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	10/53
	MINUTES OF QSEC
	

	10/53i
	Minutes of the QSEC meeting held on 10 November 2010
	

	
	Agreed: The minutes of the QSEC meeting held on 10 November 2010 were confirmed as correct, subject to amending min. 10/40 to ‘detailed job descriptions’; min. 10/42 to ‘as’ (from ‘id’) and a comma to replace the full stop for sentence 6 to read ‘A better descriptor was required for this category of students, reflecting conditional progression’..  The electronic location of the PERs on the Staff Information Point/ University committees/ QSEC be added to min. 10/35 (see also minute 10/54iii below).   


	

	10/53ii
	Notes of the QSEC Executive Group Meeting on 15 November 2010
	

	
	The Executive Officer reported that the Guide to YSJ Quality and Standards had been approved without amendment following QSEC’s request that the Executive Group consider the document further (Min. 10/40).  The document was available on the Document Directory (QAF12 - Guide to YSJ Quality and Standards 2010.doc).

The ‘BA (Hons) Business Management: Information Technology (Web Technologies)’ programme had had a change of title approved to ‘BA (Hons) Business Information Technology’.  The Executive Group had required further documentation and investigation which had been undertaken prior to the proposal being approved.  
The Committee noted that the common themes arising from AERs had been discussed at the Executive Group.  The 11 points raised would be taken forward  As follows:
Agreed: Actions arising from common themes identified in Faculty AERs as follows:

1. Improving Taught Postgraduate Experience – The QN would propose activities to improve taught postgraduate students experience.  Work Streams would also provide suggestions for methods for improvement.  There would be a report to QSEC in the summer on how this had progressed.

2. Issues around E-Learning/E-Submission – Deputy Deans to surface any issues at Deputy Deans’ meetings.

3. Student Representatives on Programme Panels – The QN was taking this forward.

4. Succession Planning – Faculties were dealing with this.

5. Responding to the NSS – To be discussed at the Deputy Deans meeting so all Faculties had information on the HAWD? website.   

6. Improving dialogue with students – The DLD was picking up the improvement of dialogue with students up with Faculties as part of the Learning and Teaching Strategy.  A statement would go onto the Document Directory in due course. 

7. Assessment Strategies – Faculties were to review their own assessment strategies.

8. International Market – This was for the International Development work stream to consider.

9. Standardising Assessment Practices – For Faculties to work on.

10. Managing Programme Withdrawals and run-out – A QN event to take place to share best practice when a Faculty has to close a programme.  AERs and External Examiners also needed to be asked to comment on this.

11. Timetabling – No separate action agreed.

With regard to the issues above the Committee discussed the extent to which staff development would be required on specific or generic issues.  Possible activities could include data protection issues relating to e-submission, use of developing technologies such as web2 and web3.  This should be further discussed between DLD, Deputy Deans and Staff Development unit.  The Quality Network also provided a development forum for such issues.   
The Executive Group had also agreed that the NSS results data provided on the ‘How are We Doing?’ site would be made available to Subject review panel members.       

	 

	
	Noted: The notes and actions of the QSEC Executive Group Meeting on 15 November 2010.


	

	10/54
	MATTERS ARISING
	

	10/54i
	Enhancement (Min. 10/03iv)
	

	
	The Executive Officer confirmed that the Enhancement paper (QSEC/07-07-10/129) had been circulated to Faculties as requested.  Faculty QECs had discussed this and the feedback was provided as follows:

Arts – the QEC had considered how the Faculty could monitor the proposals through the AER process and monitor impact.

Business School – the paper was with programme teams for discussion prior to discussions at QEC.

Education and Theology – the QEC had considered good practice and enhancement.  The paper was with programme teams for consideration prior to their input being fed back to the next QEC prior to being incorporated into the AER.
Health and Life Sciences – the Faculty was engaging well with enhancement, with each Head of Subject being able to evidence enhancement activity.  The Faculty were waiting for the Faculty review report prior to moving forward with the Enhancement paper.  
  
