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2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 21 OCTOBER 2009
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 3.2.1 – An updated list of External Examiner appointments due to end in December 2009 was on the agenda.

2.2.2 Minute 3.7.1 – The Business School SQA action plan was on the agenda

2.2.3 Minute 3.8.4 – A paper to discuss what information the University should make publicly available would be brought to ASC in February.
2.2.4 Minute 3.8.5 – The UUK report had been sent out to ASC members.

2.2.5 Minute 4.3.1.1 – XV confirmed that the Design Phase had been delayed for this programme but the visa issues would be considered.

2.2.6 Minute 4.3.3.1 – the BA (Hons) International Finance proposal was on the agenda

2.2.7 Minute 6.5.4 – JM had discussed the use of ‘honorary’ contracts with Legal Services and Human Resources and it had been agreed that this was appropriate terminology to use.

3
QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action and for approval
Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action since the October meeting of ASC

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

3.1.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be ratified and approved.
3.2
External Examiner appointments due to end in December 2009
3.2.1
JT confirmed that the list of appointments outstanding had reduced since the October meeting.  Whilst the list showed 22 Examiners whose approval period was due to end in December it did not necessarily mean that 22 replacements were required.  With the move to frameworks Schools had reallocated responsibilities and the overall number of External Examiners required had been reduced.  There were new appointments and some extensions currently being considered but there was still the need for urgent action in some cases.  ADQ and the Schools were liaising over this.  XV reassured ASC that a replacement for one of the DEC External Examiners who was responsible for 14 programmes on the list had been found and the paperwork was currently being signed off.
3.3
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) - new nominations received
Received: New nominations

3.3.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers for Dr Ross Hill be approved.

3.4 Widening Participation annual report 

Received: Annual Report 
3.4.1
JM introduced the report and explained that it was based on the published 2007/08 HESA data.  In the 2008/09 academic year BU had made positive progress towards two of the three HEFCE widening participation (WP) performance indicators, moving closer to the benchmarks for new entrants from Low Participation Neighbourhoods (LPN) and National Statistics Socio-economic Classifications 4-7 for the second consecutive year.  An early indication from the 2008/09 data was that BU had fallen back in the LPN area so whilst the trend had been positive there was a note of caution for the future.  

3.4.2 A significant area of work during the past year had been the WP Strategic Assessment which was a new HEFCE requirement.  The report included a strategic overview of BU’s commitment to WP and a summary of all activities undertaken in this area.  
3.4.3 JM noted that as a result of the Professional Services Review (PSR) there would be changes as to where WP would sit in the future.  Recruitment and admissions related WP activity would be the responsibility of the Head of Student Administration in Student and Academic Services with the support of the Director of Marketing and Communications.  The broader WP agenda including the raising of aspirations would be considered in Phase 3 of the PSR.  The Widening Participation Management Group would continue to operate in its current form and would oversee the 2009/10 action plan until the outcome of the PSR Phase 3 was known.
3.4.4 CSy noted that CS had historically achieved well against the WP performance indicators.  However in line with other requirements place upon them the tariff points for entry had been increased for a number of programmes and this may as a consequence see the performance against the WP indicators drop.  ASC noted that a balance was required.
3.5
External Examiner Review Group (EERG)

Received: EERG report

3.5.1 ASC members were invited to comment on the report received.  The report provided an overview and aimed to highlight good practice, areas of concern and emerging trends as well as providing a summary of key findings of the group.  Appendix B of the report provided examples of good practice. The EERG had been commended at the QAA Institutional Audit and the thorough approach was timely considering wider sector focus on the external examining. 
3.5.2 There had been an overall decrease in the number of External Examiners but this was possibly as a result of the move to frameworks and reallocation of responsibilities.  Out of 245 External Examiners only five were non-academics appointed from industry/professional practice.  ASC was invited to consider if it may in the future wish to review the appointment of External Examiners from industry.

3.5.3 Two years ago ASC agreed to enhance the profile of the University’s External Examiners and Schools were encouraged to give greater consideration to a number of additional credentials to ensure the External Examiner system was being used to enhance BU’s provision.  Forty seven percent of External Examiners now had PhDs although feedback from the Schools was that in certain areas it was difficult to find External Examiners with the appropriate background.
3.5.4 The move to a two week deadline for completion of the External Examiner report had been accepted without complaint and the majority of reports were received within this timeframe.  Early receipt of the report allowed Schools to take timely action on the feedback received.

