Minutes of the fifty sixth meeting of Learning and Quality Committee held on Tuesday  15th February 2011 at Queen Anne 075, Greenwich, Avery Hill Campus 

Present

	S. Jarvis (DVC, Chair)
	S. Naylor (LQU, Officer)
	

	C. Delage (ARC)
	A. Grant (ENG)
	M. Castens (ILS)

	J. Cullinane (BUS)
	G. Farmer (ED)
	D. Hayes (PD)

	S. Leggatt (ED)
	V. Habgood (HEA)
	E. Kehoe (OSA)

	S. Walker (EDU)
	Z. Pettit (HUM
	C. Rose (OSA)

	In attendance
	Anne Heans (D & D Team)
	


	10.56.1
	Apologies

	

	
	J. Everett, W. Cealey Harrison, D. Sheppard, L. Pollard, R. Dolden  

	

	10.56.2
	Minutes of the Meeting of 19th January 2011

	

	
	The minutes of the meeting were agreed as an accurate record subject to a small number of changes to remove typographical errors

	

	10.56.3
	Actions Arising from the Meeting of 19th January 2011
	

	10.55.5b refers
	Paper on WBL was redrafted as required and presented to Partnership Development Group

	

	10.55.5c refers
	QA Officers requested to place student experience of disability issues on future student experience committees.  LQU is now receiving first sets of minutes from Schools.  Section 4 of paper has been redrafted as per LQC requirement

	

	10.55.6a refers
	Ongoing: Actual approval and review dates required for May LQC.  School of Education and Review Chair have confirmed that review of DTLLS programme has taken place in 2010 and centre delivery will be reviewed in 2011/12.

	

	10.56.4
	University Policies and Strategies

	

	a.
	Admissions Policy

	

	
	The committee received a draft admissions policy and procedures document.  It welcomed the introduction of such a document, noting that it is a work in progress that has been impact assessed by the Impact Assessment Committee.  LQC made the following recommendations for change and enhancement to the policy document:
· That the document be split into two:  a short policy statement regarding principles of admission, and a second document which can function as an operations manual.  This will enable the policy to address different audiences:  policy statement for potential students and an operations manual for staff.
· That more clarity should be provided on the specific roles that Schools adopt within all aspects of the admissions process

· That the policy is reviewed in conjunction with the Reasonable Adjustments Framework and Student Disability Policy to ensure that these related policies support each other.

· Detail on progression agreements (Compacts) should be included

· The document should consider providing detailed criteria on how personal statements supplied by prospective students are judged in order to guide staff in assessing applications.
· That the final version of the document ought to read in conjunction with the QAA Code of Practice in order to ensure that the University meets the precepts of the Code and that the policy itself should be mapped against the precepts. 
· That the section on criminal convictions requires some reworking in conjunction with the School of Education.

· That recruitment and admissions consider inclusion of a widening participation statement related to University policy, especially in view of the  rising number of students entering the University with alternative methods of entry other than A-levels
LQC strongly advised the head of admissions to complete one further round of discussions with all Schools to ensure that both generic and specific detail related to admissions for all provision within the policy is addressed.
	

	Action
	Admissions Office to consider the points made for inclusion in the next draft.

School of education representatives to provide commentary upon the criminal offences section direct to the admissions office


	P. Fisher
G. Farmer

	b
	Impact Assessment of School Assessments Policies

	

	
	LQC received a short paper detailing an Equality Impact Audit of School Assessment Policies.  The paper placed the Impact Audit in the context of reviews of other aspects of the University's assessment processes, including the project on Assessment and Feedback (2007-09). The paper recognised the good practice models adopted by Schools in their own assessment policies, but reinforced the view that a University wide assessment policy, with core elements agreed by all schools, would provide a greater measure of consistency for both students and staff.

LQC agreed that it was timely to consider a cross-school policy and the Directors of Learning and Quality agreed to meet and discuss key elements of the eight current policies with a view to extracting core elements as first draft of a wider University policy.  LQC acknowledged that any developments of a University wide policy should take into account work being currently undertaken in terms of reasonable adjustments for students with disabilities, synchronisation with a revised Student Charter, approaches to strategies for revision and exam preparation and review of the extenuating circumstances provision in the University.

	

	Action
	Directors of Learning and Quality to review all School Assessment Policies, and extract common core elements for presentation as a draft University Assessment Policy.


	DLQ Group
May 2011


	c.
	University Disability Policy for Students
	

	
	LQC received a short draft Disability Policy for Students from the Office of Student Affairs for comment and recommendations prior to a final version being submitted to Academic Council for approval.  The policy contained ten structural points which follow the QAA Code of Practice.  

LQC endorsed the paper with some considerable discussion regarding the timing and process of withdrawal of an offer in cases where reasonable adjustments cannot be made.  LQC requested that the grounds on which an offer be withdrawn be made indicative rather than definitive in order not to limit the list to a set number of criteria.   The Committee felt that the policy should clarify the institutional position and responsibilities in circumstances where false declarations are made or where the full extent of disabilities only become known once a student has registered and where these have not been made known on an application form.  
The committee made the following recommendations
· that the policy could emphasise the use of alternative methods of assessment for students with particular types of disabilities, rather than the simple method of providing additional time for pre-reading and completion of examinations.

