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SEC/2014/3/0074 
 
 

LANCASTER UNIVERSITY 
 
 

Academic Standards and Quality Committee: 
minutes of a meeting held on 28 January 2014 

 
 

Present: Professor A Chetwynd (Chair) 
Professor G Blower 
Dr G Brown 
Dr C Edwards 
Dr L Hendry 
Dr J Howard 
Professor G Johnes 
Dr R Lauder 
Professor C Milligan 
Mr J O’Neill 
Professor C Rogers 
Mrs L Wareing 
 

In attendance: Mr S Cresswell 
Ms K Fenton 
Dr M Mukerji 
Ms H Willes (Secretary) 

 
Apologies: Mr I Denny, Professor M Shackleton 

 
 
Section A Introductory items 
 
 
ASQC/2014/1 Minutes 
 

Document:  SEC/2013/3/0765 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 7 November 2013 were 
confirmed as an accurate record. 
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ASQC/2014/2 Matters arising 
 

Amendments to Undergraduate Regulations 
(minute ASQC/2013/44 refers) 
 
It was reported that all faculties had confirmed their support for 
the amendments to the regulations regarding (i) scaling of marks 
and (ii) maximum condonable credits as approved by the 
Committee at the November meeting.  The amendments were 
approved for immediate implementation since both changes were 
in favour of students.  The Manual of Academic Regulations and 
Procedures would be amended accordingly. 

 
 
ASQC/2014/3 Report on Chair’s Action 
 

The Committee noted the following proposal approved by the 
Chair on behalf the Academic Standards and Quality Committee 
since the meeting on 7 November 2013. 
 
Change to the policy on English Language Proficiency for 
Postgraduate Research Students from Chemistry and Physics – 
Progression 
 
For PGR students from Chemistry or Physics, if 6.5 IELTS equivalency 
was not achieved but the relevant departmental panel was satisfied 
that the student was sufficiently proficient in English in their 
academic discipline to continue with their studies, and the student 
was not being downgraded to MPhil, s/he could be permitted to 
progress. 
 
The Committee agreed to monitor the consequences of relaxing 
the policy for students in Chemistry and Physics and to be alert to 
theses failed or referred by the external examiner on the basis of 
the quality of English language. 
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Section B Items for discussion 
 
 
ASQC/2014/4 Undergraduate Annual Teaching Reviews: Faculty Reports 

2012/13 
 

Documents: SEC/2014/3/0037; SEC/2014/3/0038; 
SEC/2014/3/0039; SEC/2014/3/0040 

 
4.1 The Committee considered faculty summaries of annual teaching 

review reports. 
 
Each report was introduced by an Associate Dean from a different 
faculty, who had scrutinised the report in advance of the meeting: 
 
Faculty ATR Scrutineer 
Management School Professor Colin Rogers 
Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences Professor Gordon Blower 
Faculty of Health and Medicine Professor Linda Hendry 
Faculty of Science and Technology Dr Bob Lauder 

 
4.2 The Associate Deans confirmed that all the faculty reports they had 

scrutinised demonstrated that faculties had completed the ATR 
process as required and had produced clear and appropriate 
action plans.  Each report was considered in turn and the following 
points made. 

 
4.3 Management School 
 
4.3.1 The Management School was congratulated on successful re-

accreditation by two professional bodies, AACSB and EQUIS,  for a 
further five year period in each case. 

 
4.3.2 Professor Rogers highlighted the following themes emerging from 

LUMS’ review. 
 

(i) Growth in overseas student numbers and the impact on 
teaching space and timetabling.  Student support services, 
notably English and Study Skills support, were also subject 
to increased pressure. 

 
(ii) Introduction of the academic tutorial system.  LUMS had 

recorded a 40% take-up rate by their students for the 
tutorial service, which implied that 60% of students felt 
sufficiently supported in their studies not to require the 
service.  However, there were hidden costs as LUMS had 
timetabled tutorials to satisfy a 100% take-up rate. 
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(iii) The professional accrediting bodies had complimented the 
School on the high quality of preparation of students for 
employment interviews. 

 
(iv) Holding a mock NSS survey for second year students was a 

good idea, giving the School advance notice of issues that 
might come up in the final year NSS. 

 
(v) Widening the student recruitment pool was now a focus for 

LUMS as admissions figures were looking less robust. 
 
(vi) The implications of the new assessment regulations were 

noted as being shared concerns across all faculties. 
 
(vii) Electronic monitoring arrangements in LUMS were noted as 

an example of good practice. 
 
