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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Scott Bellamy
SU Vice President, Representation (SUBU)


Alan James
General Manager of the Students’ Union (SUBU)

Prof Ahmed Khattab
Reader, School of Health & Social Care

Prof Adele Ladkin
Head of Academic Group - Tourism and Hospitality, School of Services Management

Prof Sine McDougall
Chair in Psychology, Design, Engineering & Computing

Prof Jim Roach 
Deputy Dean (Education), Design, Engineering & Computing

Fred Ruffle
President, Students’ Union


Dr Tom Watson
Deputy Dean (Education), Media School


Dr Keith Wilkes 
Deputy Dean (Education), Services Management

2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 16 JULY 2008
2.1 Accuracy
2.1.1 The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting with the exception of the following:

2.1.2 In attendance - Mike O'Sullivan's title should be amended to Acting Senior Marketing Communications Manager.
2.1.3 Minute 3.7.2 – amend Marketing Website Manager to Partnerships Marketing Manager.
2.1.4 Minute 3.7.1 – insert ‘was’ concerned with this activity.

2.2 Matters Arising 
2.1.1 Minute 3.6.2 – MB had not spoken further with the Students’ Union regarding Section 5 of the QAA Code of Practice but any outstanding concerns the Students’ Union may have would be resolved during this academic year.

2.1.2 Minute 3.8.2 – A revision of Section D of the Academic Policies and Regulations (APR) was on the agenda for discussion.

2.1.3 Minute 4.1.2 – a commentary and actions arising from assessment turnarounds would feature in the School Quality Reports.
2.1.4 Minute 4.2.2 – a revision of the Independent Marking Protocol (IMP) was on the agenda for discussion.

2.1.5 Minute 4.4.1 – JH had met with the two Schools most concerned about the discontinuation of Turnitin and their concerns had been resolved.  JH confirmed that the University was moving to SafeAssign.

2.1.6 Minutes 6.2.2 – BA was interested to find out to what extent the balanced workload model was featured in this year’s staff appraisals.  It was noted that clarity was required with regard to professional practice and targets needed to be realistic.  All members of staff are expected to have an appraisal and information is held centrally in HR Info. This should be updated on an annual basis following the completion of appraisals.  BA agreed to speak to Personnel to clarify requirements.  

Action: BA

2.1.7
Minute 7.2.1 – The Bournemouth & Poole College (BPC) Partner Institution Review (PIR) action plan was on the agenda for discussion.
2.1.8
Minute 10.4 – An updated proposal paper with greater detail about the academic nature of the relationship with TMC Educational Group, Singapore was still awaited.
Action: A Boer
2.1.9
Minute 11.1 – The latest NSS data was not yet available but should be available for the meeting in October.
3
ASC TERMS OF REFERENCE AND MEMBERSHIP 2008/09

Received: Revised Terms of Reference from Senate Standing Orders 2008 and updated list of members for 2008/09
3.1 BA welcomed members to the newly constituted ASC. He explained that under the revised Senate structure ASC has greater responsibilities for monitoring and holding to Schools to account as they have increased responsibility relating to matters of standards and quality.  Members were reminded that they attended ASC to both represent their constituents and to look across the University in order to safe guard standards.  It was hoped that under the new committee structure meetings would become more useful.  It was noted that ASC had taken on some of the previous business of Academic Development Committee (ADC).
3.2 Members were asked to avoid submitting draft or tabled papers to ASC.  A purpose of ASC was to ‘sign off’ matters that had already been debated and to make a final decision, if appropriate.   CS asked at which meetings the discussion should take place prior to ASC.  Depending on the nature and scale this could be by email or ad-hoc project groups could be set up to address certain issues.
4
QUALITY ASSURANCE

4.1 Quality Assurance Framework Review (QAFR) update
4.1.1 JT provided a verbal update on the progress of actions from the QAFR.  By the end of September around eighty percent of the actions would be completed.  A revised set of Academic Procedures would be issued before the start of the new academic year and a series of staff development sessions would be arranged to address the key changes. 
4.1.2 Much of the work had already been completed on the new ARPM process and guidance on the School Quality Report would be circulated shortly.  
4.1.3 The remainder of the actions had longer time-frames for completion and work would continue during the coming months.  A formal update on the action plan would be presented in a paper to the October ASC.
4.2 QAA Institutional Audit Steering Group – Briefing Paper

