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ITEMS FOR DECISION
	1
	APPOINTMENT OF PRO-VICE-CHANCELLOR



	
	Recommended to Council


	
	
	that Professor Nigel South be appointed as a Pro-Vice-Chancellor for the period 1 January 2006 to 31 July 2006.



	2
	APPOINTMENT OF HEADS OF DEPARTMENT


	
	Recommended to Council


	
	
	that the following be appointed as Heads of Department for the period indicated:

Accounting, Finance and Management

Professor George Cairns

1/8/06 – 31/7/09



	
	
	Computer Science

Dr Sam Steel

1/8/06 – 31/7/09

Law

Mr Bob Watt

1/8/06 – 31/7/09



	3
	RE-APPOINTMENT OF HEAD OF DEPARTMENT 


	
	Recommended to Council


	
	
	that the following be re-appointed as Head of Department for the period indicated:

Government

Professor David Sanders

1/8/06 – 31/7/07



	4
	APPOINTMENT OF DIRECTOR OF LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES



	
	
	

	
	Recommended to Council



	
	
	that the following be appointed as Director of Latin American Studies for the periods indicated:

Professor Valerie Fraser




1/8/06-31/7/07

Dr Eva-Lynn Jagoe




1/8/07-31/7/10



	
	
	

	
	
	


ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

	1
	STAFF APPOINTMENTS

	
	

	
	Reported
	that the following appointments have been approved by Selection Committee on behalf of Senate and Council:

School of Entrepreneurship & Business 
Dr Jun Li, Senior Lecturer from
1 September 2005

Law

Mr Y Farar, Lecturer from
1 August 2005

Computer Science
Dr K McDonald-Maier, Reader from 15 August 2005

Health & Human Sciences
Dr H Ravel, Senior Lecturer from 1 September 2005

Dr C Chinamasa, Lecturer from 14 November 2005

Economics
Professor M Perry, Professor from 1 June 2005

Centre for Computational Finance &
Economic Agents



Dr D Maringer, Lecturer from






1 October 2005

Mr K Chourdakis, Lecturer from 1 January 2006

Dr S Markose, Senior Lecturer from 1 October 2005 

Accounting, Finance & Management 
Dr A Abdul-Rahaman, Reader from 1 September 2006

Dr A Cipollini, Lecturer from 1 January 2006

Dr C Land, Lecturer from 1 January 2006


	
	

	2
	ACADEMIC DECISION MAKING STRUCTURES 



	
	Reported
	The Senate had received the report of the Working Party on Academic Decision Making Structures (ADMS). The proposed new ADMS was intended to improve the University’s oversight of its quality assurance procedures and to enable unnecessary and inappropriate variation in policies and procedures to be identified and eliminated. The Working Party had also focused on improving the clarity, efficiency and effectiveness of the University’s ADMS without diminishing current levels of democracy or the social capital provided by committee memberships.
The main recommendations of the Working Party on ADMS were

(i) that the current Schools of study should be replaced by Faculties, whose primary function would be to manage degree scheme approval, monitoring and review; and

(ii) that Undergraduate and Graduate Schools should be created, which would be responsible for the development and approval of rules, policies and procedures.

The report of the Working Party on ADMS is attached as Appendix A. 

	
	To note
	The Senate approved the recommendations of the Working Party on ADMS at its meeting on 7 December 2005. The implementation of these recommendations will require a number of changes to Ordinances and Statutes.  Proposed revisions of Ordinances and Statutes will be submitted to the Council for approval at its meeting in May 2006. 



	
	Recommended to Council


	
	
	that the recommendations of the Working Party on Academic Decision Making Structures, as set out in Appendix A, be approved in principle.


Joanne Tallentire
Senior Assistant Registrar

8 December 2005
Senate Report to Council

19 December 2005

Appendix A
WORKING PARTY ON ACADEMIC DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES 

REPORT TO SENATE AND COUNCIL, DECEMBER 2005

1.
Background

1.1
Discussion about a review and possible reform of the University’s academic-decision making structure (ADMS) started with a presentation at the Senior Staff Retreat in November 2004. With the approval of the Vice-Chancellor’s Advisory Group (VAG), an informal group, headed by Sam Steel, then Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic Standards), continued to discuss ADMS and went on to develop a proposed revision of the current structures. This was published to all members of the University in February 2005 in the form of an online consultation document and responses were requested by mid-February for discussion by Academic Standards Committee (ASC) at its meeting on 2 March 2005. A substantial number of comments was received, including responses from School Boards, which discussed the paper at their February meetings.  Overall, the feedback received by ASC suggested that more deliberation and consultation should take place on ADMS throughout the University and that the informal working group should be transformed into a formal Working Party of ASC with representation from key sectors of the University (ASC.M.83/05, 2.3.05). 

1.2
An ASC Working Party on ADMS was established in March 2005 with membership as set out in Annex A attached. The Working Party met nine times in the period March to November 2005 to develop proposals for a revised ADMS and to oversee the consultation on the proposed changes, with a view to putting firm proposals to Senate in December 2005, for implementation in October 2006. This report sets out the Working Party’s conclusions and recommendations to the Senate in December 2005. (This paper incorporates the recommendations of ASC from its meeting on 23 November 2005.)
2.
Reasons for Change

The Quality Assurance Aspect

2.1
The Working Party identified two problematic issues with the University’s current Academic Decision Making Structures:

(i) There is an inadequate University-wide quality assurance (QA) oversight function. This is because responsibility for approval and monitoring of QA policies and procedures is distributed in committee function between ASC and the School Boards (and the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships). In addition ASC deals almost exclusively with undergraduate matters and insufficient attention is given to University-wide QA policy and procedures concerning taught postgraduate (PGT) and postgraduate research (PGR) students. 

(ii) There is unnecessary and inappropriate variation in a wide range of procedures and practices at departmental and School level, partly as a consequence of the fragmentation of decision-making referred to in paragraph (i) above. Variation in QA policy and procedures must be both transparent and academically defensible. The current decision-making structures have led to unjustifiable and unnecessary inconsistencies, which  generate a substantial workload for administrators in departments and the centre who are responsible for implementing the variety of policies and procedures and for ensuring that they are transparent to students, staff and external reviewers.
2.2
The Working Party identified in particular that the devolution of the authority to approve rules of assessment from Senate to School Boards made it constitutionally impossible for the University to ensure parity of treatment of students in different Schools.  This is in direct contravention of QAA Codes of Practice and guidance from the 2003 Institutional Audit.  This particular issue has now been addressed by the revision of Ordinances 35 and 22 approved at Senate, June 2005 (available at: http://www.essex.ac.uk/minute/senate/2004-2005/index.htm). 
Flexibility

2.3
The University’s actual and planned growth, e.g. at the University of Essex Southend (UoES), requires academic decision-making structures that are flexible enough to accommodate the introduction of new academic disciplines and new types of qualification, e.g. Foundation degrees and accredited CPD short courses, while maintaining a clear and consistent policy framework. 

