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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:
Ana Gutierrez (AG)
Head of Student Administration, Student and Academic Services (SAS)
Toby Horner (TH)
President, Student’s Union (SUBU)

Prof Ahmed Khattab (AK)
Professor of Medical Research & Clinical Practice, School of Health & Social Care (HSC)

Philip Ryland (PR)
Deputy Dean (Education), School of Tourism (ST)
Prof Haymo Thiel (HT)
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)

Dr Xavier Velay (XV)
Deputy Dean (Education), School of Design, Engineering and Computing (DEC)

IN ATTENDANCE
Victoria Bel Gil (VBG)
Acting Head of UG Marketing and Student Recruitment, Marketing and Communications (M&C)
Dr Andrew Main (AM)
Associate Dean Student Experience, School of Design, Engineering and Computing (DEC)
Karen Pichlmann (KP)
Head of Admissions, Student and Academic Services (SAS)
Arvid Thorkeldsen (AT)
Director of UG Programmes, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 21st September 2011
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1 The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting, except for section 4.5.2 which should read ‘end of the year’. 
2.2 Matters Arising 
2.2.1
Minute 2.2.2
The Misconduct in Academic Research Policy had been circulated.
2.2.2
Minute 2.2.8
A paper proposing changes to the APL policy was presented and discussed under item 3.9.

2.2.3
Minute 3.1.4
Members of Student Administration had met to discuss the development of the additional tabular reports requested by ASC members for the next cycle of Assessment Boards. A further meeting would take place next week to finalise what could realistically be achieved in time for the summer Assessment Boards and outline the resource requirements for this, including any external expertise from CAPITA. A progress update would be provided for the Committee before the next ASC meeting.

 Action: AG/AY
2.2.4
Minute 3.2.2
Recognising QAEG activities as an academic responsibility would be taken forward as part of a review of the academic career structure over the next few months.  
2.2.5
Minute 3.4.3
The Academic Management Information Manager will include the partnership information in the NSS summary paper for ASC in 2012-13.
2.2.6
Minute 4.4.1
JT confirmed that there had been two reviewers to consider the specific research degree examination team which had been queried at the last meeting.  
2.2.7
Minute 4.5.2
JT had circulated details to staff inviting volunteers to register their interest with the QAA. A number of colleagues have expressed an interest.  
2.2.8
Minute 6.1
The Student Records Manager is working with the IT department to allow a 30-day grace period between the decision to withdraw a student and the student being denied access to myBU. This will be in place for the next round of Assessment Boards. 
3
PART ONE

3.1
Revised Admissions Policy and Regulations

Received: Revised Undergraduate and Postgraduate Admissions Policies and the Admission (Taught Programmes) Policy and Procedure 
3.1.1 The Head of Admissions summarised the changes that had been made to the Undergraduate (UG) and Postgraduate (PG) Admissions Regulations and the Admissions (Taught Programmes) Policy and Procedure to update the documents and bring them into line with the latest sector requirements. Comments were invited from members prior to these being forwarded to Senate.
3.1.2 Minimal changes had been made to the UG and PG Admissions Regulations. English language requirements were reworded to reflect new UKBA requirements and allow for greater flexibility. The list of admissions qualifications had been updated and, in the case of the postgraduate regulations, these had been reordered to place the highest qualification upfront.  JT requested that this reordering also be applied to the UG regulations to ensure consistency. 
Action: KP

3.1.3 The Admissions (Taught Programmes) Policy and Procedure would replace the current Code of Practice on Admissions.  The content was largely unchanged although had been restructured to ensure that the Policy and Procedure sections were clearly separated and defined. Some content had been updated in line with sector developments and the revised document had also been considered against the QAA Code of Practice.
3.1.4 AJ queried section 5.2.1 of the Admissions (Taught Programmes) Policy and Procedure which states the current Policy on student fees. The Students’ Union had ongoing concerns with how information on fees is articulated to students. Section 9.2.1 states that fee information can be located on the BU website, but only a generic statement is available at present. AJ reported that students are concerned with the additional costs entailed in completing a University programme and require more information upfront. VBG informed members of the University decision to include all costs for essential elements of a programme in the programme fee. SE notes that peer pressure and advice from staff often playa part in what additional costs students incurred. It was agreed that the transparency of the fee information currently provided to students should be revisited in consultation with the Student’s Union. 
Action: VBG/AJ

