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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
19. Student Development and Achievement 

 
Considered: a mapping of University policy and processes against Chapter B4 of the 
UK Quality Code: Enabling Student Development and Achievement;  

Document QSSC/13/21 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee was content with the judgement in the paper that the University 

was aligned to each of the Indicators in the Chapter; 
 

(b) that Education Committee had ordered a review of the academic adviser system. 
Colleges would also provide a statement of core provision in relation to pastoral 
support to Student Experience Sub-Committee, alongside assurance that each 
college was aligned to this statement; 
 

(c) that in relation to Indicator 3, which concerned a commitment to equity, it was 
proposed that  Education Committee be asked to consider a process for routinely 
undertaking equality impact assessments of pan-University policy and procedural 
developments in education; and that guidance should be produced on 
confidentiality when supporting, advising and guiding students. The new Dean of 
Diversity should be included in the former set of work; 

 
(d) that the committee expressed its thanks to the Deputy Academic Registrar for his 

work in comprehensively reviewing policy and practice against the Chapter;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that University policy and practice was felt to be aligned to Chapter B4 of the UK 

Quality Code: Enabling Student Development and Achievement; and that this 
should be reported to Education Committee;  

 
[Secretary’s Note: this was done via the report from QSSC to Education 
Committee] 
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(b) that guidance should be produced on confidentiality when supporting and advising 
students, for consideration by Student Experience Sub-Committee;  

Action: SD 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee commission the Head of ASO, Deputy 
Academic Registrar, Diversity Adviser and Dean of Diversity to establish a 
process for routinely undertaking equality impact assessments of pan-University 
policy and procedural developments in education.  

 
20. Admissions Issues:  

 
(a) Qualification Equivalencies: Edexcel International A-Levels 

 
Considered: proposals on the acceptability of Edexcel International A-Levels;  

Document QSSC/13/22 
 

Noted: 
 

(i) that the Edexcel International Advanced Levels (IALs) were a new suite of 
qualifications taught from September 2013, and constituted an international 
alternative to the Ofqual-regulated GCE Advanced Levels. Nineteen of the 
Russell Group institutions had already stated that they would accept IALs and 
treat these as comparable to GCE A-Levels, as was proposed in the paper; 
 

(ii) that an independent exercise had been conducted by UK NARIC to benchmark 
the Edexcel IALs against the GCE A-Levels. This had found IALs to be 
comparable to the overall GCE A-Level standard and contain broadly similar 
content. The quality assurance of the IALs would be conducted using the same 
processes as the Ofqual-regulated GCE A-Levels. It was thus suggested that 
there no evidence-based reason why IALS should not be treated as 
comparable to GCE Advanced Levels;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the University should accept Edexcel International A-Levels and treat these 

as comparable to GCE Advanced Levels in meeting entry requirements. 
Guidance on qualification equivalencies should be updated accordingly;  

Action: RE 
 

(ii) that SRAO should write to departments advising them of this decision and 
inviting them to review the relevant International A-Level curriculum to check 
that this provided the knowledge necessary for entry onto their programmes;  

Action: RE 
 

(iii) that QSSC’s decision on this issue should be communicated to Education 
Committee, Senate and FECs (Undergraduate);  

Action: DCG 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this was done via the report from QSSC to Education Committee 
and to FECs (Undergraduate)] 

  
(b) Admissions Elements of Chapter B11 of the UK Quality Code: Research 

Degrees 
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Considered: a mapping of University policy and process against the admissions 
elements of Chapter 11 of the UK Quality Code: Research Degrees; 

Document QSSC/13/23 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that QSSC had previously considered a document comparing institutional 

practice with the requirements of Chapter 11 of the UK Quality Code (Research 
Degrees) in December 2013, but at that time comments on the admission 
sections of the Chapter were not available. Document 23 mapped policy and 
practice against those elements;  
 

(ii) that QSSC was content that current practice of admissions decisions being 
considered by a trained academic admissions selector and trained and 
experienced professional support staff met the expectation in Indicator 6 that 
admissions decisions should ‘involve at least two members of the higher 
education provider's staff who have received training and guidance’;  

 
Agreed: that the University’s policy and practice was aligned to Indicators 5 to 8 of 
Chapter B11 of the UK Quality Code, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee.  

