
Students FIRST 
 
Project Board meeting agreed minutes
 

24 July 2012, 10:30am
Philips meeting room, AMOSSHE

 
Present 
Deian Hopkin, Independent Chair
Raegan Hiles, AMOSSHE (project 
manager) 
Brad Bence, John Smith’s Booksellers
Karina Berzins, Continuum 
Brian Hipkin, Regents’ College London
 
 

1. Apologies 
1.1 Andy Free, John Smith’s Booksellers and Nicole Redman, University of East London.
 
2. Minutes of previous meeting 
2.1 The project board agreed the minutes of the previous meeting as a true and accurate record. 
 
2.2 All of the matters arising have been completed or are addressed elsewhere in the agenda, 

except: 
Action 9.2 (ii) Project manager to develop outline budget for
This has not been possible but may
completion of Students FIRST.
 

3. Project plan and update 
3.1 The research team updated the board on their progress against the project plan.  In pa

they drew attention to: 
a. Completion of the focus groups 

and mostly female, but all age groups and ethnicities were represented.  
suggested that the targeted bursary approach hel
students to stay in education.  The bursary provision provides an incentive for students to 
attend seminars, workshops and lectures, and to focus on grade achievement.  Student 
comments revealed an attachment to hard c
more e-books being checked out of university libraries.

 
b. The collection and harmonisation of 

complete data sets means that early findings will be availabl
not be available until the final weeks of August.  This remains within the project delivery 
timescale. 

 
c. Well received presentations at the recent FACE and AMOSSHE conferences.
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Minutes of previous meeting  
The project board agreed the minutes of the previous meeting as a true and accurate record. 

All of the matters arising have been completed or are addressed elsewhere in the agenda, 

Project manager to develop outline budget for benchmarking activity.
but may be considered by the AMOSSHE Executive after the 

completion of Students FIRST. 

The research team updated the board on their progress against the project plan.  In pa

the focus groups at both institutions in May 2012.  Attendance was limited 
but all age groups and ethnicities were represented.  

suggested that the targeted bursary approach helps student achievement and encourages 
to stay in education.  The bursary provision provides an incentive for students to 

attend seminars, workshops and lectures, and to focus on grade achievement.  Student 
comments revealed an attachment to hard copy texts, despite technology advances and 

books being checked out of university libraries. 

The collection and harmonisation of bookseller and institutional data.  Delays in receiving 
complete data sets means that early findings will be available in mid July, but full analysis 
not be available until the final weeks of August.  This remains within the project delivery 

resentations at the recent FACE and AMOSSHE conferences.
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The project board agreed the minutes of the previous meeting as a true and accurate record.  

All of the matters arising have been completed or are addressed elsewhere in the agenda, 

benchmarking activity. 
be considered by the AMOSSHE Executive after the 

The research team updated the board on their progress against the project plan.  In particular, 

at both institutions in May 2012.  Attendance was limited 
but all age groups and ethnicities were represented.  Feedback 

ps student achievement and encourages 
to stay in education.  The bursary provision provides an incentive for students to 

attend seminars, workshops and lectures, and to focus on grade achievement.  Student 
opy texts, despite technology advances and 

bookseller and institutional data.  Delays in receiving 
e in mid July, but full analysis 

not be available until the final weeks of August.  This remains within the project delivery 

resentations at the recent FACE and AMOSSHE conferences. 



 
3.2 The research team noted another project being undertaken by Continuum in which students’ 

financial assumptions are being monitored and assessed, including through spending diaries.  
This work will inform the Students FIRST commentary. 
 

3.3 Progress against the technology elements of the project plan was considered under agenda 
item 5. 
 

4. Research report and videos 

4.1 The research team introduced the first two project videos: 
a. Service design – the board echoed the praise from the project’s critical friend for the way 

that this video makes a complex process accessible.  They noted the more detailed 
guidance materials available from Derby University’s previous blueprint project. 
 

b. Student focus groups – the board considered the student feedback presented in this 
video, recognising that views expressed suggest institutions might do more to equip 
students with financial literacy skills.  The board recommended that further information be 
included in the video, including textual quotes and numbers of bursary recipients. 

 
Action: Research team to update student focus group video material. 
 

4.2 The project board noted a further two videos in development: 

a. a summary and sector wide view of the findings; and 
 

b. the technology providers’ viewpoint. 
 

Action: Research team to complete video portfolio. 
 

4.3 The project manager thanked the research team for their work in developing and editing the 
project videos. 

 
5. Technology guidance outputs 
5.1 The project manager introduced a discussion of the technology guidance materials being 

produced as project outputs.  They reminded the board of a meeting held in May 2012, in which 
the commercial providers identified what does and does not work well: for working with 
universities; and for working in partnership with other commercial providers and universities. 
 

5.2 The project board agreed that a series of ‘5 things’ to know and listen to should be developed for 
both HEI and commercial audiences.  They suggested items for inclusion, and how these might 
be best presented. 

 
Action: Project manager to develop ‘top tips’ technology guidance materials, and 
circulate to project board representatives for comment. 
 

5.3 The project board discussed the structure and items to be addressed in the service level 
template guidance for institutions and commercial providers wishing to work in partnership, 
particularly where more than one commercial partner might be involved.  They recommended 
that a memorandum of agreement to protect initial discussions be developed.  They agreed a 
number of additional points and revisions to the draft service level agreement template 
circulated. 
 



