
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

26 March 2014 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Dr G. Campling (Minutes 69 and 70), Professor G. Love, 
Dr A. Millard, Mr D. Morris, Mr A. Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Mr R. Emborg (Minute 69) 
and Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary).    
 

 
Minutes 

 
Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
69. Recruitment, Selection and Admission 

 
Considered:  a mapping of University policy and practice against Chapter B2 of the UK 
Quality Code: Recruitment, Selection and Admission to Higher Education;  

Document QSSC/13/85 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper presented a mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B2 of 

the UK Quality Code, which concerned recruitment, selection and admission. There 
was a particular focus in the Chapter on transparency (for instance, of 
responsibilities, processes and information). Chapter B2 became a reference point 
for Institutional Review from September 2014. The Chapter was focused on taught 
provision: QSSC had already considered a mapping against the admissions 
elements of Chapter B11, which concerned research degrees;  
 

(b) that the paper judged that policy and practice was fully aligned to Indicators 4, 5, 8, 
9 and 10, and  broadly aligned to the remaining five Indicators. The paper set out 
proposed actions to ensure full alignment, including those already planned via the 
Strategic Review of Admissions, which was ongoing at the time of the meeting;  

 
(c) that the explanatory text to Indicator 1 referenced clarity of responsibilities for 

recruitment, selection and admission when working with other delivery 
organisations (the mapping of Chapter B10 in Minute 70 was also relevant to this 
issue). Such responsibilities were set out in the memoranda of agreement for 
collaborative partnerships (for instance, in the standard validation contract with 
TEIs as part of the Common Awards scheme). It would be helpful if this could be 
added to the mapping document to enhance the evidence the University could 
draw upon at its next Institutional Review;  

 
(d) that Indicator 2 referenced external education agents, but practice on this issue 

was not included in the mapping. The International Office had a process for 
undertaking due diligence in the appointment of agents. It would be helpful if this 
could be added to the mapping to support the next Institutional Review;  

 
(e) that, in relation to Indicator 3, the University did not allow appeals against 

admissions decisions, but this was common practice in the sector;  
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(f) that Indicator 4 related to the monitoring and review of admissions and selection 
policies. Some departments had their own policies. The paper did not refer to any 
assurance mechanisms for such policies: it was thought important that these 
policies be subject to institutional oversight. The Chair should discuss how best to 
address this issue with the PVC (Education);  

 
(g) that the mapping against Indicators 6 and 7 suggested that information about the 

academic and non-academic requirements for taught postgraduate programmes 
was not always published in the locations a student might expect to find it. This 
needed to be addressed to ensure full alignment to these Indicators. It was 
important that any requirements be clearly published (for instance, via websites). 
This would require departments which did not currently maintain a relevant policy to 
publish requirements in a student-facing format (after such policies had been 
approved). Guidance on a common format should be issued to departments;  

 
(h) that, in relation to Indicator 7 on selection processes, the University had a 

transparent and published process for allocation of students to colleges, which was 
not referred to in the mapping;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the committee was content that University policy and practice was aligned to 

Indicators 4-5 and 8-10 in the Chapter, and that policy and practice was broadly 
aligned to the remaining Indicators;   
 

(b) that, to ensure full alignment to Indicators 6 and 7, the committee would support a 
requirement that all departments be required to publish admissions requirements 
for taught postgraduate programmes, with guidance to be issued on the format and 
content of such information;  

 
(c) that the committee supported the actions referred to in the paper to ensure full 

alignment to Indicators 1-3 and 6 and 7. The Secretary should write to the 
Academic Registrar outlining the proposed actions (taking into account the issues 
in Noted (f) and (g)) so that these could inform the paper arising from the Strategic 
Review of Admissions, or should record these in the action log if appropriate;  

Action: DCG 
 

(d) that the mapping document should be amended as indicated in Noted (c), (d) and 
(f) in order to form part of the evidence which could be submitted at the next 
Institutional Review;  

Action: AR 
 

(e) that the Chair should discuss how best to secure institutional oversight and 
approval of departmental admissions policies with the PVC (Education);  

Action: TC 
 

Recommended:  
 
(a) that Education Committee note the need to ensure full alignment to Chapter 

B2 in advance of the next Institutional Review in its discussion of the 
Strategic Review of Admissions; 
 

(b)  that, if this was not taken into account via the Strategic Review of 
Admissions, Education Committee institute a requirement for all departments 
to publish information on admissions requirements for taught postgraduate 
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programmes (with such policies subject to relevant approval processes). If 
this was taken forward, the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office 
should issue guidance on how to develop departmental admissions policies.   

