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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:
Prof Matthew Bennett

Deputy Dean Research, Conservation Sciences

Janet Hanson (JH)
Head of Academic Services (AS)
Dr Julia Kiely


Reader, Business School
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Deputy Dean (Education), Business School (BS)
Prof Jim Roach 
Deputy Dean (Education), Design, Engineering & Computing
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2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 21st May 2008
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1
The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting with the exception of AB as ‘Chair’. 
3 QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1
Quality Assurance Framework Review (QAFR) update
3.1.1
The recommendations from QAFR were approved at the May meeting and are being taken forward. The main change to procedures through QAFR is the new process for ARPMs and their reporting structure. The new process has been developed, introduced and is now being implemented. The role of ARPM readers will be discussed at the DD(E)/AAM Away Day on the 17th July. Other QAFR recommendations that have been completed are those relating to committee membership, the changes of which were approved by the Board last week in the form of the new Senate Standing Orders. Revisions to the Independent Marking Protocol are to be discussed by ASC members under agenda item 4.  Further amendments to processes recommended by the QAFR will be brought to ASC in September. 
3.2
Quality Assurance Framework Review- report from Collaborative Provision working Group.

Received: Paper from the Collaborative Provision working group (QAFR)
3.2.1 The sub group of QAFR continued to meet after the initial feedback from QAFR in May. The group had considered quality issues highlighted by the Dimbleby review, specifically the Partnership Reporting Structure, documentation relevant to the quality assurance of CP and the role of the Link Tutor.  
3.2.2 Members discussed the proposed reporting structure. The main change involved the addition of the Regional Strategic Partnership Board and its reporting lines. Its role is to encourage and monitor collaboration and sharing across regional partners. The lack of formal links between Partnership Boards and School Quality Assurance and Enhancement Committees (SQAECs) was discussed, particularly with regards to the ARPM process and the PIs ownership of the process (see 3.9 below). AB reported that all PIs were willing to engage with the revised ARPM process and would be operationalising as much as possible for September 2008. 
3.2.3 JM noted the range of existing documentation on the quality assurance of collaborative provision, which potentially lacked clarity and coherence. The group proposed that this information be amalgamated into a handbook, which it was intended would be user friendly for staff. Certain sections would continue to be held separately, such as the University’s Academic Policies and Regulations, and the Academic Procedures. The draft handbook would be circulated within the next few weeks for comment. GW asked whether non-regional partners such as the Guernsey Training Agency would be included. JM suggested that they would be as it was clearer and easier to implement if one handbook was produced to suit all PIs.
3.2.4 The QAFRG group proposed that the way in which Link Tutors (LTs) were organised within Schools should change. It was proposed that the number of LTs would be reduced to one per PI per School, a model based on that already used in the Media School. CM asked whether specific posts or grades had been proposed for this position, as many colleagues had faced uncertainty over their position over the last year. Level 9 posts and Associate Deans had been discussed but it was concluded that each School should decide on level in the context of their collaborative provision and management structures. 
3.2.5
JG suggested that the role of GES needs exploring in the context of future models of collaboration with partners. A peripatetic careers advisor that worked with the PIs and had been highlighted as good practice no longer existed and it was suggested that this needed to be addressed.
3.2.6
RESOLVED: That the recommendations from the Collaborative Provision sub group be approved subject to the considerations above.  
3.3 QAA Institutional Audit Steering Group –Briefing Paper
Received: draft Briefing Paper for the Institutional Audit
3.3.1
The QAA audit briefing paper was circulated to the Committee the previous week. AB suggested that as many staff as possible should have the opportunity to read the briefing paper, including colleagues within PIs. The paper would be published on the portal on 28th July and should highlight both areas of good practice within the University, as well as those that the University was developing. Any further illustrations of good practice within University’s procedures should be fed back to AB.










Action: ASC members

3.3.2
The QAA Assistant Director had visited the University for the preliminary visit. This had provided an opportunity to discuss the focus and methodology of the audit.  It had been suggested that the University provide flow charts where possible to demonstrate processes and to ensure that examples offered to the auditors for sampling trails were representative of University processes.  
3.4
External Examiner Nominations approved by Chair’s Action
Received: a list of External Examiners for ratification
3.4.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
3.5
External Examiner Nominations for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

3.5.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.

