
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

8 October 2014 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee will be held at 9.15 am on 
Wednesday 8 October 2014 in Palatine Centre, room D/PC005.    
 
Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Mr A. Rennie, Dr J. Wright, Professor G. Love, Dr A. 
Millard and Miss A. Bird (Secretary). 
 
Apologies: Miss L. Spanner and Dr G. Campling. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. Common Awards 

 
Considered: an update on the implementation of the Common Awards Framework;  

Document QSSC/14/01 - CLOSED 
 
[Secretary’s Note: this report should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee] 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the TEI’s listed under paragraph 18 were subject to review by the QAA in their 

own right, and had each been reviewed previously via either the REO or course 
designation review processes. Both processes included annual monitoring 
requirements, and had a change in validating institution as a potential trigger for 
wholesale review under HER plus. As the move to Common Awards could have 
resulted in the five TEIs listed undergoing individual reviews, the Head of ASO 
and the Quality Assurance Manager (Common Awards) had met with 
representatives from the QAA and the individual TEIs over the summer to discuss 
alternate possibilities. This would most likely result in some form of joint review 
process, which was expected take place in Epiphany 2015;  
 

(b) that the report highlighted the substantive administrative burden which resulted 
from the inclusion of  programmes regulations within the Memorandum of 
Agreement template used for Common Awards. On each occasion that an 
individual programme was altered, contract amendments would have to be agreed 
with Ministry Division, and then signed by the individual TEI and the University. To 
date, 22 contracts had been re-signed as a result of changes to programme 
regulations. The report proposed that the regulations be removed from the 
contracts directly, and that hyperlinks be used instead (as regulations were 
published directly on the University webpages); 

 
(c) that the University webpages would be a more transparent location for the 

definitive version of programme regulations; however, if the regulations were 
removed from the contracts it would be necessary to replace them with text 
summarising the process for approving and maintaining the definitive programme 
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regulations, in addition the weblink itself. Such text should be agreed with the 
University’s Legal Services; 

 
(d) that, as previously agreed at QSSC, guidance had been developed for the TEIs. 

The guidance was based extensively on University regulations and Learning & 
Teaching Handbook policy and, wherever possible, reflected content already 
available in existing locations. It had been necessary to adapt some wording for 
the TEIs (e.g. removing references to Academic Departments and other 
terminology which did not translate easily to the Common Awards framework). In 
general, the TEI Handbook did not deviate from University policy; however, there 
were two areas where exceptions to current institutional policy had been 
proposed: APL and second marking;  

 
(e) that APL was commonly used within TEIs. The Theology, Ministry and Mission 

programmes frequently attracted mature students, and the part-time nature of 
much provision meant that students might undertake a range of studies over a 
longer time period. TEIs made use of APL more often than most Durham 
departments, and made greater use of APEL in particular. The report therefore 
proposed that the University introduce more specific guidance in this area for 
TEIs; 

 
(f) that the APL guidance was in accordance with existing University policy, and 

emphasised that APL should be proposed when it was in the best interests of a 
student (when they would not benefit from undertaking modules on offer as they 
had already demonstrably achieved the learning outcomes). In addition, the 
guidance stipulated a normal limit of 60 credits for APEL. The report recognised 
that there would be some instances where up to 1/3 of a programme (120 credits 
for a BA) might be granted if appropriate (where, for instance, a student had older, 
relevant qualifications – outside of the University’s normal five-year timescale for 
APL – but where they could demonstrate, via APEL, that the relevant learning 
outcomes were reinforced through regular use as part of their role as, for instance, 
a Reader); however, such atypical requests would be granted by exception by the 
Management Board; 

 
(g) that the University’s normal minimum for double marking was at least 10% of the 

sample, or at least ten individual pieces of work, whichever was higher. A number 
of TEIs had a relatively small student intake spread across a range of modules. 
Class sizes of 6-10 were not unusual. There had been some concern expressed 
within TEIs that the current requirements for double-marking could prove 
prohibitive and might, in some TEIs, require all or almost all work to be double-
marked. The report proposed that the minimum be set at 10% or 6 individual 
pieces of work. If adopted, the committee felt that there would need to be serious 
thought given to what other mechanisms would be used to ensure that there was 
appropriate oversight of assessment within both individual TEIs, and the 
University. Any exemption granted should be reviewed after one year;  

