Minutes of the 2nd General Meeting of the Accreditation Task Team held on Wednesday, 18 July 2007 at 10:00 at the Feedback RA offices in Pretoria.
1. Welcome

Christel Jacob welcomed all those present at 10h30.

2. Attendance 

Christel Jacob

David Manzini

David Molapo

Justice Libago

Nomvuzo Mamabolo

3. Apologies



Raymond Basson, Zozo Mamabolo


4. Declarations

None

5.   Confirmation of the Agenda 
          Approved
6.   Review of Last Minutes 

Accepted with no changes.
7    Feedback from Research Findings
Only David Molapo had sent something through on the 16th of July. 

7.1 Compile different sources of standards

David Manzini’s findings:

· Found some information from the Canadian and Australasian Associations regarding Evaluation Standards Development. 
· Referred to the Canadian standards as they were more or less the same as those of Australasia.
· Suggested we follow along the footsteps of the 4 standards outlined in the Canadian standards namely:

· priority standards
· utility standards

· feasibility standards

· accuracy standards

Please see appendix 1 for further details.

· These standards would be applicable to courses at Higher Learning Institutions.
Justice Libago’s findings:

· Found a model that the British Quality Foundation uses for their accreditation purposes.
· They have a form that an organisation would fill in to get accredited.

· They only accredit organisations and not courses.

· In our case we would need both to be accredited.

7.2 Compile a list of available courses
David Molapo’s findings:
· Established two providers of courses

· Academic Institutions
· Practitioners, trainers etc



Please refer to appendix 2 for further details.
7.3 Establish contact at SAQA and ADMATHS

Raymond submitted his input via email.
Please see appendix 3 for his feedback.
7.4 Compile profiles of trainers and learners
Christel Jacob’s findings:

· Christel sent out questionnaires via the list serve to get sense of how trainers and learners feel about courses and accreditation.

· She received eight responses (4 from providers, 4 from users).
· General feedback based on responses was that providers’ need their courses need to be accredited to promote marketability of the courses.
· Providers are only prepared to go through SAMEA for accreditation if it is a recognised and credible body.

· Users would like courses to be accredited as this would improve their employability

· Users still lean towards courses that are accredited by the HEQC and SETAs as they are well known but did not eliminate the possibility of going for those accredited by SAMEA if their accreditation was done well.
Collated responses will be released on the SAMEA listserv in the near future.
7.5 Get the minutes of the meeting between Jennifer and SAQA
Please see appendix 4.
8.   Next Steps

· Contact SAQA formally and express our intentions. Inquire about the requirements we need to meet if any. 
· Ask for assistance financially and otherwise from both SAMEA and SAQA.
9.   Actions
Christel 

-     To write a progress report for the task team.
-     Catagorise information into different portfolios/ headings i.e. Standards Development
David Molapo

-    Draft a letter to SAQA stating our intention (Accreditation) and request for possible assistance.
-     Ask Mark to call upon members of SAMEA to offer their expertise in assisting the task team (guidance).
All
-
Submit their findings for the progress report.

8. Date of next meeting

There was no date set for the next meeting. It would depend on the how soon a response is received from SAQA.
9. Close
The meeting was closed at 11:30
____________________________________________________________________________________
Confirmation of minutes

_________________________                                  _____________________

Chairperson                                                                             Date

APPENDIX 1
EVALUATION STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT: THE CANADIAN PERSPECTIVE
1. 
BACKGROUND

The Canadian Evaluation Association is one of the more advanced Associations in the world. It has been in existence for more than 25 years and has developed alongside the Australian as well as the American Evaluation Associations. The development of the Standards in Canada took three different types: Student Evaluation; Programme Evaluation as well as the Personnel Evaluation. A Joint Committee was established to take the process of Standard development forward. This Committee has to develop a process to be followed and had to develop a common definition of the word standard. Each of the three types of Evaluation has to meet one or more of the four categories: Propriety; Utility; Feasibility and Accuracy.
2.
PROCESS FOLLOWED

A Joint Committee of about 16 people was established to draft the standards. This committee was assisted by the Panel of writers who were responsible for the critique and review of the standards. After reviewed the standards were field tested in schools; universities and colleges. After being tested, the standards were then taken to national public hearings for scrutiny. A validation Panel was appointed to review the process followed; and if satisfied they were passed on to the Joint Committee members for final approval.
3.
DEFINITION OF STANDARDS
This was the most challenging task of the Joint Committee members. It was difficult for them to agree on the common definition of standards. Firstly they had to distinguish between a standard and an evaluation. Ultimately, the following definitions were agreed upon: EVALUATION is a systematic investigation of the work or merit of a programme, project or material; while STANDARDS are principles commonly agreed to by experts in the conduct of and use of evaluation for the measurement of their value or quality of an evaluation.
4.
THE CATEGORIES


4.1 PROPRIETY STANDARDS


They are intended to ensure that evaluations are conducted legally and ethically. They ensure that when evaluations are done, they take into cognisance the welfare of those that are either affected or are directly involved in the evaluation itself.

