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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:
David Ball 
Head of Academic Development Services 

Jenny Jenkin
Director of Student & Academic Services 

Prof Haymo Thiel 
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic 
Dr Keith Wilkes
Dean, Services Management

IN ATTENDANCE
Mandi Barron (MB)
Head of Student Services 
2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 24 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 3.6.1 - the Academic Calendar was on the agenda.
2.2.2 Minutes 4.2.3, 4.2.5 and 4.3.1 – actions complete.
2.2.3 Minute 5.3.3.3 – support for students on CPD programmes was ongoing through the CPD working group.

2.2.4 Minute 5.3.4 – the Design Phase for MA Practical Filmmaking with Met Film School had taken place on 11th May. It was agreed at that meeting that the name of the programme should change to MA Filmmaking.  RESOLVED: that the change of title to MA Filmmaking be approved for development.
2.2.5 Minutes 5.3.5.2 and 5.3.5.3 – actions complete.
2.2.6 Minute 5.3.5.7 – JT had looked in to the minimum duration of Masters programmes and confirmed that there were no part-time Masters programmes which could be completed in less than two years and no full-time Masters programmes which could be completed in less than one year.  ASC members were satisfied with this.

2.2.7 Minute 5.3.7.2 – XV confirmed that colleagues from DEC and MS were meeting to discuss the MSc Computer Games Development proposal and conversations were ongoing.  The outcome would be brought back to the July meeting.
2.2.8 Minute 6.1.1 – this would be picked up in the review of the EES.
2.2.9 Minute 6.2.4 – a paper on the high number of first class degrees in HSC was on the agenda.
2.2.10 Minute 6.2.7 – the action was in hand and DDEs would bring a paper to ASC in July.
2.2.11 Minute 6.3.6 – AG had received feedback from one School on infoBU.
2.2.12 Minutes 7.1.2, 7.1.3, 7.2.3 and 7.4.2 – actions complete.
2.2.13 Minute 7.5.1 – The Kingston Maurward College PIR action plan was in hand and a draft was with the College.  This would be brought to the July meeting.
2.2.14 JT raised one further matter arising from an earlier meeting of ASC around publicly available information.  An accompanying paper showed the current position on what information BU makes available.  There was an ongoing consultation by HEFCE around what HEIs should make publicly available so it was timely for BU to review its current position.  JT was comfortable that the University was meeting the minimum and did not propose any further work be carried out until the HEFCE paper was out for comment.  MB noted that there were proposals for more detailed course information to be made available and this could possibly form part of the ongoing student portal project.  PR queried if SQAEC minutes should be made available.  JT explained that as part of the review of Senate Standing Orders (SSO) a group was looking at which minutes should be published widely, however under the Freedom of Information Act anyone could request to see SQAEC minutes so they should be written with this in mind.  
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 External Examiners approved by Chair’s Action since the February meeting of ASC

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

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

3.1.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be ratified and approved.
3.2
Academic Calendar – Working group proposals

Received: Report of the Academic Calendar Working Party 
3.2.1
TW presented the paper and talked through each of the recommendations, in particular noting the following proposals made by the group:

3.2.1.1
Start of the academic year to start a week earlier as ‘Arrivals Week’ plays no purpose and it was considered that a full week for induction of students, especially at Level C did not add value.  It was suggested that Induction might be better delivered in the initial 5 weeks of the Autumn Term for Level C students. 
3.2.1.2 If the start of the Autumn Term started earlier the final week of this term could finish a week earlier to make it easier for students to fly home or secure Christmas jobs.

3.2.1.3 There was an over subscription of exams in Facility Week 26 which had led to a spill-over into Week 27.  The demand for examinations in January was likely to increase and therefore a two-week examination period in January was proposed.
3.2.1.4 Students would like an earlier resit exam period soon after the Term 1 examination period.  The standard assessment regulations would require a revision to allow resit boards to take place during a level of study this would also enable Exam Boards to make earlier decisions around continuity on a programme.
3.2.1.5 It was proposed that the academic year be re-shaped into two 12-13 week terms as set out under 2.5 of the paper.  
3.2.1.6 A revised academic calendar was set out in the paper along with a list of benefits a revised academic year would bring.  

