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ACADEMIC STANDARDS COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD ON 9th MAY 2012
Present:


Dr Keith Wilkes (KW) (Chair)
Dean, School of Tourism (ST)

Dr Sue Eccles (SE)
Head of Education, Media School (MS)

David Foot (DF)
Market Research and Development Manager, Marketing and 
Communications (M&C)

Dr Ross Hill (RH)

Associate Dean (Education), School of Applied Sciences (ApSci)
Alan James (AJ)
General Manager of the Student’s Union (SUBU)

Sherry Jeary (SJ)
Senior Lecturer, School of Design, Engineering and Computing (DEC)

Kate Jones (KJ)
SU Vice President Education, Student’s Union (SUBU) [present for part of the meeting]

Jacky Mack (JM)
Academic Partnerships Manager, Student & Academic Services (SAS)

Clive Matthews (CM)

Deputy Dean (Education), School of Health & Social Care (HSC)

Prof David Osselton (DO)
Head of Forensic and Biological Sciences, School of Applied Sciences (ApSci)

Jennifer Taylor (JT) (Secretary)
Educational Development & Quality Manager, Student & Academic Services (SAS) 

Dr Xavier Velay (XV)
Deputy Dean (Education), School of Design, Engineering and Computing (DEC)

Dr Geoff Willcocks (GW)
Director of Quality and Accreditations, Business School (BS)

Prof Tiantian Zhang (TZ)
Head of the Graduate School, Research and Knowledge Exchange Office (RKEO)

1  APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Prof Tim McIntyre-Bhatty (TMB) 
Deputy Vice Chancellor (Student Experience, Education and Professional Practice)

Ana Gutierrez (AG)
Head of Student Administration, Student and Academic Services (SAS)

James Holroyd (JH)
Student Journey Process Workstream Manager, Office of the Vice Chancellor (OVC)
Toby Horner (TH)
President, Student’s Union (SUBU) 

Prof Keith Phalp (KP)
Associate Dean, HOAG (Software Systems & Psychology), DEC

Philip Ryland (PR)
Deputy Dean (Education), School of Tourism (ST)

Prof Haymo Thiel (HT)
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)

In Attendance:
Robin Chater (RC) (Clerk)
Quality and Enhancement Officer, Student & Academic Services (SAS)
Dr Fiona Knight
Graduate School Academic Manager, Research and Knowledge Exchange Office (RKEO)

2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 15th FEBRUARY 2012
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1        The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting.

2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1
(Minute 2.2.2):  TZ and KJ had liaised with the Transitions and Wellbeing Officer and a sub group of the Extended Induction Working Group called the Postgraduate Induction Sub-Group had been set up which would progress the review and development of enhancements to the PG induction experience. The sub group would be meeting the following week.
2.2.2
(Minute 3.1.5): A report from the Graduate School had been produced as requested and was discussed under agenda item 3.9, below.
2.2.3
(Minute 3.1.8): DD(E)s confirmed that the Student Population Statistics February 2012 report had been considered within each School.
2.2.4
(Minute 3.2.3): The Policy section of the External Examiners Policy and Procedure had been approved by Senate.
2.2.5
(Minute 3.3.2): DD(E)s had been putting in place appropriate ARFM Reader arrangements. They would shortly be requested to provide names of appointed Readers for training. 
2.2.6
(Minute 3.4.3): QASG had discussed further the decision to remove self–certification in the Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure and agreed to uphold the position agreed by ASC at the last meeting but had provided further guidance to Schools. 
2.2.7
(Minute 4.1.4 and 4.1.5): The Institutional Approval event to consider the Partnership Development Proposal had been postponed. The information that had been requested at the previous ASC meeting would be made available to ASC members in due course.
2.2.8
(Minute 4.3.2): The QAEG nomination received for Milena Bobeva had been circulated to members for comment and subsequently approved by Chair’s Action. 
2.2.9
(Minute 5.4.1): It had been confirmed that the change of title of one programme in the Media Production Undergraduate Framework would only apply to new students commencing from the 2012/13 academic year.
2.2.10
(Minute 5.6.2): Following formal closure of the MA European Tourism Management (European partners) it had been agreed that UET would write to the partners following the final assessment board being held in September. 
PART ONE: FOR DISCUSSION

