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2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 20 MAY 2009
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1 The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting.  One typographical error was noted under 6.4.1.1 ‘cautions’ to be changed to ‘cautious’.  
2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1 Minute 2.2.1 – one condition relating to the Communications University of China (CUC) Institutional Approval was still outstanding.  This related to CUC staff attending a staff development session to engage with UK Higher Education and BU processes.  A member of CUC staff was visiting BU next week after which arrangements for the staff development session would be confirmed.  It was noted that a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) had been sent to CUC for their comment.  The MBA Media (China) programme had been approved but this could not run until the outstanding Institutional Approval condition had been met and the MoA signed.
2.2.2 Minute 3.1.4 – Academic Procedure A3 was on the agenda.

2.2.3 Minute 3.5.5 – report on CASE accreditation was on the agenda.

2.2.4 Minute 3.6.1 – the statement in the School Quality Report had been clarified and this action was complete.

2.2.5 Minute 6.3.4 – the CPD process had been updated as discussed.

2.2.6 Minute 6.3.5 – views on fees for CPD provision has been requested.

2.2.7 Minute 7.1.2 – SUE was on the agenda for discussion.
2.2.8 Minute 8.1.1.1 – it was confirmed that the action plan considered was the most recent.

2.2.9 Minute 8.1.2.1 - The Media School had discussed with JM and this action was complete. 

3 QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1 External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action

Received: a list of External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees approved by Chair’s Action since the May meeting of ASC

3.1.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers approved by Chair’s Action be ratified.
3.2
External Examiner nominations and Examination Teams for Research Degrees for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

3.2.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
3.3
Research Degrees Reviewer
Received: New nomination

3.3.1
ASC was asked to consider a nomination for a member of staff to be a reviewer of nominations to Research Examiner Teams.

3.3.2
RESOLVED: that the nomination included in the papers for Dr Tom Watson be approved.
3.4
New Academic Procedure – A3 Framework Leaders and Programme Co-ordinators
Received: Academic Procedure A3
3.4.1
The new approach to Framework Leaders and Programme Co-ordinators had been discussed at the last ASC.  ASC members were invited to comment on the new Academic Procedure which had been published since the last meeting.  No comments were raised.

3.5
MSc Ultrasound framework (AECC) and Consortium for the Accreditation of Sonographic Education (CASE) accreditation – 


Received: accreditation summary report
3.5.1 At the May meeting of ASC an Interim report from CASE had been considered.  This raised a number of potentially serious issues for the University, particularly around protection of the public.  ASC had resolved to investigate further the issues raised in the report and a small sub group was constituted to ensure the University’s processes were fit for purpose.  The report of the findings of the sub-group, together with a summary of a further meeting held on 8th June between CASE and the AECC was discussed.

3.5.2 It was evident that there had been issues of miscommunication between CASE and the AECC during the accreditation process which had contributed to the problems encountered.  Following the meeting with CASE in June, there was now a better understanding of what amendments to the documentation were required and of the next steps in the accreditation process.

3.5.3 With regard to the issues of fitness for purpose of the programme JT explained that the University had followed its normal evaluation procedures, an appropriate panel had been convened and a standard set of documentation was produced.  However, CASE accreditation required a Placement Handbook which was not a mandatory requirement for University approval.   It was this document which had highlighted most of the CASE concerns with the programme which focussed on the management and assessment of clinical competence.   A revised Placement Handbook was now in hand to address the professional practice issues raised by CASE and would be introduced for the current cohort.

3.5.4 In summary, JT reported that whilst some aspects of the CASE Interim report were unduly critical, the Interim report had exposed problems with the planned management and assessment of practice which required immediate attention.    The AECC was now working towards rectifying these issues and on gaining accreditation with CASE in October.   As a result, the report recommended that in future, the University should work with Professional Bodies in advance of a validation to find out their requirements and there should be joint validations wherever possible to avoid similar issues arising again.  It was also recommended that a Placement Handbook become a mandatory requirement for any programme with a substantial amount of practice.  It was also noted that AECC would have benefited from the expertise of BU academic staff working in a similar area when they were developing the programme and it was recommended that this be addressed in future AECC validations.  BD said that HSC would be happy to nominate someone from the School to support AECC in future developments.
Action: BD/CM (HSC)
3.5.4
TW was concerned that the Interim report still potentially put the University and the AECC’s reputation at risk and asked if the strong statements in the report were justified.  The concerns had been discussed with CASE on 8th June and it was now clear what needed to be addressed but the Interim report had not been updated.  A revised statement could be requested following successful accreditation.
3.6
Marketing and Communications annual report (previously Publications Steering Group)