3.2.2 ASC members were invited to feedback on the proposals and to consider in particular the three implications/matters to assess outlined in the paper.  JV asked if Schools felt there was pressure for an extra assessment week in January due to the move to short fat units.  ASC members agreed that there was an increase in the number of exams required in January but this was not entirely down to the shift to short fat units. JV was concerned that a four week Christmas holiday could result in an increased drop out rate after the break.
3.2.3 MB suggested the first week be compulsory as the current ‘Arrivals Week’ is not.  SB agreed with this and said that students found the first week important and helpful as part of their transition period to University life.  It was suggested that the ‘Arrivals Week’ be kept and the induction period extended.  CSy thought there was a misunderstanding amongst some students around ‘Arrivals Week’ and induction.  It was agreed that the International Students Orientation Programme (ISOP) held during ‘Arrivals Week’ was helpful to international students and UK students could get involved with this too.   
Action: TW and the working party to re-look at ‘Arrivals Week’

3.2.4 CSy voiced some concerns around the suggested resit periods during the Easter break for Term 1 exams which may not be satisfactory to students or staff, and in early July for Term 2 exams.   As some Exam Boards did not take place until the end of June or early July a resit period in early July would not be workable.  AG said that operational detail would need to be reviewed and worked out to fit with the proposals if they were accepted.  SM said her concern from seeing similar patterns at other institutions was that two long exam periods meant that there was a constant examination diet which meant staff were constantly marking exams and students revising for them.
3.2.5 TW welcomed any further feedback from ASC members and would feed back to the working party.  A revised proposal to be submitted to ASC in July.

Action: ASC members to feedback to TW  
Action: Revised proposal to ASC in July
3.3
Review of Institutional Audit (IA) Action Plan - one year on

Received: QAA Institutional Audit Action Plan update May 2010
3.3.1 ASC members were invited to review the action plan from the IA one year on.  Many of the actions had been completed or were embedded in ongoing monitoring activities.   At the time of the IA visit there was a discussion around the implementation of frameworks and questions had been raised around the management and ongoing development of frameworks including student representation.  This was therefore one area of ongoing review.  It was noted that some Schools had not yet moved fully to framework management.

3.3.2 It was agreed that the Education Enhancement Committee required a more structured approach and the Education Enhancement Strategy was currently being considered by Student and Academic Services.  The current implementation of SUE was being monitored by the SUE Steering Group which was continuing to review current processes as well as the development of SUE 3.  JT welcomed any further feedback ASC members may wish to offer.

Action: ASC members

3.3.3 It was agreed that the action plan would be reviewed again in one year’s time and the University would be required to formally report back to the QAA after 3 years.

Action: ASC - May 2011

3.3.4 JM noted that her comments relating to partnerships had been noted as Student Administration instead of Academic Development Services.

3.4
Collaborative definitions
Received: Partnership Arrangements: Proposed Definitions for Collaborative Provision and Non-collaborative activities
3.4.1 JT explained that BU’s current collaborative definitions had been challenged by new partnership proposals and were currently under review.  At ASC in December a substantial list of proposed revised definitions had been discussed with the aim to clarify distinctions between collaborative provision and other external and internal activities.  Following feedback it was agreed that the proposals were not helpful so this revised paper attempted to identify main categories.   Educational Development and Quality (EDQ) had looked at sector practice to ensure what BU publishes is as close as possible to the rest of the sector.

3.4.2 JT went through each of the proposed categories noting the following:

3.4.2.1 Standard Collaborative Provision (collaborative) – ‘collaborative’ had replaced ‘partnership’ but the definition remained the same.

3.4.2.2 Associate College – the definition had been removed as a model for collaborative provision as this was a definition of a designation of an institution rather than a model.  In practice programmes were Standard Collaborative Provision albeit with increased devolved responsibilities.

3.4.2.3 Off-campus delivery – most or all of a programme is delivered by BU staff at another institution or organisation for example delivery at an employer’s premises where accommodation is provided via a standard procurement agreement or service agreement.  Off-campus delivery could be collaborative or non-collaborative and processes would be put in place to identity the level of scrutiny required in each case.