Efficiency

2.4
Growth in student numbers, number of departments (e.g. East 15, Health and Human Sciences), types of qualification (e.g. Professional Doctorates), and collaborative relationships means that the established academic administrative structures are no longer fit for purpose.  There is a very uneven workload for Deans and School Administrators, and in particular the Graduate School (Dean and administrative staff) is acutely under-resourced. 
2.5
The present structures conspire to produce repetitive discussion at different committees leading to unco-ordinated responses and a lack of a clear approval route. What is proposed is intended to allow efficient decision-making by key office holders in departments, which includes structured periods of time for wider consultation within departments.

Clarity

2.6
Clarity is a characteristic which is increasingly important, both in respect of policies and procedures and in respect of decision making processes. At present clarity is hindered by multiple decision-making routes and inconsistent policies and procedures (see 2.2).  Staff and students need to understand exactly what policies and regulations govern academic matters; these need to be clear, consistent and minimal.  ADMS must provide the clarity that is required, especially at a time when students’ expectations of HE are raised with the introduction of higher tuition fees in October 2006.

3.
Working Party Principles

3.1
Early on in its deliberations the Working Party on ADMS defined a number of principles or key criteria which any proposal to revise the University’s current structures would need to satisfy. A number of these relate clearly to the primary reasons for change identified above.  However, others recognise the importance of cultural factors in determining appropriate decision-making structures.

3.2
The Working Party’s key principles or criteria for a revised ADMS were as follows:

	· Procedural fairness
	There should be no unnecessary or inappropriate variation in policy and procedure.

	· Effective problem-solving
	Decision-making structures should enable any problem, once identified, to be resolved straightforwardly.

	· Accountability
	Clarity about which body or office holder makes decisions and owns them.

	· Transparency
	Clarity of policy and procedures, roles and responsibilities.

	· Responsiveness
	Flexibility to accommodate growth and change in academic provision in a timely fashion.

	· Effectiveness 
	Effective management of day-to-day work, e.g. individual student caseload, by achieving greater workload balance for Deans and administrative support staff.

	· Efficiency
	Use scarce resources as effectively as possible, streamlining procedures.

	· Democracy and solidarity
	No reduction in the existing level of democracy in decision-making. Recognition of the social capital functions of decision-making bodies.


4.
Proposal 
4.1
The Working Party considered a number of models for the University’s ADMS during its deliberations, including a minimum change model, and concluded significant change was required to satisfy the principles or key criteria set out in the above table.

Recommendation 1:  Significant changes to the current Academic Decision-Making Structures are required to satisfy the working party’s key criteria for effective decision-making:

· Procedural fairness

· Effective problem-solving

· Accountability

· Transparency

· Responsiveness

· Effectiveness

· Efficiency

· Democracy and solidarity

5.
A New Academic Decision-Making Structure

5.1
The Working Party considered the following aspects of a revised ADMS:

· Names of decision-making bodies (referred to as committees hereafter) and organisational units

· Function and membership of committees, including the issue of representation

· Reporting lines for committees

· Consultation process

· New and regional developments

· The School of Law

· Disciplinary groupings

· Role and function of Deans.

5.2
A diagram of the proposed new ADMS is attached at Annex B. 

6.
Names of Committees and Organisational Units

6.1
The discussion about the use of the term ‘School’ in relation to the new department at Southend, the School of Entrepreneurship and Business, was particularly useful in informing the Working Party that the majority of Senators were happy that it should be used flexibly to accommodate new developments. It was clear that in future any department that could convince Senate that it would be advantageous (primarily on marketing grounds) to re-name itself ‘School of’ would be permitted to do so.  Since the proposed ADMS changed the function of the bodies currently called ‘Schools’ it would make both the changed role and the distinction from such departments much clearer if the new committees were called something else.  After consideration of various alternatives the Working Party agreed that the term ‘Faculty’ should be used for the disciplinary groupings in future, particularly since this was a well-established and understood name in the HE sector.  However, given the imperative to retain the Graduate School which had a well-established and valuable image, it was also agreed to use the term School for what had previously been styled Divisions, namely the Undergraduate and Graduate Schools.

Recommendation 2: The disciplinary groupings currently called ’Schools’ should be called ‘Faculties’ within the revised proposed ADMS.

Recommendation 3: The previously proposed undergraduate and postgraduate divisions should be called the ‘Undergraduate School’ and the ‘Graduate School’ respectively  .

7.
Function and Membership of Committees

7.1
The Working Party’s discussions focused on defining the functions and reporting lines of formal committees. However, it also recognised the importance of informal groups in the University’s decision-making (see paragraphs 9.1-9.3 and 13.2 for further discussion of this issue). In this context, a formal committee is defined as a sub-committee of the Senate. Examples of informal forums that have an important role in and influence on decision-making include: the fortnightly meeting of Heads of Department (HoDs) and Deans, meetings of departmental committees or departments as a whole, the Graduate School’s termly meetings of Graduate Directors, and meetings Deans may convene with groups of HoDs.  

Formal Committees

7.2
The proposed new ADMS identifies two major functions of formal committees as: 

(i) 
decision-making about rules, policies and procedures; and 

(ii) 
scheme approval, monitoring and review.  

Rules, Policies and Procedures
7.3
It is proposed that decision-making about rules, policies and procedures should be the responsibility of two University-wide School, the Undergraduate School Board and the Graduate School Board. This would enable University-wide committees, which include a representative from each department, to identify and avoid unnecessary and inappropriate variation in rules, policies and procedures. 

7.4
The Undergraduate School would replace the current functions of ASC, and would also deal with any matters of policy and procedure which might in the past have been considered by the current undergraduate School Boards.  The new-style Graduate School Board, while similar in composition to the current Graduate School Board with respect to representation from all departments, would explicitly take on a role which it has increasingly carried out in practice of dealing with rules, policies and procedures at graduate level. Formally this is a function of ASC in the current structure but ASC has not had the capacity to carry it out effectively.  

7.5
The new Graduate School Board would be responsible for approval of rules, policies and procedures both for taught and research students and schemes, while retaining its current responsibility for approving the introduction of all doctoral programmes of study, including those for collaborative partners.  It is recognised that some policies and procedures would be equally applicable and relevant to undergraduate and taught postgraduate students and schemes, e.g. policy on academic offences or regulations relating to unseen examinations. Where the Undergraduate School Board recommends the introduction of a policy or procedure which may be relevant and applicable to taught postgraduate study, the Graduate School Board would explicitly consider this and recommend its adoption, amended as appropriate to meet the particular needs of PGT students.  (The same principle would apply where the Graduate School Board recommended a University-wide policy that could be equally applicable to undergraduate students.) It is envisaged that joint working parties or joint meetings of the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards would be convened as appropriate to deal with policy matters that were common to undergraduate and PGT provision. The Deans, whose membership would be common to both Boards, would have a specific role in ensuring that any matter arising from discussion at one School Board that was relevant to the other Board was discussed either by a full meeting of that Board or referred for discussion at a joint meeting or working party of the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards. 