3.1.5 DB informed members that the Key Information Set (KIS) will help to clarify important programme information to students such as student fees. A link to KIS requirements on the HEFCE website would be circulated to members for information.
Action: DB
RECOMMENDED: that Senate approve the amended Undergraduate (UG) and Postgraduate (PG) Admissions Regulations and the Admissions (Taught Programmes) Policy and Procedure.

3.2 QAA Institutional Audit Action Plan
Received: Updated 2008 QAA Audit Action Plan

3.2.1 JT presented the updated 2008 QAA Audit Action Plan which reported on the current status of the actions agreed after the audit.  Members were invited to comment on progress and provide further School information and examples to inform the mid-cycle review report being prepared for submission to the QAA in December.
3.2.2 Members discussed the development of frameworks.  Framework implementation had been specifically monitored through School Quality Audits and members shared other School level mechanisms for monitoring such as the regular meetings between student representatives and framework leaders which fed into School level committees.  The Students’ Union noted that they continued to receive feedback from students about the need for a more programme-specific focus within seminars and large lectures.  The impact of the Releasing Potential Initiatives was also discussed and members noted that the different attitudes of staff towards this initiative was often evident in how the changes had been received by students.  It was noted that communication to students of the benefits of the changes continued to be important.  Cohort identity was an issue identified in School NSS action plans and it was agreed to remit the matter to EEC for further consideration.

3.2.3 RECOMMENDED: that EEC consider the issue of programme cohort identity as part of the consideration of School enhancement plans.

3.2.4 School representatives confirmed that all Schools have Programme Coordinators and Framework Leaders, except for ST which has Programme Leaders. GW and CM reported that both the BS and HSC have problems in recruiting Framework Leaders at higher grades, due to the requirement for a PhD. TMB noted that the issue was being discussed at ULT. 
3.2.5 The extension of the Peer Assisted Learning (PAL) scheme to all programmes was discussed.   AJ reported that Level H students progressing from PIs continued to report challenges with the transition and suggested that more could be learnt from the ‘Buddy System’ developed by the School of Tourism (ST), as well as each student being allocated an individual tutor. 
3.2.6 RESOLVED: that the EDQ Manager update the draft mid-cycle review report in the light of the discussion and circulate to the committee for comments prior to submission to the QAA.
3.3 QAA Code of Practice-Section 2 Collaborative Provision and Flexible and Distributed Learning
Received: Section 2 of the QAA Code of Practice mapping document
3.3.1 Following the redefinitions of partnership activity approved by ASC last academic year, Educational Development and Quality (EDQ) and Academic Partnerships (AP) had conducted a detailed mapping of the new arrangements against the precepts in the amplified section 2 of the QAA Code of Practice.   The amplified code covered a wider range of partnership activities and the mapping had therefore been undertaken across the range of partnership activities at BU, including collaborative and some non -collaborative arrangements.  Whilst alignment with the code was confirmed, the mapping document highlighted some recommendations for action in the light of the additional QAA guidance which would necessitate updates to the Academic Procedures series.
3.3.2 JM highlighted precept A7, the implications of which requires the University to review its costing arrangements.  The current course costing process identifies programme level costs but does not currently account for the costs associated with the approval and ongoing management of a partnership.  Further work would therefore be undertaken to address this omission.  
3.3.3 In response to precept 27, it was recommended that checks on partnership publicity materials be strengthened, including formalising those checks undertaken by Link Tutors for Standard Partnership Provision. Currently, Link Tutors inform M&C of any marketing information issues that are discovered during their Link Tutor duties.  It was confirmed that checks by Link Tutors were intended as an additional mechanism to the more systematic checks undertaken by M&C.  This recommendation would be discussed with Partnership Coordinators. 
3.3.4 TMB queried how precept A12 would be met in relation to articulation arrangements.  It was noted that the University did not currently have any articulation arrangements and that an Academic Procedure would be produced in due course which outlined the approach and ensured that all appropriate precepts were covered.  It was envisaged that this precept would be addressed through annual monitoring arrangements but noted that the Link Tutor arrangement would become increasingly important in articulation models. JT reported that interpreting some elements of the Code had been a challenge, particularly so in the case of articulation and recognition arrangements and the extent to which the University could be responsible for the quality of learning opportunities on feeder programmes would differ between the models.   
3.3.5 RESOLVED: that the recommendations within the report be approved.
3.4 Marketing and Communications Annual Report