3.4.2.4 Shared Delivery/Programme – previously known as a Joint programme.  New title reflects recent new arrangements for example the collaboration with University of Bath.  Arrangements for Shared Delivery/Programme include two or more equal partners with degree awarding powers.
3.4.2.5 Articulation – the term was currently being used to refer to inter-institutional arrangements for entry with advanced standing and to refer to internal progression arrangements between two BU programmes.  In line with common sector practice, it was proposed that articulation be defined as a collaborative activity whereby students are guaranteed automatic progression to BU programmes rather than eligibility to apply.  There were no current examples at BU of articulation where a student from a partner programme automatically comes to the University with guaranteed entry.
3.4.2.6 Recognition – an arrangement whereby the University identifies and formally recognises another institution’s or organisation’s programme for the purpose of entry, with or without advanced standing to a specified programme(s) and award(s) of the University.  This would require a mapping process to ensure that students have achieved the appropriate learning outcomes to enter the programme and the University would reserve the right to turn the application down.

3.4.2.7 Student Exchange – it was proposed that this be formally included as a definition.

3.4.3 ASC members were invited to feedback on the proposals.  AK noted that the paper only referred to partnership activities which engaged students and asked where research and enterprise was documented.  JT explained that this would require a separate document which was not yet written.
3.4.4 CSy noted that the majority of foundation degree students progressed to a top-up programme and the proposed definitions did not cover students moving from one award of the University to another.  JT said that this was not a collaborative or partnership arrangement but a linkage between two programmes to be known as internal progression. Internal progression arrangements differed from articulation in that both the underpinning and top-up programmes were awards of the University and entry was not guaranteed from one to the other.  It was important that Partner Institutions were made aware of this change and understood the difference between articulation and internal progression.  JT suggested that the Collaborative Register be updated to show the current definition and the new definition and a footnote would be added to the Collaborative Definitions paper.
Action: JT/EDQ

3.4.5 ASC supported the proposals subject to a minor changes arising from the discussion and supported it going to Senate in June.  Following Senate approval the definitions would be included in the revised Academic Policies and Regulations (APR) and the procedural documents would be updated and circulated.

Action: JT   

3.5
Review of Foundation Degrees

Received: Foundation Degree review paper
3.5.1 A review of foundation degrees (FD), mainly delivered at PIs, had been undertaken by EDQ taking into consideration the design and key characteristics such as work-based learning, employer involvement and flexible approaches.  The review had also considered the different models which had been applied to see if they were fit for purpose.  BU currently had three FD models: FD 1 - 160 Level C/120 Level I credits;  FD2 - 120 Level C/120 Level I credits plus a 40 credit bridging programme and FD 3 - 120 Level C/120 Level I credits.
3.5.2 Section 2 of the paper outlined the key outcomes of the review.  There was a marked difference from the rest of the sector by offering three different models.  The sector norm was to offer a 120 Level C/120 Level I model.  BU’s initial rationale for the different models came from the additional support required for FD students.  Programmes were developed as 160 Level C/120 Level I or 120 Level C/120 Level I plus a bridging programme in order to support students who were admitted with lower entry qualifications through their studies.  It was noted that issues arose with the first two models when external applicants wanted to enter using APL but did not have 160 Level C credits or a bridging programme.  It was further noted that there is no longer funding from HEFCE for extended academic years so the extended year is at the cost of the University or partner.  
3.5.3 There were no clear trends to show that students completing an extended programme achieved better than those on a standard 120/120 model.  It was therefore proposed that BU moves towards the sector norm on an incremental basis as and when programmes are reviewed.  Additional guidance would be provided by EDQ for framework teams to show how work-based learning can be accommodated in the 120/120 model to ensure that it remains at the forefront of programme design.  JT noted that employer engagement still required further work to ensure that employers are engaged throughout the design and delivery of a programme.  Whilst Industry Advisory Panels were good practice this was not necessarily the best way of achieving robust employer involvement.  

3.5.4 ASC members had no objections to moving towards one model.  The move to only using the 120 Level C/120 Level I model in the future was fully supported and no further comments were made.