Received: Annual Report
3.6.1 VL explained that the report replaced the Publications Steering Group (PuSG) annual report as this group had been disbanded.  It had been agreed that it would be more appropriate in future for the Marketing and Communications (M&C) Professional Service to report annually to ASC.  
3.6.2 VL identified the key highlights of the report.  The transition from a predominately paper-based approach to the provision of marketing materials to a predominately online approach was noted.  A market research function was available in M&C to support Schools in their programme developments and in future it was proposed that there would be a greater engagement between School Marketing Development Managers and SQAECs.  A well established Course Communication Process was in place and was reviewed regularly.

3.6.3 There was a discussion around the accuracy of Partner Institution (PI) information.  A number of processes were in place to review UK and overseas PI information.  Websites were regularly reviewed but it was acknowledged that it was impossible to check everything produced by a third party, but due diligence was exercised.  JM said that the ‘BU answers’ booklet may duplicate information provided by the PI directly which could cause confusion.  M&C were aware of this and worked with the PIs to try and avoid this happening.  JM also noted that there had been some errors in the foundation degree prospectus this year following sign off and asked if there was an evaluation of the process post publication.  VL and JM agreed to discuss this outside of the meeting.
Action: VL and JM
3.7
Issues arising from Boards of Examiners/External Examiner Reports

3.7.1 JT gave an oral report providing ASC with an early indication of some of the issues arising from recent Exam Boards and External Examiner reports.  The External Examiner Review Group would continue to provide an independent review of all External Examiner reports on behalf of ASC and this group would be constituted shortly.

3.7.2 From the reports received to date there were some notable issues which required action. One External Examiner had concerns around three week turnaround and another had concerns with assessments but both of them had indicated a ‘yes’ to the three key questions in the summary at the end of the report.  The External Examiner for the Music Technology framework at Weymouth College raised concerns around stability of staffing and enhancement of student experience.  The External Examiner noted that whilst standards were being maintained these were areas of concern which had been raised previously and there was no sign of improvement.  

3.7.3 Four External Examiners had said ‘no’ to one or more of the three key questions indicating significant concerns.  Each of these related to the Exam Board pilot and XV and CS were invited to comment as they had chaired the Exam Boards implementing the pilot.  There was an issue in DEC around the ability of the Profile Board to discuss and make adjustments to marks and in CS concern was raised around the ability of the Profile Board to have discretion in borderline cases.  

3.7.4 The challenge for those reading the External Examiner reports would be to separate out issues surrounding the pilot and other assessment issues.  External Examiners involved with the pilot had been briefed about the changes being proposed and the position the University was currently in, however they found it difficult to separate out their different responsibilities at the two Boards they attended.  The pilot was further discussed under the next agenda item.
3.7.5 CS asked if it would be appropriate for ADQ to write to the External Examiners who had expressed concerns about the pilot to thank them for their comments and to invite them to engage with the development of the pilot over the coming year.  This would be in addition to the response sent by the School in the normal way.  JT agreed that this would be a good idea.

Action: JT/ADQ

3.8
Updated Exam Board Restructure proposal

Received: tabled paper – updated Exam Board Restructure

3.8.1 A summary of a recent meeting of the Exam Board working group was circulated and provided ASC with a series of recommendations based on the feedback received.  The working group sought agreement to continue with the pilot for another year as they did not feel confident at this time that the pilot could be rolled out across the University.
3.8.2 CS reported that the pilot had been a difficult process for the School but they had learnt a lot from it.  Some of the issues identified were around how staff and External Examiners are briefed.   A more extensive briefing with the External Examiners would definitely be required well in advance of future Exam Board meetings.  XV noted that a positive outcome of the pilot was the increased scrutiny of units at the Unit Moderation Board.  This had helped inform the Unit Monitoring Reports and the Annual Report on Framework Monitoring.  
3.8.3 External Examiners felt that they could not contribute to the Profile Board and questioned what their purpose was at that meeting.  The attendance of all External Examiners at the Profile Board had been a compromise this year due to the late implementation of the pilot.  In future not all the External Examiners would be expected to attend both the Unit and the Profile Boards.  The role of the External Examiner would need to change in order for the new process to be effective and work on this would start now.  