3.5.5 The report confirmed that there were less recurring issues across Schools than in previous years.  There were eight External Examiners concerned about the quality and standards of provision but this was less than in previous years.  A significant number of these concerns related to the Exam Board pilot introduced late in 2008/09 which had been discussed previously at ASC.  There were two programmes where the External Examiner had recorded a ‘no’ for two years running against the process for assessment, examination and the determination of awards being sound and fairly conducted.  The Schools were aware of this and were closely monitoring these programmes.

3.5.6 Following the reorganisation of committees in Senate Standing Orders 2008, the process for appointing research degree examining teams was amended.  A system was developed between the Graduate School and ADQ to make the process more effective and this would continue to be monitored.
3.5.7 GW supported the recommendation that framework teams be encouraged to provide External Examiners with longitudinal statistics relating to the framework but asked how this data could be accessed.  InfoBU, which is accessible to all staff, can provide longitudinal data for this year and last year.  XV confirmed that in response to the action for DEC to monitor the UG Software Systems framework, the External Examiner had been in to see the team over two days to go through the issues he had raised and the same problems should not arise again next summer.
3.6
Academic Appeals and Complaints annual report 

Received: Annual Report
3.6.1 MB provided an overview of the report and in particular noted that the number of students complaining to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education (OIA) had dropped by over half in 2008/09.  MB said that information provided to students around Mitigating Circumstances, Appeals and Complaints is very transparent but cases are far more complex than in the past.  Schools are very thorough when dealing with appeals and complaints at a Local Stage and the majority of cases are resolved within the School with only a minority reaching the mediation stage.  DDEs agreed that the appeals and complaints have become more complex and noted the length of time it takes to deal with this complexity to ensure they have all the evidence to make an informed judgement.  

3.6.2 A potential weakness was identified during the year relating to students at Partner Institutions (PIs). BU was often not informed until issues had become quite serious.  As a result a joint Complaints Procedure with Bournemouth & Poole College had been developed which involved BU at an earlier stage.  MB and JM planned to roll this out to other PIs for the next academic year.  JM was collating data from the PIs on the number of appeals and complaints they had dealt with as this was not currently included in the report but the percentage generally in the PIs was very low.
3.6.3 JT asked if the increase of appeals around mitigating factors was linked to the removal of the two week grace period from the assessment regulations.  MB did not think this was the case.  The majority of appeals with mitigating circumstances were retrospective rather than ones which were submitted on time but did not influence the decision of the Exam Board.  CSy suggested that the process needs to include information to say to students that whilst mitigating circumstances may be submitted and considered, this does not automatically influence the decision of the Exam Board and the outcome may not change as a result.
3.6.4 AK suggested it would be helpful to include a percentage in Table 2 – Total Appeals submitted to indicate the total number of students in the School.  MB agreed that this would be helpful in future reports.
Action: MB

3.7
Collaborative definitions

Received: paper entitled Partnership Arrangements, including collaborative and non-collaborative provision

3.7.1 JT outlined the purpose of the paper which had been written to clarify BU’s use of the term ‘partnership’, review BU’s current definitions of collaborative provision and to clarify distinctions between collaborative provision and other external and internal activities.  

3.7.2 A need had arisen for further clarification on the University’s collaborative provision to include new areas such as partnership arrangements which are non-collaborative but still need formal written agreements and to clarify external arrangements which are neither collaborative nor part of a formal partnership arrangement.  New definitions were also proposed including Credit recognition, PSRB, Endorsement and Service teaching.  The paper intended to identify the scale of risk and aimed to cover new areas which Schools were requesting but which did not fit with the University’s current definitions.

3.7.3 The paper made a number of recommendations which the committee discussed at some length in particular noting the following.
3.7.4 Collaborative provision – it was suggested that BU should replace its current definition as outlined in Academic Policies and Regulations and adopt the QAA Code of Practice definition as outlined in the paper.  ASC accepted this recommendation.

3.7.5 Standard partnership provision – the current definition was deemed to still be current.  It was suggested that in line with the increasingly general use of the term ‘partnership’ the name should be changed to Standard collaborative provision.  ASC accepted this recommendation.

3.7.6 Off-campus delivery – a revised definition was proposed to reflect the variation of learning and teaching processes and to distinguish off-campus delivery from Extension provision.  ASC accepted this recommendation.

