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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Mandi Barron 

Assistant Registrar (Student Policy & Support), Registry 

Prof John Fletcher
Head of Graduate School

Jacqui Gush 
Head of the Graduate Employment Service (GES)

Jenny Jenkin
Director of Student & Academic Services


Dr Vicky Lewis
Director of Marketing and Communications

Prof Haymo Thiel
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic


IN ATTENDANCE


David Foot
Market Research and Development Manager, Marketing and Communications

Fiona Knight
Graduate School Manager, Graduate School

Paula Peckham
Policy Officer, Registry
Dr Liam Sheridan
Assistant Registrar (Management Information), Registry
2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 22 JULY 2009
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1 Minute 7.1.3 The term ‘anonymous’ to be removed.  Apart from this change, the minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting.  
2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1 Minute 3.5.4 – Barbara Dyer from HSC would support the AECC with any future programme developments.
2.2.2 Minute 3.6.3 – VL and JM had discussed the errors in the Foundation Degree prospectus and this was being followed up through Ann Fernandez in Marketing and Communications.
2.2.3 Minute 3.7.5 – JT had written to the External Examiners involved in the Exam Board pilot and had not heard anything further from them.
2.2.4 Minute 5.1.3 - Assessment feedback principles had been incorporated into the revised set of Academic Procedures.
2.2.5 Minute 5.1.5, 5.1.6 and 5.1.8 – JH confirmed that these actions would be discussed at the next Education Enhancement Committee (EEC) which had not met since the last meeting of ASC.
2.2.6 Minute 5.1.9 - JH confirmed that there had not been any discussion around anonymous marking by the Assessment Feedback Project Group.
2.2.7 Minute 6.1.1.1 This action had been resolved.
2.2.8 Minute 6.2.1 and Minute 6.2.6 – JM advised that it would be prudent not to move forward with the development of FdSc Sustainable Construction at Weymouth College and FdA Business and Management at Wiltshire College Salisbury until student numbers at the Colleges had been clarified.  JV confirmed that there were no new student numbers available to the University and that the Academic Planning Group (APG) would be looking at student numbers allocated to each School and Partner Institution.
2.2.9 Minute 6.2.1.2, Minute 6.2.7.1 and Minute 6.2.8.1 – The comments from ASC had been noted by the School and ADQ for discussion at the Design Phase.
2.2.10 Minute 6.2.11.3 – PR confirmed that at a recent School meeting it had been agreed to revisit the titles in the CPD framework.  There would be a much reduced list of titles which are different to what is already approved.  The three main areas were tourism, hospitality and retail based on current industry interest.  
2.2.11 Minute 7.1.6 – a review of how the University uses the SUE was on the agenda.
2.2.12 Minute 8.2.1.1 – JM confirmed that there was no reference in the Weymouth PIR report to staff resource issues despite these being highlighted in the PIR Briefing Paper.  It was agreed that the PIR process should pick up operational issues raised at Partnership Boards but appeared not to have done so on this occasion.  A recent change to process was that Partnership Coordinators were required to provide a summary report each term for the Partnership Boards and this would provide an opportunity to highlight any operational issues such as staffing.  It was agreed that the PIR process did not require any change at this time.

2.2.13 Minute 9.3.2 – moderation across sites had been reflected in the revised Academic Procedures but amendment to the Independent Marking Plan required a change to the Academic Policies and Regulations.  This would be incorporated at its next reiteration.
2.2.14 Minute 9.3.3 – Partnership Boards were being revisited for the new academic year including the role of the Chair and the standard agenda items. The Deans who chaired the meetings would be briefed accordingly.
3
ASC TERMS OF REFERENCE AND MEMBERSHIP 2009/10

Received: Terms of Reference from Senate Standing Orders 2008 and updated list of members for 2009/10

3.1 Members were reminded of the current Terms of Reference and membership.  There was a vacancy in the Professoriate and finding a replacement was in hand.  Minor changes were being proposed to Senate Standing Orders for 2009/10 and a Constitution and Procedures Committee was being held later this month to approve these changes.  A wider review would be carried out during 2009/10 for implementation in 2010/11.