3.5.5 RESOLVED: that the proposal to move towards one FD model of 120 Level C credits and 120 Level credits be approved.

3.6
Independent review of FdSc CAD 3D Computer Modelling and Animation at BPC

Received: Report of the Independent Investigator
3.6.1 An independent review of the FdSc CAD 3D Computer Modelling and Animation programme at Bournemouth & Poole College had been instigated by the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA).  A student complaint had been dealt with and closed using the appropriate BU processes but two students had complained to the OIA.  As a result BU had been asked to undertake a further review of the programme during that period, particularly around the delivery issues relating to the programme.  The independent investigation was carried out by the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Strategic Systems Development) from the University of Bradford and the report was included in the papers.
3.6.2 The outcome of the report was a number of recommendations to BU and the College.  Page 19 of the report outlined the Judgements and Recommendations which JM had been through with the College and drafted a response.  One of the key themes arising from the report was around marketing materials and induction.  MB mentioned that the marketing materials were not as helpful as they could be as students often think they are coming on a training course.  Another issue arising was around learning resources and whilst processes had been put in place since the initial complaint JM would continue to work with the College to ensure that any deficiencies are picked up and taken forward at an appropriate time.  The responses to the recommendations in the independent reviewer’s report would be brought to ASC in July.

Action: JM

3.6.3 MB informed ASC that the OIA did not make a judgement on the delivery of the programme which is why the independent investigation took place and subsequent to this a complaint hearing is now required with the two students to close the process.  This hearing is planned to take place by the end of June.

3.7
Sector Developments
3.7.1
Institutional response to the QAA consultation document ‘Future arrangements for quality assurance in England and Northern Ireland’


Received: BU response to the consultation
3.7.1.1
BU’s response to the QAA consultation document was received for information and noted.
3.7.2
Review of academic infrastructure

Received: Summary of questions with BU responses
3.7.2.1
BU’s response to the QAA Evaluation of the Academic infrastructure was received for information and noted.
4
FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT
4.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure and the Outcomes of the MA Professional Media Practice (Skillset)
4.1.1
JT drew the committee’s attention to the Outcomes of the review of the MA/PG Dip/PG Cert Professional Media Practice short course which facilitated cross-institutional credit transfer and would allow the sector to progress its industry and employer engagement. As part of the review exceptional APL arrangements were approved as follows: PG Dip up to 80 credits and MA up to 80 credits.  These exceptions would allow the programme to become part of a consortium of media academies designed to allow transfer between institutions.  ASC supported these exceptions.
4.1.2
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified and approved.

4.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: a list of programme review deferrals

4.2.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be approved.

4.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from MS, DEC and SM
MEDIA SCHOOL

4.3.1
MA Digital Cinematography change of title to MA Cinematography for Digital Film and Television (Media Production Postgraduate Framework)
4.3.1.2
RESOLVED: that the change of title to MA Cinematography for Digital Film and Television be approved for development
4.3.2
BA (Hons) Radio additional pathway to the Media Production Undergraduate Framework.
4.3.2.1
This three year undergraduate programme would replace the current Level H top-up programme.  Entry requirements would be 300 tariff points which was much higher than for the FdA delivered at Bournemouth & Poole College.  Current FdA students would be able to apply to study the Level H of the proposed programme and the Media School’s normal progression hurdle of a minimum of a merit at foundation degree would apply.   The programme would build on the strengths of the School in the area of radio and the Students’ Union in particular supported the development.   
4.3.2.2.
The School would have to bid for numbers before the programme could recruit.  Some concern was voiced around the amount of time it takes to develop a programme if numbers were subsequently not available.  TW confirmed that this was a risk the School was prepared to take as they were unable to bid for numbers until they had the programme validated.  It was noted that there were no planned numbers in the proposal either and this would need to be addressed before the Design Phase.

4.3.2.3
RESOLVED: that the BA (Hons) Radio proposal be approved for development

DESIGN ENGINEERING AND COMPUTING

4.3.3
MSc Sustainable Network Systems and MSc Software Engineering for Sustainability (Software Systems framework)
4.3.3.1
Two new pathways to be added to the Software Systems framework.  Both pathways would use existing units.  The marketing information was not strong in either proposal and JV asked if the School was satisfied that there was a market for the two awards.  XV confirmed that the team believed there was a market but would ensure that the marketing information was strengthened before the Design Phase.

