
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

29 April 2015 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on  
Wednesday 29 April 2015 in Palatine Centre, room D/PC005.    
 
 
Present: Dr A. Millard (Chair), Mr A. Rennie, Miss L. Spanner, Dr J. Wright, Professor G. Love, Dr 
G. Campling, Miss A. Bird (Secretary) and Mr. R. Emborg (item 74, 75 and 83 only). 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
  Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 
74. Postgraduate entry requirements 2016  
 

Considered: proposed changes to Postgraduate Entry Requirements for 2016 entry; 
Document QSSC/14/101  

  
Noted: 

 
(a) that the report contained proposals to change the entry requirements for four academic 

department;   
 

(b) that the Department of Physics had proposed a change to the existing academic entry 
requirements for the MSc by Research, requesting that consideration be given to permitting 
a 2:1 BSc or a 2:2 MPhys. The committee felt that this was appropriate;  

 
(c) that the Department of History had proposed a change to increase the component 

requirements for the English Language entry requirements for Postgraduate Taught and 
Postgraduate Research programmes. The committee felt that was appropriate, noting that 
the change would better reflect the demands of the programme. The proposed change 
would also align the entry requirements with comparable existing programmes within the 
University;  

 
(d) that the School of Law had proposed a change to the component requirements for the 

ILETs for LLM programme. The report outlined that there had been a significant increase in 
the number of students applying for programmes with ‘jagged’ IELTS profiles; whereby 
students had one low element, but would otherwise meet the overall entry requirements. 
The committee was supportive of the proposal, noting that it was in line with other practice 
in the sector;  
 

(e) that the School of Law had outlined a further proposal related to students who were 
applying for a second LLM programme in the UK. It was proposed that for students who 
had already undertaken an LLM at a UK University, the English Language requirements be 
reduced. The committee recognised that was appropriate, noting that the University was 
not permitted to take into account that an applicant may have studied for a year in the UK, 
as the applicant would not have graduated from their first LLM prior to the start date of the 
Durham University LLM programme;  
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(f) that the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health had proposed changes to the IELTS 
requirements for the PGR programme, and the introduction of an Interview Policy. The 
committee noted that the change would ensure that School’s non-laboratory- based 
programmes were in line with comparable programmes in the Faculty. The introduction of 
an Interview Policy was considered by the School as the most appropriate method of 
identifying a candidate’s suitability for the Postgraduate Research programmes; 
 

(g) that whilst interviewing candidates was unusual in practice,  the committee recognised the 
value of introducing such a policy and noted that the policy had outlined that the 
interviews would normally conducted by a minimum of two interviewers, where on would 
be a member of the supervision team, the other independent of the project, but subject 
aware. The committee felt that the introduction of an Interview Policy was appropriate;  
 

(h) that, for alternative English Language assessments, the equivalent scores to the agreed 
IELTS would be articulated by the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office;  
 

(i) that the Department of Music had also outlined their intention to review the entry 
requirements for the new taught MA in Music, specifically for the composition pathway. The 
department was considering two initial approaches before submitting proposals to QSSC 
for consideration;  

 
Agreed: that the proposals were approved and that this should be communicated to the 
departments  

Action: RE 
 

[Secretary’s Note: This was communicated to departments soon after the meeting] 
 

 
75. English Language Qualifications  

 
Considered: proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook for English Language 
Qualifications;  

Document QSSC/14/102  
 

Reported:  
  
(a) that the report had outlined the University’s response to the recent changes to the Secure 

English Language Tests (SELTs) recognised and accepted by UKVI  to evidence English 
Language ability for vis applicants;  
 

(b) that awarding bodies for SELTs were required to reapply for their licence on annual basis. 
The report outlined that the British Council, Pearson and Cambridge English had not 
reapplied for their licence, citing that the application had become more demanding than in 
recent years;  
 

(c) that the British Council offered the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) 
test; Pearson offered the Pearson Test of English; and Cambridge English who offered 
the Cambridge English: Advanced (CAE) and Certificate of Proficiency in English (CPE), all 
of which were accepted by Durham University as valid tests of English Language ability; 
 

