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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:
Prof Siné McDougall
Professor, Chair in Psychology, School of Design, Engineering and Computing (DEC)
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IN ATTENDANCE
Andrew Boer
International Development & Partnerships, School of Tourism (ST)
Julie Robson


Director- Enterprise, Business School (BS)

Netta Silvennoinen
Senior Quality and Enhancement Officer, Student and Academic Services (SAS)

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 16th February 2010
2.1 Accuracy

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

2.2.1 Minute 2.2.8 This action had been communicated to the Complaints Co-ordinator. The Partnership Appeal statistics would be extracted for the next academic year. 
2.2.2 Minute 3.1.9 DDEs would action within their Schools as appropriate.
2.2.3 Minute 3.2.4 This action had been completed.
2.2.4 Minute 3.2.6 The Universities UK and GuildHE paper discussed under item 3.1 further supported the discontinuation of using industry representatives as external examiners. 
2.2.5 Minute 3.2.7 A review of the Assessment Board process would now be brought to the September ASC to allow more time for feedback from participants.

2.2.6 Minute 4.2.3 The final report on PGRs who teach would be circulated to members once it had been completed.

2.2.7 Minute 4.4.3. EDQ had met with the programme team and, on the basis of further documented evidence, supported the deferral of the review to 2011.
2.2.8 Minute 5.3 This action had been completed.
3.1
Universities UK review of External Examining report
Received: Paper summarising the UUK report recommendations
3.1.1
NS summarised the UUK paper for the committee. Members were asked to consider whether the recommendations cited in the report should be adopted imminently, or whether they should be considered during the next academic year for implementation in 2012-13 in the light of the revised QAA Code of Practice for external examining. 
3.1.2 It was recommended within section 3 that a set of national criteria established for appointment of External Examiners (EE) should be adopted by each institution. The proposed set of criteria was broadly in line with BU requirements. Two exceptions required discussion by the committee, the exclusion of EEs that are an examiner on cognate programmes and those that have been directly involved with the validation or review of that programme. EDQ was in the process of clarifying the position of EEs of cognate courses with UUK and the Committee was advised to await clarification of the recommendation before making a decision. The Committee agreed that not allowing external panel members that had participated on the review or validation of a programme to become an EE would significantly restrict the University’s ability to recruit suitable candidates. TMB advised that the report produced recommendations rather than policy; therefore members agreed that the University should wait until the final criteria were available before making a decision regarding the recommendation.
3.1.3
It was noted that the role of EE was an important one and members discussed whether the University does enough to support staff in their roles as EEs, as covered in section 6 of the report. Although academic staff were encouraged to become an EE at other institutions wherever possible, it was acknowledged that the University could be more pro-active with the support offered.  
3.1.4 The report suggested that all EE reports should be given to students. Currently EE reports are available to student representatives through Framework Management Team meetings and all EE reports are already available within the public domain. Members acknowledged the difference the reports being available within the public domain and students being given the reports would make, but agreed that students should be aware of EE comments on the programme that they are undertaking. Members were in favour of all students being made aware of access to EE reports and their location electronically within BU.
3.1.5
Section 13 of the report recommends that institutions provide students with contact details for the EE assigned to their programme. Members were uncomfortable with this recommendation. AJ was concerned that students would contact EEs directly. It was noted that the majority of students trusted the current system in place for EEs and suggested that this course of action was unnecessary. 
3.1.6
RESOLVED: The University wait until the recommendations are written into the revised QAA Code of Practice before adopting any of the above as University policy.
3.2
Proposed Changes to Assessment Regulations
Received: Recommended changes to the current Undergraduate Assessment regulations from the Quality Assurance Standing Group and annotated Undergraduate Assessment Regulations
3.2.1 The Quality Assurance Standing Group met in March to discuss a number of matters arising from the standard assessment regulations. A number of issues had been agreed upon by QASG and recommendations for changes were brought to ASC for consideration. The paper included a number of issues that could not be concluded by the group and had been brought to the Committee for discussion.
3.2.2 Members were asked to consider section 8 of the standard assessment regulations which covers classification of awards. QASG agreed that students with mitigating circumstances who had passed the element are able to repeat as a first attempt to improve their performance. The group was divided on whether students should be given the choice of the first or second mark being put forward to the Exam Board. Discussion took place around whether it would be unfair for students to be reassessed and have to take the lower mark in this situation. Members agreed that when students have the opportunity to be re-assessed due to mitigating circumstances, the second mark should be the mark taken to the Board. Students should be counselled before they make the decision to be reassessed. 
3.2.3 QASG had mixed views on the scope for discretionary decisions that should be included in the assessment regulations. NS queried whether the boundaries for the use of discretion should be further defined. The assessment regulations explicitly allow discretion with aggregate marks but not with the profile regulation and yet many Boards use discretion in both instances. The Committee agreed that discretion should continue to be allowed, particularly with regards to aggregate marks as enshrined in current regulation. However, the profile regulation which may be invoked when awarding classifications already contained elements of allowing students to benefit from relative strong exit velocity and therefore we should not allow discretion in this scenario. 
3.2.4 Members agreed that there should be a move towards greater equity for students. JM reported that through reviewing mitigating circumstances data at partnerships, there were some inconsistencies in practice between Schools. It was agreed that clear instructions on the use of discretion and mitigating circumstances should be provided to Boards. 
Action: EDQ and AG

