LQC Minutes 28/9/2005

LEARNING AND QUALITY COMMITTEE

Minutes of the twentieth meeting of Learning and Quality Committee held on Wednesday 28th September 2005 at 13.30pm in Queen Anne Room QA75 Maritime Greenwich

	05.20.2
	Minutes of the Meeting held on 18th May 2005


	

	
	The draft Minutes of the previous meeting were approved subject to clarification that paragraph 04.19.11 (a) is amended to make clear it relates to the summary of School ARPD Quality and Standards sections and recommendations drafted by the Head of LQU.

	

	05.20.3
	MATTERS ARISING


	

	(a)
	School Review (04.19.3a refers)


	

	
	Head of LQU sought confirmation that School reviews are to continue to be managed via the LQU rather than VCG as had been indicated.  Whilst VCG had taken an active interest in School Review, the Chair noted that such reviews are still to be managed as per the QA Handbook.  She agreed to discuss the points raised with the VC and report back.  Noted that Education and Training School Review is to take place on 30/11/2005 – 01/12/2005.  2005/06 academic session will see a minimum of two other reviews – Business and LEAP.  

	

	Action
	LEAP to produce a schedule of School reviews to cover the next three years


	

	(b)
	Collaborative Strategy and Policy and Practice Papers (04.19.4 refers)

	

	
	Noted that these papers had been submitted to Council in June and are currently receiving final amendments.  They will be presented to Court in October.

	

	(c)
	Student Experience Initiative Working Group (04.19.5 refers)


	

	
	Noted that bids for project funding have been submitted, are currently being considered and outcomes will be reported to next LQC.  Noted the  SEI now retitled Student Support Programme.  LQC requested clarification regarding the role and remit of working groups that now report to it but that have in fact been set up through the Executive arm of the University.  

	

	Action
	LQC requested confirmation of terms of reference and membership of working groups on SSP, Student Retention and e-learning for next meeting


	SN

	(d)
	Approval and Review Panel Chairs (04.19.7 refers)
	

	
	The offer of running a workshop for new Panel Chairs remains open from LQU.  The pool of panel Chairs does need extending to enable better coverage and staff development.  It was agreed Heads of Department should be invited to put themselves forward.  


	

	(e)
	Academic Calendar  (04.19.11 refers)

	

	
	Members emphasised the need for early publication of a composite calendar which will enable Schools to schedule ARPD production appropriately and that meetings of central committees to be coordinated with school based requirements and activities.

 
	

	Action
	Ruth Gowling and Christine Rose to discuss this with a view to providing a calendar of meetings earlier.


	CR and Ruth Gowling

	05.20.04
	Institutional Audit:  Response to Audit recommendations

	

	(i)
	Noted that one year on from audit a response to QAA is required by November 2005.  LQC received a summary of the actions taken as a result of the recommendations of Institutional Audit, which will form the basis of the University’s response.   The Committee focused on two particular aspects of the response which required further detail:  requirements for training of research students who teach and ensuring consistency of approach to the Code of Practice.
	

	(ii)
	In terms of the latter LQC wished to confirm with QAA that the University has reviewed systematically its implementation of the Code and has adressed any shortfalls.  Future revisions to the Code will be considered by the Committee with a view to establishing a unified and consistent implementation of any amendments promulgated.  LQU agreed to take the full list of precepts and to identify the corporate and/or local responsibility for each.  LQC agreed that the reintroduction of a wider audit based approach (cross school and department audit) was an inappropriate tool to ensure compliance.
	

	
	LQC noted that formal training for staff has been set up by Personnel Department, noting that any such training could be considered a need for sessionally employed staff.  Given that the Research Degrees Committee has now been replaced by local Committees, LQC requested additional commentary from Schools yet to respond before the reply to QAA is drafted.  LQC requested a formal statement from the PVC with responsibility for research as to the University’s position with regard to research training.
	

	Action

(a)
	Identify local and central responsibilities for QAA COP
	LQU

	(b)
	Schools to indicate the training requirements they place upon research students who teach.

	SDLQs



	(c)
	PVC (Research) to issue a statement regarding University expectations regarding such requirements


	JH

	05.20.5
	QAA Audit of Bahrain MIT


	

	(i)
	The Committee welcomed the positive result and the QAA’s affirmation that the University management of its overseas collaborative provision  warrants broad confidence.   The Head of LQU highlighted two further points from the report that needed to be addressed by the institution: improvement of communication lines between committees and communication of information relating to University procedures to students in collaborative provision.
	

	(ii)
	In respect of the former LQC noted that OSA is running a series of training events for committee servicing, and that LQC had already agreed in 2004/05 to receive minutes from School LQCs from 2005 onwards.  LQC also re-emphasised the requirement to meet approval conditions by set deadlines and that it is the responsibility of the Officer and Chairs of Panels to ensure conditions are signed off as having been met.  As it should receive copy of all reports LQU can assist, by reminding SQAOs of approaching deadlines.  
	

	(iii)
	In respect of the latter it was noted that the University is producing a guide for the management of collaborative provision overseas and this information is included in this guide.  This item overlapped item 12 (c) of the agenda which was taken here. There was a need to clarify the basis on which collaborative partners might hold delegated authority to implement University procedures in respect of such things as cheating and plagiarism, extenuation and complaints.  LQC advised that this could be agreed with the proviso that delegated authority could be allowed in proportion to risk, for example, where the School has identified a strong and low-risk HE culture in the partner.  University expectation that a “reasonable equivalence” for university procedures needs to be in place in the partner. Agreement could be incorporated into the MoA with specific sections relating to identification of appropriate staff as University nominees to oversee such processes on behalf of the University.
 
