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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 Scope and purpose

The purpose of the Annual Academic Quality Report is:

· To provide assurance to Academic Board that Quality and Standards Committee (QSC), Partnership Quality and Standards Panel (PQSP) and Faculty Quality Committees (FQC) are discharging their duties properly in respect of their responsibilities for assuring academic quality and standards of the University’s provision through the agreed processes;
and
· To confirm that for all taught programmes leading to a University award, academic standards have been set, assured and maintained in accordance with the UMF Regulations, the requirements of the Academic Infrastructure, the European Standards and Guidelines and appropriate Professional and Statutory Body requirements; and that the quality of student learning opportunities has been evaluated and any appropriate steps taken to improve it, in line with the expectations of the principles and main aims of the University’s Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy.
This report covers the academic session 2009-2010, and provides a summary of the outcomes of the following quality assurance processes:
· Validation and programme review (home and collaborative programmes)
· Annual monitoring (home programmes) and programme self-assessment (collaborative programmes)
· External examiners’ reports
· Student surveys.
QSC and the University Standing Panel (USP) have been effective in their oversight of the above processes for the quality management of the University’s taught provision. In addition, QSC also continues to receive an annual report from the Research Degrees Committee and to consider the outcomes of the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey. During 2009-2010, QSC and USP were provided with evidence that faculties were taking appropriate action to maintain academic standards, to assure and enhance the quality of the learning opportunities for students, and, where appropriate, due process was followed to remedy any problems.
It is noted that there is substantial external change currently and this will be acted upon appropriately as details become available, e.g. changes to QAA requirements in relation to the ‘new’ academic infrastructure.
The University has recently received the finalised outcomes of the Institutional Audit by the QAA from November 2009 and appropriate work and action planning will be undertaken in response to the recommendations.
1.2 Summary by process

Validation and programme review
The detailed annual report on validation and programme review activity for 2009-2010 has already been received by Academic Board; issues have been taken forward and addressed by FQCs, USP and the Academic Enhancement Unit (AEU).

Programme monitoring
A number of institutional issues have been identified as an outcome of the annual monitoring process, which are detailed on page 5 and any action required is noted in the action plan in appendix 4.

A number of process issues will be followed up by the AEU in collaboration with appropriate colleagues. This will be the last year of programme self-assessment for collaborative programmes and work is on-going to develop the annual monitoring process for collaborative programmes.

External examiners
External examiners’ reports provide assurance that the academic standards of LJMU’s taught provision remain at or above the national expectations, and highlight many instances of good practice, which largely fall into the following themes: standards of assessment and the assessment process; standards of student work; quality and volume of feedback to students and the vocational relevance of programmes.

Student feedback
A range of mechanisms are in place to elicit feedback from students. Action taken in relation to student feedback can be found in a variety of places including: Board of Study minutes, annual monitoring reports, Faculty NSS plans and institutional NSS action plans. The University is embedding a cycle of feedback to students on action taken and further work is needed in this area to ensure students are aware that their feedback has been responded to.








2. VALIDATION AND PROGRAMME REVIEW

The annual report on validation and programme review activity for 2009-2010 was presented to QSC and subsequently approved by Academic Board in September 2010.

On-going evaluation was undertaken of the processes for home programmes and changes made as appropriate.

A working group was established to look at the processes in relation to collaborative programmes and these changes have been introduced from September 2010.

The table below is extracted from the annual report on validation and review activity and shows that the amount of newly validated collaborative programmes still continues to grow. 

	
	Newly validated programmes
	Re-validated programmes

	Collaborative Provision (includes accredited programmes, but not CPDs which were validated as part of a larger programme)
	UK: 34
Outside UK; within EU: 1
Outside UK and EU: 18
Total: 53
	UK: 8
Outside UK; within EU: 1
Outside UK and EU: 0
Total:  9

	Business and Law
	6
	5

	Education, Community and Leisure
	9
	24

	Health and Applied Social Sciences
	1
	5

	Media, Arts and Social Science
	1
	3

	Science
	2
	15

	Technology and Environment
	2
	13




3. MONITORING

3.1 Annual Monitoring (home programmes)

FQC AMR overview reports were received by QSC in February 2011. FQC reports gave assurance to QSC that, for the majority of programmes, the AMR process had been completed satisfactorily and, where reports were missing, action was being taken to enable programme leaders to complete them. In some cases, reports were being delayed because of late receipt of reports from external examiners, but colleagues will be reminded of the importance of adhering to agreed deadlines, because of the impact of late submission on subsequent phases of the reporting sequence.

