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MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 21st SEPTEMBER 2011

2.1               Accuracy

2.1.1        The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting, except for section 3.2.4, which should read ‘with the exception of ST which has programme leaders’. Section 3.4.4 stated whether there was any scope for academics editing the text used in programme marketing information before it is published. VBG reported that this was the current procedure but the department will ensure that extra time is spent undertaking the activity to ensure greater accuracy of information.  
2.2              Matters Arising 

2.2.1
(Minute 2.2.3): AG updated the committee on progress with the development of the additional tabular reports requested by ASC members for the next cycle of Assessment Boards. Two working groups had been initiated, the ‘Assessment Board Working Group’, tasked with agreeing all procedures and documentation required in relation to revised Assessment Board processes and a smaller group, the ‘Board Report Working Group’ tasked with developing the new board reports requested by ASC members at the September meeting. The Board Report Working Group had discussed what recent improvements to the new assessment Board process would be lost if the University were to go back to tabular reports. It had been agreed that to amalgamate the current reports with the additional tabular reports requested, there would have to be some compromises made, but it was agreed that the benefits would outweigh any issues that arose. AG expressed disappointment that few academics had attended the meeting. TMB concluded that academic input was important to ensure reports were a good match to School expectations. 
2.2.2
(Minute 3.1.2):
Changes to the standard admissions policy had been made.  The policy and regulations had been approved by Senate and had been published on the portal. 
2.2.3
(Minute 3.1.4):
AJ and VBG had discussed the transparency of fee information provided to students. The University website now makes it clear that tuition fees would include any mandatory materials, access to facilities and fieldtrips required to undertake their programme.  
2.2.4
(Minute 3.1.5):
DB had circulated the current information on the Key Information Set (KIS) to members. 
2.2.5
(Minute 3.2.3):
ESEC had discussed the issue of programme cohort identity as part of the Schools 100 day plans. 

2.2.6
(Minute 3.2.6):
The draft of the QAA mid cycle review report is on the agenda under item 4.1.
2.2.7
(Minute 3.4.3):
Marketing and Communications had checked the accuracy of published Partnership materials and all were found to be accurate.  Minor style and branding issues remained for some information published by the Brit School. It was recommended that an academic from the MS, such as the Director of CEMP should be involved in approving the content before publication. 

















Action: JM
2.2.8
(Minute 3.4.4):
VBG reported that Schools do have the opportunity to check the accuracy of programme information before it is published. M&C allow three renditions of any text before it is published.
2.2.9
(Minute 3.5.2):
Updates to Partnership Institutional Review (PIR) would be made at the end of the year. 

2.2.10
(Minute 3.8.3):
TMB would discuss the development of the PG induction packs for students with the new Head of the Graduate School when in post.














Action: TMB
2.2.11
(Minute 3.9.4):
The maximum credit limits for PG Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) had been approved by Senate and the APL Academic Procedure had been updated. 

2.2.12
(Minute 3.9.5):
The issue regarding the requirements for underpinning level and subject relevance being reconsidered for APL applications, in light of CPD would be placed on the agenda for the next Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG) meeting.
2.2.13
(Minute 4.1.4.2): The MEng/BEng proposal initiated by DEC at the last meeting had been re- circulated to the committee and approved by Chairs Action. 
2.2.14
(Minute 4.1.1.4): Senate approved the addition of the MEng to the current list of awards offered by the University.

3
PART ONE

3.1
School Quality reports

Received: School Quality reports from AECC; Ap Sci, BS; DEC; HSC; MS and ST
3.1.1
Anglo-European College of Chiropractic (AECC)
3.1.1.1 HT summarised the AECC SQR for the committee. The majority of the issues placed on last year’s action plan had been completed. Any outstanding issues would be progressed during the current academic year. External examiners had highlighted an issue with the training provided locally by the AECC This had been rectified, and a more in depth and thorough induction process has been implemented at the College for external examiners. 

