Minutes of the forty-fifth meeting of LEARNING AND QUALITY COMMITTEE held on 23 September 2009 at 1pm in Mary Seacole 309/310 Avery Hill Campus

Present

S Jarvis DVC (Academic Development) – Chair

M Castens (ILS)




Z Pettit (H&SC)

J Cullinane (BUS)




L Pollard (SCI)

K Cowlard (RAP)




C Rose (OSA)

C Delage (A&C)




D Shepherd (BUS)

B Dolden (CMS)




S Stein (OSA)

A Grant (ENG)




M Thomas (SCI)

V Hapgood (H&SC)




S Walker (EDT)




C Harper (LQU) - Officer



In attendance: C Eustance – UG-Flex Project Manager

Apologies for Absence
45.1
W Cealey Harrison (LQU); A Dawson (H&SS); G Farmer (E&T); S Naylor (LQU); 

T Thomas (PHARM)

Welcome to new members
45.2 Z Pettit (H&SS) and D Shepherd (BUS) were welcomed to their first meeting.

Chair’s Introduction

45.3 As the incoming Chair, the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic Development) stated that the impression gained (from reading previous minutes) was that the LQC had devoted much time to issues of quality assurance. He wished to achieve a greater balance between consideration of such matters and those related to learning and teaching and also quality enhancement.

45.4 Given the standing of the LQC (a sub-committee of Academic Council) it was imperative that attention was given to strategic as well as operational issues.

Minutes of the 44th meeting held on 13 May 2009

45.5 A number of corrections and matters arising were raised:

08.44.1 - Apologies: Ms J Cullinane to be amended to Dr J Cullinane.  It was agreed that future reference to members would omit gender and status.
08.44.6 – Annual Reports: Academic Council had commended the quality of the reports relating to the Quality and Standards section of the 2008/2009 School ARPDs; Overview of External Examiner reports 2007/2008 and the E-Learning Strategy Group (ELIG).

08.44.7 – English Courses for International students: Zoe Pettit was requested to report back to the next meeting of LQC regarding progress made in providing such courses and any logistical problems encountered as a result of delivering such provision across campuses.
ACTION: Zoe Pettit – SDLQ Humanities and Social Sciences

Actions arising from the meeting held on 13 May 2009
45.6
The following action was noted:

08.44.3: LQC to consider a proposal to undertake a review of the system of delegated authority from 2003-2009. 


It was agreed that this should be incorporated into action identified following the consideration of the findings of the QAA Institutional Audit 2009.  


08.44.4 Academic Regulations: it had been agreed that the Regulations Working Group would not re-convene until the Institutional Audit findings were published.


LQU had requested that all PAB officers report on exceptional cases (session 2008/2009) where a degree classification did not fall into one of the three models: 
(i) overall GPA (average); (ii) preponderance of credits and (iii) final stage average.

Responses were being collated by LQU in order to inform the discussions of the Regulations Working Group.  

ACTION: School Quality Assurance Officers and LQU
QAA Institutional Audit March 2009
45.7
The DVC (Academic Development) reported that, following protracted discussions held with the QAA, a letter outlining the judgements of the audit team had been received at the end of August 2009. The letter also confirmed that the final report would be published on the QAA website on the 25 September 2009.

The DVC (Academic Development) would be sending an email to the University Executive and academic staff drawing their attention to the outcomes of the audit.  
The QAA Audit Report (including the University initial response to its findings) and Annex would be published on the University intranet. Caron Jones from Public Relations would be briefed to respond to the press and other external agencies.

45.8 The University should emphasise that a judgement of ‘limited confidence’ in one of the elements (academic standards) is not a judgement of failure. It indicates an outcome that signals that improvements need to be made. Some positives to take from the audit report were:

(a) the staff and student portal was commended as good practice

(b) the scope of the audit and its findings do not apply to the collaborative activities of the University 
(c) that confidence can be reasonably placed in the soundness of the institution’s present and likely future management of the quality of the learning opportunities available to students
(d) that the judgement of limited confidence related to undergraduate awards. Confidence can be reasonably placed in the soundness of the institutions present and likely future management of academic standards of the postgraduate and research awards that it offers.