Action: DCG 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this was done via the report from QSSC to Education 
Committee] 

 
21. Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Degree Classification 

 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s degree 
classification; 

Document QSSC/13/24 
 
Noted 
 
(a) that the committee expressed its thanks to Tom Pullman of SPCU for his work in 

producing the report, which was the first to break down classification data by 
demographic variables. The committee was highly pleased that its request for such 
data had been realised;  
 

(b) that the proportion of first and upper second class degrees had continued to 
increase. This was a national trend which was likely to be related to a number of 
factors, including higher entry standards, improvements in feedback and greater 
clarity over learning outcomes. The University’s academic standards were robust 
and in line with other institutions in the sector, something assured by external 
examiners. Students at the University were highly motivated to achieve good 
results; 

 
(c) that the report suggested that students with lower than 400 tariff points were less 

likely to achieve good honours degrees, but that there was little difference in 
attainment for students with 400 tariff points and above. It was recognised that 400 
tariff points still represented a very high standard. It was important to focus on tariff 
points, rather than entry requirements, in relation to entry standards, as the pool of 
applicants achieving the latter might nevertheless represent a wide range of 
attainment;  
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(d) that the report indicated a gap in attainment between overseas students and home 
students. The implementation of the outcomes of the Diversity in the Curriculum 
Task and Finish Group would help target this area. It was felt that the University 
might be more competitive in the domestic market than the overseas market, and 
as such there was a need to establish any connection between tariff points (entry 
standards) and classification before the need for further action was evaluated;  

 
(e) that the report suggested that state school pupils were more likely than 

independent school pupils to attain first class honours, particularly in the Faculty of 
Science. There was a need to control for entry standards in the analysis by school 
type to ascertain the effect on outcomes;   

 
(f) that differences by gender were likely to be significant, given the numbers involved. 

There was a need to establish how far apparent differences by gender were 
influenced by differences in entry standards and subject type; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that SPCU should be asked to produce a further analysis examining classification 

data by gender, school type, mature versus ‘young’ students; and overseas versus 
home students, taking into account the possibility of differences in entry standards 
(tariff points) and subject type influencing outcomes. The resulting report should 
include raw figures and tests of statistical significance. The report should thereafter 
be submitted to a future meeting of QSSC and also to FECs (Undergraduate) at the 
same time as the report on progression and completion;   

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that the Chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) should be asked what further information 
they might need (over and above that in Agreed (a)) that would facilitate a 
discussion focusing on the key issues discussed above.   

Action: DCG 
 
22. Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Progression and 

Completion Rates 
 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s progression 
and completion rates;  

Document QSSC/13/25 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee again expressed its thanks to Tom Pullman of SPCU for 

producing the report, which split progression and completion rates by demographic 
variables. The report had not yet been submitted to FECs (Undergraduate), so 
there was an opportunity for QSSC to feed into the content of the report; 
 

(b) that the report defined a concession to suspend studies as a negative outcome. 
This was not necessarily the case, as such concessions could be an important 
means of student support that enabled students to succeed in future. The tables in 
the report should be adjusted so that such concessions were excluded from the 
‘negative’ category or otherwise controlled for.  

 
(c) that FECs (Undergraduate) would also need to know how many of the ‘negative’ 

outcomes were accounted for by each category (e.g. withdrawals and exits with 
lower qualifications) to understand the issues involved. It would be useful if the 
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report could provide a narrative which attempted to analyse and account for 
differences in negative and positive outcomes through such data;  

 
(d) that, in relation to integrated master’s programmes, it was important that the report 

clarified if exiting with an undergraduate-level degree (e.g. a BSc) counted as an 
exit with lower qualification;  

 
(e) that the report should include raw figures as well as percentages where possible 

and also contain tests of statistical significance, to account and control for relatively 
small numbers in some cases;  

 
(f) that, in relation to differences by LPN and age, it was important to understand and 

control for how far such differences were affected by the Foundation Centre;  
 

(g) that colleges provided an important means of student support, and as such it would 
be useful to understand and explore any differences by college (particularly in 
relation to overseas students and school type); 

 
(h) that, once concessions had been accounted for, it would be useful to pass the data 

to Disability Support in order for them to follow-up with departments as appropriate. 
Disability Support and the Deputy Academic Registrar should be asked to reflect on 
this issue in the annual report of the specialist student services to SESC;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that as far as possible the report should be adapted as indicated in Noted (b) to (g) 

prior to submission to FECs (Undergraduate);  
Action: TP / DCG 

 
(b) that the data should be passed to Disability Support as indicated in Noted (h).  