Received: Updated Briefing Paper
4.2.1
The latest version of the Institutional Audit Briefing Paper was presented to ASC for approval.  The standard of the paper was commended and in particular the hyper-links to document references.  The Committee passed thanked Netta Silvennoinen for her hard work with the presentation of the paper.  The final paper would be sent to the QAA at the end of next week.
4.2.2 MB said that she had some comments to add on particular paragraphs and would email these to AB this week.
Action: MB

4.2.3 Members were asked to email any other comments they may have to AB before the end of the week.

Action: ASC members

4.2.4 ASC formally approved the Briefing Paper for submission to the QAA, subject to the final amendments in 4.2.2, 4.2.3 and any further comments sent to AB by the end of the week.
4.3 Amendment to Academic Policies and Regulations Section B6.9 – Changes to programmes

Received: updated section B6.9
4.3.1 The QAFR recommended that Schools assume more responsibility for approving programme modifications.  This paper outlined the proposed changes to section B6.9 Changes to Programmes.  Comment from ASC was sought on the updated section.

4.3.2 It was proposed that the definitions be changed to become minor and major.  Major change would be dealt with by programme review and minor change through the programme modification process approved by the School and reported to ASC.  The number of categories of ‘major’ change had been reduced and four categories, which previously fell under a Limited Review process, would now be dealt with as a ‘minor’ change by the School.

4.3.3 Under 6.9.3 members sought clarification on where approval would be sought in the School.  It was agreed that this should be at the School Academic Board and this would be updated accordingly.
Action: JT
4.3.4 Updates to the APR required approval by Senate in November and therefore the revised process would not come into effect until after this.  

4.3.5
RECOMMENDED: that the revised Section B6.9 be considered by Senate in November 2008

4.4 Update to Academic Policies and Regulations Section D – D3 Chair’s Action

Received: updated section D3

4.4.1
CS suggested that D3.6 iv) required further explanation as there could be confusion between ii) and iv).  It was questioned if External Examiner approval would be required if a different mark was awarded following an appeal.  It was noted that appeals often were about marks and mitigating circumstances not known at the Boards of Examiners.  CS and EM agreed to let MB have some revised wording for iv) to make it more explicit.

Action: CS and EM

4.4.2 It was suggested that the standard Board agendas should have an additional agenda item to confirm decisions and areas to be dealt with by Chair’s Actions following the meeting..
Action: Registry
4.4.3 
RECOMMENDED: that the Update to Academic Policies and Regulations Section D – D3 Chair’s Action be considered by Senate in November 2008

4.5
External Examiner Nominations for approval


Received: a list of External Examiners for approval
4.5.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.

4.6
Confirmation of re-approval as an Enhanced Learning Credits Administration Services (ELCAS) Approved Learning Provider


Received: Outcome of Evaluation visit

4.6.1
Noted.
4.7
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) - new nominations received

Received: New nominations

4.7.1
RESOLVED: that the nomination included in the papers for Ricky Rogers be approved.

4.8 
Collaborative Provision Quality Assurance Handbook

4.8.1 JM was currently working on a revision to the draft Handbook circulated to members of the QAFRG.  

5
ADMISSIONS
5.1
There were no agenda items to consider at this meeting.

6
ASSESSMENT

6.1
Independent Marking Procedure (IMP)

Received: revised version following July meeting

6.1.1
ASC was asked for feedback on the updated IMP which has been revised and re-ordered since the July meeting.  CS noted that there were some typographical errors in this version which would be updated.  In addition, the following comments were made:
6.1.2
Paragraph 1.4 – when evidencing independent marking it was felt that there should always be a justificatory comment and/or details of any discussion between markers.  Members asked that the wording be changed from ‘normally include a justificatory comment’ to ‘should include a justificatory comment’.
6.1.3 Paragraph 2.3 – there was a discussion around the term ‘subject specialist’ and what was meant by this.  As this paragraph was relevant to all assessments a generic statement was recommended.  