 
(h) that it was possible that the same staff would be marking across several modules, 

and one option would therefore be to focus policy on sampling markers rather than 
pieces of work. While there was support for this proposal, it was not easy to 
implement in practice. An alternative would be to focus on those staff who were 
undertaking second marking, and the training and support which they would be 
given. All staff undertaking marking would need to be given guidance by their TEI 
and by the University; however, guidance and support given to staff who were 
second marking would need to be more substantive (as second markers were 
responsible for ensuring that that marking was appropriate, rather than for simply 
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marking work, a greater responsibility). The University should therefore work with 
TEIs to ensure that second marking duties were shared between core and more 
experienced staff. This could be addressed, in part, via guidance on, and the 
process of approving, Board of Examiners membership (by ensuring, for example, 
that only BoE members could second mark); 

 
(i) that a number of TEIs had expressed an interest in delivering additional 

programmes from the approved suite of Common Awards Programmes. The 
report confirmed that the University would take steps to assure itself that the core 
resources (e.g. staffing and facilities) within a TEI were appropriate for programme 
delivery, before any additional programmes would be consider. A small number of 
TEIs had expressed an interest in developing programmes that were outside of 
the approved suite of Common Awards Programmes; however, such programmes 
were beyond the scope of, and therefore could not be approved under, the current 
Common Awards Framework. Any additional programmes would require approval 
from Senate; and TEIs should therefore be encouraged to work within the current 
Common Awards Framework in the first instance;  

 
(j) that the report highlighted a number of specific potential partnership changes of 

varying complexity. For example: one TEI had expressed an interest in 
incorporating modules delivered by another University, which would not be 
feasible; another was seeking to incorporate an additional centre which would 
participate in the delivery existing programmes; a third was seeking to make 
greater use of a residential site for teaching delivery. The committee was confident 
that these proposals were being given, and would continue to be given, 
appropriate attention. Nonetheless, it was felt that there would be value in 
providing a transparent outline of the locus of responsibility for considering 
different proposals. This could be considered by Education Committee in the first 
instance, and then reported to the inaugural meeting of the Common Awards 
Management Board; 

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the proposal to limit APEL to no more than one-third or 60 credits should be 

recommended for approval to Education Committee;  
Action: AB 

 
(b) that the proposal to exempt the Common Awards Scheme from the University’s 

standard minimum sample size for second marking to allow for a sample size of 6 
should be recommended for approval to Education Committee; however, any such 
approval should be subject to review by the University after the first year of 
operation 

Action: AB/ ERLM 
 

(c) that the University should request an update from one TEI on its current financial 
position, and its progression in relation to its business plan and recapitalisation 
plan; 

Action: ERLM 
 

(d) that the proposal to include a hyperlink to programme regulations within the TEI 
contacts should be recommended for approval to Education Committee, subject to 
the caveats noted above; 

Action: AB 
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(e) that second markers within TEIs should be limited to core staff and more 
experienced staff; 

Action: ERLM 
 

(f) that the University should encourage the TEIs to work within the current Common 
Awards Framework, with particular reference to the issues raised in Noted (i) to (j);  

Action: ERLM 
 

 
Recommendation: that the report and its recommendations should be amended 
in line with QSSC’s comments, and referred to Education Committee for 
consideration and approval.  

 
 
2. Researcher Training Steering Group 

 
Considered: revised terms of reference for the Researcher Training Steering Group; 

Document QSSC/14/02 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the Researcher Training Steering Group was conceived as the University 

managed the transition from having a Graduate School Committee and a Graduate 
School Office, to operating with postgraduate support mainstreamed within the 
Education Committee structure and broader Professional Support Services. 
Initially, RTSG had been expected to provide a link between Research Committee 
(where responsibility for research students previously rested, and responsibility for 
early career research staff continues to rest) and Education Committee; however, 
in practice this was not the case. Training for early career research staff has been 
developed by the Concordat Implementation Group, and reports relevant to 
Research Committee (e.g. on submission rates) have been sent directly to the 
committee, rather than via RTSG. Moreover, the introduction of the separate roles 
of Dean for Research (and Deputy to the PVC Research), and Dean of Education 
(and Deputy to the PVC Education), has created clarity in terms of responsibility for 
training for research staff and students. This– along with continuous changes in 
relation to Doctoral Training Centres, and emerging overlap between the remit of 
FEC (PG) and RTSG – requires that the role and remit of RTSG be re-evaluated;  

