
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

17 October 2013 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Mr S. Appleton, Dr G. Campling, Professor G. Love, Dr 
A. Millard, Mr D. Morris and Mr A. Rennie, with Dr. D. Gent (Secretary) and Dr. F. O’Carroll 
(Minute 14).  Dr Millard acted as Chair for Minute 10, Professor Clark having declared a 
conflict of interest.  
 
Apologies: Dr J. Wright.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes 

(Copies of all documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
1. Student Engagement  

 
Considered: a mapping of University policy and processes against Chapter B5 of the 
UK Quality Code: Student Engagement;   

Document QSSC/13/01 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Students’ Union and UEC were leading a joint working group with UEC 

examining the issue of student engagement more broadly. Any gaps in University 
policy and practice arising from the mapping in Document 1 would be passed to the 
working group, in order to ensure that wider proposals addressed such gaps and 
that revisions arising from the Chapter were coherent with such wider proposals;   
 

(b) that the committee was content that University policy and practice was aligned to 
Indicators 1 – 5 in Chapter B5 of the UK Quality Code;  

 
(c) that Indicator 6 referred to dissemination and recognition of enhancements made to 

the student educational experience. Whilst the mapping document referred to 
recognition of student representatives, the University also recognised the role of 
staff in enhancing students’ experience (for instance, through the various awards 
run by CARD). University policy made clear that enhancements in response to 
student engagement (such as the NSS or MEQs) should be disseminated to 
students to close the feedback loop. There were also a range of departmental 
awards and prizes for students who had made contributions to that department, 
although these could be made more systematic. The committee was thus content 
that, whilst there was room for improvement, policy and practice was aligned to 
Indicator 6 in Chapter B5 of the Quality Code;  

 
(d) that Indicator 7 of Chapter B5 referred to monitoring and reviewing student 

engagement in relation to key performance indicators. Research at Bath University 
identified good practice in relation to this Indicator. It was encouraging to note that 
such good practice was similar to current practice at the University. Nevertheless, it 
was felt that policy and practice was not fully aligned to this Indicator and there was 
a need for further development in this area. There was scope to review student 
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engagement at annual review and periodic review. Careful thought would need to 
be given to how to respond to the reference in the Indicator to KPIs, as many 
aspects of University policy would need to be reviewed qualitatively not 
quantitatively. The working group would also need to carefully define what 
constituted ‘effective’ engagement in responding to this challenge;  

 
(e) that the recommendation in paragraph 21(f) was based on a false premise, as 

DPGRs still had opportunity to summarise issues arising from annual reviews of 
research students. Academic Support Office was considering how best to 
disseminate the results from PRES, but as this was (at most) a biannual exercise it 
would be problematic to incorporate this into policy;  

 
(f) that the committee supported the minor enhancement to the annual review form 

proposed in paragraph 21(g) to provide assurance that the work of SSCCs had 
been considered in the process of the review;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that University policy and practice was aligned to all Indicators in Chapter B5 of the 

UK Quality Code except Indicator B7, to which policy and practice was not fully 
aligned. The Secretary should remit the issue in Noted (d) and response to 
Indicator 7 to the working group on student engagement, and should clarify 
timescales for a report from that group to QSSC with the Students’ Union;  

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that the annual review form should be updated as indicated in Noted (f).   
Action: DCG 

 
2. Student Development and Achievement 

 
Reported: that a paper mapping of University policy and processes against Chapter B4 
of the UK Quality Code: Enabling Student Development and Achievement was 
unavailable and would be submitted to the next meeting.  

