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SEC/2016/3/0735 
 
 

LANCASTER UNIVERSITY 
 
 

Academic Standards and Quality Committee 
Minutes of a meeting held on 26 September 2016 

 
Present: Professor A Chetwynd 

Dr A Collins 
Mr N Dearman 
Professor N Hayes 
Dr W Hollmann 
Dr R Lauder 
Dr P McKean 
Mr P Maggs 
Mrs A Mullan 
Professor M Shackleton 
Professor M Wright (Chair) 
 

In attendance: Ms J Anstee (Secretary) 
Mr S Cresswell 
Ms C Duff 
 

Apologies: Miss P Ainsworth 
Mr I Denny 
Dr C Edwards 
Professor S Skogly 

 
 
SECTION A INTRODUCTORY ITEMS 
 
ASQC/2016/63 Welcome 
 

Dr Hollmann was welcomed to his first meeting of the Committee as 
Associate Dean (Undergraduate) for FASS. 

 
ASQC/2016/64 Minutes of the last meeting 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0528 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 7 July 2016 were confirmed as an 
accurate record. 
 

ASQC/2016/65 Matters arising from the minutes and outstanding actions 
Documents:  SEC/2016/3/0634; SEC/2016/3/0547 
 

65.1 The Committee noted the final action list for 2015-16, summarising 
actions completed and those carried forward to a new list for 2016-17. 
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65.2 Of the matters arising and outstanding actions carried forward to 2016-
17, the following updates were noted. 

 
65.2.1 Review of exam boards (including mitigating circumstances committees) 

(Item 1):  The LUMS pilot had gone well and it would be useful to extend 
this to a number of other departments during 2016-17 (including in 
FASS where exam boards for joint honours programmes provided 
logistical challenges).  Rolling out the pilot arrangements for the central 
consideration of mitigating circumstances presented additional 
challenges, however.  It was agreed that: 

 
(i) The Head of ASQ and the Head of Student Registry should liaise 

with ADs on the identification of departments for extending the 
exam board pilot in 2016-17. 

 
Action:  Head of AS&Q/Head of Student Registry 

 
(ii) The proposal on mitigating circumstances committees should be 

circulated to faculties for consultation. 
 

Action:  Head of ASQ/Associate Deans 
 
(iii) Any changes to current University procedures for the running of 

exam boards and mitigating circumstances committees could not 
be implemented until 2017-18 at the earliest. 

 
65.2.2 Review of articulation arrangements (Item 3):  The Head of AS&Q would 

be meeting with the International Office and Student Registry in the 
Michaelmas term to discuss the review of these partnerships. 

 
65.2.3 External examiner induction (Item 4):  Consideration of the university’s 

arrangements for the induction of external examiners had been deferred 
until the national picture was clearer in relation to new HEFCE quality 
assessment arrangements.  It was noted that the Higher Education 
Academy had been contracted by HEFCE to explore the training of 
external examiners. 

 
65.2.4 Dissemination of external examiner reports (Item 6):  The question 

remained as to how best to make these reports available as part of the 
University’s information set and who the primary audience for such 
dissemination was.  It was agreed that there should be further 
discussion on this between LUSU and the Director of QA&E. 

 
Action:  Director QA&E/LUSU 

 
65.2.5 Joint Degrees in FASS (Item 7):  The full report would be brought to the 

Committee when this was available. 
 
65.2.6 Assessment feedback (Item 8):  The analysis of external examiner reports 

for 2014-15 had highlighted assessment feedback as an area for further 
work.  This would now be rolled up into the wider University review of 
assessment and feedback. 
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65.2.7 Prior vetting of assessment tasks (Item 9):  This related to both internal 
and external (external examiner) vetting of assessment tasks prior to 
their publication to students.  Whilst draft examination papers were sent 
to external examiners by all departments, this was not the case with 
coursework where there was differing practice.  It was agreed this 
action should be incorporated into the initiative on assessment and 
feedback. 

