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2
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 7th DECEMBER 2011

2.1               Accuracy

2.1.1        The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting, except for section 4.1.1 which should read ‘JT would finalise the report after discussing the framework management section with PR’ and section 4.3.5.1 which should read ‘when two current pathways are likely to be closed’.
2.2              Matters Arising 

2.2.1
(Minute 2.2.7): Marketing and Communication colleagues had been asked to produce a report on the Brit School and this had been done. 
2.2.2
(Minute 2.2.10):
The development of PG induction packs was to be rolled forward in terms of the induction experience, which was being looked at as part of a larger PG student admissions requirements, arrivals and experience review. TZ would liaise with the SU Vice President (Education) to take the issue forward.
Action: TZ/KJ 
2.2.3
(Minute 3.1.1.5): The AECC SQR had been updated and resubmitted as requested. The College had responded to the external examiner detailing how the issues raised were being addressed and were revisiting the induction and information provided to external examiners.
2.2.4
(Minute 3.1.2.5): GW confirmed that the good practice for the processes for dissertation selection identified in the ApSci School Quality Report had been shared with the Business School.
2.2.5
(Minute 3.1.4.4): An updated School Quality Report for DEC had been received.
2.2.6
(Minute 3.1.6.4): This item of good practice had been referred to the Education and Student Enhancement Committee (ESEC).
2.2.7
(Minute 3.1.7.1): The issue regarding the initial fitness-for-purpose of the School of Tourism partner institution ARFMs is to be addressed through the changes to ARFM academic procedure (to be discussed under item 3.3 of the agenda). 
2.2.8
(Minute 3.1.8.1): EDQ had discussed the outcomes of the ARFM audit with Schools and a paper on the Changes to the ARFM was discussed under agenda item 3.3, below.
2.2.9
(Minute 3.1.8.2): The Student Voice Committee (SVC) was to consider current school practices for implementation of unit-level student feedback. 
2.2.10
(Minute 3.1.8.5): ESEC had discussed the paper on common themes on the student experience and quality of learning opportunities arising from SQRs.
2.2.11
(Minute 3.2.2): The Graduate School Annual Report had been circulated electronically to the Committee for comments and endorsement. The improved performance with regard to doctoral completion within 4 and 7 year timescales for full time and part time candidates respectively was noted.

Endorsed: That the report be endorsed by the Committee.

2.2.12
(Minute 3.3.3): It was confirmed that the Annual Partnerships Report had included Guernsey within the UK collaborative provision.
2.2.13
(Minute 3.5.2): A meeting with DDEs to discuss proposed changes to the ARFM process had been held. Recommendations of that meeting would be discussed by the Committee under agenda item 3.3.
2.2.14
(Minute 4.1.2): The QAA Mid Cycle review report had been sent to the QAA and EDQ were awaiting their response. 
3
PART ONE
3.1
Student Population Statistics


Received: Student Population Statistics February 2012

3.1.1
LS summarised the paper for the committee. Non-continuation following year of entry statistics were discussed. University statistics, which include all full-time first degree entrants, show good agreement with the HESES published tables for BU, which considers only Home students. Non-continuation has remained fairly stable over the last three years. The University Continue/Qualify rate of 90.5% for 2008/09 was slightly above the sector average of 89.3%. There was more variation in School non-continuation with the Continue/Qualify rate having risen significantly in ApSci, BS and HSC over the past three years; whereas rates for DEC and ST had fallen slightly. 