3.1.1.2 The College will undergo its first QAA Institutional Review in 2012 in order to gain Highly Trusted Status for the College. The review was initiated recently to address the new regulation that restricted the College from recruiting staff from outside the European Union. This has proven to be a challenge for the College, as few people in Europe are sufficiently trained within appropriate areas to teach at the College, the majority of teaching staff being recruited internationally. Educational Development and Quality (EDQ) would support the College through the process. 
3.1.1.3 The AECC had been pleased with their National Student Survey (NSS). The College had put systems in place to improve the results around assessment and feedback. 
3.1.1.4 The report stated that a meeting was delayed with the College to discuss direct access to unit-e via a web link that had been placed on the Colleges action plan. However, Student Administration and Academic Partnerships had met with the College on two previous occasions to discuss the issue. It was agreed that the action would be rephrased to make it clear that although it was an ongoing issue, Student Administration and the AECC had been working together to resolve the issue.
3.1.1.5 JT reported that an external examiner for the AECC had given a negative marker in their report summary, informing the University of a risk to quality and standards with the provision. This had not been made clear within the SQR. It was requested that this was made clear within the report, followed by a response from the College on how the issue was being addressed. 










Action: HT
3.1.1.6
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.2
Applied Sciences (Ap Sci)
3.1.2.1 AD summarised the report for members. A number of reported areas of concern for the School arose from the first year of implementing a new undergraduate framework, which subsumed all undergraduate programmes. Although there had been huge benefits in terms of delivery and structure, changes had been implemented quickly and communication with students was insufficient. Measures have since been put in place to improve the communication to students, including the introduction of seminars and ensuring greater communication of any timetabling changes. Although the School managed to succeed in achieving 100% compliance with the three week turn-around agenda, this had affected the quality of feedback provided for students. Support has been put in place to ensure that all staff, particularly newly appointed members of the School are aware of what is required in terms of the quality of assessment feedback provided to students.  

3.1.2.2 Improving the library and lab-based provision is a priority for the School. Students are continuously informed of the extensive e-books and journals that are available within the University that supplement the current physical library stock. 
3.1.2.3 The increase in the number of tariff points on entry and the requirement for subject specific grades had been successful. Recruitment targets had been achieved for the current academic year. 
3.1.2.4 The review of collaborative provision at Kingston Maurward College and Weymouth College is currently being undertaken. Although there are a number of strengths with the provision, the curriculum fit with the Schools’ academic footprint and the strategic focus around the Science, Technology, Engineering and Maths (STEM) agenda is being reviewed. In response to this, it was proposed that the periodic review of the Kingston Maurward provision be deferred until 2012-13.  
3.1.2.5 GW noted the improvements made to the processes for dissertation selection and it was agreed that this good practice should be shared. AD would discuss with GW. 

Action: AD/GW
3.1.2.6
Members noted that a number of issues discussed within the body of the report could be usefully included in the action plan. These included the progression of the Forensic Science programme to a level H top-up and the lack of clarity on the process for students failing placements had been reported as an issue during the assessment board process. AD reported that the School had a clear system for failing placements but this had not been clearly articulated to the Chair at the time of the Board. This matter would not reoccur and had been placed on the agenda for the next Assessment Board Working group meeting. JM noted that Link Tutor reports had not featured within the action plan. AD would ensure that all issues discussed within the body of the report would be picked up in the action plan.
3.1.2.7
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.3
Business School
3.1.3.1
GW summarised the report for members. The Committee was reminded that the School had undergone a challenging year with the School operating not insignificantly below its core academic staffing establishment. This had impacted heavily on the NSS scores for ‘programme management and leadership’. It had also impacted on colleagues’ ability to participate in any Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) activities during the previous year.  Responses to the NSS scores had been detailed in the School’s 100 day plan. 
3.1.3.2 Despite these issues, the School had achieved some good External Examiner reports. The quality and timeliness of the Annual Reports on Framework Monitoring (ARFM) had improved for the year. Positive feedback had also been attained for the newly validated programmes at the Guernsey Training Agency (GTA). 