Document QSSC/13/02: Unavailable 
 
3. Membership of Boards of Examiners 

 
Considered: proposals to revise University policy on the membership and quoracy of 
boards of examiners;                                                                 Document QSSC/13/03 
 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposals in Document 3 arose from the fact that University requirements 

on membership of boards of examiners were potentially unclear and at times led to 
unnecessarily large boards. As the University required all members of the board to 
attend, this was not an effective use of staff time. There was also a culture of non-
attendance in certain departments. To address these issues, it was proposed to 
restrict the membership to certain key groups of staff, as outlined in paragraph 7 of 
Annex 2 of the paper;  
 

(b) there was some concern that the proposals would create an additional bureaucratic 
burden for departments, in that they would need to establish which members of 
staff fell within the ex-officio membership category. It would be preferable to 
maintain the current policy that all members of the relevant board of studies were 
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ex-officio members of the board of examiners, but to amend the requirements on 
attendance so that only the staff listed in paragraph 7 of Annex 2 were required to 
attend, with the attendance of other members being optional;  

 
(c) that the proposals should be further amended to allow the staff listed in paragraph 

7 of Annex 2 to send nominees in the event that they could not attend or had a 
conflict of interest; to recognise the fact that the roles referred to were not used in 
all departments; and to allow departments to seek approval for alternative 
structures for board membership in exceptional cases; 

 
Agreed: that the proposals should be amended as indicated in Noted (b) and (c), and 
should thereafter be circulated to QSSC for endorsement, prior to submission to FECs 
for consultation.  

Action: DCG 
 
4. Membership of Programme and Partnership Approval Panels 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee proposals to revise 
University policy on membership of programme and partnership approval panels;  

Document QSSC/13/04 
 
Noted: that it was proposed to revise University requirements to allow former members 
of Education Committee and QSSC (who had served within the past five years) and 
appropriate appointees of the chairs of those committees to act as Chair on 
programme and partnership approval panels. This would broaden the pool of staff able 
to chair such panels; help prevent delays in the formation of such panels; and allow the 
University to draw on experienced members of staff (such as experienced auditors);  
 
Agreed: that the committee endorsed the proposed revisions;  
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed revision to 
policy on membership of programme and partnership approval panels.  
 

5. Collaborative Provision  
 
Considered: the annual update on collaborative provision (including the updated 
Register of Collaborative Provision);                                          Document QSSC/13/05 
 
Noted: that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of collaborative 
provision in the past academic year, and the prospective activity for 2013/14; 
 
Agreed: that the Register should be circulated to the academic colleagues listed as key 
contacts for each partnership; and thereafter should be published in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook.                                                                                    Action: DCG 

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
6. Membership, Terms of Reference and Schedule  

 
Received: 
 
(a) the membership and terms of reference for QSSC; 

Document QSSC/13/06 
 

(b) the QSSC business schedule for 2013/14. 
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Document QSSC/13/07 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the business schedule was more extensive than in previous years owing to the 

large number of programme and partnership approvals coming forward under the 
Common Awards scheme, and the need to map University policy and practice 
against a number of new chapters of the UK Quality Code;  
 

(b) that a mapping of policy and practice against the new chapter of the UK Quality 
Code regarding periodic review would be submitted to a future meeting. Alongside 
this, there was a broader need to consider the role of research and Research 
Committee in the Departmental Review process; the structure of recommendations 
arising from review visits; and the alignment between this process and the planning 
round. It was also thought that there might be value in developing clearer criteria to 
govern the decision of review teams to recommend revalidation of programmes;  

 
(c) that the terms of reference of Senate had recently been updated to make reference 

to the University’s Statutes. The Secretary should check whether it was necessary 
to similarly update QSSC’s terms of reference.  

Action: DCG 
 
7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 29 May 2013; 
Document QSSC/13/08 

 
Noted: that the report on progress against issues raised at the Social Sciences and 
Health Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel would be submitted to the next meeting. 
This should include an update on whether the new DBA (Finance) programme run with 
Fudan University had received approval from the Chinese Ministry of Education;   
                                                     Action: EC 

 
Received:  
 
a) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 29 May 2013;  

Document QSSC/13/09 
 

b) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 17 June 
2013, detailing consideration of the report from the 29 May 2013 meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/13/10 
 

8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;               Document QSSC/13/11a 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Head of ASO would clarify progress on the action regarding 

outstanding external examiners’ reports as soon as possible (Minute 75(a) 
refers); 
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(ii) that the actions listed under minute 60(a) could be moved from the ‘red’ priority 
to the ‘yellow’ priority category, as they related to enhancement;   

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received: a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/13/11b 
 
9. Chair’s Business 

 
Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s business. 

