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1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Mandi Barron

Assistant Registrar (Student Policy & Support), Registry 
Prof Matthew Bennett
Deputy Dean Research, CS
Dr Julia Kiely

Reader, BS
Dr Andrew Main

Associate Dean UG and PG Students, DEC
Prof Haymo Thiel.
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)
2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 18 JULY 2007

2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1
The minutes were approved as a correct record of the meeting, subject to the correction of:
Minute  –  5.2  to be reworded to read – Deputy Deans (Education) (DDEs) to inform their School on any relevant partnership issues arising from the minutes of Partnership Board meetings.
Minute – 7.2.1 -  modification to the assessment of Level C unit “Preparation for Professional Practice” (IHCS SQC 19.06.07) should also include BSc (Hons) Midwifery.
Minute 10.2.1 – to be reworded to read – The Senior Academic Quality Adviser informed the meeting that the 80-credit profile rule would be reviewed in 2007-08, taking into account feedback from staff.

2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1
Minute 2.2.1 – JT confirmed that the new Academic Policies and Regulations to replace the Blue Book had been published.
2.2.2
Minute 3.2.2 – The final IQER report for Kingston Maurward College had been received.

2.2.3 Minute 3.7.4 – the revised Academic Offences Procedure Taught Awards had been amended accordingly and published.
2.2.4 Minute 4.7 and 4.8 – JT would be organising a working group to consider the use of statistics from UNIT-e.  
Action: JT
2.2.5 Minute 5.1 - JT confirmed that minutes from Partnership Board meetings are not passed directly to Schools but are received through ASC.  If Schools require copies earlier they should inform ADQ.  DDEs were asked to pass relevant information on to staff so that any issues arising could be dealt with at Management Liaison meetings.

2.2.6
Minute 8.1.1 – EM asked if ARPMs should have action points for Associate Deans of Academic Groups where appropriate.  RP advised that ARPMs should be used as a monitoring process to identify issues arising and to remedy these in which ever way is best and as a mechanism to disseminate good practice.
2.2.7
Minute 8.1.4 The synoptic report for 2005/06 Non Standard Cycle ARPMs from Conservation Sciences would form part of the 2006/07 Standard Cycle report due in January 2008.

2.2.8
Minute 10.1.3 – confirmation had been received from Salisbury College that they had complied with the three week turnaround in all cases.
2.2.9 Minute 10.2.1 – AB confirmed that the 80-credit rule would be picked up as part of the Quality Assurance Framework Review (QAFR).
Action: QAFRG

3 ASC MEMBERSHIP 2007-08

Received: updated membership

3.1 RP explained that DDEs had been invited to sit on the Committee and confirmed that until the outcome of the Senate review of the University’s committee structure was known ASC would continue to meet.  It was recognised that while DDEs are currently very busy attendance at ASC was very important and that whenever possible they should attend in person.
4 QUALITY ASSURANCE

4.1 Creation of a Quality Assurance Framework Review

Received: paper to establish a Quality Assurance Framework Review Group (QAFRG)
4.1.1 A review of the current QAF will be undertaken this academic year.  The current QAF has been established during the period since the University achieved degree awarding powers in 1992.  A QAFRG will be established and the proposed membership was outlined in the paper received.  In addition representatives from the Student’s Union and Academic Services would be invited to join the group.  The paper would be used as a working Terms of Reference and the first meeting of the QAFRG would be held on 19 November.

Action: AB

4.1.2 A comprehensive review of the current framework was considered timely despite the current level of change taking place.  It was anticipated that the review would help inform some of the changes still to be made, focussing on streamlining and a shift to quality assurance processes which focussed on enhancement of the student experience.  The review would also provide an opportunity for a thorough look at current procedures to ensure they are fit for practice and in line with the Strategic Plan.  Areas such as the quality assurance of online facilities and blended learning would be considered and the review aimed to create a robust framework to allow necessary programme changes to be made easily.  
4.1.3 AB confirmed that he would be working closely with the DDEs and students throughout the review.  DDEs were asked to let AB know of any other areas they would like included which had not already been identified.  
Action: DDEs
4.2 QAA Institutional Audit update

4.2.1 The first meeting of the Institutional Audit Steering Group had taken place and the first meeting of the working group would be on 30 October.  The QAA had suggested the audit take place in the autumn term 2008.  It was likely that the audit team would want to meet a range of students, staff and senior management.
4.3 Records Retention Schedule

Received: Records Retention Schedule for discussion

4.3.1 Members considered a paper prepared by ADQ and Registry that outlined the retention policy for information pertaining to quality assurance processes.  Information from the paper would inform the Quality Management section of the University’s Records Retention Schedule at it’s next revision.
4.3.2 BA noted that the paper indicated that student work would normally be kept for one year but if a student made a complaint/appeal related to assessment it would be kept on the student file for six years.  It was noted that this could result in a large amount of student work being kept and may require review.  It was suggested that disciplinary records should be kept indefinitely although further clarification would be required on this point.  AH asked for clarification that certain information on a student file would be removed if a student was advised that it would only remain for a certain period of time.  JT agreed to take further advice on this matter.