3.2.5 Members agreed that suggestions to amend Section 9 on provision for failed candidates would be considered as part of the simplification project that is currently taking place within the University.
3.2.6 Section 10 of the assessment regulations covers awarding degrees to students where they do not have the required credits but are not considered able to complete the award due to mitigating circumstances. This usually applies to those students that are considered to be of ill health or where degrees are awarded posthumously. Members agreed that in these circumstances Boards should continue to have a choice to offer a classified award where there is sufficient evidence of assessment performance or to recommend an unclassified Aegrotat award where there is insufficient evidence. To ensure greater equity among Schools, such awards would now be signed off by a member of UET. 
3.2.7 The Committee recommended that the updated assessment regulations should be forwarded to Senate for approval.
Action: EDQ
[Secretary’s note: following the May meeting of ASC a need for a further chance to the current standard assessment regulations was identified in relation to sandwich awards and the regulations were amended to delete reference to credited work experience (Section 7.7 of the proposed draft regulations for undergraduate programmes].    

3.2.8
ST had found some international students undertaking Masters degrees were deliberately disengaging from the dissertation element of their programme in order to take advantage of the reassessment option and lengthen their study. The Chair recommended that the Head of Student Administration should investigate this issue.








Action: AG
3.3
ST School Quality Audit Action Plan

Received: Updated ST SQA Action Plan
3.3.1
PR had updated the SQA Action Plan. The committee accepted the updated report.
3.4
British Computer Society Accreditation Report
Received: Report on the BSC accreditation events
3.4.1
XV presented the report which informed the committee of a quality issue that they were currently managing within the School. The British Computer Society has been accrediting Computing programmes within DEC for many years. In advance of their 2011 visit, the Professional Body had asked to receive information about the provision, which included negative external examiners reports from 2009.  It was believed that on the basis of these reports, the BCS had withdrawn accreditation for the period 2006 - 2010. Miscommunication meant that the School was not aware of the situation until September 2010 but which date the appeal period had expired. 
3.4.2
During the professional body visit in March of this year, the programmes received accreditation for all computer pathways for 2010-14. The outcome was positive, with no conditions given as part of the accreditation process. During the meeting, the BCS panel noted that the previous withdrawal of accreditation should be questioned and the panel would make representations at the BCS Education Committee in May 2011.  The School was hopeful that accreditation would be reinstated although if the BCS decision remains the same, students will have to apply for accreditation on an individual basis. The School will support them in their applications. An action plan will be put in place and it will be brought to the next ASC meeting.









Action: XV
4.1
FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS
Received: Framework/Programme development proposals from the Business School; the School of Health and Social Care and the School of Tourism.

