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SUBJECT CENTRE MANAGEMENT GROUP
MEETING ON THURSDAY 14 DECEMBER 2000 AT 12 NOON
CILT

Present
Prof Michael Kelly (Chair and Director of Subject Centre), Janet Bartle (Academic Coordinator, C&IT), Prof Graham Chesters (Director C&IT Centre), Alison Dickens (Academic Coordinator Linguistics and Area Studies), Dawn Ebbrell (CILT Higher Education Information Officer), Janet Hooper (Evaluator of the Subject Centre), Linda Parker (Head of Information Services, CILT), Vicky Wright (Academic Coordinator, Language), Liz Ashurst (Centre Manager and Minutes Secretary)

1.	Apologies for absence
	There were no apologies for absence
	
2.	Minutes of the last meeting
	These were accepted as a true record of proceedings
	
3.	Matters arising
	Budgets for 2000-2001
	It was noted that a policy had been agreed for charging for workshops and that this would be reviewed at the end of the academic year.
	
	Intellectual Property Rights
	It was agreed that there should, from now on be a more systematic use of copyright and trademark symbols.  EJA would circulate further information about this.
	Action: EJA
	Website
	It was noted that EJA/VW would investigate further the possibility of housing a mirror website on the School of Modern Languages server at Southampton
	Action:EJA/VW
	
	HECALL
	JB reported that she was working closely with Deirdre Hetherington to avoid any duplication of activity.  However, following a message sent out from HECALL, it was clear that recipients of the message were unclear about the role of the Subject Centre and that of HECALL.  It was agreed that JB should ask Deirdre to include mention of the Subject Centre in any of HECALL’s publicity material.  At the same time, the activities of HECALL could be reflected on the Subject Centre website, notably on the projects pages.
	Action: JB
	 The Roadshow would provide the opportunity to talk with HECALL and encourage a closer alliance.  At present, HECALL are surveying the C&IT needs of the community; the Subject Centre would benefit from the results of such a survey.
	
	Humbul
	It was noted that June Thompson attends most meetings of Humbul.  Concern had been expressed that there might be some duplication of effort between Humbul and the Subject Centre but it was agreed that JB and JT would monitor this.
	Action: JB, JT
	
	VW pointed out that both the HECALL and Humbul websites were kitemarked for students and that in certain respects they served a different constituency.
	
	 
4.	Evaluation 
Janet Hooper elaborated on her discussion document.  There was some discussion as to the most usual tasks that Janet could perform in her role as Subject Centre evaluator.  

It was suggested that it would be useful to investigate the impact of Subject Centre activity on an institution and that case studies would therefore be helpful.  It was suggested that JH study an institution that was working closely with the Subject Centre and compare it with one that was not.  It was also suggested that Janet Hooper contact an institution which had not responded to mail shots or requests for a departmental correspondent to ascertain the reasons for this.  

It would also be useful to ascertain if collaboration between institutions was taking place since cooperation was one of the strategic objectives of the Subject Centre.  

Other key questions which the evaluator could usefully address:
·	How does the work of the Subject Centre feed into the departmental strategy and in turn into the institutional strategy?
·	How do Heads of Department respond to Subject Centre activities undertaken by their staff?  
·	Why are some workshops heavily subscribed while others are not?

Interviews with workshop attendees would be useful both before the workshop, immediately afterwards and some time later to discover impact.

It was generally agreed that the formative evaluation would be vital to inform the work of the Subject Centre.  

Janet Hooper would liaise with EJA to obtain information about workshops and about those who were attending them.  AD would provide information about the institutions who had not responded to requests for departmental correspondents.  
Action: AD, EJA

1.	Working with FDTL projects 
	MHK reported that a meeting of the Coordinating Group for Languages had taken place and it had been agreed that there was insufficient reason to hold regular meetings of the group.  It had been decided at the CGL meeting that the Subject Centre would negotiate with projects individually about transfer of outputs to the Subject Centre.
	
	The Rapport project had received match funding from the Subject Centre as the Subject Centre had known about its plans for continuation sufficiently in advance.  Artie Vossel Newman is working half time for the Subject Centre producing a section for the website entitled ‘Work and study abroad’.  She is also working half time for the Rapport project.  There was some discussion as to how Artie might best be employed when working for the Subject Centre.  It was suggested that it might be helpful for her to devise a residence abroad gateway to the three FDTL sites.  The websites of the three projects were more different than might be assumed.  
	
	It was agreed that the Subject Centre could not provide match funding to support the appointment of a technology adviser.  It was agreed that JB should discuss with the Hull team how the C&IT centre might work with the Smile project
	Action JB
	
	It was noted that CILT were, at present, paying almost £900 per quarter to the University of Hull for the maintenance of the FDTL website.  It was agreed that the Subject Centre should assume management of the website and that there would therefore be no further charge for its maintenance.
	Action JB 
	 
2.	Innovations group 
	Funding database
	DE reported that she was in the process of providing an information sheet on funding for CILT.  It was suggested, therefore, that EJA should provide DE with the information about grants/awards provided to Southampton staff.    EJA would also liaise with JB about putting the information on the website.
							Action: EJA
	Consultancy
	It was agreed that the Directory of Expertise should be established.  Anybody could complete an online form to register themselves for the Directory of Expertise.  It was agreed that, at present, there should not be a separate directory of consultants as a subset of the Directory of Expertise.  This might be established at a later date.
	