4.3.3 Professor Hendry responded to the points raised: 
 

(i) Space and timetabling were priority issues for the School.  
In particular, Part II enrolment processes required revision; 
the School had been forced to close several Part II modules 
in September because of space constraints, leaving some 
students in a difficult position only a few weeks before the 
start of the new academic year. 

 
(ii) It was noted that in addition to English language support, 

students were increasingly seeking support for Maths skills. 
 
(iii) LUMS had agreed to include the academic tutorial system in 

the staff workload allocation model this year so that the 
total cost of operation would be transparent. 

 
Professor Johnes commented that the academic tutorial system 
should not simply focus on students who had academic problems; 
students who were coping well with their studies should be 
encouraged to see their tutor to help them do even better.  
Rebadging as a ‘mentoring system’ might remove the perception 
that the system was only for students with problems. 
 
(i) LUMS would be prioritising broadening the recruitment pool 

rather than concentrating on conversion activity.  
University-wide projects to sharpen brand and marketing 
would be important contributory factors to increasing the 
pool of applicants. 
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4.4 Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences 
 
4.4.1 Professor Blower highlighted the following themes emerging from 

the FASS review. 
 

(i) English language requirements.  Professor Blower 
commented that minimum English language qualifications 
applied equally to UK and international students; the 
minimum standards should ensure that students had 
sufficient linguistics skills to do well on the course, not just 
‘survive’. 

 
(ii) Timetabling and teaching space.  Professor Blower 

questioned whether FASS had reduced the number of 
combined degrees partly as a response to timetabling and 
space constraints ?  Linked to this, he queried whether the 
university was making the best use of the large amount of 
atrium space, particularly in new buildings. 

 
(iii) Exam boards.  The review report mentioned ‘changes to the 

exam board process’.  An explanation of the changes and 
outcomes would be useful. 

 
(iv) Placement modules.  Professor Blower asked whether the 

modules and the internship scheme were achieving the 
desired outcomes? 

 
(v) Detailed analysis on the effect of changing the entry 

requirements on recruitment patterns would be instructive 
for departments in all faculties. 

 
(vi) International teaching partnerships.  It was unclear from the 

FASS report whether the faculty had sufficient resources to 
cover the subject range and meet resource demands made 
by partner institutions. 

 
(vii) Consistency across the faculty of practice in respect of 

anonymous marking of coursework. 
 
4.4.2 Professor Rogers responded to the points raised. 
 

(i) On the timetabling issue, Professor Rogers confirmed that 
rationalising combined degree offerings had been partly the 
result of increasing timetabling problems. 
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(ii) Professor Rogers drew the Committee’s attention to an 
issue arising from the new assessment regulations.  External 
examiners were being asked to attend final exam board 
meetings when virtually all of the judgements/decisions 
had already been made prior to the meeting. 
 
Dr Brown and Mrs Wareing noted that the University would 
be reviewing the relationship between departmental and 
final exam boards after two cohorts of students had 
graduated under the new assessment regulations.  In the 
interim, ASQC endorsed a suggestion that clear guidance 
on external presence at final exam boards should be 
provided for the summer 2014 exam board cycle.  This 
might include provision for an external examiner to be 
available by telephone rather than being physically present 
at a meeting. 

 
(iii) Professor Rogers commented that there was an imbalance 

between supply and demand for professional placements, 
creating problems for some programmes. 

 
(iv) Regarding international teaching partnerships, the Faculty 

of Arts and Social Sciences was still a comparatively small 
player.  The Faculty had made it clear they would not 
engage in activities outside of their subject scope.  
Appointment of a Director for ITPs in FASS would be 
helpful, particularly as developments in Ghana and China 
would demand greater involvement from FASS staff. 

 
4.5 Faculty of Health and Medicine 
 
4.5.1 Professor Hendry highlighted the following themes emerging from 

the Faculty of Health and Medicine review. 
 

(i) Problems arising from the Faraday Building refurbishment. 
 
(ii) Lack of teaching space. 
 
(iii) Developments in e-learning and blended learning and the 

appointment of a Teaching Development Officer. 
 

4.5.2 Dr Lauder responded to the points raised. 
 

(i) The Faraday Building refurbishment plan would place a 
great strain on teaching space for FHM departments in 2014 
and 2015.  Whilst teaching in labs that were being taken out 
of circulation this year could be moved to other labs on a 
temporary basis, from Michaelmas Term 2014 there might 
not be any suitable lab space available.  Work had not yet 
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started on the new labs which were due to be in operation 
by 2015.  Dr Lauder emphasised the potential for 
disruption to the student experience – and the knock-on 
effect on NSS scores. 