Business School
4.1.1
BA (Hons) Marketing
4.1.1.1
The BS wanted to add a new marketing programme to their undergraduate portfolio, mainly to align with the AACSB accreditation that is being sought. The School had discussed the proposal with the MS who already have a BA (Hons) Marketing Communications programme within the School. The BS degree would cover the business side of marketing, rather than the creative communication side covered by the MS, therefore the programmes would appeal to students wanting different experiences. 
4.1.1.2 Numbers would initially be small, but there would be potential growth. Student numbers would be taken from the current School envelope, some taken from Business Studies and Law programmes. The programme offers a dual BU/Chartered Institute of Marketing (CIM) qualification. It was envisaged that students may incur higher fee payments due to this but the School would have to look in to this matter during programme development.
4.1.1.3 The programme award was discussed. DF queried whether the programme would be better placed as a BSc (Hons) rather than a BA (Hons). Offering a BSc (Hons) would ensure parity with the other undergraduate programme within the framework and would provide greater differentiation with the MS programme that is currently a BA (Hons). It was concluded that this issue would be discussed within the School during programme development. DF had completed some marketing material on the award title and would provide this to the School.
4.1.1.4
RESOLVED: That the proposal be approved for development. The School should decide whether the programme is to become a BA (Hons) or BSc (Hons) at the Design Phase. 

4.1.2
MSc Marketing 
4.1.2.1
Currently the Schools portfolio of Masters programmes is general in content, whereas the proposed programme would be covering a more specific area. The programme would be a dual award BU/CIM as with the BA (Hons) Marketing. The Guernsey Training Agency is interested in BU delivering the programme for their students. Currently it is proposed that the programme be delivered in full-time mode only but the School is in discussions as to whether it should also run in part-time mode and become an executive programme. Students would have to have a first degree in a related subject to gain entry to the programme.   
4.1.2.2
RESOLVED: That the proposal be approved for development
Health and Social Care
4.1.3
MSc Advanced Practice (Nursing) to MSc Advanced Practice

Addition of: PGDip/ PGCert Advanced Practice
4.1.3.1 The School would like to change the title of the programme to remove the nursing, mainly to appeal to other applied health professionals and widen its appeal, as well as adding the underpinning PGDip and PGCert qualification to the award. Members questioned whether Advanced Practice would be understood by the market and CM confirmed that it would be the case. The School would be working closely with the Marketing and Communication department with this programme. Numbers are unlikely to rise above 22 as the professional programme relies on intense supervision.  
4.1.3.2
RESOLVED: That the proposal be approved for development

School of Tourism

4.1.4
Land Based Studies Framework (Cannington College). Addition of: BSc (Hons) Countryside Management (Level H) and FdSc/BSc (Hons) Animal Conservation (Level H) to the framework.

Programme Title changes: FdSc/BSc (Hons) to FdA /BA (Hons) Landscape Design; 

FdA/BA (Hons) to FdSc/BSc (Hons) Applied Animal Management

FdA to FdSc Countryside Management

4.1.4.1 Bridgwater College requested the addition of a new foundation degree and 2 level H top-up programmes to their land based studies framework alongside a change in 5 current award titles. The 2 additional level H pathways would be internal progression routes for the corresponding foundation degrees and were in areas where ST did not have capacity internally to deliver such programmes. 
4.1.4.2
The proposal had been previously circulated among members but sufficient comments had been attained to warrant bringing it to the meeting. Members were still concerned with two issues; firstly the availability of student numbers for the new pathways; and secondly, the addition of two new level H programmes, which has been submitted at a time when the University’s position regarding level H provision at partnership institutions is not yet fully embedded in strategy and policy although there has been a prior ruling from Senate. 
4.1.4.3 Although the School supported the proposal, internal discussion and collaboration with both Academic Partnerships and EDQ had been undertaken to discuss student numbers both before and during the Design phase. JM confirmed that if the new pathways recruited as suggested in 2012, the student numbers would increase by 35. The Chair confirmed that this matter should be discussed between the Academic Partnerships Manager and the Executive Director of Finance. 
4.1.4.4 Members were reminded that the strategy for approving Level H development at partnerships specified that developments would only be allowed if the college concerned was deemed a Centre of Excellence. Due to this strategy, a proposed new Level H development at Yeovil College had been rejected at a previous meeting of ASC. Members were reminded that the framework was due for review on 29th June 2011 and therefore, a timely decision would be required. It was concluded that the Academic Partnership Manager would discuss the student numbers issue with the School and when satisfied with the outcome, would seek Chair’s Action.
4.1.4.5 RESOLVED: That the issue around student numbers be discussed in more detail with UET and, if appropriate, be approved by Chair’s Action.











