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Academic Standards and Procedures Sub-Committee

ASP12-M1

Notes of the Meeting held on Monday 23 January 2012

Membership: 
Professor Memis Acar, Professor Morag Bell (in the Chair), Professor Ray Dawson, Professor Ruth Kinna, Professor Michael Kong (ab), Dr Jennifer Nutkins,             Rob Pearson, Jayde Savage, Jan Tennant (ab). 

Apologies:
Professor Michael Kong, Jan Tennant

In attendance:
Martine Ashby (Secretary)

12/01
Welcome


Members were welcomed to the meeting. 

12/02
Minutes

ASPSC11-M1

The minutes of the meeting held on 3 October 2011 were confirmed. 

12/03 Revisions to QAA Guidance on External Examining 

ASPSC12-P01

Members noted the first chapter of the QAA’s UK Quality Code for Higher Education, B7: External Examining. They received a paper from the Head of PQTP which summarised recent changes to the QAA Academic Infrastructure and changes to the national guidance on external examining, and which made recommendations for revisions to the University Code of Practice on External Examining. 

The following sections of the proposed new University Code of Practice were discussed in particular: 

Para 13: 

Bullet point 1: This point indicated that appointees should not hold more than one other appointment as an external examiner in HE. It was noted that academic staff were required to declare their external work on an annual basis. Therefore, in theory it should be possible to establish whether members of staff were serving as external examiners. It was proposed that staff should be prompted to mention external examining appointments when making their annual returns of external activity, as it was believed that not all would think this necessary. 

Bullet point 5: The reference to the external examiner not being employed in an HEI department/school elsewhere which had a member of the inviting School at LU serving as an external examiner could be unnecessarily restrictive for some Schools. Therefore, it was agreed that this should be changed to ‘inviting Department at LU’.

Bullet point 7: This point indicated that the external examiner should not have a close professional, contractual or personal relationship with a member of staff or student in the inviting School. This was seen to be an overly restrictive requirement which could limit recruitment of external examiners, particularly in smaller subject areas.

Bullet point 9: This point stipulated that the external examiner should not be in a position to influence significantly the future of students on the programme. This was considered to be potentially ambiguous, as external examiners were inevitably influencing a student’s future by serving as a member of the examination board which reviewed the student’s performance. It was noted that the issue of inappropriate influence was already covered in paragraph 14 which indicated that external examiners were responsible for identifying conflicts of interest that arose during their term of office. Therefore, it was agreed that the bullet point should be removed. 

It was noted that, when appointing external examiners, departments were already required to complete a tick list to confirm that the new examiners complied with elements of the University’s Code of Practice on External Examining. In future, external examiners, too, might be required to confirm that they complied with the Code.  

Para 21: The induction of new external examiners was discussed. It was noted that some HEIs provided induction sessions for their external examiners, but that a videoed induction session could serve the same purpose and could be available to external examiners at their convenience. It was agreed that the Head of PQTP should develop a videoed induction programme which could be made available to new external examiners. The video could focus in particular on issues commonly raised in external examiners’ reports in recent years. 



       ACTION: RP

It was noted that the QAA Code proposed that HEIs should provide mentors for first-time external examiners. It was agreed that, as part of the induction programme, first-time external examiners could be invited to make contact with either the outgoing external examiner or a fellow serving external examiner in the subject area. 
Para 28: This new paragraph indicated that an external examiner should make a School aware if they had concerns about a sample of scripts. It was agreed that if plagiarism was detected in a script, all scripts should be reviewed. 

Para 33: It was unclear to members whether a pass list could be published if an external examiner was unwilling to endorse it. It was agreed that the regulations pertaining to examination boards should be checked to gauge whether the external examiner was required to endorse a pass list before it was published. 
Para 46: The paragraph indicated that copies of external examiners’ reports would be sent to the AD(T) of the relevant School and the Head of PQTP. It was agreed that the paragraph should be amended to indicate that AD(T)s of Schools which made use of modules from elsewhere in the University could request the reports for these modules also. 

Para 63: The paragraph referred to the AD(T) of the School with academic oversight of the collaboration. The paragraph would be amended to clarify which AD(T) this would be. 

Para 64: The new QAA Code required HEIs to publish the name, position and institution of external examiners in module or programme information. In the long term, this information could be held on LUSI and made available to students via Learn at module level. For the time being, the information would continue to be maintained using the current system and would be published in spreadsheet format via the Web. The Head of PQTP would discuss possible LUSI developments with the Student Information Manager. 





       ACTION: RP
Report Proforma: new question 7: The question required external examiners to indicate whether scripts were marked in such a way as to enable them to see the reasons for the award of given marks. It was noted that practices differed from department to department. It was agreed that as part of their induction, departments should make external examiners aware of their practices when annotating assessed work. The question in the proforma would be rephrased. 

It was agreed that all references to ‘good practice’ and ‘best practice’ within the University code should be replaced with ‘effective practice’.

The Head of PQTP would amend the University Code accordingly and send out the revised version for consultation via AD(T)s. They would be asked for comments on the Code as a whole but on sections 47 to 52 in particular. 