7.6
The Undergraduate School Board would be chaired by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic Standards), who is in a position to have oversight over policies, rules and procedures that would impact on all departments. The Working Party did not believe that this role could be fulfilled by a Faculty Dean, because this might lead to a conflict of interests between the Dean’s role in representing departments in his/her Faculty and in enabling the University-wide decision-making process of the Undergraduate School to take place effectively. The Graduate School Board would continue to be chaired by the Dean of the Graduate School who, in addition to managing the individual student caseload associated with postgraduate research students, would be in a similar position as the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic Standards) in having oversight over policies, rules and procedures relating to postgraduate study in all departments and centres.

Recommendation 4: Decision-making about rules, policies and procedures should be the responsibility of the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards.


Scheme approval
, monitoring and review
7.7
The Working Party believes that scheme approval and monitoring should remain the responsibility of specialist committees which bring together representatives from relevant disciplinary groupings. Scheme approval and monitoring is an important function of the current undergraduate School Boards and it is proposed that it should remain with the Faculties which would bring together cognate disciplines. It is also proposed that consideration of Periodic Review Reports, which is currently a function of ASC, but is closely related to scheme approval and monitoring functions, should in future become a Faculty function.

7.8
It is also proposed that PGT scheme approval, monitoring and review, which is a function of the current Graduate School Board, should be brought together with the approval, monitoring and review of UG schemes, as a function of the Faculties.  In this way PGT schemes would benefit alongside UG schemes from the attention of a group of specialists from a smaller cluster of related disciplines. The scheme approval, monitoring and review procedures for UG and PGT schemes are the same, and the processes of developing and monitoring taught degree schemes at departmental level are often linked. It is anticipated that there would be an efficiency gain both for departments and for Deans and their administrative support staff in bringing together these processes at UG and PGT levels.  

Recommendation 5: UG and PGT scheme approval, monitoring and review (including Periodic Review) should be the responsibility of Faculty Boards.

7.9
Function of Faculty Boards

In addition to their primary function of approving, monitoring and reviewing taught degree schemes, Faculty Boards would retain a number of functions of the current School Boards.  Faculty Boards would continue to review admissions data and statistics identifying progression trends for departments within the Faculty, in order to inform their new key role in receiving and monitoring the outcomes of Periodic Review.  Where appropriate Faculty Boards would also continue to act as a forum for discussion of issues of common interest to the departments in the Faculty, such as learning and teaching developments, academic support, resources, issues relating to professional body accreditation, interdisciplinary activities, and possible common research interests. 
Membership of Committees

7.10
The Working Party paid particular attention to ensuring that committees were constituted in such a way as to provide appropriate and adequate representation whilst enabling efficient and effective decision-making to take place. A number of tensions were highlighted by different viewpoints about committee membership, in particular the tension between ensuring that committee members had adequate authority to make decisions and allowing for junior members of departments to join committees to enable them to take part in and experience the decision-making process at University level. 

7.11
Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards
After lengthy debate the Working Party concluded that all HoDs should sit on both the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards, to ensure that every department was represented by a member of staff with the authority to make decisions on behalf of his or her colleagues.  The Working Party  recognised departments as the key academic units in the institution, and while membership of both School Boards would generate a considerable workload for HoDs, it was vital that they should be involved in decision-making about rules, policies and procedures at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels. 

Recommendation 6: All Heads of Department should sit on both the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards.

Faculty Boards
7.12
The key functions of the Faculty Boards would be to approve, monitor and review taught degree schemes within the relevant disciplinary cluster. In order to ensure efficient and effective decision-making, the Working Party proposes that each department should nominate two representatives to join a single Faculty Board, and that these functions would best be carried out by specialist staff in departments such as Directors of Undergraduate or Graduate (PGT) Studies. The Working Party recognised that the management and delivery of degree schemes is organised in many different ways across the University and requested comments on this proposal during the consultation process in October 2005. Only a very small number of departmental responses included any comment on the membership of Faculty Boards and these were broadly supportive of the proposal. 
Recommendation 7: Each department should have two representatives on the relevant Faculty Board, who would normally be the Director of Undergraduate Studies and Director of Taught Masters. Centres with students should have one representative on the relevant Faculty Board, nominated by the Director of the Centre.

Quality Assurance Committee

7.13
It is proposed that a new committee should be established to provide the University-wide oversight function, which the current ADMS does not cater for (see paragraph 2.2(i) above). Unlike ASC, the QA Committee would not form an intervening step in the reporting structure between the School and Faculty Boards and the Senate. Its major functions would be to keep under review the University’s quality assurance mechanisms (the ‘Quality Assurance Framework’), ensuring that they met both the University’s internal needs and the requirement of external agencies, and to monitor their implementation. To support these functions the QA Committee would be responsible for collecting and monitoring data on student progression, retention, employability, student satisfaction, etc and the Committee would work with the Learning and Teaching Committee to feed into that committee’s role in fostering quality enhancement through learning and teaching developments. The QA Committee would be chaired by the PVC (Academic Standards) and include all Deans as members, in order to ensure an appropriate flow of information between the formal decision-making committees, i.e. the School and Faculty Boards, and to support the QA Committee’s role in monitoring the implementation of decisions. In exceptional cases, the QA Committee would take on an arbitration role where Deans identified tension or inconsistency in policy-making between the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards.

Recommendation 8: A Quality Assurance Committee should be established as a sub-committee of the Senate to provide a University-wide oversight function.

Learning and Teaching Committee
7.14
It is proposed that the Learning and Teaching Committee should be embedded more effectively in the University’s ADMS than in the past. The Learning and Committee would interact regularly with the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards, in order to provide comment and advice on learning and teaching matters as they affect the development of rules, procedures and policies, and the Quality Assurance Committee, in order to ensure that strategic issues relating to learning and teaching are identified and recommendations forwarded to the Senate as appropriate. It is proposed that the remit of the Learning and Teaching Committee should also be extended to include a monitoring and advisory role in respect of professional development in learning and teaching. This reflects a recognition of the importance of professional development activities, such as the Certificate in Higher Education Practice for staff who are new to teaching, in supporting high quality learning and teaching provision as well as the organisational responsibility of the Learning and Teaching Unit for a number of professional development activities.

7.15
Draft membership and terms of reference for the proposed new committees are set out in Annex C. 

8.
Reporting Lines of Committees

8.1
In order to provide accountable, responsive and transparent decision-making, it is proposed that the reporting lines from the new School and Faculty Boards should be direct to the Senate. In the existing structure School Boards also report direct to the Senate but recommendations to the Senate are often reported to and discussed by ASC before they are submitted to the Senate embedded in the ASC report. This leads to delays, unnecessary duplication and a lack of clarity about which committee is formally responsible for decision-making. 

