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Dear Professor Law,

ALT is pleased to respond to the Higher Educaticademy’s Consultation on the UK Professional Stedsla
Framework. Contributors to the response includegdd@lackey, Alexander Borovik, Barbara Newland,riifa
Oliver, Seb Schmoller, and John Slater. The viexpsessed are those of ALT rather than the indivisludoo
contributed.

ALT is a professional and scholarly associationr €haritable object i%o advance education through
increasing, exploring and disseminating knowledgthe field of learning technology for the benefithe
general public” Our six current aims are to:

* represent and support our members, and provid&ssrior them;

» facilitate collaboration between practitioners ga@ghers, and policy makers;

* spread good practice in the use of learning teclgyyl

» raise the profile of research in learning techngjog

» support the professionalisation of learning tecbgists;

« contribute to the development of policy.

We have over 200 organisational members includingtrof the UK’s universities and many FE collegésst
of our over-700 individual members work in UK HEJARE. We thus cover all the parts that make uphieA
Community”.

We have a Memorandum of Understanding with the Aoad with which we have an excellent working
relationship, and we have worked closely with ilenour aims intersect, principally in relatiortéchnology
enhanced learning and to the professional developaidearning technologists. In particular, in 800e jointly
agreed a statemeALT Certified Membership (CMALT) and recognitionaasAssociate or Fellow of the Higher
Education Academy and accreditation of an instituis staffshowing the links between CMALT and individual
recognition and/or institutional accreditation untte current Professional Standards Frameworkv&e much
hope that under the new UKPSF it will again be fibsgointly to produce a revised statement cogthis area.

Yours sincerely,

Seks Scun s Uty

Seb Schmoller
Chief Executive

Registered Charity No: 1063519 Registered address:
Central Executive Committee: Liz Bennett, Haydn Blackey, John Cook, Linda Creanor, David Dyet,
Carol Higgison, Liz Masterman, Dick Moore, Martin Oliver, Fred Pickering, Vanessa Pittard, Gilly Salmon Gipsy Lane
Nicola Whitton. Headington
Oxford OX3 0BP, UK
ALT Ambassadors*: Dame Wendy Hall DBE FRENng FRS, Professor of Computer Science at the Phone: + 44 (0)1865 484125
University of Southampton; Terry Mayes, Emeritus Professor at Glasgow Caledonian University; John Fax: + 44 (0)1865 484165
Taylor, past member of JISC and past Chair of the Becta Board. Email: admin@alt.ac.uk

* Ambassadors provide informal advice to ALT on matters within their area of interest, and act as advocates for ALT. http://lwww.alt.ac.uk



Consultation question [1]
Do you consider that the original aims of the UKR8Fain appropriate?

Yes. We suggest the inclusion of “all” before “§tah the first bulleted aim.

Consultation question [2]
a. Comment is invited on both the content and siremf the revised UK Professional Standards
Framework (Standard Descriptors) in Appendix 1.

The proposed new structure is welcomed, buildini dses on the established and broadly successful
existing framework. In particular, the new desaiptfor Principal Fellows are likely to be welcomsdthe
community that ALT represents. Many of our memiterge been interested in and have actively pursued
Associate Fellow status but were excluded fromdwelr Senior Fellow status by the kind of actigtie
associated with their role. The sub-set of our mensholding senior positions in Higher Education,
however - such as the group that constitutes traelslef eLearning Forum - would be fairly well pldde
submit for Principal Fellow status, although thegarsed role/career stages tend to be overly fooused
teachers at the expense of others with a learmégaming-support role, such as learning techristegstaff
developers, librarians etc.

It would be excellent to provide a greater continémr our members through the intermediate leoéls
Fellowship proposed here, and we would welcomegportunity to work with you in identifying examgle
of evidence appropriate to our membership that @eatisfy the Framework requirements. We beliea¢ th
this would create opportunities for members of AbTengage with the Fellowship scheme without
expecting undue adaptation of what is, by necessityore general scheme.