3.6
QAA Code of Practice- Action Plans

Received: Section 5 Academic Appeals and Student Complaints, Section 10 Admissions to Higher Education
3.6.1 Revisions to sections 5 and 10 of the QAA Code of Practice had been held over from ASC in May. MB provided an update on the arising action plan.  Guidance for academic appeals and student complaints had been updated and the new versions would be in place for September.  It was noted that an annual report on Appeals and Complaints was received by SMT and that this should also be received by ASC.
3.6.2 SB reported that students found the legal terms within the document difficult to understand and queried whether the Students’ Union had commented on the document. MB confirmed that the legal interpretations had been removed and the Students’ Union Manager had been included in the consultation. However, MB agreed to circulate to members of the Students’ Union for further comment.
Action: MB
3.6.3
The action plan for Section 10 Admissions to Higher Education would not be acted upon until later in the year and would concentrate more on operational issues. It was confirmed that BU met the precepts but areas for further work had been identified.  A job description for staff dealing with admissions was being produced. 
3.7
Publications Steering Group- annual report


Received: PUSG annual report

3.7.1 MO presented the annual report and outlined a number of changes made by the group during the previous year. MB asked whether the group had considered cutting back on printing prospectuses and advised to look at the on-line publications. This was being kept under review but many students still request printed copies. BA inquired whether the group used social networking sites such as ‘face-book’ to publicise programmes and a dedicated group within ICR was concerned with this activity. 
3.7.2
CS stated that in the past some of the information on PI websites referring to BU awards was incorrect and often outdated. The new Partnerships Marketing Manager would be ensuring that this information was kept current.

3.8
Update to Academic Policies and Regulations: Section D - Chair’s Action
Received: Proposed addition to Section D of Academic Policies and Regulations
3.8.1 Although Board of Examiners Chair’s Action was custom and practice at the University and had been used as an approval mechanism for many years, the details of how it operates does not appear in any formal documentation. The proposed addition reflects 18.8 of the new Senate Standing Orders that come into force on August 1st 2008. 

3.8.2 Members welcomed the clearer definitions but queried the principle and practicalities of seeking External Examiner (EE) approval in all cases. GW and ABoer suggested that any Chair’s Action requiring EE approval would be delayed if timely correspondence was not received from EEs. It was also noted that if exam boards continued to have delegated status, all decisions between the sub-board and re-sit board could be left for the Chair of the Reassessment Board where EE approval would not be required. MB clarified that this approval would be sought for any matters outside the period between exam boards. Any comments on the process or the wording of the proposal to be sent to MB. A revised paper to be brought back to September ASC for approval.
Action: MB
3.9
Progress on ARPMs

3.9.1 JT updated the Committee on developments on the new approach to ARPMs. Feedback from staff confirmed that as far as timescales were concerned staff were supportive of the new process and confident that it could be achieved. Members heard that the extensive schedule of workshops outlining the main changes at both the University and the PIs was nearing completion. 
3.9.2
The role of ARPM readers would change as a result of the new process and SQAECs would have more of a role in the direct analysis of the ARPMs.  Guidance and briefings on the roles of readers and SQAEC would be discussed with Schools shortly. Most PIs also planned to conduct a central check of ARPMs prior to submitting them to the University.  Any feedback on how the process is working would be welcomed by ADQ.

4 ASSESSMENT
Received: Reports from each School on assessment turnaround
4.1 School progress reports on assessment turnaround

4.1.1
It was clear that some Schools were more effective in achieving the three-week turnaround expectation than others. HSC reported the highest rate and CS the lowest. CM noted that HSC based their results on the % or students that received timely feedback rather than by programme. Different strategies for planning assessment turnaround were discussed and online submission and marking of work could be a potential solution for the future.  It was considered that response rates to the turnaround should be a performance management issue and should be dealt with as an appraisal issues within the Schools.  Schools were required to put in place appropriate strategies to rectify the situation and report on these to ASC through their School Quality Reports.  It was agreed that the issues arising from regional PIs would be taken up by JM and reported back to ASC.  