Action: XV 
4.3.3.2 RESOLVED: that the MSc Sustainable Network Systems and the MSc Software Engineering for Sustainability proposals be approved for development.
4.3.4
MSc Software Systems Engineering change of title to MSc Enterprise Information Systems (Software Systems framework)
4.3.4.1
The proposal had not yet received approval by School Academic Board (SAB) but was presented to ASC as the team wanted to meet the PG prospectus deadline to ensure the new title was included.  It was agreed that SAB approval should be sought first via Chair’s Action and JV would then take Chair’s Action on behalf of ASC.

Action: XV and JV
4.3.5
DEC CPD framework and PG Dip/MSc Information and Communication Technology Education
4.3.5.1 XV presented DEC’s CPD scheme proposal.  There was concern that the proposal did not look like a CPD Scheme.  JT asked what the plan for marketing the scheme would be and XV said he understood that the team wanted to market the full PG Dip rather than individual units.  It was therefore difficult for ASC members to see how this proposal differed from a full MA/PG Dip programme when CPD should be demand led allowing students to build up credit over time.  It was further noted that the award of PG Cert was not available due to the proposed units being 40 credits rather than 20 credits.  ASC did not support the proposal as a CPD proposal and asked XV to take it back to the School for further consideration and to bring it back to the July meeting.
Action: XV

4.3.6
BSc (Hons) Music and Audio Technology Level H top up and BSc (Hons) Games Technology Level H top up
4.3.6.1
DEC submitted a proposal for two new award titles in order to differentiate the top-up programme for FD students.  The FD students would complete the same Level H units as those students on the three year BSc (Hons) Music and Audio Technology and BSc (Hons) Games Technology programmes but their award title would have ‘(Top Up)’ after it.  The rationale for the two new awards was that FD students did not complete the same units in the first two years as the three year students.  JT said that BU had an increasing number of APL arrangements and the student’s transcript would reflect the make up of the award.  The important thing to ensure was that students have met the intending learning outcomes of the first two years to enable them to progress to the third year.  

4.3.6.2 ASC agreed that it did not support the proposal of different award titles when the Level H was exactly the same for the three year programme and the students were taught together.  ASC thought that the team were trying to deal with an entry issue through a new award title.  XV agreed to feedback to the team and the School would give the proposals further consideration.
Action: XV
SERVICES MANAGEMENT
4.3.7
Erasmus Mundus Doctorate in Tourism Development Proposal

4.3.7.1 The proposal was linked to a new bid under Erasmus funding.  BU was one of seven proposed partners for a Doctorate in Tourism.  JV said that this was a high prestige proposal and a bid had been submitted.  ASC would be informed once the outcome of the bid was known.
4.3.7.2 RESOLVED: that the Erasmus Mundus Doctorate in Tourism Development Proposal be approved for development subject to the outcome of the bid.
4.4
Institutional proposal approvals and framework development proposals approved by ASC Chair’s Action

Received: a list of proposals approved by Chair’s Action

4.4.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified.

5
FRAMEWORK MONITORING

5.1
Honours degree classifications in Undergraduate Nursing and Midwifery programmes

Received: paper for discussion
5.1.1 
The issue of high proportions of students achieving first and upper classifications had been raised in a number of forums including the recent School Quality Report and the paper was brought to ASC for discussion.  CM explained that it would be difficult to prevent a high number of 1st class honours for the 2010 graduation as information on assessment had already been given to students but mechanisms were now in place to make changes for next year.  The issue arises mainly from the practice based units where it was evident that the largest influence on grade inflation was practice related.  This was not currently a national issue because HSC was one of the first HEIs in the country to move to graded practice.  The framework team for Nursing had met with CM and agreed a solution for future years, but additional work for Midwifery was still required.  AT agreed that it was difficult when assessment was based on competencies whereby a student would either be competent or not, and some would be more competent than others.
5.1.2
It was agreed that CM would update ASC on the position in a year’s time.
Action: ASC – May 2011

5.2
Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) 

Received: SUE Steering Group minutes – 15.02.10
5.2.1
The minutes received were noted.   There was a current project underway to discuss SUE 3 and the outcome was likely to be a shift from the NSS type survey to more qualitative feedback.
6
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

6.1
Partner Institution Review (PIR)
Received: Guernsey Training Agency (GTA) report 12.2.10

Received: Weald and Downland Museum report 20.5.10
6.1.1 JM advised that the Weald and Downland Museum report included in the papers had been updated and a confirmed version would be brought to ASC in July.  JM had arranged a meeting with the GTA to agree an action plan and this would also be presented to ASC in July.