3.1.3.3 The GTA ARFM is currently subsumed into the report on the campus-based provision. Whether the provision should be reported separately had been discussed during the last Partnership Board. The School had concluded that a separate ARFM should possibly be written for the GTA provision to signify its growth. This would be confirmed next year.
3.1.3.4 The SQA report claimed that the School had not yet introduced a standard feedback form for assignment briefs, which had been a requirement of a previous ASC meeting. GW reported that the standard assignment template had recently been implemented across the School.








 
3.1.3.5
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.4 Design, Engineering and Computing

3.1.4.1 HI summarised the report. Most of the actions from the previous year had been completed but the issues with high wastage on the Creative Technology framework had been added to the current action plan for completion. The issue had been partially addressed by monitoring attendance closely and by providing the Teaching and Learning Officer with additional hours to work with the team and students. The School has also been restructured, to allow an Associate Dean to manage each of the four main frameworks within the school. 
3.1.4.2 Changes had been made to the ARFM process, by devolving the responsibility for approval to a School Academic Standards Committee (SASC) sub-group. A number of ARFMs were rejected at the first attempt and will be reconsidered at the main SASC meeting next week. Six reports were outstanding, four of which reported on programmes within the same framework. Obtaining the ARFM from the BA (Hons) Fashion and Textiles team would be difficult due to resource issues at Wiltshire College Salisbury which the School was pursuing. The School was looking at the submission dates to address the submission issues. 
3.1.4.3 The School received disappointing NSS results. A response has been added to the Schools 100 day plan to address areas of concern and was being implemented. 
3.1.4.4 It was noted that a number of issues discussed within section C of the report had not been covered in the action plan, such as assessment criteria and marking of assessments. It was agreed that these were worthy of some consideration and should be added to the action plan.                     


  






 Action: HI
3.1.4.5
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.5 Health and Social Care (HSC) 

3.1.5.1 A number of continuing issues featured within the HSC report. The balance of honours classifications in Midwifery had been noted during the School Quality Audit. A similar issue had been noted within the Nursing programmes in 2010-11, which had been addressed by the team. A drop in the number of first class honour degrees had been noted during the assessment board. Lessons had been gained and changes implemented by the nursing team will be repeated for the midwifery programme for the forthcoming year. 

3.1.5.2 Poor communication with the external examiner for Child Health Nursing had resulted in an unsatisfactory report from the examiner. The Programme Co-ordinator has responded to the issues raised. 

3.1.5.3 The School continued to receive less than satisfactory NSS scores relating to ‘estates and timetabling’. Students continue to be dissatisfied with the standard of the learning environment at the Lansdowne campus. The School will continue to work with estates to explore opportunities to improve the environment. 

3.1.5.4 Concerns have been raised over the ARFM process. Thirty ARFMs had been taken to a SASC meeting. Colleagues agreed that the ARFM process was still too cumbersome and the auditing process did not work satisfactorily. JT reported that a review of the ARFM reporting process was being undertaken by EDQ and would be discussed under item 3.5.
3.1.5.5
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.6
Media School (MS)
3.1.6.1 SE discussed the report with the Committee. A number of strengths had been raised, such as the success of one year placements; and a number of student initiatives with both graduate employment and students and staff members winning awards and competitions. A number of exhibitions showcasing student work, such as the Computer Animation degree show ‘Launch’ were highly regarded by students and staff.
3.1.6.2 Issues placed within the action plan included concern regarding the impact of reduced resourcing and restriction of the recruitment of professionally orientated staff, and how this would impact the student experience and any resulting NSS scores. A key issue for partnership institution delivery had been the students continued feeling of isolation from BU, including the lack of knowledge of SUBU activities and training. It was unclear whether the students were not receiving the information or whether it was the perception that they were not being involved. 
3.1.6.3 JT queried whether the quality of student representative feedback continued to be an issue, since being raised initially in 2008. Although the issue had been partially resolved, the Associate Dean (Student Experience) continued to better find ways of resolving the issue. 