Received: M&C Annual Report
3.4.1 VBG outlined the summary report for members. The report included a focus on the accuracy of partner institution publicity as well as programme development and ensuring the accuracy, completeness and reliability of BU programme information. A full audit report is available from M&C. 
3.4.2 A number of enhancements have been introduced during 2011 to ensure the accuracy of information produced from M&C. These include ensuring a multiple checking system by M&C staff on information such as entry requirements, fees and new programme entries, and the process has included partnership programmes for the last year. External programme lists are audited annually and a spot check process will also be implemented during the coming year.
3.4.3 Members queried the outcomes of the recent audit of partnership publicity.   VBG reported that the information on campus based programmes was found to be accurate but M&C had identified a few cases where partnership materials were found to be inaccurate.  M&C have asked the PIs concerned to rectify the inaccuracies within a set deadline and would revisit these through additional spot checks later in the year. Actions to address these issues would also be monitored through Partnership Boards and had been included on the partnership performance matrix submitted to each meeting.  Members requested an update on progress at a subsequent meeting.
Action: VBG

RESOLVED: that an update on the accuracy of the PI information will be provided at the next meeting of ASC. 

3.4.4
AM reported that occasionally the marketing materials produced by M&C, whilst accurate, did not convey the desired focus or flavour of a programme.   AM queried whether there was scope for the edited text to be returned to the Programme Leader for final checking before publishing. VBG noted this was the current procedure but the department will ensure that extra time is spent undertaking the activity to ensure greater accuracy of information.  
3.5 Partnership Institutional Review End of Cycle report

Received: PIR end of cycle summary report
3.5.1 JT outlined the report summarising the review of the first cycle of the Partnership Institution Review (PIR) process. The PIR process monitored the PIs ability to follow the terms of agreement set out in the Memorandum of Agreement signed between the University and the PI. As well as monitoring quality and standards within the PIs, the process reviews the appropriateness of PI provision as part of a Schools’ programme portfolio. The report summarised the key outcomes from the engagements as well as the key commendations, conditions and recommendations for each PI. There were few common themes identified between the PIs although feedback on myBU implementation had contributed to a policy review in this area. Individual issues had been discussed and monitored within Partnership Boards facilitated by Academic Partnerships.  In one case, the PIR had prompted the closure of a partnership which was offering programmes outside of the University core areas of expertise.
3.5.2 A few minor changes had been proposed to the process in the light of experience, including changes to the way the key documents were compiled and greater coordination of PIR dates with the contract renewal processes.  These changes would be implemented for the next cycle of reviews due to commence in 2012-13.  
3.5.3 RESOLVED: The Committee concluded that the PIR process had been beneficial to all parties and approved the amendments to the procedure outlined in the paper 
3.6 Partner Quality Reports

Received: Partnership Quality reports from: Bournemouth & Poole College; Bridgwater College; Kingston Maurward College; Weymouth College; Wilshire College, Salisbury and Yeovil College.
3.6.1 The introduction of Partner Quality Reports (PQR) by Academic Partnerships this year was intended to strengthen the oversight of ASC on partnership monitoring.  Reporting of partnership monitoring issues through School Quality Reports had limitations in terms of fully reflecting good practice at the colleges and in providing a concise summary of issues across a partner institution.  In many cases, the reports built upon documents already created at college level and the reports had been received well by the partner institutions (PI).  