(d) that the licences for the awarding bodies in Reported (c) had expired on 5 April 2015. As a 
consequence, the only SELTs recognised by UKVI for Tier 4 Student Visas were IELTS 
taken at 100 specific test centres and Trinity qualifications taken in the UK;  
 

(e) that the Academic Office, International Office and English Language Centre had been 
consulted on the proposals outlined in the report;  
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Noted: 
 

(a) that the University, as a Highly Trusted Sponsor was permitted within the visa regulations to 
accept any English Language qualifications that were not detailed in the SELT list, 
providing that the University completed a self-assessment of the qualification. The process  
of self-assessment verified that the qualification under scrutiny was appropriate and 
suitable for assessing English Language ability for Durham University programmes;    
 

(b) that the proposal was for the current English Language qualifications offered by the 
University to continue to be accepted as qualifications for students requiring a Tier 4 
student visa. As outlined in the Learning and Teaching Handbook these qualifications 
would be limited to non-SELT IELTS, Cambridge Proficiency (CPE), Cambridge Advanced 
(CAE), Pearson Test of English and GCSE in English. Confirmation had been received that 
the TOEFL (iBT) was permitted as a self-assessed English Language qualification for 
students requiring a Tier 4 student visa. It was proposed that this qualification also be 
included as an accepted English Language qualifications offered by the University; 

 
(c) that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office would keep a record of all students 

admitted under this process and a statement of self-assessment, noting that the University 
was assured that the qualification is appropriate and that the qualification meets the 4 
elements. The self-assessment statement would also confirm that the applicant would still 
be required to meet the high academic entry requirements. Confirmation that the students 
admitted with the qualification have performed successfully in their degree studies will also 
be included within the self-assessment statement;  
 

(d) that there were no instances of academic or fraud concerns raised over alternative English 
Language qualifications accepted by the University. The University was able to verify 
English Language qualifications with the awarding body. The committee noted that the 
University had an appropriate procedure in place for any misconduct in this area;  

 
(e) that the duplicated reference to the Certificate of Attainment (Edexcel) in the proposed 

amendments to the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be removed. The committee 
noted the value in stating the exhaustive list of programmes that were exempt from the 
minimum entry as listed in section 1.3.3.3 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook, within 
the policy itself to increase transparency;   

 
Agreed: that the proposed changes were appropriate and that, subject to Noted (e), the 
amendments to the Learning and Teaching Handbook, should be published; 

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The Learning and Teaching Handbook was revised in line with the 
committee’s comments and approved by the Chair on behalf of the committee. The changes 
to the Learning and Teaching Handbook have been published]  

 
 

76. Annual Reviews of Taught Provision: University Overview 
 

Considered: the University overview of the annual review of taught programmes, 2013/14; 
Document QSSC/14/103  

 
Reported: that the University requires all academic departments to undertake an Annual 
Review of Taught Provision, and submit evidence of this review in the form of a SWOT 
analysis. The University overview report is based on an analysis of the evidence submitted by 
departments via the SWOT report form;  
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Noted: 

 
(a) that all reviews had been completed and submitted with most departments choosing to 

submit combined reports covering all undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision; a 
minority had continued to submit reports for undergraduate and postgraduate programmes 
separately;  
 

(b) that departments were required to undertake a SWOT analysis as part of the annual review 
process. The committee had recognised the value in requesting further information from 
departments regarding the review and had previously requested minute extracts of the 
discussions within departmental teaching committees and Boards of Studies about equality 
and diversity themes as relevant. There would be a value in providing QSSC with an 
overview report of the matters discussed by departments. The committee also noted that 
there would be a value in requesting such information at an earlier stage in the year, and 
was supportive of the proposal to request information from departments in Michaelmas 
2015, noting that this would permit QSSC the opportunity to recommend that further work 
be undertaken, if required; 
 

(c) that whilst the SWOT analysis had been a positive introduction to the annual review 
process, and that there were no concerns that this had negatively impacted upon the 
quality of the review process, a small number of departments had identified no 
departmental weaknesses, and had focussed on external weaknesses only. Whilst it was 
recognised that external influences were important to consider, the exclusive focus on 
external weaknesses could be considered to make the review processes less reflective. 
Nonetheless, it was positive to note that when such external weaknesses were identified, 
the departments had included appropriate actions in response. The committee agreed that 
departments should be reminded to reflect on departmental weakness as part of the annual 
review process;  
 

