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[Secretary’s Note: Dr Campling acted as Chair for all items relating to the Common Awards 
scheme in Part A of the agenda, Dr Millard having a conflict of interest as a result of having 
acted as Chair of the approval panel which recommended the relevant proposals to QSSC]  
 
Apologies: Professor T. Clark.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A: Common Awards Scheme 

 
[Secretary’s Note: All reports in Part A of the agenda relating to Common Awards were 
treated as closed and confidential to the committee] 

 
83. Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
(a) Overarching Documentation for the Common Awards Scheme 

 
Received:  the previously-approved documentation for the overarching Common 
Awards framework: 
 
(i) programme specifications (including overarching programme regulations):  
 

I. Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
II. Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Ministry and Mission  
III. Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
IV. BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
V. Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
VI. Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
VII. Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
VIII. Postgraduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission  
IX. MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
(ii) common module outlines (including assessment options): 

 
I. Level 4 Module Outlines 
II. Level 5 Module Outlines 
III. Level 6 Module Outlines 
IV. Level 7 Module Outlines 

 
(iii) Summative Assessment: Definitions and Parameters 
 
(iv) Contact Hours: Guidance and Parameters 
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https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/Certificate.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/Certificate180Credits.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/Diploma.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/BA.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/GraduateCertificate.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/GraduateDiploma.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/PGCertificate.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/PGDiploma.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/MA.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/LEVEL4MODULEOUTLINES.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/LEVEL5MODULEOUTLINES.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/LEVEL6MODULEOUTLINES.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/LEVEL7MODULEOUTLINES.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/ASSESSMENTS-DefinitionsandParameters.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/CONTACTHOURS-FrameworkandGuidance.pdf


(v) Core Regulations for the Common Awards Programmes 
 

(vi) the draft Standard Validation Contract relating to the proposed partnerships 
with theological education colleges;                        Document QSSC/13/43 

 
(b) Revisions to Common Awards Regulations 

 
Considered: an oral report on proposed revisions to the Core Regulations for 
Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and Mission; 
 
Noted: that at certain points the Core Regulations for Common Awards indicated 
that information on the programmes would be located under programme 
regulations. However, it was now intended that some of this information would be 
located in other documentation. There was thus a need to review the Core 
Regulations to ensure that they cross-referenced the correct documentation. This 
would involve minor changes to correct the Regulations only;  
 
Agreed: that the Core Regulations for Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and 
Mission should be revised as indicated in Noted, and that this should be reported to 
Education Committee; 

Action: AR 
 

(c) Stage 2 Partnership and Programme Approval 
 

(i) Cranmer Hall 
 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Cranmer Hall (St. John’s College), and to approve proposed 
programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;                       Document 
QSSC/13/113 – CLOSED 
 
Noted:  
 
A. that the review visit had combined consideration of the proposed 

programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission with a periodic review of the 
Theology and Ministry programmes currently validated by the University 
and delivered via Cranmer Hall. The review team had confirmed that the 
current programmes met appropriate academic standards. The existing 
postgraduate programmes would continue to operate outside the Common 
Awards scheme, and it was thus proposed to revalidate these programmes. 
It was intended that students on the undergraduate programmes would 
transfer to the equivalent Common Awards programmes, but there was 
nevertheless thought to be value in formally revalidating these programmes 
to safeguard against any problems with programme transfer;  
 

B. that all the conditions identified for approval of the partnership and the 
proposed programmes had been met;  

 
Agreed:  
 
A. that the existing validated programmes in Theology and Ministry delivered 

at Cranmer Hall (including the MA, Postgraduate Diploma and Postgraduate 
Certificate programmes) be revalidated for a period of six years, and that 
this should be reported to Education Committee;  

Action: DCG 
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B. to approve the following programmes to commence in September 2014, 
subject to the approval of the partnership:  

 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Cranmer Hall;  

 
(ii) Lindisfarne Regional Training Partnership 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Lindisfarne Regional Training Partnership (RTP), and to 
approve proposed programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;            

     Document QSSC/13/114 – CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that the review visit had combined consideration of the proposed 

programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission with a periodic review of the 
existing programmes in Theology and Ministry currently validated by the 
University. The review team had confirmed that academic standards on 
those programmes remained appropriate. Whilst it was intended that all 
students on the existing programmes would transfer to Common Awards 
programmes, there was value in formally revalidating the existing provision 
to safeguard against errors or problems with the programme transfer;  
 

B. that no conditions had been specified in respect of partnership approval;  
 

C. that there were two outstanding conditions in respect of programme 
approval (C1 and C2, as listed in the action log). These both related to 
minor amendments to programme documentation, and could be signed off 
by the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel;   

 
Agreed: 
 
A. to approve the following programmes to commence in September 2014, 

subject to approval of the partnership and satisfactory completion of the two 
conditions listed in Noted C:  
 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 

B. that the TEI should be asked to respond in respect of the two outstanding 
conditions, and this response submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, 
who should decide if the conditions have been satisfactorily met. This 
decision should be communicated to the Secretary of QSSC;  

