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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

14 October 2015 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
14 October 2015 in Palatine Centre, room PC/005.    
 
Present: Dr T. Fawcett (Chair), Professor G. Love (until minute 5), Dr A. Millard, Mr A. 
Rennie, Dr G. Campling, Dr Santiago Fouz Hernandez and Miss A. Bird (Secretary) 
 
Apologies: Mr. B. Frost 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

1. Common Awards 
 
Considered: reports on the implementation of the Common Awards framework: 
 
(a) a review of the operation of the Framework 2013-2015; 

Document QSSC/15/01a – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: These papers should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee. Due to the length of the overarching report, this paper has been split into 
three parts] 
 
Reported:  
 
i. that, as part of the overarching contract between the University and Archbishops’ 

Council, the University was committed to reviewing the performance of the 
Agreement and the delivery of the Common Awards Framework at the second and 
fourth anniversary of the Agreement Commencement Date. The review report on 
the implementation of the Common Awards Framework fulfilled this commitment 
and had been informed by the information provided by staff with Theological 
Educational Institutions (TEIs), the Ministry Division and the Common Awards 
Team based within the Academic Support Office;  

 
ii. that the partnership with the Archbishops’ Council to deliver the Common Awards 

Framework to deliver the suite of  higher education awards in Theology, Ministry 
and Mission had been approved in 2012-13 and thus been in operation for two 
years. The University had been delivering the Common Awards programmes since 
September 2014;  

 
iii. that QSSC received regular updates on the operation of the Common Awards, 

including regular reports and minutes from the Common Awards Management 
Board. QSSC also received reports on individual TEIs where appropriate;  

 
iv. that this report presented a review of the first two years of the scheme, considering 

the operation of the Common Awards in the context of the contracts signed with 
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TEIs and with the Archbishops’ Council, and in the context of the various policies 
and processes which the University had approved;  

 
v. that the Ministry Division had provided the Common Awards Team with feedback 

on the report after the circulation of the papers to members of QSSC and as such, 
this additional feedback had not been captured within the report. It would be 
appropriate to consider the report following the inclusion of this feedback at a 
future meeting of QSSC;  

 
vi. that there would likely be one further new partnership proposal for consideration by 

QSSC in 2015/16;  
 

vii. that the act of producing and considering more tailored guidance for the Common 
Awards programmes, and TEIs, had highlighted a number of areas where there 
might be value in considering the development of enhanced guidance for 
departments and school within the University (for instance, in relation to guidance 
on moderation and marking; and in considering the wording within the Core 
Regulations to ensure that it was as clear as possible for both staff and students);  

 
Agreed: that the report would be revised based on the feedback received from the 
Ministry Division and considered at a future meeting of QSSC;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) an outline of enhanced guidance on APL developed as a result of the review of APL; 
Document QSSC/15/01b – CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee] 
 

Reported:  
 

i. that, in consideration of the update on the implementation of the Common Awards 
Framework at its October 2014 meeting, QSSC had approved the use of APL for no 
more than one-third (with a maximum use of APEL of 60 credits) for Common 
Awards programmes. This was subsequently approved by Education Committee and 
implemented for the 2014/15 academic year;  

 
ii. that it was also agreed that APL be reviewed after the first year of operation. This 

report presented QSSC with proposed enhanced APL guidance for TEIs, developed 
by the Common Awards Team and feedback from TEIs, and further informed by the 
first year of operation of the Common Awards programmes;  
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the APL guidance remained in accordance with existing University policy, and 
emphasised that APL should be used only when it was in the best interests of a 
student; for instance, when a student would not benefit from undertaking modules on 
offer having already demonstrably achieved the learning outcomes. The guidance 
was clear that AP(E)L should only be used in circumstances where the learning 
outcomes had been achieved and evidenced. Any atypical requests would be 
granted by exception by the Common Awards Management Board;  

 
ii. that APL was commonly used within TEIs as the Common Awards programmes 

frequently attracted mature students who would likely be returning to higher 
education after periods of time away from study;  
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iii. that the Common Awards Staff Conference had included a briefing session on APL 

that was well attended by TEI representatives;  
 

Approved: that the enhanced guidance was appropriate and that this should be 
considered by the Common Awards Management Board and incorporated within the TEI 
Handbook;  