3
Institutional Monitoring
3.1
Postgraduate Research Degrees (PGR) Regulations and Procedures
Received: PGR Admission Regulations; PGR Assessment Regulations; Review and Validation Procedure for PGR Degrees.
3.1.1 JT/TZ/FK summarised the paper for the Committee. It had been decided the previous summer that policies and procedures in the Graduate School would be brought into the new BU format for such documents. The Assessment and Admissions Regulations had been extracted from the existing Code of Practice for Research Degrees and presented in the new format.  There were no material changes to the policies and procedures with the exception of the addition of the ‘provision for failure’ section in the Assessment Regulations. The Procedure for the quality assurance arrangements for PGRs was a new document. The three papers had been reviewed by the Graduate School Academic Board (GSAB) Research Degree sub-committee (RDC). The RDC had recommended more guidance be included for failed candidates in terms of the Standard Assessment Regulations and it had also recommended that extra evidence of research to date be added to the entry requirements for PhD by Publication. Apart from these additions, the RDC endorsed the papers for progression to ASC for consideration and recommendation to Senate for approval where required.
3.1.2 Members welcomed the Regulations and Procedures but sought clarification on a few areas. Concern was raised that the entry requirement for the Professional Doctorates of five years work experience would be too restrictive for some programmes and it was suggested the wording should allow more flexibility in this respect. It was clarified that the admissions regulations stated periods of registration for standard provision but that any exceptions would be approved through validation or review and recorded in Programme Specifications. It was noted that there may currently be some substantive variation in periods of registration in Professional Doctorates and the Graduate School would be reviewing provision across the university with a view to ensuring effective standardisation of such areas in the future.
3.1.3 In terms of the evaluation panel membership for Professional Doctorate programmes it was suggested that it would be necessary to stipulate in the Review and Validation Procedure for PGR degrees that panel members would require knowledge of the qualifications. The EDQ Manager confirmed that when selecting panel members, care was taken to ensure that panel members had appropriate knowledge, however agreed that the wording of the Procedure be amended to make it clearer that familiarly with provision was a requirement. 
3.1.4 It was noted that hyperlinks throughout the documents would need to be added or updated prior to publication.
Recommended: that the PGR Admission Regulations and PGR Assessment Regulations be approved by Senate, adopting the recommendations above.

Approved: the Procedure for Evaluation and Monitoring of Postgraduate Research Degree Programmes was approved, accepting the minor word changes suggested above.

3.2
Changes to Higher National Assessment Regulations

Received: Changes to Higher National Assessment Regulations
3.2.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee.  Previously there had been no overall classification for an HN qualification although Edexcel had recently introduced this nationally for its BTEC programmes. As an Edexcel Licence Centre the University determined its own assessment regulations and therefore had considered whether to introduce the new award classification for its current BTEC customised HN awards. DEC currently deliver a number of HN qualifications and had confirmed that it would support the change which was clearly of benefit to students. The Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG) had discussed and supported the proposed changes and also the opportunity to bring these assessment regulations in line with the assessment regulations for Foundation, first degree and masters awards in terms of awards classification. It was noted that current students were aware of the new overall classification available for HN awards. Members supported the change and the proposal for implementation.

3.2.2
Recommended: that the changes to Higher National Assessment Regulations be approved by Senate.
3.2.3
The question was raised of whether the change to assessment regulations would require current admissions regulations to be reviewed. It was noted that the regulations would not be affected but that programme entry requirements could refer to this classification if appropriate.
3.3
CPD admissions and proposed changes to APL policy

Received: CPD admissions and proposed changes to APL policy 
3.3.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee.  A number of Schools had requested that the University revisit the principles of credit accumulation in relation to CPD provision.  Currently, a key principle the University maintained in relation to APL was the need for successful applicants to demonstrate that they have the required volume of underpinning study (e.g. 120 Level C to enter a Level I programme). QASG had discussed the issues and recommended that the University adopts a more flexible approach to the recruitment of CPD students. This would enable students to undertake units at a level without the required volume of study at the preceding level.  Students would still be required to demonstrate the capacity to study at the chosen level and would accumulate credit for units successfully completed, but would not be eligible for a named award. Members supported the proposal and cited examples where this could be applied. Caveats would need to be clearly stipulated in order to manage student expectations regarding eligibility for a named award. 
Recommended: that the proposed changes to the APL policy regarding CPD entry requirements outlined in the paper are recommended for Senate approval for implementation in September 2012. 
3.3.2
It was noted that the term ‘CPD’ was used differently in external contexts and could differ between professions.  The University’s definition derived from HEFCE and the difficulty in identifying a definition to suit all professions was noted. 
3.4
Review of the University’s marking, independent marking and moderation arrangements
Received: Review of the University’s marking, independent marking and moderation arrangements
3.4.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee.  The current policies, regulations and procedures relating to marking, independent marking and moderation arrangements were due for review and the relevant sections had been incorporated into a proposed new draft policy and procedure which also included comments from Schools and previous University-level meetings. QASG had discussed the proposed changes in the paper in detail and made recommendations which were presented to ASC for consideration. If supported by ASC it was proposed that the changes be implemented from academic year 2012-13.
3.4.2
The draft policy and procedure aimed to make clearer the distinction between moderation and independent marking. The former involves external examiners and link tutors reviewing internal independent marking and assessment processes. A minimum sample size was stipulated for independent marking although the sample of work sent to external examiners was negotiated with external examiners on case by case basis. QASG recommended amendments to the External Examiner report and Assessment Boards to confirm the moderation sample was sufficient. Members commented that they had not been aware of any issues in the sample size sent to externals but agreed that these additional assurances would be useful.
3.4.3
Members commented on other aspects of the proposals including a revisiting of the term ‘consistency in marking’ and clarification that first markers would provide comments on student work.  With regards to the rationale for second marking of dissertations and projects, it was suggested that this be amended that all single assignments that are worth forty credits or more towards the final award must be double marked.