Institutional issues from Faculty AMRs:

(i) Accuracy and availability (i.e. for non standard programmes and post graduate programmes) of web hub data (BLW; ECL; MASS; SCS);
(ii) Investigate the impact of facilities and learning resources provision on overall student satisfaction rates (ECL);
(iii) Explore ways of engaging with students on postgraduate and non-traditional programmes in order to capture opinions and perceptions and review, in discussion with LSU, current mechanisms for capturing and reporting student opinion/evaluation with a view to ensuring they are representative and inclusive (ECL);
(iv) Student survey participation: how to tackle ‘survey fatigue’ but ensure reliable and useful data to support programme development and quality enhancement (MASS);
(v) The Faculty feels that students have not had a good service from Student Zones (SCS).

3.2 Programme Self-Assessment (collaborative programmes)

This is the last year that the programme self-assessment process and the submission of the Programme Self-Assessment and Action document will be in place for collaborative programmes; work is on-going to implement the annual reporting report with collaborative partners.

All PSAADs are received by AEU (Quality Support), who scrutinise for institutional issues; Directors of School are provided with a copy for inclusion in their AMR report.

PQSP received the overview report prepared by AEU (Quality Support) in January 2011 and the following points were noted:

(i) The amount of good practice noted within the PSAADs that had been received.  The documents indicated that standards were being maintained across the board:
(ii) Only 30% of all PSAADs had been submitted by the given deadline which was unacceptable given that these are a contractual requirement from partners.  Furthermore, it created additional work for LJMU staff who then had to chase outstanding reports.  It was therefore very important that partners be alerted to the importance of the reporting process and the deadlines involved, given that late reports would fall outside of the reporting cycle within LJMU.  This was an area that needed further discussion and exploration and the move to AMRs for partners was an ideal opportunity to highlight the issue with partners.



3.3 SERVICE QUALITY
The issue of addressing service quality matters remains an area of concern in several Faculty overview reports and a matter that still has not been fully addressed. A different methodology, as discussed in last year’s report, has not been developed and the matter of addressing service quality issues will be developed with the implementation of the new committee structure.
For issues identified in this year’s Faculty overview report, the Quality Support Manager will include any identified issues in the action plan (appendix 4) and service team Directors will report to QSC on matters in their area as appropriate.

4. EXTERNAL EXAMINERS’ REPORTS

Reports from External Examiners overwhelmingly provided confirmation that the academic standards of LJMU provision meet or exceed national expectations. In the small number of cases (15 out of all reports covering internal and collaborative provision – 3.3%: 3.8% last academic year) where answers to the standards questions are negative or incomplete, these have been dealt with via the agreed processes at Faculty or institutional level and overseen by QSC and PQSP. Most external examiners’ reports are received promptly, but QSC also receives updates on late reports which are followed up by appropriate staff within the faculties and by the Quality Support Manager at institutional level where appropriate.

4.1 Issues for institutional consideration
All external examiners receive a response from the relevant programme team, and, where appropriate if they raise institutional concerns, from the Quality Support Manager. See appendix 1 for a summary of institutional issues raised. 
Good practice
A presentation summarising the good practice identified in External Examiners’ reports was received by QSC in February 2011. The key themes are reproduced below:
Across the board the standards of assessment set by all Faculties is commended by External Examiners.  There are frequent references to good practice and commendations for programme teams in relation to both the standards at which work is set and for the conduct of the processes of assessment.  This includes both the pre-board moderation process and also the conduct of the boards themselves. It is clear from the feedback of External Examiners that the standards of the assessment process are both appropriate and consistently met.  In addition to the recognition of the standard of work set, External Examiners are also clear about the standards of the work submitted by students.  In all Faculties there is evidence of recognition by External Examiners that student work is often of a very high standard and that this reflects favourably upon academic delivery and student support.  This is an important factor to note as it evidences that the increase in ‘good honours’ classifications is not as a consequence of any reduction in standards.
 