3.1.6.4 Student dissatisfaction with ‘myBU’ had been improved by adopting a similar system to that used in School of Tourism (ST). The School’s student facing information has placed within a single location on ‘myBU’. DEC had adopted similar changes. It was noted that such good practice should be discussed at the next meeting of the Education and Student Experience Committee (ESEC).

3.1.6.5
Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.















Action: EW
3.1.7
School of Tourism
3.1.7.1
The School audited their ARFMS earlier this year than previous years. Although there did not seem to be any issues with the timing of submission, the quality of the ARFMs submitted from partnerships had been unsatisfactory resulting in the majority of the partnership ARFMs being rejected.  It was noted that they should have been approved by an internal committee before being submitted to BU, but this seemed to have been ineffective. This issue would be discussed with partnerships via Academic Partnerships. 











Action: JM
3.1.7.2
The use of ‘myBU’ at partner institutions had been reported as sporadic and it was queried whether this issue should be raised with them. After completing research within the sector, and acknowledging the diversity of and devolved responsibility of the Colleges, Academic Partnerships had taken a pragmatic decision to allow PIs to use Virtual Learning Environments (VLEs) other than ‘myBU’. 
3.1.7.2 Endorsed: The report was endorsed by the Committee.

3.1.8 Common themes

3.1.8.1
Members noted a number of common themes drawn from the SQRs. A number of Schools had expressed concern with the current ARFM process, particularly with the robustness of the ARFM Auditors role. EDQ is currently conducting a review of the process and it was agreed that information from the SQRs would feed into discussions on revisions to the process. JM queried whether the SQRs should be brought to an earlier ASC meeting, as was originally intended. Members expressed concern at the request, as much of the information required to write the reports would not be ready in time for the October ASC meeting. It was concluded that they would continue to be submitted for the December meeting. 













Action: JT
3.1.8.2 Allowing other types of unit-level student feedback in lieu of SUE had been taken forward by Schools, with some positive results although it was noted that compliance in some areas was a concern. It was suggested that SASCs ensure greater oversight of the mechanisms and implementation of unit-level feedback.  UMRs provided one source of information for this.  Reflections on current school practices would be considered through Student Voice Committee.









Action: JT
3.1.8.3 The three-week turnaround and its impact on unit feedback had been discussed within most of the reports. The current student to staff ratio in some areas of provision may have had an impact on the three-week turnaround and it was recognised that staff sickness also affected School targets. It was recognised that students would rather receive feedback from their unit tutors than another member of the School, even if this meant it was received after the three-week deadline. TH reported that the majority of students are not always concerned if their feedback is not available within three weeks, as long as they are made aware when they should expect it. 
3.1.8.4 It was recognised that greater attention is needed to overseeing progression routes. The new SASC terms of reference made this more explicit and more checks were undertaken within EDQ. Members were reminded that students and other colleagues should be informed of any closing underpinning or progression routes as soon as closures are known by the School. 
3.1.8.5 A paper will be discussed at ESEC regarding any common themes on the student experience and quality of learning opportunities arising from SQRs.














Action: JT
3.2             Graduate School Annual Report

Received: Graduate School Annual Report

3.2.1 The annual report briefly outlined the range of activities undertaken and provided by the Graduate School. The focus of the report would be changed next year to reflect the changing oversight of postgraduate provision within the Graduate School. The Chair noted that members had not been given the appropriate oversight of the paper, as it had been tabled, therefore the paper should be circulated to the Committee for their comments and endorsement. 
3.2.2
Recommended: That the Graduate School Annual Report by circulated electronically to the Committee for comments and endorsement. 