 
(b) that the remit of RTSG had been revised to focus more explicitly on providing 

institutional support for existing Doctoral Training Centres and provide a forum to 
share best practice between DTCs, members of professional support services and 
academic staff;  

 
Noted: 
  
(a) that the Researcher Training Steering Group had experienced difficulties in 

appointing postgraduate student representatives, as there was not a specific full-
time representative for postgraduates within the Student Union’s democratic 
structures; however, it would be preferable to have a student representative if at 
all feasible;  
 

(b) that the core membership proposed within the papers was DTC Directors and 
representatives from relevant professional support services. The paper noted that 
additional academic staff members from each faculty could be sought; however, it 
was not clear whether this would be necessary;  
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Agreed: 
 
(a) that a student representative should remain on the Researcher Training Steering 

Group; however, the value of having additional academic staff was not clear; 
 

(b) that, subject to the amendment in Noted (b), the proposed remit and membership 
of the Research Training Steering Group be approved by QSSC, and circulated to 
the Chairs of Education and Research Committee for final approval;  

 Action: AR 
 

 
3. Collaborative Provision  

 
Considered: the annual update on collaborative provision (including the updated 
Register of Collaborative Provision):                                          

 Document QSSC/14/03 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of collaborative provision 

in the past academic year 2013/14, and prospective activity for 2014/15;  
 

(b) that the register had been amended following consideration of B10; however, 
there would be value in further reviewing the format for clarity, both in terms of the 
type of collaboration, and the presentation of the necessary student registration 
details. There was no need to expand the register to include collaborative 
arrangements which were subject to management elsewhere within the University 
(such as exchange agreements), but the register could usefully incorporate 
existing DTC partnerships;  

 
         Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Register of Collaborative Provision should be updated following the 
registration period and to take account of students registered and awards made; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the revised Register of Collaborative Provision should be expanded to include 
other types of collaborative activity now within the remit of B10, such as DTC 
arrangements; 

Action: AR 
 

(c) that the student number headings would be reviewed; 
Action: AR 

 
(d) that the Register of Collaborative Provision 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: AB 
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Part B: Routine Business 
 
 
4. Membership and Terms of Reference  
 

Considered: revisions to the membership and terms of reference for QSSC; 
Document QSSC/14/04 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that QSSC was no longer chaired by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education). It was 

currently represented on Senate by the Dean and Deputy to the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor (Education). Accordingly, the Terms of Reference had been revised to 
state that one member of the committee, rather than one of the four other 
members of academic staff, should be a member of Senate; 
 

(b) that responsibility for the oversight of quality management of research degree 
programmes within the Academic Support Office rested with the Head of ASO 
(Secretary to Education Committee); 

 
(c) that the three year appointment period for some members was not included within 

the membership; however, a number of terms would come to an end in 2015;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the current membership of QSSC has appropriate knowledge and experience 

to oversee research degree provision;  
 

(b) that the Chair will discuss the re-appointment of members with the PVC 
(Education) and Faculties as appropriate;  

Action: TC  
 

(c) the proposed amendments to the QSSC Terms of Reference and Membership be 
approved and recommended to Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed changes 
outlined in paragraphs 6-7 and annexes 1-2.  
 
 

5. Schedule of Business 
 
Received:  the QSSC business schedule for 2014/15; 

Document QSSC/14/05 
 
6. Minutes of the Last Meeting 

 
Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 4th June 2014; 

Document QSSC/14/06 
 

Received:   
 
(a) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 28 May 

2014, detailing consideration of the report from the 7 May 2014 meeting of QSSC; 
Document QSSC/14/07 
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(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 4th June 2014;  

Document QSSC/14/08 
 

(c) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 25 June 
2014, detailing consideration of the report from the 4th June 2014meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/14/09 
 

7. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:   the QSSC action log;               Document QSSC/14/10a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/14/10b 
 
8. Chair’s Business 

 
Considered: any items of Chair’s business. 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the University has received a notification letter from the QAA confirming that 

Durham University’s Higher Education Review (HER) would be scheduled for 
Spring 2016, most likely between January and March 2016;  
 

(b) that the QAA had indicated their intention to consider the University’s Departmental 
Review process in the HER in Spring 2016; 
 