       ACTION: RP 

12/04 Actions Arising from Periodic Programme Review – 2010/11 

ASPSC12-P02

Members noted a number of issues which had been raised following PPRs carried out in 2010/11 and which had been identified by Learning and Teaching Committee as requiring further investigation. 

.1
Developments in Learn

It was agreed that the E-Learning Advisory Group should ask the e-Learning Team to provide enhancements to Learn to allow staff to see modules in the same mode as students registered on the modules and to allow students to access material for the subsequent year’s modules to inform their module choice. 






      ACTION: RD
.2
Departmental Approaches to Plagiarism Detection

A working group would be convened/project undertaken to review practice and guidance on plagiarism detection across the University. This would be with a view to making recommendations to ensure consistency of practice across the University and the identification and dissemination of good practice. 
   
It was noted that some students from the Department of Computer Science had been asked by fellow students to develop software for them. This form of academic misconduct was seen to be difficult to detect and prove, particularly if it was bespoke.
It was agreed that Chris Dunbobbin, Ellie Harrison and Charles Shields should be invited to join the group. Chris Dunbobbin would be asked to identify examples to inform the group’s discussions.  








       ACTION: RP
.3
Recycling of Examination Questions

The Academic Registry would review its guidance on the reuse of examination questions, with a view to making recommendations to Learning and Teaching Committee by the end of the academic session. 








       ACTION: RP
.4
Introduction of the Merit Band into Masters Qualifications

The Academic Registry would undertake a project to review the implications of introducing the award of merit for Masters qualifications. It would make recommendations to Learning and Teaching Committee by the end of the academic session. 


       ACTION: RP
.5
Guidance in the Coursework Code of Practice on Group Work and Peer Review

It was noted that the Department of Computer Science was planning to make use of WebPA for the management of its group work. The AD(T) for the School of Science would talk to the AD(T) for the Wolfson School to learn of the School’s experience of using the software.    ACTION: RD
.6
The Use of Automated Systems to Streamline or Enhance Processes 

The Department of Computer Science was already looking at ways in which it could share its automated systems with other departments within the School of Science. It would need to discuss the systems with IT Services before attempting to disseminate the systems elsewhere. 

.7
Innovative Work on Referencing and Plagiarism
The Department of English’s robust and innovative approach to the issue of plagiarism would be considered for dissemination in the outcomes of the plagiarism working group above. ACTION: RP 
12/05
Key Information Sets (KIS) 

The Head of PQTP provided an update on the development of key information sets. The University was due to make its KIS submission to HEFCE in August with a view to the data being published in September. Work was being carried out by IT Services to allow LUSI to store more information on assessment and contact hours. Departmental administrators had been informed that they would be required to enter additional data. However, the timing of this task had yet to be confirmed, as it depended upon the schedule for the completion of the LUSI development work. 

There were seen to be three stages in the data collection exercise: the provision of advice to schools to allow them to gather and enter data, the data entry itself and verification of the data. The advice to schools would be considered by Learning and Teaching Committee before dissemination, and a strategy would be drawn up in due course for internal verification of data.
           ACTION: RP, MA

It was considered critical to copy Operations Managers into correspondence with departmental administrators on KIS, to ensure that the exercise received appropriate attention within Schools. Both Operations Managers and AD(T)s would be able to play a part in raising the profile of KIS at meetings of senior schools staff. ALT would also need to be made aware of the exercise, as it would be a time consuming exercise for both Schools and the Centre, though hopefully a worthwhile one.
Plans were being made to compare the University’s return with those of its key competitors early in the Autumn so that, if appropriate, improvements could be made ahead of the 2013/14 academic year. It was noted that there would inevitably be a lag before these improvements were reflected in the data, as the 2013/14 data would not be published until 2015. 

12/06
Any Other Business

.1  Norms for PGR Teaching on Undergraduate Programmes: Professor Kinna noted that AD(T)s were required to approve arrangements to use PGR students to deliver teaching beyond Part A. The Code of Practice on the Employment of Postgraduate Students for Teaching and Marking stated that ‘postgraduates may be involved in marking work at Part B or beyond, provided that their involvement is limited to an agreed departmental norm, and that a case has been made that is approved by the AD(T)’. It was unclear what a departmental norm might be and agreed that the Code should be revised to provide more helpful guidance.          

Professor Kinna would pursue the matter further with a selection of other AD(T)s to establish practice in other schools and would then provide feedback to the Sub-Committee.   ACTION: RK

.2 
Timing of Wolfson School Examinations: Professor Acar reported that for the past two years all semester one Wolfson School Part C and D examinations had been scheduled to take place in week 13. The School wished to ensure that the examinations were spread out more evenly in future. Professor Acar agreed to raise the matter with Miranda Routledge.











               ACTION: Memis Acar
12/07 Dates of Future Meetings in 2011/12 

The following dates of future meetings were noted:


Monday 5 March 2012 at 9.30am

Monday 21 May 2012 at 9.30am

Author – Martine Ashby  
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