3.8.4 CS said that the University needed to consider what it is trying to achieve from the new process as this is fundamental for the next phase of the pilot.  The new process had not reduced the number of meeting and some of the suggestions for improvement would increase the number of meetings required.  The University also needed to consider how to deal with the increased number of common units being delivered in 2009/10 within and across Schools and how these would be dealt with at Exam Boards next summer.  This would be discussed further at the next meeting of the working group.

3.8.5 The Mitigating Circumstances Board had worked well and it was suggested that, with some amendments, this could be rolled out across the University during 2009/10.  ASC members supported this.

3.8.6 ASC members agreed that the recommendations set out in the paper were appropriate in order to take the review of Exam Board processes forward and supported the pilot continuing for a further year.  The Media School, Business School and Health & Social Care agreed to be involved in the pilot next year.

3.8.7 RESOLVED: that the Exam Board pilot continue for a further year and the recommendations set out in the paper be adopted.

4
ADMISSIONS

4.1
There were no formal agenda items.  VL reported for information that as part of Phase 2 of the Professional Services Review a review of recruitment and admission processes would be carried out by Jenny Jenkin and herself to ensure processes were efficient and effective.  JF said that he would like to be involved if the remit of the review included research degree admissions.
5
ASSESSMENT

5.1
Assessment Feedback Project Group 

Received: final report
5.1.1 Comments on the quality of assessment feedback in the BU Students’ Written Submission to the QAA Institution Audit highlighted variable practice in providing feedback.  The Project Group was established by ASC in October to survey current practices in giving feedback to students on assessed work.  JH presented the final report on the work of the group to ASC for discussion.  

5.1.2 ASC members were invited to comment on the report as a whole and on the recommendations made.  Each recommendation was discussed in some detail and the following was noted: 

5.1.3 Recommendation i. – from the focus groups with students it was identified that there was lack of guidance in the handbooks given to students on the nature of feedback.  Since then a set of assessment feedback principles had been drafted and included as Appendix 3 of the report.  It was agreed that this should be incorporated into an Academic Procedure for Framework Teams to use.  One amendment was suggested before it was published and that was to include ILOs under point 3.3.
Action: JT

5.1.4 Recommendation ii and iii – both points would feed into School staff development plans and would be considered by the DDE in each School.
5.1.5 Recommendation vi and v – ASC discussed the pros and cons of having a standard feedback form.  Appendix 5 provided an example of what the Project Group suggested could become a standard form.  KW said he favoured a basic form without any headings if we were trying to standardise across the University.  He did not feel this approach would prevent good feedback from being given.  Members questioned why we needed a standard form and it was confirmed that this was seen as good practice by the QAA.  JH said that she would favour Schools continuing to use their own forms, but to encourage staff to start using the Waypoint facilities available with a view to moving towards online submissions.  JR noted that he thought students would favour consistency and standardisation of feedback.  As a result of the discussion JH agreed to take forward increased standardisation of feedback but not necessarily a standard form and would discuss it further at Education Enhancement Committee (EEC).
Action: JH

5.1.6 Recommendation vi – The ISSG project continuation group had closed down but the report from that group referred work to EEC.  The work which was now required in order to move forward needed to be academically led and could be done through a sub-group of EEC.  Whilst the work completed by ISSG was useful it had left questions unanswered and these need consideration by academic staff.  JH agreed to lead on this and agreed that the sub-group of EEC could also monitor progress on the recommendations of this final report.
Action: JH

5.1.7 Recommendation vii – Work was in progress to see if data could be transferred from Grade Center to UnitE.
5.1.8 Recommendation viii – JH said that there would be an opportunity to reflect students’ views on feedback back to staff at a staff development workshop.  It was noted that SUBU had been requesting feedback on all assessments including exams.  There was a discussion about the charge made to students if they wanted a copy of their exam scripts and this was something SUBU felt strongly about and would be taking forward over the next year.  ASC agreed that it was timely to review the return of exam scripts and this could be included in the remit of the sub-group of EEC.  JH would ensure that Scott Bellamy was included in the sub-group membership.
Action: JH
5.1.9 BD asked if there had been any discussions regarding anonymous marking as there was a drive in HSC to introduce this across all programmes in the School.  JH agreed to make relevant reports available which may refer to anonymous marking but could not recall any discussion.
Action: JH