(c) that, in a statement released on 7 October 2014, HEFCE announced its intention to 
consult on the future of quality assessment arrangements in fulfilment of its current 
statutory responsibilities, and to put its contract for quality assessment out to 
competitive tender. HEFCE confirmed that existing quality arrangements would 
continue in 2015-16 with new arrangements operating from September 2017. 
HEFCE also reported that arrangements for quality assessment would be 
discussed with institutions scheduled for review in 2016-17; 

 
(d) that the University was continuing its Governance Review which included a review 

of the role of Senate, its Sub-Committees and the reporting structures. An initial 
report from the Senate Review working group would be considered by Senate 
representatives in due course; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that QSSC reported to Senate via Education Committee. Education Committee 

receives regular reports from QSSC, which highlight key issues to be considered 
or received, and Senate receives comparable reports from Education Committee. 
However, given the importance of the business conducted by QSSC, it was felt 
that there could be value in having more issues added to the agenda of Education 
Committee and, where necessary, Senate, as separate items in their own right. 
This would ensure that increased prominence could be given to core items; such 
as the Common Awards report (cf. minute 1), as necessary; 
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(b) that QSSC would distinguish in future those items to be reported to Education 
Committee through the standard QSSC report, and any business which should be 
presented as a stand-alone item on the Education Committee agenda; 
 

(c) that QSSC would ensure in future that all new and withdrawn programmes would 
be presented separately to Senate.  

 
 
 
9. Departmental Reviews: 

 
Considered: the reports from the Departmental Reviews 

 
(a) Department of English  

Document QSSC/14/11 
Reported: 
 

(i) that the Department of English was in the process of undertaking a structured 
review of its undergraduate programmes. As the undergraduate curriculum 
was projected to undergo a fundamental change in the next two years, the 
review team did not feel able to recommend that the undergraduate 
programmes be revalidated for the full six years; 
 

(ii) that, instead, the report recommended that the undergraduate programmes be 
revalidated for a period of 2 years only and the approval of the further 4 years 
be taken at the Faculty’s PRAP; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that revalidating programmes for a period of less than 6 years was unusual. 

However, QSSC noted that this was appropriate given the intention to 
substantially revise the undergraduate provision, and the fact that the Review 
Team had been concerned that the concept of progression was not clearly 
articulated within the current incarnation of these programmes. The committee 
was concerned that that the review report recommended that the decision to 
revalidate the programmes for an additional 4 years would be taken by the 
Faculty PRAP. Although the PRAP would need to consider information from 
the Department, it would need to make a recommendation on any extension 
for revalidation to QSSC (as QSSC retained the authority, under the Senate 
scheme of delegation, for revalidating programmes);  
 

(ii) that the Department was required to submit the necessary curriculum 
development to the Academic Support Office by the normal deadline 
(January/February 2015). It was vital that the Department worked proactively 
to ensure that this deadline was met;  

 
 

(iii) that the University recommendation from the report related to a planned 
refurbishment of the Old Elvet, and that this should be referred to Estates and 
Buildings and CIS in the first instance; 

 
Agreed: 
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(i) that Cris Bloomfield (CIS) should be asked to discuss the issues arising in 

relation to centrally bookable space in Old Elvet with the Faculty Pro-Vice-
Chancellor for Arts & Humanities, and with the Head of the Department of 
English Studies; 

Action: AB 
 

(ii) that the postgraduate programmes in the Department of English listed in 
Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of 6 years, and that this should be reported 
to the Department of English and Education Committee;  

Action: PA/AB 
 

(iii) that the undergraduate programmes in the Department of English listed in 
Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of 2 years, and that this should be reported 
to the Department of English and Education Committee; 

Action: PA/AB 
 

(iv) that any subsequent request for an extension to the revalidation of the 
undergraduate programmes in the Department of English should be discussed 
at the Arts & Humanities PRAP, and then submitted to QSSC for approval;  

Action: PA 
 

(v) that QSSC should continue to monitor the progress made by the Department 
of English, in particular the requirement to submit the curriculum development 
by the deadline (January/February 2015). 