ACTION: EW

3.3
Annual Partnerships Report

Received: Annual Partnerships report
3.3.1
JM introduced the first Annual Partnerships Report. The report has been discussed at the International and UK Partnerships Committee, which has recently been named as a formal sub-committee of ASC. The report focuses on quantitative data on the range of partner institutions connected with BU rather than the quality of the partnerships themselves. This would be discussed within the next Annual Partnerships report.
3.3.2 GW queried whether Guernsey had been included within the UK collaborative provision or whether it had not been considered at all. It was assumed that the results had been subsumed into the UK results but JM would review and adjust if required. 
3.3.3
Recommended: JM to review and make adjustments to the report where appropriate.










ACTION: JM
3.4            External Examiners Annual report

Received: EE Annual Report

3.4.1
The Quality Assurance Steering Group (QASG) has taken an independent review of all External Examiner (EE) reports and summarised the overarching comments. Although many positive issues were discussed within the reports, the group focused on addressing the negative comments. EDQ facilitates the EE nomination and appointment process, with ASC maintaining oversight. A report would be submitted to ASC in February, making recommendations for changes to EE arrangements in the light of the new QAA Quality Code.  
3.4.2 Section 3 outlined any reports containing a negative indication in the summary section of the reports, informing the University of potential risk to quality and standards with the provision. 3 out of the 219 responses received concluded that they were not satisfied with the standards set, and a further 7 had some reservations. The report outlined the issues behind the negative responses along with the action taken in each case. The reports and the responses were discussed at QASG. It was concluded that a number of the responses were submitted late within the cycle. Members were reminded of the timeliness of responses to EEs particularly where a negative response has been given by an EE. QASG will monitor this issue next year. 
3.4.3
Outcomes from the reports were summarised within section 4. In contrast to the NSS data, EEs were overwhelmingly complimentary on the quality of feedback provided on assessments, some noting exemplary feedback. In some instances, materials requested by EEs were not received and it was noted that occasionally the quality of materials provided could have been improved. 
3.4.4
JT requested that the issues within the report, summarised within section 4.14 are reflected in SQR Action Plans as appropriate. A significant number of EE appointments ending in December had not been fulfilled, there being 20 vacancies. 
3.4.5
Endorsed: That the report be endorsed by the Committee. 

3.5             Audit of Annual Reports in Framework Monitoring

Received: EDQ ARFM audit report
3.5.1
EDQ had audited the ARFM process and feedback on the process had been attained through SASCs.  JT will convene a meeting with DDEs and TMB to discuss the proposed changes to the current process in the New Year. Recommendations will be drawn from the meeting and reported back to ASC for approval. 
3.5.2
Recommended: JT to convene a meeting with DDEs and TMB to discuss proposed changes to the ARFM process. Recommendations from the meeting to be brought to ASC for approval. 












ACTION: JT
3.6
HSC School Quality Audit Action Plan

Received: HSC SQR Audit action plan

3.6.1
CM summarised the action plan from the School Quality Audit that took place in August. Five actions had been specified for the School and two for the University. The first two actions for the School were based around the reporting lines within the School. The School auditing process needed to be improved. Off-site delivery of the PG Social Work framework should be formally reviewed at SASC. Progress had being made with the University level recommendations. 
3.6.2
Endorsed: The action plan was endorsed by the Committee.
3.7             DEC School Quality Audit Action Plan update

Received: DEC SQR action plan- 1 year on update

3.7.1
HI updated the Committee on actions undertaken to date. The School continued to work on more efficient ways of collecting student feedback. Unit feedback is currently analysed and presented electronically, which has improved feedback collation. SASC convened a sub-group to receive and discuss ARFMs for the current year, which had improved the system. Better integration of the marketing function within the school had been successful. HI commended the Marketing team that work with the School and asked whether the same team could continue to represent them in the future. 
3.7.2
Endorsed: The action plan update be endorsed by the Committee.