45.9 The University was disappointed that the QAA had expressed limited confidence in the academic standards of its undergraduate awards. Whilst the particular instances on which such a judgement was based appeared somewhat technical, the DVC (Academic Development) recommended that the University takes steps to address, not only the judgement and recommendations, but the overall commentary within the full report. For instance, there were still some areas of work in progress which related to the findings of the 2004 Institutional Audit.
45.10 As part of the follow-up to the Audit findings, the University is required to submit an action plan to the QAA (within 3 months of the audit report publication) indicating how it intends to address the recommendations. Subsequently, a progress report on how the action plan has been implemented would also be required. The audit is not formally signed-off until the QAA is satisfied that the action plan has been implemented successfully (within a time limit of 18 months).
  
45.11 LQC then considered the individual recommendations made within the Audit report:

Essential recommendations

(a) in order to eliminate ambiguity about the nature and standing of its taught undergraduate awards, review the nomenclature and status of those awards that fall outside the scope of The framework for higher education qualifications in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (FHEO) but which nonetheless use its terminology (paragraph 38)

The awards to which this referred were those exit awards which students gained as a result of securing insufficient credits for either the programme in question or fall-back awards such as CertHE or DipHE. The audit team had identified an ambiguity regarding the status and terminology of these awards, which were not directly related to a programme specification, learning outcomes or the hierarchy enshrined within the FHEQ.

Following discussion it was agreed in principle that these awards/certificates of attainment should be discontinued. However, it was advised that PAS/OSA be consulted in order to identify any funding implications, where emphasis is placed on credit attainment, the frequency in which these awards had been conferred, and references within the Diploma Supplement/HEAR. It was further agreed that the University portfolio of award titles be reviewed. 
(b) ensure that, in reaching assessment board decisions, the regulatory framework is applied consistently, and judgements do not undermine the University's assurance of the standards of its taught undergraduate awards (paragraph 48). 
This related to the way in which PABs had exercised discretion/ academic judgement in awarding Honours classification to students whose profile fell outside of the 3 methods of calculating honours. The present regulations had included reference to borderline candidates, but had not provided a definition. The QAA had noted that 140 awards had been made in summer 2008, which had not fulfilled the criteria of the three main models. This had been reported to LQC in September 2008 which had agreed to keep a ‘watching brief’. The audit team was of the opinion that this was not sufficient action to maintain consistency and maintain academic standards despite the fact that in some cases extenuating circumstances were a significant factor in determining the decision of the PABs.

Following discussion, LQC agreed that the regulations should be re-written in order to put more emphasis on academic judgement and the discretion of PABs. It was felt that the present models relating to calculating Honours classification were too prescriptive/constraining.

The University had periodically amended its assessment regulations, but analysis of these revisions had shown little impact on the spread of classifications (particularly Firsts/2.1s). The DVC (Academic Development) felt that a fundamental rethink of the ‘cultural’ aspects relating to assessments was required. Further investigation needed to be made of the full use of the marking scale (0-100%) when grading assessment, and better use made of qualitative assessment criteria at course/assignment level. Other factors to be considered included staff development in relation to assessment and staff expectations of student success. For instance, staff should be encouraged to identify/justify where students lost marks and work from the top end of the scale.

It was agreed that an Assessment Working Group be convened to:

(i) respond to the regulatory matters to which the limited confidence recommendations referred (immediate)

(ii) address other regulatory issues previously identified within the institution e.g. interim reassessment, component ‘capping’ following reassessment, extenuating circumstances policy and penalties for late submission of assessment. (by end of session)

(iii) take a holistic approach to assessment and make recommendations regarding the ‘cultural solution’ (on-going)

ACTION: Chris Harper to convene and support Assessment Working Group.
Advisable recommendations

(c) reflect further on the ways in which central oversight of school-based periodic review is maintained, and consider in particular whether provision for light touch reviews, and the relationship between professional, statutory and regulatory body (PSRB) reviews and internal reviews, should be more closely defined (paragraph 30) 

It was agreed that a detailed set of protocols be developed to address the conduct of review, encompassing the relationship with PSRB reviews, the conduct of risk assessment, definition of major/minor changes and their cumulative effect. The Quality Assurance Handbook to be revised accordingly.