There are various places where wording needs tilieel up, for example substituting “s” for “z” warious
places and replacing “incorporates” by “incorpctatethe middle bullet point in the middle columhtbe
first page of Appendix 1.

We are somewhat sceptical as to whether those ab® been at least one step removed from teachihg an
learner delivery or support for many years (VCs,d3\etc), could always properly be described asgbatin
Level 4 in a framework that focuses on these natter

We would counsel against use of the term “innodtin the bullet point two of the Typical Activitse
associated with Senior Fellowship since there ia paori reason why an approach that is innovative will
necessarily be effective.

Overall, the document also needs to be reviewethsare that its meanings and applicability arerdtwa
the many staff involved in HE provision in FE coiés. At the moment there is a tendency for unitxersi
terminology to be assumed.

b. Comment is invited on the content and structditbe table in Appendix 2, which provides further
underpinning detail regarding the Areas of ActiviBore Knowledge and Professional Values.

The table is clear and accessible, and generdibpfuién guiding expectations in relation to theaRrework.
Further modification could enhance this, however.

For example, Area 1 makes it clear that the lisiativities is indicative, whereas Area 4 suggéssthe
three activities are required (media and techneldiinds of learners; modes of learning) with rdom
variation only within each of these. Greater caesisy in the specification of required and illustra
components would be helpful.

It would be possible to quibble with particular @ing - e.g. whether the examples listed in 4 thre a
appropriately described as ‘modes’ - but it seent&ely that any form of words will satisfy all psible
stakeholders and this current set seems clear Bnfligere is, however, a typo in evidence undeaAfre
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“for a” should be “fora”) It was surprising, and @ur view unwise, to have positioned “learning etyl
constructs” as core knowledge, given recent ctitié@ews of the lack of reliability or validity dhese (e.qg.
Coffield et al, 2004). We suggest the inclusionhaf word “appropriate” before “engagement” in the
activities section of A4.

In B4 there are two points in one in “A range affteologies to enhance learning, including current
innovations which support a diversity of learnéms|uding those with visual and/or audio impairnsint
These need to be split, for example into:

* “Arange of technologies to enhance learning, idicig current innovations”

* “Technologies to enhance learning through supppuidiversity of learners”

In relation to the second point, the focus showldle restricted (as is the case with the propas®eding)
only to those with visual and/or audio impairments.

It might also be better, in relation to evidencedore knowledge about the use and value of tedigyoto
replace “accounts of use” with “critical accountause”, or, better still, “accounts of use that destrate
awareness of the value and limitations of partictdahnologies”. (The same may hold true for thieevwe
suggested in relation to evaluation.)

The phrase, “quality culture”, in relation to Céfeowledge area 6, may need to be revised to make th
intended meaning clearer. (It may be clearer tossayething like, “a culture that values quality“this is
what is intended.)

We believe that teamwork should figure in eitheor®, and, for the same reason as stated in rel&tio
Appendix 1, we are dubious about the inclusionimfidvative” before approaches to assessment and
feedback in 3A.

The value relating to global citizenship did nagrseto have a clear citizenship-specific demonstrato
associated with it.

It is important that the emphasis on innovatioodenterbalanced. In particular, a way needs tmined to
ensure that practices which are crucial to theesgof universities and colleges, such as consideyeond
marking, resolving discrepancies, meeting deadlibeing reliable (including turning up!), and espéy
having concern for colleagues are seen as impoRanhaps this could be done by ensuring thagat ene
of the demonstrators for C1 references colleagatber than having an individual focus.

c. Comment is also invited on the shorter and naded title of the Framework.

We are content with this.

Consultation question [3]

Comment is invited on the way in which the Framéveaidresses the importance of recognising the
integrated nature of academic roles and resporiidsl, whilst maintaining a strong and central rdte
teaching and learning within the UKPSF.