Action: ERLM 
 
C. that the existing Certificate, Diploma and BA programmes in Theology and 

Ministry be revalidated, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee;                         Action: DCG 
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Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Lindisfarne Regional Training Partnership;   

 
(iii) Yorkshire Theological Education Partnership 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Yorkshire Theological Education Partnership (YTEP), and to 
approve proposed programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;  
                            Document QSSC/13/115 – CLOSED 
 
Noted:  
 
A. that YTEP involved six institutions and delivery across eleven centres. It 

was closely related to the Yorkshire Regional Training Partnership (YRTP), 
which as a covenanted partnership had no legal status and thus could not 
enter into a contract with the University. To address this, the relevant 
members of YRTP were in the process of forming a Charitable Incorporated 
Organisation (YTEP). Formation of this organisation (to the satisfaction of 
the University’s Legal Services team) and assurance that it would provide 
adequate oversight of the centres which would deliver the proposed 
programmes was an outstanding condition in relation to partnership 
approval. The response to this condition should be reported to the Chair of 
the Stage 2 Panel for sign-off;  
 

B. that all other conditions identified by the review team and Stage 2 Panel in 
respect of partnership and programme approval had been met;   

 
Agreed: 
 
A. to approve the following programmes to commence in September 2014, 

subject to approval of the partnership: 
 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Theology, Ministry and 

Mission (180 credits) 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
B. that the response to condition 1 (legal and governance arrangements, as 

detailed in Noted A) should be subject to discussion with the University’s 
Legal Services team, who should confirm their satisfaction with any 
proposed legal arrangements; and submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 
Panel for sign-off, prior to the signing of the contract. This decision should 
be communicated to the Secretary of QSSC; 

Action: ERLM 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee should approve the proposed 
partnership with Yorkshire Theological Education Partnership, stipulating 
that signing of the contract be subject to completion of condition 1;  

 
(iv) Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership, and to 
approve proposed programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;   
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Document QSSC/13/116- CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that all conditions identified by the review team in respect of partnership and 

programme approval had now been met to the satisfaction of the Chair of 
the Stage 2 Panel;   
 

B. that Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) was currently 
part-owned by the University of Cumbria, the current validating partner. As it 
was anticipated that the University of Cumbria would withdraw from the 
partnership under Common Awards, the governance arrangements of LCTP 
would be revised, and this might have implications for the operation of 
LCTP. Given this, the Stage 2 Panel had recommended that the partnership 
be established for two years in the first instance (up to and including 
2015/16), with the option of extension subject to a satisfactory review of 
governance arrangements, to take place in either Michaelmas or Epiphany 
Term 2015/16;  

 
Agreed: to approve the following programmes to commence in September 
2014, subject to approval of the partnership: 

 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership for two 
years (up to and including the 2015/16 academic year), with the option of 
extension subject to a satisfactory review of its governance 
arrangements, to take place in Michaelmas or Epiphany 2015/16;  

 
(v) Ripon College, Cuddesdon 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Ripon College, Cuddesdon, and to approve proposed 
programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;  

       Document QSSC/13/117 – CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that Ripon College Cuddesdon was a complex, multi-pathway institution 

which intended to deliver the proposed Common Awards programmes 
through four different centres. A key issue explored by the review team was 
the relationship between Cuddesdon and one of those centres, the Church 
Mission Society (CMS) based in Oxford;  
 

B. that the review team had been unable to locate reports on quality assurance 
from Oxford Brookes University (the current validating partner) in respect of 
CMS programmes, and had asked for further information on this. This was 
an outstanding condition in relation to partnership approval (condition 3); 
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C. that since the Stage 2 Panel had met the University’s Legal Services team 
had indicated that, whilst Cuddesdon and CMS had a Memorandum of 
Understanding, they were two separate legal entities. As CMS had not 
granted power of attorney to Cuddesdon, the University would have no legal 
rights over CMS if it entered into a contract with Cuddesdon. There was a 
need to address this issue prior to the signing of a contract. There were a 
number of options available, including treating Cuddesdon and CMS as two 
separate TEIs for the purposes of Common Awards (which QSSC did not 
favour, as the two bodies already worked in partnership); for Cuddesdon 
and CMS to form a new legal entity for the Common Awards; or for CMS to 
grant Cuddesdon power of attorney to act on its behalf with respect to 
Common Awards programmes. This was a matter for the TEI, but QSSC 
favoured the latter option as the most straightforward. The situation was 
similar to that encountered by other TEIs, and was thus not thought to pose 
fundamental barriers to a recommendation for partnership approval; 

 
D. that the TEI had been asked to provide further detail as to the structure it 

intended to put in place to manage the Common Awards programmes, 
including the relationship between the centres and the TEI. This was an 
outstanding condition in relation to partnership approval (condition 4);  

 
E. that there were three other outstanding conditions (7 to 9) in relation to 

partnership approval; 
 

