
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

4 June 2014 
 
Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Dr G. Campling, Professor G. Love, Dr A. Millard, Mr A. 
Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Mrs E. Dodds (Minutes 100 and 101), Dr D. Gent (Secretary), 
and Dr R. Matthew (Minute 99). Dr Millard acted as Chair for the items listed under minutes 
109 to 111, Professor Clark having declared a conflict of interest.  
 
Apologies: Mr D. Morris.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
99. Annual Report from the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development 

 
Considered: a report on the activities of the Centre for Academic and Researcher 
Development in 2013/14 and plan for 2014/15;                      Document QSSC/13/140 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that paragraph 4 of the report should read that CARD had organised over 400 

training events in 2013/14;  
 

(b) that the HEA had accredited the University’s CPD provision, and that under this 
scheme over 150 staff (including research students) had gained HEA fellowships;  

 
(c) that in 2014/15 CARD would create a programme of events to support ‘impact’ 

enhancement in relation to research;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC congratulated CARD on its achievements during 2013/14;  

 
(b) that CARD was keen to develop the training programme for staff in key learning 

and teaching management positions (such as programme directors and Directors 
of Undergraduate and Postgraduate Studies) previously encouraged by QSSC. 
These members of staff played a key role in managing educational delivery and 
thus the realisation of the Education Strategy, including consideration of key 
strategic and quality assurance issues; the link between resources and education; 
and the (formal and informal) management of staff. Training in this area was vital, 
and would support staff in carrying out their functions (in what was a multi-million 
pound business) and handover and continuity between different members of staff;  

 
(c) that to support this initiative a list of key functions for the management of learning 

and teaching had been submitted for consultation at FECs in Michaelmas Term 
2013. Feedback had been limited, but had largely focused on the fact that 
descriptions and terminology in relation to roles across departments was 
inconsistent, and that in some departments the functions listed were accordingly 
performed by more than one member of staff. This was not a barrier to the use of 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 1 of 10 
 4 June 2014 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/FEC/AH/ECAHSCUG1308.pdf


the paper as a framework for the provision of training. Departments could be 
encouraged to send more than one member of staff on the training, which could be 
delivered in units and focused around functions rather than roles;  

 
(d) that the Director of CARD intended to develop the training on key learning and 

teaching management functions around a workshop model, building and drawing 
on existing provision for heads of departments;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed training programme for staff in key learning and teaching 
management functions should be further developed and subject to consultation with 
Deputy Heads of Faculty. The Director of CARD should thereafter liaise with ASO to 
consider if and how the proposals might be subject to any further consultation.   

Action: BM 
 
100. Matriculation Requirements 

 
Considered: the annual report on matriculation requirements, including English 
language requirements;                                                        Document QSSC/13/141 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Document 141 contained proposed revisions to University guidance on English 

Language requirements. Other than to reflect terminological changes, these were 
entirely to reflect a change in Home Office policy, which now did not recognise the 
TOEFL iBT qualification as a secure English Language test for the purposes of a 
tier 4 visa. There is no evidence to suggest that the TOEFL iBT was not a valid test 
of English Language ability for students entering the University, and thus the 
proposed changes to guidance reflected the situation on visas only. Given that this 
was Home Office policy the University had already had to implement the proposed 
changes, and it was important that guidance reflect this as soon as possible. The 
revisions should thus be published without seeking further approval;  
 

(b) that QSSC had previously received data suggesting that international students 
performed less well in their studies than home students (Minute 105(c)(i) below 
refers). In considering this data, the importance of ensuring that English language 
requirements (both in terms of overall score and components) were sufficiently 
robust to support study at the University had been highlighted. The representative 
from Science had explored this issue further within the Faculty, and the broad 
consensus was that there was no desire to raise requirements, but that the 
University should focus on increased support for international students;  

 
(c) that QSSC echoed the need to support international students for whom English 

was not a first language. This could be done through supporting social and cultural 
transition and integration (in colleges as well as departments) and through support 
on academic writing and study skills. These issues were being taken forward by 
Education Committee in plans for the 2015-2020 Education Strategy and via the 
academic skills programme which would be introduced in October 2014. Education 
Committee and UEC also planned to review pre-sessional provision in 2014/15;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the revisions to University guidance on English language requirements in 

