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Note of CATS project Steering Group meeting, Room B06 Malet Street, Birkbeck, University of 
London, 19 April 2013 
 
Chair: Sue Betts (Linking London) 
 
Present:  
 
Ann Bell (Chartered Management Institute); Mick Betts (MLB Education Consulting); 

Ian Sterling (CANDI); Anita Walsh (Birkbeck, University of London)   

Lyn Brennan (BB 
Academic Consulting); Darryll Bravenboer (Middlesex University); Pam Calabro (Linking London);  

 
Apologies: 
 
David Pardey (Institute of Leadership & Management); Nick Pronger (Birkbeck, University of London); 
Howard White (Westminster Kingsway College) 
 
1. Welcome & introductions 
 
Sue Betts extended a warm welcome to everyone. She pointed out that this was the penultimate 
meeting of the group – the last meeting will be on 14 June, when we will also hold a project 
dissemination event. She also advised the group that the AoC had agreed to extend the contracts of 
Sue and Pam, as Director and Project Manager, for a month so that we can spend July going out to 
employers such as the London Councils. 
 
2. Note of meeting & matters arising 
 
The note was accepted.  Matters Arising: item 2: Case studies – Darryll agreed that he would send 
through some case studies examples. 3. Project Manager update – 1. Individual projects: Invoices – 
Sue pointed out that it was important that all projects now invoiced Linking London for the first and 
second tranche, as necessary. (ACTION) To date, both CANDI and Westminster Kingsway had each 
been granted the first tranche. Middlesex confirmed that there had been some delay internally but 
would now look into it. 3. Project Manager update Pam was still waiting for final signed Articulation 
Agreements to be forwarded by Birkbeck and Middlesex. (ACTION)  Regarding support for CMI and 
ILM integration, Ann confirmed that she had been liaising with both Darryll and Howard. Item 6: SEEC 
event on Flexibilities on 22 / 23 July -  Pam confirmed that she had now had a template through from 
Mary Karpel for the group to apply to run a workshop.  This has to be in by 20 May – Pam will send 
through separately shortly. (ACTION) 
 
3. Project Manager update 
 
Articulation Agreements 
 
Pam advised that these have now been signed by Birkbeck and we are waiting to get hard copies in 
the post for Hillcroft, CANDI and WKC to sign.  Arrangements at Middlesex are well underway and 
they are waiting on responses from CANDI and Hillcroft.  At Hillcroft, the agreement covers the 
Access to HE programme only, as the Women into Management programme (the ILM Level 3 
Leadership and Management Diploma) was not considered suitable for progression, as it was felt that 
it did not necessarily cover the key literacy, numeracy and study skills at level 3 needed for the level 4 
courses.  However, Paul Merricks at Middlesex had said that if Hillcroft route any applications from 
interested Hillcroft students with non-Access qualifications through him, he will ensure that they are 
given very careful consideration in the spirit of the partnership. 
 
This item caused quite a lengthy debate amongst members present, Mick making the point that as a 
level 3 course, the Women into Management course should be accepted by Hillcroft.  Darryll 
commented that it looked like Middlesex were acting in accordance with the traditional notion of 
universities as gatekeepers rather than facilitators, of progression and he suggested that the course 
team at Hillcroft now needed to look at what could be done to develop provision so that students can 
progress. The project also needs to record this incident as an example of ‘unforseen consequences / 
lessons learned’.  Darryll said that he would, in any case, raise the issue with the Business School. 
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Individual projects 
 
Pam said that, as far as she was aware, all five projects were developing well.  However, she was 
concerned at the lack of communication with City of Westminster College and felt that the Steering 
Group should be aware of it.  Sue made the point that all colleges have been exceptionally busy but 
agreed that this was something she would look into (ACTION).   
 
