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ACADEMIC STANDARDS COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD ON 13 SEPTEMBER 2010
Present:


Dr Keith Wilkes (KW) (Chair)
Dean, School of Tourism (ST)
Prof Stuart Allan (SA)
Professor of Journalism, Media School (MS)
Dr Anita Diaz (AD)
Framework Manager, School of Applied Sciences (ApSci)
Ann Fernandez (AF)
Acting Director of Marketing & Communications (M&C)
Nikki Finnes (NF) (Secretary)
Quality and Enhancement Officer, Student & Academic Services (SAS) 

Toby Horner (TH)
President of the Students’ Union (SUBU)
Alan James (AJ)

General Manager of the Students’ Union (SUBU)
Prof Ahmed Khattab (AK)
Professor of Medical Research & Clinical Practice, School of Health & Social Care (HSC)

Ko Leech (KL)
Vice-President (Representation), Students’ Union (SUBU)
Prof Siné McDougall (SM)
Professor, Chair in Psychology, Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)
Clive Matthews (CM)

Deputy Dean (Education), Health & Social Care (HSC)
Philip Ryland (PR)

Deputy Dean (Education), School of Tourism (ST)

Jennifer Taylor (JT) 

Educational Development & Quality Manager, Student & Academic Services (SAS)
Prof Haymo Thiel (HT)
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)
Prof Tom Watson (TW)

Deputy Dean (Education), Media School (MS)
1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:
Ana Gutierrez 
Head of Student Administration, Student & Academic Services 
Jenny Jenkin
Director of Student & Academic Services 

Jacky Mack

Academic Partnerships Manager, Student & Academic Services

Dr Xavier Velay

Deputy Dean (Education), Design, Engineering & Computing 

IN ATTENDANCE
Dr Tania Humphries (TH)
Associate Dean Design & Technology, Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)
Dr Fiona Knight (FK)

Graduate School Manager, Student & Academic Services (SAS)
Dr Liam Sheridan (LS)
Academic Management Information Manager, Student & Academic Services (SAS)
2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 21 JULY 2010
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1 The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting with the exception of one amendment to the list of those present - amend International and Corporate Relations to Marketing & Communications against David Foot’s title.

2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1 Minute 3.18 – TW reported that current discussions around the student experience had slowed the progress of the working group down, but the group had agreed that the post Christmas assessment period needed to be extended to two weeks.  The Academic Calendar would be reviewed over the next few months with a view to submitting a Green paper to ULT.
2.2.2 Minute 4.1.3 – Following ASC approval of two possible titles BA (Hons) Sociology or BA (Hons) Sociology and Social Policy, the School had decided to use BA (Hons) Sociology and Social Policy as the title to be developed.
2.2.3 Minute 4.16 – A discussion had taken place in July regarding the award title of MSc Professional Development for the AECC’s CPD framework.  ASC had asked the AECC to suggest a more specific title and subsequently the title MSc Clinical Practice Development was approved by Chair’s Action in August.  During the Design Phase on 9th September there was a discussion around the appropriateness of the revised title.  As a result HT asked ASC to consider a further revision to the title to MSc Professional Development (Health).  CM said he would like the opportunity to discuss the title with colleagues in the School before ASC approval was granted.  The Chair agreed to take Chair’s Action once CM had consulted with HSC.
Action: CM/KW

2.2.4 Minute 6.3.1 – a meeting with Andy Smith was arranged to review Section 8 of the QAA Code of Practice.

2.2.5 Minute 6.4.1 – Completed.

2.2.6 Minute 6.5.3 – JT confirmed that the statistics were based on the percentage of respondents and not the percentage of those enrolled on the framework.