6
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT
6.1
Reviews and Validations

6.1.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval
Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure

6.1.1.1
TW noted that there were outstanding issues with two programmes in the Media School which were delivered at Bournemouth & Poole College and if these were not resolved shortly the programmes would not be approved before the start of the next academic year.  Andrew Ireland and JM were in advanced discussions with the College as to whether these programmes would run in 09/10.  JT agreed that they should consider a contingency plan in case approval was not granted.
Action: TW and JT
6.1.1.1.1 RESOLVED: that the list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for         closure included in the papers be approved.

6.1.2
Recommendations from reviews and validations for the University to consider

Received: list of recommendations from reviews and validations for the University
6.1.2.1 An issue had arisen out of the validation of the LLM/MSc Intellectual Property Management in the Business School. The programme was proposed as executive education delivered over one year full-time and was aimed at full-time employees.  Initial advice from ADQ to the development team was to demonstrate to the evaluation panel how they proposed delivery of the programme would work in practice when students would be working full-time as well.  The outcome of the evaluation was that the panel was not satisfied and a recommendation was made to the University to see if this approach was something the University wanted to pursue.  ASC members were also concerned with the proposals.  It was acknowledged that visas for international students would be affected if it were to be part-time instead of full-time but ASC was concerned about the message it gave to external parties that a student could study for a Masters degree full-time in one year at the same time as working full-time.  It was concluded that ASC did not support the proposal.
6.2
Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from BS, CS, DEC, MS and SM
CONSERVATION SCIENCES

6.2.1 FdSc Sustainable Construction – Weymouth College

6.2.1.1
There was discussion around student numbers and what should be completed under section 1.9 of the form.  JV preferred a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’ but JM reported that the University does not currently know what student numbers are available for the PIs in the future.  It was agreed that under section 1.9 it should say ‘yes’ for this development and whilst ASC agreed that it could proceed for development this would be subject to student numbers being available.  

6.2.1.2 JT noted that as there had been a similar programme validated previously at Weymouth College which had now closed, particular attention should be paid to the market research at the Design Phase.
Action: Design Phase/ADQ

6.2.1.3 RESOLVED: that the FdSc Sustainable Construction proposal be approved for development subject to student numbers being available.  

DESIGN ENGINEERING & COMPUTING

6.2.2
MSc Digital Music and Audio Production

6.2.2.1
This programme would provide a Masters route for students completing Level H programmes in the creative technology framework.  DEC and MS had discussed this proposal and the potential for cross delivery of units.  
6.2.2.2
RESOLVED: that the MSc Digital Music and Audio Production proposal be approved for development
6.2.3
MSc Engineering Design Innovation (DEC Masters Framework)

6.2.3.1
An additional pathway to the DEC Masters Framework which would seek accreditation with the Institution of Engineering Designers (IED) for CEng.
6.2.3.2
RESOLVED: that the MSc Engineering Design Innovation proposal be approved for development

6.2.4
MSc Product Design (DEC Masters Framework)
6.2.4.1
An additional pathway to the DEC Masters Framework.
6.2.4.2
RESOLVED: that the MSc Product Design proposal be approved for development

6.2.5
Title change: MSc Project Management to MSc Engineering Project Management
6.2.5.1
RESOLVED: that the title change: MSc Project Management to MSc Engineering Project Management proposal be approved for development.
BUSINESS SCHOOL
6.2.6
FdA Business and Management – Wiltshire College Salisbury

6.2.6.1 The School was looking to extend this programme which was already delivered at BU.  The target numbers would need to be checked to ensure a planned minimum of 15.  JM was unable to clarify the available student numbers as per the discussion in 6.2.1.1.
6.2.6.2
RESOLVED: that the FdA Business and Management at Wiltshire College Salisbury proposal be approved for development subject to student numbers being available.  
6.2.7
FdA Business and Management – Guernsey Training Agency

6.2.7.1
Delivery of this programme at Guernsey Training Agency would count as enterprise as students would not be HEFCE funded.  The potential impact on resources if BS members of staff were delivering the programme in Guernsey would require discussion at the Design Phase and should be reflected in the Programme Resource Form.
Action: ADQ/Design Phase