This is a difficult balance to strike. The introdoy text certainly positions this as importantddhere is
evidence of links within the framework describedha Appendices, for example, where disciplinary
scholarship is identified as suitable evidenceelation to learning and teaching activity. Howegven the
focus of this document, the relationship is neaélgsane way: senior administrative duties and glikcary
scholarship can provide evidence in relation toftamework, which is learning and teaching orientad
there is no real opportunity to discuss how leagr@ind teaching activity can inform administratiar n
disciplinary scholarship. (Less leadership-oriergdahinistrative duties do not seem as well integratith
the framework in either direction, even though ¢hean be important.) This one-way relationship mawy
seem appropriate, given the document’s focus,tlsltauld also be noted that in the changing enwnemt
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where many teachers will be solely funded by studentributions it may be increasingly necessaméke
this a two way process. Certainly, in third stresmeas (for instance) this should not be impossible.

Consultation question [4]

Whilst members of ALT undoubtedly have strong viemshe issues addressed in this section of the
UKPSF, these matters are not central to ALT’'s oemit. We therefore make no response to this
consultation question beyond noting that it is img@at that internals better understand the rokhef
external within an institution in order to improtreeir own performance as internals of the system.

Consultation question [5]
Comment is invited on the practical implicationgrafoducing a formal requirement for subject/didaiary
based support for a. mentoring

This could be of great benefit, but potentially i@es an extra administrative burden. Many instingi
already have mentoring arrangements for new staffould be valuable for this to be recognised, forch
commitment to be made to work with such existingesoes to enhance them, rather than the risk of
imposing a parallel and possibly unhelpful schetoagside this.

b. teaching observations

As with mentoring, many institutions already havegedures for teaching observation in place — apglio
all teaching staff — and it may be counter-prodigctiot to build on this. It will be particularly portant to
emphasise the quality enhancement aspects ofrtiiess, to reduce the risk of this being seentas ye
another audit process, an invasive ‘Big Brotherthanism, or a waste of time. It will be importamt t
emphasise the value of these schemes, at thejrdsesh opportunity for professional developmentfan
the enhancement of the student experience. Thedbmords currently used in section F (5.8) is uphs
in this respect, emphasising compliance and basigpetence rather than opportunities for development

c. discipline-focused module (or equivalent)

We have no comment to make.

Consultation question [6]
Comment is invited on how far the guidance providetie Framework is appropriate with regard to new
and emerging technologies.

Our response here should be read in conjunctidmedtlier comments. We are happy that the document
lacks specificity about particular new or emerdi@ghnologies; this seems entirely appropriate esower-
specification will not stand the test of time. Tihgortant points here concern the thoughtful arut@priate
use of technology, in line with professional valugsis is well expressed in the section about Gatkor
promotion - “innovative and critical use of neweclinologies for teaching” - although as we makarcle
above it is important to recognise that “innovatimnot always a ‘good’. “Appropriate and criticase of
newer technologies” might combine the best elemefntise ways in which this topic is covered in difint
parts of the document. In relation to this issuglieit reference to our Certified Membership Scleem
(CMALT) as an example of appropriate evidence wqulttbably be appropriate at some point in the
Framework.
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Consultation question [7]
Comment is invited on the location of the sustaiitgtfocus within ‘global citizenship’, one of the
Framework’s professional values.

The location seems appropriate.

Consultation question [8]
Comment is invited on the proposals under the @ed¢teaded ‘qualified to teach’ with particular reéace
to their feasibility within, for example, the cunteeconomic and higher education policy climate.