Document 141 be approved and should be published; and that Education 
Committee and Senate should be informed of this decision;  

Action: DCG 
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[Secretary’s Note: this decision was communicated to Education Committee and 
Senate via the committee’s annual report and the report of this meeting to 
Education Committee] 

 
(b) that the Chair should discuss with the International Office and the coordinator of the 

academic skills programme how support might be provided to international 
students, as part of broader discussions on this issue;     

Action: TC    
 

(c) that, to inform the planned review of pre-sessional provision, an analysis should be 
carried out on the impact of variations in English language scores and of pre-
sessional provision on future attainment.                                                                                                  

Action: TP 
 
101. Qualification Equivalencies 

 
Considered: the annual report on qualification equivalencies;  

Document QSSC/13/142 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that UCAS planned to announce a revised version of the UCAS Tariff in July 2014. 

This would likely suggest different weightings in equivalency to A-Levels for some 
qualifications. Whilst the changes would not come into effect until the 2017 entry 
cycle, expectations would be raised among applicants and schools that the 
University should take notice of the revised tariff scores, even though it did not this 
in its offer making. It was accordingly proposed that qualification equivalencies be 
reviewed over the summer 2014 in light of the forthcoming changes, and that the 
Chair take chair’s action to approve any revisions to equivalencies;   
 

(b) that QSSC had previously approved acceptance of the Edexcel International A-
Level as equivalent to GCE A-Level. This had now been implemented, but did not 
need to appear as a qualification equivalency in Document 142 as it was not a 
separate qualification. The action on this issue could be removed from QSSC’s 
action log;    

 
Agreed: that a review of qualification equivalencies should be conducted over the 
summer 2014 in light of changes to the UCAS tariff, and any resulting proposals to 
amend equivalencies be presented to the Chair (via ASO) for approval under chair’s 
action.                                                                                                             Action: RE 

 
102. Research Student Progression, Submission and Completion  

 
Considered: the annual report on research student progression, submission and 
completion;                                                                               Document QSSC/13/143 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that, whilst labelled on the agenda as a report on research student submission and 

completion, for this year the report had removed information on internal completion 
rates, focusing instead on submission rates and HEFCE rates of qualification, the 
key measures of performance in relation to the delivery of postgraduate training;  
 

(b) that the data used for the report did not distinguish between Research Council and 
self-funded students. The report outlined action being taken to ascertain the most 
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appropriate mechanisms to monitor submission rates at DTCs / DTPs and provide 
accurate and timely information for inclusion in next year’s annual report. It would 
be appropriate for submission rates at DTCs / DTPs to be monitored via RTSG; 

 
(c) that compared to previous years the presentation of data had been revised to 

ensure that students with mixed plans of study and non-standard start dates were 
identified clearly and separately from standard non-submitters. The report thus 
included both actual submission rates and potential submission rates. The actual 
submission rate referred to the number of students within a cohort (2009/10 full-
time) and (2006/7 part-time) who had submitted within 12 months of the end of 
supervised study (i.e. within a 12 month period of continuation). The potential 
submission rate included those students who had already submitted but also those   
who still had the potential to submit with 12 months of the end of supervised study.  
This allowed students with non-standard (October) start dates and those with 
extended plans of study to be more accurately included in the statistics;  

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the committee thanked Mrs Graham for the considerable amount of work that 

had gone into preparing the report;  
 

(b) that the University aimed to support timely submission of research degree theses 
and create a norm in which submission occurred within 12 months of the end of 
supervised study, but without placing students under undue pressure to submit 
before they were ready;  
 

(c) that Research Councils monitored submission rates (for both funded and all 
students), and performance in this area affected the University’s ability to attract 
funding. Submission rates had improved relative to last year, but there was 
variation between departments, with improvement required in some subject areas;   

 
(d) that there would be value in looking in future years not only at the number of 

students who submitted within 12 months of the end of supervised study, but also 
those who submitted within 24 months. There was also value in looking at time-
series data to identify any departments in which submission was consistently low;   