Action: DCG 
 
23. Concessions, Appeals and APNs 

 
(a) Concessions and Appeals 

 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
concessions and appeals; 

Document QSSC/13/26 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) the Secretary had now received a response to this report from the Science FEC 
(Undergraduate), which had instigated investigations into apparently 
disproportionate numbers of concessions in Natural Sciences and Physics. 
Administrative staff in Physics had drawn the Secretary’s attention to the fact 
that some students had multiple concessions for the same event recorded in 
Banner, which meant that the raw figures presented a slightly misleading 
picture; 
 

(ii) that the structure of the Natural Sciences programme was thought to lead to an 
above average number of concessions. Some of the concessions for Natural 
Sciences were to take modules despite not having a pre-requisite due to having 
picked up the relevant learning outcomes in other modules: it would be useful if 
such concessions led Natural Sciences and the Faculty of Science to specify 
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the alternative pursued by the student as being an acceptable equivalent pre-
requisite for future students, to avoid multiple concessions of the same type;  

 
(iii) that concessions were typically granted for medical or personal reasons and 

thus were an important means of student support. Given this, it would be useful 
if future reports on this issue identified departments with disproportionately low, 
as well as disproportionately high, numbers of concessions;   

 
(iv) that there had been a significant improvement in the recording of sporting 

concessions. The Secretary would write to Experience Durham to express the 
committee’s thanks for the work that had produced this improvement;  

 
(v) that it would be useful to get a sense in further reports as to whether faculty 

appeals generated Senate-level appeals;  
 

(b) Academic Progress Notices (APNs) 
 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s APNs;  

Document QSSC/13/27 
 

Reported:  
 

(i) that there had been an increase in the number of APNs between 2011/12 and 
2012/13, but that 2012/13 were in line with figures for 2010/11. There had also 
been a significant increase in the number of students who failed to satisfy the 
conditions of their initial APN;  
 

(ii) that the report would be submitted to FECs (Undergraduate), which would be 
asked to identify any areas of concern at departmental or faculty levels and 
follow these up as appropriate; 

 
Noted: that students sometimes had long-term problems (such as medical or 
personal problems) affecting their work which only became evident as a result of an 
APN (or failed APN). The increase in APNs was thus not in and of itself a concern, 
as this was a system which provided an important means of student support.   

 
24. Accredited Provision 

 
Considered: the annual update on accredited provision (including the updated Register 
of Accredited Provision);                                                             Document QSSC/13/28 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that OFSTED had issued further accreditation of PCGE programmes in the School 

of Education in April 2013, but this was not reflected on the Register;  
 
[Secretary’s Note: this omission was due to the fact that the report had not yet been 
considered by QSSC. The report would be submitted to the February 2013 
meeting] 
 

(b) that since the paper had been written the Department of Chemistry had submitted 
an application for re-accreditation from the Royal Society of Chemistry, whilst the 
Higher Education Academy had accredited the University’s CPD framework;  
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(c) that there was a need to include the 4-year variants of the Combined Honours 
programmes in the Register under accreditation by the British Psychological 
Society;  
 

(d) that the report contained an indication of ‘key risks’ in respect of accreditation. This 
could be further refined by consulting with FECs. The criteria to constitute a key 
risk should be i) if the programme could not run without accreditation; ii) if 
accreditation was vital to the future employment of graduates and iii) if a loss of 
accreditation would significantly harm recruitment to the programme; 

 
(e) that QSSC was content with the approach indicated in the report whereby 

accreditation reports did not need to be submitted to QSSC if these contained no 
recommendations or conditions, but were simply statements of fact;    

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Register should be updated as indicated in Noted (a) to (c), and should 

thereafter be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that FECs should be asked to identify key risks in respect of accreditation and 

should be asked to check whether any programmes or areas of accreditation had 
been omitted from the Register.  

Action: DCG  
 
25. Social Sciences and Health Collaborative Provision Panel 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) the report from the Michaelmas Term 2013 meeting of the Social Sciences and 

Health Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel;  
Document QSSC/13/29a 

 
(b) a report on action taken to address the issues raised at meetings of the Faculty of 

Social Sciences and Health Collaborative Provision Panel in 2012/13;  
Document QSSC/13/29b 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel had requested that the annual review 

form for the MA Education (International) delivered with the International School of 
Geneva be resubmitted, as this was not of the standard required;  
 

(b) that the Chinese Ministry of Education had not granted approval of the proposed 
DBA (Finance) at Fudan University, and this programme was thus suspended and 
would not recruit. The Business School were awaiting further feedback from the 
Ministry before considering whether to reapply for approval. The current DBA 
programme at Fudan would continue, but would not be subject to further 
recruitment. The School’s relationship with Fudan remained positive; 

 
(c) that, as indicated in Document 29b, all issues raised at meetings of the Panel in 

2012/13 had now been addressed or could be regarded as legitimately ongoing.  
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Agreed: that future minutes of Collaborative Provision Panels should include explicit 
assurance that key quality management processes (such as meetings of management 
committees) had taken place. This should be communicated to Panel secretaries.  

