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2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 26 MARCH 2008
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1
The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting with the exception of moving an apostrophe in Students’ Union.
2.2 Matters Arising 

2.1.1 Minute 2.1.6  EM had met with AB to discuss the BS School Synoptic Report (SSR).  EM would ensure ADQ receive a final version following this meeting and this would be circulated to ASC.
Action EM and ADQ
Secretary’s note – It was agreed with EM on 6th June 2008 that the SSR submitted to January ASC and held by ADQ was the final version of the report.
2.1.2 Minute 2.1.7 Updated DEC SSR received.

2.1.3 Minute 2.1.8 Discussion to resolve the Partner Institution (PI) issues in MS was underway.

2.1.4 Minute 2.1.9 Updated SM SSR received.
2.1.5 Minute 2.1.12 ASC members had not put forward any suggestions regarding future membership of the Committee.

2.1.6 Minute 4.1.4 Work was underway with the PIs to resolve the access issues to myBU.  JT confirmed that appropriate IT resources to run myBU was now on the evaluation agenda for PI programmes.
2.1.7 Minute 4.2.4 Liam Sheridan was continuing to work on the data requested by ASC and would provide this once HESA publish their next data set.
2.1.8 Minute 4.3.10 JM confirmed that this action had been completed.
2.1.9 Minute 8.2.6 JT confirmed that the agreed approach regarding student approval for programme changes had been incorporated into the Academic Procedures and this had been circulated.
2.1.10 Minute 9.1.4 EM had met with AB and JT to discuss her concerns and agree a number of actions including an early audit of BS ARPMs.  
2.1.11 Minute 9.1.5 KW confirmed that this action was ongoing in the School and by SQC.
2.1.12 Minute 9.1.7 TW confirmed that MS have an independent marking policy but it had been noted that their policy was more stringent than the University’s over the marking of dissertations and projects. SQC had agreed to reconsider the School policy and a proposal would be presented to the next SQC for consideration.
2.1.13 Minute 9.1.8 The CS process was circulated to DDEs after the meeting.
2.1.14 Minute 10.1.2 The next meeting of the Learning and Teaching Development Committee was scheduled for 3rd June.
3 QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1
Quality Assurance Framework Review (QAFR) recommendations
3.1.1
The final meeting of the QAFR group was held in April and since then ADQ had been drawing the recommendations together and these were presented to ASC for discussion.  The main outcome of the QAFR was that the University’s quality assurance processes were fit for purpose but that some processes could be simplified or streamlined.  Schools would be expected to take on more responsibility for quality assurance and enhancement.

3.1.2 ASC was invited to discuss the recommendations put forward and the following points were raised. All recommendations were approved except those listed in the text below.
GENERAL

3.1.3 Recommendation 1.2 It was noted that BU templates had not been user friendly in the past and this needed to be addressed before new templates are issued.
3.1.4 Recommendation 1.3 When standardising the University documentation the needs of PIs should also be considered.  The University was discussing with the regional Colleges a system whereby they take on more responsibility for quality assurance matters.
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION
3.1.5 Recommendation 2.1 Members questioned the practicalities of implementing this.  Schools did not envisage many new frameworks coming online after next year but it was likely that pathways may be added or removed over time.  The financial aspects of programme proposals were dealt with under the Schools strategic planning and whilst UEG needed to know what was happening in each School, the Committee questioned if they needed to see every proposal put forward.  The financial viability of programmes at PIs was more difficult particularly if the PI wanted to deliver a programme which was not supported by the School.  It was noted that if a PI was happy to run a programme at a loss that would be for them to decide as part of their own financial planning.  JM confirmed that the QAFR Collaborative working group, which would report finally to the next ASC, would look at financial modelling at the PIs.  However, it was noted that with regard to market research the amount undertaken varies.  More evidence would be required at the proposal stage, especially for PI programmes, in the future.
It was agreed that Recommendation 2.1 would not be taken forward at this time.

3.1.6 Recommendation 2.2 Schools would be expected to take on more responsibility for deciding the scale of Design Phase meetings and the required level of scrutiny of the market and resource base, particularly for new or PI provision.  It was noted that the resource base was not always clear at the Design Phase.  Schools would need to ensure that they are appropriately informed that resources are available and satisfied at the Design Phase stage rather than finding this out at the Evaluation stage.
3.1.7 Recommendation 2.4 KW asked if the change also applied to a new subject area being validated at an existing PI.  The Evaluation Panel could come to a decision on this and would either approve for a full six years or less if appropriate.