	

	Action      (a)
	Draft proposals for implementation of University procedures in ALL partners to be submitted to LQC.
	LEAP and Regulations Working Group

	(b)
	All Partner AMRs to comment upon instances of cheating and plagiarism and extenuation.  LQU will need to check proforma and guidance issued.

	SN

	05.20.6
	PDPs

	

	(i)
	Representatives of the OSA noted that it has placed on the web a version of Keynotes which will provide a University-wide mechanism for recording PDP activity for any student and School.  This is to supplement activities taking place in individual schools, OSA recognized that a one size fits all approach to PDP in clearly non-viable. It was noted that many aspects of PDP are being developed by individual departments and tailored specifically to the needs of students in particular disciplines.  The student transcript is to be enhanced as a Diploma Supplement in future and discussion as to how to record PDP activity on it is underway with the Conferments section of OSA.  The new transcript will contain, inter alia, a copy of the programme specification.   Different implementational approaches are being taken by individual Schools ranging from zero credit-rated courses to credit-rated courses or embedded activities in existing courses, each of which may entail issues surrounding either the recording of PDP or funding for substantial staff activities relating to PDP.  Such recording issues require resolution.

	

	(ii)
	Signing off work as part of PDP involves a further set of issues to ensure student engagement with the project, and although OSA have proffered assistance, it was pointed out that the locus of authentication should essentially remain the remit of the School.  It was pointed out that some Schools (Education & Training and Health & Social Care) would in some sense be “exempt” from defining specific PDP activity as the nature of their programmes already incorporate such activity.


	

	(iii)
	The School of Engineering stated it is looking to implement a version of Keynotes that will enable graduates to maintain their PDP record after they have left the University.


	

	
	SUUG had requested the inclusion of student representation (covered by BITE training) on PDP records and LQC stressed that student representation as part of the quality enhancement process of programme management should be a formally recognized PDP activity. 


	

	Action
	School Learning and Quality Committees to debate issues of PDP introduction, and recording issues and with a view to assuring mechanisms to engage students in PDP activity


	SDLQs

	05.20.7
	PSRB Reports

	

	(i)
	The Committee received a copy of the recommendations for action made by PSRB reporting bodies last session.  Whilst this provided a welcome view across the actions required to enhance the University’s provision, LQC felt that its layout did not make it easy to identify good practice and therefore did not provide a sufficiently rounded view of the provision under scrutiny.


	

	(ii)
	LQC also requested that a definitive list of PSRB reports be received, and a definition of the principles upon which a PSRB report is considered by the University.


	

	(iii)
	LQC suggested that the most appropriate way forward to meet QAA recommendation to consider relevant PSRB reports would be for Schools to continue to forward ALL PSRB reports to the LQU with highlighted items for the attention of the University at corporate level.  LQC can then consider each report summary in the course of the academic year and LQU will produce a final overview at the end of session.

	

	05.20.8
	CPA Self Evaluation Document
	

	
	The draft SED is well under way and will be formally presented to LQC prior to being sent to QAA in November.  Sections relating to student representation, learning support resources, academic guidance and support and assurance of the quality of teaching staff are currently being revised and LQC members were requested to supply examples of school-based activity in these areas: in particular relating to overseas provision.  

	

	05.20.9
	Office of Independent Adjudicator (OIA)

	

	(i)
	The University has received the judgement for two cases of student complaint from the OIA, to which it is legally bound to reply, and LQC noted that we obliged to guarantee the actions taken to remedy identified shortcomings.  A further six cases are ongoing.  The Director of OSA requested that LQC act as the forum for discussion of action where findings against the University involve review of its QA-related procedures.  
	

	(ii)
	LQC noted that the OIA recommended that the University should put in place more adequate checking mechanisms for the production of its student results letters, and debated the mechanisms whereby more detailed letters could be produced in the future (exemplars being use of wider coding systems to enable greater flexibility).  LQC noted that a response is required by December 2005.


	

	Action
	Schools to supply Director of OSA and the Standards Officer with detailed comments over the problems they face through use of automated letters and suggestions for an improved process.  It was agreed that all relevant cases will be brought to the attention of LQC by OSA.

	SDLQs

CR

	05.20.10
	The Bologna Accord

	

	
	LQC noted the Business School proposal that the current academic regulations document (Appendix J), which details University requirements for dual awards requires review and update.  The School’s intention is to develop dual awards with European partner and requests University guidelines on such developments. LQC agreed to receive and discuss a full paper, detailing principles of development of  dual awards from the Business School


	

	05.20.11
	Edexcel Licensed Programmes
	

	
	Item deferred until next meeting


	

	05.20.12
	Any other business


	

	
	Both items (a) and (b) were covered in other agenda items
	

	
	
	

	Date of next meeting:  Wednesday 2nd November 2005, Room QA 075 at 13.00


� Proposed Definition: A external agency or body which assesses the curriculum of a given programme as leading to recognition of some form of professional status and/or exemption from professional examination for successful students (Accreditation status).  A body which visits the University periodically to review the standards achieved by staff and students and to ensure that curriculum changes have been introduced to allow a further period of accreditation.  (The visit may be actual, virtual or a paper exercise submission to the PSRB).  A body which makes formal requirements of academic teams to change the University curriculum to meet current professional standards and enhance the student experience to meet the contemporary  needs of the profession.