 
10. Durham University Business School Postgraduate Provision 

 
Considered: an assurance report from Durham University Business School on the 
alignment of its taught postgraduate provision to the Curriculum Principle regarding 
dissertations;  

Document QSSC/13/12 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Millard acted as Chair for this item, Professor Clark having 
declared a conflict of interest] 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper set out how the Business School intended to develop its curriculum 

to ensure alignment to the Curriculum Principle that taught postgraduate 
programmes should contain a 60-credit dissertation and that this dissertation 
should not include a substantial research methods component. The paper provided 
appropriate assurance that the learning outcomes formerly delivered in the training 
component of dissertation modules (where applicable) would be delivered 
elsewhere (2012/13, Minute 96 refers). The Deputy Head of Faculty (Postgraduate) 
had approved the curriculum development referred to in the paper;  
 

(b) that QSSC had previously validated the MSc Economics and MSc Islamic Finance 
and Management Programmes for 2013/14 only, pending alignment to the 
Curriculum Principle. Given the assurance provided in the paper, QSSC was 
content to fully validate those programmes for the standard six year period;   

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee was content with the assurance provided in the paper;  

 
(b) that the MSc Economics and MSc Islamic Finance and Management programmes 

be fully revalidated for the standard six year period with effect from 2013/14; and 
that this should be reported to the Business School and to Education Committee.  

Action: EC/DCG 
 

[Secretary’s Note: QSSC’s decision was reported to the Business School and included on the 
report to Education Committee from this meeting] 

  
11. Common Awards 

 
(a) Stage 1 Programme Approval 

 
Considered: the Stage 1 programme approval for the Common Awards scheme;  
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Document QSSC/13/13 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that QSSC was asked to approve a range of programmes in Theology, Ministry 

and Mission (the Common Awards). Individual Theological Education 
Institutions (TEIs) would have some flexibility to select pathways through the 
programmes. However, this flexibility would operate within restricted 
parameters, to ensure the overall consistency and coherence of the Awards;  
 

(ii) that the standard of documentation was very high. Issues raised by the 
Programme Approval Panel had been addressed in revisions to the 
documentation or would be addressed in Stage 2 of the approval process;  

 
(iii) that each TEI would be able to choose one of three options for assessment, 

and would need to look at the balance of assessment;  
 

(iv) that the University would validate the academic aspects of the programme, 
which would be available regardless of an applicant’s religion. The Church of 
England was responsible for the wider religious aims of the partnership. The 
partnership had been approved by UEC and Senate. It was noted that one 
member had an objection to the partnership on principle;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed programme specifications outlined in Document 13 be 
approved; and that this should be reported to Education Committee;  

Action: DCG 
 

[Secretary’s Note: QSSC’s approval of these programme specifications was included on the 
report from this meeting to Education Committee] 

 
(b) Regulations for Validated Common Awards Programmes 

 
Considered: proposed revisions to core regulations for validated Common Awards 
programmes;  

Document QSSC/13/14 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that there was a need to produce core regulations for the programmes within 

the Common Awards scheme in order to address particular issues arising from 
the partnership, as outlined in paragraph 3 of Document 14;  
 

(ii) that an issue addressed by the regulations was that part-time students at TEIs 
often studied modules at more than one level in a given year, which was not 
permitted under the University’s standard regulations. It was important that 
regulations 51 and 66 in Document 14 be further revised in order to ensure that 
compensation arrangements for part-time students were equivalent to those for 
full-time students. This had implications for regulation 64;  

 
(iii) that the paper queried whether part-time students at TEIs should be required to 

register on a Certificate of Higher Education before progressing to a Diploma 
and then the BA. It was thought that the regulations should be facilitative rather 
than prescriptive on this issue, and should be revised as necessary. The same 
principle applied to the wording referred to in recommendation 4(c); 
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(iv) that it was proposed that regulations be updated to state that students at 
particular TEIs would be required to comply with the relevant TEI’s regulations 
on discipline. The University would need to develop a process to ensure that all 
TEI regulations on discipline were aligned to that of the University;  