4
QUALITY ASSURANCE

4.1
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action

Received: a list of External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action since the July meeting of ASC

4.1.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers approved by Chair’s Action be ratified.
4.2
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

4.2.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
4.3
School Quality Audit Report – Business School 


Received: Report dated 16th June 2009

4.3.1 ASC members were invited to comment on the report of the first School Quality Audit (SQA) carried out in the Business School in June 2009.  Section 2 of the report summarised the outcomes.  The conclusion of the panel was that confidence can be placed in the capacity of the Business School’s current and likely future management of academic standards and the management and enhancement of the quality of learning opportunities devolved to it.  A number of commendations and recommendations were made to the School and Professional Services and the recommendations would be discussed further between ADQ and the School following approval of the report by ASC. An Action Plan would be submitted to ASC in due course.
Action: JT and GW

4.3.2 GW was invited to comment on the process from the School’s perspective.  He confirmed that the report was an accurate reflection of the SQA but noted that the timing had been problematic for the School.  The School’s interpretation of what was required of them from the draft Academic Procedure had also proved difficult.  The Academic Procedure and since been revised to provide clarity.  GW noted that holding the SQA so late in the academic year also meant that it was too late to change processes in the School for 2009/10.  
4.4
School Quality Audit – review of pilot and recommendations for action


Received: Evaluation of pilot audit with the Business School June 2009

4.4.1 The QAA Audit report (2006) recommended that the University improve ‘central and consistent’ oversight of quality assurance activity in Schools.  The purpose of the audit was to ensure that ASC is appropriately sighted of the management of quality assurance and enhancement functions within the Schools.  It was generally felt that this aim had been achieved during the pilot.  Section 3 of the report outlined the difficulties around defining the aims and scope.  It became evident during the pilot that there had been too much documentation to review and therefore a more focused approach would be beneficial.  In order to achieve this it was recommended that the scope be reduced and the aims more clearly defined.

4.4.2 For future SQAs, the core documentation would consist of committee papers and minutes which should be readily available in the School.  It was proposed that the annual School Quality Report (SQR) should form the basis of the agenda for the SQA so that areas identified by Schools became the key focus.  There would be an increase of preparation time for the panel and the length of the audit visit would be reduced.
4.4.3 The panel composition would be kept the same but it was recommended that an external panel member be appointed for the next audit as this was common practice in other institutions.  It was also noted that an internal panel member from the Business School may have assisted the panel and the School so this was to be encouraged for future audits.  GW noted that the Chair and academic panel member were both from the same subject area and recommended a better mix on future panels.  

4.4.4 The remaining five SQAs would be completed over 2009/10 and 2010/11.  No volunteers were forthcoming and therefore ADQ would put forward suggestions.  Schools were asked to inform ADQ of any timing considerations.  
Action: JT
4.5 Academic Procedures updates
4.5.1 The series of Academic Procedures had been updated.  These documents operationalised a number of the University’s policies for quality and standards.  An email had been sent out this week highlighting the key changes to existing documents and the purpose of new Academic Procedures.  The Academic Procedures were available to all staff on the Portal.

4.6
ADQ Annual Report
Received: Annual Report
4.6.1 The annual report on activities undertaken by ADQ was more substantial than in the past as it brought to a close an intensive two year period of review and validation activity, which included a move to frameworks and common units.  It summarised the current position with regards to the Institutional Audit and the Quality Assurance Framework Review action plans and provided a summary of progress made to date in line with the Education section of the Strategic Plan.  The report also provided a summary of modifications approved since responsibility had been delegated to Schools which allowed ASC to maintain oversight of the number of approved modifications.  It appeared from this that the new system for modifications was working well.
4.6.2 ASC members were invited to comment on the report.  TW thanked the ADQ team in particular for their support, hard work and good humour over the past two years and ASC commended ADQ for this.