6.1.4 It was suggested that the wording in paragraph 2.3 be replaced with ‘Suitable first and second markers are approved by the School Quality Assurance and Enhancement Committee’.
6.1.5 Paragraph 2.4 – clarity was sought on what was meant by ‘if two markers cannot agree’.  A third marker was not always required if, following a discussion, the two markers were able to come to a mutual decision and agree a final mark.  If the first two markers are unable to agree a mark then a third marker can be brought in but the role of the third marker must be made clear.
6.1.6 JH confirmed that there were staff development sessions for existing staff on marking and how to use the BU generic marking criteria.  Marking was also included in the new staff induction programme and as part of the PG Cert Academic Practice programme.
6.1.7 It was suggested that paragraph 2.4 be replaced with ‘If a first and second marker cannot agree a final mark, a third marker will be appointed by a nominated person in the School’.

6.1.8 Paragraph 4.1 - two suggestions were made in the paper around sample sizes for second marking and double marking and ASC was asked which they would prefer.  Samples related to the overall total number of students undertaking a common unit.  In both cases all fails contributing to an award were now included and sample sizes were being increased.  It was generally felt that the second paragraph was more appropriate.

6.1.9 Paragraph 6.3 – clarification was sought as to when the additional process of moderation should be carried out by the University for Collaborative Provision.

6.1.10 Members were asked to let CS have any other further comments as soon as possible.  An amended version to be circulated to ASC members for final comment before Chair’s Action is taken.
Action: ASC members/CS
6.1.11 
RECOMMENDED: that the revised version of the Independent Marking Procedure be considered by Senate in November 2008
6.1.12
The existing IMP standards in the APR would continue until the revised version is approved by Senate.  The spirit of the revised version can be used by Schools when putting together their IMP for the new academic year as the majority of it remains the same.  Areas to be aware of are those that contradict the updated version, for example assessment sample sizes.

6.2
Assessment Regulations


Received: amended Standard Assessment Regulations
6.2.1 The Committee was asked for their feedback on the updated Assessment Regulations which take into account comments received over the last eighteen months from External Examiners, Chairs of Boards of Examiners, other members of staff and the QAFRG.  The revised regulations also aimed to standardise terminology used in the five sets of regulations published by the University.  The revised regulations required Senate approval in November.  
6.2.2
The key changes proposed were considered as follows:

6.2.2 Paragraph 2.1 – approved

6.2.3 Paragraph 2.2 – the profile rule had been debated throughout the University in a number of different forums.  It was noted that many External Examiners and Programme Teams did not like awarding a degree classification on profile.  Previously the profile rule had appeared in the regulations as an addition but it would now be embedded in the classification regulation. The proposal suggested that a floor of 3% below a classification boundary be introduced below which the profile regulation would not apply.  Members questioned why 3% had been decided upon.  If this was to be the revised regulation ASC would like to see Unit-e automatically calculate this and NR confirmed that Unit-e was able to do this.  If Schools had any concerns about Unit-e not automatically calculating marks they could speak to Registry about specific cases.  Paragraph 2.2 - approved.

6.2.4 Paragraph 2.3 – members raised concern about the introduction of a regulation to allow a small amount of credit to be carried over into a subsequent level in very exceptional cases and up to a maximum of 20 credits.  It was felt that if approved this could open up other issues and may increase the number of appeals received.  It was considered vital that students receive suitable underpinning to be able to successfully complete their studies and the introduction of this regulation could prevent this happening.  Paragraph 2.3 – not approved.
6.2.5 Paragraph 2.4 – approved

6.2.6 Paragraph 2.5 – approved

6.2.7 Paragraph 2.6 –  This proposal had been suggested because students could have more than one award certificate for the same programme title. This could be confusing for employers, and could be seen as unfair to other students who only have one certificate for the full award.  The Committee was not convinced that the University could ensure all students returning to the same programme title could be forced to return their original certificate. Paragraph 2.6 – not approved.
6.2.8 Paragraph 2.7 – approved

6.2.9 Paragraph 2.8 – It had been recommended that for the regulation relating to a standard cap on repeated units a ‘normally’ be included so that a Board of Examiners could make exceptions to this regulation where appropriate.  Exceptions could be where a student’s mitigating circumstances are such that it is considered appropriate for them to receive a full mark rather than a capped mark following a repeat of a unit.  Members asked for more clarity before approving this amendment.  JT agreed to look back at the discussion of the QAFRG and would clarify.
Action: JT
6.2.10
Paragraph 2.9 – approved

6.2.11
Paragraph 2.10 – the revision to the University’s Academic Offences policy was underway but still open for discussion and change.  Approved.
6.2.12
Section 3 – approved
6.2.13
Paragraph 4.1 – approved

6.2.14
Paragraph 4.2 – the general principle was approved but there was a discussion as to whether it meant pathways within a framework as well as a transfer to different frameworks/programmes.