 
70. Collaborative Provision 

 
Considered:  a mapping of University policy and practice against Chapter B10 of the 
UK Quality Code: Managing Higher Education Provision with Others; 

Document QSSC/13/86 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper presented a mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B10 of 

the UK Quality Code. This replaced previous codes of practice on collaborative 
provision and placement learning. In effect, the Chapter acted to expand the QAA’s 
definition of collaborative provision, so that this encompassed joint supervision of 
research degrees; study exchanges; work placements; distance learning supported 
by another organisation, and Doctoral Training Centres, in addition to 
arrangements traditionally understood to be collaborative provision such as joint 
and dual degrees, validated provision and articulation agreements; 
 

(b) that the paper judged that University policy and practice was broadly aligned to the 
Expectation and Indicators in the Chapter, and that no further action was required 
in respect of most Indicators. The paper nevertheless proposed enhancements to 
policy and guidance to further ensure full alignment to the Chapter;  

 
(c) that, in relation to Indicator 1, it was proposed to replace the existing taxonomy of 

collaborative provision with that in Annex 2 of the paper, in order to capture the 
activity covered by the Chapter and clarify processes and responsibilities. The 
guidance for academic study placements needed to be revised to reflect the fact 
that not all such placements constituted an ‘additional year’ and were typically not 
credit-bearing. A further column should also be added to the typology to indicate 
where and by whom each type of arrangement was recorded;  

 
(d) that in relation to Indicator 3, it was proposed to amend the forms for partnership 

appraisal and approval of placement providers and the guidance on membership of 
a Partnership Approval Panel to add safeguards against conflicts of interest;  

 
(e) that, in relation to Indicator 8, the paper suggested that there were no serial 

arrangements undertaken by the University. However, the University did permit 
some aspects of delivery to be delegated by its collaborative partners to third 
parties, and this fell within this Indicator. Appropriate assurance procedures were in 
place for such arrangements, and should be referenced in the mapping to enhance 
the evidence the University could submit at the next Institutional Review; 

 
(f) that the Chapter encouraged a risk-based approach to partnership approval. The 

paper proposed to amend the risk assessment tool for collaborative partnerships to 
make clear that articulation agreements did not carry as much risk as some other 
partnerships, and to amend the requirements for review visits for such 
arrangements. However, there was a broader need to amend the risk assessment 
process to take into account and balance the risks associated with different forms 
of partnership, and to clarify the procedures to be used for each arrangement 
(including the proper body for approval of partnerships in each instance);  
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(g) that paragraph 20 of the paper referred to co-supervisory arrangements, and 
suggested a need to investigate whether current assurance for such arrangements 
was robust. The level of assurance would depend on the involvement of the 
external party: for instance, if they were a formal co-supervisor (in which case an 
approval process was needed) or simply (for instance) an external contact with no 
responsibility for supervision. It would be helpful to clarify guidance on this issue; 

 
(h) that the University’s framework for DTC arrangements had been approved by UEC. 

The framework was different to that for other forms of collaborative partnership 
(reflecting the competitive nature of DTC bids), but such arrangements were 
subject to an equivalent level of scrutiny and aligned to the requirements of the 
Chapter. However, the fact that the definition of collaborative provision had been 
extended to include such arrangements made it appropriate to embed the 
framework into the Learning and Teaching Handbook; to improve consistency of 
reporting on DTCs, and to direct such reports to Faculty Collaborative Provision 
Panels. Proposals on this issue should be developed, for consideration at QSSC 
and thereafter Education Committee and Senate as appropriate;     

 
(i) that the mapping suggested that University policy and practice was aligned to the 

requirements set out in the Chapter with respect to work and study placements. 
However, there would be value in revising and simplifying the existing guidance on 
such placements, and in evaluating processes with colleagues across relevant 
professional services to ensure there was no duplication of work or responsibility;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the typology of collaborative provision be amended as indicated in Annex 2 of 

the paper, subject to the amendments in Noted (c);  
Action: AR 

 
(b) that the Partnership Appraisal and Placement Provider Forms and guidance on 

membership of partnership approval panels be amended to safeguard against 
conflicts of interest as proposed in the paper;  

Action: DCG 
 

(c) that the mapping document should be amended as indicated in Noted (e) in order 
to provide more comprehensive evidence for the next Institutional Review;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the risk assessment process for collaborative partnerships should be amended 
as indicated in Noted (f). Proposals on this issue should be submitted to QSSC in 
the first instance; 