Action: AB/PA 
 
 

  
 

(b) Department of Natural Sciences  
Document QSSC/14/12 

 
Noted: 
 

(i) that the University Core Regulations stated that for a Diploma to be awarded 
a student must have a total of 240 credits including at least 90 credits at Level 
2 or above and no more than 150 credits at Level 1. These credit values had 
been set in accordance with the national Framework for Higher Education 
Qualifications (FHEQ); 
 

(ii) that an exemption to the University’s core regulations was granted by the 
Chair of Education Committee to allow students to continue to undertake 
Level 1 modules to the value of 40 credits during Level 2, rather than the 
normal maximum 30 credits of Level 1 modules under the University’s 
‘adjacent level’ rule. It had been agreed that this exemption would be 
reconsidered as part of the Departmental Review process; 

 
(iii) that approving the exemption to the University’s adjacent level rule could 

prohibit students from exiting the University with a Diploma. Under the 
exemption, students would not necessarily gain the 90 credits required for this 
award;  
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(iv) that University Regulations would permit the use of concessions for individual 
students who needed an exemption to the adjacency requirements. This 
process would provide an alternative to a further exemption, and would 
ensure that any students who needed a concession could be informed of the 
consequences of that concession;   

 
(v) that it was not wholly clear why the Natural Sciences programmes required an 

exemption which no other programmes required. Natural Sciences had 
similarities with the combined honours programmes, which did not require 
such an exemption; 

 
(vi) that the committee’s preference was for this issue to be dealt with via 

individual concession, rather than by a blanket exemption. This would ensure 
that there was appropriate oversight and monitoring of the numbers of 
students who needed to take 40 credits at Level 1 during Level 2. The 
numbers of students requiring this option should reduce as Natural Sciences 
continued to move to more structured programmes of study (as indicated 
within the Review report); however, as the request was for an exemption 
related to the FHEQ, it was felt that the matter should be referred to Education 
Committee for final approval; 

 
Agreed:  that the programmes in the Department of Natural Sciences listed in 
Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of six years, and that this should be reported 
to the Department of Natural Sciences and to Education Committee; 

Action: NDB/AB 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee considers QSSC’s 
recommendation that the request for an exemption to the University’s 
adjacent level rule should not be approved, and that individual students 
cases should be dealt with by concession instead; 

 
 

(c) School of Government and International Affairs 
Document QSSC/14/13 

 
Noted: 
 

(i) that the review team recommended that the School ensure that its stated 
processes for academic advisors for postgraduate students were 
implemented and communicated to students as a matter of urgency. QSSC 
strongly supported this recommendation; 
 

 
(ii) that the review team had found that the School’s communication with students 

on matters such as the outcomes of SSCC business; the timescale for 
returning postgraduate work; the roles of members of supervisory teams; and 
the teaching opportunities for PhD students could be enhanced;  

 
(iii) that the University recommendation from the report had a wider impact on 

other Schools and Departments who are co-located within Colleges, and that 
this should be referred to Estates and Buildings;  

 
Agreed:  
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(i) that the programmes in the School of Government and International Affairs 

listed in Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of six years, and that this should 
be reported to the School of Government and International Affairs and to 
Education Committee; 

Action: EChu/AB 
 

(ii) that that the Chair should discuss with Estates and Buildings the University 
recommendation arising from the report; 

Action: TC 
 

(iii) that the School of Government and International Affairs should provide 
assurances on the issues in Noted (i) to (ii) to the Faculty PRAP, as a matter 
of urgency and in particular, for the students in the October 2014 entry. 
Confirmation that this action had been taken forward should be provided for 
the next meeting of QSSC;  

Action: EChu 
 

 
(d) School of Modern Languages and Culture  

Document QSSC/14/14 
 
Noted: that further clarity and guidance on the expectations surrounding 
scholarship activity for staff on teaching-only contracts would be welcomed, and 
that the university recommendation from the report should be referred to Human 
Resources; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the programmes in the School of Modern Languages and Culture listed 

in Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of six years, and that this should be 
reported to the school and to Education Committee;  

Action: PA/AB 
 

(ii) that that the Chair should discuss with Human Resources (Claire Curran) 
the University recommendation arising from the report. 