2.2.7 Minute 8.1.1.1 – Completed and on the agenda.

3
ASC Terms of Reference and Membership 2010/11

Received: Revised Terms of Reference from Senate Standing Orders July 2010 and updated list of members for 2010/11
3.1
The revised Terms of Reference and membership were circulated.
4
QUALITY ASSURANCE

4.1
Sector developments

Received: update on process and outcomes of sector consultations September 2010

4.1.1 The outcomes from the joint consultation ‘Future arrangements for quality assurance in England and Northern Ireland’ were published in July and the expected changes were set out in the paper.  A further QAA consultation document would be circulated in the Autumn and JT suggested a group representing interested parties from Schools and Professional Services meet to discuss and agree BU’s response to the consultation in a similar way to before.

4.1.2 A second consultation due to take place in the Autumn was around the QAA academic infrastructure.  JT suggested that a discussion to draft BU’s response to this consultation could form part of the same meeting referred to in 4.1.1.
4.1.3 A discussion paper reviewing external examiner arrangements within the sector had been circulated to Schools for feedback by email, or through a focus group meeting on 22nd September.  The focus group would coordinate BU’s response.  The deadline for institutions to respond by was 1st October.  The key proposals for change were set out in the sector consultations paper.

4.1.4 It was anticipated that there would be a forthcoming review of publicly available information and this was likely to include proposals for a revised information set for HEIs to make available.  Future audits were likely to make a judgement on the accuracy of the information made publicly available.  EDQ would coordinate a response in due course.
4.1.5 A discussion paper around the focus and organisational structure of the Higher Education Academy (HEA) had been circulated to Schools for comment and a response had been submitted on behalf of BU.
4.2
EDQ Annual Report


Received Annual Report 
4.2.1 JT presented the annual report which summarised the outcomes and the processes for the review and validation of the University’s academic provision.  In particular the number of events was highlighted for discussion.  A large number of events had been completed as expected over the past three years whilst Schools moved from programmes to frameworks.  However, the report highlighted a surprising increase in the number of planned events for 2010/11 compared to 2009/10.  In particular there were a number of early reviews of frameworks/programmes which had recently been reviewed.  JT invited DDEs to review the list of reviews and validations for their School for 2010/11 on the Review and Validation activity spreadsheet, with a view to considering if it is appropriate to take everything on the list forward this year.

4.2.2 The report proposed a change to the way in which framework/programmes are approved following an evaluation event.  Until now final approval was deemed to be once the list of approvals, agreed by the evaluation panel and EDQ, had been reported to ASC.  As evaluation panels were appointed by EDQ on behalf of ASC, it was proposed that final approval be granted at the point at which the panel, acting on behalf of ASC, is satisfied that the conditions of approval have been met.  EDQ would mange and verify the approval process and would provide regular reports to ASC.  ASC members approved this change.
4.2.2.1
RESOLVED: that final approval of completed reviews and validations be granted at the point at which the evaluation panel, acting on behalf of ASC, is satisfied that the conditions of approval have been met.  
4.2.3 EDQ would continue to monitor the level of scrutiny required by a panel on a case by case basis for different scales of provision.  Feedback from one framework review in particular during 2009/10 highlighted that the panel may have found break-out meetings and/or separate tours of resources beneficial.
4.2.4 The number of staff engaging with the Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) had dropped during 2009/10.  This was mainly due to staff restructuring and turnover.  There were very few new nominations coming forward despite encouragement through the academic appraisal system.  JT asked if DDEs could encourage colleagues in the Schools again to join QAEG.  PR suggested that JT draft an email outlining the benefits of QAEG membership for the DDEs to circulate to their Academic Groups.   
Action: JT/DDEs

4.2.5 During the latter part of the 2009/10 cycle, EDQ had piloted a new approach to writing evaluation reports by exception.  Previously EDQ had produced very detailed reports but the suggested new style of reports were much shorter and concentrated on the scope and purpose, any unusual features, areas identified as good practice and areas which resulted in conditions or recommendations.  ASC members supported EDQ continuing with the new style reports.
4.2.6 A new Course Costing model had been developed for the forthcoming year and would be a feature of all reviewed and validated frameworks/programmes in 2010/11.  The Course Costing enabled the Management Accountants and Directors of Operations to look at the longer term financial viability of frameworks/programmes, alongside the Resource form.  It would be the responsibility of the School to approve the course costing and obtain sign off prior to the Design Phase.  This would include ensuring the data provided is accurate.
4.2.7 It was noted that 21 programmes had been formally closed in 2009/10, although a number more were renamed during the review process.  AK asked what the University could learn from the reasons for closing programmes.  JT agreed to look into the reasons for closure and would provide a paper for the October meeting.