3.1.2
The table for HESA’s Performance Indicator, T5: Projected Learning Outcomes was discussed. T5 projects the proportion of full-time, first degree entrants who will leave with a degree. The outlook was positive and should the University meet the HESA predictions then BU could expect to see a rise in the completion rates for 2011/12.
3.1.3
The Undergraduate (UG) Award Classification statistics were discussed. It was noted that there had been a steady rise over the past three years towards a higher proportion of First and Upper Second Class degrees.  The statistics correlating the link between tariff points on entry and honours degree classification were discussed.  There had been a slow but steady rise in the average tariff on entry. LS asked members to reflect on this trend in the light of increased tariff points introduced over the last few years.  It was noted that the increase in the proportion of higher classifications may be attributable to a greater use of the full range of marks available, which had been encouraged in response to feedback from external examiners. It was noted that external examiners and their reports were an important mechanism in the quality assurance system and the benchmarking of standards of the University’s degree classifications.
3.1.4
Members discussed the tables showing the relationship between the average tariff points of all graduating students (with a tariff score), by School, against the proportion of firsts and upper second class degrees.  There was a range of results with MS having the highest average tariff-point achievement on entry. However, in terms of value added it appeared to have the least out of the Schools, as the proportion of First and Upper Second Class degree obtained had been relatively lower compared to the tariff on entry. ApSci appeared to have the greatest value added for students as their students appeared to have made the greatest improvement. AD noted that this was due to the high level of support in ApSci given to the lower tariff entry students in order to help them get up to speed and achieve their potential. It was noted that perhaps the higher profile students needed more stretching. To gain further information on contributing factors it was recommended that Schools would need to review the statistics for individual programmes.
3.1.5
LS reported that the postgraduate (PG) outcomes looked relatively stable. In general the statistics projected that 80% of students would obtain a masters qualification, 10% a Postgraduate Diploma and the remaining 10% would consist of students obtaining a Postgraduate Certificate or no award. The Chair suggested there would be benefit in reviewing the PG statistics to see if there were any differences between full-time and part-time and also any difference by domicile. TZ would pull together the relevant information and provide a report for the next ASC meeting in May.











Action: TZ

3.1.6
PR noted that ST has a small number of Chinese PG students that decide not to return after the placement and opt to take the PgDip award instead. It was noted that overseas students value having a placement in the UK and this may affect statistics in the future. SE commented that MS is looking to put a placement at the end of some of their PG programmes although it was noted that having a placement before the masters stage allowed it to inform the dissertation.  
3.1.7
LS hoped that by the next meeting the figures would be available in the University’s data warehouse ‘Clickview’ and this would allow people to be able to drill down in to the statistics and make changes to live report criteria to view changes instantaneously. In the meantime pivot reports are available for Schools to view the data in more detail. The Chair recommended that the reports be considered by Schools to identify specific School and programme level actions.  
3.1.8
Resolved:  that the salient points from the report and the ASC discussion be taken forward for consideration within Schools as appropriate.
Action DDEs

3.2
External Examiners Policy & Procedure, including mapping to the QAA Quality Code


Received: Examiners Policy & Procedure, including mapping to the QAA Quality Code
3.2.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee. The External Examiners Policy and Procedure had been due a full review and it had been decided to undertake this review alongside the consultation and publication of the revised QAA Quality Code Section 7 in order that the new Policy and Procedure could be mapped on to the new code. The Policy and Procedure had been extensively updated throughout.  A number of recommendations for changes to the policy and procedure had been put forward which had been discussed by the Quality Assurance Standing Group.  The Committee was asked to consider approval of the Procedure aspects of the commitment and to recommend approval of the Policy aspects of the document to Senate.

3.2.2
Two key changes had been made in order to map to the new code: firstly to address the requirement to publish details of external examiners to students and secondly to see how the University could strengthen support of its internal staff in external examining. Other changes that were proposed were to reflect good practice. 
3.2.3
The Policy and Procedure proposed that new external examiners be appointed to maintain sole responsibility or joint responsibility for at least one named programme. GW pointed out that some programmes consist of a broad range of disciplines. It was accepted that for some named programmes there would need to be a number of externals. However, Schools would need to ensure in each team of externals, for a framework/programme, that each programme title is covered by at least one external examiner who has oversight of the award. The Chair noted that this would be consistent with the recently amended requirement for assessment board reports that allow outcomes by pathway to be considered.  It was noted that the wording could be amended for clarity.