	

	10/54ii
	Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (Min. 10/11)
	

	
	QSEC Chair, Executive Officer and Registrar had met to consider the extent of embeddedness of a strategy for the continuous enhancement of quality.  It was considered that QECs and AERs were instrumental in identifying issues to be brought forward for action to provide improvements (such as action on the Timetable).  The newly implemented work streams would further inform strategy.  There was an increasing mind-set for improvement giving rise to planned interventions at macro and micro levels.  Debates were undertaken as to what was possible and actions were followed through.  Strategies did exist, although they could be identified more explicitly.  The need for Action plans that reflected both quality risk management and quality enhancement had been identified at the last QSEC.  Robust and rigid quality assurance processes were in place and embedded.  The need to be able to measure intended improvements was recognised.  The aim for improvement was understood as part of job routine it was not an additional expectation.  Annual evaluation processes was an embedded enhancing strategy and provided a bank of evidence and examples of improvements.   

	

	10/54iii
	Annual Evaluation Reports from Faculties (Min. 10/35)
	

	
	Noted:  All PERs were available electronically from: \University Committees\Quality and Student Experience Committee\2010-11\Papers\10 November 2010\PERs:

	

	10/54iv
	CPD and Non-Professional Education Programmes Review Report and Action Plan (Min. 10/36)
	

	
	Noted:  the action for the Quality Network, in liaison with the SU, to consider student/staff liaison arrangements was in progress.

	

	10/54v
	Student Retention and Success Report (Min. 10/42)
	

	
	The Committee were informed that the paper provided at the meeting of 10 November had been amended to provide a clearer explanation.  The Evaluation Sub-Committee was meeting on 6 December 2010. The paper would also be considered by Academic Board.
  
	

	10/54vi
	Module Amendment Deadline (Min. 10/51i)
	

	
	The Executive Officer reported that the most recent information on the module amendment deadline had been circulated.  The Timetable Office had proposed that all information required by the Timetable Office (the module code, title and credits) had to be on SITS by 17 December 2011.  The Committee had noted that this had implications for PMA33.  Feedback from Faculties was that there would be no problems with meeting this deadline.  

	

	10/55
	CHAIR’S BUSINESS
	

	
	Reduction in the number of titles in Joint Honours pairings  
	

	
	The Chair reported that YSJ had previously offered approximately 50 joint honours pairings.  Following consultation with faculties and programmes across the Institution, those pairings were being reduced to approximately 15.  The feedback on this change had been positive from both students and staff, including admissions staff.  It was confirmed for the Committee that it was only the numbers of pairings that had changed; the numbers of intended students had not.  These changes had been made to enable a more positive student experience.  The Committee noted that students value the opportunity to study two subject areas.  By concentrating on those pairings that recruit well the potential isolation felt by some students studying a pairing alone or with very low numbers would be avoided.  The Institution was in full support of offering Joint Honours pairings.  

	

	10/56
	ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS 

	

	10/56i
	Research
Received:  QSEC/1.12.10/44
	

	
	The Deputy Registrar (Research) introduced the Research AER.  The report provided an evaluation of research provision in the academic year 2009/10.  The report was commended for being more evaluative than previous years.  The Deputy Registrar (Research) reported that the research student satisfaction rate compared well to the national average, with student numbers having increased.  The Deputy Registrar (Research) noted that the low scoring areas of PRES would be considered for action through the Research Committee.  The numbers given in the PRES often related to a very small number of students.  The Research Committee had already considered some of the issues raised in the last PRES, resulting in action being taken over the last 18 months.  It was important that this work to date was recognised and identified clearly so that further action was focussed on aspects newly identified.  The Committee requested that this was added to the report.  
It was noted that there had been a drop in satisfaction over equipment for research and library provision.  Although an increase in library funding had been provided this had been taken up by increases in prices.  It was indicated that the funding was based on a formula system linked to overall income and that if this was not working then an analysis of the resources should be provided for SLT for consideration.

The Committee noted the positive suggestion for a Research Students’ Forum to match the University’s Postgraduate Research Supervisor’s Forum.  The Committee considered that the role and expectations of the Research student representatives should be clarified in this context.
The Deputy Registrar (Research) was thanked for the Research AER. 
 
	

	
	Agreed: The Research AER 2009/10, subject to adding into the report a statement to confirm what action had been taken over the previous 18 months by the Research Committee.  
 