 
65.2.8 Learning outcomes and condonation (Item 10):  This action was ongoing.  

It was noted that once the current PQR cycle had been completed in 
2016-17, the new PQR methodology could be used to address the 
requirement for learning outcomes mapping for existing programmes. 

 
65.2.9 Academic Tutor system (Item 11):  The Provost reported on the meeting 

over the summer with departments’ Academic Tutor Co-ordinators.  The 
recommendations arising out of the Committee’s consideration of this 
area in the 2014-15 ATRs had been addressed through this meeting 
which had been well-attended by both departmental and college staff.  
Consideration was being given as to how the LUSI system could be used 
for monitoring students’ attendance at Academic Tutor sessions. 

 
65.2.10 Plagiarism Framework: difficulties with foreign languages (Item 12):  It 

was reported that the particular difficulty reported related to the use of 
autotranslate to convert plagiarised text into a foreign language and then 
back again in English so that the English version was not an exact replica 
of the original source.  Departments should be made aware of this 
practice. 

 
65.2.11 Plagiarism Framework: review those aspects which had been reported to 

require clarification (Item 13).  This action was ongoing.  It could be 
useful to consider if student retention figures related to poor academic 
practice in any way. 

 
65.2.12 Action planning on learning and teaching (Item 17):  Box would be used 

to deposit the action plans so that they were accessible to appropriate 
personnel.  The Head of AS&Q agreed to set the system up and the 
Director of QA&E would send out a communication on this. 

 
Action:  Head AS&Q/Director QA&E 

65.2.13 Library guidance to departments on student information relating to use of 
academic conventions (Item 15):  This guidance had now been produced 
by the Library (for departments to refer to when producing student 
information on the use of academic conventions).  Faculties will need to 
check departments’ use of this guidance and report back to ASQC on any 
problems (ADs to check and report back where necessary). 

 
Action:  Associate Deans 
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ASQC/2016/66 Chair’s Action 
Document:  SEC/2016/3/0636 

 
66.1 The Committee noted that Chair’s Action had been taken on a number of 

matters since the last meeting of the Committee, as summarised in the 
paper and written into MARP 2016.  Further detail on these matters was 
available to Committee members on request. 

 
66.2 General assessment regulations for taught programmes:  arising out a 

complaint to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator, departments are 
required to record both original and reassessment marks. 

 
66.3 Medical Degree regulations:  minor amendments had been made, for 

purposes of clarification, to the wording of procedures for managing 
programme changes and the operation of mitigating circumstances. 

 
66.4 Procedures for over-length theses:  students are now required to make a 

declaration confirming that the thesis conforms to the regulations on the 
permitted maximum for word-length.  If the thesis exceeds the maximum 
the declaration must include confirmation that this has been formally 
approved by the University. 

 
66.5 Condonation and learning outcomes:  statements have been included in 

MARP to the effect that condonation is conditional upon the learning 
outcomes for the programme being met. 

 
ASQC/2016/67 Terms of reference and membership 2016-17 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0633 
 

67.1 The terms of reference were unchanged from the revised version 
received by the Committee earlier in the year, following the institution of 
the Education Committee.  The membership had been updated in line 
with new Associate Dean appointments. 

 
67.2 The Committee noted that the generic title “Associate Dean for Teaching” 

(ADT) was not useful in relation to PGR programmes and that it would 
be helpful if “Teaching” could be removed from the Associate Dean titles 
and reference made instead to Associate Dean (Undergraduate) and 
Associate Dean (Postgraduate).  [Secretary’s Note:  the titles approved by 
the faculties under the individual faculty constitutions have been used to 
amend the titles used in the ASQC membership list.  A separate email on 
this has been circulated to members.] 

 
Action:  Secretary 

 
67.3 It was noted that Paul McKean’s title should be “Dr” rather than 

“Professor”. 
 

Action:  Secretary 
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ASQC/2016/68 Schedule of business:  2016-17 
Document:  SEC/2016/3/0630 
 
The Committee noted the initial schedule of business for 2016-17.  “PGR 
ATR” should be amended to “PGR Annual Review”. 
 