4.2 UTILITY STANDARDS


These standards ensure that the information received or collected through an evaluation need to be useful to the users of that evaluation. They promote the design and implementation of informative timely and useful to the intended users.

4.3 FEASIBILTY STANDARDS

These standards help to ensure that evaluations are practical; viable, cost effective and socially appropriate. Abstract standards do not serve the purpose of evaluation; hence they have to be practically applicable in a real work situation.

4.4 ACCURACY STANDARDS

The accuracy standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will reveal and convey technically adequate information about the features that determine worth or merit of the programme being evaluated.
5.
CONCLUSION

In our case, I think we are like the Joint Committee in Canada. Our tasked I think will be towards the development of COURSES EVALUATION STANDARDS just like the Student Evaluation standards in Canada. Providers of Evaluation Courses who want to have their courses accredited by SAMEA will have to adhere to the developed standards. If my understanding is correct, then we need a review panel that would critique the set of standards that we will develop.
APPENDIX 2
Task Team Task: To do a preliminary research on what is happening on the South African monitoring and evaluation landscape so as to inform the work of the task team

My Task: To compile a list of M & E Courses that offered in the country

Remark: Secondary sources of data were used for the exercise (INTERNET, documented material). Only one primary source was used in the form of a telephonic request to Prof. Fanie Cloete.

Task Results: The task was divided into to areas, academic institution courses and courses offered by other bodies.

1.
Academic Institutions

Stellenbosch University


Centre for Research on Science & Technology


Course: Post-graduate Diploma in Monitoring and Evaluation

University of Cape Town


Institute for Monitoring and Evaluation



Course: -     Short Courses

· Degrees

· Bachelors

· Honours

· Masters

University of Witwatersrand


School of Public & Development Management

Course:      Public Policy Masters in Management (has a high M & E component)

University of Pretoria

Course:     Diploma in Monitoring and Evaluation in the Health Sciences

2.
Other Bodies

The list of courses that other bodies offer is posted on SAMEA website under the inaugural conference workshops material. The list is a mixed bag which can safely be categorised into elementary, intermediate and advanced courses on M & E.

- END -

APPENDIX 3
Hi Nomvuso                               17/7/2007

 

I am unable to make the meeting on the 18th.  Please will you tender my apologies.

 

Feedback on my undertakings for the next meeting: I have spoken extensively to both the accreditation officer at Wits who deals extensively with SAQA on these issues as well as to Ad Maths people who are going through the process, and 2 things come out clearly from these initial conversations. 

 

One, we need to establish what our mandate is from SAMEA to get courses accredited, and I mailed Cristal with this request some time back.  

 

The issue is what type of accreditation SAMEA is looking for: 

 

-single 'courses' it seem are accredited through the Department of Labour, and may aggregate together to comprise a certification course independently of a formal education institution. This is unit standard based. 

 

-'programmes' [for example, leading to a degree] are usually accredited through a formal educational institution [a university for example] with the HEQC and SAQA.  This process is done through the educational institution, and usually takes about 18 months.     

 

-SAMEA may have in mind for us to be registered as a 'standards generating body' [SGB], presently being changed to a 'community of experts', with responsibility for generating standards governing M&E. 

 

Mark and Jennifer are closer to these issues that we are, and need to give a clear indication of what SAMEA has in mind to direct our work. 

 

Two, it takes a lot of time, needs expert inputs guided by consultants, and funding.  Jennifer has said that SAQA is prepared to put some funds into this process, as well as make consultants available to guide the process. These are both vip to us in this process.  Jennifer's conversation with the Director of SAQA will be useful in this regard, and we should be guided by her when available. 

 

 

I hope this helps, Nomvuso, if it could be circulated too.

Many thanks, and my apologies again.

My best

 

Ray   

APPENDIX 4

Dear Accreditation Task Team,

 

Part of my feedback to the next accreditation meeting was on a meeting between Jennifer Bisgard and SAQA, prior to the accreditation task team being set up.

Below is the feedback from Jennifer.

Hi Christel, 

My meeting with the CEO of SAQA was not formal, we had a drink during the Commonwealth Ministers of Education Conference and I discussed our concerns about accreditation and he expressed a willingness to support the initiative and also said that there are consultants that would be paid by SAQA available (no real budget).  I can facilitate the setting up of a meeting for you if you like.  You should note, however, there is a massive effort underway to redesign the whole accreditation process and to get rid of SGBs (replaced by a community of experts), so this may be a constraint or an advantage (too early to say) and that they are taking the accreditation responsibilities away from the SETAs.

 

In another month or so, I should be able to play a more active role on the committee!  But I am really enjoying our baby.

 

All the best,

 

Jennifer Bisgard