 
(ii) Dr Lauder noted that e-learning and blended learning were 

already embedded in some areas in FHM.  Reference was 
made to the Flexible Learning Forum, headed by Dr Hilary 
Thomas, and other developments supported by ISS. 

 
4.6 Faculty of Science and Technology 
 
4.6.1 Dr Lauder highlighted the following themes emerging from the 

Faculty of Science and Technology review. 
 

(i) Issues arising from international teaching partnerships, in 
particular weaknesses identified in provision at GD Goenka 
World Institute, India. 

 
(ii) Effective practice in the area of enhancement of 

employability applications and provision of internships. 
 
(iii) Teaching space issues, particularly in Physics and Chemistry 

(the Faraday complex refurbishment). 
 
(iv) Effective practice in recruitment and outreach  activities. 

 
4.6.2 Professor Blower responded to the points raised. 
 

(i) The international partnerships each presented different 
problems.  The key issue at Goenka was the commitment of 
the institution to Lancaster degree programmes now that 
the Goenka organisation had established its own University.  
The external examiner had raised several issues about the 
Goenka programmes which would be explored when the 
ATR arrived in early 2014. 

 
(ii) The Faculty had implemented the Wilson Review 

recommendations and had already placed 60 students on 
an SME internship scheme. 

 
(iii) The space and refurbishment issues were the same as those 

already identified in the report on the Faculty of Health and 
Medicine. 

 
(iv) Several departments in the faculty had developed 

imaginative outreach programmes to raise awareness of 
science disciplines in local schools, stimulating 
undergraduate recruitment. 
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4.7 Professor Chetwynd confirmed that a list of common themes 
arising from the ATRs would be drawn up for circulation prior to 
the next meeting of the committee in May.  The list would include, 
inter alia: 

 
 recruitment and applications; 
 teaching space, refurbishment and timetabling; 
 the academic advisory system; 
 English language provision; 
 placement opportunities; 
 opportunities for integrated Master’s programmes. 

 
 
ASQC/2014/5 National Student Survey 2013 
 

Document:  SEC/2014/3/0042 
 

5.1 Dr Brown introduced a report on the outcomes of the National 
Student Survey 2013. 
 
The report followed the format of the 2012 report, requiring 
departments to consider four key questions: 
 
(a) for strongly performing areas) what factors contributed to a 

strong performance within NSS 2013 and how did the 
department intend to maintain this strong performance? 

(b) (for relatively poor performing areas) what factors may 
have contributed to weaker performance and how did the 
department intend to address the weakness? 

(c) what progress had been made on the action plan resulting 
from the 2012 NSS? 

(d) what were the key priorities for action in the coming year? 
 
5.2 In discussion, the committee noted: 
 

(i) LUMS had been interested in the idea of running a mock 
NSS survey for 2nd year undergraduates, however students 
had concerns about ‘survey/focus group fatigue’ so nothing 
had transpired.  However, LUMS’ ‘Feedback for the Future’ 
group would be seeking to get the views of students on a 
range of issues, some of which mirrored NSS lines of 
enquiry. 

 
(ii) Students should be encouraged to use the existing module 

feedback mechanisms.  It would be helpful if staff users had 
easier access to students’ comments as well as the basic 
scores.  Dr Brown agreed to contact TQSOs with 
information on accessing comments. 
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(iii) Mrs Wareing suggested that the ASQ office might provide 
analysis of the data from the various feedback mechanisms 
(ATRs, External Examiners, NSS) to check whether issues 
correlated, or whether there were areas where the 
information conflicted. 

 
(iv) The NSS was more embedded as a departmental activity 

than in previous years. 
 
Dr Brown would welcome any further comments from faculties to 
include in the final version of the Report for Senate. 

 
5.3 Professor Chetwynd thanked Dr Brown and faculty and 

departmental staff for their input into the process. 
 
 
ASQC/2014/6 Amendments to Postgraduate Taught Assessment Regulations 
 

Document:  SEC/2014/3/0028 
 
6.1 The committee approved a proposal from the Dean of Graduate 

Studies to amend the Postgraduate Taught Assessment 
Regulations as set out. 

 
 
ASQC/2014/7 Quality Assurance Processes 
 

7.1 Update on external quality assurance activities and events 
 

Documents:  SEC/2014/3/0043; SEC/2014/2/004 
 
The committee noted the updates by the Academic Registrar on 
external quality assurance activities and events. 
 