3.6.2 JM summarised the main themes from the reports.  The University’s three week turn-around was a common theme for discussion. With the exception of KMC and the AECC, performance had not been satisfactory and below the BU average. Those partners that did not comply with the expected service standard agreed that this was not acceptable. Level C retention rates and progression rates from Level I to Level H remained of some concern and would continue to be discussed between partners, Academic Partnerships and Link Tutors. Most PIs perceived the decline in recruitment to be challenging, this being particularly pertinent with the introduction of higher University fees. 

3.6.3 All PIs implemented effective unit feedback and received good response rates. Most continued to use the Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) method which had worked well for partners in the past. 
3.6.4 The reports will be disseminated to Partnership Coordinators and any issues will be monitored through action plans received at Partnership Boards. DDEs were asked to consider the information gained from the PQRs within their own SQRs, which will be discussed at the December ASC meeting. The Committee concluded that the reports were valuable and should continue to be presented annually to ASC. 
3.6.5
RESOLVED: that the new Partner Quality Reports to be brought to ASC annually. 

3.7 HSC School Quality Audit Report

Received: HSC SQA report 
3.7.1 JT summarised the HSC School Quality Audit Report for the Committee. The Action Plan would be brought to the next meeting.  A summary paper of the outcomes from all School Quality Audits would be reported to a later ASC meeting, to consider what has been learned institutionally from these engagements. 
3.8 MS School Quality Audit Action Plan - 1 year on update

Received: Updated MS SQR Action Plan
3.8.1 EDQ had requested that Schools provide ASC with a ‘year-on’ progress update on their School Quality Report Action Plans.   The Media School had been tracking actions through their School Quality and Enhancement Committee and the most recent version was submitted to ASC for consideration. 

3.8.2 It was noted that a number of actions were considered ‘ongoing’. Although a response to all actions had been initiated, the School did not consider them to be complete and the nature of the recommendations were such that there was scope for continual improvement. The Chair clarified that if systems had been put in place to deal with an issue, and progress had been made, then the action should be considered complete.  Further improvements should then be regarded as business as usual.
3.8.3 Although there had been some work undertaken to improve induction packs, the postgraduate-focussed issues raised through the School Quality Audit had not been fully addressed.  This work would now be taken forward by the SU Vice President (Education) in time for the next academic year. The new Head of the Graduate School would be asked to liaise with the Student’s Union over the issue. 
Action: KJ/TMB

3.9 Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL)- proposal for change 
Received: Paper reviewing BU APL credit limits for PG programmes
3.9.1 The Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG) had been asked to consider changing the current University APL credit limits. Such changes to current APL limits had been discussed a couple of years ago and not accepted at that time.   However, the increase in CPD applications and review of current sector practice had meant it was timely for the issue to be revisited. JT summarised the proposals from QASG for committee consideration.
3.9.2 The QASG proposed that APL limits remained unchanged for UG programmes, as the maximum APL credit allowance of two-thirds of a programme were in line with the sector. However the QASG proposed that the PG maximum credit limits be increased from 50% of the taught component to two-thirds of the award. Currently BU offer a maximum of one third of the taught element of the programme (60 credits) for the Accreditation of Certificated Learning (APCL) and no more than 40 credits for the Accreditation of Experiential Learning (APEL).  The group proposed that this should be increased to two thirds of the taught award (or 120 credits) for APCL and one third of the award (60 credits) for APEL. 
3.9.3 Members discussed the impact of the proposed change including the slight reduction in the APEL limit for postgraduate certificate and the implications for classification and for detecting academic offences. It was suggested that allowing credit to be drawn from a dissertation studied elsewhere would alleviate these issues but this was not agreed.   Information on other institutions that offer more generous APL allowances was considered and on balance members agreed that the change as presented was appropriate.  
3.9.4 RECOMMENDED: That Senate approve the proposed changes to the maximum credit limits for postgraduate awards, namely that APCL applications to be increased to two thirds of the credits for the award for which the student is registered and APEL applications be increased to one third of the credit for the award for which a student is registered. 
3.9.5 DEC had requested that the requirements for underpinning level and subject relevance in APL applications be reconsidered in the light of CPD applications. It was queried whether students intending to register only for CPD credits, rather than named awards, should be required to meet the current APL requirements for entry.  Members noted a number of implications for this approach and recommended that QASG discuss the issues further and, if appropriate, present a proposal paper to the committee. 
Action: JT