6.2.15 A guide to managing Boards of Examiners would be produced during this academic year to help Chairs to be consistent at Boards.  This would state what the norm would be in different situations.
6.2.16 RECOMMENDED: that the proposed amended Standard Assessment Regulations be considered by Senate in November 2008.
7
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT

7.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

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

7.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure included in the papers be approved.

7.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools

Received: a list of programme review deferrals

7.2.1 RESOLVED: that the list of programme review deferrals included in the papers be approved.

7.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: new Framework/Development Proposal from MS and HSC

7.3.1 MSc Public Health Nursing/PG Dip Public Health with professional registration as a Specialist Community Public Health Nurse
7.3.1.1 RESOLVED: that this programme be approved for development

7.3.2 MSc Nursing

7.3.2.1
This programme is aimed at the international market and would form part of the HSC Postgraduate framework.  Clarification was sought regarding the status of the overseas nursing programme referred to in the Context section.  CM confirmed that this was a non-credit rated programme.  
7.3.2.2
Students applying for the MSc Nursing would be qualified and would hold a registration in the UK or their home country.  Whilst there were variations of nursing qualifications around the world the School was confident that the proposed programme was suitable for an overseas nurse, providing they met the specified entry requirements. 
7.3.2.3
CM would clarify with the development leader why this was not a multiple of 20 credits.  An updated version of the paper would be provided by the School to clarify the position on credits.
Action: CM

Secretary’s note – updated paper received 23/9/08 correcting the typographical error which should have read 140 credits shared and not 150.
7.3.2.4
RESOLVED: that this programme be approved for development

7.3.3 MSc Advanced Practice (Nursing)
7.3.3.1 This programme would follow on from the PG Dip Advanced Nurse Practitioner and would form part of the HSC Postgraduate framework.  
7.3.3.2 RESOLVED: that this programme be approved for development 
7.3.4 MSc Professional Practice, with interim awards of PG Cert and PG Dip, & Continuous Professional Development Scheme (Award institutional credit)

7.3.4.1 This programme would form part of the HSC Postgraduate framework and was aimed at students who have completed a PG Cert.  The programme would provide a route to a full Masters award for a range of healthcare students.  The proposed title was questioned as it did not necessarily relate to healthcare and could be in any subject area.  CM said the School chose the title to maintain flexibility so that it could be delivered across the professions but CM agreed that it could cause confusion.  CM would ask the development team to review the title again before it is approved by ASC.  
7.3.4.2 RESOLVED: that a revised paper would be provided by the School with a revised title for approval by Chair’s action.

Action: CM
Action: BA - Chair’s Action
Secretary’s note – revised title MSc Professional Practice (Health & Social Care) with interim awards of PG Cert and PG Dip, & Continuous Professional Development Scheme (Award institutional credit) approved by Chair’s Action 24.09.08
8
PROGRAMME MONITORING
8.1
Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) Steering Group 

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 21st July 2008
8.1.1
Noted.
8.2
Report on the SUE Survey 2007-08


Received: 2007/08 Report
8.2.1 The conclusions and recommendations of the report were considered and the following noted in particular.

8.2.2 Paragraph 9.3 – six software packages used by other universities had been reviewed by Educational Development Services.  The University had narrowed it down to two and was likely to commit to using CourseEval.  JH explained that they were currently waiting to hear back from Information Systems (IS) to see what the extent of the work involved would be to integrate this into myBU.  Funding had been agreed by the Information Systems Steering Group (ISSG) and JH would submit a business case to be considered by the next ISSG on 11th September.

8.2.3 Concern had been raised during the year that moving the survey online would result in a lower response rate.  The low response rate was not however being solely attributed to the survey being online.  To improve the response rate next year the Students’ Union had suggested entering students into a prize draw which was generally supported.  AI suggested that in addition to offering prizes perhaps the University should consider giving a small donation to charity for each unit response.  Members supported this as a good idea and something worth considering.
8.2.4 ASC was asked to consider the possibility of using the ‘forced completion’ facility in myBU where students have to complete the survey or they are locked out of myBU.  ASC members did not support this proposal but were happy for students to receive gentle reminders and pop ups when they logged on to myBU.