Action: DCG  
 

Part B: Routine Business 
 
26. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 17 October 2013; 

Document QSSC/13/30 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 17 October 
2013.          Document QSSC/13/31 

 
Reported: that the report from the 17 October 2013 meeting of QSSC will be 
considered at the 11 December 2013 meeting of Education Committee. A minute 
extract for this item will be submitted to the 4 February 2014 meeting of QSSC.  
 
Noted: that the Secretary had consulted Student Registry regarding QSSC’s proposals 
on boards of examiners. Student Registry had indicated that the proposals might add 
to workload initially to implement. It was nevertheless felt that the proposals, which 
addressed an issue raised by the Chief Examiner and would save staff time, should be 
subject to further consultation with FECs. If FECs were supportive, the proposals could 
be adapted as necessary in order to facilitate implementation.  
 

27. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;               Document QSSC/13/32a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/13/32b 
 
28. Chair’s Business 

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

 
29. Joint Management Committee of Theological Colleges 

 
Considered: the report from the Joint Management Committee of the Theological 
Colleges held 6 November 2013;  

Document QSSC/13/33 
 

Reported: the Committee’s discussion of plans for periodic review of the Theology and 
Ministry programmes and the future of committee in light of the Common Awards 
scheme; and that there were no items arising for consideration by QSSC.   
 

30. Departmental Training Plans and ASRs 
 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 8 of 14 
 4 December 2013 



Considered: an assurance report from Human Resources on the submission of 
departmental training plans and ASRs;   

Document QSSC/13/34 
 

Noted: that the submission of departmental training plans and ASRs had been subject 
to comment by the QAA in institutional audits, and thus fell within the committee’s 
remit. The committee felt that there was a need to continue to receive assurance on 
this issue. However, reporting on this issue should also comment on the follow-up to 
the submission of departmental training plans. This could best be facilitated if this issue 
formed part of the annual report from CARD, rather than via a separate report from HR; 
 
Agreed: that the Director of CARD should be asked to comment on the follow-up to 
departmental training plans as part of his annual report; and that HR should be 
informed of the fact that a separate report on this issue would not be required in future.  

Action: DCG 
 

31. Report from Accrediting Body: ACCA 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Millard acted as Chair for this item as it concerned Durham 
University Business School, of which Professor Clark was a member] 
 
Considered: a letter confirming re-accreditation by ACCA of provision within Durham 
University Business School;  

Document QSSC/13/35 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that ACCA had confirmed re-accreditation of the BA Accounting and Finance, BA 

Accounting and Management and BA Business Finance programmes within the 
Business School for a further five years. Accreditation in this area constituted 
exemption for students from certain ACCA examinations if they had taken particular 
modules in the School;  
 

(b) that the School had not been successful in its request to seek exemption from 
ACCA paper F9, on the grounds that the examination was not of a similar nature. It 
was unclear if the School intended to follow-up on this issue;  

 
Agreed: that any follow-up to the letter from ACCA should be monitored by the Social 
Sciences and Health PRAP; or the PRAP should record that no follow-up action was 
necessary as the School did not intend to seek exemption from ACCA paper F9. 

Action: ES 
 

32. Report from Accrediting Body: National Youth Agency  
 
Considered: a report from the National Youth Agency confirming re-accreditation of the 
MA Community and Youth Work in Applied Social Sciences, also incorporating a report 
from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on follow-up to this report;  

Document QSSC/13/36 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 36 contained a letter from the National Youth Agency confirming re-

accreditation of the MA Community and Youth Work in Applied Social Sciences in 
July 2012, which had not previously been submitted to QSSC due to an oversight; 
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(b) that re-accreditation had been contingent upon this being reflected on student 
transcripts. Student Registry had implemented this condition, and the National 
Youth Agency had subsequently issued a certificate confirming accreditation. Given 
this, the Social Sciences and Health PRAP felt able to recommend to QSSC that 
follow-up to the accreditation letter be signed-off as complete;  

 
Agreed: that follow-up to the National Youth Agency re-accreditation be complete, and 
that this should be reported to Education Committee and to Applied Social Sciences.  