	Proactive role in innovations
	It was decided that a virtual group could be established to provide a focus of discussion for innovation.  It was agreed that JB would identify possible members, circulate proposals on the Subject Centre mailbase and start discussions.
	Action JB
3.	Institutional visits
	It was noted that institutional visits had been a requirement of CTI centres and had been well received though it was difficult to cater for more than one constituency/need within one visit.  There was a danger that the Subject Centre might receive more requests for visits than they might be able to cater for.  However, it was pointed out that institutional visits could be of mutual benefit: the Subject Centre would gain a greater understanding of the needs of the sector and of pockets of expertise.    Another model would be to provide a regional workshop, which would give colleagues the opportunity to network.  It was suggested that EJA, in consultation with JT, draw up a list of the possible models of visit (eg free visit, training visit, consultancy) which could be offered by the Subject Centre some of which would be offered free of charge while others would incur a fee.
	Action EJA
	
4.	European Year of Languages – week of language learning 
	It was confirmed that the UK Adult learners week would be taking place in the week of 12-18 May 2001.  It was agreed that the Subject Centre could contact Language Departments and/or University Language Centres to encourage them to organise events for that week possibly in consultation with their department of continuing education.  They would then inform the Subject Centre who could then publicise the events more widely.  The Subject Centre could pass details of activities to newspapers.
	
	It was agreed that DE should discuss the proposal with Pat Semple and suggest possible activities which HEIs could undertake.  The Subject Centre would then send a letter to HEIs with the suggestions as an appendix.  
	Action: DE
5.	European Partnership
	MHK reported that he was to meet the UK members of the committees convened by the Thematic Network Project at the beginning of January.  The Subject Centre would underwrite the administrative support needed for the UK members as it was agreed that the Subject Centre should be involved in such projects.  The proposal that the SC co-ordinate and support the work of the three representatives was therefore endorsed.
	
6.	Management and Leadership group
	It was proposed that the Subject Centre provide a facilitating and reporting role for the Management and Leadership group which had been proposed by Elspeth Jones and Paul Gentle at the Nottingham Conference.  EJA would work in consultation with EJ and PG to establish terms of reference, membership and forms of organisation of this Special Interest Group.
	
	It was also suggested in the discussion that Subject Centres consider investigating Investors in People accreditation.  It was agreed that EJA would investigate this before the next meeting.
	Action: EJA
	
7.	Reports from the 3 centres
	Southampton
	Extra funding from LTSN
	MHK reported that the Norman Jackson from the Generic Centre and Tom Franklin from the Technologies Centre and visited Southampton on 13 December.  There had been much discussion about the extra funding for which Subject centres were invited to bid.  The bids for Subject specific funding had to be placed by 2 March 2000.  Each Subject Centre could receive a maximum of three awards of £50 000 each.  For the generic projects, Subject Centres were invited to show their interest in any or all 5 projects by 2 February.
	
	It was agreed that MHK and EJA should send out a discussion paper to the Subject centre mailbase list to help to decide where the Subject Centre might place its bids.
	Action: MHK, EJA
	
	UCML projects
	MHK reported that the Steering committee was being assembled for the e-languages project.  It would meet at the end of March.  In the meantime the job specification for the Project Manager and a business plan would be assembled.  
	
	The Subject Centre and UCML were jointly developing proposals to encourage collaboration in teaching between institutions.  £150000 would be provided by HEFCE to fund approximately 8 mini projects to encourage collaboration.  Consortia of Universities could bid for some of this funding.  The bidding process would take place in February and the bids would be considered by a working party, which would report to the SC management group.  MHK would shortly be attending a meeting to discuss this further.
	
	Members of SC staff were meeting with staff at the embassies.  This was ongoing.
	
	Hull
	GC announced that he would be resigning his post as Director of the C&IT Centre with effect from 1 February 2001.  He would be replaced by Roel Vismans, Director of the Language Institute at Hull.  GC was thanked by the rest of the Management Group for all the work he had put into establishing the Subject Centre and it was hoped that he would still be available for advice.
	
	It was reported that the website was growing and receiving more hits.  There was a difficulty in measuring the number of hits accurately and it had been suggested by Fred Riley that the Subject Centre change its domain name to solve this.  It was agreed that JB should discuss this further with FR
	Action: JB
	
	The enquiry service was well used by colleagues in the Languages field but less so in the fields of Linguistics and Area Studies.
	Software had been acquired; reviews were available on the web.  18 people had registered for the resources day to be held on 20 December 
	
	JB would be organising the web-based learning workshops.
	
	JT had begun to seek reviews for the Humbul initiative.
	
	It was agreed that JB should discuss the acquisition of software by CILT and it was also suggested that JB investigate the possibility of acquiring three copies of software to enable it to be housed in the three locations.
	
	The staff at Hull had attended an LTSN day organised at the University with the aim of raising awareness of the network.
	
	CILT
	DE reported that she had funds available to spend on teaching materials and that she hoped to buy some resources for linguistics.  
	
	Group visits of the resources collection had been built into Subject Centre workshops and the AULC conference the previous week.
	
	DE stated that she was planning to produce a flier to advertise the services of the library in the New Year.
	
	Three open visits to the resources collection were planned for January.  It was agreed that these would be cancelled if response to them was poor.  It would be important to think of ways of encouraging HE staff to come to and use the resources of the CILT library.  It was suggested that CILT could perhaps house university prospectuses
	
8.	AOB
	
	2002 conference
	It had been agreed at the Nottingham conference in July that the event should be repeated in 2002.  MHK would discuss with Lid King as to whether Cilt could be the chief organisers of the conference.  It was suggested that there could be a strand in the conference, which focuses on innovation.
	Action: MHK
	
	Specialist Groups
	It was suggested that the work of the Specialist Groups might be discussed at the next management group meeting in February.  EJA pointed out that the Specialist groups and/or the Academic coordinators would need to have formulated their plans for the coming academic year by the time of the Management Group meeting in May.
	
9.	Dates of future meetings
Tuesday 6 February, CILT (time to be confirmed)
Tuesday 15 May