Action: JM and PR
4.4
PROGRAMME DEFERRALS

4.4.1
The BS requested that their undergraduate framework be deferred for development in 2011-12. The School needed to amend their mission statement for AACSB accreditation before the framework can be reviewed. The School also required the six new Heads of Department and new Deans’ input into the framework and with their delay in appointment, it would not be appropriate to review the framework within the current review cycle.
4.4.2
The Graduate School requested that the PGCert Review Degree Supervision be deferred. The review of the Graduate School is being undertaken and it would be beneficial to know the outcomes of the review before the review of the programme takes place.  
 

4.4.3
RESOLVED: The deferrals were approved from 2010/11 to 2011/12.
4.5
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) - new nomination received

Received: New nominations 

4.5.1
RESOLVED: that the nomination included in the paper for Professor Richard Stillman was approved.
5
ITEMS FOR NOTE

5.1
Sector Updates


Received: current sector update paper
5.1.1
NS outlined the current sector updates for members. It was noted that the University would undergo its next QAA Institutional Review in 2012-13.
5.2
EdExcel Report
Received: Annual Institutional Review Report of EdExcel Licensed Centre BTEC Programmes
5.2.1
Members noted the summary report which had been sent to Edexcel following approval by the Chair.
5.2.2
RESOLVED: That the report be ratified
5.3
Completed framework/reviews, validations and review for closure

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

5.3.1 Members noted the paper. A number of recommendations had been made to the University through the current review and validation cycle. During the validation of the MSc Ageing, Neurophsychology and Cognition and the MSc Lifespan Neurophsychology within DEC, the panel noted that the position of Psychology should be reviewed within the School. It was also advised that the School adopt the sector standard referencing system for all Psychology programmes. During the review of the BSc (Hons) Applied Computing level H programme at Bridgwater College, the panel advised that students were given access to ‘myBU’ passwords as soon as they register for the programme.
5.3.2
During the review of the CPE Graduate Diploma in Law, the panel commended the University on the cleanliness of the campus which contributed to the university’s pleasant physical environment.
5.3.3
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified.
5.4
Bournemouth and Poole College Integrated Quality and Enhancement Review (IQER) Summary
Received: Summary paper of the B&PC IQER report   

5.4.1
RESOLVED: The summary paper was noted. 
5.5
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by EDQ
Received: a list of External Examiners for ratification
Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees for ratification
5.5.1
RESOLVED: that all nominations be ratified.
5.6
Institutional Proposals approval and framework development proposals approved by ASC Chair’s Action

Received: a list of approved framework development proposals
5.6.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified.

5.7
Brit School Institutional Approval Report


Received: IA report for the Brit School

5.7.1
The Institutional Approval Report for the Brit School development with MS was submitted to the committee for approval subject to the conditions of approval being met.  The conditions required the Memorandum of Agreement to be signed and ASC would be notified when this was the case.
5.7.1
RESOLVED: That the report be approved.

6
COMMITTEES

6.1
Internationalisation Strategy Group


Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 2nd February 2011
6.1.2
RESOLVED: The minutes of the meeting were noted.

6.2
Quality Assurance Steering Group (QASG)

Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 9th March 2011
6.1
RESOLVED: The minutes of the meeting were noted.

7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

7.1
AJ alerted the committee to a student complaint currently being dealt with at Bridgwater College. It appeared the rules of engagement for progression to a level H programme had been changed between initial recruitment and the second year of a foundation degree. Although it was acknowledged that progression routes are changed at times, members were asked to ensure that such changes are done so in a sensitive way.
8
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING
Wednesday 20th July from 9.15am in the Boardroom.
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