Action:  Secretary 
 
 
SECTION B ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
ASQC/2016/69 Analysis of Year 2 survey results 2015-16 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0635 
 

69.1 The Committee received the Director of QA&E’s analysis of the Year 2 
survey results 2015-16 which provided an institutional overview (the 
detailed results by department had previously been circulated).  The 
response rate was noted to be low and this may have been due to the 
timing of the survey.  The results in certain areas were disappointing, 
and overall the Year 2 students had not been as satisfied as the Year 3 
students surveyed through the NSS; however there were good reasons as 
to why, to some extent, this could have been expected (for example 
students often experienced Year 2 as being the most challenging over the 
three/four years of study).  The main problem areas were Assessment 
and Feedback and the Student  Voice, with the best results obtained for 
Learning Resources. 

 
69.2 The Committee noted that the Student Voice aspect was likely to become 

more important in quality assessment generally.  Chris Cottam reported 
the new Student Engagement and Academic Representation group would 
help to achieve a more co-ordinated approach here. 

 
69.3 The Committee agreed that Year 2 students should be surveyed again in 

2016-17 and potentially Year 1 students also.  However it was noted that 
the University had recently decided to participate in the SERU (Student 
Experience in the Research University) survey in 2016-17 and that it 
would not make sense to duplicate this.  The usefulness of the SERU 
survey in producing a high-quality TEF submission was noted by the 
Committee and, as the survey covered Year 1 students as well, it was 
agreed that the Provost and AC should meet to explore this matter 
further and consult with the PVC Education. 

 
Action:  Provost/Associate Dean (UG) FST 

 
69.4 Other points noted by the Committee were: 
 

(i) Students’ comments on assessment and feedback confirmed the 
rationale for setting up a review of this area. 

 
(ii) It was important to feed back to students on any actions taken by 

departments in response to their evaluation, and the Provost 
agreed to draft a pro-forma letter for Heads of Department to 
send out to students. 

Action: Provost 
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(iii) The qualitative comments from the Year 2 survey were available 
as a separate report.  These had previously been sent out on 
request to faculties and departments.  The Director of QA&E was 
asked to circulate these to the Library (PM). 

 
Action:  Director QA&E 

 
ASQC/2016/70 Peer observation policy 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0638 
 

70.1 The Committee received a proposal from the Director of QA&E for a 
minimum set of principles for a peer observation policy.  This had been 
developed following his review of departmental practice across the 
University.  He noted that practice varied widely but that much of it went 
above and beyond the minimum principles articulated in the proposal; 
thus for many departments this proposal would not require them to 
engage in additional work. 

 
70.2 The Committee discussed the core function of such a policy – was the 

primary aim to improve the quality of teaching overall and support 
individuals in enhancement of their skills, or to address poor teaching 
practice on an individual basis?  The Director of QA&E reported the 
intention of the policy was to support the development of good practice 
in teaching and that confidentiality around observation outcomes was 
important in ensuring positive engagement with the process.  Related 
questions concerned: 

 
 the nature of the record to be kept 
 the procedure for selecting observer/observed pairs 
 students’ perceptions of the function of peer observation 
 follow-up actions where poor teaching practice was identified, and 
 the need for a ‘best practice’ guide. 

 
70.3 It was agreed the proposal should be circulated to departments by 

Associate Deans to determine if there was a general acceptance of the 
policy as written. 

 
Action:  Associate Deans 

 
ASQC/2016/71 Standing Academic Committee (SAC): operational changes 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0640 
 

71.1 The Committee received a proposal from the chair of SAC to modify the 
Committee’s procedures.  The proposed change in procedures was for a 
summary hearing to be held for first referral cases by one member of 
SAC in place of a full hearing.  The aim was to allow for cases to be dealt 
with quickly so that students could be warned about their behaviour in a 
more timely way and the necessary support provided at an earlier stage. 