F. that the high number of outstanding conditions was partly due to the 
relatively late submission of documentation to the TEI. The response to all 
outstanding conditions in respect of partnership approval would need to be 
considered by the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, who would consider if the 
responses revealed any issues which would prevent partnership approval. 
QSSC felt that the partnership could be recommended to Education 
Committee subject to the outstanding conditions and the legal issue 
detailed in Noted C being addressed prior to the signing of the contract;  

 
G. that, in relation to programme approval, conditions 10 and 12 had now been 

signed off by the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel. There was one outstanding 
condition (condition 14), which related to management of placements;  

 
Agreed: 
 
A. that the following programmes be approved to commence September 2014, 

subject to satisfactory completion of condition 14 (as indicated in Agreed B) 
and approval of the partnership:  
 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Theology, Ministry and 

Mission (180 credits) 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Postgraduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
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B. that the TEI should be asked to respond to the outstanding condition in 
respect of programme approval (condition 14). This response should be 
submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, who should decide if the 
condition had been satisfactorily met. This decision should be 
communicated to the Secretary of QSSC; 

Action: ERLM 
 

C. that the TEI should be asked to respond to all outstanding conditions in 
respect of partnership approval as soon as possible. The response should 
be submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, who should consider if the 
conditions had been satisfactorily met. The Chair of the Stage 2 Panel 
should also consider if the responses revealed any issues which might 
prevent partnership approval or the signing of the contract, taking advice 
from relevant colleagues such as the Head of ASO and Chair of QSSC. The 
outcome should be communicated to the Secretary to QSSC, and in 
advance of the deadline for submission of reports to the 28 May 2014 
Education Committee as far as possible; 

Action: ERLM / AM 
 

D. that the TEI should be advised of the need to take action to address the 
legal situation referred to in Noted C (and of QSSC’s preferred option to 
resolve this issue). The TEI’s response should be subject to discussion with 
the University’s Legal Services team, who should confirm their satisfaction 
with any proposed legal arrangements; and submitted to the Chair of the 
Stage 2 Panel for formal sign-off. This decision should be communicated to 
the Secretary of QSSC; 

Action: ERLM 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Ripon College Cuddesdon, subject to satisfactory 
completion of the outstanding conditions in respect to partnership 
approval and to resolution of the legal issue referred to in Noted C prior to 
the signing of the contract;   

 
(vi) Guildford (South Central Regional Training Partnership) 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Guildford Diocesan Board of Finance [South Central Regional 
Training Partnership], and to approve proposed programmes within the 
Common Awards Scheme;        Document QSSC/13/118 – CLOSED 
 
Noted:  
 
A. that all conditions in respect of partnership approval identified by the review 

team and Stage 2 Panel had been met with the exception of condition 1 
(submission of the latest financial accounts), condition 4 (on library access); 
condition 9b (further information on staffing); and condition 17 (the 
submission of a binding agreement confirming that Guildford Diocesan 
Board of Finance had authority to act on behalf of the centres involved in 
the partnership). Response to these conditions could be submitted to the 
Chair of the Stage 2 Panel for sign-off. The TEI had already submitted a 
response to condition 4, whilst the other conditions could be addressed 
prior to signing of the contract and were not thought to prevent a 
recommendation for partnership approval to Education Committee;  
 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 7 of 21 
 7 May 2014 



B. that all conditions in respect of programme approval had now been met with 
the exception of condition 15, which related to minor amendments to the 
programme documentation. The TEI had already submitted amended 
documents to address this condition, and this response could be submitted 
to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel for sign-off;  

 
Agreed: 
 
A. that the following programmes be approved to commence September 2014, 

subject to satisfactory completion of condition 15 and approval of the 
partnership:  
 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Theology, Ministry and 

Mission (180 credits) 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Postgraduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 

B. that the TEI’s response to condition 15 should be submitted to the Chair of 
the Stage 2 Panel, who should decide if the condition had been 
satisfactorily addressed. The outcome of this decision should be 
communicated to the Secretary of QSSC; 

Action: ERLM 
 

C. that the TEI should be asked to respond to the four outstanding conditions 
in respect of partnership approval listed in Noted A. The responses to these 
conditions should be submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel (and, in 
the case of condition 17, to the Legal Services team), who should decide if 
the conditions had been satisfactorily met. These decisions should be 
communicated to the Secretary of QSSC;   

Action: ERLM 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Guildford Diocesan Board of Finance [South Central 
Regional Training Partnership], subject to satisfactory completion of 
condition 4 and stipulating that the other three outstanding conditions 
listed in Noted A should be completed prior to the signing of the contract; 

 
(vii) St. Stephen’s House 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with the Society of St. Stephen’s House, and to approve proposed 
programmes within the Common Awards Scheme;           

Document QSSC/13/119 – CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that all conditions in respect of partnership approval identified by the review 

team had been met with the exception of condition 5, which related to 
submission of details of the support that would be available to students at 
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the TEI via the University of Oxford. The response to this condition would 
be submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel for consideration. This was 
not thought to be a fundamental issue which would affect partnership 
approval, and so could be done prior to the signing of the contract rather 
than prior to consideration at Education Committee;  
 