Action: AR 
 

(e) that processes for approval of co-supervisory arrangements be investigated to 
ensure these were sufficiently robust, taking into account the issue in Noted (g), 
and that guidance be amended as appropriate;  

Action: AR 
 

(f) that proposed policy and guidance on the DTC Framework should be developed for 
consideration by QSSC in the first instance. This should be designed for publication 
in the Learning and Teaching Handbook and take into account the proposals raised 
in the paper and referred to in Noted (h). The proposals should be subject to 
consultation with Directors of current DTCs, who should be advised of the quality 
assurance implications of Chapter B10 for DTCs;  
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Action: AR 
 

(g) that further work to revise guidance on work and study placements be undertaken, 
as indicated in Noted (i) and paragraph 34 of the paper.   

Action: AR 
 
71. Annual Reviews of Taught Provision 

 
(a) University Overview 

 
Considered: the University overview of the annual review of taught programmes, 
2012/13;                    Document QSSC/13/87 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the paper set out an institution-level overview of strengths, opportunities, 

weaknesses and threats identified via annual reviews of taught provision for 
2012/13. These were broadly the same as those identified in the faculty 
overviews; 
 

(ii) that it was proposed to ask departments to provide minute extracts outlining 
consideration of equality and diversity themes (as appropriate) in the next cycle 
of annual reviews. This would allow QSSC to monitor such issues, building on 
its consideration of demographic variables in its discussion of classification and 
progression data at its 26 February 2014 meeting;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the committee was content with progress in respect of the actions agreed 

in response to the 2011/12 University overview;  
 

(ii) that departments should be asked to supply minute extracts outlining 
consideration of equality and diversity issues via the 2013/14 reviews;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) Faculty Overviews: Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the faculty overviews of annual reviews of undergraduate and 
integrated master’s taught provision;            

Documents QSSC/13/88 – 90 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the annual review report from Combined Honours was outstanding (this 

reflected staff shortages in Combined Honours);  
 

(ii) that the overview report from Arts and Humanities noted departmental concerns 
on relatively slow progress in respect of widening participation (particularly 
around LPNs). This issue was being addressed by the Fair Access Review 
Group, a working group chaired by the PVC (Education);  

 
(iii) that the issues relating to the condition of facilities in Elvet Riverside referred to 

in the Arts and Humanities overview would be addressed via planned 
refurbishment;  
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(iv) that the English Language Centre had expressed significant concern over the 
impact of planned refurbishment of Elvet Riverside on pre-sessional 
programmes, which the Centre suggested would result in the displacement of 
over 200 students. As the pre-sessional was the first experience of the 
University for such students, it was important this issue was addressed. The 
Chair intended to discuss this issue with the Faculty PVC;  

 
(v) that the report from MLAC had raised concerns regarding a possible impact of 

proposals of internationalisation objectives (for instance, the proposals on 
language provision) on student load in the Centre for Foreign Language Study 
(CFLS), which had increased 78% since 2011/12, and the consequent impact 
on resourcing and space issues in the department. It was important that 
Education Committee was aware of this issue;  

 
(vi) that there were no institution-level issues arising from the Social Sciences and 

Health overview;  
 

(vii) that the Science overview raised concerns about consultation on changes to 
University policy. However, the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had used the 
example of  change to penalties for late submission of assessed work, a policy 
on which the Faculty of Science had been consulted; 

 
(viii) that an SIR had been raised to deal with the problems with registration on 

elective language modules referred to in the Science overview;  
 

(ix) that the issue on support for students on year abroad programmes raised in the 
Science overview report had been discussed with the International Office;  

 
(x) that the Science overview report requested a mechanism to increase the profile 

of the teaching agenda in staff appraisal, potentially by a revision to the ASR 
form. QSSC supported such a request, but this was a matter for HR;  

 
(xi) that the issue with regard to costs associated with laboratory based Science 

subjects and fieldwork raised in the Science overview was not within the remit 
of QSSC;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the outstanding annual review report from Combined Honours should be 

requested;        Action: PA / ES 
 

(ii) that the concerns of the English Language Centre on the refurbishment of Elvet 
Riverside and of MLAC around student load in CFLS should be drawn to the 
attention of Education Committee; 

Action: TC / DCG 
 

(iii) that the issue on staff appraisal referred to in Noted (x) should be referred to 
HR;                 Action: DCG 

 
(c) Faculty Overviews: Postgraduate Taught 

 
Considered: the faculty overviews of annual reviews of postgraduate taught 
provision, 2012/13;  

Documents QSSC/13/91 – 93 
 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 6 of 13 
 26 March 2014 



Noted:  
 
(i) that the issues raised in the Arts and Humanities overview were the same as 

those raised in the equivalent undergraduate overview, and had been 
addressed by QSSC via the action agreed in Minute 71(b);  
 

(ii) that the Science overview report highlighted the integration of taught 
postgraduate students in the postgraduate research student community as a 
strength;  

 
(iii) that the accessibility issues in relation to teaching space raised in the Social 

Sciences and Health report were being addressed by improvements to the 
University’s estate.   