ACTION: LQU

(d) clarify the roles of individuals and deliberative committees in the approval and appointment of external examiners, and the operation of the external examiner system (paragraph 31) 

It was agreed that a paper clarifying the roles of individuals, offices and deliberative committees in relation to the approval and appointment of external examiners, both within Schools and on behalf of the institution, be requested for the next meeting of LQC. This paper would also address the consideration of, and response to, external examiner reports. 
ACTION: Steve Naylor 

(e) implement mechanisms to maintain institutional oversight of the cumulative effect of minor changes and derogations on programmes (paragraph 40)

It was agreed that this be addressed in tandem with (c) above with clear guidance being given to Schools so that the cumulative effect of minor/major changes, and their impact on the review process, were managed in an appropriate manner, whilst also providing an institutional oversight. 

ACTION: LQU  
(f) ensure the consistency, continuity, coherence and support of student representation in quality management at all levels (paragraph 62)

Emphasis had been placed on the ‘student voice’ being captured via NSS and other survey methods. Student representatives were also members of key School/University committees. However it was recognised that greater consistency was required in securing student representatives at programme level and the provision of appropriate training/briefing. A previous paper from a previous Student Union sabbatical was referred to and should be re-visited.
ACTION:  DVC (Academic Development) to discuss student representative training with SUUG. LQU to consult with QAA, Schools and Partner Colleges, in order to secure innovative and coherent ways in which students can contribute to the quality management process. 

(g) in line with the recommendations of the 2004 audit, make training compulsory for postgraduate research students who teach, and ensure institutional consistency in monitoring their teaching (paragraph 113). 

ACTION: DVC (Academic Development) to discuss this issue with Tom Barnes and Alan Reed in order to implement appropriate training for postgraduate research students who teach, and a process for monitoring their teaching. 
Annual Report on PSRB Activities 2008-2009 
45.12  A report detailing PSRB accreditations for the 2008/2009 session was received. The report contained a brief description (by individual school) of the accreditation activities that had taken place and their outcomes. The DVC (Academic Development) commended all the Schools involved in gaining continuing accreditation, particularly CMS which had secured unconditional approval from the British Computer Society for its suite of computing programmes.

45.13 The report had made three recommendations: 
(a) That LQC receive all formal notification of the outcomes of PSRB accreditation visits and review meetings (letters of confirmation and full accreditation reports) in order to discuss issues arising from PSRB activities. This to become a standing item on the LQC agenda.

(b) That a member of LQC/LQU be invited to participate as an independent observer/adviser at such visits.

(c) That the Schools and the Banner Programmes and Courses office undertake formal revision and update of Banner programme data, providing details for all PSRB links at programme level. 
LQC endorsed these recommendations but stressed that (b) may be resource intensive and was subject to the approval of the visiting body.
ACTION: Steve Naylor, Jo Gillis and SDLQs
UG-Flex Project

45.14 LQC received a project outline from Claire Eustance (Project Manager).  The project aims were to reveal and enhance the University’s curriculum development processes in order to support a more flexible and diverse curriculum, underpinned by agile systems with particular reference to increase efficient and effective flexible and part-time learning provision in a changing market place.
45.15 The project manager reported that a number of project workshops had been held addressing the 6 areas of investigation: Speed of study (student progression); non-standard start and finish dates (implications for estates and timetabling); course level admissions (associate students); self-service interface (data flow for students and staff); library of academic models and validation/review systems. In turn these 6 areas impacted upon cultural aspects such as communications, training and resourcing. The project scope included awareness of VLE review, Eagle integrated programme information and the Gator marketing CRM system. The project would need to engage with the implementation of the University Information strategy, external funding policy and policy relating to named and generic degree titles.

45.16 Of particular relevance to LQC were plans to develop an on-line system for recording and overseeing the processes of programme approval and review. It was intended that this would provide an automated way of embodying and ensuring adherence to approval/review protocols (e.g. scheduling of activity, completion and circulation of reports and the meeting of conditions).

ACTION: UG-Flex Project Leader and LQU

University adoption of FHEQ nomenclature

45.17 The University still described its courses as levels 1, 2 and 3. The FHEQ had been revised so that these levels were now referred to as 4, 5 and 6. It was agreed that this method of referencing courses be adopted at the earliest opportunity. In addition to revising the Academic Regulations, LQU would consult with the Banner team to ensure a smooth transition in terms of descriptors within the course catalogue and programme specifications, Banner programming and other published information.

ACTION: LQU to consult with Banner team and issue advice to Schools. Transition to be completed in time for 2010/2011 session.

Use of translation dictionaries in examinations

45.18 This matter had been referred to LQC by Academic Council. The present University policy entitled all international students to use a translation dictionary in examinations where English is their second language.