Action: JT 

RESOLVED: that subject to clarification on the retention period for disciplinary records, the document be approved.

4.4 External Examiner nominations and appointments

Received: External Examiner appointments paper

4.4.1 ADQ would send out a list of External Examiners completing their term of office this year to each School following the meeting.
Action: ADQ

4.4.2 A brief analysis on the current pool of External Examiners had been carried out.  AB encouraged Schools to search widely for new External Examiners to strengthen the pool overall in the University.  It was noted that the credentials required updating to reflect the current change in focus and pedagogy underpinning the learning which External Examiners would need to understand.  It was agreed that the credentials should include professional credibility and professional doctorates.  RP explained that the role of External Examiners in the management of academic standards and quality would be included in the QAFR.  
Action: DDEs

4.4.3 Members agreed that attendance at the External Examiner’s seminar should be made mandatory for new External Examiners.  It was also agreed that increased interaction with the School on the day would be beneficial.
Action: ADQ

4.5 External Examiner Nominations approved by Chair’s Action

Received: a list of External Examiners approved by ASC Chair’s Action since the July meeting of ASC

4.5.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers approved by Chair’s Action be ratified.
4.6 External Examiner Nominations for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

4.6.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved with the exception of Dr Gianluca Sergi.  

4.6.2 The School was reconsidering the programme responsibilities for Dr Gianluca Sergi and would bring the nomination back to a later meeting for approval.
5
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ENHANCEMENT GROUP

Received: New nominations

5.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers for David Kilburn, Liz Dixon, Danielle Wootton, Norman Lomax and Helen Horsley be approved.
5.2 It was agreed that QAEG nominations should be agreed with the relevant School DDE prior to being submitted to ASC for approval.  DDEs were also encouraged to recruit new members from their Schools.

Action: DDEs

6
PROGRAMME MONITORING

6.1
Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) Steering Group 

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 24 September 2007

6.1.1
The paper-based survey and a successful pilot on the VLE using units in HSC had been completed.   RP thanked HSC and in particular Barbara Dyer (BD) for their contribution.  CM said that BD had also found it useful and an improvement on the paper-based survey.    A decision to migrate the SUE to myBU by the SUE Steering Group would be taken in November but there did not appear to be any reason why this would not happen.  Bringing the SUE online would enable units to be evaluated on completion, allowing academics to draw information together to look at good practice and any issues in a timely manner and thus making the information more useful for Schools and students.  It was hoped that students would become familiar with completing SUE online.  It was noted that last year SUE was issued almost simultaneously with the NSS, which may have discouraged students to complete either evaluation.

6.2
National Student Survey 2007


Received: NSS 2007 papers for discussion

6.2.1 The Committee reviewed the NSS Summary and information received. It was recognised that the outcome for the University was a slight improvement on the 2006 Survey.  The tables of information presented aimed to compare like for like and gave Schools a picture of what was being done well and areas which required attention.  It was clear that most areas were moving in the right direction.  Furthermore, it was noted that more detailed information on the area of Organisation/Management would be useful as this had received a consistently low approval rating in recent years without showing any significant improvement.  It was expected that as the SUE survey became more embedded there would be an opportunity to understand in more depth the findings contained in the NSS.  DDEs were asked to be aware of this and to bring to the attention of colleagues as appropriate.

Action: DDEs

6.2.2 The table showing analysis by question and School provided the University and sector mean and the position of each School in relation to this.  RP explained that the University aimed to be above the sector mean and there were already elements which had notably improved.  RP asked Schools to consider how School specific issues would be dealt with and AB and JH were asked to consider issues at an institutional level.  DDEs, JH and AB were asked to present a brief summary on actions being taken to the March ASC meeting.
Action: DDEs, JH and AB
7
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