3.1.8 Recommendation 2.5 With the introduction of frameworks it was increasingly difficult to cover all pathways and the role of the panel would be to have confidence that the team as a whole was able to deliver the framework.  If Professional Statutory or Regulatory Bodies required cover for each pathway this would be accommodated.
3.1.9 Recommendation 2.10 There is no current versioning in place for Unit Specifications and there is concern that a unit could be modified on one programme and not communicated to other frameworks.  
3.1.10 Recommendation 2.13 The level of perceived or actual risk was important to note. For example, myBU was well established for delivery of FDL, but if a PI wanted to use their own platform for FDL the robustness of this would need to be carefully considered.
3.1.11 Recommendation 2.14 Schools would take on more responsibility for the consideration and approval of modifications.  ADQ would provide guidance but the Schools would assess the level of risk and apply appropriate scrutiny to the proposed changes.  JT sought the Committee’s views on removing Limited Reviews.  Schools supported a more comprehensive modification process to include changes currently needing a Limited Review. This would require more than submission of a modification form to SQC.  Guidance would be produced on what would constitute a minor or major change.
FRAMEWORK MONITORING
3.1.12 Recommendation 3.1 The PIs were keen to introduce the revised monitoring recommendations quickly but TW was concerned that for some programmes at PIs there was currently no Programme Leader and questioned whether they would be able to produce a monitoring report earlier.   A key part of the change was to store the report and data electronically.  PIs were not familiar with myBU and did not have access to the I:drive.  It was agreed that this recommendation should stand but PIs would be offered the option for this cycle of how to complete the report depending on what they are able to do.
3.1.13 Recommendation 3.4 Members felt that Pathway Team meetings are still needed as well as Framework meetings.  In some Schools it was already evident that all of the business required in a Framework meeting could not be covered adequately because of their size. In some cases Pathway meetings are essential to cover the day to day business.
3.1.14 Recommendation 3.7 Members asked how easy it would be for Unit Leaders to look at the SUE data for their unit.  The data is currently available on myBU and would be saved in a more user friendly format by Registry in July.
3.1.15 Recommendation 3.9 This recommendation was steered by HEFCE who encourage External Examiner reports to be shared with students. Schools supported presenting External Examiner reports to the first Framework Team meeting of the academic year when students were present but noted this may not be until October or November.    The change would be implemented from August 2008 and a mechanism should be in place in the School to bring reports to the first appropriate meeting of the Autumn term where students are present.
3.1.16 Recommendation 3.16 It was proposed that there would be an audit of each School’s management of its quality assurance responsibilities.  It is envisaged that this would take place once every six years on a cycle to be determined by ASC.  It would build upon the current ARPM audit which had evolved over the years and is now paper based and often does not require Schools to be involved in a meeting.  
3.1.17 Some general comments were made related to Framework Monitoring.  JM said that the whole process needed to be communicated to the PIs at all levels and not just left to the Link Tutors.

3.1.18 EM was concerned about the timings and short lead in time particularly as BS had lost a number of staff.  Colleagues had already faced many challenges relating to curriculum design and e-learning and the requirement to complete the ARPM earlier was a concern.  JT emphasised that the proposal was aimed at making the process more streamlined and easier for the programme team when the academic year was still fresh in people’s minds after the Exam Board.
3.1.19 It was agreed that Schools needed to appoint good Framework and Pathway Leaders to ensure frameworks run smoothly.  It was noted that this matter still required clarity in the Schools so that responsibility for the monitoring report could be agreed.  It was assumed that for those Schools with existing frameworks the current Framework Leader would continue to run the framework.
ASSESSMENT