Recommendation 9: Faculty Boards and the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards should report direct to the Senate, to minimise delay, avoid unnecessary duplication, and ensure clarity about decision-making. 

9.
Consultation Process

9.1
The Working Party recognised that the University’s existing committees, in particular the current undergraduate School Boards, have an important social capital function, for example, where junior members of departmental staff are encouraged to participate in decision-making, and that this should not be undermined by proposed changes to the University’s ADMS. Similarly, the Working Party was committed to ensuring that the level of democracy in the University’s decision-making processes should not be reduced by any proposed changes. 

9.2
An important means of ensuring that appropriate and well-informed decisions are made by representatives who sit on formal committees is consultation. The Working Party recognised that a problematic aspect of current decision-making processes is the shortage of time for proper consultation to take place with departments. This would, in part be addressed by changes to the functions of formal committees in the proposed ADMS. However, the Working Party also proposed that the cycle of formal committee meetings should be revised to align with the proposed ADMS
, in order to allow for sufficient consultation in departmental meetings and other informal groups, such as meetings of Graduate Directors, meetings of HoDs and Deans, or other ad hoc interest groups that may be convened by individual HoDs or Deans.
9.3
The Working Party also recognised the concerns expressed by members of academic staff who were not office holders or members of committees within the ADMS about the extent to which they were informed about academic policy and strategic developments. Such matters were typically discussed at the fortnightly meetings of HoDs and Deans as well as at Senate, of which all HoDs were members. The  Working Party therefore proposed that the responsibility of HoDs for communicating about academic developments and disseminating academic policy decisions should be made explicit.

Recommendation 10: The academic year cycle of committee meetings should be revised to align with the new ADMS, to ensure that there is adequate time for meaningful consultation with departments and other relevant interest groups in consideration of any University, School or Faculty-wide issues. HoDs should ensure that the cycle of departmental meetings and of departmental committees is adjusted to allow for appropriate discussion of academic policy proposals.
Recommendation 11: Heads of Departments should be responsible for ensuring that all members of their departments are informed of academic developments and academic policy decisions. 

10.
New and Regional Developments

10.1
As noted earlier, one of the main motivations for revising the university’s ADMS is to introduce flexible decision-making structures and processes that can accommodate the introduction of new disciplines, qualifications, departments and indeed major strategic developments such as UoES.

10.2
The Working Party considered in detail how best to handle the planned rapid growth of new and regional provision of three distinct types:

10.3
Collaborative provision, such as provided in collaboration with South East Essex College (SEEC), Writtle, Tavistock and Insearch. It was concluded that the well-established Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships was already in a position to approve and review all types of collaboration effectively, and could accommodate any new partnership initiatives (including possible overseas collaborations).  

Recommendation 12: The Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships should continue to operate as a separate Faculty Board under the revised ADMS, overseeing all collaborative provision at the University.

10.4
The Working Party noted that, to date, the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships, had also been responsible for the approval of new schemes of study that were not developed or delivered in collaboration with a partner institution, but which contributed to or constituted standard University of Essex awards. These schemes included Continuing Professional Development (CPD) courses and awards that were developed and managed by the Learning Partnerships Section, as well as a small number of sub-degree awards, such as Certificates of Continuing Education that were run by University departments or centres.  The Working Party agreed that any standard University of Essex provision, i.e. schemes of study that were not delivered in collaboration with a partner institution, should normally be approved, monitored and reviewed by the relevant Faculty Board rather than the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships.  The appropriate Faculty Board would be identified in discussion between the unit offering the scheme of study, the Dean of Learning Partnerships and the relevant Faculty Dean(s).
Recommendation 13: University of Essex schemes of study, which had previously been the responsibility of the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships, but which are not delivered in collaboration with a partner institution, should be submitted to the relevant Faculty Board for approval, monitoring and review. 

10.5
University Campus Suffolk. UCS is a joint development between the University of Essex and UEA, and will operate relatively independently of either existing University. It is expected that a UCS Academic Board will be ultimately responsible for all academic provision at UCS, and that this board will report direct to the Senates at both Essex and UEA. Therefore there is no need for any UCS representation at Faculty Board or School level in the proposed revised ADMS.


Recommendation 14: No separate representation for UCS is required within the revised ADMS. The UCS Academic Board will report direct to Essex and UEA Senates.

10.6
University of Essex Southend provision. The Working Party examined arrangements for UoES in some detail, and noted in particular that it will differ substantially from the University’s current academic provision in several respects:

(i)
The focus is primarily on vocationally rather than academically oriented provision

(ii)
Schemes will be delivered in four new subject areas (Health, Entrepreneurship and Business, Education and Creative Industries), two of which have no equivalent at Essex, and a third (Entrepreneurship and Business) is only loosely linked with AFM

(iii)
A high proportion of students recruited to UoES degrees are expected to be part-time mature students, undertaking degrees as part of their career development

(iv)
Some of the qualifications offered at UoES will differ from those commonly offered by the University, e.g. Foundation Degrees, Postgraduate Certificates and Diplomas.

10.7
For all these reasons, the Working Party concluded that the present arrangements, whereby UoES schemes are proposed, approved and monitored through existing School Boards are inadequate to handle the foreseeable future development of UoES. Instead, the Working Party felt that a separate Faculty Board is required for UoES, which, although responsible for a wide range of academic studies, would benefit from presenting a consistent view to UoES students on issues such as organisation and management of their courses, physical and academic resources, and student support.
Recommendation 15: A new Board of Studies is proposed to represent UoES, which will have the status of a separate Faculty within the revised ADMS
.
10.8
The Working Party noted that identification of UoES provision as a Faculty in its own right would require both the establishment of a new Deanship, to chair the Faculty Board, to manage the student case load associated with UoES schemes of study, and  a Faculty administrator post to support UoES provision.  The Dean for UoES would also fulfil the representative role of Deans in respect of Southend provision (see also section 13 on the Role and Function of Deans).  However, it was not clear that a full Dean would be required in the immediate future, and transitional arrangements would be needed to manage the work associated with the office of a Dean during the period of growth in student numbers and schemes of study.

Recommendation 16: The appointment of a new Dean will be required in due course, to be responsible for chairing the Faculty Board for UoES and to manage the UoES student case load. The new Dean will need appropriate administrative support from a dedicated Faculty administrator post. 