 
72. Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Boards of Examiners 
 

(a) Chief Examiner’s Report 
 
Considered: the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of 
boards of examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 
2012/13;                               Document QSSC/13/94 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Chief Examiner had strongly endorsed the University’s academic 

standards, noting that the University provided an ‘exceptionally high standard of 
education’ supported by robust procedures and a sound regulatory framework. 
The Chair reported that the Chief Examiner was pleased with progress in 
addressing the issues raised in his equivalent report on 2011/12;  
 

(ii) that the issue raised in paragraph 10 of the report around guidance for external 
examiners had already been addressed (for instance, via the handbook for 
such examiners); 

 
(iii) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University review its 

guidance around and definition of predominance and trajectory in relation to the 
exercise of discretion. QSSC had already agreed to review the operation of 
discretion (Minute 58 refers), and this would take into account these issues. 
The review should also take into account how the framework applied at taught 
postgraduate level (Minute 73(a) below refers) and the issue raised by the 
Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate) on discretion with respect to 
programmes with 90-credit dissertations (Minute 78 below refers);   

 
(iv) that, in relation to paragraph 11 in the report, the committee was content with 

guidance around double-marking and moderation. Departments maintained 
assessment policies which set out their approach to such issues, and these 
should be collated to assure the committee these were appropriate; 

 
(v) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University review the 

presentation and recording of SAC grades. A common format and template for 
such grades had already been developed. The committee did not wish to 
develop model descriptions of common circumstances for SACs (as was 
suggested in the paper), as the focus of boards of examiners should be on the 
impact of the circumstances rather than the circumstances themselves;  
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(vi) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University continue to 
encourage departments to use a common list of agenda items at boards of 
examiners meetings. No action was explicitly required on this issue;  

 
(vii) that the Chief Examiner had recommended the development of guidance for 

electronic and telephonic participation of external examiners in meetings (for 
instance, via Skype). This would require a simple addition to existing guidance;  

 
(viii) that it was usefully proposed that the University add a statement on 

plagiarism panels as part of the template agenda for boards of examiners’ 
meetings (i.e. so that the board either reported the outcome of such panels, or 
reported that there had been no need to hold a panel);  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the report should be submitted for consideration at Education Committee 

and Senate; 
Action: DCG 

 
(ii) that guidance around the exercise of discretion be reviewed, taking into 

account the issues referred to in Noted (iii); 
Action: AR 

 
(iii) that departments be asked to submit their assessment policies to ASO;  

Action: PA / ES / NDB 
 

(iv) that guidance on the remote involvement of external examiners in boards of 
examiners’ meetings should be revised as suggested by the Chief Examiner;  

Action: AR 
 

(v) that the template agenda for boards of examiners’ meetings should be 
amended as indicated in Noted (viii); 

Action: DCG 
 

(b) Faculty Overviews: Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s  
 
Considered: the faculty overviews of the operation of undergraduate and integrated 
master’s boards of examiners, 2012/13;       Documents QSSC/13/95-97 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that there were no issues raised in the overview reports from Arts and 

Humanities and Social Sciences and Health;  
 

(ii) that the Science overview asked that further consideration be given to the 
consideration of SACs by faculty-level boards of examiners, given that it was 
difficult at times to reconcile SAC gradings made by different departments if 
these were different but related to the same circumstance. Following a request 
from the Deputy Head of Faculty (Natural Sciences), QSSC would support a 
revision to policy whereby faculty boards could always investigate any 
difference in gradings if desired; that significant differences in gradings should 
be investigated; and that stated differences of 1 could usually be justified;  
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Agreed: that a proposed revision to wording on policy in respect of SAC gradings at 
faculty boards should be developed for consideration by QSSC, as indicated in 
Noted (ii);              Action: DCG 

 
(c) Faculty Overviews: Taught Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the faculty overviews of the operation of taught postgraduate boards of 
examiners, 2012/13;      Documents QSSC/13/98 – 100 
 
Noted: that there were no particular issues or concerns relating to University policy 
arising from the reports.  