3.7.7 Joint programme – minor amendments to the current definition were proposed for the sake of clarity.  ASC accepted this recommendation.

3.7.8 Associate College provision – no changes were proposed to this definition.
3.7.9 Articulation – JT explained that the current use of the term ‘articulation’ covered a variety of arrangements.  Articulation was currently applied to any progression arrangement between two programmes where the curricula was formally mapped through an approval process.  However, not all such arrangements were necessarily collaborative such as Advanced Diploma to BSc (Hons) and PG Dip to Masters top-up.  Articulation was also currently used to describe the relationship between foundation degrees and top-up programmes. The approval and progression procedures differed depending on who awarded the underpinning and top-up programme.  It was therefore proposed to use the term articulation only for collaborative arrangements whereby the underpinning programme - delivered by another institution – was used for advanced entry to a BU programme. Separate terms where proposed for mapping arrangements between two BU programmes or between a BU programme and a top up at another institution. 
3.7.10 ASC requested further clarification of this definition for Articulation and examples prior to taking a decision.

3.7.11 Credit recognition agreements – BU had reached a stage in the development of its curriculum where some programmes (normally at Level M) were designed on a flexible basis to allow students to take units at other universities.  A Credit recognition agreement would cover such arrangements which involve other institutions audited by the QAA and operating under the Academic Infrastructure, and where no progression between academic levels was involved.  This was different to APL or articulation.  This was proposed to cover such arrangements as the Skillset development being proposed through the Media School.
3.7.12 JM queried whether the above could also be used for employer-based accreditation.  JT replied that this would require a further definition as the one proposed here was only aimed at other HEIs.    JT explained that a number of institutions have credit recognition agreements in place but this proposal included significant risk as the awarding institution has very little control over the delivery or assessment which would make up a substantial part of the award.  This proposal was presented for UK HEIs only and international institutions would be required to follow the articulation arrangements.  ASC accepted this definition.
Typology of non-collaborative partnership arrangements 
3.7.13 APL facilitation agreements and Access facilitation agreements – JM questioned if we needed these two definitions.  APL facilitation was somewhere between APL and articulation.  If treated as intended, that is applicants are considered strictly on individual merit, this could be a helpful precursor to an articulation arrangement.  A formal approval process would be required to gain some level of agreement with an HEI to form a better understanding of their programme and to facilitate mass APL applications.  APL facilitation would be a formal arrangement between two HEIs.
3.7.14 Endorsement agreements – Endorsement agreements had been piloted in HSC and CS was also considering a pilot.  This type of agreement enabled the University to endorse the quality of training programmes, study days and/or short courses provided by reputable external organisations.   Policies and procedures had been development but not yet published.  ASC accepted this recommendation
Other definitions of non-collaborative and non-partnership arrangements

3.7.15 Internal and External progression arrangements – JT explained that internal progression arrangements differed from articulation in that both the underpinning and top-up programmes were awards of the University and therefore no collaborative arrangement was required.  In reality, many such arrangements operated in partnerships but the collaborative arrangement was in relation to the delivery of the programmes (for example, under standard partnership provision agreements), not in the approval of curriculum mapping between two programmes.  It was noted that the proposed definition which allowed entry with advanced standing implied that students were automatically accepted on to a top-up.  ASC agreed that it should note that additional requirements may be put in place, for example applicants must normally have a merit profile from their foundation degree to progress to the top-up.
3.7.16 Recognition of PSRB qualifications – GW questioned the credit levels associated with this and asked if more than 60 credits at M level could be recognised.  Credit levels would be determined on a case by case basis.
3.7.17 Extension provision – an example of this was the Post Qualifying Social Work framework in HSC where provision of accommodation off site was agreed through a procurement arrangement but no responsibility was devolved to a partner.  MB asked if this definition implied that if a teaching venue was changed at short notice this definition would have to be applied before the session could go ahead.  JT said that the University needed to have some control over the teaching locality but understood the point raised by MB.
3.7.18 Service teaching – this aim of this new definition was to define when we have arrangements for teaching with external organisations.  It was possible that this definition was not required but if so, it would require some further work to engage members of staff who did not currently have honorary contracts.  

