BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY
CONFIRMED
ACADEMIC STANDARDS COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD ON 25 MARCH 2009

Present:


Dr Brian Astin (BA) (Chair)
Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education) / Dean of Student Experience

Mandi Barron (MB)

Assistant Registrar (Student Policy & Support), Registry 

Scott Bellamy (SB)

SU Vice President, Representation (SUBU)

Dr Adam Biscoe (AB) 

Head of Academic Development & Quality, (ADQ)

Nikki Finnes (NF) (Secretary)
Academic Quality Officer, (ADQ)

Prof Adele Ladkin (AL)
Associate Dean Tourism and Hospitality, School of Services Management (SM)
Dr Janet Hanson (JH)
 
Head of Education Enhancement (SAS)
Alan James (AJ)

General Manager of the Students’ Union (SUBU)

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

Prof Sine McDougall (SM)
Chair in Psychology, Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)

Jennifer Taylor (JT) 

Assistant Registrar (Quality), (ADQ)

Prof Haymo Thiel (HT)
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)

Dr Xavier Velay (XV)
Deputy Dean (Education), Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)

Prof John Vinney (JV)

Pro-Vice Chancellor (Resources)

Dr Tom Watson (TW)

Deputy Dean (Education), Media School (MS)

Dr Keith Wilkes (KW)

Dean, Services Management (SM)

Dr Geoff Willcocks (GW)
Deputy Dean (Education), Business School (BS)

1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Prof John Fletcher
Head of the Graduate School 
Jacqui Gush

Head of the Graduate Employment Service

Dr Vicky Lewis

Director of Marketing and Communications

Jacky Mack

Director of Partnerships and Widening Access, Registry
Clive Matthews

Deputy Dean (Education), Health & Social Care 


Philip Ryland
Deputy Dean (Education), Services Management

Catherine Symonds
Deputy Dean (Education), Conservation Sciences

IN ATTENDANCE


Marianne Barnard
Academic Administration Manager, Registry

Dr Liam Sheridan (LS)
Assistant Registrar (Management Information), Registry

Dr Kate Welham 
Associate Dean Postgraduate Students, Conservation Sciences

2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 28 JANUARY 2009
2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1
The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting.
2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1 Minute 3.1.1  – This action had been completed.

2.2.2 Minute 3.1.2 – BA noted that the Peer Assisted Learning Scheme (PAL), which had been highlighted during the Institutional Audit as an area of good practice, was subject to a bid for a Queen’s Anniversary Prize.
2.2.3 Minute 3.7.5 – updated School Quality Reports (SQRs) were on the agenda.
2.2.4 Minute 3.7.6 – This action had been completed.

2.2.5 Minute 3.8.2 – This action had been completed.

2.2.6 Minute 3.8.7 - Work around employability in the curriculum was ongoing and it would be discussed at future Education Enhancement Committee (EEC) meetings and picked up through review and validation meetings.
2.2.7 Minute 6.3.9.1 – XV had discussed the length of the FdSc programmes with students and employers.  They supported a part-time programme which ran over a full 12 month period, enabling completion of 120 credits on a part-time basis in one calendar year.  The School also supported this proposal.  

2.2.8 Minute 8.5.3.1 – Chair’s Action was outstanding on the Communication University of China (CUC) Institutional Visit report following further feedback from the External Panel Member.  Action: BA
2.2.9 Minute 9.2.2 – MB confirmed that there would be a presentation to SMT next month regarding a point based visa system for overseas students.
2.2.10 Minute 9.2.3 – This action had been completed.
3 QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1
QAA Institutional Audit 


Received: Institutional Audit draft report and Action Plan

3.1.1
The Institutional Audit Report had been received and circulated for comment.  The QAA had requested comments on factual accuracy and any response from the University by April 3 2009.  A response had been drafted by ADQ in conjunction with colleagues.  The response outlined what the University intended to do as a follow up to the Audit Report.  An Action Plan would be circulated shortly for ASC members to comment on and would be presented to ASC in May for approval.  It was noted in particular that clarification on the future role of Dean of Student Experience had been requested.  
3.2 External Examiner nominations approved by Chair’s Action

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

3.2.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers approved by Chair’s Action be ratified.