3.4.4
Members discussed the recommendations regarding the appointment of the third markers. Views differed on whether the arrangements for a third marker be undertaken at programme level or by the DDE and it was agreed that this be amended to ensure DDE oversight but allow flexibility for the circumstances.  
3.4.5
Members’ views were also mixed on whether the third marker should arbitrate to reach a collective agreement or whether the third marker should make a final decision and that it must fall within the range the first and second markers attributed. 
3.4.6
It was agreed that in light of the above discussion and suggestions, further consultation on the proposals was required for recirculation to ASC.
3.4.7
Resolved: EDQ to forward a revised version of the paper and the draft policy and procedure to Schools for comment.  Schools to be return their comments to EDQ by the 31 May 2012.

Action: JT/DD(E)s
3.5
New Partnership Proposals

3.5.1
Memorial University of Newfoundland (MUN), Canada - Student Exchange 
Received: Memorial University of Newfoundland Due Diligence report
3.5.1.1
The proposal related to student exchange and as part had been defined as level 2 collaborative provision, approval was required from ASC in order to progress. A view from ASC was also sought on whether a full partnership visit would be necessary in order to approve the partnerships.

3.5.1.2
MUN had been a longstanding partner of the University, having previously undertaken partnership exchanges with us. The aim was to bring this historical arrangement in line with current partnership arrangements. Given that this was an existing partner and the institution was well known to the University, it was agreed that the Level 2 Due Diligence report provided sufficient assurances for renewed partnership approval.
3.5.1.3
Approved: the student exchange partnership proposed in the paper was approved to proceed to the Partner Approval stage.

3.5.2
Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Malaysia - Student Exchange 
Received: Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM) Student Exchange Partnerships Development Proposal and Due Diligence report
3.5.2.1
The proposal was categorised as student exchange and as part had been defined as level 2 collaborative provision, approval was required from ASC in order to progress. A view from ASC was also sought on whether a full partnership visit would be necessary in order to approve the partnerships.

3.5.2.2
USM was an existing partner. The partner would not be involved in assessment of students whilst on exchange in Malaysia but would be involved in their supervision. It was agreed that in the first instance desk based due diligence be undertaken in liaison with HSC and a report be produced for the next meeting of ASC, so that it could consider whether a full visit would be required.
Action:   JM
3.6
Assessment Boards and Regulations: Flexible delivery models