8.2.5 Students completed one question per unit but each questionnaire has some generic questions as well as subject specific.  It was suggested that it may help response rates if students had to complete one generic questionnaire followed by shorter subject specific questionnaires.

8.2.6 JH was asked if the SUE can pick up the student experience of the programme as a whole.  SUE is only one mechanism for collecting feedback and there are no plans to introduce a programme survey.  Student feedback through the student rep system should also be seen as an important feedback mechanism.
8.2.7 Paragraph 9.5 – in 2007/08 Schools were given flexibility as to when students undertook the survey.  JH asked if ASC would support reverting back to four specified times a year for the survey to be carried out.  ASC supported this move.

8.2.8 Paragraph 9.6 – The SUE Steering Group under a new name would continue for a further year with a wider membership and a wider remit for the review of institutional data collected about the student experience.

8.3 Aggregate SUE Data


Received: a summary of results so far

8.3.1 The paper received provided comparisons between the 2007/08 online SUE with the 2006/07 paper based survey.  It was noted that the scores were remarkably similar, despite the response rate being lower, with the exception of the overall student satisfaction which had gone up from 3.6 to 3.7.  The response rate therefore did not appear to have a direct impact on the scores.  
8.3.2 Also included in the paper were the NSS 2005, 2006 and 2007 scores to help provide some context.  These showed that there was very little difference between scores recorded by NSS and SUE, except in the areas of ‘Organisation and Management’ and ‘Personal Development’.  It was noted that it may be harder for students to equate learning at unit-level with personal development overall.

8.4
2008 NSS results (January – April 2008 survey)

8.4.1 The BU response rate to the online 2008 NSS is nearing 65%.
8.4.2 There are currently some issues with the 2008 NSS data and LS hoped to be in a position to provide a report on the 2008 results at the October meeting.

8.5
ARPM School Synoptic Reports for programmes on a non standard cycle

Received: Services Management non-standard Synoptic Report for 2006/07 
8.5.1 Members were unsure of the action in the report on marking turnaround and suggested that this be re-phrased.  PR would take this back to KW and a final version would be submitted to the SQAEC and ASC.
Action: PR/KW

9
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

9.1
Partnership Boards

Received: Minutes of meetings held at Bridgwater College (19th June 2008), Weymouth College (25th June 2008) and Wiltshire College (9th July 2008) 

9.1.1
Noted.

9.1.2
JM reported that each College had engaged with the forthcoming Institutional Audit and   Alan Hunt and herself had visited each College to discuss the audit with them.
9.2
Partner Institutional Review (PIR)
9.2.1 Bournemouth & Poole College Action Plan

Received: Action Plan
9.2.1.1 The Action Plan was approved.  It was noted that this had been received later than planned due to the restructuring that had taken place at the College over the past few months.
9.2.2 Yeovil College PIR report

Received: Report of 15th May 2008 

9.2.2.1
The panel had concluded that confidence could be placed in the capacity of Yeovil College to meet the requirements of the partnership arrangement as defined in the Standard Partnership Provision Handbook.
9.2.3 Yeovil College Action Plan
9.2.3.1
JM confirmed that a management meeting had been held to discuss the action plan and a draft was in progress.  This would be brought to the October meeting for approval.

10
COMMITTEES
10.1
Research Degree Committee

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 9th July 2008
10.1.1
Noted
10.2
Internationalisation Strategy Group

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 2nd July 2008

10.2.1 Noted.
10.2.2 CS noted that Conservation Sciences was not represented at this Committee.  VL suggested CS contact Deborah Velay (ISG secretary) to discuss this.  
11
SCHOOL QUALITY COMMITTEES

11.1
Extracts from School Quality Committees


Received: extracts from DEC, HSC, MS

11.1.1
RESOLVED: that the DEC modification included in the papers be approved.

11.1.2
RESOLVED: that the HSC modifications included in the papers be approved.

11.1.3
RESOLVED: that the MS modification included in the papers be approved.

12
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

12.1 School Quality Reports would now come to the January ASC meeting rather than October as they need to go through the September SQAEC meeting and then on to the School Academic Board before coming to ASC.  
12.2 It was noted that secretaries of Committees needed to be made aware of changes to the new Committee structure, if this had not already happened.
Action: NR
13
DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Tuesday 28th October 2008 (9.15am Board Room)
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