BOURNEMOUTH UNIVERSITY
 CONFIRMED
ACADEMIC STANDARDS COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD ON 30 JANUARY 2008
Present:

Prof Rosemary Pope (RP) (Chair)
Pro-Vice Chancellor Education
Dr Brian Astin (BA)
Dean, Conservation Sciences (CS)

Mandi Barron (MB)


Assistant Registrar (Student Policy & Support), Registry 

Dr Adam Biscoe (AB)
Head of Academic Development & Quality (ADQ)
Nikki Finnes (NF) (Secretary)
Academic Quality Officer, ADQ
Prof John Fletcher (JF)
Head of Graduate School (GS)

Jacqui Gush (JG)
Head of The Graduate Employment Service (GES)
Janet Hanson (JH)
Head of Academic Services (AS)
Adam Hyland (AH)
President, Student’s Union (SU)
Dr Julia Kiely (JK)


Reader, Business School (BS)
Jacky Mack (JM)


Director of Partnerships and Widening Access, Registry
Dr Andrew Main
 (AM)
Associate Dean UG and PG Students, Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)

Clive Matthews (CM)
Deputy Dean Education, Health & Social Care (HSC)

Dr Elizabeth Mytton (EM)
Deputy Dean Education, Business School (BS)

Sam Neaves (SN)
SU Vice President, Representation (SU)

Noel Richardson (NR)
Registrar, Registry

Prof Jim Roach (JR)
Deputy Dean Education, Design, Engineering & Computing (DEC)
Andy Smith (AS)
Graduate Employment Service
Jennifer Taylor (JT) 
Assistant Registrar (Quality), ADQ
Prof Haymo Thiel (HT)
Associate Professor and Vice-Principal, Anglo European College of Chiropractic (AECC)

Dr Tom Watson (TW)
Deputy Dean Education, Media School (MS)
Dr Keith Wilkes (KW) 
Deputy Dean Education, Services Management (SM)
In attendance:

Allie Lansley 

Personal Assistant, Student Union
1 APOLOGIES

Apologies were received from:

Prof Matthew Bennett
Deputy Dean Research, CS
Peter Tierney

Head of Estates

2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 24 OCTOBER 2007

2.1 Accuracy

2.1.1 The minutes were approved as an accurate record of the meeting.  The secretary would make clear which modifications were referred to for HSC in 9.2.1 and 9.2.2.

2.2 Matters Arising 

2.2.1 Minute - 2.2.4 the working group to consider the use of statistics from Unit-e will now form part of the Quality Assurance Framework Review (QAFR).
2.2.2 Minute 4.3.1 the Records Retention Schedule had been approved and was now available to staff.
3 QUALITY ASSURANCE

3.1
Quality Assurance Framework Review update
3.1.1
The QAFR Steering Group had met to map out the scope of the review and proposed agendas for the seven working groups.  The seven working groups have begun to meet and there was good progress to date with a lot of informed focused thinking but it was perhaps surprising that more radical ideas had not yet come forward.  It was noted that members should keep in mind other reviews currently taking place such as the Senate Review, the Administrative Process Review and the Partnership Review.

3.2
QAA Institutional Audit Steering Group update

3.2.1 The Briefing visit has been set for 28th - 30th October 2008 and ASC members may be required to attend meetings on 29th or 30th October.  The Audit visit would take place between 1st and 5th December 2008 with key dates for members to be available 1st – 4th December.  The QAA require the briefing paper by 15th September 2008 and the Institutional Audit Working Group (IAWG) has begun to draft this and is starting to think about audit trails.
3.2.2 The audit team would be interested in the proposed Education Enhancement Strategy which in a quality enhancement culture is a key instrument to enhance the student learning experience.  It was evident from a recent conference that the QAA are placing a greater emphasis on enhancement and plans for the future and student engagement, feedback and participation during Institutional Audit visits.  The current work being carried out to review processes within the QAFR would form a key part of the evidence base for the University’s enhancement activities. RP advised that collaborative provision may be audited at the same time.  
3.3
QAA Code of Practice – revised sections
Received: paper 
3.3.1 Four of the ten sections of the QAA Code of Practice have recently been revised to include a series of precepts and accompanying explanations. ADQ and Registry have considered the University’s polices and processes in the light of the revisions.  JT confirmed the University already aligned with the Code but there were some areas in the action plan highlighted for improvement.  These actions would be taken forward either as part of the QAFR or as part of the review of current University policies on academic appeals and student complaints, admissions and academic offences.  MB would circulate an updated copy of the Academic Appeals Policy and Procedure for Taught Awards to DDEs and Academic Administration Managers in the next month.  It was noted that this policy did not include Research Degrees as stated on the action plan.
Action: MB