B. that all conditions in respect of programme approval identified by the review 
team had been met to the satisfaction of the Stage 2 Panel with the 
exception of conditions 1 and 2, both of which related to amendments to 
programme documentation. The response to these conditions could be 
submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel for sign-off;  

 
Agreed: 
 
A. to approve the following programmes to commence in September 2014, 

subject to approval of the partnership and completion of conditions 1 and 2: 
 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 

B. that the TEI should be asked to respond to the outstanding condition in 
relation to partnership approval (condition 5). This response should be 
submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, who should consider if the 
condition had been satisfactorily met and if the response posed any 
concerns in relation to partnership approval. These decisions should be 
communicated to the Secretary of QSSC;  

Action: ERLM 
 

C. that the TEI should be asked to respond to the two outstanding conditions in 
respect of programme approval (conditions 1 and 2). This response should 
be submitted to the Chair of the Stage 2 Panel, who should decide if the 
conditions had been satisfactorily met. These decisions should be 
communicated to the Secretary of QSSC; 

Action: ERLM 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with the Society of St. Stephen’s House, noting that signing 
of the contract would be subject to satisfactory completion of condition 5 
(as indicated in Agreed B).  

 
(viii) Wycliffe Hall 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Wycliffe Hall, and to approve proposed programmes within the 
Common Awards scheme;  

Document QSSC/13/120 – CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that no conditions had been identified in respect of partnership approval; 

 
B. that response to the four conditions identified in respect of programme 

approval had now been completed to the satisfaction of the Chair of the 
Stage 2 Panel;  
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Agreed: to approve the following programmes to commence in September 
2014, subject to approval of the partnership: 

 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission (mixed mode) 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Wycliffe Hall; 
 

(ix) Lincoln School of Theology 
 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed 
partnership with Lincoln School of Theology, and to approve proposed 
programmes within the Common Awards scheme;  

Document QSSC/13/121 – CLOSED 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that all conditions identified by the review team had been met;  

 
B. that, as the Lincoln School of Theology was a constituent part of the 

Diocese of Lincoln and not a separate legal entity, the contract would be 
with the Lincoln Diocesan Trust and Board of Finance;  

 
Agreed: to approve the following programmes to commence in September 
2014, subject to approval of the partnership: 

 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Theology, Ministry and 

Mission (180 credits) 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed 
partnership with Lincoln Diocesan Trust and Board of Finance [Lincoln 
School of Theology];  

 
(d) Generic Issues arising from the Stage 2 Approval Process 

 
Considered: a report from the Stage 2 programme and partnership approval panel, 
incorporating an outline of generic issues arising from the Stage 2 process; 

Document QSSC/13/122 
 

Reported:  
 
(i) the completion of the outstanding condition relating to legal arrangements for 

the partnership with Trinity College Bristol and Bristol Baptist College;  
 

(ii) that the Stage 2 Panel had agreed that cohort-level APL requests would not be 
required for Cranmer Hall and Lindisfarne RTP, as the requests related to 
students already enrolled on Durham University programmes and would be 
progressed as programme transfers. Whilst a mapping document would still be 
required to show how the students would achieve the learning outcomes, the 
normal credit limits on APL would not apply;  
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(iii) that a number of minor amendments to programme specifications and generic 

module outlines had been made with input from the Professor of Theology and 
Ministry. The Stage 2 Panel had also approved some new module outlines and 
(with amendments) assessment criteria and guidelines and marking 
coversheets.  

 
Part B: Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
84. Programme Design, Development and Approval 

 
Considered: a mapping of University policy and practice against Chapter B1 of the UK 
Quality Code: Programme Design, Development and Approval; 

Document QSSC/13/123 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper assessed alignment of policy and practice against the Indicators and 

overarching Expectation in Chapter B1 of the UK Quality Code, which covered 
programme design, development and approval; 
 

(b) that the QAA had indicated that much of the guidance set out in the Chapter in 
relation to programmes could also be applied to modules in their own right. In 
addition to the evidence in Annex 1, it was thus worth noting that the University’s 
processes for module approval were in many ways analogous to those for 
programme approval. For instance, new modules and significant changes to 
existing modules needed to be submitted for approval to the Chair of the relevant 
FEC, whilst new module proposals also required the input of an external examiner 
or other external subject specialist;  

 
(c) that major changes to existing programmes could be subject to the programme 

approval process (at the judgment of the Chair of the FEC, with input from ASO), 
which further illustrated alignment to the expectations set out in the Chapter;  

 
(d) that, to further support alignment to Indicator 2 (on criteria for programme 

approval), it was suggested that a detailed agenda template be developed for 
secretaries to programme approval panels. This would help ensure that the 
consideration of the criteria for programme approval by such panels was more 
explicitly recorded in panel minutes;  

 
(e) that the guidance to Indicator 3 made reference to the importance of providing a 

‘realistic timescale’ for overall approval of programmes. To that end, it was 
proposed to amend the relevant section of the Learning and Teaching Handbook to 
include a more comprehensive timeline for approval; 