Action: JT
4.3
Marketing & Communications (M&C) annual report


Received: Annual Report
4.3.1 The report concentrated on two areas of activity: programme development and ensuring the accuracy, completeness and reliability of BU programme information.  The report noted the increased volume of framework/programme developments over the year.  M&C continued to move forward with online publications wherever possible.  It was noted that the Communications Steering Group which had been established a year ago had proven to be unwieldy and impractical and it had been disbanded as a result.  The Course Communications process which was jointly owned by Schools, SAS and M&C had been updated to include partner institution processes.

4.3.2 A Publicity Protocol which had been in place for a number of years, outlining the process which UK partners should follow in terms of gaining BU approval for any marketing information relating to a BU award would be re-launched in October 2010.  JT welcomed this update and said that the lack of consistency of marketing information and/or awareness of the protocol had been raised at nearly all Partner Institution Review (PIR) meetings during the last three years.  M&C had just completed an audit of partner institution information held on the BU website and on the partner institution’s website.  As a result M&C were looking to bring Guernsey Training Agency (GTA) and the AECC into the process in the future.  It was suggested that the results of this audit undertaken by M&C each year on partner institution publicity should come to ASC each September.  NF would add this to the list of indicative agenda items for future September meetings.
Action: NF 
4.3.3 In light of the forthcoming review of publicly available information, JT asked what controls were in place to oversee the information provided on the Portal.  AF explained that there was a project being led by Mike Humphries in Estates and Information Systems (EIS) and M&C was keen to have a role in the project in terms of communications. 

4.3.4 There had been significant enhancements to the Course Search which went live in August 2010.  All course information was now pulled directly out of UNIT-e which would reduce duplication of the same information in two places.  A tender process was underway for a new Content Management System (CMS) for the BU website.  AF noted that M&C would be reviewing all sign-off processes in the coming year.  
4.3.5 AF was asked if a risk assessment summary paper was produced for all new framework/programme developments.  The framework/programme development proposal form included a market research section and M&C provided research for the academic development leader in a variety of different ways depending on the programme.  

4.4. School Quality Audits (SQA)
Received: Media School report 13-14th May 2010 and action plan

Received: DEC report 4th and 7th June 2010
4.4.1 ASC members were invited to comment on the two SQA reports received.  Section 2 of the reports summarised the outcomes.   Colleagues in MS and DEC were also invited to discuss their experience of the SQA with ASC members.  TW felt that in terms of the amount of data that was required, it was more than he had expected and advised colleagues to start collating documents as early as possible.  It was noted that MS had run sessions for all Framework Leaders/Programme Coordinators to prepare them for the SQA but found out the day before that only three or four members would be required to attend the meeting.  
4.4.2 TW’s view on the SQA was that any review helps to add value, but he questioned if the amount of time taken to prepare for the SQA offered the amount of value you would expect.  MS felt that the SQA was worth doing and it helped the School to reflect on some issues which were known about amongst framework/programme teams, but it made the School focus on them too.  TW said that the recommendation made by the panel around the School responding to student feedback continued to be a problematic area and there was much work to be done over the coming months.
4.4.3 TH said that for DEC the SQA provided an opportunity to get an independent view on how the School was progressing and the process did add value.
4.4.4 CM noted that HSC was due for audit this year and had contacted JT separately to highlight that the School was also being reviewed by the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC), the Strategic Health Authority and were also in the midst of contract negotiations for future post-registration provision.  CM asked if this could be taken account of when carrying out the SQA and said it would be helpful if the SQA could use the same paperwork already in existence for other purposes.
4.5 Review of training and support for Postgraduate Researchers (PGRs) and Demonstrators involved in teaching and assessment 


