subject to external
validation

evidence

Central point of practice &

Internal & external requirement
Higher Education Council
BahrainCentre of Excellence
QQA
Accreditation requirement

Industry & Professional
requirement

Others (CSB, NAC)

Outcomes

Improve Outcomes for all Bahrain
Polytechnic Learners

Providing Public Assurance and
Accountability

Informing Bahrain Polytechnic
Vision and Mission Statements
(Internal Improvement)
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Appendix A: Review Standards (Requirements) of the Initial Annual Programme
Review Process (2002010)

Section
number

Section title

Standards / Requirements

Section 1

Programme detatls

Name of Programme:
Programme Code:
Programme Leader:
Programme Manager:
Review Prepared by
BriefDescription
Target Description

Section 2

Programme Stafistics

Number of Students

Enrolled Number of Students Withdrawn
Number of Students

Retained

Retention Rate

No. passed

No. failed

Passrate

Comment on programme and course
statistics

Section 3

Thghlights

Positive
Negative

Section 4

Programme and Course
Surveys

None

Section 3

Programme Review

Provide feedback on actions taken
regarding the recommendations made in
the last review.

Section 6

Section 7

Constraints and Risks

MNbderation

Briefly comment on major 1ssues that may
impact on the programme

7.1 Internal

7.2 External

Section 8

Section @

Learning Services

Resources

Comment on the use and accessibilityof
leaming suppert by students

9.1 Upgrading of systems

9.2 Upgrading of equipment

9.3 Library resources

Section 10

10.1 Actions Taken

10.2 Actions Planned

Summary ofamy changes or actions taken
to improve the programme during review
period.

What has been done?

Why was this done?

Date Completed (if applicable)

Summary ofamy changes or actions
planned for next review period.

Section 11

General Comments

None
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Appendix B: Programme Annual Review for Academic Year 20122013

Bahrain Polytechnic * ouradlcli sy

PROGRAMME ANNUAL REVIEW FOR ACADEMIC YEAR 2012-2013

Who completes the form and by when:
This form is to be completed by a Programme Manager (or delegate) by 28 November 2013.
The completed document is to be saved as a “read only” file, then uploaded to AQAC SharePoint site.

To complete this form you will need:

e the Course Survey data that can be obtained from QMAP.
e the Course Results from the course summary provided by Registry.

Points to note:

The Programme Annual Reviews are an integral part of our quality assurance practices. In completing the Programme
Annual Review, the focus is critical self-evaluation to identify opportunities for improvement in a programme.

Appendix 1 is the Programme Action Plan and actions to improve the programme are to be listed here.

Click here and enter Programme name
Click here and enter name of Programme Manager

Enrolment, Retention and Pass Rate
Copy and paste in the row below the Enrolment, Retention and Pass Rate details table

Analysis of Enrolment, Retention, Pass Rate and Results data

Effectiveness of Quality Assurance & Management, QQA indicator 4, Sub indicator 2.1.4.7

Describe the pattern of results within the context of results from previous years (completion and retention
rates, gender differences)

Programme Statistics by Course
Copy and paste in the row below the results for each course in the programme

Comment on Course Statistics and Survey Results

Effectiveness of Quality Assurance & Management, QQA indicator 4, Sub indicator 2.1.4.7

Describe the pattern of results across the courses within the context of results from previous years
(completion and retention rates, gender differences). From this overall course analysis, identify any required
actions

Response to External Moderator’s Report
Academic Standards of the Graduates, QQA Indicator 3, Sub indicator 2.1.3.6
Analyse the report and identify any required actions to add to the Programme Action Plan

Response to Programme Monitor’s Report (if conducted this year)
Effectiveness of Quality Assurance & Management, QQA Indicator 4, Sub indicator 2.1.4.2
Analyse the report and identify any required action to add to the Programme Action Plan

1 FA-A-QA-002
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Appendix B: Programme Annual Review (2012013) (Page 2)

Bahrain Polytechnic * adldisidy

Staffing

Efficiency of the Programme, QQA Indicator 2, Sub Indicator 2.1.2.4

Comment on staff changes in the review period that have significant impact on the programme (e.g.
resighations to hand; new courses/majors awaiting recruitment. Identify any required action to add to the
Programme Action Plan

Professional Development and Research Activities

Effectiveness of Quality Assurance & Management, QQA Indicator 4, Sub indicator 2.1.4.8

Comment on whether PD activities and research are meeting the needs of staff to keep up to date in their
specialisations and/or teaching practice. Identify any required action to add to the Programme Action Plan

Facilities and Resources

Efficiency of the Programme, QQA Indicator 2, Sub indicator 2.1.2.8

Comment on any issues that specifically affected the programme. Identify any required action to add to the
Programme Action Plan

Advisory Committee

Academic Standards of the Graduates, QQA Indicator 3, Sub indicator 2.1.3.12

Comment on the process of consultation and how feedback from it was used. Focus on employability skills,
industry placement and projects where applicable. Identify any required action to add to the Programme
Action Plan

Problem Based Learning
Describe how Problem Based Learning is being implemented across this programme, and highlight any best
practice or associated challenges. List any required actions in the Programme Action Plan

Good Practice
Identify areas of good practice and/or innovation in the programme that you would like to share with the
Polytechnic community

Constraints and Risks Specific to this Programme

indicator 2

Comment on issues that have impacted on the sustainability and quality of the programme. Identify any
required action to add to the Programme Action Plan.
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