4.1.2
SB reported that some students had been dissatisfied with the assessment turnaround. They had suggested that communication had been deficient in some Schools, with staff not informing them of when to expect results. It was also noted that students were also unsure why their mark had not correlated with comments made on their assessment. Schools were asked to reflect on the outcome of assessment turnaround and include a commentary and actions as appropriate through the School Quality Report. JM would report back with PI action plan








           
Action: ASC members









Action: JM

4.2 Independent Marking Protocol
Received: Revised Section D, Appendix D/C of Academic Policies and Regulations
4.2.1 The QAFR recommended that a single University wide Independent Marking Protocol be introduced to replace the policies developed by Schools.  Schools had originally been required to approve their own policy under the University protocol but the QAFR had revealed that the extent of divergence between School practices was such that a single approach should be reconsidered.  Members suggested that the need for evidence of second marking be made more explicit in the proposed protocol for all cases, not just where justificatory comment is required.  MB noted that this was the cause of a number of appeals, as students could see little evidence of second marking taking place. This was also vital for a complete audit trail. 
4.2.2 The most significant proposed change within the protocol was concerned with second and double marking. The current practice of marking all first, fails and a percentage of each band in between had worked well but with the move to frameworks and 20 credit units shared within and among Schools, this could in some instances amount to huge amounts of work, making the operation unworkable.  Members debated whether all fails should be included or just borderline fails.  It was suggested that a differential depending on the academic level of the fail could reasonably be accommodated.  The sample size was also discussed with 15 and 20 scripts being proposed as a sample size..  For small cohorts, this may mean that all or most would be included and it was suggested that only 50% of small cohorts (i.e 15 students or less) should be independently marked. There was discussion of what a representative sample could be. MB expressed concern with changing the marking protocol away from including all fails and suggested that the University should continue this practice. It was asked that further comments or suggestions be sent to CS. A revised Independent Marking Protocol to be brought to the September ASC meeting.










Action: CS

4.3 Assessment Regulations

4.3.1 The QAFR recommended that the assessment regulations be updated.  JT reported that work was underway and that a proposal would be circulated to members shortly for comment.
4.4
Detection and Avoidance of assessment offences. Feedback from Schools on the use of Turnitin-.

Received: Paper stating Schools’ use of Turnitin.
4.4.1 Most Schools reported that they had used detective and avoidance of assessment offences software infrequently or not at all. Two Schools had engaged with the software considerably during the year.  Due to the large amount of work invested in Turnitin to date BS and SM had discussed splitting the cost of the Turnitin software rather than changing to SafeAssign.  BA suggested that JH would have to be consulted as it was not clear whether the financial implications were the only reason that Turnitin was being discontinued. BA and AB agreed to discuss issues raised with JH and SM and BS to discuss their use of software with other Schools, and Schools to make proposals for 2008-09 to September ASC.
Action: BA/ AB
Action: KW/ EM

5
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ENHANCEMENT GROUP

Received: A list of QAEG Nominations for approval

5.1 RESOLVED: that all nominations included in the papers be approved.
6 PROGRAMME MONITORING

6.1 Students Unit Evaluation (SUE) Steering Group

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 13th May 2008
6.1.1
CS updated the Committee with recent developments. Concerns were raised with the low return rates of the forms. Liam Sheridan had disseminated summary reports to all Schools, so data from them could be reflected upon. Staff issues around defamation had been raised within Schools and would be discussed at the next steering group meeting. 
6.2 ARPM Synoptic reports for programmes on non-standard cycle
Received: ARPM non-standard synoptic reports from Schools
6.2.1 There remains a problem of some staff failing to adequately complete UMR reports. It is expected that the new ARPM process will make non-submittance more evident to School managers. It was suggested that this could be dealt with as an appraisal issue within Schools.
6.2.2     CM reported that the lack of adequate Readers reports can be a problem in HSC, and a number of ARPMs had not been completed. Issues have arisen when staff leave and it is difficult to remedy the situation by using the performance and management route in some areas. It was suggested that UEG should consider this as part of any review of the academic appraisal system. ADQ were asked to produce a summary of non-standard synoptic reports to feed into EEC.










Action: BA 
Action: ADQ
6.3             Conclusions from audit of programme monitoring

Received: Conclusions from AS and BS audit reports

6.3.1        AS was the only School due to be audited this year but issues raised over the monitoring processes in the BS, pressed the School into requesting an early audit. Some issues were found with regards to the reader process and these are being taken forward by the School. However, during the process auditors were aware that they were reflecting on an old system, therefore, any recommendations will be sympathetically addressed. 