Action (i): Project manager to develop a memorandum of understanding template and 
publish online. 
 
Action (ii):  Project manager to update Service Level Agreement template and publish online. 
 

5.4 The project board discussed the commitment to produce ‘Minimum System Specifications.’  
They agreed that this should be addressed through a series of questions for HEI managers 
around what needs to be in place in order for institutions to utilise technology effectively. 
 
Action:  Commercial providers to send project manager bullet points to shape Minimum 
Starting Requirements materials. 
 

6. Final report(s) 
6.1 The project manager invited comment on the final reporting requirements to the project 
funders, JISC. 
 
6.2 The project board discussed the case study report in detail.  Subject to some small 
amendments, and the addition of more detailed commentary where highlighted, they agreed the 
report in principle. 
 
Action: Project partners to provide information as identified in the draft case study report to the 
project manager. 
 
6.3 The project board agreed a timeline for agreeing further iterations of the case study 
report, and sign off by mid August. 
 
Action:  Project manager to update case study materials, disseminate final draft and 
coordinate sign off of case study report. 
 
6.4 The project board discussed the impact report questionnaire.  They agreed that as the 
questionnaire is written for single institution projects, it is not possible for Students FIRST to 
comment on the first two sections of the evaluation.  The board discussed issues around 
commenting on changes in ‘maturity’ level when these were not measured at the outset, and 
that some of the answer options are inflexible.  Whilst noting that the critical friend will 
summarise findings and complete the report, the board felt that this review was inappropriate for 
the project. 
 
Action: Project manager to write to JISC programme manager expressing concerns 
about the impact report requirement. 
 
6.5 The project board discussed the completion report.  They agreed that the project 
manager should complete this based on previous progress reports and the final case study.   
 
Action: Project manager to draft completion report response, disseminate to project 
board and coordinate sign off prior to submitting completion report to JISC. 
 
Brad Bence, John Smith’s Booksellers, left the meeting at this point.  The meeting continued 
with a working lunch. 

 
  



7. Project dissemination 
and 

8. Project sustainability 
7.1 The project board noted dissemination activity already undertaken, and planned dissemination 

of the project findings.  They noted the dissemination networks available through the project’s 
partnership approach, which offer a wide sphere of influence.  

  
7.2 The project board recognised that Students FIRST has established a baseline for analysis and 

that it would be beneficial for the sector if research could be maintained in this area.  Project 
partners identified some opportunities to draw on their existing networks to explore sustainability 
further. 

 
Action: The Project Board agreed to support and champion the Students FIRST work 
across the sector, in particular in their sector bodies and with senior management at their 
institutions. In all cases, the key partners must be identified as co-owners of the project and its 
findings. 
 

9. Benefits Realisation 
9.1  The project board discussed whether any benefits had already been realised by project 

participants. They agreed that these should be evaluated throughout the project lifetime rather 
than in isolation during the end of project evaluation. Each of the participant organisations 
identified several high level benefits already achieved through their involvement in Students 
FIRST. 

 
10. Note of thanks 
10.1 The project board chair extended thanks to AMOSSHE for managing the Students FIRST work, 

and to all the partners for their commitment to the project. 
 
10.2 The project manager highlighted the excellent work and commitment of the research team at 

Continuum, the Centre for Widening Participation Research. 
 
10.3 The project board thanked the chair for his work in guiding and championing the project. 

 
The meeting closed at 2:00pm.  
  



Summary of agreed actions: 
 
Para Detail Who When by 
4.1 Research team to update student focus 

group video material. 
Karina End July 

4.2 Research team to complete video portfolio. Karina End August 
5.2 Project manager to develop ‘top tips’ 

technology guidance materials, and 
circulate to project board representatives 
for comment. 

Raegan 10 August 

5.3(i) Project manager to develop a 
memorandum of understanding template 
and publish online. 

Raegan 10 August (draft) 
End August (publish) 

5.3(ii) Project manager to update Service Level 
Agreement template and publish online. 

Raegan 10 August (draft) 
End August (publish) 

5.4 Commercial providers to send project 
manager bullet points to shape Minimum 
Starting Requirements materials. 

Andy/ Brad/ 
Peter/ 
Roger/ 
Steve 

27 August 

6.2 Project partners to provide information as 
identified in the draft case study report to 
the project manager. 

Brad/ Julie/ 
Karina/ 
Peter/ 
Roger/ 
Steve/ Tony 

27 August 

6.3 Project manager to update case study 
materials, disseminate final draft and 
coordinate sign off of case study report. 

Raegan 
All 
 
Raegan 

3 August (circulate draft) 
10 August (comments 
on draft) 
14 August (finalise draft) 

6.4 Project manager to write to JISC 
programme manager expressing concerns 
about the impact report requirement. 

Raegan End July 

6.5 Project manager to draft completion report 
response, disseminate to project board 
and coordinate sign off prior to submitting 
completion report to JISC. 

Raegan End August 

7.2 The Project Board agreed to support and 
champion the Students FIRST work across 
the sector, in particular in their sector 
bodies and with senior management at 
their institutions. In all cases, the key 
partners must be identified as co-owners 
of the project and its findings. 

All Ongoing 

 
                                                 
i
 Secretary’s note: minutes agreed by correspondence, and formally approved by the chair by e-mail on 21 
August 2012. 