East 15 Acting School

10.9
The Working Party received feedback during the October 2005 consultation process from the Director and staff of East 15 Acting School and a number of other University office holders about the relationship between East 15 Acting School and other University departments and academic units both in Colchester and in Southend. It was suggested that there were a number of important similarities between the degree schemes offered by East 15 Acting School and the new and planned programmes of study to be offered as part of the ‘Creative Industries’ unit at UoES. It was noted in particular that East 15 was already involved in delivering a Foundation Degree programme in Southend. Similarly the administrative and practical issues of providing University of Essex degree schemes at a campus remote from Colchester were shared by East 15 Acting School and UoES departments.  The Working Party therefore proposes that East 15 Acting School should become a member of the new Faculty for UoES, with support from the Faculty Dean and administrator.  

Recommendation 17: East 15 Acting School should be a member of the new Faculty for UoES and should be supported by the Faculty Dean and Faculty administrator for UoES. 

11.
The School of Law
11.1
The Working Party set aside the special position of the School of Law when discussing ADMS in general terms.  One meeting was devoted to a specific discussion about Law, and the Working Party concluded that the School of Law should not be retained in its current form.  A full account is attached at Annex D.

Recommendation 18: The School of Law should not be retained in its current form.

12.
 Faculty Groupings

12.1
The Working Party recognised that, although the majority of departments would naturally identify with a single cluster of cognate disciplines, others might identify with two or three different clusters because of the nature of their research and teaching interests. Given the diversity of interest groups, it was unlikely that a revised ADMS would be regarded by all as providing a perfect ‘fit’ for all departments or sub-groups within departments.  However, the Working Party distinguished in its deliberations between the definition of a formal structure for effective decision-making and ways in which informal networks and groups could contribute to academic development and decision-making.  (See also paragraphs 9.1-9.2 and 13.2.) While the full complement of a department’s degree schemes would normally be approved, monitored and reviewed by the Faculty Board of which it was a member, it was accepted that, occasionally, a department may wish to submit a scheme for approval to a different Faculty Board, subject to the agreement of the relevant Faculty Dean.  In the case of joint degree schemes, it was envisaged that they would be the responsibility of a single Faculty Board, but that departments involved in delivering the scheme which were not members of the relevant Faculty Board would be invited to nominate a representative to attend meetings for discussion about that degree scheme.
12.2
The Working Party noted that the majority of the feedback received during the October 2005 consultation process had focused on the proposed Faculty groupings and names. The Working Party recognised a number of comments in particular:

(i) that too much attention had been paid to grouping departments into Faculties of equal size and not enough to whether the disciplinary groupings were appropriate;

(ii) that the proposed Faculties of Law and Human Sciences and of Politics, Finance and Economics did not represent satisfactory disciplinary groupings;

(iii) that the ‘Social Sciences’ name should be retained within the University’s organisational structure given the importance of its reputation in research and teaching in the social sciences.

The Working Party also noted a number of requests and comments from individual departments and members of staff about the proposed location of departments and centres within the Faculty structure.

12.3
In view of the feedback it had received the Working Party discussed two possible models for the Faculty structure: a three Faculty model, with Faculties of (broadly speaking) Humanities, Science and Social Sciences; and a four Faculty model, which essentially sub-divided the Social Sciences area into two Faculty groups. The Working Party rejected the three Faculty model for the following reasons:

(i) the Social Sciences Faculty would be very large (three times the size of Humanities, one-and-a-half times the size of Science), since it would almost certainly include the Department of Law;

(ii) a Faculty of this size would need to be supported by two Deans, one of whom would be an Associate Dean in order to clarify issues of authority and responsibility. It would be undesirable for one Dean to have reduced status within the ADMS, both for that office holder but also for the departments within the Faculty and the Faculty itself since it would not benefit from full representation within the University;

(iii) the Social Sciences Faculty Board would be large and unwieldy; decision-making would not be as effective and efficient as it could be. It was possible, for example, that the scale of the Faculty Board’s work would require representatives from each department in the Faculty to be involved in more than one meeting per term, or that a sub-committee would need to be established to manage specific areas of the Board’s work.

12.4
The Working Party was overwhelmingly in favour the four Faculty model because this would provide for the workload of Faculty Deans to be shared more evenly between four Deans of equal status, and because the size of a Social Sciences Faculty which included all existing departments in the School of Social Sciences as well as the Department of Law could not be managed efficiently and effectively by a single Faculty Board.

12.5
Taking into account all the feedback received from departments and individuals during the October 2005 consultation period the Working Party recommends the establishment of the following Faculties (student numbers are based on 2004/05 figures and include all undergraduate and PGT students):
	Faculty of Science and Engineering
	

	Biology
	541

	Computer Science
	421

	ESE
	472

	HHS
	327

	Maths
	92

	Psychology
	431

	Faculty total
	2284

	
	

	Faculty of Law and Management
	

	AFM
	834

	Law
	764

	Faculty total
	1598

	
	


	Faculty of Social Sciences
	

	CCFEA
	19

	Economics
	546

	Government
	409

	Human Rights Centre
	58

	Language & Linguistics
	418

	Sociology
	276

	Faculty total
	1726

	
	

	Faculty of Humanities and Comparative Studies
	

	European Studies
	51

	Latin American Studies
	24

	US Studies
	89

	Art History
	92

	ELTC (International Academy)
	82

	History
	345

	Humanities (attached to a dept, tbc)
	59

	LiFTs
	343

	Philosophy
	144

	Faculty total
	1229


Note: At the time of writing no final decision has been taken as to the allocation of the Centre for Psychoanalytic Studies to a faculty. 

Recommendation 19: The Working Party  recommends that the disciplinary groupings outlined in paragraph 12.5 should replace the existing Schools of study as part of the revised ADMS. 

13.
Role and Function of Deans

13.1
Under the proposals, Deans would continue to have primarily an academic and quality assurance role. They would chair Faculty Boards, would represent departments and centres within the Faculty when appropriate and would deal with the individual student caseload for departments within the Faculty.  As now with School Boards, the primary function of the Faculty Boards would be the assurance of the quality of academic provision in those departments and there would be no resource attached to Faculties.  The Graduate Dean would chair the Graduate School Board and, while this role would also be primarily concerned with quality assurance, the scope of the Graduate Dean’s responsibilities would extend across all departments and centres in respect of graduate level schemes and students.

13.2
However, Deans would also have a specific new role in ensuring that appropriate consultation and discussion takes place on relevant issues with interest groups that would cross Faculty boundaries, e.g. in the case of joint degree schemes delivered by departments in different Faculties.  Faculty Boards would provide an opportunity for discussion of interdisciplinary developments within the disciplinary cluster, but Deans would convene informal meetings of HoDs or Directors of Studies where a cross-Faculty interdisciplinary development in teaching or research was identified.  Similarly the Dean of the Graduate School would convene meetings of HoDs or Graduate Directors from departments that were eligible for funding from Research Councils and other external funding bodies.  The termly meetings of Graduate Directors would also continue to provide an opportunity to discuss academic policy developments and to feed co-ordinated responses into decision-making processes.