6.2.7.2
RESOLVED: that the FdA Business and Management at Guernsey Training Agency proposal be approved for development

6.2.8
Common Professional Examination (CPE) Graduate Diploma in Law – BU and Guernsey Training Agency
6.2.8.1
This programme was already delivered at BU on a part-time basis.  The same issue as in 6.2.7.1 was noted around the potential impact on resources if BS members of staff were delivering the programme in Guernsey.   
Action: ADQ/Design Phase

.
6.2.8.2
RESOLVED: that the Common Professional Examination (CPE) Graduate Diploma in Law at BU and Guernsey Training Agency proposal be approved for development

MEDIA SCHOOL

6.2.9
Title change: BSc (Hons) Computer Games Animation to BSc (Hons) Software Development for Animation, Games and Effects (UG Computer Animation, Games and Effects framework)

6.2.9.1 There had been a wide consultation with industry over appropriateness of award titles and as a result it was agreed that software development was the way forward.  XV said that this would open up an opportunity for the Software Systems team in DEC to collaborate with the Media School.  TW confirmed that the new pathway would share many units within the Computer Animation Undergraduate Framework.  An additional 25 student numbers would be requested through Academic Planning Group (APG).
6.2.9.2 The proposal mentioned the Integrated Masters framework which had previously been debated at ASC and TW confirmed that a further proposal may come back to ASC in the future.

6.2.9.3
RESOLVED: that the title change from BSc (Hons) Computer Games Animation to BSc (Hons) Software Development for Animation, Games and Effects proposal be approved for development.
6.2.10
Professional Doctorate
6.2.10.1
The proposal was for a part-time work-based Professional Doctorate aimed at the creative media industries.  The award would be a DProf rather than a PD as stated in the proposal form.  The School saw this as an opportunity to develop a different cohort of doctoral students and it would follow a different model to the industrial doctorate.  JF recommended that the School give consideration to the way in which this group of students are supervised and TW agreed.  
6.2.10.2
RESOLVED: that the Professional Doctorate (DProf) proposal be approved for development

SERVICES MANAGEMENT

6.2.11
Services Management CPD framework

6.2.11.1
The School’s aim with the proposal put forward was to move current units into a CPD framework.  CPD would be marketed to the sector and to have a framework which included everything would help the School move quickly in the future to meet the needs of employers.    
6.2.11.2 
Members asked to what extent the proposal sat alongside existing programmes as it appeared that a student would have to follow a subject stream to gain an award.  It was suggested that fewer generic titles could increase the flexibility.  Some market research had already been carried out and the award titles proposed were those which employers recognised as being relevant in the sector.  TW and CS noted the number of titles proposed and shared their models. The proposal suggested that the School was looking at marketing 360 credits but KW confirmed that they would be testing CPD by offering 20 credits at a time and it was not the intention to market the full awards.
6.2.11.3 
KW said that the School would be happy to revisit the award titles and to discuss the proposals further with ADQ as they progress. 
Action: Services Management/ADQ 
6.2.11.4 
RESOLVED: that the Services Management CPD framework proposal be approved for development but that further consideration be given to the proposed structure and titles of the awards.
6.3
Framework/Programme Development Proposals approved by ASC Chair’s Action or by ASC members by email

Received: list of Framework/Programme Proposals, proposed title changes and additional pathways to frameworks approved by ASC members by email

6.3.1
RESOLVED: that the list of framework/programme proposals included in the papers and approved by ASC members by email be ratified.
7
PROGRAMME MONITORING

7.1
Student Unit Evaluation Steering Group

Received: Minutes of 12 June 2009

SUE 2008-09 Update

Received: paper for discussion
7.1.1 These two agenda items were discussed together.  JH provided an update on SUE and advised that the latest figures showed that the overall response rate to SUE this year has been approximately 17%.  
7.1.2 The University was in the process of tendering for a new software system.  Members of the SUE Steering Group had been invited to meet the four companies tendering and to see a demonstration of their products at a meeting tomorrow.  The next Steering Group meeting was to be held on 10th August and it was intended that a decision would be made at that time about the software.
7.1.3 Underpinning the software there were a number of areas to consider and some fundamental principles to discuss.  It was widely agreed that respondents do not like completing electronic surveys regardless of the software being used.  There was concern across the University that there has been no consistent data for six years and was this acceptable.  ASC members questioned whether separate feedback on each individual unit was required.  It was suggested that the rest of the sector were not surveying at unit level.  JR said that SUBU would prefer one short form if possible.  The University has always had unit level feedback and it was noted that there had previously been UEG discussion around linking SUE results with appraisals but the latest on this was unclear.