 
(e) that as the data pertained to full-time students starting in 2009/10, those students 

would not have had benefit from the new progress review system. It was 
anticipated that submission would increase as this system had fuller impact. The 
general feeling was that, whilst there were still some IT issues, the progress review 
system was operating better than it had done the previous year;   

 
(f) that there might be legitimate reasons for variations in progression and submission 

between departments (for instance, higher numbers of self-funded students who 
typically combined study with part-time work). Banner provided some indication of 
reasons for withdrawal and late submission;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that future versions of the report should include the additional data referred to in 

Noted (d) and if possible an analysis of reasons for late or non-submission; 
Action: AR 

 
(b) that ASO should work with Deputy Heads of Faculty (Postgraduate) to identify any 

departments with consistently low submission rates, and that those departments 
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should be required to provide assurance to the faculty on plans (for instance, the 
operation of the progress review system) to improve their performance via the 
forthcoming cycle for annual reviews of research degree provision.  

Action: AR 
 
103. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels 

 
Considered:  

 
(a) a report on action taken to address the issues raised at the Faculty of Arts and 

Humanities Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel in the 2013/14 academic year;  
Document QSSC/13/144 

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

Social Sciences and Health Collaborative Provision Panel in the 2013/14 academic 
year;                                         Document QSSC/13/145 

 
Reported: that no meetings of the Science Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel had 
been held for 2013/14 at the time of the meeting. A report of the Easter Term 2014 
meeting of the Panel would be presented to QSSC in Michaelmas Term 2014;   

 
Noted: that the majority of outstanding actions from the Social Sciences and Health 
Collaborative Provision Panel were minor and would be addressed over summer 2014 
via chair’s action. All relevant actions had been completed at the Arts and Humanities 
Collaborative Provision Panel.  

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
104. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 7 May 2014; 
Document QSSC/13/146 

 
Received:  
 
(a) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 7 May 2014; 

Document QSSC/13/147 
 

(b) a minute extract from the meeting of Education Committee held 30 April 2014, 
detailing consideration of the report from the 26 March 2014 meeting of QSSC: 

Document QSSC/13/148 
 

Reported: that a minute extract from the 28 May 2014 Education Committee, detailing 
consideration of the report from the 7 May 2014 meeting of QSSC, would be presented 
to the first meeting of QSSC in Michaelmas Term 2014.    
 

105. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;             Document QSSC/13/149a 

 
(b) Matters of Report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.    Document QSSC/13/149b 
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(c) Matters for Consideration 

 
(i) Minute 60 Further Analysis of Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s 

Classification Data 
 
Received: extracts from FECs (Undergraduate) detailing consideration of the 
analysis of undergraduate and integrated master’s classification data;  

    Document QSSC/13/149c 
 

Noted: 
 
A. that one member of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had expressed a 

concern about the use of averages rather than weighted averages in the 
analysis, but this concern was not obvious to the committee and not 
explained in the FEC’s minutes;  

 
B. that the FECs’ discussions had largely focused on the disparity in 

attainment between home and international students. The issues raised by 
FECs were largely reported in QSSC’s discussion of English language 
requirements in Minute 100 above and reinforced the importance of 
providing support to international students for whom English was not a first 
language. The Social Sciences and Health FEC had usefully highlighted 
differences in prior experience of academic culture and understanding of 
the academic voice between Home and some international students;  

 
C. that the University had raised admissions requirements for international 

students in the past few years, and the impact of this was not capable of 
being analysed in the dataset considered by QSSC;  

 
D. that the committee did not have a concern that international qualifications 

were not equivalent to Home qualifications;  
 
Agreed: that the member of the Science FEC who had raised the concern in 
Noted A should be asked for a further explanation of their views;  

Action: GL 
 

(ii) Minute 72(b) Boards of Examiners: SAC Gradings 
 
Considered: proposed amendments to University guidance with respect to the 
treatment of SAC gradings at faculty boards of examiners; 

Document QSSC/13/149d 
 

Noted: 
 