3.7.19 JJ asked if BU required a designation of partners and it was thought that this would be useful.  JJ also suggested that it may be helpful to identify who owns the student numbers in each of the proposed definitions.  This was currently part of a separate document along with approval and monitoring arrangements for each type of provision and information on when a contract or a partnership board was required.  JT agreed that the two documents could be combined.  JV said that a mapping of what we currently have against the new definitions would also be helpful.  

3.7.20 JV thanked JT for providing ASC with the detailed paper for discussion and for highlighting the complexities involved.  It was agreed that it had been a valuable discussion and whilst some definitions were agreed in principle the paper as a whole could not be approved at this stage.  ASC would welcome a further paper at the next meeting and asked JT if she could include the points raised during the meeting in the revision.  In particular to include generic examples that might apply to each definition, adopt terminology of risk, provide a table of examples, include information on the financial element and show how Memorandum of Agreement and Memorandum of Understanding relate.
Action: JT

3.7.21 JT requested that ASC members email her with any further feedback they may have on the proposals.
Action: ASC members

3.7.22 JT asked if the definitions for Internal and External Progression could be approved separately by email as these definitions impacted on imminent revisions that were required to APL guidance for Schools.

Action: JT and ASC members

3.8 School Quality Reports (SQRs)

Received: SQRs from BS, CS, DEC, HSC, MS, SM, Registry and AECC
3.8.1 JV invited each School to provide ASC with the key highlights of their SQR and welcomed questions on each report from members.

3.8.2 Business School - an issue arising out of the normal monitoring processes was a high level of appeals and complaints from two particular programmes.  This would be the subject of a report to the School Quality Assurance and Enhancement Committee (SQAEC) and was not currently reflected in the Action Plan.
3.8.3 GW explained that the Action Plan included the School Quality Audit (SQA) actions for the School and additional actions arising from the SQR process.  JT noted that the response to the first SQA action only mentioned the SRA.  GW confirmed that he would change the wording to make it broader to cover all PSRBs.  He also noted that as part of the current consultation process underway in the School one of the new senior roles identified was for a Director of Quality and Accreditations who would oversee this activity.
3.8.4 Conservation Sciences – CSy said that the School was relatively happy with the standard of delivery.  The key area for action was around improving student satisfaction and the School aspired to reduce the overall student dissatisfaction from 22% to less than 10% in the next three years.  A high priority was to improve communication with students and various actions had already been put in place to communicate with students despite the current upheaval in the School.
3.8.5 JT noted that the comments made on the ARFM process were very helpful as a review of the new ARFM approach was underway.

3.8.6 Design, Engineering & Computing – the main risk for the School was the staffing and resources issues associated mainly with the School’s PI programmes.  This was identified as a high risk for the School.  It was also noted that there was a very high wastage rate for the Creative Technology framework and a preliminary investigation was underway into this.
3.8.7 Health and Social Care – BD explained that consistency within the School’s PI programmes had been identified as a high risk but the actions put in place were progressing well.  In response to the poor response rates to the SUE and NSS the School was holding focus groups with students to try and improve the overall response rates and in particular it was hoped that scores for organisation and management would improve.  
3.8.8 Attrition was a concern for the School with undergraduate healthcare programmes currently having an attrition rate of about 25% over three years.  The Strategic Health Authority had stipulated that attrition should be no higher than 13% for undergraduate programmes under the NHS Contract.  An attrition strategy was in place in the School and this included reviewing placements.  JV asked if the attrition rates were normal for healthcare provision.  BD advised that it was about the same as other HEIs in the South West, less than those in the South East and higher than those in the North.
3.8.9 Media School – the quality of teaching and academic management at PIs was of great concern to the School and TW noted a poor response to ARFMs being submitted on time from the PIs.  Poor student attendance during Level C was noted as being an issue and it was suggested that ASC consider amending the assessment regulations to include a small percentage of marks from Level C to contribute to final grades in order to encourage better student attendance.  

3.8.10 The increase of international students in the School has raised the issue of student support and the transition to the UK academic environment.  An academic study skills programme for postgraduate students had been introduced and initial feedback had been positive.  