(d) that the majority of departments had produced detailed and reflective reviews which 
demonstrated that that departments had considered their taught provision reflectively, and 
in full;  
 

(e) that there were no common themes emerging across the reports submitted by departments 
that required further consideration by QSSC. Departments had raised concern regarding 
the operation of Staff-Student Consultative Committees. The committee noted that the 
proposals relating to student academic representation and SSCCs were being considered 
by Education Committee and that no further action was required by QSSC at this time;  
 

(f) that the majority of issues raised in the section of the report summarising issues threats to 
the department were typically external to the department. The committee felt that the 
annual review report form and the faculty overview report should be revised further to 
ensure that resourcing issues raised were considered explicitly at department and faculty 
level in the first instance. There would also be a benefit in ensuring that where resourcing 
issues are raised, departments confirm how these will be fed into the planning round. The 
committee was also supportive of the proposal to revise the Faculty Overview report 
templates to ensure that resources issues are referred the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor if 
necessary;  
 

(g) that QSSC had previously considered the issue of varied departmental practice in relation 
to pre-registration and noted the importance of ensuring that pre-registration was used as 
tool to support students to manage their studies, and for departments to manage resources. 
The report had suggested that QSSC consider the minutes of the relevant FEC meetings 
where the matter of pre-registration had been discussed. The committee was supportive of 
this and noted the value of considering a summary of the discussion at its May meeting;  
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(f) that the strengths highlighted within the report included the management information 
provided, such as NSS, MEQ and DLHE data, changes to assessment and the 
enhancement of student support systems;  
 

(g) that departmental specific weaknesses had been linked with potential opportunities, or  
appropriate actions; however, the broad, but limited, areas of recurring weaknesses had 
related to departmental assessment policies and feedback on assessed work. QSSC had 
requested assessment policies from departments, with a view to undertaking an initial 
review of best practice and, if necessary, recommending that further work be undertaken.  
Feedback on assessed work had been considered extensively through considering the 
result of the NSS;  
 

(h) that the opportunities identified within the report had related to employability and additional 
‘year abroad’ and ‘with placement’ programme developments. The potential for changing 
assessment, with a particular focus on the use of TESTA and flipped learning were cited as 
further opportunities. The committed that there would be value in matching weaknesses 
with complementary strengths or opportunities and noted that the areas of good practice 
highlighted within the report should be referred to Education Committee to consider in the 
context of the development of the new institutional Education Strategy;  
 
[Secretary’s Note: The areas of good practice identified within the report were incorporated 
as part of the draft Education Strategy that will be considered by Education Committee in 
Easter Term 2015] 
 

(i) that it was important that departments were informed of any action taken in response to 
departments highlighting university wide matters;  

 

Agreed:  

(a) that departments should be reminded to reflect on departmental weaknesses as part of the 
annual review process;  

Action: Faculty Support Officers 
 

(b) that QSSC should consider what information to request as part of the annual review 
process in Michaelmas Term 2015; 

Action: QSSC 
 

(c) that the annual review report form be revised to specify that, where resourcing issues are 
raised, departments confirm how these will be fed into the planning round;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the Faculty Overview report templates be revised to require consideration of resourcing 
issues at a faculty level and, if necessary, the referral of these issues to the Faculty PVC; 

Action: AR 
 

(e) that QSSC should consider the minutes of the relevant FEC meetings where the matter of 
pre-registration has been considered at its May meeting; 

Action: QSSC 
 

(f) that a brief summary of the information provided by departments, pertaining to Equality and 
Diversity discussions, should be considered at the May meeting of QSSC;  

Action: AB 
 
77. Postgraduate Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals 
 

Considered: the annual report on postgraduate concessions, APNs and faculty appeals;   
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                Document QSSC/14/104  
 

Noted: 
 