Recommendation 20: Within the revised ADMS, Deans would continue to have primarily an academic and quality assurance role. However, Deans would have a specific new role in ensuring cross-Faculty consultation and communication. 

14.
Ownership of Degree Schemes

14.1
Currently degree schemes are formally associated with Schools of study, although they are delivered and managed by departments.  For example, a degree is conferred within a School of study rather than within a department.  In practice, however, students identify with the department(s) in which they study, and they have limited  understanding of the relevance of the School of study.  While connecting a degree scheme and therefore the students registered on it has some meaning if there are different School-specific rules, policies and procedures, the importance of this relationship diminishes as student-related policies are increasingly rationalised University-wide to meet HEFCE/QAA Codes of Practice.  It is proposed that in future schemes will belong to departments, albeit operating under the umbrella of a specified Faculty Board and either the Undergraduate or Graduate School.  As now, joint and multi-disciplinary schemes would have to be assigned to one of the contributing departments for this purpose, as well as for administrative ownership. For joint or disciplinary degree schemes, the Faculty membership of the department with administrative responsibility for the degree scheme determines the Faculty Board that is responsible for approval, monitoring and review of the degree scheme in question. Where departments contributing to a joint degree scheme are members of different Faculties, a representative of the department that is not a member of the Faculty Board considering the degree scheme is entitled to attend the Faculty Board for consideration of that item. However, such attendance is optional.

Recommendation 21: Degree schemes should be formally associated with departments or other relevant academic units, e.g. centres with students, rather than the proposed Faculties. Joint and multi-disciplinary schemes should be assigned to and administered by one of the contributing departments. The Faculty membership of the administering department would determine the Faculty Board which considered the approval, monitoring and review of joint and interdisciplinary degrees.

14.2
The Working Party noted the anomalous position of CS101 The Enlightenment as a course which currently belongs to and is administered by the School of Humanities and Comparative Studies. In accordance with its recommendation that degree schemes should in future be associated with departments and not with Faculties, the Working Party proposes that a department in the Faculty of Humanities and Comparative Studies should assume administrative responsibility for CS101 The Enlightenment.

Recommendation 22: CS101 The Enlightenment should be formally associated with and administered by a department and not by the Faculty of Humanities and Comparative Studies.

15.
Implications for Charter and Statutes

15.1
Although adoption of the proposed changes to the University’s ADMS would entail some changes to Statutes and Ordinances, it is not anticipated that the proposed re-structuring would give rise to any objection from the Privy Council (whose approval is required for changes to Statutes).  Proposals for changes to the Charter and Statutes will, in any case, be submitted to the Privy Council in due course in the light of the reviews of the effectiveness of Council and Senate, subject to final approval of the final outcomes of these reviews.
16.
Implementation 

16.1
The Working Party recognised that considerable work would be required in order to implement the proposed revised ADMS. Particular attention would need to be given to:

· the arrangements for establishing a new Faculty for UoES with appropriate support from a Dean and administrator;

· communicating the changes to current and prospective students as well as staff;

· updating and amending a wide range of University publications, including the website;

· the changes required to the Student Records Database, which makes extensive use of Schools of study within its programs;

· tracking student data for existing records held within the Schools structure and new records held within a Faculty structure;

· the re-organisation of events which are currently based on Schools, e.g. Graduation;

· devising new procedures and briefing staff and students, e.g. in relation to the functions of committees and the roles of members.

16.2
The Working Party agreed that it would be impossible to run two systems concurrently and that the change from Schools to Faculties would need to be implemented for existing students as well as for new students. 

Recommendation 23: The proposed revised ADMS should be implemented in October 2006, for all existing students and schemes of study as well as for new.

Recommendation 24: An implementation group should be established immediately to manage the changes entailed by the revised ADMS.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WORKING PARTY ON ADMS

A Revised Academic Decision-Making Structure

1.
 Significant changes to the current Academic Decision-Making Structures are required to satisfy the working party’s key criteria for effective decision-making:

· Procedural fairness

· Effective problem-solving

· Accountability

· Transparency

· Responsiveness

· Effectiveness

· Efficiency

· Democracy and solidarity

Names of Committees and Organisational Units

2.
The disciplinary groupings currently called ’Schools’ should be called ‘Faculties’ within the revised proposed ADMS.

3.
The previously proposed undergraduate and postgraduate divisions should be called the ‘Undergraduate School’ and the ‘Graduate School’ respectively  .

Function and Membership of Committees

4.
Decision-making about rules, policies and procedures should be the responsibility of the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards.

5.
UG and PGT scheme approval, monitoring and review (including Periodic Review) should be the responsibility of Faculty Boards.

6.
All Heads of Department should sit on both the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards.

7.
Each department should have two representatives on the relevant Faculty Board, who would normally be the Director of Undergraduate Studies and the Director of Taught Masters. Centres with students should have one representative on the relevant Faculty Board, nominated by the Director of the Centre.

8.
A Quality Assurance Committee should be established as a sub-committee of the Senate to provide a University-wide oversight function.

Reporting Lines of Committees

9.
Faculty Boards and the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards should report direct to the Senate, to minimise delay, avoid unnecessary duplication, and ensure clarity about decision-making. 

Consultation Process

10.
The academic year cycle of committee meetings should be revised to align with the new ADMS, to ensure that there is adequate time for meaningful consultation with departments and other relevant interest groups in consideration of any University, School or Faculty-wide issues. HoDs should ensure that the cycle of departmental meetings and of departmental committees is adjusted to allow for appropriate discussion of academic policy proposals.
11. 
Heads of Departments should be responsible for ensuring that all members of their departments are informed of academic developments and academic policy decisions. 

New and Regional Developments

12.
The Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships should continue to operate as a separate Faculty Board under the revised ADMS, overseeing all collaborative provision at the University.

13.
University of Essex schemes of study, which had previously been the responsibility of the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships, but which are not delivered in collaboration with a partner institution, should be submitted to the relevant Faculty Board for approved, monitoring and review. 

14.
No separate representation for UCS is required within the revised ADMS. The UCS Academic Board will report direct to Essex and UEA Senates.

15.
A new Board of Studies is proposed to represent UoES, which will have the status of a separate Faculty within the revised ADMS.

16
 The appointment of a new Dean will be required in due course, to be responsible for chairing the Faculty Board for UoES and to manage the UoES student case load. The new Dean will need appropriate administrative support from a dedicated Faculty administrator post. 
17.
 East 15 Acting School should be a member of the new Faculty for UoES and should be supported by the Faculty Dean and Faculty administrator for UoES.
The School of Law

18.
The School of Law should not be retained in its current form.

Faculty Groupings

19.
The Working Party recommends that the disciplinary groupings outlined in paragraph 12.5 should replace the existing Schools of study as part of the revised ADMS. 