Action: JM

6.2
Partnership Boards


Received: Minutes of the following meetings – West London College – 18.03.10
6.2.1
The minutes received were noted.  
6.3
Integrated Quality and Enhancement Review (IQER)
6.3.1
Developmental Engagement meeting - Weymouth College
6.3.1.1
The Development Engagement meeting went well and JM was continuing to support the College in preparation for the summative review.

6.3.2
Developmental Engagement meeting - Wiltshire College

6.3.2.1
The College chose to have two Developmental Engagement meetings and the outcomes were very positive.  JM was continuing to support the College in preparation for the summative review.

6.4
Partnership Agreements
6.4.1
It was noted that the following Agreements had been signed since the last meeting:
6.4.1.1
University of Winchester – Memorandum of Understanding dated 26.02.10
6.4.1.2
AECC – Memorandum of Agreement dated 21.4.10
7
COMMITTEES

7.1
Extract from School Academic Board 

Received: extract from MS

7.1.1 TW explained that the School would like to trial a four week assessment turnaround in 2010/11.  The primary issue was around achieving the first marking in two weeks so that the second marker could review scripts in week three.  The students in the School had reported they would like better feedback and SB agreed that students expect quality feedback.  It was noted that it should be made clear to students what constitutes feedback as often they are unclear.  This was evidenced by some of the appeals received.  TW was concerned about the strain colleagues are under to meet the three week turnaround and acknowledged that there will always be some people who do not meet the turnaround time however long it is.  For most colleagues four weeks would be more realistic as work returned late was normally just into the fourth week.  PR said that whatever is agreed all Schools should do the same rather than one School trialling something different.
7.1.2 GW said he had discussed a proposal with JT recently around changing the University’s policy on second marking practices which would increase the focus on moderation when unit marks are out of kilter with others. GW thought this approach would help turnaround times and was practice followed by some other HEIs.  Whilst this was not currently being considered the proposal could be revisited.
7.1.3 A real issue around marking and feedback was the parity of marking.  It was agreed that student experience was key and it would be worth looking at good practices across the Schools to see how colleagues manage their marking workloads and ensure parity.  It was agreed that the Media School’s concern be noted but there would not be a trial as they requested at this time.  A piece of work to be led by JT around best practice and handling of marking within 3 weeks would be instigated and brought back to ASC in July.  XV said he would be happy to help JT with this.  Some robust feedback from the Students’ Union would also be welcomed.

Action: JT with XV and SUBU
7.2
Extract from School Quality Assurance & Enhancement Committees 

Received: extract from DEC

7.2.1 XV explained that the majority of DEC’s assignments were submitted at 9am on a Monday and the three week turnaround was also at this time.  Staff had reported to SQAEC that returning the marks to students at 9am on a Monday via myBU meant that students received their marks within 3 weeks but not the feedback as they often failed to collect their work.  The proposal from SQAEC was that staff were able to provide feedback during the week of return, rather than on the day, so that feedback can be provided in lectures.  JV said that the policy states that the marks are made available within three weeks but if a student decides not to collect the feedback that is their choice.    JV confirmed that the marks must be available at 9am on Monday if that is three weeks from the hand-in date.  
7.3
Internationalisation Strategy Group (ISG)

Received: minutes of 26.02.10
7.3.1 The minutes were noted.  As part of the SSO review the operation of ISG had been flagged as issue.  JV was now the Chair of ISG and would be looking to make it more strategic in future.  The next ISG meeting would review the Terms of Reference and membership.

8
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

8.1
JV thanked SB for his valuable input at ASC over the last two years.
9
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 21st July 2010 - Board Room, 09.15
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