 
73. External Examiners’ Reports for Taught Postgraduate Programmes 
 

(a) University Overview 
 
Considered: the University overview of external examiner reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes, 2012/13;                                 Document QSSC/13/101 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that external examiners for taught postgraduate programmes had collectively 

strongly endorsed the University’s academic standards;  
 

(ii) that progress in respect of actions taken in response to the overview report for 
2011/12 was appropriate;  

 
(iii) that, as indicated in Minute 72(a) above and proposed in the paper, the planned 

review of the framework for discretion would encompass the application of the 
framework at taught postgraduate level. It was recognised that, for instance, the 
concept of trajectory was harder to apply on taught postgraduate programmes; 

 
(iv) that two external examiners had raised concerns about the University’s policy of 

requiring anonymity at boards of examiners. The committee was content that 
University policy was appropriate and helped to safeguard academic standards. 
The policy had been praised as good practice by the Chief Examiner;  

 
(v) that one external examiner had encouraged the adoption of anonymous 

marking for summative coursework. University policy allowed for anonymous 
marking, but did not require it, as it could conflict with the need to give timely 
feedback to students on their work. The committee was content with this policy;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that University policy on scaling by boards of examiners should be published in 

the Learning and Teaching Handbook, as suggested in the paper;  
Action: DCG 

 
(ii) that an executive summary of the paper should be developed for Education 

Committee and Senate; 
Action: DCG 

 
(b) Faculty Overviews  
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Considered: the faculty overviews of external examiner reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes, 2012/13;           Documents QSSC/13/102 – 104 
 
Noted: that there were no issues raised in the reports that had not been addressed 
via the University overview or elsewhere on the agenda.   

 
 
74. Postgraduate Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals 
 

Considered: the annual report on postgraduate concessions, APNs and faculty 
appeals;                    Document QSSC/13/105 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that FEC’s had been asked to reflect on any areas in which concessions or appeals 

appeared disproportionate to student numbers. Generally, FECs had reported that 
these did not present cause for concern, or had asked departments to investigate 
and confirm this (for instance, this was the case in relation to the high number of 
appeals in the Business School). Concessions were often raised on medical or 
personal grounds, and thus formed an important aspect of student support; 
 

(b) that the outcome of a relatively high number of appeals were recorded in Banner 
under the label ‘misconceived’ [Secretary’s Note: it was clarified after the meeting 
that this category was used when an appeal did not relate to one of the accepted 
grounds of appeal, usually when the appellant questioned a matter of academic 
judgement]. Guidance helped to prevent ‘misconceived’ appeals;  

 
[Secretary’s Note: a review of the appeals regulations was ongoing at the time of 
the meeting, and this would act to further improve such guidance] 

 
(c) that the production of the report was relatively resource intensive. Whilst the 

committee felt that the report was valuable, particularly in the assurance it provided 
for faculties, it would support a change in practice that made the report less 
burdensome whilst still providing appropriate assurance.  
 

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

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 26 February 2014, subject to the 
replacement of the word ‘undergraduate’ with the word ‘taught’ in Minute 59(a), Noted 
(ii); 

Document QSSC/13/106 
 

Received: the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 26 February 2014; 
Document QSSC/13/107 

 
Reported:  that a minute extract from the 12 March 2014 Education Committee, 
detailing consideration of the reports from the 3 February and 26 February 2014 
meetings of QSSC, will be presented to the 7 May 2014 meeting of QSSC;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, in relation to Minute 64(c)(i), QSSC had previously noted that the proposals on 

boards of examiners’ membership agreed at the meeting raised the possibility that 
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staff setting summative assessment might not be members of the board of 
examiners. As indicated in the Secretary’s note included in the minutes, this was 
based on a misunderstanding of the nature of the proposals, which had thus not 
been amended as indicated by QSSC;   

 
[Secretary’s Note: subsequent to the meeting, the Head of ASO confirmed to the 
Chair that the University had appropriate procedures in place to assure that staff 
responsible for setting summative assessment were appropriate] 

 
(b) that, in relation to Minute 60, Education Committee had agreed to ask FECs 

(Undergraduate) to reflect on demographic differences in undergraduate and 
integrated master’s classification data. There was no need for further reflection on 
differences in classification between departments. Such differences would partly be 
shaped by a number of variables, and might also reflect disciplinary differences. 
The critical issue was that academic standards were appropriate in comparison 
with those in the same subject at comparable universities, something assured via 
the external examiner system. It was nevertheless recognised that differences in 
classification between departments was a subject of discussion among students; 

 
Agreed: that the Chair should discuss with the PVC (Education) whether and how to 
assure students over the differences in classification between departments.   