 
(v) that the regulations should titled ‘Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and 

Mission’ rather than simply ‘Common Awards’;  
 

(vi) that the regulations suggested that pass lists would be signed by the Chair of 
QSSC. This would not be practical. The regulations should be updated to 
reflect this, stating that whatever alternative arrangement was put in place was 
under the delegated authority of the Chair of QSSC. Standard University pass 
lists were signed by Student Registry; 

 
(vii) that the regulations suggested that all concessions would be subject to 

consideration by the Chair of the Management Board. In practice, many 
concessions would be delegated to TEIs, and the regulations should be 
updated to make this clear;   

 
Agreed: that the proposed regulations should be revised as indicated in Noted (ii) 
to (vii), and were otherwise supported; 

Action: SNA / ERLM 
 

[Secretary’s Note: the regulations were revised as indicated by QSSC prior to submission to 
Education Committee] 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee recommend the proposed 
regulations to Senate, subject to the revisions set out in Agreed.  

 
12. Collaborative Provision: University of Iceland (Reykjavik)  

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of a 
collaborative partnership for a dual award PhD between the Department of Earth 
Sciences and the University of Iceland (Reykjavik);  

Document QSSC/13/15 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that there was a need to update the Memorandum of Agreement to refer to the 

Equality Act 2010 rather than outdated anti-discrimination legislation; and to 
populate the brackets in the section on anti-corruption provision;  
 

(b) that section 13 of the individual student annex to the Memorandum of Agreement 
referred to intellectual property issues. It was thought to be necessary to amend the 
agreement to take into account the practice at the University of publishing doctoral 
theses on the e-theses system, and to seek student agreement to this;  

 
Agreed: to support the proposed partnership, subject to the updates to the 
Memorandum of Agreement referred to in Noted (a) and (b);  

Action: SG 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed partnership, 
subject to the caveat in Agreed.  
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13. Collaborative Provision: University of Western Australia 
 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of a 
collaborative partnership for a dual award PhD between the Department of Chemistry 
and the University of Western Australia;  

Document QSSC/13/16 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the PVC of the Faculty of Science had indicated that he was content with the 

funding arrangements for the partnership;  
 

(b) that there was a need to include an individual student agreement as an annex to 
the Memorandum of Agreement, and to update section 10 of the Agreement so that 
it referred to the Equality Act 2010 rather than outdated anti-discrimination 
legislation; 

 
Agreed: to support the proposed partnership, subject to the revisions indicated in 
Noted (b); 

Action: SG 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee should approve the proposed 
partnership, with the caveat that the Memorandum of Agreement should be 
updated as referred to in Noted (b) prior to signature.  

 
14. Collaborative Provision: UNICAMP (Brazil) 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of a 
collaborative partnership for a dual award PhD between the University of Campinas 
(UNICAMP), Brazil, and the Department of Earth Sciences, the Department of 
Mathematical Sciences, and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences;  

Document QSSC/13/17 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership would involve a three-way collaboration between the 

University, UNICAMP and BG Brazil. The partnership would allow the University to 
access funding for doctoral training arising from the Brazilian Government’s levy on 
oil revenue and would promote internationalisation and research links with the 
region. Legal Support was examining the agreements pertaining to the partnership. 
There was a need to update the Memorandum of Agreement to include reference 
to anti-discrimination legislation, and this would be done prior to signature;    
 

(b) that the International Office was exploring the possibility of using the funding to be 
provided by BG Brazil to cover external examiners’ costs;  

 
(c) that UNICAMP intended to develop the English Language support offered to 

students. This was desirable and would benefit the partnership, but it was felt that 
approval of the partnership should not be contingent upon such development, as 
the current level of support was comparable to some similar partnerships and forms 
of provision;  