4.6.3 It was noted that the review and validation schedule had been successfully brought forward, good progress had been made in line with the Strategic Plan and the vast majority of provision was now situated in a framework.  JH said that the earlier completion of events had been really helpful to support the curriculum in myBU and UNIT-e to be built in a timely manner.  There had been a slight improvement in the number of employers engaging with the review process.  More work was required in 2009/10 to produce effective Unit Directories across Schools to allow better efficiencies for common unit usage.  Appropriate versioning of documents also required discussion.
4.6.4 Resource issues had been an ongoing concern during the year and in some cases this had held up the final approval process.  Schools were asked to take more oversight of resource issues during the design process.  An action in the 2009/10 action plan was for Design Phase panels to focus more carefully on provision of resources and all Resource Forms to be signed off by the Design Phase meeting and before progression to the Evaluation stage is agreed.

4.6.5 Schools continued to find it challenging to find people of a suitable calibre to put forward as External Panel members.  It was generally felt that there was a lack of people in the sector who had the relevant programme background and knowledge who were at the required level to meet our criteria.  This had delayed some events unnecessarily.  JT said that the Academic Procedure had been amended to clarify the type of people the University would like to appoint as External Panel members and the form had been amended to help avoid nominations being rejected.  It was noted that a number of panel members go on to be External Examiners so the criteria had been raised in line with the desire to raise the academic standing of our External Examiners.
4.6.6 Resource issues at Partner Institutions were discussed, particularly in relation to myBU.  Over 60 members of staff from Partner Institutions had attended a myBU staff development workshop, but it was noted that not all Colleges were represented.  Yeovil and Bridgwater Colleges had not attended and JM noted that the Principal of Yeovil College had requested staff to continue to use Moodle rather than myBU. This issue will be followed up through Partnership Boards in the first instance. 
Action: JM
4.6.7 From 2008-09 a standard condition of approval had been included in partnership programme approvals regarding the use of myBU.  Such conditions typically stated that implementation would be monitored through Partnership Boards with further reports thereafter as the Board may require. JH had received a list of programmes where myBU resource issues had been raised.  ASC was interested to know if there had been any evaluation events at Yeovil and what the outcomes of those meetings were regarding use of myBU.  JV asked if a list of Partner Institution programmes which had noted issues surrounding the use myBU in the conditions and recommendations be brought to the October meeting of ASC.
Action: JT
4.7
Code of Practice on Mitigating Circumstances and Mitigating Circumstances Form


Received: Revised Code of Practice 
4.7.1 PP explained that the Code of Practice for Mitigating Circumstances had been reviewed to include a policy on extensions and exam postponement requests.  The Code of Practice and the form would apply to all students in all Schools and Partner Institutions for 2009-10.  The new Mitigating Circumstances Form already took into account some earlier feedback.  PP acknowledged that the length of the form had concerned some members of staff.  There was a two page form with a part for extensions and a part for mitigating circumstances and two pages of guidance.  The guidance was aimed to be student friendly.  A suggestion was made that rather than having two forms there could be one form and the student would indicate if they were seeking an extension or mitigating circumstances or both.  However, it was felt that this could result in students asking for both when this was not appropriate.  

4.7.2 It was suggested that there could be more flexibility around who is able to authorise an extension for a student.  There were mixed thoughts about this and it was agreed after discussion that it should remain as it is, but if a School decides to delegate authorisation of an extension to other members of staff this would be acceptable.  SB asked if a timeframe for approval of the request could be included on the form so that students were aware of how long it may take before approval is authorised.  It was agreed that ‘normally within 7 days of receipt of the form’ would be added to the staff authorisation section.
4.7.3 There was a discussion around the number of extension requests anticipated this year due to swine flu which would not be supported by a GP letter/medical certificate.  It was suggested that either the reference number given to those diagnosed with swine flu or a supporting letter from a parent would be considered appropriate evidence.
4.7.4 GW made a suggestion that the University moves away from granting extensions to students and instead treats coursework in the same way as exam postponement. There was a lengthy discussion around the pros and cons of this idea but ASC concluded that it did not support the removal of coursework extensions all together.  GW also noted that the Business School does not grant extensions for more than three weeks so that students do not benefit from the feedback fellow students have received following three week turnaround of marking.  It was suggested that this be included in the policy. 