External Examiners are consistent and indeed fulsome in their praise for the quality and volume of feedback that is provided to students in respect of their assessment performance.  It is clear from a close reading of comments that External Examiners from a range of other institutions regard the feedback provided by LJMU staff as being at least comparable in standard (frequently higher standard) than that produced by staff in other institutions.  This does rather beg the question why, if we are producing feedback of ‘sector-leading’ quality, this is not being recognised by students whose dissatisfaction with feedback is well documented and copiously evidenced.  In discussion of this point, the QSC meeting of February 2011 considered whether the mechanisms for feeding back to students were presenting problems and impeding the feedback process.  Clearly there is verifiably good feedback produced, but it would appear that this is not consistently reaching the students in methods that are appropriate or accessible to them. 
 
There are a range of comments from External Examiners that relate to the vocational relevance of programmes.  This is across the board, not just in those areas that are ‘traditionally’ associated with professional activity / placements / accrediting bodies.  Indeed there are complimentary references to the innovative methods that are embraced by programme teams in ensuring the vocational relevance of their provision and much of the language used by the External Examiners is reminiscent of the language of ‘graduate skills’ and the ‘world of work’ initiative.  There is clearly an emerging theme of External Examiner recognition and celebration of the nature of the vocationally-focused LJMU curriculum.

5. FEEDBACK FROM STUDENTS

Formal student feedback on the quality of the learning experience at LJMU is sought in a number of ways:

· Module appraisal surveys
· 1st year experience survey
· Summer semester survey
· National Student Survey
· Post graduate taught experience survey

5.1 Module appraisal 2009-2010

The table below shows the response rates to module appraisal questionnaires since 2005-06. AEU continues to work with the faculties to improve the operation of the module appraisal process. Student feedback remains an integral aspect of the programme AMR report, which is shared with student representatives via the Board of Study meetings.
	
	Response rate

	2005-6 Sem. 1 
	28.1%

	2005-6 Sem. 2 
	25.9%

	2006-7 Sem. 1 
	39.9%

	2006-7 Sem. 2 
	37.1%

	2007-8 Sem. 1
	43.6%

	2007-8 Sem. 2 
	36.7%

	2008-9 Sem. 1
	42.9%

	2008-9 Sem. 2 
	31.6%

	*HEA, Feb 09
	56.2%

	*HEA, July 09
	41.6%

	2009-10 Sem. 1
	37.7%

	2009-10 Sem. 2
	31.2%

	*HEA, Jan 10
	44.0%

	*HEA, July 10
	38.9%



*Because of the multiple entry points onto programmes in the Faculty of HEA, module appraisal is carried out at four points during the year rather than the semester1/semester 2 pattern of module surveys in other faculties.

Further agreed changes have been implemented to module appraisal surveys and implementation and consideration of results for academic year 2010-2011.

5.2 1st Year Experience Survey
2009-2010 was the first time that LJMU had run this particular survey. Results were received at Quality and Standards Committee in February 2010.
The table below indicates that generally students were satisfied with their experience to date at LJMU.
Results were disseminated to faculties and service teams for discussion and identification of appropriate actions.
It was decided not to run the survey again and to focus on the LJMU (‘mirror’ NSS) survey at years 1 and 2 from 2010-2011.


	
	Levels of expectation 2009

	
	Total*  % below exp.
	Total**  % above exp.

	Overall opinions

	The extent to which LJMU has matched expectations
	5.7
	50.2

	The extent to which studying in Liverpool has matched expectations
	5.0
	49.2

	The extent to which programme of study has matched expectations
	12.1
	39.4



*  The totals indicate the total % of respondents whose experience was far below or below their expectations
** The totals indicate the total % of respondents whose experience was above or far above their expectations
5.3	Summer Semester Survey
The Summer Semester Survey is run for those students studying on the Summer Semester programmes at LJMU. A report of the results was received by Partnerships Quality and Standards Panel in October 2010 and made available to programme teams for annual monitoring purposes.
Students indicated high levels of satisfaction with most aspects of their programme, with the most highly rated being: the information provided about the programme (eg handbook) and the arrangements for joining and starting the programme. Lower scores were given to: the prompt notification of examination results and feedback on examination results (eg is it useful and informative?)
The table below indicates the extent to which Summer Semester students’ expectations of their programme, the University and the city were matched. Levels of satisfaction with the City of Liverpool and the University and programme of study have all increased this year.