A. that the proposals aimed to be less prescriptive about the circumstances 

under which faculty boards of examiners should investigate differences in 
SAC gradings given by different departments, to focus this on cases where 
differences were significant. This would improve efficiency. The relevant 
sentence on seeking departmental responses in the proposed guidance 
should be amended to read that these would be sought ‘if deemed 
necessary by the Chair of the faculty-level board’; 

 
B. that the proposals also emphasised the importance of departmental 

representatives at faculty boards being fully briefed on SAC matters and 
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able to represent their department’s views. The proposed guidance on this 
should be amended to place the responsibility on the Chair of the subject 
board of examiners to ensure that the subject member was fully briefed;  

 
Agreed: that, subject to the minor amendments in Noted A and B, the proposed 
guidance be approved and should be published in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook and disseminated via secretaries to faculty boards of examiners. 

Action: DCG / AR 
 
106. Chair’s Business 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that QSSC had now reviewed the alignment of policy and practice against all 

chapters of the UK Quality Code. A report on the outcome of this process would be 
submitted to the June 2014 meeting of Education Committee;  
 

(b) that, whilst the QAA had now published all chapters of the UK Quality Code, it was 
continuing to review and revise associated documentation. Specifically, the QAA 
had begun to consult on revisions to the Subject Benchmark Statements (looking at 
an initial five in 2013-14), and had launched a separate consultation on the 
Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ). In addition, the QAA had 
produced a schedule for the ongoing review of all sections of the UK Quality Code, 
with Part C: Information about HE Provision scheduled for review during 2014-
2015. Benchmark Statements would be circulated to departments for consideration 
as part of the consultation process, and to review provision against revised 
statements once published. ASO would continue to ensure that all Quality Code 
consultations and necessary mappings are taken forward as appropriate.  

 
107. Joint Management Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the May 2014 meeting of the Joint Management 
Committee of the Theological Colleges;  

Document QSSC/13/150 
 

Reported: the discussion of plans to transfer undergraduate provision delivered at the 
colleges to the Common Awards scheme; the intention to revise the Management 
Committee as a result of this development; and that there were no items arising for 
consideration by QSSC.  

 
108. Accreditation Report: Royal Society of Chemistry 

 
Considered: an accreditation report from the Royal Society of Chemistry; 

Document QSSC/13/151 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) the committee’s congratulations to the Department of Chemistry on achieving re-

accreditation from the Royal Society of Chemistry;  
 

(b) that there were no particular issues of University policy and practice arising from 
the report, and that the committee did not require the PRAP to follow-up on any 
issues or recommendations beyond those listed in the report;  
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Agreed: that the report be submitted to the Faculty of Science PRAP to instigate the 
follow-up process.  

 
109. Accreditation Report: ICAEW 

 
Considered: a report from the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and 
Wales in respect of ACA accreditation in Durham University Business School;  

Document QSSC/13/152 
 

Reported: that the ICAEW had given Durham University Business School accreditation 
in respect of ACA credits, which were awarded for certain modules if students 
achieved specific marks;  
 
Noted: that there were no recommendations or suggestions in the report, which 
accordingly did not require follow-up by the Business School or Faculty PRAP; and 
that the committee congratulated the School on achieving this accreditation.  

 
110. Accreditation Report: EQUIS 

 
Considered: a report from EQUIS in respect of the accreditation visit to Durham 
University Business School held March 2014; 

Document QSSC/13/153 
 

Reported: that the EQUIS review team had recommended re-accreditation of the 
Business School’s provision for three years. The School had submitted the report to 
QSSC in advance of consideration by the awarding body. It was assumed that EQUIS 
would act in accordance with the review’s recommendation;  
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that re-accreditation from EQUIS and from AACSB (noted in Minute 11 below) 

meant that the Business School had maintained ‘triple accreditation’ (from these 
two bodies and AMBA). Only a small number of business schools worldwide held 
this distinction, and the School was to be congratulated on this achievement;  
 