Action: EC/DCG 
 

33. Accredited Provision: Association of MBAs (AMBA) 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Millard acted as Chair for this item as it concerned Durham 
University Business School, of which Professor Clark was a member] 

 
Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on follow-up within 
Durham University Business School to the accreditation report from AMBA;  

Document QSSC/13/37 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the Social Sciences and Health PRAP had signed-off follow-up within Durham 

University Business School of all recommendations within the most recent 
accreditation report from AMBA, considered by QSSC at its 29 May 2013 meeting; 
 

(b) that in relation to the key recommendation regarding contact hours, the School had 
taken action on this issue and would report to AMBA, who would consider this and 
report back in due course;  

 
Agreed: that follow-up to the accreditation report from AMBA be complete, and that this 
should be reported to Education Committee and to the Business School.  

Action: EC/DCG 
 

34. Enhancement-Led Review Follow-Up: Durham University Business School 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Millard acted as Chair for this item as it concerned Durham 
University Business School, of which Professor Clark was a member] 

 
Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on follow-up to the 
Enhancement-Led review of Durham University Business School;  

Document QSSC/13/38 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that recommendations BA1 and BA2 related to updates to programme 

specifications, which the document indicated would be done as part of annual 
review. However, it was not clear whether the specifications had in fact been 
updated in accordance with the recommendations. It was felt that sign-off of the 
follow-up should be contingent on receiving assurance on this issue;  
 

(b) that follow-up to the remainder of the recommendations appeared appropriate; 
 

Agreed:  
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(a) that progress in respect of updating programme specifications and curriculum 
mapping documents as indicated under recommendations BA1 and BA2 should be 
ascertained;  

Action: EC 
 

(b) that follow-up to the Enhancement-Led Review of the Business School be signed-
off as complete, contingent upon the programme specifications and curriculum 
mapping documents being updated (as indicated in Noted (a)); and that this should 
be reported to Education Committee and to the Business School. 

Action: DCG  
 
35. Departmental Review: Combined Honours 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of Combined Honours;  

Document QSSC/13/39 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 39 and the review of Mathematical Sciences in Document 40 

suggested a need for the Departmental Review process to include a requirement 
that programme specifications should be updated as standard prior to the review 
taking place. In order to further support quality assurance in this area, all 
departments should be asked to review and update their programme specifications 
within the next three years (via annual review) or before their next Departmental 
Review, whichever came first. When updated, programme specifications should 
include a accompanied by a curriculum mapping document;  

 
(b) that the review team had raised the issue that pre-registration for modules in 

departments could disadvantage Combined Honours students, who did not always 
have the same degree of information on module choice as single honours students 
at the point at which pre-registration occurred in some departments. The team had 
recommended that the University examine the possibility of a standard pre-
registration period. This issue had been examined by the University previously; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be updated to reflect QSSC’s 

resolution regarding the need to more routinely update programme specifications 
(indicated in Noted (a)). Faculty Support Officers should be informed of this 
requirement;  

Action: AR / DCG 
 

(b) that previous reviews of the issue of pre-registration by the University should be 
passed to the Chair by the Secretary, and a decision taken on whether further 
action on this issue should be recommended to Education Committee; 

Action: DCG / TC 
 

(c) that the Combined Honours programmes listed in Annex 2 of Document 39 be 
revalidated, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to 
Combined Honours.  

Action: EC/DCG 
 
36. Departmental Review: Mathematical Sciences 
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Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of 
Mathematical Sciences;  

Document QSSC/13/40 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the committee was concerned about the reference in paragraph 3.5.9 of the 
report that the year abroad on the Master of Mathematics (European Studies) 
programme was not covered by the department’s placement policy. It was not clear 
what was meant by this reference. It was essential that the department complied 
with the University’s policy on placement learning. The recommendation on this 
issue should be amended from ‘desirable’ to ‘advisable’;  

 
(b) that the report referred to a need to take urgent action to address ‘significant 

discontent’ among students on the MSc Mathematical Sciences programme. It was 
important that the PRAP prioritised the response to this issue and established what 
was being done to address it, and what the timescale for such action was;  

 
(c) that, further to Noted (b), the structure of the MSc Mathematical Sciences 

programme was such that students took ‘sub-modules’ at Levels 3 and 4 as part of 
wider 60-credit modules, with such sub-modules being available in alternate years. 
It was evident from the review that students were not content with this structure. It 
was also unclear from the report how the department ascertained that their MSc 
students were taking the requisite amount of master’s level study. The department 
should provide assurance on this issue to the PRAP as a matter of urgency;  