	
	Levels of expectation 2007
	Levels of expectation 2008
	Levels of expectation 2009
	Level of expectation 2010

	
	Total*   % below exp.
	Total**  % above exp.
	Total*   % below exp.
	Total**  % above exp.
	Total*   % below exp.
	Total**  % above exp.
	Total*   % below exp.
	Total**  % above exp.

	Overall Opinions
	
	
	

	The extent to which studying in Liverpool has matched expectations
	14.4
	28.4
	7.7
	39.8
	8.9
	43.2
	4.4
	45.3

	The extent to which LJMU has matched expectations
	13.7
	21.5
	10.0
	24.6
	11.1
	31.0
	8.2
	32.9

	The extent to which programme of study has matched expectations
	19.6
	19.2
	21.7
	23.0
	17.3
	19.1
	15.7
	20.6


* totals indicate the % of respondents whose experience was far below or below their expectations
** totals indicate the % of respondents whose experience was above or far above their expectations

5.4	National Student Survey
Appendix 3 shows the average scores for each of the questions in the survey from 2005-2009. The response rate in 2010 improved dramatically due to major activities and collaboration across the institution. The scores did not improve institutionally across any questions, though several high scoring programmes can be identified.
Results have been received at all the major committees at School, Faculty and Institutional level and action plans identified across the University. It is still felt that feedback to students on action being undertaken is a weakness in the overall production of action plans and work is on-going in this area too. The introduction of the survey at undergraduate years 1 and 2 is hoped to improve this feedback cycle and provide early signals to programme staff of issues that students have with the programmes.
5.5	Post graduate Taught Experience Survey
2009-2010 was the first year that LJMU took part in this nationally benchmarked survey. Although the response rate was low, due to under-publicising the survey across the institution at the time due to the clash of dates with the NSS, data was helpful and did provide some feedback to programmes and faculties regarding their post graduate programmes.
There will be a concerted effort to improve response rates in 2010-2011 to help provide more data and feedback to programmes.
The results of the survey were received at QSC in September 2010 and disseminated to faculties to discuss appropriately and report back to QSC on discussion and action where appropriate.
The graph below shows the % of students who indicated these aspects had exceeded their expectations (i.e. ratings of +1, +2 and +3) for LJMU, the benchmarking group and nationally. In all aspects scores exceed the Post-92 benchmarking group and in four out of the seven aspects exceed national scores.



5.6	Summary of planned changes to student feedback mechanisms for 2010-2011
5.6.1 Module appraisal surveys: benchmark for action will increase to 4; staff names are to be left in the comments section, but only circulated to Deans for appropriate dissemination within Faculty and School; further discussions to take place on any changes needed for introduction of 24 credit modules.
5.6.2	1st year experience survey: will not run again as it has been replaced by the LJMU student Survey (i.e. NSS at undergraduate years 1 & 2).
5.6.3	Summer Semester Survey: will run as per last year with no anticipated changes.
5.6.4	National Student Survey: will run as per last year (externally determined survey).
5.6.5	Post graduate Taught Experience Survey: will run at the same time as the post graduate research survey, publicised as postgraduate feedback time and with a prize draw incentive.
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Appendix 1: comments from the Institutional Issues section (Section 3) of the 2009-10 external examiner report template

	Issue
	BLW
	ECL
	HEA
	MAS
	SCS
	TAE

	Assessment process / Assessment boards

	The use of PMC as a trigger to consider marginality
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	Discrepancies in marks profiles between LJMU and the collaborative partner
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Recent changes in rules eliminating much of the discretion available to assessment boards
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Unnecessary for the University to have 2 summer assessment boards
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	No clear University guidance regarding fair and appropriate penalties for academic impropriety 
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	The decision to stop examinations in progress due to weather conditions and the resulting disadvantage to students, and additional workload on lecturing staff to ensure students were properly assessed.
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Holding examinations in a building 8 miles out of the city centre
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Lack of availability of marks at January examination board for coursework items due to students having to hand in coursework at Tithebarn Street rather than Byrom street because of weather conditions
	
	
	
	
	
	1



	Issue
	BLW
	ECL
	HEA
	MAS
	SCS
	TAE

	UMF

	Lower pass mark for M level (40) than other institutions (50)
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	Recommendation for an audit of new award classification regulations to ensure that students are not disadvantaged in their final award
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	Programme – general