(a) that the committee supported the conclusion in the report, noting that the increase of APNs 
should be seen in the context of the University’s increased emphasis on monitoring student 
progress, and should be interpreted positively when compared with the reduction in PGR 
appeals, which could represent the University’s, and departments commitment to identifying 
any issues with student progress at the earliest possible opportunity and providing the 
appropriate support;  

 
(b) there would be a value in considering the data on Academic Progress Notices alongside 

appeals, and progression and submission data, specifically, to explore the relationship 
between the different mechanisms of student support;  
 

(c) that the report has not included data on Senate-level appeals information. There was no 
direct link between the management systems for Faculty-level appeals, recorded in Banner, 
and the Senate-level appeals recorded by the Academic Support Office. There were also 
complications in aligning the reporting cycles for appeals; however the committee noted 
that there would be a separate report on Senate-level appeals considered by Education 
Committee in Easter Term 2015;   

 
(d) that whilst the report had not raised any University wide concerns, the report would be 

considered by Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate). The committee noted that the 
Business School in particular should be asked to reflect upon the increase in concessions 
and provide assurances to the FEC, and if deemed necessary, QSSC; 

 
Agreed:  that Postgraduate Academic Progress Notices should continue to be monitored 
alongside appeals, and progression and submission data;  

Action: SPO  
 
 

78. Student Exchanges 
 
Considered: an overview of the current arrangements for Student Exchanges and a revised 
register of current partnerships (including a schedule for renewing and approving 
partnerships);  

Document QSSC/14/105 
 

Reported: that QSSC had previously considered a Schedule of Partnerships at its January 
meeting and requested that clarification be provided on the management of each type of 
student exchange agreement, noting that it was unclear if the register pertained to partnerships 
overseen by the International Office only.  The report provided an overview of the different 
types of student exchange partnerships, and a definitive list of the University’s current 
institutional-wide non-Erasmus student exchange agreements and a definitive list of the 
Erasmus student exchange agreements reported by Faculty;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the report had provided a comprehensive and useful overview of the student exchange 

arrangements. The committee had previously agreed that departments should be 
encouraged to review their departmental exchange programmes to establish any 
opportunities that might translate into Faculty or Institutional wide agreements, noting that 
this would support a strategic approach to the promotion of, and recruitment to, student 
exchange opportunities, and present opportunities for those departments with low capacity 
or a low number of agreements. The committee reiterated that departments should liaise 
with the International Office to consider this approach for enhancing existing agreements;  
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(b) that the committee had also agreed that the International Office should present a report to 
Education Committee on the strategic approach to student exchange agreements. The 
committee recognised that the University was developing the Academic Strategy, which 
had a focus on Internationalisation (workstream 4), and that such a report would be timely 
to support the development of the Academic Strategy;  
 

(c) that there would be a value in publishing a composite register of student exchange 
agreements on the University website, in line with the practice followed for the Register of 
Collaborative Provision and Register of Accredited Provision.  The committee noted that the 
annual consideration of all three registers could be helpfully considered simultaneously in 
Michaelmas Term;  
 

(d) that it was unclear how the information on existing student exchanges was shared with 
departments. The committee noted the value of sharing a composite register of student 
exchange agreements with the departmental links;  

  
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the International Office, in liaison with the Dean for Internationalisation, undertake 

further work, as outlined in Noted (b) for Education Committee to consider in the context of 
the development of the new institutional Academic Strategy; 

Action: F’OC/EP 
 

(b) that the International Office should liaise with Deputy Heads of Faculty to consider how best 
to review the opportunities to create Faculty or Institutional wide agreements from 
departmental agreements;  

Action: F’OC/EP 
 

(c) that a composite register of student exchange agreements should be shared with 
departments;  

Action: F’OC/EP 
 

(d) that a composite register of student exchange should be published on the University 
website;  

 Action: AR 
 

(e) that the register of student exchange agreements should be considered alongside the 
Register of Collaborative Provision and Register of Accredited Provision in the future;  

 Action: F’OC/EP/AR 
 

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
79. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed:  
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 18 March 2015; 
Document QSSC/14/106 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 18 March 2015;  
                    

 Document QSSC/14/107 
 

Reported: that the report from the 25 February 2015 meeting of QSSC will be considered at the 
20 May 2015 meeting of Education Committee. A minute extract for this item will be submitted 
to the next meeting of QSSC.   
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80. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received: the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee action log;  

Document QSSC/14/108a 
 

Noted: that there would be value in reviewing the log in detail, to ensure that all 
completed actions had been updated or removed as appropriate; 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received: a report of matters arising for information;  

Document QSSC/14/108b 
  

81. Chair’s Business 
 
Reported: there were no items of Chair’s Business.  
 