4.7.5 It was confirmed that all Schools would hold Circumstance Boards from 2009/10 and this should be mentioned in the Code and on the form.

4.7.6 SB was concerned that ‘demands of paid employment’ was listed as a reason for not normally being granted an extension.  Some students had to take on paid employment in order to be able to continue at University and may not be eligible for extra financial help from the University.  It was agreed that there would be instances when extensions would be appropriate and this would rely on the judgement of those in a position to authorise an extension.  SB thought that this reason for requesting an extension would increase over the coming year.
4.7.7 PP asked what ASC members thought about the section relating to Academic Merit.  It was suggested that ‘normally’ be added to this paragraph.  JT recommended that 4.2 of the Code of Practice also be mentioned under 2.1.1.  As the Code and the form would be used across the Partner Institutions the use of ‘Additional Learning Needs Service’ required amendment to cover the partners as well.

4.7.8 PP confirmed that she would make the amendments as suggested and the Code of Practice and the Mitigating Circumstances Form would be published as soon as possible ready for the start of the new academic year.

Action: PP

4.7.9 RESOLVED: that the Code of Practice on Mitigating Circumstances and the Mitigating Circumstances Form be approved subject to final amendments being made as discussed.

4.8 Graduate School Quality Report

Received: School Quality Report

4.8.1 JT invited comments which she would feedback to the Graduate School.  Due to the order of the agenda changing during the meeting this item was discussed after Fiona Knight had to leave the meeting.  The annual report on activity undertaken by the Graduate School was presented in the School Quality Report format.  TW noted that the Doctoral Track for academic staff is struggling due to a lack of mentors.  Also the number progressing from the mentoring stage to enrolment had resulted in a lack of available supervisors for the number of staff.  It was noted that the final action point around the supervisory capacity required clarification and JT agreed to feedback so that JF could report back to October ASC.
Action: JT and FK/JF

5
ADMISSIONS

5.1
There were no agenda items to consider at this meeting.
6
ASSESSMENT

6.1
There were no agenda items to consider at this meeting.  

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.

7.1.2
It was noted that only two programmes which were due to enrol students at the end of September had outstanding approval from Evaluation panels and these would be approved by Chairs Action as soon as possible.

7.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools

Received: a list of programme review deferrals

7.2.1 RESOLVED: that the programme review deferral included in the papers be approved.

7.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from DEC and MS
DESIGN ENGINEERING & COMPUTING

7.3.1
FdSc Communications Systems Engineering – Royal School of Signals, Blandford
7.3.1.1
ASC supported the proposal but questioned whether student numbers for programmes at the Royal School of Signals counted against the University’s overall numbers i.e. that the numbers did not impact on the HEFCE contract in any way.  JM agreed to clarify the position on the student numbers for the School, but subject to the numbers not impacting on the University’s overall numbers the programme was approved for development.
Action: JM

7.3.1.2
RESOLVED: that the FdSc Communications Systems Engineering proposal be approved for development subject to student numbers being clarified.
MEDIA SCHOOL

7.3.2
Global Computer Animation framework – BA (Hons) and BSc (Hons) Global Computer Animation Practice (Level H top ups)
7.3.2.1 The programmes were aimed primarily at Level H international students and supported an increase of student recruitment in the academic group and of international student recruitment in the School.  A market need had been identified for a pathway of international students at Level H who it was hoped would progress to postgraduate study in Computer Animation.  The School had received interest from institutions overseas and the programmes had been written to meet their demands.   It had been agreed that the School would accept the University’s minimum IELTS score of 6.0 to help attract students.  It was proposed that on successful completion of the programme students moving to postgraduate study in the Media School would demonstrate an indicative IELTS score of 6.5.  JT questioned this and asked that the Design Phase explore this further to see how it would work in practice.  Students would need to be aware that they are not actually being awarded an IELTS score of 6.5 and it is only indicative due to the completion of their Level H studies.