3.1.20 Recommendation 4.2 It was agreed that there should, normally, be no more than three elements of assessment per unit and it was suggested that ‘summative’ be added to make it clear that this did not include any formative assessments.  A similar discussion had also taken place as part of the Academic Administration review where it had been noted that even though the assessment of a unit may be in the Unit Directory as one or two formally defined elements, underneath this some Unit Leaders set a number of smaller pieces as part of each element.  This required additional work in adding the marks of the smaller pieces of assessment together accurately and the need for Schools to keep local records of these additional pieces of work.
3.1.21 Recommendation 4.4 The proposal for an institutional independent marking policy was agreed.  EM asked if anonymous marking would be introduced but this had not been discussed as part of the QAFR.  However, anonymous marking had been discussed at length during the last two years at ASC and elsewhere and it had been agreed not to proceed.  A key concern had been the scope of mistakes arising if data against student numbers rather than names were input into Unite.
3.1.22 Recommendation 4.6 It was felt that to have an online assessment process in place by January 2009 was optimistic.  Many staff had recently attended the demonstration offered by Registry of infoBU and online assessment had been discussed with the pros and cons highlighted. There was general support for the proposal although some aspects needed further consideration.  The Academic Procedure on FDL was still in draft form but this would be produced over the Summer.  
3.1.23 Members asked what the position was with regard to a University-wide assessment feedback form.  Whilst a standard form had now been rolled out to the PIs, Schools were still using their own versions and a change was not currently being considered to this.
3.1.24 Recommendation 4.7 A University-wide extension policy was agreed.  At the request of JH it was also agreed that the recommendation could be revised to say ‘Introduce a University-wide assignment extension policy and process with due regard for students with additional learning needs’.  
3.1.25 BA made a suggestion that no extensions are granted at all during the year and any student unable to complete an assessment on time would submit mitigating circumstances to the Exam Board in the same way they would if they missed an exam.  It was noted that this would result in students not knowing for a number of months if the Exam Board would allow them to submit the work and was not generally felt to be fair to students.
3.1.26 Recommendation 4.9 With the introduction of shared units across frameworks and Schools careful allocation of External Examiners and the appointment of Chief External Examiners was needed.  The Committee supported the proposal that a Chief External Examiner would receive written reports from other externals and attend Exam Boards.
3.1.27 Recommendation 4.15 JT advised that there had been a lengthy debate regarding the profile regulation and as a result it had been agreed to keep the current ’80-credit rule’.  There had also been lengthy discussion regarding the amount of credit in which postgraduate students may be reassessed and JT was happy to circulate this for more comment.  The grade boundaries had also been discussed.  The sector norm was to have a pass mark of 50% for postgraduate awards and this would remain as the pass mark.

3.1.28 Mandatory training for Chairs of Exam Boards would be arranged to concentrate on the revised Assessment Regulations and what is meant by them.  EM asked what on-going staff development was in place for staff who are assessing students.  It was noted that there are robust processes already in place and Schools are responsible for ensuring staff follow these.  It was suggested that the External Examiner should pick up on any marking anomalies and should raise these with the team before final marks are confirmed at the Exam Board.
CROSS-SCHOOL AND STUDENT REPRESENTATION

3.1.29 Recommendation 5.1 There was opposition from Registry on the removal of independent members at Exam Boards.  It was felt that this was more about finding an independent member rather than the role they played.  KW said that SM would like to see independent members kept at PI Exam Boards.  It was agreed that it would continue to be good practice to invite members of the Quality Assurance and Enhancement Group (QAEG) to act as independent members at Exam Boards, but their attendance would not be required to make the meeting quorate. An Exam Board could therefore be held without an independent member present.
3.1.30
The Committee concluded that the recommendations presented were approved except for those listed above and subject to the receipt of any further feedback before 2nd June 2008.
3.2
Institutional Audit Steering Group update

3.2.1 It had been proposed that the Steering Group membership be reduced and there would now be six members.  A launch event had been held the day before and this had gone well.  Work on the Briefing paper was progressing.  Two Briefing Events for all staff are scheduled for June 3rd and June 12th.
3.3
External Examiner Nominations approved by Chair’s Action
Received: a list of External Examiners for ratification
3.3.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
3.3.2
EM noticed that one External Examiner for the School was noted as FAL instead of BS.  
  
Secretary’s note – this has been updated on all records.
3.4
External Examiner Nominations for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

3.4.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
3.4.2
AB noticed that against two nominations there were no names only the programme and School.  