Action: TC 
 
76. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;             Document QSSC/13/108a 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) that, in relation to Minute 59, the Chair had now received assurance from the 

DPGR in the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences that the School 
was operating in accordance with University policy on annual reviews of 
research degree provision. The Chair had also written to the Head of the 
Department of Geography requesting that its annual review of research degree 
provision form be submitted;  
 

(ii) that, in relation to Minute 60, an executive summary of the paper on 
undergraduate and integrated master’s degree classification had been 
prepared for UEC;  

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.    Document QSSC/13/108b 

 
77. Chair’s Business 

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

 
78. Discretion and 90-Credit Dissertations 

 
Considered:  a proposal from the Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate) to 
amend the framework for the exercise of discretion by boards of examiners in relation 
to 90-credit dissertations;      Document QSSC/13/109 
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Reported: that the Department of Archaeology had proposed to amend the framework 
for the exercise of discretion for programmes with a 90-credit dissertation, so that 
discretion was applied on the basis of the dissertation and the average mark for the 
remaining 90 credits, rather than the total average weighted mean. This was in order 
to avoid double-counting the dissertation, and to resolve a lack of clarity around how to 
apply the current framework under this programme structure. Under the proposal, 
students would need to be in the zone of discretion for both the dissertation mark and 
the remaining average mark to be eligible for the application of discretion;  

 
Agreed: that this issue would be folded into the planned review of the exercise of 
discretion referred to in Minute 72.  

 
79. Joint Management Committee of Theological Colleges 

 
Considered:  a report arising from the 5 February 2014 meeting of the Joint 
Management Committee of the Theological Colleges;  

  Document QSSC/13/110 
 

Reported: the Joint Management Committee’s discussion of future validation 
arrangements under the Common Awards scheme; and for the MA in Theology and 
Ministry, which had been granted an exemption from the Common Awards by the 
Ministry Division of the Church of England. Academic Support Office was working with 
the theological colleges to clarify these arrangements and it was intended to bring 
back proposals for the MA programme to a future meeting of the committee. 

 
80. Approval of Placement Provider 

 
Considered:  a proposed student exchange agreement with Zhejiang University, 
China;         Document QSSC/13/111 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, subsequent to the circulation of papers, the International Office had reported 

that the three Faculty PVCs had endorsed the partnership;  
 

(b) that the proposal provided appropriate assurance of the quality and 
appropriateness of the provision and facilities at Zhejiang University;  

 
(c) that Switzerland had voted to put in place immigration quotas for EU citizens. This 

meant that Switzerland would no longer be able to participate in the Erasmus+ 
programme. It was expected that this suspension would be temporary, as further 
negotiation was underway. Pending a solution, however, approval would need to 
be sought exchange arrangements with six Swiss universities with whom the 
University currently had a relationship. Given the established partnerships with 
these universities, this would not require a full partnership appraisal process and 
could be done via Chair’s action; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the institution-wide student exchange agreement with Zhejiang University be 

approved, and that this should be reported to the International Office;  
Action: DCG 
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(b) that the Chair should be asked to formally approve exchange agreements with 
Swiss universities with whom the University currently had exchange arrangements;  

Action: JL 
 
[Secretary’s Note: both actions were completed soon after the meeting. A detailed 
paper on agreements with Swiss universities was presented to the Chair, including 
information on the nature and standing of each university. The Chair approved 
agreements with the following universities under Chair’s action:  
 
 University of Bern 
 University of Geneva 
 University of Fribourg 
 University of Neuchatel 
 University of Zurich 
 Luzern University of Teacher Education (School of Education only) 
 
The approval was for two years (i.e. for exchanges in the academic years 2014/15 
and 2015/16] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
81. Matters of Report 

 
Reported:   
 

(a) that Chair’s action was taken by the Deputy Chair to recommend to Education 
Committee a proposed collaborative partnership between Durham University 
Business School and the China Youth Centre for International Exchange, following 
consideration by members of the committee via e-mail circulation;  
 

(b) that Chair’s action was taken to withdraw the L622 MAnth Anthropology programme 
with effect from the end of September 2014.    

 
82. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 

 Date Time Room 
Wednesday 7 May 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 4 June 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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