3.3 External Examiner nominations for approval
Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

3.3.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
3.4 External Examiners ending 2008

Received: a list of External Examiners ending 2008
3.4.1
Schools were reminded of External Examiners who were completing their term this year.  DDEs were asked to ensure that frameworks/programmes in their School were fully covered with the appropriate number of External Examiners as soon as possible.
Action: DDEs

3.5
Research Degrees
Received: New nominations
3.5.1
ASC was asked to consider nominations of members of staff to be reviewers of nominations to Research Examiner Teams.
3.5.2
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers for Mr Allan Webster, Prof Teck Eng, Associate Prof Ann Hansford, Prof Martin Kretschmer, Prof Phillip Hardwick, Siamak Noroozi, Jacqui Taylor, Prof Bogdan Gabrys, Dr Christine Little, Francis Biley, Dr Carol Bond, Kath Ryan, Prof Stuart Allan, Prof Adam Blake, Dr Jonathan Edwards, Dr Alan Fyall and Prof Dimitrios Buhalis be approved.

3.6
School Quality Reports (SQRs)
Received: updated SQRs from BS, CS, DEC, HSC, MS, SM, Registry and AECC
3.6.1 AB had spoken to most Schools following the last ASC and the SQR reports have been updated accordingly.  The SQR from DEC was cited as a particularly good example of what was expected.  AB would summarise and synthesise the SQRs for the next EEC.
Action: AB

3.6.2 RESOLVED: ASC approved the SQRs presented.
3.7 Academic Procedure - E2
Received Updated Academic Procedure - E2
3.7.1
Academic Procedure E2 had been updated in light of the new proposed partnership with the University of Bath as discussed at ASC in January.  Minor updates had been made to reflect the way in which BU would approve a partnership with such an Institution.  
3.7.2 AB noted that he had not heard anything recently from the Media School regarding the partnership with University of Bath.  TW confirmed that everything was progressing although it had not been possible to arrange to carry out the evaluation events simultaneously due to differing processes at the two Institutions.  The Memorandum of Agreement and the Memorandum of Understanding have not yet been signed.

3.7.3 RESOLVED: Academic Procedure E2 was approved.
3.8
School Quality Audit

Received: New Academic Procedure - School Quality Audit
3.8.1 A draft Academic Procedure relating to School Quality Audits (SQA) was presented to ASC for discussion.  A recommendation of the 2006 Collaborative Provision Audit stated that the University ‘improve central and consistent oversight of the authority for quality assurance it has delegated to Schools’.  AB explained that ASC needed to be assured that School’s are fulfilling their quality assurance responsibilities.  
3.8.2 SQAs would partly replace the current rolling audits of School Annual Reports on Programme Monitoring (ARPMs).  Following the audit of BS ARPMs last year ASC had agreed that BS would be the first School to undergo the new SQA.  All Schools would be audited over the next two years.  SQAs would also be carried out for appropriate Professional Services for example the International Relations Admissions Team, the Graduate Employment Service and Academic Services.  The process would be adapted as appropriate.

3.8.3 Members of the Committee offered their feedback on the draft procedure.  TW asked why there was a need for the SQA when there was already an extensive monitoring process in place including ARPMs, SQRs and School Quality Assurance and Enhancement Committees, which included representation from ADQ.  In addition EEC is expected to follow up on issues from the SQRs and other data to inform the Education Enhancement Strategy action plan.  AB explained that since more responsibility has been devolved to Schools the University needed to be satisfied that the Schools are fulfilling their responsibilities.  TW was concerned that the process would not allow for any improvement or add any value and AB said that it was intended to be helpful and developmental for the Schools.  

3.8.4 There was concern raised by a number of colleagues about the amount of time it was likely to take staff to prepare for SQA.  AB responded by noting that the only additional document to be produced by the School is the Briefing paper and this is intended to be an evaluation to demonstrate how the School is fulfilling its responsibilities and should be no longer than four pages.  MB noted that some of the suggested evidence could contain sensitive student information and recommended that the SQA did not need to drill down to student level if it is about ensuring processes and procedures are being followed.

3.8.5 It was noted that much of the evidence base listed in Appendix A was monitored elsewhere and it was requested that this be reviewed so as to avoid duplication.  It was generally felt that the proposal presented was not a ‘light touch’ as suggested.  JV suggested that maybe a Briefing paper was not required and only a half day meeting was needed with the School.
3.8.6 Panel membership of the SQA was discussed.  It was suggested that an individual from SUBU be nominated to sit on the panel, either from the SUBU Executive or a Student Representative.  This was in line with a trend across the Sector whereby students are increasingly included on audits and reviews.  ASC supported the idea of a Student Representative being involved.  It was also suggested that an internal nominee from the School be included, but it was noted that this was optional for the Schools to decide.  ASC supported this, if it remained optional.  ASC did not support the need for an External Panel Member from another Institution to be involved.