Project Plan 
 
Pam then took the group through the main items on the project plan for April – end of June, in 
particular, highlighting the importance of  

• Having project case studies written up in draft by mid May, to support work on final report for 
AoC (ACTION) 

• Support for the workshop on Flexibilities at the Linking London Conference 24 May (ACTION) 
• Support for project dissemination event, June 14, 11 – 2 pm (ACTION) 

 
AoC links 
 
Finally, Pam advised that she had attended the AoC contract meeting in Walsall on 20 March. Only 
six projects are now running – K College (Kent) has pulled out.  All projects are well underway – see  
project website for latest postings - http://www.cat-pilot-projects.net/.  At the meeting, Nick Davy had 
made the point that existing partnerships are probably influencing the pace of success and specifically 
mentioned us and Greenwich – so although we may think that progress is slow, it’s obvious that what 
we are doing is attracting notice. Nick specifically highlighted the usefulness of funding smaller 
individual projects to focus on project themes. He also made a lot of AoC’s role in linking projects with 
national agencies – of Nescot’s project links with AAT and UTCs for the Walsall Engineering project 
and we may want to bear this in mind, if of relevance.  In discussion of the HEART project in Leeds 
which have been working closely with both ILM and CMI, Nick raised concern about the low credit 
volumes involved – students can get an award for just 7 credits – and he said that he is keen for AoC 
to broker meetings with them to look at this. 
 
We began and ended the meeting with contributions from Continuum – Karina ran a focus group to 
enable her to start to gather data for the external evaluation of the project which they are conducting. 
Then, at the end, Tony Hudson gave an update on the research they are doing on CATS systems, 
reporting that basically research is indicating a lack of data.  He plans to look at a number of countries 
shortly, including Central Florida, S Africa, Australia and New Zealand, possibly Japan also and will 
focus on Accountancy. Key messages that he had to share:  there’s a paucity of good IAG in this area 
and there’s a particular need for IAG staff guidance.  There’s still institutional resistance to modularity 
and also the issue around the argument that there’s less time for HE if reduced time.  Basically, the 
research indicates that systems, policies and procedures all need to be looked at to make it easier for 
learners to get credit. 
 
Linked to this last point, at the meeting Nick Davy suggested that it would be useful for Mick to do a 
further piece of work relating to helping students understand credit, funded by AoC and we have a 
date in May to meet to discuss this further. Mick commented that it would be a challenge to draft this 
sort of guide but he was willing to meet with Nick. 
 
Finally at the AoC meeting we spent some time discussing the project case study template and also 
the Final Report and guidance on both of these will be sent around this month.  The deadline for both 
is 31 July. 
 
Before we finish, AOC are keen to meet to review the project and we have a meeting in the diary with 
Lesley Templeman of AoC on 12 June. 
 
4. Partner updates: what achieved; what left to do and what planned 
 
Anita (Birkbeck): She advised that there had been some slippage on the project; however she has 
done the spade work on the project and is confident that she can catch up.  The articulation work had 
been taken forward by Nick and there had been some delay there owing to Dean’s illness.  However, 
as we had heard, the agreements had now been signed. 

http://www.cat-pilot-projects.net/�


3 
 

Ian (CANDI): Ian advised that the College had been looking for another university to validate the FD 
Public Service Management.  It had been mapped at level 4 & 5 for CMI and the progression route 
would be S Bank, with whom an articulation agreement had been signed.   His colleague had spoken 
to Birkbeck but it was felt that, with the requirement for 50% top up, progression for their students 
wouldn’t work.  However, Anita pointed out the advantage of part time evening study facility at 
Birkbeck. 
 
Ian went on to advise that CMI had been into the College and has set the College up as an approved 
centre.  Further future work may well be with level 3 courses.  There is also some talk of links with 
Middlesex for Access programmes. 
 
Anita drew Ian’s attention to the fact that Birkbeck runs a Masters in Public Sector Management and 
Ian said that now QAA visit is over, he will have more time to look into potential progression planning. 
 
Darryll (Middlesex) – He reported that project activity is on track and is building on the experience of 
developing HE programmes that have embedded professional recognition - of the Royal Institute of 
Chartered Surveyors.  It had been relatively straightforward to build on professional competencies, as 
a direct route to Chartered membership. 
 
He advised that he had been liaising with CMI in relation to building in professional recognition for a 
large national employer with 1000 managers nationally.  These discussions were still at an early stage 
but had been very positive so far. 
 
He asked that Pam bring him into the loop re the development of articulation agreements at 
Middlesex (ACTION).  He also advised that he was already down to do something at the SEEC 
conference – this would relate to some aspect of the project. 
 
Ann (CMI) – she confirmed that she had been in discussion with Darryll re a large employer.  
Although it had fallen initially outside the project, Ann felt that it was important that it be mentioned 
when reporting, as a tangential development of the project. Other updates had been covered by 
Ian/Darryll. 
 