 
(d) that the Faculty of Science was exploring the possibility of naming one member of 

academic staff as the central point of contract for all such partnerships in Brazil;  
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(e) that the revisions to documentation referred to in Annex 1 of Document 17 had 
been made, and the Chair of the Partnership Approval Panel had endorsed the 
partnership for recommendation to QSSC through chair’s action; 

 
(f) that the Academic Support Office would explore the possibility of the partnership 

being approved by Education Committee and Senate through chair’s action, in 
order to meet partner requirements;   

 
Agreed: that the proposed partnership be supported, subject to the update to the 
Memorandum of Agreement referred to in Noted (a);  

Action: SG 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee recommend approval of the 
partnership to Senate.  
 
[Secretary’s Note: this partnership was approved by Education Committee and Senate 
through Chair’s action] 

 
15. Departmental Review: Chemistry 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of Chemistry;  

Document QSSC/13/18 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that section 1.1.3 of the report erroneously referred to an ‘MSc Natural Sciences’ 

rather than the MSci Natural Sciences;  
 

(b) that, given the implications for health and safety, recommendation B28 should be 
moved from the desirable to the advisable section of the report;  

 
(c) that since the review the University had introduced a new e-procurement system 

which might address the recommendations in paragraphs 1.5.1 and 1.6.2. It was 
unlikely that the system would be revised again in the near future. There was thus 
no scope to take these recommendations forward;  

 
(d) that the recommendation in paragraph 1.6.1 that the University should review the 

building infrastructure was too broad to be put into operation. The Faculty could 
take the equivalent recommendation in paragraph 1.5.2 forward with Estates and 
Buildings if so desired; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the report should be submitted to the Science PRAP for the purposes of follow-

up, noting the amendment to the recommendations in Noted (b), (c) and (d);   
Action: NDB 

 
(b) that the programmes listed in Annex 2 of the report should be revalidated, and that 

this should be reported to the Department of Chemistry and Education Committee.  
Action: NDB / DCG 

 
[Secretary’s Note: revalidation of programmes was reported to Education Committee via the 
report from this meeting of QSSC] 

 
 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 9 of 11 
 17 October 2013 



16. Departmental Review: Music 
 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of Music;  

Document QSSC/13/19 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the most recent NSS results had seen a significant decline in the performance 

of Music, which it was felt was partly due to student concerns around marking;  
 

(b) that the University-level recommendations in paragraphs 1.6.1. and 1.6.2 were 
matters for the Colleges to address. It was important that Music students were able 
to access practice rooms in Colleges without any requirement that they (or any 
members of staff accompanying them) be members of a particular college;  

 
(c) that a number of specific recommendations were grouped under B3 in the report, 

which referred to the need to review taught postgraduate provision in the 
department. The report should be restructured so that recommendations B3 (iii), 
(iv) and (viii) were not contingent upon this wider review: these were operational 
matters which should be addressed regardless. It was vital that recommendation 
B3 (iii), on the need to update programme specifications to link learning outcomes 
to modes of assessment, be taken forward as a matter of priority;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the report should be restructured as indicated in Noted (c), and should 

thereafter be submitted to the Arts and Humanities PRAP to instigate the follow-up 
process, noting the need to prioritise the response to recommendation B3 (iii);  

Action: PA 
 

(b) that the University-level recommendations in the report should be remitted to the 
Deputy Head of Colleges (Student Experience), and the response monitored via 
the Arts and Humanities PRAP;  

Action: PA 
 

(c) that the programmes listed in Annex 2 of the report be revalidated, and that this 
should be reported to the Department of Music and Education Committee.  

Action: PA / DCG 
 

[Secretary’s Note: revalidation of programmes was reported to Education Committee via the 
report from this meeting of QSSC] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
17. Matters of Report 

 
Received: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/13/20 
 
18. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported: that further meetings of QSSC would be held on the following dates:  

Date tmice Room 
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 Wednesday 4 December 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 22 January 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 26 February 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 26 March 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 7 May 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 4 June 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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