Received: Assessment Boards and Regulations: Flexible delivery models

3.6.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee. Prompted by discussion around proposed new non-standard modes of delivery and the introduction of the Common Academic Structure (CAS) QASG had looked at current practice with a view to seeing whether there could be more flexibility when judging student progression.  Under the current principle students are not permitted to progress to a higher level trailing failure from the previous level. There also is no option for students to take extra credit within a level to accommodate failure or to undertake re-assessments prior to the formal meeting of an Assessment Board.
3.6.2
QASG recommended that this principle of progression should continue to be adhered to and proposed that a period of at least one month be required between levels for all programmes, to allow time for reassessment to take place. Secondly it proposed that an assessment board be held at the end of each level to consider reassessment and progression and also at the end of each academic year in order to facilitate statutory reporting. 
3.6.3
Members raised concern that the proposed changes would increase the number of assessment boards and that it would also prevent the University from developing and delivering some accelerated and flexible delivery models that were sought in order to meet the demands of the changing market. The BS had been developing a two year fast-track degree and although the current proposal could accommodate this, it was felt that this was too restrictive if the University was to develop further provision of this nature. BS proposed that Boards be held after 9 units of study, rather than 6 allowing students to progress to the next level without completing the required credits for an exit award.  
3.6.4
QASG had considered the implications of having early or ongoing reassessments within a level and concern had been raised over the practical implications, demands on staff workload for such arrangements and impact this may have in compounded poor student performance.  In light of CAS semesterised delivery, QASG recommended that framework/programme teams be encouraged to hold formal mid-year student progress review meetings and counsel students of the implications of any failed assessments for their remaining units and level. This was supported by members.
3.6.5
QASG had discussed part-time provision in light of new non-standard delivery provision and also in relation to HEFCE’s definitions for mode of attendance. It recommended that part-time programmes deliver a maximum of 80 credits per academic year. One ASC member raised concerns that this may prevent provision of accelerated programmes and needed further discussion.
3.6.6
Resolved: that recommendations 2 and 3 be endorsed (with the proviso on recommendation 2 that exceptions could be applied on a case by case basis) and that EDQ meet with DD(E)s for further discussions regarding recommendations 1 and 4 prior to these bring reconsidered by ASC.   
3.7
ApSci School Quality Audit Report and Action Plan

Received: ApSci School Quality Audit Report and Action Plan

3.7.1
RH updated members on progress on the action plan that had resulted from the School Quality Audit carried out in January 2012. The panel had made seven recommendations and progress had been made on each. The Chair requested that onward progression on actions needed to be further addressed in particular to recommendations (ii) and (vii) and the School was requested to provide further detail in the Action Plan on these two areas and resubmit to EDQ.
Action:  RH
3.8
ST School Quality Audit Report – one-year on Action Plan update
Received: ST School Quality Audit Report – one-year on Action Plan update
3.8.1
Members considered the one-year on Action Plan update. Two of the School actions had been recorded as ongoing. The Chair recommended that where it could be identified milestones had been achieved that the School records these and then clarify what action needs to be taken forward. 
Action:  PR
3.9
Report from the Graduate School 

Received: Report from the Graduate School

3.9.1
TZ summarised the paper for the Committee.  As had been requested at the previous meeting the report had been produced to review postgraduate (PG) outcome statistics to see if there were any differences between full-time and part-time and also any difference by domicile.
3.9.2
The postgraduate outcomes statistics of full-time students by Fee Region showed a much lower percentage of Home students attaining a masters qualification than Overseas or EU. However, when data was presented only for students with a masters qualification aim (where students who had enrolled for a programme of study with PgCert or PgDip study aim were excluded), this had reduced the relative underperformance of Home students, with 84% of Home students obtaining a masters qualification when compared with 88% for overseas and 93% for EU students.

3.9.3
Members discussed the statistics.  Comparisons of postgraduate outcomes for full-time to part-time for those students with only a masters qualification aim showed that the percentage of part-time students gaining a masters award was very low compared to full-time students. A contributing factor to low rates for part-time is that not all CPD type delivery is transparent for the qualification aim. There may be many students whose genuine aim was to study for a particular unit or units and their enrolment reflected the option that they may chose to extend their study into a masters degree or to leave with the credit they’d originally intended to come to obtain.
4
PART TWO: FOR APPROVAL AND/OR ENDORSEMENT
4.1
Assessment Board Working Group Report

Received: Assessment Board Working Group Report
4.1.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee.  The paper provided a summary of key changes in the approach to Assessment Boards which was now being implemented. The information provided in the summary had been previously circulated to members for comment.  
4.1.2
Endorsed: the key changes summarised in the paper were endorsed.

4.2
New programme/framework developments
Received: Framework/Programme development proposals from the School of Health and Social Care and the Graduate School.

School of Health and Social Care
4.2.1
CPD Framework
4.2.1.1
HSC proposed the development of a CPD Framework which would bring health and social care studies under one framework; creating efficiencies by amalgamating two frameworks. By bringing together different levels of study it would also provide a streamlined learning journey for potential students from that of professional practice to advanced practice. The proposed framework provided a range of CPD units which could be taken as stand-alone or grouped together towards a named award.
4.2.1.2
A concern was raised over award titles with designations “Professional Practice” and “Advanced Practice” that were not subject specific, as this may result in prospective students being unable to find these programmes when searching, by subject, online. It was suggested that all such awards have specialisations specified in brackets. The issue had been discussed within the School where the view was that a proliferation of smaller awards should be avoided.  
4.2.1.3
Queries were raised about the proposed progression arrangements between various awards within the CPD framework and how these proposals sat in relation to the University policy on the accreditation of prior learning. It was noted that the framework was unusual due to the professionally-driven incorporation of Advanced Diplomas.  It was agreed that the APL arrangements be clarified and addressed through the next stage of development. 
4.2.1.4
It was agreed that the above concerns and queries raised by the Committee be considered at the evaluation phase of the development.