45.19 It was reported that a survey of other institutions illustrated different policies in force. Some had adopted the same policy as Greenwich, others permitted the use of dictionaries for only exchange students whereas the remainder did not permit the use of dictionaries at all. The rationale for the latter was that students were expected to have an appropriate command of English in order to meet entry requirements.

45.20 It was agreed that the University should adopt the policy of not permitting the use of such translation dictionaries for the 2009/2010 session.

ACTION: Academic Council to approve change in policy.
Annual report of LQC to Academic Council
45.21 The above report was received. It was noted that greater emphasis could have been placed on issues relating to teaching and learning and that reference needed to be made to preparations for the Collaborative Audit. It was felt that the report could be improved in tone and substance.

ACTION: DVC (Academic Development) to consult with Steve Naylor
Date of next meeting: Wednesday 28 October 2009 at 1.00p.m. in Room QA075.

ACTION POINTS ARISING FROM LEARNING AND QUALITY COMMITTEE

23 September 2009

	Minute
	Action
	Key Officer/body

	45.6
	English Courses for International students:
October meeting of LQC to receive report on progress made by School of Humanities and Social Sciences in delivering campus-wide provision.


	Zoe Pettit – SDLQ (H&SS)

	45.6
	Academic Regulations:  PAB officers to report on exceptional cases (session 2008/2009) where a degree classification did not fall into one of the three models: (i) overall GPA (average); (ii) preponderance of credits and (iii) final stage average.

	SQAOs to inform LQU/ Assessment Working Group

	45.11
(a) & (b)
	Assessment Working Group be convened to: 

(i) respond to the regulatory matters to which the limited confidence recommendations referred (immediate)

(ii) address other regulatory issues previously identified within the institution e.g. interim reassessment, component ‘capping’ following reassessment, extenuating circumstances policy and penalties for late submission of assessment. (by end of session)

(iii) take a holistic approach to assessment and make recommendations regarding the ‘cultural solution’ (on-going)
	Chris Harper (LQU) to convene and support Assessment Working Group.


	45.11(c)
	Periodic Review: a detailed set of protocols be developed to address the conduct of review, encompassing the relationship with PSRB reviews, the conduct of risk assessment, definition of major/minor changes and their cumulative effect. The Quality Assurance Handbook to be revised accordingly.
	LQU

	45.11 (d)
	External Examiners: to clarify the roles of individuals, offices and deliberative committees in relation to the approval and appointment of external examiners, both within Schools and on behalf of the institution. Paper requested for the next meeting of LQC. This paper would also address the consideration of, and response to, external examiner reports. 
Action
	Steve Naylor

	45.11(e)
	Programme/Course changes: Clear guidance to be given to Schools so that the cumulative effect of minor/major changes, and their impact on the review process, were managed in an appropriate manner, whilst also providing an institutional oversight. 


	LQU

	45.11(f)
	Student representation: DVC (AD) to discuss student representative training with SUUG. LQU/RAP to consult with QAA, Schools and Partner Colleges, in order to secure innovative and coherent ways in which students can contribute to the quality management process. 


	DVC (AD) and SUUG
LQU/RAP

	45.11(g)
	Research Students: to implement appropriate training for postgraduate research students who teach, and a process for monitoring their teaching. 
	DVC (AD)

DVC (Research & Enterprise)

Alan Reed

	45.13
	PSRB Activities:  (i) LQC to receive all formal notification of the outcomes of PSRB accreditation visits and review meetings (ii) a member of LQC/LQU be invited to participate as an independent observer/adviser at such visits (iii) Schools and the Banner Programmes and Courses office undertake formal revision and update of Banner programme data, providing details for all PSRB links at programme level. 

 
	Steve Naylor

Jo Gillis 

SDLQs


	45.16
	UG-Flex Project: to develop an on-line system for recording and overseeing the processes of programme approval and review.
	UG-Flex Project Leader

LQU

	45.17
	FHEQ: Course referencing, utilising levels 4, 5 and 6 to be adopted at the earliest opportunity and reflected in all public information. 
	SQAOs
Banner team

LQU



	45.20
	Translation dictionaries in examinations: to adopt the policy of not permitting the use of such translation dictionaries for the 2009/2010 session.


	Academic Council to approve.
Examinations and Standards office to effect

	45.21
	Annual report of LQC to Council: to be revised.
	DVC (AD)

Steve Naylor
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