	Possible inequitable treatment of some students starting work placements later than others
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	The need to improve acoustics in music teaching room(s)
	
	
	
	1
	
	

	Governance of programme

	Closure of programme
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	

	Lack of progression opportunity for some students to convert Dip.HEd into degree due to the former being discontinued
	
	
	1
	
	
	

	Reduced opportunity for students at Malaysia partner completing CertHE award to practice in hospitals in the UK 
	
	
	1
	
	
	

	The need to review admissions and the number of students for September 2010 intake
	
	
	
	2
	
	

	Student attendance
	
	
	
	1
	1
	

	The resignation of a member of staff and the need to provide a replacement post
	
	
	
	1
	
	

	Instances of student work being lost or mislaid in the centralised ‘handing in’ system and the need to take protective measures – ie. time-stamped receipts
	
	
	
	1
	
	

	Receipt and return of student coursework should be through one route
	
	
	
	
	1
	



Appendix 2: Summer Semester Survey 2010 (levels of satisfaction)
	Item
	Levels of satisfaction:     
2007
	Levels of satisfaction:        2008
	Levels of satisfaction:        2009
	Levels of satisfaction:        2010

	
	Total*%  dissatis.
	Total** % satis.
	Total* %  dissatis.
	Total*%    satis.
	Total* %dissatis.
	Total*%  satis.
	Total* %dissatis.
	Total*%  satis.

	The specialist equipment and facilities provided for the programme (where relevant)
	4.1
	73.0
	3.7
	76.0
	7.7
	78.7
	2.4
	75.4

	The information provided about the programme (eg handbook)
	4.3
	77.6
	1.6
	83.0
	3.7
	78.4
	3.2
	81.0

	The arrangements for joining and starting the programme 
	3.6
	75.8
	5.2
	76.4
	6.5
	76.4
	4.1
	82.1

	The overall guidance and support received from programme staff
	2.1
	80.1
	2.0
	83.3
	4.1
	75.1
	3.5
	80.5

	The accuracy of the information received about the programme before students arrived 
	7.2
	72.8
	7.8
	69.5
	6.2
	73.0
	3.2
	74.9

	The content of the programme
	3.7
	74.6
	5.5
	75.4
	7.1
	69.7
	4.7
	76.8

	The teaching on the programme
	3.1
	73.1
	2.9
	75.7
	7.9
	67.6
	5.3
	77.9

	The clarity of requirements for assessed coursework
	6.3
	55.4
	6.5
	67.5
	8.7
	65.7
	5.8
	71.8

	The extent to which Blackboard is being used to support learning
	3.2
	73.6
	9.9
	61.2
	9.6
	64.5
	6.2
	79.0

	The prompt return of assessed coursework
	5.9
	58.4
	6.7
	58.9
	9.6
	64.1
	6.5
	66.6

	The attention given to students’ views
	6.1
	58.2
	4.8
	57.5
	6.3
	63.9
	5.0
	69.7

	The clarity of requirements for examinations
	4.2
	58.6
	5.4
	61.7
	8.0
	60.0
	7.1
	64.3

	Feedback on assessed coursework (eg is it useful and informative?)
	8.8
	53.5
	7.8
	54.5
	10.7
	59.3
	5.3
	67.9

	The prompt notification of examination results
	7.4
	49.5
	6.2
	56.3
	9.5
	44.7
	7.5
	59.1

	Feedback on examination results (eg is it useful and informative?)
	8.6
	44.6
	9.1
	45.2
	9.8
	42.9
	7.1
	54.1


* 	The totals indicate the total % of respondents who were very dissatisfied or dissatisfied 
** The totals indicate the total % of respondents who were satisfied or very satisfied

Appendix 3: National Student Survey average scores, 2005-2010
	Question
	Average scores

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Overall response rate
	62.6%
	49%
	61.8%
	62.2%
	58%
	75%

	The teaching on my course

	1. Staff are good at explaining things
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	3.9

	2. Staff have made the subject interesting
	3.8
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8

	3. Staff are enthusiastic about what they are teaching
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	4

	4. The course is intellectually stimulating
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9

	Assessment and feedback

	5. The criteria used in marking have been clear in advance
	3.7
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8

	6. Assessment arrangements and marking have been fair
	3.8
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7
	3.9
	3.7