7.1
Partnership Boards

Received: Minutes of meetings held at Bridgwater College (11th July 2007), Kingston Maurward College (9th July 2007), Salisbury College (19th June 2007), University Centre Yeovil (28th June 2007) and, Weymouth College (12th July 2007).
7.1.1
The minutes of Partnership Boards were noted and in particular the high turnover of staff in the Colleges and the difficulty in recruiting students.
7.1.2 It was reported that the Partnership Review, led by an external consultant, had commenced.  RP advised that if collaborative activity fits with the School’s Strategic Plan new proposals would be welcomed but if it did not fit then DDEs should feed this back to the appropriate Dean sitting on the Partnership Board for that College.  BA asked if Colleges should have an exclusive relationship with BU or if it was acceptable for Colleges to work with a number of HEIs.  RP advised that this should be fed into the Partnership Review for consideration.
7.2
Institutional Liaison Visits

Received: Purpose and Terms of Reference paper

7.2.1
Approved.
8
POSTGRADUATE RESEARCH

8.1
Research Degree Committee


Received: Minutes of meetings held on 4th July 2007 and 25th July 2007

8.1.1
Noted
9
SCHOOL QUALITY COMMITTEES

9.1
Programme Modifications from School Quality Committees approved by ASC Chair’s Action

Received: a list of modifications approved by ASC Chair’s Action since the July meeting of ASC

9.1.1
RESOLVED: that the modifications included in the papers and approved by ASC Chair’s Action be ratified. 

9.2
Extracts School Quality Committee / Modifications Panel meetings


Received: extracts from HSC and DEC

9.2.1
RESOLVED: that the HSC modification (BSc Applied Health Studies, BSc (Hons) Applied Health Studies. BSc (Hons) Clinical Practice and BSc (Hons) Emergency and Urgent Care Practice) included in the papers be approved.
9.2.2 RESOLVED: that the HSC modification (MSc Public Health, MSc Public Health (Oral and Cranio-Maxillo Facial Health) included in the papers be approved.

9.2.3
DEC SQC had recommended that ASC reconsider the undergraduate degree classification and it was suggested that the minimum mark for the award of a 1st class degree on the profile ruling should be 67%.    This would be considered by the QAFRG who would report back to ASC.
Action: QAFRG
9.2.4
DEC SQC had also recommended that a meeting of ASC be held in September to consider approval of programme modifications in order to alleviate the need for ASC Chair’s Actions.  The timings of meetings would be considered as part of the review of Senate committees currently in progress.  RP noted that she would like Schools to avoid late modifications which require Chair’s Action and encouraged advanced planning for any changes required.
Action: QAFRG
10
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT

10.1
Validation and Review conclusions approved by ASC Chair’s Action

Received: validation and review conclusions approved by ASC Chair’s Action 

10.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list of programme validations and reviews included in the papers and approved by ASC Chair’s Action be ratified.
10.2 Validation and Review conclusions


No papers received for approval.
10.3 Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: a list of programme review deferrals

10.3.1 RESOLVED: that the list of programme review deferrals included in the papers be approved.
10.4 Validation and Review annual summary

Received: Annual Summary for discussion

10.4.1
ADQ had conducted a review of the programme evaluation outcomes and process for 2006-07.   The key themes were presented in a paper and an accompanying action plan identified areas to enhance aspects of the process for the coming year.  It was noted that DDEs should take a proactive role in ensuring that information required from Schools was received by ADQ in a timely manner.   Committee members were asked to provide any feedback on the paper to JT.
Action: ASC members
11
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

11.1 Comments on presentation of papers

Committee members were happy with the electronic distribution of papers and AB advised that he was also considering a revised format for the minutes.

11.2 AH informed the Committee that he had received feedback from some Law students and he agreed to discuss this with EM after the meeting.
Action: AH
11.3
The DDEs sought clarification regarding the introduction of semesters.  RP explained that semesters were a planning assumption but various issues still had to be considered at a University level.  A steering group was being set up by David Willey to look at the feasibility of semesterisation from 2009.    The Internationalisation Strategy Group (ISG) had recommended that it should go ahead and so had various other groups who had met and these views would be fed into the process.  Regardless of the introduction of semesters, RP advised that Schools should not be duplicating units within the School or across Schools.  AB and JT had met with each School to discuss the move to pathways, frameworks and 20 credit units but more thought on cross school activities was still required.  School Strategic Plans were now agreed and RP suggested that DDEs met to discuss how plans fit across the Schools to achieve greater economies of scale.  Whilst there was still an uncertainty about semesters RP considered there were a number of areas that Schools could progress,  for example to encourage common start times for masters programmes and international students.  With the changes in programme delivery already planned it was expected that only minor changes would be required if semesterisation was introduced.

Action: DDEs

12 DATE OF NEXT MEETING


Wednesday 30th January 2008, 9.15am, Board Room
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