7
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

Received: Partnership Board minutes from B&PC, KMC.
7.1
The minutes were noted.
7.2
Partnership Institutional Review

7.2.1
The B&PC action plan had not yet been received by the University. The Yeovil College Report has been sent to the College for their comments. The B&PC action plan and YC report will be brought to the September ASC.











Action: ADQ
8
POSTGRADUATE RESEARCH

8.1 Research Degree Committee (RDC)
8.1.1
The minutes were noted. Under the new Senate committee structure some of the functions carried out by the RDC will be split between the Graduate School Academic Board and School Research and Enterprise Committees. External members of examination panels reporting and approval process will be managed by ADQ. JF reported that MyBuild was not currently being used by all supervisors within the School. The decision had been made to withdraw the paper based exercise to help prevent this. 
9
SCHOOL QUALITY COMMITTEES
9.1
Programme Modifications from School Quality Committees approved by ASC Chairs Actions 

Received: Modifications from BS. HSC, Registry

9.1.1
RESOLVED: The modifications included in the papers were ratified.
9.2
Extracts from School Quality Committee / Modifications Panel meetings


Received: extracts from BS, CS, DEC, HSC, GS, SM
9.2.1
RESOLVED: that the modifications included in the papers be approved.
10
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT
10.1 Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval
Received: Paper outlining all reviews, validations and reviews for closure completed 

10.1.1
RESOLVED: that the reviews, validations and reviews for closure included in the papers be approved
10.2
Programme Reviews deferrals from Schools

Received: Paper outlining reviews proposing to be deferred by Schools

10.2.1
RESOLVED: that the list of programme review deferrals included in the papers be approved
10.3
Recommendations from Reviews and Validations for the University to consider

Received: Paper outlining recommendations received from programme review and validation events
10.3.1 A number of recommendations were already being addressed. Different interpretations of ECTS credits had been outlined. Details had been obtained and guidance will be revisited in light of the information received 
10.3.2
Weald and Downland do not always get notification of some general staff development sessions held at the University which could also apply to other bi-lateral arrangements. It was suggested that as the University was responsible for academic standards on the programmes delivered by the museum, every effort should be made to engage the team in staff development offered. 
10.3.3
The award of MRes was encouraged for development at the University. A generic one was being put together by the Graduate School, with BS, MS and HSC being engaged with it. 

10.4
Programme Development proposal- TMC Educational Group, Singapore


Received: paper proposing delivery of existing BA (Hons) Level H programmes in tourism and hospitality at TMC Educational Group, Singapore
10.4.1 The proposed Top-up degree reflected the SM strategic plan. The SM Deputy Dean (Education) had recently visited TMC and was satisfied that the proposal should be put forward. BA reported that UEG was satisfied that it should be brought to ASC for consideration.
10.4.2 It is a University’s expectation that a prospective PI should have an equal or better academic profile to Bournemouth. . AB suggested that although it was not an equivalent institution to Bournemouth strategically, the institution in terms of collaborative provision had a track record with the other UK HEIs.  Further details about the academic nature of the proposed programme were provided which were not outlined in the paper and it was requested that the paper be revised to give a fuller account of the standing of the partner.
Action: ABoer
10.4.3 Management of the programme would be undertaken by a range of people in SM, due to the distances and commitment involved. This would help to maintain the academic standards of what was being delivered. Clear synchronised assessment was not necessary as although units delivered would be identical to those offered at the University, individual elements of assessment would be different.

10.4.4 IT Conference facilities, would be initiated between the institutions to aid in the monitoring and contact processes. ABoer confirmed that all staff at TMC were well qualified. A link tutor would also be provided to ensure continuity between the institutions. 

10.4.5 ABoer stated that the provision of learning resources were not as good as those at Bournemouth but all Bournemouth University e-learning facilities will be available to the students via their Bournemouth log in. Students were also eligible to use the Singapore National Library which was in the immediate vicinity and offers excellent resources. 
10.4.6 RESOLVED: that a revised proposal be approved by Chair’s Action for the next stage of development. 
11
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

11.1
JG asked whether the 2007 NSS results were available. They were not currently available but once available will come to the next ASC. 
12
DATE OF NEXT MEETING
12.1
Tuesday 9th September from 9.15am in the Board Room.
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