	

	10/56ii
	YSJ International
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/45
	

	
	The EFL Administrative Officer introduced the YSJ International AER 2009/10.  The Report had been written by the Director of YSJ International.  It was highlighted for the Committee that this had been a year of transformation by bringing together 3 offices (the International Office, International Centre (was Business & Communication) and International Student Support (was Learner Development)) to form a new directorate, whilst at the same time international student numbers had increased, with the biggest increase in postgraduate exchange students.  
The Committee noted the seven countries 10 or more students to YSJ, but members indicated it would be helpful to see a full list of the countries sending students in order to help identify potential future markets.  This information could be produced and the result would be an extensive list of countries.  The Committee agreed that the breakdown should be circulated to Committee members separately to the report. 
   
	

	
	Action:  Committee members to receive a breakdown of the nationality of all international students.
  
	Action:  TH

	
	Timetabling was discussed by the Committee.  YSJ policy was to timetable around home student requirements rather than exchange students.  There was no agreement in place to timetable for incoming exchange students.  It was agreed that the Timetable Group, which included representation from YSJ International would be best to consider the issues raised. 
There were also issues arising from the facilities provision for the increasing number of International students who arrived over the summer break.  This related mainly to the catering and accommodation facilities. 
The SU President reported that the SU could support international students.  With dates and times of arrival available to them, the SU could be open to provide services and support.  It was an issue the SU was already considering.
Registrar’s role in leading the review and restructuring of YSJ International was noted.   
The ELF Administrative Manager and the Director of YSJ International were thanked for the YSJ International AER. 
       
	

	
	Agreed:  YSJ International AER 2009/10.


	

	10/56iii
	Staff Development

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/46
	

	
	The Head of the Staff Development introduced the Staff Development AER 2009/10.  The report format had been developed from the previous year, to provide a more evaluative approach as had been requested by the Committee.  The key change to the Staff Development Unit in 2009/10 was the change to the staffing structure and the accountability for identification of academic development needs.  Responsibility for this moved to the Directorate for Learning Development, this had worked well.  Institutional Recognition by SEDA had been gained, as well as collaborating on the Professional Standards Framework.  
Key priorities for the Staff Development Unit were reported to include Moodle, assessment, timetable and information literacy.       

It was reported to the Committee that the number of staff attending courses had decreased in 2009/10.  One reason for this decrease was that a lot of staff development for academics was happening within Faculties.  The funding for staff development and how the money was apportioned, including the devolved budgets to faculties, would be reviewed in the light of the Browne report.  It was recognised that this report focussed on the activities of the central Staff Development Unit and that significant staff development work was undertaken by the Faculties under devolved budgets which allowed more targeted provision.  Expanding the scope of future reports to cover the staff development provided both centrally and in faculties would be beneficial, particularly in indicating how this impacted on the student experience.  It was agreed that the title of the report be amended to ‘Staff development unit Annual Evaluation report’ to clarify its scope.  It was noted that the reference to the ‘Web Collection Tool’ workshop related to Timetable and so this should be clarified. It was also noted that a revised approach to the Learning and Teaching conference was being considered.  It was considered that greater prominence should be given to the professional standards framework in relation to CPD.  

The Committee agreed that the AQR needed an action to provide a report with a wider scope on staff development for next year.  It would also be important to flag to SLT how it maintains the resource for staff development post TESS.       
The Committee considered the merits of embedding staff development within faculties.  It was recognised that some staff development was suitable to be provided across the Institution, whereas other development areas needed to be provided on an individual basis.  By providing the Faculties with staff development budgets, they were able to provide this.

	

	
	The Head of Staff Development was thanked for the Staff Development AER.

	

	
	Agreed:  The Staff Development AER 2009/10 was agreed, subject to the title being changed to clarify that it related to the work of the central Staff Development Unit.  

	

	10/56iv
	Learning Development

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/47
	

	
	The Dean for Learning Development introduced the Learning Development AER 2009/10.  The report did not take detailed account of all of the activities that were happening, but it focused on the main evaluative and enhancement work.  It was noted that the Disability Support Office had supported over 2000 students during 2009/10.  The Writing Development Tutor suggested that further details on this work could be included in the report.   