3.3.2 EM noted that whilst the current process for dealing with appeals, complaints and academic offences can be effectively tracked by the administration team it was picked up by an External Examiner (EE) that the execution of the academic offences process caused them some concern.  EM suggested that when the policy is reviewed a set of rules under Registry for academic offences and a different set of rules for other academic issues be introduced.  
Action: QAFRG and Registry
3.4
External Examiner Review Group report

Received paper

3.4.1 The External Examiner Review Group (EERG) undertook an independent summary of EE reports received during 2007.  The paper received by ASC outlined the findings of this group and the Committee was invited to discuss the report and to consider proposed actions.  Overall EEs were positive about the academic standards set for and achieved by students and the quality of learning opportunities available and there were very few negative answers to the three summary questions.  Those programmes that did receive a negative response were being followed up by the DDEs and ADQ.
3.4.2 BA noted that responsibility for responding to EEs referred to in 3.5 may change as frameworks and pathways are introduced.  Responding to EEs may become the responsibility of a Framework Leader or Programme Manager, depending on the terminology agreed.
3.4.3 Resources.  TW noted that he had read some of the EE reports as part of the EERG and there were several comments relating to resources particularly in Partner Institutions (PIs).  Issues included staff to student ratios and attitudes towards provision of HE in FE Colleges.  Similar comments had been made over a number of years making it apparent that resource issues were not being effectively addressed.  
3.4.4 When putting frameworks, pathways and units forward for approval both on campus and at PIs, Schools should be able to demonstrate how learning outcomes can be appropriately met within the resources available.  RP noted that resources may change with the development of frameworks, and opportunities for shared teaching of common units were likely to increase.  Schools should not however approve documentation with PIs if they cannot be assured that the programme can be successfully delivered.  The QAFR was asked to consider what more could be done in regard to this matter.
Action: QAFRG
3.4.5 RP explained that as well as the importance of hearing what EEs have to say about our programmes, the input EEs can give to a programme from their academic and professional backgrounds is also a key part of their role.  EEs should have an understanding of what we are trying to do as part of our Strategic Plan and understand that their comments are useful to us as our programmes develop.  
3.4.6 It was noted that EE reports in respect of Research Degrees were omitted from this report and JF and AB were to discuss future arrangements.
Action: JF and AB

3.4.7 ASC approved the proposed actions. It was suggested that the EERG report be shared with the new EEs at future EE seminars and also emailed to the current EEs. 
Action: ADQ

3.5
External Examiner Nominations for approval

Received: a list of External Examiners for approval

3.5.1 RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers be approved.
4
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ENHANCEMENT GROUP

Received: New nominations

4.1
RESOLVED: that the nominations included in the papers for Dr Fiona Roberts, Trevor Russell, Amber Burton and Dr Philip Davies be approved.
5
PROGRAMME MONITORING

5.1
Student Unit Evaluation (SUE) Steering Group 

Received: Minutes of the meeting held on 14th November 2007

5.1.1 Noted.

5.1.2 RP reminded committee members how important it was to encourage students to complete the SUE questionnaires.  Whilst there will be a cultural change to overcome with the new online student unit evaluations, colleagues were asked to promote positive engagement with the questionnaires.
5.2 
ARPM School Synoptic Reports for programmes on a standard cycle

Received: synoptic reports from AEEC, BS, CS, DEC, HSC, MS, SM, GS

5.2.1 Peter Tierney (PT), Head of Estates had given his apologies to the meeting but had read through the reports and had spoken to AB before the meeting. He agreed to consider closely proposed actions coming out of ASC consideration of School Synoptic Reports (SSRs).
5.2.2 AB stated that SSRs are intended to inform School Education Strategy and assure the University that Schools are carrying out their responsibilities to maintain academic standards and enhance the quality of the learning opportunities. They should include reference to good practice and issues of concern emerging from PRSB and ARPMs and outline intended actions.  It was noted that in the past SSRs had varied in their format and quality and therefore in the use made of them to enhance the student academic experience.  SSRs were also intended to inform the revised Education Enhancement Strategy. 
5.2.3 JT informed members that in the past the University had undertaken an independent review of PI ARPMs through the Partnership Standing Group (PSG) but this would be reviewed in the light of the PI information now available in the Synoptic Reports.