4
PART TWO

4.1
Framework development proposals
Received: Framework/Programme development proposals from the School of Design, Engineering and Computing and the Media School.  

Design, Engineering and Computing
4.1.1
MEng/ BEng Engineering (Part-time and Full-time) (Bournemouth University and Bournemouth and Poole College)
4.1.1.1
DEC proposed adding a new programme to their portfolio. The 3-4 year MEng/ BEng Engineering programme would be delivered by BU staff at both the University and Bournemouth and Poole College. Members sought clarification on a number of issues: the target market; student numbers; the timing of the validation and its relationship with UCAS deadlines; and the mode(s) of delivery. It was concluded that the proposal should be disseminated electronically to members when the above issues had been clarified for further discussion and approval.
4.1.1.2
RESOLVED: The proposal to be circulated to members electronically for further discussion and approval. 

4.1.1.3
JT reported that the MEng qualification was not included in the current list of University awards in the Academic Policies and Procedures.  The University had offered such awards in the past and it was agreed that the award should be reinstated.   










4.1.1.4
RECOMMENDED: that Senate approve the addition of MEng to the list of awards offered by the University. 
Media School
4.1.2
BA (Hons) Interactive Media Production to BA (Hons) Digital Media Design
4.1.2.1
The School proposed a change to the title of the programme in response to changes in the sector and to help increase student recruitment to the programme. 
4.1.2.2
RESOLVED: that the proposal be approved for development.

4.2
Framework review deferral
4.2.1
The Business School requested that the periodic review of the FdA Business and Management programme at Bournemouth and Poole College be deferred from 2011-12 to 2012-13.  The request was submitted to remedy an omission from the earlier deferral request to ASC for the BS undergraduate review.
4.2.2
RESOLVED: that the review deferral be approved.
5
PART THREE
5.1
Common Academic Structure
5.1.1
The Chair updated members on progress with the Common Academic Structure (CAS). A steering group and project group had been initiated and met. A representative from each School, Professional Service and SUBU attended both groups.  Project plans would be confirmed in November and the proposed deliverables from the project would be brought to the December meeting of ASC. 
5.2
Weymouth College Integrated Quality and Enhancement Review (IQER) Summary

Received: Summary paper of the Weymouth College IQER report
5.2.1
RESOLVED: The summary paper was noted.

5.3
Partnership Agreements 

5.3.1
The Academic Partnerships Manager presented the agreement signed since the last meeting of ASC.  Further clarification was provided on the nature of the recognition agreement signed and it was suggested that further detail of the arrangements be included in the summary paper in future.
5.3.2
RESOLVED: The summary paper was noted. 
5.4
Partnership Board Minutes

Received: PB minutes for the Defence College of Communications and Information Systems (DCCIS) 
5.4.1
RESOLVED: The Partnership Board minutes were noted.
5.5
Completed framework/reviews, validations and review for closure

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

5.5.2
RESOLVED:  the list of completed evaluations included in the paper was ratified.
5.6
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees 
Received: a list of External Examiners for ratification
Received: a list of Examination Teams for Research Degrees for ratification
5.6.1
RESOLVED: that the approval of all nominations be ratified.

6
COMMITTEES

6.1
Quality Assurance Standing Group (QASG)

Received: The minutes from the meeting dated 20th September 2011.
6.1
RESOLVED: The minutes of the 20th September 2011 meeting were noted. 

7
ANY OTHER BUSINESS
7.1
None
8
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING


Wednesday 7th December from 9.15am in the Boardroom
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