7.1.1 Mrs Wareing highlighted the new QAA Higher Education Review 
process, which differed from the previous process in two major 
respects: 

 
(i) there were two new areas on which institutions would be 

judged:  a) information provision, and b) the enhancement 
of students’ learning opportunities; 

(ii) the final judgements on each of the four core areas under 
review would be: 
 meets UK expectations; 
 requirements improvement to meet UK expectations; 
 does not meet UK expectations. 
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In the new HER process, differentiated judgements might be made 
in respect of ‘in-house’ provision and ‘collaborative’ provision. 
 
The committee was reminded that the QAA Higher Education 
Review of Lancaster University would take place in the 2015/16 
academic year but the exact dates had not yet been notified. 
 

7.1.2 Mrs Wareing noted that the new QAA Quality Code was now fully 
published and included 19 Expectations and 136 Indicators against 
which the University would be judged in the Higher Education 
Review in 2015/16.  One of the most vulnerable areas for the 
University would appear to be the variability and randomness of 
our public information – information for potential students, their 
advisers, for current students and for staff.  The University had 
successfully bid for graduate trainees (a joint project with 
Liverpool and Manchester Universities) and two of these would be 
spending their first placement at Lancaster looking at public 
information and mapping Lancaster’s provision onto the guidance 
provided by the QAA in Part C of the Quality Code. 

 
7.1.3 The QAA had launched a consultation on “strengthening the 

quality assurance of UK transnational education (TNE)”.  The 
consultation had been launched in December 2013 and would 
close in mid-March 2014.  It was apparent from the consultation 
documents that the QAA had already decided that quality 
assurance processes needed strengthening.  The QAA might decide 
to review TNE on a by country basis, or by HEI (e.g. a separate 
institutional audit), or thematically, but whichever approach was 
agreed, as a significant provider of education for students based in 
a country other than the UK, Lancaster would undoubtedly be 
subjected to detailed scrutiny.   Professor Chetwynd added that 
HEFCE would continue to urge the QAA to make any new review 
process proportional to perceived risk. 

 
7.2 Summary of Key Quality Assurance Processes 
 

Document:  SEC/2014/3/0044 
 
The committee received a table summarising key processes for 
the assurance of quality and standards in place at Lancaster 
University and its regional and international teaching partners. 
 
Professor Chetwynd asked members to send her feedback on the 
document. 
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ASQC/2014/8 Accreditation of Prior Learning and Credit Transfer 
 

Document:  SEC/2014/3/0045 
 

8.1 The committee received a brief update on new sections of the 
QAA Quality Code for Higher Education relating to recognition of 
prior learning. 

 
8.2 The committee noted the definition of credit recognition, which 

implied eligibility to be considered for, but not entitlement to, 
admission with advanced standing and exemption from part of a 
programme.  The committee further noted the distinction made in 
the Code between a) credit transfer (recognition of credits or 
qualifications previously awarded by a UK HEI), b) recognition of 
prior certificated learning (that has not already led to an award), 
and c) recognition of prior experiential learning.  The forms of 
recognition described in b) and c) should involve a process of 
formal academic assessment and it remained the prerogative of 
individual HEIs to accept or reject applications for credit 
recognition. 
 
Members noted that Lancaster’s regulations contained guidance 
on the amount of credit which could be transferred into a 
programme, but little detail on what constituted acceptable prior 
learning.  CETAD in particular were concerned that the current 
regulations constrained their ability to work with employers and 
recruit applicants to their flexible part-time work-based learning 
courses. 
 

8.3 The Committee agreed: 
 
(i) that the Director of Graduate Studies should consider taking 

Chair’s Action to permit CETAD to accept prior learning or 
experiential learning for up to 50% of the total credits for a 
programme; 

(ii) that other departments wishing to vary from the current 
transfer limit of 30% of total credits for a programme might 
submit a proposal to the Director of Graduate Studies; 

(iii) that the Academic Standards and Quality Team should draft 
proposals for revised regulations and procedures for 
accreditation of prior learning and credit transfer. 
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Section C Items to note 
 
 
ASQC/2014/09 GTA Framework 
 

The committee noted that DOGS-AG had received a report at its 
meeting on 14 November 2013 on research undertaken by OED in 
June 2013 into the implementation of the University’s Institutional 
Framework for the Induction Support and Professional Development 
of Postgraduates and Researchers Who Teach (‘GTA Framework’).  
The Framework document had been updated by OED to 
incorporate findings of this research and would be brought to the 
next meeting of the committee. 

 
 
ASQC/2014/10 Date of next meeting 
 

Dates of further meetings of the committee in academic year 2013-
2014 are as follows: 
 
6 May 2014 10.00 a.m. (Faculty PG ATR reports) 
9 July 2014 2.00 p.m. 
 
All meetings will take place in the John Welch Room. 