3.8.11 Services Management – The School had been asked by the undergraduate framework evaluation panel in March 2009 to review the success of delivery and management of common units and option units across the undergraduate programmes in the School to see how it was going 12 months later.  PR confirmed that this would be a priority and would be completed over the few months.  
3.8.12 PR also highlighted that from the NSS feedback the School needed to ensure transparency for students.   Two PIs were not currently using myBU and this would be implemented this year and the School would move from programme to framework management in 2010/11. 
3.8.13 JM noted that the SM report was helpful in that it separated out the PI issues.  Partnership Co-ordinators would find it helpful to see the issues separated out so that they can raise these at Partnership Boards.  It was suggested that the format be changed to encourage this transparency from all Schools.
Action: JT
3.8.14 Registry – the Registry SQR covered one programme which had been closed but BU would continue to support the two cohorts remaining at Bournemouth & Poole College over the next two years. 
3.8.15 AECC – a Partner Institution Review would be carried out during 2010/11.  AT advised ASC that AECC is not recognised by the UK Borders Agency and therefore unable to sponsor non-EU/EEA citizens for enrolment onto the MChiro programme.  An accreditation visit would be arranged for early 2010 to resolve this.
3.8.16 Some general comments around the SQR process were discussed.  GW noted that the timing for the completion of the report had been difficult this year.  The BS SQR had not been to School Academic Board (SAB) before ASC as per the process and this was the case in most other Schools too.
3.8.17 Most Schools reported an improvement in the three week turnaround for assessment feedback.  It was suggested that trend data on this should be reflected in subsequent reports.  Three week turnaround data for the PIs had not been captured in the SQRs and this would need to be presented to ASC as a separate PI report.

Action: JM and Schools

3.8.18 All Schools with the exception of SM had noted concerns relating to attrition.  KW said that whilst the support SM had put in place appeared to be successful this year they were still considering ways to improve retention.  KW was unsure if the PAL scheme contributed to an increase in student retention but JH reported that PAL was going well and was a likely contributor to student retention.  It was suggested that when ASC receives the Student Population statistics in February that Liam Sheridan be asked to include a report around attrition.

Action: NF

3.8.19 Other common themes arising out of the reports included timetabling and communication issues, SUE response rates and myBU, all of which were ongoing projects.
3.9
School Quality Audit (SQA) action plan - Business School 

Received paper included in SQR above
3.9.1
The SQA recommendations to the School had been discussed as part of the SQR above.  In terms of the University wide recommendations JT confirmed that recommendation 9 to review the membership and remit of SAB and SQAEC were being addressed through the review of Senate Standing Orders.   Recommendations 10 and 11 had been completed.  Recommendation 12 to review mechanisms for the monitoring of admissions processes and decisions was in hand and was part of the work being carried out by Tracy Hixson.

3.10
Sector developments

Received: Paper – Sector focus on quality and standard in higher education
3.10.1 Since the last meeting of ASC the BIS Higher Ambitions Report had been published.  It was reassuring to see in the report the government’s commitment to maintaining institutional autonomy.   
3.10.2 Various bodies were taking forward the issues raised from this and the previous 3 reports into quality and standards issues in HE.  A consultation had now been launched into the future of quality assurance arrangements and audit methodology for the sector.  ADQ would facilitate a focus group of interested parties to meet in January to discuss the issues raised in the consultation and pull together the university response.
Action: JT

3.11
Consortium for the Accreditation of Sonographic Education (CASE): accreditation approval

3.11.1 Following discussions at ASC earlier in the year JT confirmed that the University had received confirmation by email that CASE would be granting accreditation for the MSc Ultrasound framework delivered at the AECC.  A formal letter confirming this was awaited.  When ASC received the interim internal report to CASE Council it had been concerned with some of the statements made relating to fitness to practise and the potential risk to the University’s and AECC’s reputation.  JV asked JT to write to CASE on receipt of the letter to acknowledge the accreditation and convey concern regarding the nature and status of the statements made in the interim report.

Action: JT

3.12
Academic Planning Calendar


Received: paper

3.12.1 The Academic Planning Calendar was published in Spring 2008 following the decision by Senate not to support a move to semesters.  The calendar outlined three terms and responded to the direction from Academic Planning Group and The Centre for Global Perspectives to move to short fat units.