Role and Function of Deans

20.
Within the revised ADMS, Deans would continue to have primarily an academic and quality assurance role. However, Deans would have a specific new role in ensuring cross-Faculty consultation and communication. 

Ownership of Degree Schemes

21.
Degree schemes should be formally associated with departments or other relevant academic unit, e.g. centres with students, rather than the proposed Faculties. Joint and multi-disciplinary schemes should be assigned to and administered by one of the contributing departments. The Faculty membership of the administering department would determine the Faculty Board which considered the approval, monitoring and review of joint and interdisciplinary degrees.

22.
CS101 The Enlightenment should be formally associated with and administered by a department and not by the Faculty of Humanities and Comparative Studies.

Implementation

23.
 The proposed revised ADMS should be implemented in October 2006, for all existing students and schemes of study as well as for new.

24.
 An implementation group should be established immediately to manage the changes entailed by the revised ADMS.
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Membership of Working Party on Academic Decision-Making Structures

Membership until 31 July 2005

Bob Mack, Dean of Learning Partnerships [Chair ]

Tamoor Ali, VP (Welfare & Academic), Students’ Union

Professor Joan Busfield, Dean of Graduate School

Moira Collett, Academic Registrar

Professor Martin Henson, HoD Computer Science

Dr Jeremy Krikler, HoD History 

Professor David Sanders, HoD Government

Dr Sam Steel, PVC (Academic Standards)

Professor Maurice Sunkin, Dean of School of Law

Joanne Tallentire, Senior Assistant Registrar

Membership from 1 August 2005

Dr Aulay Mackenzie, Dean of Learning Partnerships [Chair]

Professor Joan Busfield, Dean of Graduate School

Moira Collett, Academic Registrar

Professor Andy Downton, PVC (Academic Standards)

Professor Martin Henson, HoD Computer Science

Bav Patel, VP (Welfare & Academic), Students’ Union

Professor David Sanders, HoD Government

Dr Rob Stones, HoD Sociology

Professor Maurice Sunkin, Dean of School of Law

Joanne Tallentire, Senior Assistant Registrar

Notes

1. The Dean of Learning Partnerships was also representing collaborative partner colleges.

2. Professor Andy Downton, PVC (Academic Standards) elect was asked to join the Working Party as a non-voting member in April 2005.

3. Dr Aulay Mackenzie, Dean of Learning Partnerships elect was asked to join the Working Party as a non-voting member in June 2005.

4. Bav Patel replaced Tamoor Ali as Students’ Union VP (Welfare & Academic) from 1 August 2005 and attended meeting as a non-voting member from July 2005.

5. Dr Rob Stones replaced Dr Jeremy Krikler from 1 August 2005, representing the School of Humanities and Comparative Studies.

6. Dr Aulay Mackenzie assumed the chair of the Working Party on 1 August 2005.

The Working Party had no formal terms of reference. ASC Minute 83/05 (2.3.05) refers to the establishment of the Working Party and its brief:

	Resolved
	1) that the group responsible for the proposals should be transformed into a Working Party and that the membership of the group should be expanded to include a representative from each School, a representative from Learning Partnerships and a representative from the Students’ Union;

2) that the Working Party should revisit the proposals and draft a new consultation paper for circulation by the end of the Spring term, if possible.


	 83/05
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Annex C
Proposed Membership and Terms of Reference of Committees

Notes:

1. The membership and terms of reference (below) of new committees within the proposed ADMS, namely the Faculty Boards, the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards and the Quality Assurance Committee represent a proposed draft which may be subject to refinement and amendment following further detailed work during the ADMS implementation stage. 

2. The membership and terms of reference of existing committees which will be absorbed into the proposed ADMS, namely the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships (to become a Faculty Board responsible for collaborative provision) and the Learning and Teaching Committee, are subject to further discussion by the Working Party.  

3. The membership and terms of reference of all Senate sub-committees may be subject to changes recommended by the Working Party to Review the Effectiveness of the Senate, which is expected to report to the Senate in March 2006.  

4. Student representation on committees is still subject to discussion with the Students’ Union.

5. The Working Party on ADMS will make final recommendations about the membership and terms of reference of all committees within the proposed ADMS to ASC and the Senate in spring 2006, in light of its further work, including consultation as appropriate, and in light of the draft report of the Working Party to Review the Effectiveness of the Senate, which is expected to become available in February 2006.

Faculty Boards (except the Faculty Board for Learning Partnerships, see notes above)
Membership
Dean of the Faculty (Chair)

Two members of academic staff per department, normally the Director of Undergraduate Studies and the Director of Taught Masters

One member of academic staff per centre, nominated by the Director of the Centre

Student representatives: Faculty Convenor and up to 4 representatives.

Faculty Boards may co-opt up to three members from departments/centres that are not members of the Faculty (no more than one per department/centre)

Terms of Reference
1. To receive and validate proposals for new schemes of study, including undergraduate, taught postgraduate and CPD schemes, and to make recommendations to Senate as appropriate.

2. To be responsible for the annual monitoring of schemes of study.

3. To receive reports of Periodic Reviews of schemes of study, and to make recommendations to the Senate as appropriate.

4. To review admissions and progression data for departments within the Faculty.

5. To act as a forum for discussion of academic issues which are of interest or relevance to members of the Faculty.

Faculty Boards report to Senate.
Undergraduate School Board
Membership

Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic Standards) (Chair) 

Heads of Departments

Deans of Faculties

Dean of Graduate School

Partner representatives – SEEC, Writtle, other partners with undergraduate degree schemes validated by Essex
Student representatives –  Students’ Union Vice-President (Welfare & Academic) and Faculty Convenors (5 max)

Terms of Reference

1. To make recommendations to Senate on the implementation of policies and procedures for the assurance and enhancement of the quality of education and the maintenance and monitoring of academic standards of University of Essex schemes and awards at undergraduate level.  
2. To maintain an overview of the quality of the student experience at undergraduate level, including the monitoring of internal and external student satisfaction survey outcomes.
3. To make recommendations to Senate on the rules for progression, degree classification and award for undergraduate degree schemes of the University, including those schemes and awards falling within the scope of the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships.

4. To consider documents from national bodies, concerning academic quality assurance issues generally and the implications for provision leading to University of Essex undergraduate awards in particular, and to develop appropriate policies and procedures, recommending their introduction to the Senate.
5. To establish joint working groups with the Graduate School Board, to consider and report on issues that are common to undergraduate and graduate level study.
The Undergraduate School reports to Senate.

Graduate School

Membership

Dean of Graduate School (Chair)

Deans of Faculties

Heads of Departments4,
 

Partner institution representatives: SEEC, Writtle, Tavistock, other potential partners
Student representatives – Postgraduate officer and representatives (5 max)

Terms of Reference
1. To make recommendations to Senate on the implementation of policies and procedures for the assurance and enhancement of the quality of education and the maintenance and monitoring of academic standards of University of Essex schemes and awards at graduate level.  