Received: discussion paper

4.5.1 The paper had arisen from a meeting of Senate where the Students’ Union brought forward some concerns as to who students were being taught by.  Senate had requested that ASC consider this and EDQ had been asked to provide a report for discussion.  JT noted that this may be the sort of information institutions would be encouraged in the future to make publicly available.  Section 5 of the report listed a summary of findings.  The number of PGRs and Demonstrators involved in teaching and assessment activities were small and roles varied in level and scope.  Training and support was available in the Schools, with some Schools having very good oversight.  Responsibility for oversight of PGRs and Demonstrators activities was however unclear in some Schools.  TW queried if the data was correct as some MS Demonstrators were undertaking Masters programmes in the School and were supported to do this.  
4.5.2 A series of recommendations were outlined in Section 6.  Schools were asked to review the range of responsibilities for PGRs and Demonstrators undertaking teaching to ensure consistency of approach.  Where not already in place, Schools were asked to formalise the induction process and include such staff in peer observation and mentoring schemes.  The recommendations also made it a requirement that PGRs and Demonstrators take part in a three day training programme before they start teaching.  It was also noted that if they continued their careers in education, they would be expected to enrol on the PG Cert Education Practice at an appropriate time.  
4.5.3 FK explained that the Graduate School recommended that PGRs are not involved in more than six hours teaching per week otherwise it could have an impact on PhD completion rates.  FK and Linda Byles delivered an induction programme for PGRs twice a year, but FK was concerned that asking PGRs to engage with the full PG Cert Education Practice award would detract from them focussing on their doctoral studies.  
4.5.4 SM asked if comparisons had been made with other institutions and queried if the six hours was throughout the year or during term time only.  SM said that it would be interesting to see how other institutions manage to achieve a balance of good PhD completion rates at the same time as involving PGRs in teaching.  It was agreed to look into good practice in the sector and to see what the sector norms were in this area.  JT asked if some institutional guidance would be beneficial and it was agreed that guidance outlining a minimum standard would be useful.  Further information on what teaching the PGRs are carrying out would also be useful as the nature of work varies between, and within Schools.  AD noted that the work of Demonstrators was very different and was covered by standard University contracts.  It was therefore agreed that any future work should focus on PGRs and not Demonstrators.  

4.5.5 It was agreed that JT would work with FK and the DDEs to write a further paper for consideration by ASC in October.
Action: JT/FK/DDEs
4.6
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees for approval
Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

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

4.6.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
4.7
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG)
Received: New nominations

4.7.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers for Dr Alan Tyler at the AECC and Kirsty Randall in Student Administration, Student & Academic Services be approved.

4.8
Academic Procedures updates

4.8.1
The series of Academic Procedures had been updated and would be published in the next few days.  A summary paper highlighting the key changes would be issued alongside the updated documents.     The updated Academic Procedures would be available to all staff on the Portal.  EDQ planned to re-organise the Academic Procedures and the Academic Policies and Regulations over the next year to combine the two into one series outlining what is guidance and what is regulation.
5
ASSESSMENT

5.1
External Examiner reports 2009-10

5.1.1 JT provided a brief update on the External Examiner reports received to date for 2009/10.  There were fewer reports this year which were concerned about the quality and standards of provision and at this stage only two significant concerns had been raised, one in the MS and one in ST.  EDQ would be organising the annual External Examiner Review Group (EERG) shortly to take some independent overview of external examiner reports.  The report of the group’s findings from issues raised by external examiners would be presented to ASC in December.
6
FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT
6.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure 
6.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified and approved.