 
(f) that Indicator 4 stated that HEIs should evaluate their processes for programme 

design, development and approval. This occurred through consideration of 
proposed programmes at QSSC and via reviews, the most recent of which had 
occurred in 2011/12 and had created the initial proposal stage in the programme 
approval process. The initial proposal briefly set out reasons why the University 
should consider developing the new programme, and was designed to allow 
evaluation of this rationale and thus help ensure that effort was not expended on 
developing programmes that were likely not to meet strategic objectives or be 
viable in market terms. The initial proposal was also intended to allow professional 
services to be involved at an early stage. The paper suggested that a further review 
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of the programme approval process be undertaken, focusing particularly on the 
effectiveness of the initial proposal stage;  

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

the Indicators in Chapter B1 of the UK Quality Code;  
 

(b) that a detailed agenda template for programme approval panel secretaries should 
be developed;                                                                                           Action: AR 

 
(c) that a more comprehensive timeline for the programme approval process should be 

developed for publication in the Learning and Teaching Handbook 
Action: AR 

 
(d) that a review of the effectiveness of the initial proposal stage of programme 

approval should be undertaken.                                                               Action: AR 
 
85. Assessment of Students and Recognition of Prior Learning 

 
Considered: a mapping of University policy and practice against Chapter B6 of the UK 
Quality Code: Assessment of Students and the Recognition of Prior Learning; 

Document QSSC/13/124 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper assessed alignment of University policy and practice against 

Chapter B6 of the UK Quality Code. The Chapter was lengthy and complex (with 
18 Indicators), covering both assessment and recognition of prior learning;  

 
(b) that the Chapter acted to change the definition of accreditation of prior learning 

(APL), now renamed ‘recognition of prior learning’ (RPL). RPL as defined in the 
Chapter covered both recognition and assessment of prior experiential learning and 
prior certificated learning, the latter being defined as learning at higher education 
level which had not led to the award of credits or qualifications on the relevant 
higher education qualifications framework. Where credits or qualifications had been 
awarded by a UK degree-awarding body within that framework, the Chapter treated 
this as outside the scope of RPL and as a matter to be addressed via credit 
transfer. The paper proposed that the terminology used in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook be amended to reflect that of the Chapter. It was not thought 
that processes in respect of credit transfer would need to fundamentally change, as 
the University would still wish to set limits on the amount of credit which could be 
transferred and to map prior credits to the programme learning outcomes; 
 

(c) that the University only used RPL (as defined in the Chapter) on an infrequent 
basis. However, RPL was used on a wider scale by TEIs within the Common 
Awards scheme, and the paper suggested that the University work with TEIs on 
RPL processes and learn from their experience. This action was already in 
progress. The paper also usefully suggested that, as the University continued its 
work with TEIs, consideration should be given to requesting TEIs to collect 
feedback from students who had been through RPL processes;  

 
(d) that the evidence presented in respect of Indicator 2 in Annex 1 suggested that the 

University adopted a percentage marking scale for all summative assessment 
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tasks. However, there were some limited exceptions to this in which assessment 
was done on a pass / fail basis, such as some assessments in Pharmacy;  

 
(e) that Indicator 8 concerned the volume, timing and nature of assessment outcomes. 

These issues were captured within relevant approval processes. Guidance in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook prompted departments to consider issues of 
assessment type and volume. Whilst some departments had specific policies on 
volume and type of assessment, the University did not prescribe or set exemplars 
in this area. QSSC was content with this position and the current guidance, 
recognising that consideration of the volume and type of assessment would need to 
reflect the relevant learning outcomes and be subject-specific in many instances. 
The fact that curriculum development involved the Chair of the relevant FEC helped 
to encourage comparison across departments and programmes; 

 
(f) that Indicator 10 related to inclusive design of, and reasonable adjustments to, 

assessment tasks. As indicated in the paper, QSSC had already agreed to amend 
the programme approval process so that this involved more explicit consideration 
of the likely effectiveness of the new programme in providing equal opportunities 
for all students to achieve the intended learning outcomes, in line with the 
outcomes of the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group. It was intended 
that the guidance to be developed in this area would also apply to module design;  

 
(g) that, in addition to the evidence in Annex 1, the reasonable adjustments process 

outlined in the mapping against Indicator 10 applied to existing students as well as 
applicants, as students could declare a disability at any time during their studies;  

 
(h) that, in relation to Indicator 15, there was scope to more clearly articulate the 

parameters in which chair’s action could be taken on behalf of boards of 
examiners. Annex 2 of the paper set out proposed guidelines in this area. These 
guidelines were supported, subject to the following minor amendments:  

 
(i) deletion of the phrase ‘on the recommendation of the Academic Registrar or 

his/her nominee’ 
(ii) deletion of the sentence beginning ‘queries on the process’; 
(iii) clarification with Student Registry that the process for taking chair’s action to 

make an exit award was dovetailed with existing processes in this area;  
(iv) amendment, if appropriate, of the section referencing the need to seek the 

views of the external examiner in the case of making certain awards to reflect 
current practice; 

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

the Indicators in Chapter B6 of the UK Quality Code;  
 

(b) that the terminology on APL in the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be 
amended to reflect the new definitions in the Chapter of RPL and credit transfer;                                                                                                      

Action: AR 
 

(c) that the suggestion that consideration be given to prompting TEIs to collect 
feedback from students involved in RPL processes should be communicated to the 
Common Awards team;                                                                         Action: DCG 
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(d) that the guidance on Chair’s action on behalf of boards of examiners proposed in 
Annex 2 of the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (h), and was 
otherwise supported;                                                                             Action: AR 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (d), Education 
Committee approve the proposed guidance on chair’s action with respect to 
boards of examiners.  