 
(d) that recommendation B8 should be extended to undergraduate programme 

specifications; 
 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the recommendations in the report should be amended as indicated in Noted 

(a) and (d) prior to follow-up by the Department; 
Action: SG 

 
(b) and that the Science PRAP should follow up the issues outlined in Noted (b) to (c) 

regarding the MSc Mathematical Sciences programme as a matter of urgency; 
Action: SG 

 
(c) that the programmes in the Department of Mathematical Sciences listed in Annex 2 

be revalidated, and that this should be reported to the department and to Education 
Committee.  

Action: NDB/DCG 
 

37. Programme Approval: DBA 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Wright acted as Chair for this item as it concerned Durham 
University Business School, of which Professor Clark was a member, and Dr Millard 
had acted as Chair of the Programme Approval Panel] 

 
Considered: whether to approve a DBA programme within Durham University Business 
School;  

Document QSSC/13/41 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the Programme Approval Panel had raised the question of whether there was 

a need to differentiate an MPhil exit qualification for a Professional Doctorate from 
an MPhil exit qualification for a conventional PhD, given the different assessment 
criteria for these doctoral awards. This issue should be addressed via a paper at a 
future meeting of QSSC. Departments which deliver other professional doctorate 
programmes should be consulted on this issue;  
 

(b) that the Business School proposed to use non-standard assessment criteria 
banding, having received endorsement of this in 2007. It was felt important that the 
School used the standard University assessment criteria banding (for both this and 
all its other programmes). The standard banding provided an important means 
through which the University assured itself of consistency in standards, and a 
decision in 2007 should not set a precedent on this matter. The key issue here 
concerned where borderlines were set within the banding;  

 
(c) that the Programme Approval Panel had been held in July 2012, but the School 

had only recently completed the relevant documentation. The Faculty PVC had 
indicated that he was still willing to support the business case for the programme; 

 
(d) that a six-month time-limit should be imposed for a department to respond to a 

Programme Approval Panel to support staff involved in supporting such Panels. If 
issues were not responded to in that time, then a further meeting of the Programme 
Approval Panel would need to be convened;   

 
(e) that paragraph 6 in the draft programme regulations had been included in error and 

should be removed;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the issue of whether it was necessary to specify a separate MPhil exit 

qualification for professional doctorates should be considered via a paper to be 
submitted to a future meeting of QSSC; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be updated to reflect QSSC’s 
decision that a six-month time limit should be imposed for a department to respond 
to issues raised by a Programme Approval Panel; 

Action: DCG 
 

(c) that the Business School should adopt the standard University assessment criteria 
banding as soon as practical for all its programmes. The School should be 
informed of this decision, and QSSC should receive assurance that this had been 
carried out; 

Action: EC / GM 
 

(d) that the proposed DBA programme be approved, subject to the amendment to the 
programme regulations indicated in Noted (e). This approval should be reported to 
Education Committee and to the Business School, noting however the need to use 
the standard University assessment criteria banding on the programme.   

Action: EC/DCG 
 

38. Partnership Approval: University of Caen 
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[Secretary’s Note: Dr Wright acted as Chair for this item, Professor Clark having left the 
meeting after Minute 37 and Dr Millard having declared a conflict of interest] 
 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed collaborative 
partnership with the University of Caen, France, for a dual-award PhD in Archaeology; 

Document QSSC/13/41a 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership was considered low-risk; 

 
(b) that the Memorandum of Agreement needed be signed as soon as possible in 

order for the partnership to be realised under French regulations; and that 
accordingly it was suggested that the Chair of Education Committee be asked to 
take chair’s action to approve the partnership;  

 
Agreed: to support the proposed partnership, and that the MoA should be signed as 
soon as possible following approval as appropriate; 

Action: DCG 
 
Recommended: that the Chair of Education Committee take Chair’s action to 
approve the proposed partnership with the University of Caen, France.  
 
[Secretary’s Note: Chair’s action was subsequently taken on behalf of Education 
Committee to approve this partnership] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
39. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/13/42 
 

Reported: that, subsequent to Document 42 being prepared, Chair’s action was taken 
by the Deputy Chair to approve withdrawal of the BA Business Finance (N420) 
programme in Durham University Business School.  

 
40. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 

Date tmice Room 
Monday 3 February 2014  2.00 pm Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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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