3.12.2 The paper presented outlined some of the issues which Schools had with the calendar.  This included issues raised at Senate by School representatives.  JV understood that short fat units were the main issue raised by students but JR added that students were unhappy with Term 1 finishing so late in December.  JR thought that many other institutions started earlier in September and finished earlier in December which BU students would prefer.  The late finish in Term 1 impacted on overseas students who were finding flights home to be more expensive as it was closer to Christmas and many other students were having difficulty securing part-time holiday work back at home.  
3.12.3 MB noted that whilst a common start date in September/October had worked well there were still various start dates in January and February which did not allow for a robust induction programme to be delivered across the University. The issue of January exams was raised and it was noted Registry could no longer schedule all the January exams into one week.  CSy mentioned that CS had found it impossible to schedule Summer Exam Boards within the allotted time, when exams finished so close to the start of the Exam Board period.  CS had tried to schedule the exams with large numbers of students at the beginning of the exam period but if all Schools did this it would make it impossible.
3.12.4 JV said that the calendar was a comprise solution and maybe it was the right time now to analyse how it was working in practice and identify any possible amendments.  It was agreed that a small group would meet to put together some proposals and bring these back to ASC in February.  TW, JJ, JR and MB agreed to be involved.
Action: TW, JJ, JR and MB

4
ASSESSMENT
4.1
Assessment Standing Group (ASG)


Received: Extract from ASG meeting of 9.11.09 and proposed changes to standard assessment regulations

4.1.1 The University introduced amended assessment regulations in January 2009.  Based on feedback received from Chairs of Exam Boards, programme teams and External Examiners on how these were applied some further amendments had been suggested.  A proposal from the Assessment Standing Group was presented for approval.
4.1.2 It was agreed that this item would be deferred until ASC in February for discussion but JT welcomed any feedback in advance so that the amendments could be approved at ASC in February and forwarded to Senate in March for approval.

Action: ASC members
5
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT
5.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure
5.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be approved.

5.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: a list of programme review deferrals

5.2.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be approved.

5.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from HSC, BS, MS and SM
BUSINESS SCHOOL
5.3.1
BA (Hons) International Finance – Level H top up
5.3.1.1 Discussion on this proposal had been carried over from the October meeting and since then the School and Marketing & Communications had discussed the proposal at some length.  The outstanding issue was around the Advanced Academic English unit which was proposed as being compulsory for this programme but was optional for other programmes.  GW explained that the unit was compulsory for applicants with IELTS 6.0 but optional for those coming in with IELTS 7.0.  Concerns were raised about the impact of this requirement on marketing and recruitment activity.  It was agreed that this issue should be fully considered as part of the Design Phase.
5.3.1.2
RESOLVED: that the BA (Hons) International Finance – Level H top up proposal be approved for development
HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE

5.3.2
BA (Hons) Early Years Care and Education Level H programme - Yeovil College site approval of existing curriculum
5.3.2.1 A proposal was received from Yeovil College to deliver the Level H top up programme currently delivered at BU and Bridgwater College, as progression for the BU approved FdA Early Years programme delivered at Yeovil.  It was noted that the programme was originally delivered at Yeovil as well as at BU.  In September 2008 due to the lack of interest in the programme at Yeovil and the documented dissatisfaction of both students and the External Examiner, the School made a decision to close the programme as there were no current enrolments.  
5.3.2.2 JV said that the University would want to look very closely at any new Level H delivery at PIs and would only consider this if the PI was nationally recognised in the field and there was a strong academic fit with the School.  BD advised that there was limited academic expertise in this subject within the School.  
5.3.2.3 It was concluded that the site delivery for Level H would not be approved as it did not fit with the new criteria for the University’s academic provision at partners.
5.3.2.4 RESOLVED: that the proposal was not approved
MEDIA SCHOOL

5.3.3
MA Production Management - additional title to the Media Short Course programme – BBC

5.3.3.1 TW presented the proposal to develop an additional title in the Media Short Course framework in collaboration with the BBC.  There were potentially 800 BBC employees who would be interested in the programme.  It would also be open to non BBC employees.  The proposal was to accredit existing BBC units to become BU awards.  There was a great potential for increasing student numbers and income flow to the School.  

5.3.3.2 GW questioned how much management there was in the programme in relation to the AACSB accreditation which required 50% of the taught component to be around management when management was in the award title.  TW and GW agreed to discuss this outside of the meeting.