 
86. Programme Monitoring and Review 

 
Considered: a mapping of University policy and practice against Chapter B8 of the UK 
Quality Code: Programme Monitoring and Review;   

Document QSSC/13/125 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper assessed alignment of University policy and practice to Chapter B8 

of the UK Quality Code, which covered programme monitoring and review, and 
thus applied to the University’s annual and periodic review processes;  
 

(b) that a number of Indicators referenced inclusivity and equality, encouraging 
monitoring and review processes to take into account the diversity of the student 
body. The University did this in a variety of ways, for instance via the 
disaggregation of data on classification and progression. The University also 
recommended that the student groups involved in programme monitoring and 
review should be representative. Indicator 7 suggested that students with a 
diversity of protected characteristics should be involved in programme monitoring 
and review processes. Given the need to collect background information and the 
small number of students involved, it was difficult to see how this could be 
implemented in a way which maintained the principle of anonymity in the process 
and provided meaningful data;  

 
(c) that Annex 2 of the paper set out proposed minor changes to Learning and 

Teaching Handbook guidance to clarify procedures for revalidation of programmes 
following Departmental Review, and to further encourage review teams to explore 
the relationship between module and programme learning outcomes;  

 
(d) that the guidance to Indicator 7 suggested that themes arising from complaints and 

appeals should be fed into the annual review process. Annex 2 suggested revisions 
to guidance for annual review which acted to prompt departments to reflect on 
issues arising from complaints and appeals. The committee was supportive of this 
proposed change, subject to consolidation of points a-c and to amendment to point 
d so that this more clearly asked departments to reflect on whether issues 
emerging from complaints and appeals might be addressed via improvements to 
guidance. As Annex 2 was an amendment to guidance in relation to annual reviews 
of research degree provision, this should be replicated for taught provision;  

 
(e) that paragraphs 9, 10 and 12 of the paper suggested possible enhancements to the 

process of Departmental Review;  
 

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

Indicators of Chapter B8 of the UK Quality Code;  
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(b) that the amendments to guidance on Departmental Review in Annex 2 of the paper 
be approved and should be published;  

 
(c) that the amendments to guidance with respect to annual review in Annex 2 of the 

paper be approved and should be published, subject to the revision in Noted (d);  
 

(d) to remit the issues in paragraphs 9, 10 and 12 of the paper to the Head of ASO to 
consider as part of the planned review of the Departmental Review process.  

 
87. Core Regulations for PhDs with Integrated Studies 

 
Considered: proposed changes to the Core Regulations for PhDs with Integrated 
Studies;                                                                                     Document QSSC/13/126 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposals originated from the Department of Theology and Religion, which 

was the only department with current experience of operating a PhD with 
Integrated Studies. The main proposal was to introduce a non-credit bearing 
doctoral research proposal as a means of assessing whether the student could 
transfer from the master’s phase to the research phase of the programme. If staff 
assessing the proposal agreed that it did not meet the required standard, the 
student might be permitted a further attempt: in the event that this also did not meet 
the required standard, the student would be transferred to the appropriate master’s 
level programme. As this would be enshrined within the Core Regulations, there 
were no concerns that the proposal could act to deny admission to the research 
phase of the programme on the basis of a non-credit bearing assessment. The 
length of the doctoral proposal and the deadline by which this needed to be 
submitted would be specified in programme regulations, and might differ by 
department;  
 

(b) that the introduction of the doctoral research proposal would establish a 
mechanism to ensure that students had a viable research project, and would 
facilitate applications for funding for the research phase of study;  
 

(c) that the other proposed changes acted to bring the Core Regulations for PhDs with 
Integrated Studies more in line with the Core Regulations for Research Degrees, 
particularly in respect to periods of supervised study and continuation;  

 
(d) that FECs (Postgraduate) had not raised any concerns regarding the proposals; 
 
Agreed: to support the proposed changes;  
 
Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate approval of the 
proposed revisions to the Core Regulations for PhDs with Integrated Studies, 
with effect from the 2014/15 academic year. 
 