Secretary’s note – these details appeared on the list in error.  No External Examiners to be approved for BA (Hons) Retail Management or BA (Hons) International Retail Marketing.  This list has been amended accordingly.
3.5
QAA Code of Practice – Action Plans

3.5.1 Section 5 - Academic appeals and student complaints on academic matters
Paper not received for the meeting.

3.5.2 Section 10 - Admissions to higher education

Paper not received for the meeting.
Action:
Defer to July ASC
4
PROGRAMME MONITORING

4.1
Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) Steering Group 

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 13th March 2008
4.1.1
A low response rate was noted and colleagues were reminded again of the importance of getting the message across that through completion of SUE changes to the student learning experience can result.  AH and SN said that students felt like they were being over surveyed. However, the Students’ Union had been reminding students of the importance and emphasised that changes could be made on the back of their feedback.  KW said that it may help if emphasis was placed on the anonymity for students, perhaps by adding something at the bottom of the SUE form which they will see as they submit it.
4.2 
Updated School Synoptic Reports
Received: Updated School Synoptic Reports
4.2.1 Business School – the latest version would be sent to ADQ and logged for the record.
Secretary’s note – It was agreed with EM on 6th June 2008 that the SSR submitted to January ASC and held by ADQ was the final version of the report.
4.2.2 Design Engineering & Computing.

4.2.3 Services Management
4.2.4 RESOLVED: that the updated reports be approved.
5
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

5.1
QAA Collaborative Provision Audit (CPA) Action Plan – one year review


Received: Action Plan – one year review, May 2008
5.1.1 An update of the CPA Action Plan was submitted to outline actions taken in the last year.  Some timetables had slipped, such as the approval of the new Senate committee structure.  Other actions had been subsumed or superseded by the work of the QAFRG but generally members noted that progress was sound.
5.2
Partner Institution Review (PIR)
5.2.1
Partner Institution Review process


Received: PIR process

5.2.1.1 The revised process incorporated feedback on the pilot with Bournemouth and Poole College (BPC).  The next steps were now being taken with BPC in terms of the action plan.  The Yeovil College visit had taken place on 15th May and some slight changes had been made to provide more documentation, allow more time at the PI and a small change to the Briefing document.  There had not been any fundamental changes to the principles underlying the process.  The next visits would be to RSS Blandford and Wiltshire College, Salisbury.

5.2.1.2 RESOLVED: that the process be approved.
5.2.1.3 EM thought the role of the Link tutor could be quite weak and feedback received on the Link Tutor report form did not always tell the complete story.  Assigning a Link Tutor to a PI rather than to an individual programme was seen to be a strength and worth continuing with.  JM had set up a working group to look at this area with the aim to try and encourage PIs to take on more of the quality related aspects and engage with more of the operational level processes.  The Link Tutor role would remain an important support mechanism but this would be streamlined and where PIs were not meeting their responsibilities the senior management at the College should be getting involved.
5.2.1.4 There were a number of peripatetic staff covering staff development, library, additional learning needs and student support and JT also provided a number of workshops on a rolling basis to the PIs.  
5.2.2
Bournemouth & Poole College report of 6th March 2008


Received: BPC PIR report of 6th March 2008
5.2.2.1
The panel had concluded that confidence could be placed in the capacity of BPC to meet the requirements of the partnership arrangement as defined in the Standard Partnership Provision Handbook.  AB said that clarification on the written agreements would be addressed in the QAFR Collaborative working group.
5.3
Partnership Standing Group report of 6th May 2008


Received: Report on Partner College ARPM Reader’s Reports for 2006/07
5.3.1 The report provided a summary of the process and identified areas of good practice and issues to be addressed.  Staff development and resources were a particular issue and something the University was already very aware of.  The report would now go to each Partnership Board for an update and response to areas raised.  JH noted that whilst the Partnership Board minutes have a section on staff development she had never received any requests for staff development sessions.  JH also mentioned the introduction of citations which offered BU awards for outstanding contribution to learning & teaching.   This would provide an opportunity where there was good practice, to celebrate the expertise of a Link Tutor or PI staff.

6
POSTGRADUATE RESEARCH

6.1
Research Degree Committee

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 19th March 2008
6.1.1
Noted
7
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT

7.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

Received: a list of completed reviews for closure
7.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list of reviews for closure included in the papers be ratified.
7.2
Programme Review deferrals from Schools

Received: a list of programme review deferrals

7.2.1 RESOLVED: that the list of programme review deferrals included in the papers be approved.

8
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

8.1
BA thanked AH and SN for their attendance and contribution over the last year as this would be their last ASC meeting.

9
DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 16th July 2008, 9.15am, Board Room
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