5.2.4 ASC heard a brief summary from AECC and each School on key good practice and issues arising and began to identify University wide trends and proposed actions which would be fed into the Education Enhancement Strategy.  Due to the fact that some SSRs had yet to be fully considered by School Quality Committees some reports would be redrafted and resubmitted to the next ASC.
Action: DDEs
5.2.5 Report from AECC.  HT also explained that the AECC had been considering their assessment regulations to bring them in line with the University’s regulations and this work was now almost complete.  The first review of the MChiro programme was coming up this year and there would also be a limited review of the Postgraduate Certificate and validation of a new Advanced Practice framework.  The College had started to benchmark some of their policy and procedures with the QAA codes of practice but also had to ensure that these requirements aligned with their two regulatory bodies.  Work continued on the Student Fitness to Practice Guidelines and this will be completed this year.  The AECC had been accredited by the General Chiropractic Council (GCC) and Council on Chiropractic Education – Europe in 2007 with re-accreditation for the maximum period of five years.  With regard to resources and current lack of space, a new building had been started to house a new clinic and rehabilitation facility.
5.2.6 Report from BS.  EM placed emphasis on the enhancement aspects of her report and had also taken the opportunity to review School processes.  She was concerned to find that whilst administrative processes were excellent, the follow through on actions was not always so good.  Areas requiring particular attention would be reviewed by the School over the coming months.  Specific concern had been identified with the BS programmes delivered at BPC and special measures were now in place which included meetings and regular updates of action plans.  
5.2.7 Report from CS.  BA drew the Committee’s attention to the feedback from some EEs about the provision of resources and in particular a comment regarding under resourced lab facilities.  This comment came despite investment in a lot of new equipment to enhance and strengthen the student experience.  RP advised DDEs that if they were concerned about miscommunication of information to an EE that this should be addressed immediately so that EEs do not take back inappropriate information.  
Action:DDEs

5.2.8 Draft report from DEC.  The School was undergoing a number of framework reviews this academic year and actions from the ARPMs would also be picked up through the review process.  JR had written to all the EEs and had addressed any particular points made.  JR agreed to submit a revised report with more detail relating to the actions and how these would be dealt with.
Action: JR

5.2.9 Report from HSC.  The action plan captured the major issues arising.  Cross school issues identified related to the timing of the SUE and issues relating to practice and skills.  The Social Work programme was commended for good practice with user and carer contributions to curriculum design and delivery and this should be extended to other programmes.  It was noted that reports from PSRBs were often brief and often only stated if the programme had met the standards or not.  All programmes continued to meet the required standard. However, HSC planned in future to disseminate more widely the content of the reports.
5.2.10 Report from MS.  An EE for one programme had commented on the persistent lack of facilities at Bournemouth & Poole College and there were issues with the HE experience at Weymouth College.  RP advised that this should be addressed by the QAFR with AB and JM involved.  Whatever is decided must be integrated into the BU framework.  TW suggested that this could be taken on by the QAFR monitoring group that both he and JM were already involved with.  Part of the issue with the PIs is that programmes are validated to run with a certain number of students, but if less are recruited and it is decided still to run the programme, resources are then much tighter due to the small numbers and quality and standards can be affected.  
Action: QAFRG
5.2.11 Draft report from SM.  KW noted that the action plan for campus based provision had not yet been formally ratified by SQC and an updated version would be submitted to ASC following the next SQC meeting.  The report identified good practice in the School but this was not always consistent across programmes and there were some areas which were not done as well as they could be and these needed to be addressed.
Action: KW

5.2.12 Report from the Graduate School.  An online log book for tracking and monitoring research student progress had been introduced called myBUILD.  The Research Methodology Programme aimed to improve student engagement and helped to understand the needs of students.  JF was currently exploring ways in which units could be introduced in research methodology and was having discussions with DEC and CS. 
5.2.13 ADQ was asked to identify University wide trends and collate actions from the EERG and SSRs. These would be presented at future meetings of the Education Enhancement Strategy group and ASC.