88. Student Engagement 
 

(a) Monitoring and Review 
 
Considered: proposed revisions to University policy to improve monitoring and 
review of student engagement;     Document QSSC/13/127 

 
Noted:  
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(i) that at its October 2013 meeting QSSC had identified a gap in alignment to 

Indicator 7 of the UK Quality Code (Student Engagement), which set out an 
expectation that the University should monitor and review student engagement 
on an annual basis. The proposals in Document 127 were designed to address 
this gap, whilst also acting to support the proposed new Principles of Student 
Engagement outlined in Document 128. The paper was also subject to 
consultation at FECs;  
 

(ii) that the proposals recommended that departments be asked to reflect on the 
effectiveness of their student engagement practices at annual review, leading 
to completion of a brief section of the annual review report form. This would be 
conducted with reference to the Principles of Student Engagement, involve a 
review of the department’s published policy on student engagement, and be 
informed by a (newly instituted) brief report from the department’s SSCC(s) on 
its effectiveness. Departmental reflection on student engagement would then 
feed into faculty and University overviews of annual reviews, which would be 
considered by Education Committee (via QSSC) alongside a separate report 
from the Students’ Union on student engagement matters; 

 
(iii) that the Academic Affairs Officer of the Students’ Union was happy that the 

proposed mechanisms would pick up any issues or concerns with student 
engagement practices in departments, particularly when combined with 
enhanced support from the Union to departmental student representatives;  

 
(iv) that the key issue to assess in relation to reflection on the effectiveness of 

student engagement was not whether changes suggested by students had 
been implemented (as there might be good reason for not doing so, or it might 
not be practical to do this within a timescale expected by students); or indeed 
whether changes had led to increased student satisfaction (as this might not 
necessarily be the case; pedagogical improvements did not always correlate 
with student satisfaction; and changes might lead to improvements only in the 
medium to long-term). Rather, effectiveness of student engagement could best 
be evaluated with reference to whether the student voice had been listened to 
and responded to, even if such a response was that the department had 
considered changes suggested by students and had decided not to implement 
them for a given reason. The proposed Principles for Student Engagement in 
Document 128 had been carefully worded in this light;  

 
(v) that Indicator 7 of Chapter B5 of the UK Quality Code suggested that key 

performance indicators should be used in monitoring and review of student 
engagement. The mapping presented to QSSC in October 2013 indicated 
some ways in which the University met this expectation,for instance by setting 
target response rates for module evaluation questionnaires. The University also 
monitored the involvement of students in the annual review process. Under the 
proposals in Document 127, the Principles of Student Engagement also acted 
as a reference point to assist the University in monitoring and review of student 
engagement, and thus as a quasi-KPI;     

 
Agreed: to support the proposals, and that, if these were implemented, the 
committee was satisfied that the University policy and practice would be aligned to 
Indicator 7 of Chapter B5 of the UK Quality Code; 

 
(b) Revisions to Principles 
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Considered: a consultation paper from the Students’ Union on changes to the 
Principles of Student Engagement;                                    Document QSSC/13/128 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the proposed revisions to the Principles of Student Engagement had partly 

been informed by the mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B5 of the 
UK Quality Code (Student Engagement), and QSSC’s identification of the need 
to more systematically monitor and review student engagement. This was 
included as an explicit principle in the proposals; 
 

(ii) that the proposals acted to broaden out the Principles to more clearly 
encompass colleges and support services as well as departments; to set out 
the role of the Students’ Union in supporting student engagement; to more 
clearly define the purpose of student engagement; and to place more emphasis 
on the need for student engagement practices to be inclusive;  

 
(iii) that the committee supported the proposals. The University could and should 

promote student engagement. This was greatly assisted by, but should not be 
seen as contingent or reliant on, the partnership with the Students’ Union. 
Underlying policy in respect of student engagement which sat alongside the 
existing Principles was still in place;    

 
(iv) that the Students’ Union intended to work with departments and relevant 

support services to agree the processes for selection, training, development 
and support of SSCC representatives in the 2014/15 academic year. A paper 
on this issue would be submitted to the June 2014 Education Committee; 

 
(v) that, in respect of Principle 15, the proposals on monitoring and review of 

student engagement in Document 127 were relevant to departments only. The 
Students’ Union was working with relevant colleagues to explore how this 
principle might be applied to colleges and support services;   

 
Agreed: that the committee’s feedback should be submitted to the Students’ Union.  

Action: DCG 
 
89. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panel held in March 2014; 

Document QSSC/13/129 
 
Reported: the Panel’s consideration of taught programmes in Theology and 
Ministry and confirmation that this partnership remained appropriate in the context 
of the University’s strategy for collaborative partnerships; and that there were no 
items arising for QSSC’s consideration;  

 
(b) Social Sciences and Health 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panels held March 2014;   

Document QSSC/13/130 
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Reported: that, in respect of the Business School’s partnership with Fudan 
University for the DBA (Fudan), the Dean of the Business School would meet with 
relevant bodies to consider whether approval from the Chinese Ministry of 
Education would be reapplied for, or whether the programme should move to the 
teach out phase;   
 
Noted: that the Panel had indicated a need to collate information on the external 
examiners responsible for collaborative programmes. This was already an 
outstanding action in the action log.  
 

Part C: Routine Business 
 
90. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 26 March 2014; 
Document QSSC/13/131 

 
Received:   
 
(a) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 26 March 2014; 

Document QSSC/13/132 
 

(b) 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.        Document QSSC/13/133 

 
Agreed: that minute extracts arising from FEC discussions of the analysis of 
undergraduate classification data referred to in Minute 59(b)(iii) of Education 
Committee should be presented to the next meeting.  