4
PART TWO

4.1
QAA Mid Cycle review report

4.1.1
The mid cycle review report would be sent to the QAA next week and was submitted to ASC for final comments. It was noted that reference to the Partnership Quality Reports should be included in the final version. PR requested that the section discussing framework management should mention that Schools make decisions on framework management to best enhance the students experience within their individual Schools. JT would finalise the report after discussing the framework management section with PR. 
4.1.2
Recommended: JT to finalise the report before it is sent to the QAA. 




  ACTION: JT/PR
4.2 Proposed for change to Postgraduate Curriculum Structure (AECC)
Received: paper summarising a change in the PG curriculum structure at the AECC
4.2.1
The AECC proposed changing the currently validated MSc Ultrasound to make the research/dissertation element of the programme optional rather than mandatory. The proposal was initiated following comments from the professional body (CASE), which suggested that clinicians should be given the opportunity to develop new competencies rather than forcing them to complete a research element. The College had looked at the QAA guidance for Masters level study, and concluded that the guidance did not specifically state that the development of new knowledge through research had to be achieved. It was proposed that the M level worthiness of the proposal would be achieved via practice elements and practice based units rather than through research. It was proposed that three twenty-credit units would replace the 60 credit research project. 
4.2.2
CM reported that HSC use ‘Service Improvement’ units, as part of their Masters degrees, which are reliant on an evidence based approach, as apposed to a dissertation. However, the individual units always consisted of 40-60 credits. The Committee was uncomfortable with the College offering three-twenty credit units instead of a dissertation. Members agreed that a 40-credit research-based unit would be acceptable and advised that the College consider replicating the structure used in HSC. 
4.2.3
Resolved: That an evidence/research-based element be retained of no less than 40 credits. 
4.3
Framework development proposals

Received: Framework/Programme development proposals from the Business School; School of Design, Engineering and Computing’ School of Health and Social Care; the Media School and the School of Tourism.

Business School

4.3.1        BA (Hons) Business and Management framework- Guernsey Training Agency

4.3.1.1
The School proposed offering the currently validated Business and Management framework at a current partner, the Guernsey Training Agency (GTA). Although the School would like ASC approval to deliver the whole framework, only one programme will be delivered at a time. The programmes would be delivered within two extended academic years rather than three, although students seeking to undertake a sandwich degree would complete the programme in three years. Currently BS staff teach the programmes offered at the GTA in weekend blocks. It was intended that the proposed programmes would be delivered over a normal academic week for two years. Resource implications would be discussed within the School at the design stage of the approval process. The School may have to seek to employ part-time staff to support the programmes.
4.3.1.2
Members queried the intended market for the programmes. Students would have to apply through the normal UCAS route. The School was aware that there may not be a cohort wanting to enrol in September 2012 as students may already have applied to other Universities by that time. The School will charge the GTA based on a cohort of twenty students, therefore the School would not be disadvantaged if numbers dropped below that threshold. 
4.3.1.3
Approved: That the proposal be approved for development.
Design, Engineering and Computing

4.3.2
BEng (Hons)/ PGCert Telecommunications Systems Engineering (DCCIS)
4.3.2.1 Currently, the defence College of Communications and Information Systems (DCCIS) offer the programme as a BSc (Hons) qualification. The team would instead like to offer a BEng, with the opportunity of gaining a further 60 credits at level M. The team believed that the programme enables students to work at a higher level, and sufficient M level credit would be attained to offer a PGCert. The levels will be discussed at the design stage of the approval process. The programme team also considered the programme content to be more engineering based than that currently offered, and aligned with the engineering subject benchmark. The programme can only be offered to students working at DCCIS, therefore student number controls would not apply to the approval process.
4.3.2.2
Approved: That the proposal be approved for development.
Media School

4.3.3 BA (Hons) Media Production

4.3.3.1
A new UG degree, in Media Production was proposed by the School. The stand-alone degree will complement the current curriculum offering of television, sound and interactive degrees. The curriculum would be broad, enabling students to gain a broad understanding of the area, rather than having to specialise immediately. Students would be offered a place on the condition of obtaining an AAB ‘A level’ profile. There will be no constraints in terms of student number controls, as they will be managed within the current Schools portfolio.  
4.3.3.2
Approved: That the proposal be approved for development.