Action: ADQ
6
COLLABORATIVE ACTIVITY

6.1
Partnership Boards

Received: Minutes of meetings held at Salisbury College (20th November 2007) and Weymouth College (5rh December 2007) 
6.1.1
Noted.
6.1.2
NR advised that he had a draft of the Kingston Maurward College minutes from the 11th December 2007 and would circulate these to the Committee.
Action: NR

6.2
Institutional Liaison Visits

Received: Minutes of meetings held at West London College (18th October 2007), The Weald and Downland Museum (6th November 2007) and Clinovia (13th November 2007)
6.2.1
Noted

7
POSTGRADUATE RESEARCH

7.1
Research Degree Committee


Received: Minutes of meetings held on 20th November 2007
7.1.1
Noted
8
SCHOOL QUALITY COMMITTEES

8.1
Programme Modifications from School Quality Committees approved by electronic communication
Received: a list of modifications approved by ASC members on 17th December 2007 by electronic communication
8.1.1 A new system for unforeseen programme modifications requiring approval between meetings of ASC was piloted in December 2007.  It was noted that proposed programme modifications should still be taken through SQC in time for the next ASC, but where there is a genuine need to gain approval prior to the next meeting the ASC Secretary will electronically circulate the proposal.  If there are no negative responses by the cut-off date the modification will be approved and included for ratification at the next ASC meeting.  There was a positive response by ASC and therefore this process now stands.
8.1.2 RESOLVED: that the electronic communication process for unforeseen programme modifications requiring approval between meetings be approved

8.1.3 RESOLVED: that the modifications included in the papers and approved by ASC on 17th December 2007 by electronic communication be ratified. 
8.2
Extracts School Quality Committee / Modifications Panel meetings


Received: extracts from CS, HSC and SM
8.2.1
RESOLVED: that the CS modification included in the papers be approved.

8.2.2
RESOLVED: that the HSC modifications included in the papers be approved.
8.2.3
RESOLVED: that the SM modification included in the papers be approved.
9
PROGRAMME DEVELOPMENT

9.1
Completed programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure for approval

Received: a list of completed programme reviews, validation and reviews for closure
9.1.1
RESOLVED: that the list of programme reviews, validations and reviews for closure included in the papers be ratified.
9.2 Programme Review deferrals from Schools
Received: a list of programme review deferrals

9.2.1 RESOLVED: that the list of programme review deferrals included in the papers be approved.
10
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

RP congratulated Jacky Mack and Jacqui Gush on their new appointments and welcomed them to ASC.

10.1
Future Membership

Tabled: Paper
10.1.1 ASC was invited to comment on the future membership of the Committee which will focus on the management of academic standards.  KW recommended that Programme Leaders should be involved or consulted in some way although attendance could be kept to a senior staff configuration. Members, while generally approving the tenor of the suggestions, were invited to send their considered comments to AB.
Action: ASC members
10.2
Proof of student qualifications – GCSE certificates


Received: Paper
10.2.1 The necessity of checking GCSE certificates during enrolment had been raised by Registry who had introduced a standard procedure for checking proof of qualifications and identity of all new students.  ASC was asked to consider to what extent Schools need to check GCSE certificates.  A consistent approach across Schools was required and it was agreed that this should feed into the QAFR with any initial comments to JT.
Action: ASC members and QAFRG
10.3 Partnership Review

10.3.1
Richard Dimbleby had completed his work and had produced a written report.  This had been discussed by UEG and amendments were being made.  A timetable for discussions to take place with stakeholders would be set in the coming weeks.

10.4
AECC Funding

10.4.1
RP advised ASC that an issue for the AECC in the future would be the recent HEFCE withdrawal of funding for equivalent or lower qualifications (ELQs).  In order to be accredited by the GCC the MChiro programme must be delivered at undergraduate level.  It was noted that the University supports the programmes at the AECC and that it had submitted a paper to HEFCE claiming an exceptional case for this programme. 
11 DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Wednesday 26th March 2008, 9.15am, Board Room
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