7.1.4 A suggestion was made which had been discussed last year and dismissed, that students are locked out of a unit on myBU until they have completed the SUE.  JR said that he would support this approach and thought that students would rather complete the survey than not be able to access the unit materials.  JT said she would want reassurance that the software was robust and would not unduly exclude access to myBU.  AK noted that Unit Leaders felt detached from the SUE and did not feel like they owned the process as they had done in the past.
7.1.5 It had been mentioned at the last APG meeting that the University should consider reverting back to a paper based system.  The cost of this would need consideration including the amount of administrative time needed to process forms.  JH said that a proposal would be put forward to ISSG in August including the costs for new software and also the cost of a paper based system.

7.1.6 JH said that she was happy to lead on a more fundamental review of how the University uses the survey and would report back to ASC in September.  

Action: JH

8
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

8.1
Partnership Boards

Received: Bournemouth & Poole College – 3 June 2009 and Kingston Maurward College – 8 June 2009

8.1.1
The minutes received were noted.  

8.2
Partner Institution Review (PIR)
8.2.1
Weymouth College Action Plan

Received: action plan
8.2.1.1
The action plan was noted.  JV asked if the issues raised earlier around staff resourcing had been picked up at the PIR.  JM agreed to look back at the Weymouth College PIR report to see if they had.
Action: JM

8.2.2
Bridgwater College Action Plan
Received: action plan
8.2.2.1
The action plan was noted.  
8.2.3
West London College
Received: PIR report – 8th May 2009
8.2.3.1
The report was noted.
8.2.4
Bridgwater College 
Received: PIR report – 19th May 2009

8.2.4.1
The report was noted.
8.3
Partnership Agreements

8.3.1
University of Bath Memorandum of Understanding 

8.3.1.1
It was noted that the Memorandum of Understanding had been signed on 22nd June 2009

9
COMMITTEES

9.1
Internationalisation Strategy Group 


Received: minutes of 13th May 2009 

9.1.1 The minutes were noted.
9.2
Student Experience Committee

Received: minutes of 13th May 2009
9.2.1
The minutes were noted
9.3
Extract from School Quality Assurance & Enhancement Committees
Received: extract from Health and Social Care
9.3.1 BD outlined the issues HSC had experienced with the FdA Early Years programme delivered at Bournemouth & Poole College, Weymouth College and Yeovil College.  The matter had been discussed at the last SQAEC and had been referred to ASC for discussion as the reputation of the School and the University could be at risk.
9.3.2 A range of issues around standards and quality had been raised by the External Examiner who had refused to sign the Exam Board spreadsheet in March.  Internal moderation by the School had taken place and confirmed a lack of consistency across the Colleges.  JT said that internal moderation for partnership provision should normally take place before the assessments were sent to the External Examiner.  Moderation across sites had been discussed by the School for the future and the Partnerships Co-ordinator was arranging a staff development day for College staff to look at marking issues.  It was agreed that the University’s Independent Marking Plan would be amended to reflect this additional moderation requirement.
Action: JT

9.3.3 JM said that she was aware of a number of issues at Bournemouth & Poole College and had recently met with them to discuss these.  A Partnerships Co-ordinator forum looks at issues arising from Schools and the concerns raised by HSC to ASC should also be reported there.  The process by which issues are reported to Partnership Boards was questioned.  There was concern amongst ASC members that Partnership Boards did not always recognise serious and persistent problems.  JM said that there should be an internal feed from the Partnerships Co-ordinator to the Partnership Board and this should link to SQAEC.  JV suggested that Partnership Boards required standard agenda items to ensure issues are picked up.  It was also timely to revisit how Partnership Boards are structured and who should chair them.

Action: JM and JV

10
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

10.1
There was no other business.
11
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Dates for 2009/10:

Wednesday 9th September 2009

Wednesday 21st October 2009 

Wednesday 9th December 2009

Wednesday 24th February 2010 

Wednesday 12th May 2010

Wednesday 21st July 2010

All meetings will be held in the Board Room from 09.15
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