Action: JT
3.2.4
Regarding the publication of externals examiners details to students, two issues were raised: firstly that some programmes, at partners in particular, do not use myBU, so there would need to be some flexibility about where the information was displayed. The second concern was that students may use the published information to try and contact external examiners, although direct contact details would not be published. JT recommended that it is made clear in the appointment letter to the external what the expectations are and the action to take if approached directly by students.  The paper proposed that external examiners be automatically given access to myBU upon their appointment. Currently access is available on request. It was recommended that the wording be changed to reflect that access should be to any relevant VLE, as some partners may not use myBU.
3.2.5
The question was raised of what would happen should a School consider that an external was not fulfilling their duties.  JT confirmed that EDQ is revising the appointment letter in order to clearly state the required duties and that appointments could be terminated by the University.  It was proposed that any consideration of termination of tenure of an external examiner be conducted by ASC since it is the University deliberative body that appoints external examiners.
3.2.6
The Chair noted the issue that it may be considered restrictive if the University is not able to appoint an external examiner from an institution with which members of the University had previously collaborated on research. JT responded that EDQ had responded to the QAA consultation on this point but the code had retained this restriction. Therefore, it was recommended that applicants be asked to declare any research collaboration so that a view could be taken as to whether this would cause a potential conflict of interest.
3.2.7
Members discussed the existing additional guidance that the University provides for the external examiner person specification. Concern was raised that the additional guidance made it more challenging to be able to find an appropriate candidate and therefore members suggested flexibility in the criteria.  JT clarified that the aim was to encourage Schools to consider externals from a wider pool and not to be prescriptive. It was noted that Schools retain flexibility under the criteria and that the additional guidance was indeed such, and that it was important that when considering candidates that Schools balance the attributes of the external examining team appropriately. 
3.2.8
TZ asked how research procedures would be covered in policy and procedure. JT confirmed that this Policy and Procedure was for taught awards only and current arrangements for appointing external examining teams for Postgraduate Research degree were outlined in a separate Code of Practice. 
Approved: the Procedure section was approved, accepting minor word changes to the sections and adopting the recommendations above. 
Recommended: that the Policy section be approved by Senate. 
3.3
Changes to the ARFM Procedure


Received: Update to changes on ARFMs
3.3.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee. A meeting had been held with Schools and Academic Partnerships to propose changes to enhance the 2011-12 monitoring cycle. Members discussed the proposed changes. Within the Framework Leader’s report only monitoring data that is missing would be listed from now on and School’s would have an underlying spreadsheet of monitoring data which would be updated as data becomes available and allow more effective tracking and monitoring. There would also be a move back to a process where it is ensured that every ARFM is reviewed by a Reader.
3.3.2
It was recommended that there be one submission point for all ARFMs and it was desirable that ARFMs are submitted in time to be taken to the October School Academic Standards Committees (SASC). As most terminal boards take place in the summer and the process requires that ARFMs are submitted within three weeks of the Board, meeting the deadline for October SASCs should be achievable. The Chair stressed the need to be able to reflect early enough in order to consider and embed necessary improvements and/or enhancements in time for next academic delivery cycle. CM noted that sometimes meeting the deadline can be an issue of Reader quality and their ability to deliver their report on time. The Chair recommended that earlier submission and reflection of ARFMs be encouraged. Workshops for Readers would be put in place and Schools would need to consider and put in place appropriate Reader arrangements.

Action DDEs

3.3.3
Endorsed: the new ARFM procedure was endorsed.
3.4
Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure

Received: Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure
3.4.1
JT summarised the paper for the Committee. EDQ had assumed responsibility for the Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure within the last year and undertook a review prior to publication for 2012/13 to respond to feedback from Schools.   The Policy and Procedure remained largely unchanged although a few recommendations had been considered by the Quality Assurance Standing Group and had been brought to ASC for endorsement.  
3.4.2
Members welcomed the changes to the Policy and Procedure but sought clarification on a few areas.  It was noted that the scope and purpose included information regarding ALN consideration that should be usefully included in the definitions (1.4).  It was agreed that this would be amended.   The procedure proposed that Assessment Boards may exceptionally carry forward details of serious circumstances to the next academic year in order that later Boards may take account of this when determining final award classification. However students should apply afresh for extension or Board consideration each year.  Members felt that this particular policy was attempting to be too all-encompassing and recommended it be clarified with regard to what would be required to be submitted each year.   
3.4.3
Members agreed that, on balance, self-certification should be removed although it was recommended that this position be monitored. It was also noted that further clarification be provided regarding information to students on the outcome of Board consideration to allow students to request further detail. 