Action: DCG 
 

91. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:   the QSSC action log;             Document QSSC/13/134a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.    Document QSSC/13/134b 

 
92. Chair’s Business 

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

 
93. Programme Approval: MA TESOL & MA Applied Linguistics for TESOL 

 
Considered: whether to approve proposed MA TESOL & MA Applied Linguistics for 
TESOL programmes in the English Language Centre;  

Document QSSC/13/135 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the English Language Centre had existing MA TESOL and MA Applied 

Linguistics for TESOL programmes, and that the proposed programmes would act 
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to replace these existing programmes. An approval panel had been deemed 
necessary because of the significant nature of the changes to the programmes; 
 

(b) that the text under SSK7 in the programme specification should be revised to read 
‘three or four’ rather than ‘three of four’; 

 
(c) that the supporting documentation referred to streams within the programmes. The 

English Language Centre should be consulted as to whether it was their intention 
to have different streams reflected in programme titles, and the programme 
regulations updated to reflect this as necessary;   

Action: PA 
 

Agreed: to approve the proposed MA TESOL and MA Applied Linguistics for TESOL 
programmes, subject to the minor revision in Noted (b) and any revisions to 
programme regulations arising from the action in Noted (c). This should be 
communicated to the English Language Centre and to Education Committee; 

Action: PA / DCG 
 

94. Programme Approval: PhD with Integrated Studies  
 
Considered: whether to approve a proposed PhD with Integrated Studies programme 
in Durham University Business School; 

Document QSSC/13/136 
 

Noted: that the Programme Approval Panel had operated with reference to the 
proposed changes to Core Regulations for PhDs with Integrated Studies referred to in 
Minute 87, and thus the programme regulations incorporated the doctoral proposal 
which was central to those proposals. Assuming the proposed changes to the Core 
Regulations were approved by Senate, the programme regulations would, however, 
need to be updated to specify a length for that proposal and a deadline for submission; 
 
Agreed: to approve the proposed PhD with Integrated Studies (with named routes in 
Marketing, Management, Islamic Finance, Accounting, Economics and Finance) in 
Durham University Business School, subject to the minor amendments to programme 
regulations referred to in Noted. This approval should be reported to the Business 
School and to Education Committee.       

Action: EC / DCG 
 
95. Partnership Approval: Qatar University 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed partnership 
between the School of Government and International Affairs (SGIA) and Qatar 
University for the delivery of a dual-award PhD;              Document QSSC/13/137 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the documentation relating to the partnership had been revised in line with the 

comments of the Partnership Approval Panel and signed-off by Dr Wright as Chair 
of that Panel. The partnership appeared appropriate; 
 

(b) that the partnership would require SGIA to supervise a cohort of students at a 
distance. The Panel had suggested that SGIA consider how it intended to provide 
support and training to the academic staff involved in delivering such supervision; 
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(c) that the Memorandum of Agreement referred to out of date equalities legislation, 
and needed to be updated to refer to the Equality Act 2010; 

 
(d) that Qatar University was keen that the partnership be approved as soon as 

possible for marketing purposes, and thus it was suggested that it be submitted to 
Education Committee for consideration by Chair’s action;     

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Memorandum of Agreement should be updated as indicated in Noted (c) 

prior to being signed;  
Action: EC 

 
(b) that SGIA be advised of the need to provide detail on how staff with responsibility 

for supervision with respect to the partnership would be supported, and that this 
would be monitored at the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel; 

Action: EC 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee (via Chair’s action) approve the 
proposed partnership between the School of Government and International 
Affairs and Qatar University for the delivery of a dual-award PhD.  

 
96. Approval of Placement Providers 

 
Considered: whether to renew student exchange agreements with the University of 
British Columbia, Canada; Boston College, USA; and the National University of 
Singapore;       Document QSSC/13/138 
 
Noted:  
 

(a) that it was proposed to renew student exchange agreements with the three 
universities listed above. All were well-regarded nationally and internationally, and 
the current exchange opportunities were currently highly popular with students; 
 

(b) that it was proposed to renew the agreements with the University of British Colombia 
and the National University of Singapore for five years, and with Boston College 
indefinitely with a discontinuation clause should circumstances change. QSSC did 
not have any concerns about the latter proposal, provided that the agreement with 
Boston College was subject to internal review at the five year point to examine if the 
University wished to invoke the discontinuation clause;   

 
Agreed: that the student exchange agreements with the University of British Colombia, 
Boston College and the National University of Singapore be renewed for the time 
periods indicated in Noted (b), noting the need to review the agreement with Boston 
College in due course; and that this should be reported to the International Office.  

Action: DCG 
 

Part D:  Items for Information 
 
97. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/13/139 
 
98. Dates of Future Meetings 
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Reported:  that a further meeting of QSSC will be held on the following date:  

 

 
 

Date me Room 
Wednesday 4 June 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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