Action: TW and GW

5.3.3.3
JJ asked if there was likely to be any impact on SAS which has not been considered bearing in mind the potential large numbers.  TW confirmed that there would not be any impact which colleagues were not prepared for.
5.3.3.4
RESOLVED: that the MA Production Management proposal be approved for development

5.3.4
MA Digital Cinematography - additional title to the Postgraduate Media Framework
5.3.4.1
RESOLVED: that the MA Digital Cinematography proposal be approved for development

BUSINESS SCHOOL

5.3.5
LLM Legal Practice
5.3.5.1 BS had delivered the LPC for many years and was now proposing to offer students the opportunity to take a Dissertation and gain the LLM full masters degree.  
5.3.5.2
RESOLVED: that the LLM Legal Practice proposal be approved for development

5.3.6 BS CPD Framework

5.3.6.1 ASC members were supportive of the BS CPD proposal which was in line with what was intended from a CPD framework.  JT asked how the School would ensure that the award of LLM in the CPD framework would have sufficient Law content.  GW said that this would be managed on an individual basis and could be clarified by the team at the Design Phase.

Action: ADQ/CPD Design Phase 

5.3.6.2
RESOLVED: that the BS CPD Framework proposal be approved for development

SERVICES MANAGEMENT

5.3.7
SM CPD Framework – change of titles
5.3.7.1
SM presented a minor amendment to the previously approved CPD framework award titles.  A recommendation of the Design Phase was to insert the word professional into each of the award titles as it was felt that using identical titles to the existing programme titles was likely to cause confusion.  

5.3.7.2
RESOLVED: that the changes to the SM CPD Framework titles be approved for development

6
PROGRAMME MONITORING

6.1
2010 Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) and Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) 


Received: papers
6.1.1 JH presented a paper which asked ASC members to consider whether BU should opt to offer postgraduate students the opportunity to provide feedback on their experience at BU through the national PTES.  JT asked if this would become a preference over a programme level survey for postgraduate students and JH confirmed that this was the case.  It was agreed that BU should participate in the next survey this year but noted that there was a risk that students could be overloaded with surveys.

6.1.2 RESOLVED: that BU would participate in the next Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey
6.1.3
ASC noted the outcome of the PRES which BU participated in for the first time in 2009. 

6.2
NSS 2010

6.2.1
A paper was tabled by JH on best practice in the sector, but as it was still work in progress, JV advised that this item would be deferred to the next meeting in February. Immediate action to address NSS2010 was being taken forwards through the SMT.
7
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

7.1 British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) – new partnership - Institutional approval proposal

Received: New partnership proposal 

7.1.1 ASC was asked to consider a proposal for a new partnership with the BBC in relation to the programme proposal discussed under item 5.3.3.  The BBC had approached both BU in the south and University of Salford in the north about accrediting their existing provision with a view to launching a MA Production Management.  There was unlikely to be any conflict with University of Salford as the BBC would identify the most appropriate institution for the student based on where they were located.  The University of Salford would ultimately be approving a similar programme and whilst the BBC would expect credits between the two institutions to be portable the proposal was not for joint awards. 

7.1.2 The BBC Training and Development Academy brings together all of the BBC training activities under three arms: the existing college of journalism; a new college of production; and a college of leadership and management.  TW said that the reputation risk was low and an organic relationship had developed between MS and the BBC.  The School had plans to assist the BBC to develop an academic quality assurance system and a buddy system would be arranged to support BBC staff with assessment and moderation and to provide support and advice on University processes.  

7.1.3 An institutional visit was planned for January and the School was working with Alan Hunt and Legal Services to draft a Memorandum of Agreement.  Members noted that this was an exciting development and supported the development of the relationship.
7.1.4
RESOLVED: that the proposal be approved.
7.2
Institutional Approval of Dorset HealthCare NHS Foundation Trust as a University Trust


Received: Approval Report

7.2.1
The report was noted and JT confirmed that the Memorandum of Understanding would follow as part of the conditions of approval and would be brought to ASC for note once signed.
7.3
Partnership Boards update

7.3.1 JM advised that the first Partnership Boards of the academic year were about to start and the new agenda would be used for the first time.  JM would report back in February on how the meetings went.
7.4
Partnership Agreements
7.4.1
University of South Australia, Australia
7.4.1.1
It was noted that a Memorandum of Understanding had been signed on 12 November 2009
8
COMMITTEES

8.1
Internationalisation Strategy Group

Received: minutes of 29th September 2009

8.1.1 The minutes were noted.

8.2
Student Experience Committee 


Received: minutes of 25th November 2009
8.2.1 The minutes were noted.
9
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

9.1
There was no other business.
10
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 24th February 2010 - Board Room, 09.15
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