Action: TC 
 

10. Departmental Review Follow-up:  
 
(a) Department of Anthropology 

 
Considered: a report from the PRAP on follow-up to the Departmental Review of 
the Department of Anthropology;  

Document QSSC/14/15 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no issues emerging from the report that related to University 

policy and practice; 
 

(ii) that the Department Review had recommended that the Department review the 
methods for the allocation of undergraduate teaching opportunities for PGR 
students (recommendation 14). In response, the Department had prepared a 
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spreadsheet of all undergraduate teaching opportunities, and shared this with 
PGR students. This was rightly identified as good practice, and there would be 
value in sharing this practice more widely; 

 
(iii) that the University had reviewed the support it offered PGR students who 

taught or assessed in 2011-12. There would be value in revisiting the 
implementation of that report, both to ensure that further examples of 
departmental good practice could be shared, and to assure the University that 
all recommendations had been successfully implemented; 

 
 

(iv) that the committee noted that the report indicated that a number of 
recommendations could be signed off by Chair’s action; however, it was not 
always entirely clear that this Chair’s Action had been taken; 

 
Agreed: 
 

(i) that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the Department of Anthropology 
should be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be 
reported to the Department of Anthropology and Education Committee;  

Action: EC/AB 
 

(ii) that confirmation would be sought that Chair’s Action had been taken in 
relation to each of the relevant actions; 

Action: EC/AB 
 

(iii) that the Chair would initiate a review of the implementation of the 
recommendations which arose from the 2011-12 Thematic Review of support 
for postgraduate who taught and assessed.  

Action: TC/AR 
 

 
(b) Department of History  

 
Considered: a report from the Arts and Humanities PRAP on follow-up to the 
Departmental Review of the Department of History.  

Document QSSC/14/16 
 

Noted: that there were no issues emerging from the report that relate to University 
policy and practice; 

 
Agreed: that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the Department of History 
should be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to 
the Department of History and Education Committee.  

Action: PA/AB 
 

11. Accreditation Report: Faculty of Science 
 
(a) Institute of Physics (IoP) 

 
Considered: an accreditation report from the Institute of Physics (IoP) in respect of 
undergraduate and integrated masters provision within the Department of Physics; 

Document QSSC/14/17a 
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Noted: 
 
(i) that the committee congratulated the Department of Physics on the 

accreditation and recognition of the programmes listed for an additional five 
years; 

 
(ii) that there were no particular issues of University policy and practice arising 

from the report; 
 

(iii) that the report highlighted the three hour enterprise seminar which aimed to 
stimulate students’ entrepreneurial thinking as an example of good practice; 

 
(iv) that the report was positive about the Schools into Physics project module 

which offered students the opportunity to gain teaching experience; 
 

(v) that the report highlighted the positive inclusion of oral communication to a non-
specialist audience in the curriculum, however the committee noted the 
suggestion from the panel that the addition of a written task would be 
beneficial. This was not an explicit recommendation in the report, but should be 
considered by the Department (both via the response to the report and at the 
Faculty PRAP); 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the report should be submitted to the Faculty PRAP, which should 

investigate the follow-up process and the need for the Department to address 
the additional suggestion in Noted (v); 

Action: NDB 
 

(ii) that the School should be reminded of the need to notify the Institute of any 
significant changes as outlined in the accreditation letter; 

Action: NDB 
 
(b) Engineering Accreditation Board 

 
Considered: an accreditation report from the Engineering Accreditation Board in 
respect of the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences; 

 
Document QSSC/14/17b 

 
Reported: that the Engineering Accreditation Board (EAB) had confirmed the 
accreditation status of the programmes reviewed; with some accreditations 
backdated to include previous student cohorts;  
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the full review report from the EAB will be considered at the next Faculty 

PRAP in Michaelmas 2014; 
 

(ii) that the School was required to notify the Professional Engineering Institutions 
(PEIs) of any major changes to a programme or its delivery; 

 
Agreed: that the School should be reminded of the need to notify the PEIs of any 
major changes to a programme or its delivery.  

Action: NDB 
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12. Accreditation Report: Master of Pharmacy (MPharm) 

 
Considered: a report arising from the Step 4 accreditation of the MPharm programme 
by the General Pharmaceutical Council; 

Document QSSC/14/18 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the committee congratulated the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health on 

the Step 4 accreditation of the MPharm programme by the GPhC; 
 

(b) that this was part of an ongoing multi-stage accreditation process and that Durham 
University had been approved by the Registrar of the General Pharmaceutical 
Council to progress to step 5 of the GPhC’s accreditation process and that this will 
take place in 2014-2015 academic year; 

 
(c) that there were no conditions, recommendations or suggestions in the report, 

which accordingly did not require follow up by the School or the Faculty PRAP. The 
School should be commended on this achievement; 