 
82. Common Awards: Programme Approvals 

 
(i) Cambridge Theological Federation  
 
Considered : whether to approve the proposed Postgraduate Certificate, Postgraduate 
Diploma and MA;  

Document QSSC/14/109 
 
Noted:  
 

i. that the three new postgraduate programmes that the TEI had proposed to introduce (the 
Postgraduate Certificate, the Postgraduate Diploma and the MA) would be delivered on-
site using face-to-face delivery methods; however the TEI had also proposed to offer a 
distance learning pathway through each of the postgraduate programmes; 
 

ii. that the approval of the proposed distance learning pathways depended upon the 
approval of nine new Level 7 modules, which had been submitted to the Ministry Division 
for consultation;  

 
iii. that the three new proposed postgraduate programme as outlined in Noted (i) did not 

depend upon the approval of the additional new nine Level 7 modules and therefore, the 
approval panel had recommended the new programme proposals to QSSC with the 
exception of the new modules;  

 
iv. that new level 7 module proposals would be considered by the Chair of the Common 

Awards Management Board, once these had been reviewed and approved on behalf of 
Ministry Division; 
 

Agreed: that the Postgraduate Certificate, Postgraduate Diploma and the MA programmes 
be approved and that this should be communicated to Education Committee and the 
Common Awards Team;  

Action: AB  
 
[Secretary’s Note: This was communicated to the Common Awards Team soon after the 
meeting] 
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(ii) Queen’s Foundation for Ecumenical Theological Education  
 
Considered : whether to approve the proposed Graduate Diploma and Postgraduate 
Diploma;  

 Document QSSC/14/110 
 

Noted:  
 
i. that the Queen’s Foundation had submitted two new programme proposals to deliver the 

Graduate Diploma and the Postgraduate Diploma from September 2015 onwards. The 
programmes would be available for both independent students and ordinands and would 
be available in both full and part-time modes of study;  
 

ii. that the TEI had five years previous experience of delivering a Graduate Diploma 
programme and ten years previous experience of delivering a Postgraduate Diploma 
programme. 

 
Agreed: that the Graduate Diploma and the Postgraduate Diploma programmes be 
approved and that this should be communicated to Education Committee and the Common 
Awards Team;  

Action: AB 
  

[Secretary’s Note: This was communicated to the Common Awards Team soon after the 
meeting] 
 

 
(iii) St. Mellitus College  

 
Considered : whether to approve the proposed MA;  

Document QSSC/14/111 
 

Noted:  
 

i. the St Mellitus College had submitted one new programme proposal to deliver the MA 
from September 2015 onwards. This programme would be available for both ordinands 
and independent students and would be available in part-time mode only;  
 

ii. that the TEI had 4 years prior experience of delivering an MA programme in Christian 
Leadership;  

 
 

Agreed: that the MA programme be approved and that this should be communicated to 
Education Committee and the Common Awards Team;  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: This was communicated to the Common Awards Team soon after the 
meeting] 

 
 

83. Undergraduate Admissions Tutor Training  
 
Considered: an assurance report on the implementation of training requirements for 
undergraduate admissions selectors; 

Document QSSC/14/112 
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Reported:  
 
(a) that QSSC had previously agreed that consideration should be given to introducing DUO 

based online refresher training for staff with responsibility for undergraduate admissions 
decisions, in line with that offered to postgraduate admissions tutors. The report provided 
assurances on the implementation of the training programme for undergraduate admissions 
selectors and proposed that the training for 2015 incorporate the online refresher training 
module;  
 