6.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: a list of programme review deferrals

6.2.1
RESOLVED: that the list included in the papers be ratified and approved.

6.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from DEC 

DESIGN ENGINEERING & COMPUTING

6.3.1 MSc Ageing, Neuropsychology and Cognition

6.3.1.1
This new programme would sit within the Psychology Academic Group and would be the second MSc to be developed in this subject area.  The programme would build on the research and other work being undertaken in this subject in the School.  AK thought that the proposed title assumed that there was some neurology in the programme.  SM explained that the programme would focus on neuropsychology rather than neurology.  
6.3.1.2
RESOLVED: that the MSc Ageing, Neuropsychology and Cognition proposal be approved for development.
6.3.2 Software Systems Masters Framework – additional pathway MSc Applied Data Analytics

6.3.2.1
An additional pathway to an existing framework was proposed.  
6.3.2.2
RESOLVED: that the additional pathway MSc Applied Data Analytics proposal be approved for development.
6.4
Institutional proposal approvals and framework development proposals approved by ASC Chair’s Action


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

6.4.1 JT drew ASC’s attention to the new Doctor of Education (Creative & Media) which had been approved for development by Chair’s Action on 17th August 2010.  The School was proposing a new award of Ed.D in line with the sector norm for this type of programme.  BU currently only listed the award of DEd in the Academic Policies and Regulations (APR).  ASC members were asked if they had any objection to adding this additional award to the University’s list of approved award titles in the APR.  No objections were raised and the new award was agreed.

6.4.2
RESOLVED: that the award of Ed.D be added to the University’s list of approved awards in the Academic Policies and Regulations.
7
FRAMEWORK MONITORING

7.1
Aggregate Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) data
Received: paper for discussion 

7.1.1 LS presented the 2009/10 overall results by School – Mean Scores.  Overall the results were similar at institutional level to the year before.  LS explained that the Student Voice Steering group was discussing proposals for a Student Experience Feedback (SEF) survey for 2010/11.  The SEF was intended to be a broader survey which did not try to capture feedback on overall student experience satisfaction and unit feedback at the same time.  It was intended that the SEF would allow the University to ask the questions that it had not been able to ask in the SUE, due to the SUE being modelled on the NSS.
7.1.2 Unit feedback would be organised separately.  Unit Leaders would be able to decide when to deploy their own unit level surveys, which could be tailored to suit their needs, in order to gain appropriate and timely feedback for their unit.  
7.2
NSS Results


Received: NSS 2010 results by School
7.2.1 A paper providing the ‘NSS 2010 results by School - % Agreeing’ was presented by LS.  It was noted that BU had slipped back a little from the previous year but the sector in general continued to improve slightly year on year.  BU students had expressed themselves as being 77% satisfied, against 83% satisfaction across the sector. 
7.2.2 LS provided the institutional headlines to the committee and explained that there was a comprehensive data set in a spreadsheet from IPSOS-MORIS which was worth looking at.  This was available for all staff at two locations SAS/Public/Student Administration/NSS or SAS/Collaborative/Student Administration/Management Information.  Schools could view the data by Department and JACS code and LS agreed to add a document which mapped the three levels of JACS codes and how they related to the principle JACS code from HEFCE in the same folders for staff to see.  LS asked that any School level queries on the data be directed to him.
7.2.3 CM noted that BU had an overall lower score than another institution he had compared the results with, but BU’s scores for the 21 individual questions were higher.  The overall satisfaction score does not necessarily reflect the responses to the individual questions, so it would be interesting to find out more from the students on how they decide the score they give for overall satisfaction.  SM said it would be interesting to find out what the overall satisfaction score correlates with, and what factors determine which HEIs are at the top and which are at the bottom in the league tables.    AJ noted that it is frustrating that the score for Organisation and Management is always lower than expected despite the Schools trying hard to improve in this area. 
7.2.4 JT asked what would happen next with the data received.  A NSS action plan would go to ULT once Schools had been able to unpick the data received.  Schools would discuss the data at SQAEC and actions arising would form part of the School Quality Report presented to ASC in December.  Whilst ASC maintains oversight JT queried how information is shared between the Schools and how the discussions which take place at ASC are joined up with the discussions at ULT.  The Chair agreed to raise this at ULT.