Action: JT
3.4.4
Resolved: that the minor amendments noted above be included into the Mitigating Circumstances Policy and Procedure for implementation as per the timescales outlined in the paper.
4
PART TWO

4.1
Partnership Development Proposal (Confidential Papers)


Received: (Partnership Development Proposal) Confidential Papers
4.1.1
DE and BB joined the meeting and DE summarised the paper for the Committee. The University was currently in discussions with a potential partner to enter into a collaborative arrangement to develop and grow current collaborative preparatory programme provision for international students. The University had gone to tender to identify appropriate partners to establish an embedded college model which would require a partner provider to build a new site and deliver preparatory programmes on the Lansdowne campus. JT noted that, further to discussions held last week, the recommended collaborative partnership model was an articulation arrangement rather than standard partnership provision as outlined in the papers.  
4.1.2
Members commented on the papers. It was noted that the financial model in the papers was largely based on facilities and not on student fee arrangements.  DE confirmed that the final financial agreement would also reflect student fee arrangements. The main benefit to the University would be to facilitate a progression route for overseas students onto the University’s programmes. Preparatory programmes would be closely mapped onto BU provision and BU and the partner would seek close and supportive relationships between the students and the academic Schools at BU.  A formalised process of how to dovetail the transition of students to the BU environment would be key. Therefore, the provider would work very closely with the receiving Schools in designing the programmes and in ensuring that the academic experience and type of activity students engaged with during the preparatory programmes enabled seamless progression to the University. The Chair noted that the papers identified a risk if there was not close BU School and facilities support and interaction. An important part of the proposal would be the need for colleagues in Schools to embrace this development and encourage students on the preparatory programmes to be a part of the BU community.
4.1.3
It was noted that the proposal allowed automatic progression to BU programmes on successful completion of programmes, which was a new development for the institution.  JT noted that the University would be involved in setting the standards for the preparatory programmes through the development process and would then closely monitor the standards through involvement in the embedded college quality assurance systems such as membership of a joint Board including oversight of annual monitoring and external examiner reports and appointments.  

4.1.4
Members discussed the requirement for the progression qualification to be marketed externally as a diploma. Concern was raised over the title as the qualification was considered to be equivalent to certificate level. It was noted that in the sector the title ‘Diploma’ is often used and the University’s title of ‘Diploma of Higher Education’ marks the difference for 240 credit attainment. It was also noted that the University currently accepts students with ‘Diplomas’ from other overseas institutions as part of recognition agreements for entry with advanced standing.  It was recommended that this be looked at as part of the development process.    











Action: DE

4.1.5
The risks of the proposal were discussed and although the risk assessment identified medium risk, the assessment template did not account for the expertise that this particular provider had in this area of work. DE confirmed that the non-academic side would be going through a very robust procurement programme. The risk to academic standards should be mitigated by implementing an appropriate academic structure and by the University having oversight of the development and the ongoing monitoring of the partnership. It was recommended that the documentation pertaining to the articulation model for collaborative provision be circulated to ASC for consideration and comment to the Chair prior to submission to the Institution Approval Panel.









Action: DE/JT

4.1.6
Approved: the proposal was approved for progression to the next stage of development, namely an Institutional Approval event followed by an approval event for the proposed preparatory programmes and progression routes.  
4.1.7 
The issue of confidentiality was raised. The Chair confirmed that as the University was still in negotiations, members were asked not to discuss the project outside of the University at this stage.

4.2
Framework Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme development proposal from the School of Applied Sciences.


School of Applied Sciences

4.2.1
BSc (Hons) Archaeology and Anthropology

4.2.1.1
ApSci proposed adding a new programme to their portfolio. It would draw upon two of the School’s obvious strengths in the subject areas of Archaeology and Anthropology. The new programme would also link to HSC, adding value by developing more of the social science aspects of the discipline. Members sought clarification on whether the programme was intended to be joint or single honours. It was confirmed that it had been carried forward as a single honours title. 