(b) that a further proposal had been included in response to feedback from colleagues 
attending the training sessions. The report recommended the development and introduction 
of a short online module to be made available to members of departmental staff to are new 
to working in admissions, prior to the existing interactive, face-to-face training session;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the report had included a comprehensive list of the compulsory undergraduate 
admissions training sessions arranged by the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office. 
The report also outlined the optional activities available to support colleagues work in this 
area. The committee was supportive of the planned undergraduate admissions training 
arrangements for 2015;  

 
(b) that the committee was pleased to note the extension of the successful postgraduate 

admissions refresher training to undergraduate colleagues. The committee noted that the 
proposal to introduce a further online training session, prior to the compulsory training 
session, would support colleagues understanding of Durham University policy and strategy, 
and create an appropriate foundation for the existing training programme;  

 
Agreed: 
  
(a) that the implementation of the training requirements for undergraduate  admissions tutors 

had been appropriately carried out and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the proposed training programme for postgraduate admissions tutors for 2015 was 
appropriate and that this should be recommended to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

(c) that the proposal to create a short online module for members of departmental staff who 
are new to working in admissions, prior to the existing interactive, face-to-face training 
session was appropriate and that this should be recommended to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve that the proposed format of training for 
undergraduate admissions tutors for 2015  
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposal to create a short online 
module for members of departmental staff who are new to working in admissions, prior to 
the existing interactive, face-to-face training 
 

 
84. Departmental Review: Philosophy 

 
Considered:  the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of Philosophy;  

Document QSSC/14/113 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that a recommendation had related to the University reviewing the adequacy of the estate 

provision. The report had highlighted the perceived lack of space and concerns over the 
provision of wifi within the buildings. The committee felt that the matter of wifi provision 
within the department should be referred to the IT Business Partner for Education in the 
first instance; 
 

(b) that the department had been commended by the review team for its quality of teaching 
and in particular cited it the of its student handbooks to explain the teaching methods, and 
their rationale in an accessible and student friendly manner. The committee noted that 
further work on student handbooks was being undertaken by the University with Faculty 
Education Committees considering proposed revised guidance on the  identification and 
inclusion of core departmental-specific information in undergraduate, taught postgraduate 
and research postgraduate student handbooks, for implementation in 2015/16. The 
University had also recently approved minimum standards on DUO;  
 

(c) that the committee considered the opportunities for sharing good practice arising from 
departmental reviews, noting that the University had previously made use Faculty 
Education Forums as a mechanism for disseminating information;  
 

(d) that, as part of the Review of Departmental Reviews, the Academic Support Office had 
undertaken an initial analysis of the types of recommendations arising from the 
departmental reviews reports, and whether or not those categorised as University-wide 
recommendations, did in fact, related to University policy or practice;  
 

(e) that there would be a benefit of receiving an annual overview of the recommendations and 
commendations arising from departmental reviews undertaken each academic year. This 
would provide QSSC with the opportunity to identify themes and make recommendations to 
Education Committee. The committee also noted the value of the Academic Support Office 
should liaise with the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development (CARD) to 
explore further opportunities for sharing good practice arising from departmental review 
reports;  
 

Agreed:  
 

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

Action: SA/AB 
 

(b) that the matter of wi-fi provision be referred to Cris Bloomfield;  
Action: AB 

 
(c) that further consideration should be given to how best to share good practice arising from 

the departmental review reports.  
Action: AR 

 
 
85. Report from Accrediting Body: Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport 

 
Considered: an accreditation letter from the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport for 
the MSc Management (Supply Chain Logistics); 

Document QSSC/14/114 
 
Noted: that the accreditation letter had outlined that the MSc Management (Supply Chain 
Logistics) had been approved for accreditation. The programme had received positive 
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feedback from the panel and was suitable for exemption from the academic requirements for 
Chartered Membership (CMILT) of the CILT (UK), subject to students achieving an overall 
minimum mark of 50%; 

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the MSc Management (Supply Chain Logistics) programme regulations should be 

updated to reflect the accreditation;  
Action: School 

 
(b) that the Register of Accreditations should be updated to reflect the accreditation from the 

Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport for the MSc Management (Supply Chain 
Logistics). 