Health and Social Care

4.3.4 HSC Postgraduate framework
4.3.4.1
In response to the loss of the NHS post-registration contract, and employers being more likely to buy small volumes of educational provision, as opposed to complete awards, the School would like the opportunity to re-evaluate their CPD and level M provision. There are no issues regarding student number controls and the programmes/CPD will fit into the current HSC PG framework.  Members queried offering the title ‘Advanced Practice’ without a contextual setting. The School had debated adding brackets to contextualise the title of Advanced Practice but professional bodies have not been keen in the past.  
4.3.4.2
Approved: That the proposal be approved for development.

School of Tourism

4.3.5
Addition of MSc Destination Marketing and Management & MSc E-Tourism to the ST PG framework 

4.3.5.1
ST proposed the addition of two pathways to the current ST framework. The programmes use current expertise within the School and they will have a neutral impact on resources. Existing market research concluded that there will be a market for the proposed pathways. A periodic review of the PG framework will be undertaken next year, when two current pathways are likely to be closed, due to the lack of demand. 
4.3.5.2 Approved: That the proposal be approved for development.
4.4
Framework review deferral


Received: deferral requests from Ap Sci; HSC and MS.
4.4.1
HSC requested that the Post Qualifying Social Work (PQSW) framework be deferred until 2012-13 to enable teams to respond to the new Social Work Capabilities Framework, which will be completed in March 2012. The MS and Ap Sci requested that the FdA Radio Production delivered at BPC and the Animal Sciences framework be deferred due to current uncertainty regarding current HEFCE number allocations to the Colleges. The health of the current programmes had been checked and there were no causes for concern.
4.4.2
Endorsed: that the review deferrals be approved from 2011-12 to 2012-13.
4.5
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) - new nomination received

Received: New nominations from AECC; HSC; SAS and the Graduate School

4.5.1
Approved: that the nominations included in the papers for Andrew Vitiello; Lesley Elcock; Dave Newell; Katy Fisher; Dr Fiona Knight and Lianne Hutching were approved.
5
PART THREE

5.1
List of External Examiners ending in December 2011


Received: List of EEs whose appointments end in December 2011
5.1.1
Noted: the list of External Examiners whose appointments end in 2011 was noted.
5.2
Institutional Audit update

5.2.1
JT updated the group on the Institutional audit. A steering group and working group had been initiated. The steering group had met to identify priorities for the working group to focus on. The group was currently discussing the new methodology and judgements being used by the QAA, identifying priority areas and compiling areas to discuss within the Self Evaluation document. 
5.3
Partnership Agreements 


Received: A list of Partnership agreements signed since the last ASC meeting
5.3.1
Noted:  the list of Partnership Agreements included in the papers was noted.
5.4
QAA Code of Practice Action Plan


Received: Section 2 QAA Code of Practice action plan
5.4.1
Academic Partnerships had 
updated the actions emerging from and related to the mapping of BU partnership procedure and processes against Section 2 of the QAA Code of Practice. 
5.4.2
Noted: the action plan was noted. 
5.5
Completed framework/reviews, validations and review for closure

Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure

5.5.1
Noted:  the list of completed evaluations included in the paper was noted.
5.6
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees 
Received: a list of External Examiners for ratification

Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees for ratification

5.6.1
Noted: that the approval of all nominations be ratified.

6
COMMITTEES

6.1
Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG)


Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 15th November 2011

6.2
Noted: The minutes of the 15th November 2011 meeting were noted. 

7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

7.1
None

8
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING


Wednesday 15th February 2012