Action: Design Phase/ADQ
7.3.2.2 The School proposed a BSc and a BA route as some students were expected to have a maths/science background and others an arts background.  There was the potential to recruit a total of 50 students with 20 Home/EU and 30 international.  Whilst the availability of numbers for the Home/EU students was uncertain the programmes could run with 30 international students.
7.3.2.3 The difference between the BA and BSc was discussed.  Two units were slightly different with an emphasis on the 40 credit unit.  This may come up again at the Design Phase but precedents had been set for a similar level of difference on other programmes.  JT asked in what way the programmes were ‘global’ and requested this be discussed at the Design Phase.
Action: Design Phase/ADQ
7.3.2.4
RESOLVED: that the Global Computer Animation framework – BA (Hons) and BSc (Hons) Global Computer Animation Practice (Level H top ups) proposal be approved for development.
7.3.3
Media Short Course framework – change of title from PG Cert/PG Dip/MA Media Practice to PG Cert/PG Dip/MA Professional Media Practice
7.3.3.1
RESOLVED: that the title change PG Cert/PG Dip/MA Media Practice to PG Cert/PG Dip/MA Professional Media Practice proposal be approved for development

8
PROGRAMME MONITORING

8.1
Student Unit Evaluation Steering Group

Received: Minutes of 10 August 2009
8.1.1 
The minutes received were noted.  
8.2
SUE Annual Report

Received: Annual Report for discussion
8.2.1 JH had sought feedback from a number of stakeholders to inform the report including the Deputy Deans (Education), Academic Administration Managers and the Students’ Union.  As part of this process they were asked to consider if any other mechanisms could be introduced for 2009/10 alongside the consideration of new software.  It was noted that incentives had not worked and would not continue in 2009/10.
8.2.2 The list of recommendations in the report was discussed.  ASC supported the continuation of an online survey using Waypoint for 2009/10 but debated whether both unit and programme level surveys were helpful.  A suggestion was made that Waypoint could be used for first year unit level surveys and the programme level surveys.  JH said that she had less confidence in the programme level questions providing the University with useful feedback.  The programme level questions were based on the NSS except the survey was completed each year rather than in the final year only.  It was noted that the response rate to the programme survey was much lower than the unit surveys.  Members were minded to dispense with the programme level survey and just use the NSS for this information however HSC noted that these were required for professional bodies.  
8.2.3 SB thought the reason behind the low response rate generally was because students were expected to complete surveys in their own time.  He made some suggestions as to how student response rates may be improved including having a section on myBU for all surveys i.e. university surveys, external surveys, and student surveys instead of emailing them out.  This would help to avoid student mailboxes being overloaded with surveys which SB thought was a large part of the problem.  SB also suggested focus group sessions with students at the end of a unit.  This could provide an opportunity for students to discuss areas of good practice and areas for improvement relating to the unit with the tutor first.  They would then be asked to complete the online survey.  If ongoing reflection of a unit was encouraged more students may start to complete the survey.  A survey could be kept open for as long as required so students could complete it in stages and could change their minds and update it before final submission.  Staff could also monitor responses throughout the unit.  A section in the unit guide about the unit survey and the completion of it was also suggested.  
8.2.4 The second recommendation to devolve responsibility for unit surveys to Schools was agreed in principle by some but it was too late for this year.  JH had discussed with Schools the notion of returning to paper based unit level surveys and devolving unit level surveys to the Schools.   It was felt to be a retrograde step to go back to paper and to School based surveys.  CS said that this would also move the University away from having a standard mechanism for collecting feedback.  LS pointed out that paper based systems may appear attractive as they offer higher response rates but that the responses can be distorting and biased towards those areas which are campus based.
8.2.5 JH asked ASC members if Waypoint was to be used for another year what mechanisms they would like to be put in place to help increase the response rates.  It was suggested that PAL Leaders and Student Representatives could help promote the completion of surveys and academic staff could be encouraged to take ownership of the process for their unit.  In addition to the standard set of questions it would be beneficial if academics could chose additional questions from an agreed bank of additional questions.  This would give them the ability to tailor the survey for their unit to a certain extent.  A clearer free text box for student reflection on the SUE may also help.