Action: AB 
 
86. Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel  

 
Considered: the report from the Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel for the Faculty of 
Science; 

Document QSSC/14/115 – not available  
 

[Secretary’s Note: this will be considered at a subsequent  meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee]  

 
87. Management Committee of Programmes in Theology and Ministry 

 
Considered: the report from the Management Committee of Programmes in Theology and 
Ministry;  

Document QSSC/14/116 
 
 

Noted: that the Management Committee had considered Cranmer Hall’s Postgraduate Taught 
external examiner report and response and the University Liaison Officers’ reports. The 
committee had also considered the Annual Review of Taught Provision.   

 
 

88. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Chinese University of Geological 
Sciences  
 
Considered:  
 
(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed partnership between the 

Department of Earth Sciences and Chinese University of Geosciences to deliver a BSc 
Geology; 

Document QSSC/14/117 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the committee felt that the Memorandum of Agreement was appropriate, however 

noted that it had not made reference to the Equality Act 2010, under section 10 ‘Anti-
Discrimination Legislation’. The committee noted that this should be updated to reflect the 
most recent legislation;  

 
Agreed: 

 
i. that the MoA should be amended to include reference to the Equalities Act 2010;  

Action: SG 
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ii. that partnership between the Department of Earth Sciences and Chinese University of 
Geosciences to deliver a BSc Geology was appropriate and that this should be 
recommended to Education Committee for approval;  

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider approving the collaborative 
partnership between the Department of Earth Sciences and Chinese University of 
Geosciences to deliver a BSc Geology 

 
[Secretary’s Note: The partnership between the Department of Earth Sciences and 
Chinese University of Geosciences to deliver a BSc Geology was considered and 
approved by Education Committee at its 20 May 2015 meeting] 

 
 

(b) whether to approve the proposed BSc Geology, to be delivered by the Department of 
Earth Sciences and Chinese University of Geosciences, Wuhan; 

Document QSSC/14/118 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the programme specification had drawn upon existing documentation to support 
their development. Confirmation was provided that the programme was not accredited 
by the Geological Society of London, the committee agreed that the programme 
specification should be amended to reflect this.  

 
ii. that the name of the degree programme should be consistent across the programme 

regulations and programmes specification, and that that documentation should be 
amended to remove any inconsistencies;  

 
iii. that the programme specification had outlined the opportunities for students to engage 

in internships, and therefore research groups. The committee noted that there were no 
concerns that students who were studying with a Tier 4 Visa would be unable to engage 
in such opportunities;  

 
iv. that the programmes regulations specified exit qualifications, and the credit required to 

achieve the regulations in each instance; however, the credit requirements proposed 
were typically reserved for articulations for integrated master’s degrees. There would be 
value in checking whether this differentiation was intentional: if so, approval would need 
to be sought; if not, the regulations should be amended prior to approval. 

 
Agreed: 

 
 

v. that the proposed BSc Geology be approved, subject to the amendments noted by the 
committee, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and the 
department;  

Action: SG/AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: This reported at the 20 May 2015 meeting of Education Committee, 
alongside the consideration of the partnership approval between the Department of Earth 
Sciences and Chinese University of Geosciences] 

 
89. Programme Approval: Japanese Studies  
 

Considered: whether to approve the proposed BA Japanese Studies (with Year Abroad);  
Document QSSC/14/119 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that a several annexes had not been included in the documentation. The committee agreed 

to consider the programme approval by electronic circulation;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: the committee considered the programme approval by electronic circulation 
and noted that the documentation had reference that unseen written examinations test 
students’ ability to think and write under pressure. The committee felt the reference to the 
‘under pressure’ was inappropriate as unseen written examinations tested a students’ ability 
under timed conditions. The committee agreed that his should be amended. The committee 
also noted that Annex III had outlined that students provided feedback via Departmental and 
School SSCCs, biannually. The Learning and Teaching Handbook stated that all SSCCs 
should normally meet at least one a term. The committee agreed that this policy should be 
reflected in the documentation. Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of QSSC to approve the 
programme, subject to the amendments noted by the committee] 

 
(b) that programme approval documentation should include the completed programme 

approval recommendation form, the programme specification, programme regulations, 
comments from a duly appointed external subject specialist, the Stage 1 form and a 
completed learning resources forms. 
 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
90. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/14/120 
 

91. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

 Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 27 May 2015    9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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