3.8.7 After lengthy discussion it was agreed that a pilot of the SQA would go ahead with BS this Summer.  The Academic Procedure would be amended as necessary following the pilot.  It was agreed that ADQ would work with the BS to ensure that relevant documentation is available to the SQA panel.

3.8.8
RESOLVED: that a pilot of SQA goes ahead this Summer with BS and the process is revisited afterwards.  ADQ to negotiate the timing of future SQAs with Schools.

3.9
Student Representative involvement in review processes

3.9.1
It was noted that wider use of student representation in audit and review processes was increasingly commonplace in the Sector.  AB had a meeting arranged with the Students’ Union to discuss how this development could be furthered at BU. 
3.10
Exam Board Restructure

Received: Exam Board Restructure proposal

3.10.1 An Exam Board Restructure proposal, together with an addendum which came as a result of a recent meeting of the Quality Project Group was presented.  AB noted that ‘Boards of Examiners’ was the correct terminology to use in line with Senate Standing Orders
3.10.2 As part of the ongoing administrative review a need had arisen to review processes surrounding Boards of Examiners; their remit, timing and complexity.   A working group had met between October 2008 and January 2009 and ASC was asked to comment on and approve the proposal submitted.  The proposal attempted to streamline the current structure by presenting a three stage process.  Boards of Examiners would comprise of three independent Assessment Boards: Circumstances Board, Unit Moderation Board and Profile Board.  Wherever possible these Boards could be conflated as appropriate to support the reduction of the number of times an Assessment Board is required to meet.

3.10.3 The Circumstances Board would standardise how mitigating circumstances are dealt with.  JH asked how the grading system would work.  CS and HSC already successfully used a grading system which scored mitigating circumstances as to how serious they were and the timescale on which they applied to the student’s performance.  The grading system ensured students were treated fairly and did not include circumstances such as dyslexia which are considered separately.  
3.10.4 Membership of Boards of Examiners outlined in the proposal needed to be clearly specified for the Circumstances Board, Unit Moderation Boards and Profile Boards.  The proposal would change the requirements of the External Examiner who would review units rather than programmes.  It was likely that there would be a number of External Examiners for each framework and they would be involved with reviewing work and attending meetings as appropriate.  A Lead External Examiner would be required to attend the Profile Board with the Unit External Examiners being consulted.  It was suggested under point 11.2 that it be made clear that External Examiners may chose to review samples of work prior to the Board of Examiners or during their visit to BU for the Board of Examiners.  A contradiction in the proposal was noted as to whether the External Examiner was part of the quorum or not and this required clarification. 
3.10.5 It was proposed that Chairs of Boards of Examiners be independent from the School in which they reside.  Chairs would be drawn from Deans, Associate Deans and Framework Leaders.  A question was raised as to whether Deans should be Chairing Boards of Examiners or would the Deputy Dean (Education) be more appropriate.  ASC agreed that Chairs should be drawn from Deans, Deputy Deans, Associate Deans and other senior academics as nominated by the Dean or Deputy Dean.  

3.10.6 The seniority of the Chair within the School should usually reduce the need for an Independent Member to be present as the Chair, so ASC did not agree that the Chair should be from another School.  ASC decided that Independent Members would not be part of the quorum and, except for Collaborative Provision it was at the School’s discretion, based on the actual or perceived level of risk associated with the Board itself or the provision to be considered as to whether an Independent Member was required.  It was agreed that the Independent Member should be part of the membership but not part of the quorum.
3.10.7 Under the section on Minutes, the three proposals put forward were considered and it was agreed that Proposal 3 should be implemented.
3.10.8 Kate Welham asked if the proposal could distinguish more clearly UG and PG Boards.  Currently Delegated Boards are arranged to deal with PG students failing during the PG Dip stage.  MB suggested a working group look at PG issues before the proposal is finalised and JT agreed to coordinate this.  Kate Welham and MB would like to be involved and KW would arrange for a representative from SM.