The principles identified here are important anddoon developing practice in the sector. Howetter,
would be helpful to indicate the kind of responidtibis that count as ‘teaching’. There are manyesas
particularly in relation to post-graduates and swpptaff, where individuals undertake low-riskdbing
activities as part of a course that is the resilitgiof someone else; for example, through a sgaest
lecture or demonstration. It would be unfortunatethese experiences - which are an important appity
for those new to teaching - to be ruled out becaua@ credit course had not yet been undertakew — a
indeed that would correctly not be accepted byctiramunity. Moreover, such teaching may need to take
place as part of such a course, in order to prozgheriences on which the candidate can reflecheSo
modification of the text to support and even enagarsuch formative early experiences would be wedco

Turning to the specific recommendations, we: supposuggest a softer and less specific formuladio?,
noting that a sector-wide “fundamentals of teaclking learning” module, possibly of shorter duratiaan
20 credits, would be suitable for delivery usindjrmnlearning; are sceptical about the value and kerm
feasibility of 3; and suggest that 4 be moved &odhrlier section on CPD.

Separately there would be merit in requiring adisth with teaching responsibilities to engage irregate
teaching and learning related CPD, something wisiéliready the case in FE.

Consultation question [9]
a. Comment is invited on the potential use of amesgd information about higher education teachitadfs
gualifications and fellowships.

We strongly support the publication of data abeathing staff qualifications by department or aozde

unit, but we believe that institutions — which danheld accountable for the data in a way thafttedemy
cannot — should make this information availablpas of the enhanced data-set that is expecteddonbe

the norm as a result of the current HEFCE/UUK/Qdidconsultation on changes to information published
by institutions.

b. Are there any potential benefits and/or drawlsagéu that would identify?

We have no comment here.

Consultation question [10]
Comment is invited on the potential for greatedambration with regard to professional standard$ated
to teaching, between the Higher Education Academdyadher professional bodies/associations.

We would agree that there is the potential for igreeollaboration, and would welcome such engagénhen
particular, we see opportunities relating to thaletling of progression pathways through the variewvsls
of Fellowship for members of our Association, aad anagine productive work around illustrating,
supporting or assessing the appropriate and dritazof newer technologies to support learning and
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teaching. As we make clear in our covering leite2008 we jointly agreed a statement ALT Certified
Membership (CMALT) and recognition as an Assoc@té&ellow of the Higher Education Academy and
accreditation of an institution’s staff showing thiks between CMALT and individual recognition dmd
institutional accreditation under the current Pssfenal Standards Framework. We very much hope that
under the new UKPSF it will be possible jointlyptmduce a revised statement covering the same droun

The numbers of staff at different stages of thareers in individual institutions and in particutksciplines
tends to be small. There is therefore considersdipe for institutions to collaborate on their C&dlivities,
especially if these involve some measure of orltaening, to achieve sufficient economies of stalmake
excellent CPD viable and cost-effective.

Consultation question [11]
Comment is invited on the revisions to the Framé&wdth respect to the Standard Descriptors, inahgdi
the introduction of Standard Descriptor 4: Princlgeellowship.

See our comments above especially in responsertsultation questions 2 and 8.

Consultation question [12]

Comment is invited in relation to:

a. The appropriateness of the potential criteridigators outlined in Appendix 4 and the degree Iictv
these reflect the focus adopted within individmstitutions.

We suspect Appendix 4 to be both too detailed aadtule based. Instead just as promotion is usbalbed
on an application and is a judgmental process, #ewith research, candidates should put thingjseim
submission which can be independently checked arified. It would be very unfortunate if teachingne
reduced to box ticking and prequalification assauheof such a framework. Thus we recommend thaitveh
important is up to the applicant to suggest andehevant institution to judge. Phrasing that sisggevhat
institutions might wish to consider is likely toveaa more positive impact. Input from studentskisly to
grow in importance over time. It is also import#dt the criteria/indicators are appropriate farsiin roles
such as staff developer or learning technologist.

b. The appropriateness of the likely sources atende outlined in Appendix 4 and their potentidliga
within individual institutions.

See answer to a. It is important to leave this wighitutions.

c. Possible approaches to ‘populating’ the varicaseer stages (i.e. how far any of the evidencecssu
might be seen within individual institutions assestial’ or ‘desirable’ for particular career poig}.

See above. Trying to formularise runs the riskigfdlisation and removal from the real process.

16/1/2011
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