Action: KW

8
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

8.1
Brit School – new partnership - Institutional approval proposal (will deliver FdA Media Practice already in approval as part of the Media Short Course framework)
8.1.1 ASC was asked to consider a proposal for a new partnership with Brit School.  From the paperwork provided it was noted that Brit School had received an outstanding Ofsted report and was highly regarded by industry.  Brit School had approached BU regarding the partnership and were attracted to the Media School and the Centre of Excellence for Media Practice (CEMP) as they were a Skillset Media Academy with a proven track record in distance learning.  The proposed relationship had a number of natural connections and had been enthusiastically welcomed by both parties and developed by CEMP.

8.1.2 The collaboration would look to develop a pathway for students who may not normally progress to University.  It was proposed that Brit School would deliver an existing FdA Media Practice managed by the Media School and currently offered at Bridgwater College.  Students at Brit School had a record of achieving around 300 tariff points in post- 16 qualifications, but for various reasons did not move away and were therefore unlikely to go on to University.  This could be resolved by Brit School delivering the BU award of FdA Media Practice.  The aim was that after two years the students may wish to come to BU to take the BA (Hons) Global Media Practice Level H top-up programme, or further down the line Brit School may be in a position to deliver the Level H top-up themselves.  The proposed partnership offered a number of advantages for BU, including increasing the Media School’s engagement with widening participation students. 

8.1.3 If the development was successfully approved there was some immediate work to be done in order to prepare Brit School staff to deliver the programme appropriately at HE level. CEMP aimed to develop the Brit School academic staff during this year through an agreed staff development plan so that they were ready to start delivering from September 2011.  Whilst the level of risk for this new partnership was low, the factors of distance would need to be considered by Brit School and CEMP.
8.1.4 Whilst the proposal was for delivery of one foundation degree at present there was scope for further developments in media production in the future.  JT asked where the student numbers would come from and TW confirmed that currently numbers would come from the normal partner institution allocation.  
8.1.5 RESOLVED: that the new partnership institutional approval proposal with Brit School be approved for development.
8.2
Partner Institution Review (PIR)


Received: Kingston Maurward College Action Plan

Received: Guernsey Training Agency Action Plan

Received: Weald and Downland Museum PIR Action Plan

8.2.1 The three action plans were noted.  Jacky Mack had been working closely with Kingston Maurward College in particular as this Action Plan was overdue, but it had been circulated as soon as it had been received over the Summer.
8.2.2 All PIR action plans were monitored through the Partnership Board meetings held twice a year and would appear on the agenda until all actions had been successfully completed.
8.3
AECC PIR report 

Received: AECC PIR report – 16.06.10

8.3.1
The report was noted.  One condition and some recommendations were attached and these would be followed up in an Action Plan which would be brought to ASC in October.
8.4 Institutional Approval

8.4.1
Sony Computer Entertainment Europe (SCEE)

Received: Institutional approval visit report – 09.07.10 

8.4.1.1
The report was noted
8.5
Partnership Boards


Received: Minutes of the following meetings – Wiltshire College – 13.07.10

8.5.1
The minutes received were noted.  

8.6
Partnership Agreements

8.6.1
It was noted that the following Agreement had been signed since the last meeting:

8.6.1.1
Dorset HealthCare NHS Foundation Trust - Memorandum of Understanding signed on the 16th August 2010
9
COMMITTEES

9.1 DEC School Quality Assurance and Enhancement Committee (SQAEC) 

Received: SQAEC extract of 07.07.10 and Chair of Board of Examiners report
9.1.1 The DEC SQAEC had escalated a discussion around BA (Hons) Fashion and Textiles delivered at Wiltshire College Salisbury (WCS) to ASC for consideration.  A report from the Chair of the Board of Examiners meeting was also presented which highlighted concerns raised by the External Examiners last year and again this year which were yet to be resolved.  TH reported that Jacky Mack (JM) was aware of the issues but unfortunately the situation at the College was getting worse rather than better.    JT said that JM was arranging a meeting with senior managers at WCS to take matters forward and noted that the College have made promises on resources which had subsequently not been kept.  JM would provide a progress report to ASC in October.
Action: JM

10
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

10.1
There was no other business.

11
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Tuesday 19th October 2010 - 14:00 to 16:45, Board Room
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