2. To maintain an overview of the quality of the student experience at undergraduate level, including the monitoring of internal and external student satisfaction survey outcomes.
3. To make recommendations to Senate on the rules for progression, degree classification and award for graduate degree schemes of the University, including those schemes and awards falling within the scope of the Board of Studies for Learning Partnerships.

4. To consider documents from national bodies, concerning academic quality assurance issues and the implications for provision leading to University of Essex graduate awards in particular, and to develop appropriate policies and procedures, recommending their introduction to the Senate.

5. To consider documents from Research Councils and their implications for graduate study, and to develop relevant policies and procedures, recommending their introduction to the Senate.

6. To receive and validate proposals for new research degree schemes of study, including new types of research degree, recommending their introduction to the Senate.
7. To review admissions and progression data relating to research degree students and schemes of study.

8. To establish joint working groups with the Undergraduate School Board, to consider and report on issues that are common to undergraduate and graduate level study.
The Graduate School Board reports direct to Senate
The Graduate School Board has one sub-committee: the Sub-Committee on Graduate Teaching Assistants and Demonstrators. (Note: this was previously a sub-committee of ASC.)

Quality Assurance Committee

Membership

Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Academic Standards) (Chair) 

Deans of Faculties

Dean of Graduate School

2 student representatives.

Terms of Reference

1. To make recommendations to Senate and other bodies on the enhancement of the University’s Quality Assurance Framework in order to ensure that quality assurance policy meets both the University’s internal needs and the requirement of external agencies;

2. To assess the ongoing effectiveness of the Quality Assurance Framework by monitoring indicators of success including external (NSS) and internal (SSS) student satisfaction survey results; retention statistics; final destination survey results; league tables and Professional Statutory Body (PSB) and Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) audit reports;

3. To review practice, either in an individual area or across the University, in order to respond to issues identified by quality indicators and/or by internal QA activities;

4. To consider documents from national bodies, concerning academic quality assurance issues generally and the implications for provision leading to University of Essex awards in particular and to interact with the Schools and Faculties in generating a University-level response to related consultation exercises; 

5. To respond to requests for advice and/or comment from the Senate on any matters arising from the business of the Undergraduate and Graduate School Boards. 

The Quality Assurance Committee reports to Senate.

Annex D
SCHOOL OF LAW

The Dean of the School of Law set out the principal virtues of the School:

a) its ability to be responsive to change, such as new requirements defined by the relevant professional bodies;

b) its ability to attract and recruit well-qualified students in a highly competitive and market-sensitive discipline;

c) its ability to manage the administrative requirements associated with professional accreditation of the undergraduate Law degrees.

The following points were also made:

a) that a single department faculty of Law was the traditional model in universities, although some had now absorbed Law departments into broader administrative structures;

b) that the School of Law did not perceive problems with its status or place in the University’s organisational structure and that the School’s position had not been criticised by the QAA Institutional Audit in 2003;

c) that the costs of running the School of Law in its current form were low and that the Dean of the School made a significant contribution to the management of the University;

d) that, in spite of the possible perception that the Dean of the School of Law principally represented the department, s/he operated at a distance from the department.

Members of the Working Party made the following points were made:

a) that, following the decision of the Senate on 15 June to establish the School of Entrepreneurship and Business as a department of the University, there would be no obstacle to the Department of Law being re-named as the School of Law;

b) that other departments, including East 15, HHS and Psychology, had similar professional accreditation requirements to those of the School of Law, and that these were managed successfully within a larger School of study;

c) that, rather than characterising the position of the School of Law as one of privilege, it was more appropriate to focus on the inequity associated with the fact that other departments did not have a similar dedicated scheme approval board or dedicated administrative support. It was important to note the desire of all departments for autonomy and the need to provide a secure and equitable environment for all disciplines in order to ensure success in future Institutional Audits;

d) that the day-to-day student case load for the Dean of Law was lower than that for the other Deans and that one of the drivers for change was to distribute the workload for Deans and administrators more evenly;

e) that, although there had been a case for the creating a single department School of Law at the time it was established, there was no longer a clear case for retaining it in its current form;

f) that the School of Law had a social capital function and that it would be politically insensitive and wrong to abolish the School against the wishes of its members.

The Group agreed that any change to the current status of the School of Law must not damage its ability to recruit well-qualified students, to maintain and develop the quality of its academic provision or its ability to respond to change.  However, there was substantial agreement that changes to internal quality assurance structures would not result in such damage to the Department of Law and that re-naming the Department the School of Law would enable it to retain its ability to recruit and respond effectively to external pressures. The Group agreed that any proposed new structure must allow all departments to develop their academic provision unencumbered by unnecessary decision-making processes.

It was noted that the recent Senate decision to amend Ordinances 22 and 35, so as to remove the delegation to the Boards of its powers to approve rules of assessment at scheme level, meant that the functions and status of School Boards had already changed considerably. All departments would be affected by further proposals for change and it was important to consider the particular and valid concerns of the Department of Law in this broader context.

On show of hands, seven out of nine members present were of the view that the School of Law should not be retained in its current form.
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� Approval of rules of assessment, which are an integral part of a programme specification, would be a function of the Senate and not the Faculty Boards, in accordance with the Senate and Council decision in summer 2005 to revise Ordinances 22 and 35 (see paragraph 2.2 above.) 


� It is expected that the cycle of committee meetings will be reviewed and adjusted as appropriate in the light of the outcomes of the Working Party on the Review of the Effectiveness of Senate, which is due to report in spring 2006.


� Although it is envisaged that the great majority of UoES schemes of study would be approved by the UoES Faculty Board, there would be provision for programmes developed and managed by a department in Colchester, but delivered in Southend, e.g. health-related courses, to be submitted to one of the ‘standard’ Faculty Boards.


� Heads of units within the University which have formal departmental status but no students or very few, e.g. ISER and the Data Archive, are not automatically included. In such instances further discussion will be required with individual HoDs to determine whether membership of the Undergraduate and/or Graduate School Board is appropriate.


� Directors Centres with graduate students will routinely receive all agenda papers and minutes of Graduate School Board meetings. They will be entitled to attend meetings of the Graduate School Board, following consultation with the Dean, for items which are relevant to Centres.





_1194771818.vsd
The height of the text box and its associated line increases or decreases as you add text. To change the width of the comment, drag  the side handle.


SENATE


QA Committee


Learning & Teaching Committee


Graduate School


Undergraduate School


Faculty Board 
(Humanities and Comparative Studies)


Faculty Board
(Law and Management)


Faculty Board (Social Sciences)


Faculty Board (Science and Engineering)


Faculty Board (UoES)


Faculty Board for Learning Partnerships


These four committees interact with each other as and when required. Deans and the PVC (Academic Standards) ensure that information flows appropriately.