It was noted that there was no DSA funding for international students with a disability, though there was a duty to support them and the number needing support could not be accurately predicted in advance.  The money to support them was divided between faculties and YSJ International.  More central support was needed.  It was recognised and agreed that this was a high impact risk for the University.  Issues relating to careers/ employability with a high likelihood risk were also noted as an area for action


	

	
	Agreed:  The Learning Development AER.

	

	10/56v
	Joint Honours
	

	
	The Committee were asked to note this item related to both the Joint Honours and the IPS AER.  

The Chair and Executive Officer had met with the Dean for Learning Development and it had been agreed that the Quality Network Coordinator, Chair and Registrar would read and discuss the Joint Honours and IPS AER at the QSEC Executive Group meeting on 4 January 2011.  The report would also be available for the full Committee on the Staff Information Point.  
 
	

	
	Action:  The Quality Network Coordinator, Chair and Registrar to read the Joint Honours and IPS AER and discuss at the QSEC Executive Group meeting.

	Action:  JR, JM & PA

	10/56vi
	Collaborations 

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/53
	

	
	The chair of CPSC reported that the CPSC minutes 10/25 & 29 detailed how the Committee had approached considerations of the Faculty annual collaborative reports including Collaborative Programme Evaluation Reports, external examiner reports and ULR reports.  CPSC had considered the reports on behalf of QSEC and confirmed that externally validated programmes and partnerships were in good academic health.  It was reported that the Business School did not have any active validation or franchise partnerships in the academic session 2009/10.  The Committee noted that the Askham Bryan College partnership had been renewed for strategic reasons even though the YSJ validated programme was dormant.  It was noted that, due to lack of recruitment the renewal partnerships with University of Kabarak and Nanchang University were under consideration.  The Committee noted the robust discussion undertaken by CPSC and noted that there were no issues or points of principle which needed to be included in the AQR Action Plan.  It was considered that the collaborative evaluation reports be included on the SIP, as is the case for the internal PERs.             

	

	10/56vii
	Update on Faculty AERs (Min. 10/35)
	

	
	The Committee noted that the amendments to the annual evaluation reports for Education and Theology and Health and Life Sciences had been made as required.  The Committee were informed that action for the QSEC Executive Group to produce an action plan proforma which could identify both the enhancement and the risk associated with an action, would be considered by QSEC in the Spring term.   
 
	

	
	The Committee were informed that Deputy Deans had sent the Dean for Learning Development Faculty information on Joint Honours in their Faculties, as requested at the previous meeting (Min. 10/35iv).


	

	10/57
	VALIDATION AND REVIEW SCHEDULE 2010-11 – UPDATE
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/50
	

	
	Agreed:  The Validation and Review Schedule 2010-11 – Update, including the scheduling of the BA Music Production, subject to agreement by SLT.   


	

	10/58
	SUMMARY OF VALIDATION AND REVIEW OUTCOMES
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/51
	

	
	The Executive Officer introduced the Summary of Validation and Review Outcomes.  The paper provided and updated summary of all validations and reviews undertaken to date in 2010/11 and included the most recent reviews relating to collaborative partnerships at York College together with information on the review of BA Product Design and BA Fine Arts.

The Committee noted that on page 4 of the paper development of an HE culture and strategies for planning staff development were issues relating to collaborative provision relating to a recent review.  This would be monitored in future events.  The Committee also noted the indication that how and where staff research linked to student experience should be indicated.  The Committee considered that a dialogue should take place to consider the extent to which research undertaken should necessarily be linked into taught programmes.  The QSEC Chair would consider how best to undertake this dialogue.   The Committee agreed that it was important for teams preparing future proposals to remember the points listed in the summary.  
   
	

	
	Action:  Committee members to consider the points listed on page 4 in relation to collaborative provision proposals.


	Action:  All

	
	Action:  The QSEC Chair how best to progress the dialogue regarding staff research links to student experience.  