· that some detail be provided on the use of "assistive technology" within the policy.

· that guidance and how to interpret Educational Psychology Reports

would be welcomed staff development
· that section 8 should be entitled “International Students on Campus”

· that Section 9 “partner college” should read in capitals to indicate the specific network of Partner Colleges and not partners in general.

· that detailed clarification and definition of “long term medical condition” is specified in the University Framework Document.

	

	d.
	 University Reasonable Adjustments Framework
	

	
	In support of the University Policy for Disabled Students the Committee received a paper:  Reasonable Adjustments Framework – Students with Disabilities, which provided detail on general principles for how the institution should manage adjustments for students with disabilities.
Similar issues were raised in the context of timing and withdrawal of offers where reasonable adjustments cannot be made.  L:QC made the following recommendations for changes to the paper prior to its submission to Council:

Section 2.1:  “Information at admission” should read “information at application”

Section 5:  That the policy should make clear the locus of responsibility for payment of reasonable adjustments for overseas students, which, as Committee pointed out, cannot always be the School in question but may be more correctly located in Estates or other support departments.

The Committee recognized that withdrawal of an offer could be made clearer where a condition or disability is not known or not fully declared at the time of an offer being made.
The Committee was concerned that students with dyslexia are, under current protocols receiving a potential double advantage through the granting of additional time for assessment completion and through the implementation of separate marking guidelines for students with dyslexia.
The Committee strongly urged the authors of the Admissions Policy, Student Disability Policy and Reasonable Adjustments Framework cross reference their documents to ensure consistency of practice, advice and process


	

	Action
	The Reasonable Adjustments Framework should be amended before presentation to Council to ensure that it:

a. Clarifies where, why and how, in the applications process the University may decline an applicant with and

b. That the D & D team provide Academic Council with detail on practice within the sector in respect of students with dyslexia and provide a rationale for continuing to implement both the recommendations of this Framework (Additional Time), in conjunction with Marking Guidelines for Students with Dyslexia.


	E. Kehoe


	10.56.5
	Quality Assurance, Audit, Approval and Monitoring

	

	a.
	HEFCE Consultation Paper:  Public Information About Higher Education

	

	
	The Committee received a recent HEFCE consultation paper relating to the Public Information being made available in a consistent process in respect of higher education.  LQC acknowledged that the University secretary has been taken to respond on behalf of the University.  The Committee requested that then following points be brought into consideration as part of this response:
That it is absolutely critical to define carefully the notion of “contact time” so that it includes all activities related to student study and is not defined solely in terms of face to face tutor contact.  Study hours should be written in such a manner as to ensure it does not constitute a contract.

That clustering data appropriately will be critical (and necessary) to the successful completion of broad datasets

That the proposals will require changes to programme specifications, course specifications and programme documentation as part of approval and review event might require some considerable effort and will be reliant on careful understanding of the clearly defined notions of contact time.

	

	b.
	External Examiner Appointments

	

	
	LQC acknowledged receipt of a further 6 new appointments for the 2010/11 session.

	

	c.
	PSRB Reports


	

	
	The Committee was pleased to note that the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) has now completed two aspects of its engagement with the University following the outcomes of Institutional Audit in 2009.
Firstly, that a revised title of MSc Project Management (International) has been accredited for delivery in the UK and in Hong Kong for the September 2011 and subsequent intakes.  (Acknowledged in November 2010).

Secondly, that RICS will be re-establishing its partnership (confirmed 31/1/2011) with the University for accreditation purposes for the following other postgraduate awards:

MSc Building Rehabilitation

MSc Construction Management and Economics

MSc Facilities Management

MSc Real Estate

MSc Real Estate Development and Investment

LQC also noted that the process of engagement with RICS following the institutional audit is not complete and the School of Architecture and Construction is continuing to work with the PSRB with respect to continued accreditation of its undergraduate provision.


	

	10.56.6
	 Annual Reports to LQC
	

	a.
	External Examining


	

	
	LQC received the eighth annual report on external examining to the University, noting the overall positive response of its examiners to internal and partnership provision standards.
LQC endorsed recommendations that that examiner mapping to programme be fully built into the online system for 2010/11, that the LQU undertake a review of examiner workload and make recommendations for an appointments and payments model and that individual citations for effective practices should be forwarded to the EDU so that the staff involved might be approached to contribute to staff development activities in the future.

	

	b.
	Student Borderline Decisions 2009/10


	

	
	The Committee received a short paper which provided analysis of some 300+ student classification decisions where overall grades were perceived to be borderline and submitted to the LQU by School Quality Officers.  The paper contained three recommendations.  

LQC did not endorse the recommendation that Banner be amended to remove grade averages from 2 to zero decimal places, requesting instead that Chairs and Offices be formally reminded about borderline parameters.

LQC endorsed the proposal that borderline candidate results where the lower of two classifications has been agreed should also be sent to the LQU for inclusion in future analyses.
LQC did not endorse the recommendation that academic regulation 5.36 be rescinded or the provision of further case scenarios for PABs.  It noted that the cases presented within the analysis indicated clear rationales for higher degrees being awarded which conformed to the spirit of the regulatory framework.
	