Action: JT

3.10.9 Following discussion it was agreed that the proposal be updated in line with the comments made and the addendum be fully incorporated into the proposal.  ASC asked for the proposal to be re-circulated by email before progressing to the pilot.  CS and DEC agreed to pilot the proposal.
3.11
International Pre-Masters Programmes

Received: paper outlining a proposal for International Pre-Masters programmes
3.11.1 The proposal received was similar to the International Foundation Programmes.  Completion of such a programme would be linked to the offer made to applicants during the admissions process for Masters programmes.  TW asked if point 3.4 ii could be revised and divided into two parts.  It was also proposed that the paper be updated to clarify arrangements in the case of a programme being modified and arrangements for periodic review.
Action: AB

3.11.2
RESOLVED: the proposal was approved by ASC.
4
ADMISSIONS

4.1
Admission Regulations


Received: revised UG and PG Admission Regulations
4.1.1 Some changes to the UG Admission Regulations had been made in line with changes to the 14–19 Curriculum and the new Diploma qualification.  BA reminded colleagues that BU would consider applicants with the new Diploma qualifications.  The regulations also made it clear that IELTS 6.0 or equivalent was the minimum the University would accept. 
4.1.2 Currently the University had separate Level H ‘top up’ Admission Regulations but these had been incorporated into the amended UG Regulations under section 1.3.  TW mentioned that in MS it was common for foundation degree students to be required to achieve an overall merit pass for entry to a Level H programme.  JT agreed to amend the document to read ‘minimum entry requirements’.

Action: JT

4.1.3
The amendments to the PG regulations were supported.
4.1.4
RESOLVED:  The revised UG and PG Admission Regulations were approved.
5
ASSESSMENT

5.1
Academic Offences Procedure 
Received: revised Academic Offences Procedure
5.1.1 MB presented the revised procedure and explained that it had been reviewed in light of comments received on the current process.  Feedback suggested that it would be helpful if penalties could be standardised, that currently the process did not allow for stringent enough penalties and that for very serious offences a two stage process had to be followed.  The revised procedure dovetailed with the revised standard Assessment Regulations.
5.1.2 The revision introduced minor and major offences at School level and a revised University level procedure.  A new penalty had been introduced to enable a panel to take away credit, if it was deemed appropriate and there was the evidence to support such an action.  Where an allegation of an academic offence, if found to be proven, brought about concerns for fitness to practice, the case would be referred directly to the Student Disciplinary Procedure (Professional Practice Supplement).
5.1.3 JH advised against directing students to other University’s websites on the subject of academic offences and agreed to email MB with some updated wording.
Action: MB/JH
5.1.4 RESOLVED: ASC approved the revised Academic Offences Procedure for implementation from 2009/10, subject to the minor amendments noted above.
5.2
Assessment Feedback Working Group


Received: Interim Report
5.2.1 JH invited comments on the report and on the proposals for further action.  GW asked how evidence of a debate between a first and second marker should be recorded.  JH agreed to take this back to the group for discussion.  DDEs requested that the standard assessment feedback form be kept simple and manageable.  

5.2.2 Marianne Barnard asked if reference to partner institutions be removed from point 7 ix as this should be implicit.  
5.2.3 A further paper would be presented to ASC in July.  It was noted that Senate had requested sight of a copy before July.
Action JH
6
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT
6.1
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 RESOLVED: that the list of completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure included in the papers be approved.

6.2
Recommendations from reviews and validations for the University to consider


Received: list of recommendations from reviews and validations for the University
6.2.1 A recent review of MA Screenwriting had recommended the University considers technical support to allow successful preparation and delivery of the residentials.  ASC agreed that this was a School resource issue and not for the University to address.  Secondly a recommendation had been made that the University supports and values staff engagement in professional practice.  TW confirmed that professional practice was considered in the School as well as by the University as part of the balanced workload.

6.2.2 At a recent Review for Closure meeting for two programmes delivered in partnership with BUPA Home Healthcare (previously Clinovia Limited), two recommendations had been made for ASC to consider when setting up partnerships with partners who are not predominately Higher Education providers.  It was agreed that Academic Procedure E2 be updated to incorporate the recommendations.
Action: JT

6.3
Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: one programme review deferral
6.3.1 A request was received from Kingston Maurward College and CS to defer the review for the Level H BSc (Hons) Animal Behaviour and Welfare which was due in 2008/09.  A rationale was presented for the deferral and GW questioned if ASC was happy with the rationale.  Following discussion ASC agreed to approve the deferral.
6.3.2 RESOLVED: programme review deferral included in the papers be approved.