8.2.6 It was agreed the message at University level needed to be strengthened to show that student feedback is valued.  A more explicit statement in the University Handbook could be included and changes made in the School as a result of student feedback could be captured in the SQR for dissemination to students.
8.2.7 JT said that she had canvassed other institutions that used online student evaluations and had received six responses to date all of which indicated that whilst responses had plummeted in the first couple of years the response rate had improved after that.  
8.2.8 The meeting concluded that the University should continue to use Waypoint for central online unit level surveys, at both unit and programme level, for 2009-10 and Schools should develop a plan to increase response rates as discussed.  As a result feedback may be in different forms for different years and may vary from School to School. It was agreed that the surveys should be opened early and closed later and academic staff would be encouraged to engage with the response rates.  
8.2.9 RESOLVED: that the University continues to use Waypoint for central online unit level surveys in 2009/10 but Schools would develop a plan to increase response rates as discussed.  Schools to develop plans for implementation and to improve response rates.
Action: JH/DDEs

8.3
Aggregate SUE data


Received: paper for discussion

8.3.1
LS presented the 2008-09 results by School – Mean Scores.  Overall the results had improved this year albeit the response rate had dipped.  There had been a gap between the SUE and the NSS scores in the past but this had also improved this year.  The drop in the score for Organisation and Management was discussed and the possible reasons for this debated.  LS agreed to send a link to the detail behind the data.
Action: LS

8.3.2
It was noted that only surveys closed on the 31 May were included in the results but a number of programmes were surveyed after this date.  The data would be updated when all results were in.  Next year the data would be prepared at the end of the cycle.
8.4
NSS results


Received: paper for discussion

8.4.1
The NSS results by School – Mean Scores were considered.  There was a similar pattern to last year but the scores were gradually going up.  LS agreed to send a link to the detail behind the data from IPSOS-MORIS.  
Action: LS

9
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

9.1
Partnership Boards

Received: Wiltshire College Salisbury minutes of 15 June 2009
9.1.1
The minutes received were noted.  

9.2
Partnership Agreements
9.2.1
Universite de Savoie, Chambery, France (European Tourism Masters) 

9.2.1.1
It was noted that the new Memorandum of Agreement had been signed on 15th July 2009.
9.2.2 Universitas Bina Nusantara (BINUS), Jakata, Indonesia 

9.2.2.1
It was noted that a Memorandum of Understanding had been signed on 3rd August 2009.
9.2.3
University of Central Florida – Memorandum of Understanding (General Agreement for Academic Co-operation)
9.2.3.1
It was noted that a Memorandum of Understanding had been signed on 24th August 2009.
10
COMMITTEES

10.1
Graduate School Academic Board 


Received: minutes of 12th June 2009 

10.1.1 The minutes were noted.
10.2
Extract from Boards of Examiners meetings
Received: extract from Business School
10.2.1 
The School noted during a recent Board of Examiners meeting that there was an ongoing issue relating to the review of marks across a level for students on part time programmes and the compensation rule.  JT confirmed that this was on the agenda for the next meeting of ASG.
11
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

11.1
There was no other business.
12
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 21st October 2009, 09.15 – 11.30, Board Room
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