	7. Feedback on my work has been prompt
	3.2
	3.1
	3.2
	3.2
	3.3
	3.2

	8. I have received detailed comments on my work
	3.4
	3.4
	3.4
	3.4
	3.5
	3.4

	9. Feedback on my work has helped me clarify things I did not understand
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3
	3.4
	3.4

	Academic support

	10. I have received sufficient advice and support with my studies
	3.7
	3.6
	3.7
	3.7
	3.8
	3.7

	11. I have been able to contact staff when I needed to 
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	3.9

	12. Good advice was available when I needed to make study choices
	3.7
	3.5
	3.6
	3.6
	3.8
	3.7

	Organisation and management

	13. The timetable works efficiently as far as my activities are concerned
	3.9
	3.9
	3.8
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9

	14. Any change in the course or teaching have been communicated effectively
	3.6
	3.6
	3.6
	3.6
	3.7
	3.7

	15. The course is well organised and is running smoothly
	3.6
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.7
	3.6

	Learning resources

	16. The library resources and services are good enough for my needs
	4.2
	4.1
	4.2
	4.2
	4.1
	4

	17. I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to
	4.1
	4
	4.2
	4.2
	4.1
	3.9

	18. I have been able to access specialised equipment, facilities or rooms when I needed to
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	3.8

	Personal development

	19. The course has helped me to present myself with confidence
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	3.9

	20. My communication skills have improved
	4.1
	4
	4
	4
	4.1
	4.1

	21. As a result of the course, I feel confident in tackling unfamiliar problems
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	4
	4

	22. Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of the course
	4
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9
	3.9




APPENDIX 4: Institutional Issues raised in the annual monitoring process 2009-2010
Action plan (updated for QSC May 2011)
	Issue
	Responsibility
	Action planned/taken

	(i) Accuracy and availability (i.e. for non standard programmes and post graduate programmes) of web hub data (BLW: ECL: MASS; SCS)
	Quality Support Manager 
	To set up a meeting with Planning and Information representatives and faculty representatives.
Meeting has taken place and staff are aware of future possible developments.

	(ii) Investigate the impact of facilities and learning resources provision on overall student satisfaction rates (ECL);
	Quality Support Manager 
	To explore areas with Faculties and discussion within AEU as to how we can move forward with investigating this area.
Meeting to take place to discuss the issue: LSS representative to be invited. Not yet set up.


	 (iii) Explore ways of engaging with students on postgraduate and non-traditional programmes in order to capture opinions and perceptions and review, in discussion with LSU, current mechanisms for capturing and reporting student opinion/evaluation with a view to ensuring they are representative and inclusive (ECL);
	Quality Support Manager 
	To set up a meeting with faculty representatives and LSU to discuss how to take forward.
Meeting to take place to discuss. Not yet set up.

	(iv)Student survey participation: how to tackle ‘survey fatigue’ but ensure reliable and useful data to support programme development and quality enhancement (MASS);
	Quality Forum.
	Agenda item for discussion and sharing of best practice from across the Faculties. Invite LSU representatives.
Agenda item for Quality Forum in June.

	(v)The Faculty feels that students have not had a good service from Student Zones (SCS).

	Matter to be referred for consideration to Director, L&SS.
	The issues raised in the Science Faculty AMR relate to communication between the Student Zone and Faculty staff or the Student Zone and students. The Student Liaison group has already discussed student perceptions regarding information regarding holds – Faculty Managers (or equivalent) at the meeting agreed that every effort is made by the Zones to alert students to actions taken in relation to debt - all students receive 2 statements alerting them to debt issues prior to any holds being placed and that Zones react quickly to students requesting assistance as a result of this.  The policy regarding holds has recently been reviewed by LTAP and confirmed by the PVC (Student Experience). There would appear to be some problems with students who do not use their LJMU email account. The PVC (Student Experience) has asked staff for this issue to be investigated. Each Faculty has a Student Administration Officer assigned to them in order to ensure that any issues are identified as soon as they occur and action is taken. The role of Student Admin Officer has been developed in L&SS in order to provide a key liaison role between L&SS and each of the faculties. When providing membership of the newly formed FASEPs L&SS will ensure that the Officer who supports Science is one of the named attendees (L&SS staff attend such committees on a rotating basis, depending upon issues under discussion).
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