6.4 Framework/Programme Development Proposals

Received: Framework/Programme Development Proposals from MS, DEC and CS

MEDIA SCHOOL
6.4.1 BA (Hons) Advertising and Marketing Communications to BA (Hons) Advertising with Marketing Communications – title change
6.4.1.1
RESOLVED: that the title change be approved for development.
DESIGN ENGINEERING & COMPUTING
6.4.2
FdSc Sustainable Graphics and Packaging to FdA Sustainable Graphics and Packaging – award change
BSc (Hons) Sustainable Graphics and Packaging to BA (Hons) Sustainable Graphics and Packaging - award change
6.4.2.1 XV explained that ASC had approved the change in title at ASC in October to add ‘Sustainable’ to the foundation degree title.  However, at the recent Design Phase it was considered that the two programmes did not have enough science in them and accordingly they should be presented at the Evaluation Phase as FdA and BA (Hons).  BA recommended that the School check to see if there are any funding implications linked to this award change.
6.4.2.2 RESOLVED: that the change in awards be approved for development.  

CONSERVATION SCIENCES
6.4.3
BSc (Hons) Heritage Conservation to BSc (Hons) Heritage Conservation Management – title change

FdSc Field Archaeology to FdSc Practical Archaeology – title change
6.4.3.1
RESOLVED: that the title changes be approved for development.

6.4.4
FdA Libraries, Museums and Galleries to FdA Cultural Services framework with two pathways: FdA Cultural Services (Libraries) and FdA Cultural Services (Museums) – title change

6.4.4.1
The Design Phase for FdA Libraries, Museums and Galleries at Bournemouth & Poole College had recommended the proposed title change, which would create a framework with two pathways.  The College considered there to be a market for the two pathways but BA noted that with a target of 15 students both pathways were likely to have small numbers.  ASC agreed the title change but requested that the Evaluation Panel explore the viability of two pathways with small cohort sizes.

Action: ADQ/Evaluation Panel

.
6.4.4.2
RESOLVED: that the title changes be approved for development.

6.5
Framework/Programme Proposals, proposed title changes and additional pathways to frameworks approved by ASC members by email:


Received: a list of proposals approved by ASC members by email since the last meeting
6.5.1
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 22 January 2009
7.1.1 The minutes received were noted.  JH confirmed that all Schools should now have information on the latest response rate to the SUE.
7.2
Student Population Statistics

Received: Student Population Statistics March 2009
7.2.1 LS presented the Student Population Statistics and talked through the key elements of the tables.  There was a strong correlation between degree classifications awarded and tariff points on entry.  More recently, tariff points had increased on a number of programmes so there would be a delay before data would be available to see if this correlation continues.
7.2.2 LS suggested that a summary of data for partner institutions is presented to a future meeting of ASC looking at non-continuation following year of entry.  
7.2.3 Further related information was available at I:\Registry\Public\Management Information Team\Academic Standards Reporting and Schools were urged to review on a regular basis in terms of the School Education Enhancement Strategy.
8
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

8.1
Partnership Boards


Received: Weymouth College – 16 February 2009, Wiltshire College – 20 January 2009, Yeovil College – 16 January 2009 and Weald and Downland Museum – 24 February 2009
8.1.1
The minutes received were noted.  
8.2
Partner Institution Review (PIR)

8.2.1 Wiltshire College Salisbury

Received: action plan
8.2.1.1
The action plan was noted.
8.2.2 Royal School of Signals (RSS)
8.2.2.1
It was noted that part of the action plan was based on a proposal that there should be a Higher Education Committee at RSS and this was still to be formally agreed with the new Brigadier at RSS.  The action plan would be presented to ASC in May.  
9
COMMITTEES
9.1
Internationalisation Strategy Group 


Received: minutes of 14/1/09 

9.1.1 The minutes were noted.
9.2 Extracts from Boards of Examiners meetings
Received: extracts from Business School – 20/2/09 

An extract of the minutes of a Board of Examiners meeting was received by ASC that raised concerns about the new compensation rule for part-time students whose marks are considered at interim boards.  JT explained that the new compensation rule states that compensation should only be applied when students are eligible for compensation.  Therefore compensation should not be applied unless there is evidence of satisfactory performance across the level and an interim board should not award compensation.  In these cases students should be advised that they may be eligible for compensation at a later date once the marks of the entire level are known.  

10 ANY OTHER BUSINESS
10.1
BU and the Electronic Theses Online Service (EThOS)

10.1.1
BA explained that there was a pilot going ahead to digitise dissertations on request.  
10.2
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) frameworks 

10.2.1 JT updated ASC on CPD frameworks which would allow students to accrue credit and work towards named awards.  While noting that some Schools already had a PG CPD framework a proposal that each School develop a postgraduate CPD framework was being developed.  Students would be able to pick units from across School CPD frameworks.  Schools would be asked to put forward their proposals through the Programme Development Proposal process.  The updated proposal would be circulated for comment shortly.
Action: JT

11 DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 20th May 2009 (Committee Room)
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