Lyn (External evaluator) – Lyn reported that she had been experiencing some problems with some 
people not getting back to her.  She was similarly experiencing problems with lack of contact by CWC 
and WKC.  She had met with CANDI, CMI, ILM and Birkbeck but there were clear gaps in what she 
had been able to achieve. She had started by looking at the projects and felt that she had a good 
grasp of them; however, she was less clear about the articulation agreements. (ACTION Pam to let 
Lyn know why these agreements have taken so long to finalise) 
 
Generally, Lyn felt able to advise that the project was going well and feedback from partners had 
highlighted that they felt that it was well managed and organized. The main problem had been with 
timing with the July start; also, the very short time-scale.  However, the general feeling was that the 
project had been an incentive and a facilitative development and she had no major concerns. 
 
In reply to Lyn, Sue highlighted the attempts that had been made to get AoC to delay the start of the 
project until later.  She listed the main project outcomes that would result from the project: the CATS 
Guide; external evaluation; national evaluation (Continuum); articulation agreements; case studies; 
engagement of ILM and CMI.  She stressed that the final report would need to articulate some of the 
difficulties experienced and that May would be a useful month for Pam to talk to people either through 
a meeting or by phone, to get their perception of how things had gone from a partner perspective. 
 
5 CATS Guide to Understanding and Using Credit & CATS Directory 
 
Mick started by explaining that what he had circulated was as complicated as it needed to be and no 
more.  He hoped that it was not too academic and said that his aim had been to make it readable and 
accessible.  The title is what it says it is – he expected that there would be people coming to the guide 
with little knowledge.  Overall, the guide was about what to do with credit, and not about the 
technicalities of credit.  It wasn’t meant to be a text book but rather people could dip in and dip out, 
and go to particular sections or questions that they wanted answers to.  He saw it essentially as a 
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‘living’ document about lessons learned, as was the idea for the Credit Directory, with the register of 
expertise to maintain the guide and colleagues’ own professional development. 
 
In terms of feedback, he explained that he had had written comments from David and was now 
waiting for more.(ACTION). Anita raised the question of who the audience of the guide was meant to 
be and said it would make sense if it had some common bits, then was separated out e.g. for 
employers / academics.  This point was reiterated by Darryll who said that he was not convinced that 
a single document would work – the reader should be able to click on FAQs linked to a small chunk of 
text, then access a comment from an employer etc.  Mick was quite happy about this and said his aim 
was to develop a community of expertise around the document, colleagues populating it with 
comments linked to their own experience, so it would be ‘live’ like a WIKI. 
 
Anita then made the point that most credit practice won’t be trans-disciplinary – credit practice and 
development is predominantly in the discipline areas – but Mick said that it would have to start from 
the generic, then move to ‘how to work in my discipline’; however, it would rely on ‘bottom up’ support. 
 
In terms of what next, Mick said that primarily he wants real life illustrations and Ann said that Penny 
Somerville, the Head of Accreditation at CMI would be a good person to approach (ACTION) He said 
that it was nice to start with positive comments but there was a need to get the guide out there and 
see how people contribute. He also pointed out that it would be important to find some funding to 
support the development of the Register of Expertise. People could contact Mick by email. 
 
6. Linking London conference workshop 24 May 2013 and Project dissemination conference 14 
June 2013 
 
Sue explained the format of the Linking London conference and, after some discussion, it was agreed 
that Darryll would chair the workshop with Anita and Ian / Ann happy to support, with JISC.  Anita 
made the point that it was important that JISC liaise with us, as it might get too messy with so many 
people involved. 
 
Project dissemination conference – Sue / Pam would draw up a draft agenda and circulate it for 
comment.  The idea would be for us to share what we had learned on the project.  We have funding 
available to support this event. (ACTION) 
 
7. AOB 
 
Sue explained that a meeting had been arranged for 3 May with our designer to develop project 
marketing materials.  We would need to liaise with partners about them and would value feedback – 
we certainly didn’t want to tread on anyone’s toes. Ian pointed out that CANDI would be able to turn it 
around quite quickly. Sue agreed that there would be issues of how institutions cope with it once they 
go out – Darryll, for example, would be the main contact and not the Business School at Middlesex; 
Anita was the project department specific contact for Birkbeck but there would have to be some 
discussion regarding who was the main Birkbeck contact. 
 
The meeting ended at 5.10. 