 
(d) that the School had received an exemption to the core regulations to permit them 

to offer the programme through a single 120 credit module at levels 1 through to 3. 
This would have some negative implications for students studying on the 
programme. For instance, final transcripts would lack detail and nuance, and it 
would not be possible for students to receive meaningful personalised timetables. 
However, the ‘integrated curriculum’ approach was valued by the GPhC; 

 
 

Agreed: that the report should be submitted to the Faculty PRAP for information. 
 Action: EC 

 
 

 
13. Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel Follow-Up: International Baccalaureate 

 
Considered: the follow up report to the accreditation report from the International 
Baccalaureate recognition team; 

Document QSSC/14/19 
 

Noted: that all outstanding recommendations arising from the accreditation report from 
the International Baccalaureate recognition team have been completed;  

 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the accreditation report from the International 
Baccalaureate recognition team be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this 
should be reported to the School of Education and Education Committee.  

Action: EChu/AB  
 

14. Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel Follow-Up: Ofsted   
 
Considered: the follow up report to the accreditation from the Ofsted, Initial Teacher 
Education inspection report; 

Document QSSC/14/20 
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Noted: that all outstanding recommendations arising from the accreditation report from 
the Ofsted, the Initial Teacher Education inspection report have been completed;  

 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the accreditation report from the Ofsted, the Initial 
Teacher Education inspection be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this 
should be reported to the School of Education and Education Committee. 

Action: EChu/AB  
 
15. Programme Approval: LLM Corporate Law and LLM International Law and 

Governance  
 
Considered: whether to approve the proposed LLM Corporate Law and LLM 
International Law and Governance programmes in the Law School;   

Document QSSC/14/21 
 

        Noted: 
 

(a) that the learning outcomes used could be adapted to better reflect what was 
expected of students when undertaking a Master’s degree. In particular, the 
committee raised concerns that the adjectives used in some learning outcomes did 
not accurately reflect the skills and knowledge that would be expected to be 
developed at Masters level. There was, it seemed, an implicit expectation within 
examples of subject specific knowledge in particular, whereby the reader would 
understand that some aspects of law were necessarily more complex than others. 
In such cases, it would be helpful if, for clarity, outcomes could be adapted to 
stress the specialised or advanced levels of understanding required in such 
circumstances. The committee was also concerned that references to research-led 
education, and to the development of research skills, were lacking, which seemed 
at odds with the emphasis placed on the dissertation element, which could be up to 
90 credits;    
  

(b) that neither the minutes nor the supporting documentation included an explicit 
response to the comments made by the second external subject specialist, 
Professor Mary Footer.  It was not clear to QSSC whether the issues which she 
raised had been fully addressed.  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the LLM Corporate Law and LLM International Law and Governance 

programmes should not be approved. The Chair of the programme approval panel 
should be asked to provide assurance that the issues raised by the external 
specialist, Professor Mary Footer, had been fully considered and, where 
appropriate, addressed by the School;  

   Action: EC 
 

(b) that the School should revisit the learning outcomes and ensure that the 
terminology reflects the expectations of a Master’s degree;  

Action: EC 
 

(c) that, for the dissertation assessment component, a specific learning outcome 
related to research-led education should be developed;  

Action: EC 
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(d) that, subject to the information provided by the School and Chair of the programme 
approval panel, QSSC reconsider the programme approvals via electronic 
circulation, and that the decision should be reported to the Law School; 

Action: EC/AB 
 
16. Approval of Placement Providers 
 

Considered: a proposed exchange agreement with the Chinese University of Hong 
Kong; 

Document QSSC/14/22 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the three Faculty PVC’s had not yet endorsed the proposals; 

  
(b) that it was important that the International Office worked closely with departments 

to encourage students to go on the placements provided through exchange 
agreements; 

 
Agreed: that the proposed exchange agreement should be approved, subject to 
endorsement from the Faculty PVC’s, and that this should be reported to the 
International Office.  

Action: AB  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

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

Document QSSC/14/23 
 

Reported:  that the Suspension of Programmes within Durham University Business 
School; MSc Finance (Global) (N3KA09); Executive MA Marketing (N5K407/N5K507); 
Executive MA Management (N2K507) and  Executive MA Entrepreneurship (N1N107) 
reported under Chairs action, were signed off by Dr. A. Millard as Deputy-Chair.    

  
 
18. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 

Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 3 December 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 14 January 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 25 February 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 18 March 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 29 April 2015     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 27 May 2015    9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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