4.2.1.2 
Resolved: that the proposal be approved for development.
4.3
Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) – new nominations received


Received: New nominations from MS.

4.3.1 
Approved: that the nominations included in the papers for Julia Round and Dr Einar Thorsen were approved.

4.3.2
Since the papers had been circulated, a further nomination had been received for Milena Bobeva.  It was agreed that the nomination would be circulated to members for comment and approval taken by Chair’s Action.












Action: JT

5
PART THREE

5.1
Sector Consultations and Institutional Review update


Received: Sector Consultations and Institutional Review update.

5.1.1 
Noted: The paper was noted.
5.2
Partnership Board Minutes

Received: PB minutes for Anglo-European College of Chiropractic (AECC), Bournemouth and Poole College, Bridgwater College, Guernsey Training Agency University Centre (GTA), Kingston Maurward College, MET Film School, Weymouth College, Wiltshire College, Yeovil College.
5.2.1
AJ noted surprise that it appeared from the AECC report that there had been no involvement of student representatives. HT confirmed that student representatives have played key roles in management of the College’s provision at all levels. 
5.2.2 
Noted: The Partnership Board minutes were noted.
5.3
Partnership Agreements


Received: a list of Partnerships Agreements signed November 2011 – January 2012.

5.3.1 
Noted: the list of Partnerships Agreements was noted.
5.4
Completed framework/programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure


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

The Media School

5.4.1
The report of a review to the change of a title of one programme with in the Media Production Undergraduate Framework was discussed. SE was asked to clarify whether it was intended for existing students to be able to transfer to the newly titled programme, as should this be the intention then students would be required to sign up to the change. 
Action SE

5.4.2 
Noted: The review included in the paper was noted.
5.5
PGDip Media Management (European Television and Media Management Academy (ETMA)), 

review for closure report


Received: ETMA review for closure report.
5.5.1
The Chair noted that a full report of closure had been received by the meeting, since the University’s partnership with ETMA would be at an end and this was noted formally.
5.5.2
The Chair asked how many students were affected by the closure. It was confirmed that approximately five students had chosen to leave and five had decided to continue with the programme. SE reported that a lot of care had been taken to communicate with the students to ensure they were aware of the opportunity to continue.

5.5.3 
Noted: The review included in the paper was noted.
5.6
MA European Tourism Management (European partners) review for closure report


Received: ETM review for closure report.
5.6.1
The Chair noted that a full report of closure had been received by the meeting since the closure of the programme ended the University’s partnership with the collaborating institutions.  It was noted that the relationship had been a long-standing and successful one.  The closure of the programme and partnership was noted formally.

5.6.2
Recommended: UET to write to the partners to recognise their long standing and successful relationship with BU. 

Action JT

5.6.3 
Noted: The review included in the paper was noted.
5.7
Pending External Examiner appointments


Received: External Examiners ending during 2011 report.
5.7.1
It was noted that many nominations were in progress.  MS had a substantial number of replacements to make and nominations were in the process of being sought as a matter of urgency.

5.7.2 
Noted: The list was noted.
5.8
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees


Received: a list of External Examiners for note.

Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees for note.
5.8.1
TZ asked for clarification of the external examiner appointment process for PG Research degrees. JT clarified that the process involves QAEG members and EDQ, both acting on behalf of ASC, scrutinising the nomination. ASC approval is granted once the QAEG members and EDQ are satisfied the nomination is appropriate and those involved have the option of requesting that a meeting be convened to discuss the nomination if necessary. ASC receives details of the approvals and oversees the approval process through the annual report on external examining. 
5.8.2 
Resolved: The list of approved nominations was ratified.
6
REPORTING COMMITTEES

6.1
International and UK Partnerships Committee

Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 24th November 2011.
6.1.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
6.2
Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG)

Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 17th January 2012.
6.2.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
6.3
School Academic Standards Committee (SASC) 

Received: SASC minutes for ApSci, BS, DEC, HSC and MS.
6.3.1 
Noted: The minutes were noted.
7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

7.1
None

8
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING


Wednesday 9th May 2012