 
71.2 The Committee noted that for cases dealt with in this way the full powers 

of the Committee would not be available and thus the Committee could 
not exclude, suspend or intercalate the student without a full hearing. 
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71.3 The Committee approved the new SAC procedures for dealing with 
unsatisfactory academic performance cases as laid out in the paper in 
7.I-VII and agreed these should also apply to Level 6 and Level 7 
students. 

 
71.4 The Committee also noted that departments would need to play their 

part in identifying students at risk as early as possible.  The additional 
summary stage in SAC procedures supported this early identification and 
it was agreed that departments should be notified of this via the faculty 
teaching committees. 

 
Action:  Associate Deans 

 
ASQC/2016/72 Scaling of marks 

Verbal report 
 

72.1 The Director of QA&E reported on discussions over the summer on the 
scaling range employed for undergraduate and postgraduate taught 
assessments.  His concern was that the current range of 13.5-17.0 for 
undergraduate students did not align with the higher grades of students 
now being admitted to programmes, and that a 2(ii) mark should not be 
seen as an acceptable average at the lower end.  Similarly, the range of 
55%-66.7% for postgraduate taught programmes was felt to be too low 
at the lower end.  Members were in general agreement with the proposal 
that the range should be amended to 14.5-17.5 (undergraduate) and 
58%-68% (postgraduate taught). 

 
72.2 The Committee agreed that: 
 

(i) a written proposal should be provided to the Associate Deans for 
consultation with departments; with further discussion to be 
held by ASQC at the meeting in January; 

(ii) the proposal should include clarification that scaling did not have 
to be applied; simply that it should always be discussed where 
the mean mark fell outside the stated range irrespective of 
whether or scaling was applied as an outcome of the discussion; 

(iii) for Regional and International Teaching Partnerships it would be 
appropriate to keep the current ranges; 

(iv) consideration should be given at the January meeting as to the 
timing of the introduction of a new scaling range (it was noted 
that the proposal would not disadvantage students in any way 
and could potentially therefore be introduced for 2016-17). 

 
Action:  Director QA&E/Associate Deans 

 
 
SECTION C ITEMS TO NOTE 
 
ASQC/2016/73 Higher Education Review (HER) Action Plan update 

Document:  SEC/2016/3/0655 
 

The Committee received the updated HER action plan for information. 
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ASQC/2016/74 Faculty of Science and Technology: module combinations for 
condonation 

 
Module combinations for departments in FST (Mathematics and 
Statistics and Physics) for the purposes of combination (M.54.3.2 refers) 
had been approved by the faculty but not yet translated into a format for 
the institutional record. 

 
ASQC/2016/75 Any other business 
 

Student communications 
 
The Committee discussed the issue of the volume of email traffic which 
students receive, which had been the subject of negative feedback in the 
NSS.  The Provost outlined recent steps taken to improve the situation 
(for example the introduction of a students’ newsletter to incorporate 
communications from professional services departments, and the 
introduction of an email switch-off function).  It was agreed, however, 
that this issue should be looked at again by the University and that it 
would be appropriate to refer the matter to the chair of the re-
constituted Information Management Committee (a sub-committee of 
ASQC). 
 

Action: Secretary 
 
ASQC/2016/76 Dates of meetings 2016-17 
 

76.1 The Committee noted the dates of meetings for the academic year 2016-
17; to be held on Mondays at 2.00-4.00 pm in the John Welch Room.  It 
was agreed the date of the July meeting had been set rather later than 
usual and that it would be appropriate to reschedule this to 12 July. 

 
Action:  Secretary 

 
76.2 The Committee agreed that for the purposes of keeping discussion on the 

PGT and PGR ATRs separate and distinct the PGR ATRs should be 
considered at the meeting on 8 May.  It was confirmed that the PGR ATR 
should, as for the UG and PGTAR, follow the academic year dates 
(1 September-31 August). 

 
76.3 Dates of remaining meetings: 

 
31 October 2016 
30 January 2017 
20 March 2017 
8 May 2017 
12 July 2017 