Action:   JT/CM
4.2.1.5
Approved: that the proposal be approved for development.
Graduate School

4.2.2
Masters by research
4.2.2.1
The proposed award of Masters by Research (MRes) would sit within the University’s portfolio of research degrees.  The MRes would be a generic programme of study for candidates wishing to study for one year full-time or two years part-time and would be open to candidates from any fee region. The proposal arose following discussions with other institutions, particularly those overseas which had identified great potential for recruitment to such a programme.

 4.2.2.2
The question was raised as to whether the proposed award could be offered as a first step towards progression to a PhD. This would be considered should Schools see a demand for it. It was also noted that this would be a new award for the institution and approval from Senate to facilitate such an award was therefore required.
4.2.2.3
Recommended: that the proposal be approved for development:


Recommended: that the award of MRes be recommended to Senate for approval as an award of the University. 

Action:   TZ/JT

4.3
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) – new nominations received


Received: New nominations from DEC and SAS.

4.3.1 
Approved: that the nominations included in the papers for Dr Christos Gatzidis and Robin Chater were approved.

5
PART THREE: FOR NOTE
5.1
Sector Consultations and Institutional Review update


Received: Sector Consultations and Institutional Review update.

5.1.1 
Noted: The paper was noted.
5.2
Response to QAA consultations

Received: Response to QAA consultations: Part C Public Information; Chapter B5 Student Engagement; Chapter B11 Postgraduate Research Degrees
5.2.2 
Noted: The paper was noted.
5.3
Partnership Agreements


Received: a list of Partnerships Agreements signed
5.3.1 
Noted: the list of Partnerships Agreements was noted.
5.4
Completed framework/programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure


Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure.
5.4.1
The outcome of the evaluation for the Doctorate of Education (Creative and Media) had two recommendations for the University to be addressed via ASC: the first being that the University review the minimum period of registration for its part-time level D provision and the second to assess the effectiveness of the online provision within CEMP to encourage wider dissemination to help develop resources for wider provision across the University. The first had been addressed through the PGR Assessment regulations discussed in item 3.1 above.  Members recommended that the issue regarding the virtual learning environment be forwarded to the institutional group reviewing the future of the VLE. 

Action:   EDQ
5.4.2 
Noted: The list of approvals included in the paper was noted.
5.5
Pending External Examiner appointments


Received: External Examiners ending during 2011 report.

5.5.1
External examiner cover arrangements had been put in place for all outstanding vacancies with the exception of two in MS.  The MS Head of Education reported that the issue of late cover arrangements had been raised at the last MS SASC on 2nd May and that the School had as a result implemented changes to ensure timely arrangements be put in place for cover in future.  
5.5.2 
Noted: The list was noted.
5.6
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees


Received: a list of External Examiners for note.


Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees for note.
5.8.2 
Resolved: The list of approved nominations was ratified.

5.7
Edexcel Institutional Review Report 2010-11


Received: Edexcel Institutional Review Report 2010-11.

5.7.2 
Noted: The report was noted.
5.8
Validated Model for Partnership Provision

Received: Edexcel Institutional Review Report 2010-11.

5.8.2 
Noted: The report was noted.
5.9
Report on changes to Portsmouth Campus

Received: Report on changes to Portsmouth Campus.

5.9.1
The SU VP Education reported that the issue of student access to the Library due to building works remained unresolved. She would raise the issue via the School’s Student Forum.
5.9.2 
Noted: The report was noted.
5.10
Integrated Quality & Enhancement Summative review for Yeovil College

Received: Integrated Quality & Enhancement Summative review for Yeovil College

5.10.2 
Noted: The report was noted.
6
REPORTING COMMITTEES

6.1
International and UK Partnerships Committee

Received: The minutes from the meetings dated 15th February and 4th April 2012.

6.1.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
6.2
Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG)

Received: The minutes from the meetings dated 30th March and 24th April 2012.

6.2.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
6.3
School Academic Standards Committee (SASC) 

Received: SASC minutes for ApSci, BS, DEC, HSC and ST.

6.3.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

7.1
None

8
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING


Thursday 28th June 2012 from 10am in the Boardroom