	Action:  PA & JM

	10/59
	COLLABORATIVE PROVISION SUB-GROUP CONSIDERATION OF THE COLLABORATION PROPOSAL WITH CARMELITES INSTITUTE OF BRITAIN & IRELAND

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/52
	

	
	The Committee considered the CPSC’s recommendation to approve the collaborative proposal with Carmelite Institute of Britain and Ireland.  The proposal had been agreed by CPSC following detailed discussions at a sub-group.  The recent experience of the Business School in developing programmes for online delivery had shared their experience with the Faculty.  By agreeing to the collaborative provision proposal, the Committee recognised that there would be a need for a partnership agreement.  The proposal of the MA programme itself was scheduled for validation in June. 

  
	

	
	Approved:  The Collaborative Proposal with Carmelites Institute of Britain and Ireland.  

	

	10/60
	COLLABORATIVE PROVISION SUB-COMMITTEE MINUTES
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/53
	

	
	The Committee noted minute 10/23iv, which detailed that a sub-group would be convened to review the status of the IPS framework following the merger of the FPSC with CPSC.  

	

	
	Noted:  The Collaborative Provision Sub-Committee minutes of the meeting held on 17 November 2010.


	

	10/61
	EVALUATION SUB-COMMITTEE MINUTES
	

	
	The Evaluation Sub-Committee minutes from the meeting held on 21 September 2010 would be considered at the next meeting.

	

	10/62
	NSS DISCUSSION NOTES
	

	
	The Committee was informed that each Faculty Dean and Deputy Dean had discussed the results of the NSS 2010 with the SU VP Education and Welfare, Dean for Learning Development and the Deputy Vice Chancellor.  The minutes of these discussions were presented to the Committee.  The Committee noted that these meetings had taken place early in the autumn term and that there had been a high level of engagement.

	

	10/62i
	Faculty of Arts
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/55i
	

	
	Received and noted:  Faculty of Arts NSS Discussion Notes and Action Plan.

	

	10/62ii
	Business School

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/55ii
	

	
	The Business School QEC had discussed the Action Plan arising from the NSS discussions and had observed similarities between the subject areas.  The Committee was informed that in an attempt to increase the response rate to the NSS, the Business Management team was seeking to provide Level 3 students with a 15 minute slot at the start of one of their core teaching sessions in order for students to complete the NSS, though this would not apply to English language and Linguistics.  No staff member would be present during this time.  The Faculty had a target response rate of 80% from each subject area. 
 
	

	
	Action:  the minutes needed to be amended to show that ELL students would not be providing a 15 minute slot in a teaching session to complete the NSS (page 2 para 3). 
    
	Action:  SC

	
	Received and noted:  YSJ Business School NSS Discussion Notes and Action Plan.

	

	10/62iii
	Faculty of Education and Theology

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/55iii
	

	
	As an outcome from the NSS discussions, it was confirmed for the Committee that the Harvard system was a referencing policy that was used for all subjects except History and Psychology programmes.  It was agreed that this was important to draw to the attention of new staff at induction.     

	

	
	Action:  Ensure that new staff are informed at induction of the requirement that the Harvard referencing system is used (other than where subject exemption is agreed) 

	Action:  Faculties

	
	Received and noted:  Faculty of Education and Theology NSS Discussion Notes and Action Plan.


	

	10/62iv
	Faculty of Health and Life Sciences

Received: QSEC/1.12.10/55iv
	

	
	Received and noted:  Faculty of Health and Life Sciences NSS Discussion Notes and Action Plan.

	

	
	It was noted that the NSS discussion notes would go onto the ‘How Are We Doing Website?’


	Action: PA

	
	The Committee showed appreciation to the SU for their support during these NSS discussion meetings and the Committee wished for this to continue.  The Deputy Vice Chancellor asked the Committee to note his appreciation to faculty management for their detailed action plans.  The Committee agreed that by having the NSS discussions as soon as the results had been released swift action had been possible.     


	

	10/63
	INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT
	

	10/63i
	Audit Update
	

	
	The Institutional Audit Steering Group had been on 29 November 2010.  In addition to the core membership, representatives from the faculties and the Deputy registrar (research) attended the meeting.  Issues considered included: reminders to report any remaining inoperative or outdated document web links to the registrar; follow-up to the institutional audit preliminary visit; example Moodle activity; updated YSJ guide to Academic Quality and Standards; flexible provision and joint honours. The Committee noted there had been a change to the QAA audit team.  