(b) that the potential to lose triple accreditation status was a significant risk to the 
School and the University. In this context, QSSC was concerned that the report 
recommended re-accreditation for three rather than a possible five years; had 
judged the Business School to meet rather than exceed standards against the vast 
majority of the criteria, and had raised concerns and recommendations which had 
occurred in the previous EQUIS report and been the subject of previous discussion 
at QSSC. It was highly important that the School proactively worked to maintain 
EQUIS accreditation by responding to the recommendations in the report, and that 
the PRAP ensured that this was done in a timely and effective manner;  

 
(c) that EQUIS had particularly highlighted the positioning of research in the School 

and support and administrative services as good practice above standards;  
 

(d) that the report noted that the University’s term structure had inhibited student 
exchanges, and recommended that ‘semesterisation’ be considered. This issue 
had been considered at UEC, and was not a matter the School could respond to 
directly. The School should instead consider how it might support exchanges within 
the current term structure. University policy allowed the adoption of ‘short-fat’ 
modules to facilitate exchanges. It was, however, noted that widespread adoption 
of short-fat modules in the School might pose challenges around compatibility with 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 8 of 10 
 4 June 2014 



other programmes, and would need to be a matter on which the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Health and professional services were closely consulted;  

 
(e) that the report suggested that study abroad opportunities had been limited by the 

University’s credit transfer system, and suggested that this be revisited. It was not 
clear what was meant by this comment, and in any case this was unnecessary: 
University policy allowed for study abroad through both additional and replacement 
years, the latter being successfully operated by some departments; 

 
(f) that the review team had found the School’s statement of mission, vision and 

values to be confusing and not properly aligned to the University’s Strategy. QSSC 
had previously noted the need for the School’s strategy documents to be fully 
aligned to those of the University, and this needed to be addressed by the School; 

 
(g) that page 17 of the report noted a concern about the quality of teaching and online 

delivery on the Global MBA programme. This was not an explicit recommendation 
in the report, but should be addressed by the School (both via the response to the 
report and as a matter to be considered at Departmental Review); 

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

follow-up process, noting the need for this process to be timely and effective; the 
need for the School to address the additional issue referred to in Noted (g) and 
QSSC’s response on the two issues of University policy in Noted (d) and (e);  

Action: EChu 
 

(b) that the quality of distance teaching and online delivery within the Business School 
should be an issue considered at its forthcoming Departmental Review.  

Action: EChu 
 

111. Accreditation Report: AACSB 
 
Considered: an accreditation report from the Association to Advance Collegiate 
Schools of Business (AACSB) in respect of Durham University Business School; 

Document QSSC/13/154 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that AACSB had agreed to reaccredit provision within the Business School for an 

additional five years to 2018/19;  
 

(b) that the report highlighted the partnership with KPMG as an example of effective 
practice;  

 
(c) that the report was positive over assurance of learning practices within the School;  

 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to the Faculty PRAP, which should 
instigate the follow-up process to the two issues listed under the section of the report 
headed ‘opportunities for continuous improvement’.   

Action: EChu 
 

112. Approval of Placement Providers 
 
Considered: 
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(a) whether to approve a proposed exchange agreement with the University of Tokyo; 

Document QSSC/13/155 
 

(b) whether to approve a proposed exchange agreement with the University of Sydney. 
Document QSSC/13/156 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, subsequent to the circulation of papers, all three Faculty PVCs’ had endorsed 

the proposals;  
 

(b) that it was important that the International Office worked with departments to 
realise the target number of students, particularly the relatively ambitious target for 
the agreement with the University of Tokyo; 

 
Agreed: that the proposed exchange agreements with the Universities of Tokyo and 
Sydney be approved, and that this should be reported to the International Office.  
                                     Action: DCG 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
113. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that the Chair took action on behalf of QSSC to approve withdrawal of the 
BA Business Finance with Business Placement (N301) and BA Business Finance with 
Study Abroad (N303) programmes in the Business School. These programmes had 
ceased recruiting. Withdrawal would take effect once existing cohorts had completed. 

 
114. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported: that meetings of QSSC would be held on the following dates in 2014/15:  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date me Room 
Wednesday 8 October 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 3 December 2014  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 14 January 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 25 February 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 18 March 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 29 April 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
Wednesday 27 May 2015  9.15am Palatine Centre, PC005 
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