	

	10/63ii
	Audit Briefing Paper
	

	
	Noted:  The current draft audit briefing paper and supporting documents were available on the SIP at Institutional Audit / Audit Briefing Paper - 15.11.10.doc.  
	

	10/64
	QUALITY NETWORK
	

	10/64i
	Common Themes Arising from AERs
	

	
	The Committee agreed that that the common themes arising from AERs, as discussed at the QSEC Executive Group meeting on 15 November 2010, would be presented in a paper to the Committee in the Spring term.

	

	
	Agreed: The common themes arising from AERs to be presented in a paper to the Committee in the Spring term. 
 
	

	10/64ii
	Quality Network Update
	

	
	The Quality Network Co-ordinator informed the Committee that there had been a research and student experience event held on 23 November 2010 which had been well attended and well received.  A Collaborative event was to take place in February 2011.  A PCAP and an Administrator’s event were to have dates confirmed.  


	

	10/65
	CHAIR’S ACTION
	

	
	Noted:  The following had been approved by Chair’s Action: 
·   The run-out of CPD Education Certificate Programmes
·    Retitling of the BA (Hons) Business Management: Information Technology (Web Technologies) to BA (Hons) Business Information Technology.

	

	10/66
	RECORD OF NEW AND AMENDED MODULES
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/56
	

	
	Noted: Record of New and Amended Modules – 4 November to 24 November 2010.
	

	10/67
	QAA PUBLICATIONS
	

	
	CL16/10: Changes to QAA’s Causes for Concern Scheme
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/57
	

	
	Noted:  CL16/10: Changes to QAA’s Causes for Concern Scheme.
 
	

	10/68
	ANY OTHER BUSINESS
	

	
	BA Fine Arts and BA Product Design Assessment Arrangements
Received: QSEC/1.12.10/58

	

	
	Committee members were asked to consider for approval the BA Fine Arts and BA Product Design Assessment Arrangements proposal.  The Deputy Dean of the Faculty of Arts reported that the BA Fine Arts and BA Product Design had been reviewed and were due to be revalidated in 2011.  The Committee was asked to consider the proposal for all level 1 modules on both programmes to be marked on a pass/fail basis.  The pass/fail mark would be accompanied by feedback which addressed both individuals’ strengths and weaknesses.  The level 1 programmes would be redesigned for revalidation to include extensive formative assessment opportunities and a summative assessment strategy. 
In considering the paper, the Committee was reminded that a recommendation from the recent review of BA Fine Arts and BA Product Design was to ‘ensure coherence in the programmes’ assessment philosophy and practice; consider differing forms and amounts of feedback to students and ensure feedback is relating to learning not just to product outcome.  Also, QSEC had been informed of the Faculty of Arts intention to ‘provide worked examples of strategies of non-text based assessments which would provide a basis for guidance’ (QSEC min. 10/03i). 
The Committee considered the proposal and in the discussions members commented that while not giving a mark students would be able to concentrate on the feedback given, it was queries how benchmark performance would be established.  The proposal was considered to be pedagogically sound but such an approach to assessment, where students were coming from a mark (school) system and would progress into a mark/classification system at levels 2 and 3 there may be an issue of cultural expectation to be addressed, particularly in the short term.  It was recognised that such a proposal could change the notion of feedback, which would be dialogic and would indicate a level of achievement. It was also suggested that such an approach may further help in retention, helping to settle and engage students more.  It was accepted that any initial implementation would be on a pilot basis there was interest in such pilots from other faculties.  It was agreed that the view of students be sought and it was indicated that this could be arranged by the Students’ union through the Moodle discussion board.  The proposal to be piloted for the two programmes identified was agreed in principle while the views of students were sought.  Any implementation would be subject to a first feedback report.  An interim report would be received by QSEC in December 2011.    
  
	

	10/69
	DATE OF NEXT MEETING:
	

	
	Noted:   Wednesday, 26 January 2011 (draft AQR)

	

	There being no further business, the meeting was declared closed at 15.47hrs.
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