Action: LG 
 
 

(c) a proposal that further action be considered in relation to one TEI;  
Document QSSC/15/01c - CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee] 

 
Reported: that a number of issues had been identified by the External Examiner and 
University Liaison Officer within one TEI and as such, QSSC had be asked to consider 
whether to enact the Remedial Plan Process, as permitted under the Standard Validation 
Contract, or whether further actions should otherwise be requested of the TEI;  
 
Noted  
 
i. that issues had been raised by the University Liaison Officer and External Examiner 

in relation to plagiarism and assessment processes. In particular, the TEI had not 
acted in accordance with the University’s policy on Assessment Irregularities, or its 
policies on assessment;  
 

ii. that the TEI had taken action in response to the issues identified with regards to 
plagiarism. The committee noted that an online study skills presentation, including 
guidance on plagiarism, was now provided at induction; guidance on plagiarism 
within the student handbook had been revised and enhanced, and all students were 
now required to sign a declaration at the beginning of the academic year and at the 
point of submission confirming contains no plagiarised material;  
 

iii. that as the University validated the Common Awards programmes and did not 
contribute to the delivery of the programme, the TEIs did not have access to the DUO 
site; however, each TEI had its own individual virtual learning environment, in which 
Turnitin was embedded;  
 

iv. that the TEI had taken action in response to the issues identified with regards to 
assessment. The committee noted that in one case, the initial action taken by the TEI 
was appropriate; however this had not been fully reflected in the documentation, and 
that the external examiner had not been consulted. In all other cases, the TEI had 
been required to review the outstanding actions before marks were confirmed;   
 

v. that clear actions had been identified in response to the issues raised, and that, with 
regards to the issues identified with plagiarism in particular, action had already been 
taken by the TEI. QSSC therefore agreed that it would be more appropriate to 
request a detailed update on the progress made in relation to the issues identified, 
rather than enact the formal Remedial Plan Process;  
 

vi. that the TEI Handbook was based on the University’s Learning and Teaching 
Handbook and that any variations in policy or practice would require approval from 
QSSC or Education Committee;  
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Approved: that the Remedial Plan Process for the TEI not be enacted, and that a 
detailed update on the progress to date be requested for consideration;  

Action: Common Awards Team 
 

2. Reports on Collaborative and Accredited Provision, 2014/15 
 
Reported: that the register of student exchanges would be considered at a subsequent 
meeting of QSSC;  
 
Considered:  
 
(a) the annual report on Collaborative Provision (including register of 

collaborative provision); 
Document QSSC/15/02 

 
Reported: that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of collaborative 
provision in the past academic year 2014/15, and prospective activity for 2015/16;  

 
Noted:  

 
i. that there would be a value in reminding departments to annually review their 

provision for articulation and co-tutelle agreements;  
 

ii. that the University would be considering the renewal of the agreements between the 
School for Medicine, Pharmacy & Health, and Newcastle University (MBBS), for an 
articulation arrangement leading to a Newcastle award, which expires in July 2016; 
and the agreement between the Business School, and KPMG, for a teaching 
collaboration leading to a BSc Accounting award, which expires in July 2016; 

 
iii. that the QAA had released a Qualification Characteristics Statement for 

Qualifications involving more than one degree-awarding body in October 2015 and 
that this would further support the University’s approach to collaborative provision. 
The committee noted the University had adopted a risk based approach to 
collaborative provision and that a paper would be considered by QSSC in 
Michaelmas Term on revisions to the guidance within the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook;  

 
Agreed:  
 
i. that that the Register of Collaborative Provision should be updated following the 

registration period to take account of students registered and awards made; 
Action: AB 

 
ii. that the Register of Collaborative Provision should be circulated to the academic 

colleagues listed as key contacts for each partnership and Faculty Education 
Committees for consideration, and thereafter should be published in the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AB 
 

iii. that departments should be asked to consider their co-tutelle arrangements 
specifically via the Annual Review of Research Provision;  

Action: AR 
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iv. the annual report University’s engagement with accrediting bodies (including register 
of accredited provision); 

Document QSSC/15/03 
 

Reported: that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of accredited provision 
in the past academic year 2014/15, and prospective activity for 2015/16;  

 
Noted: 

 
i. that the report detailed the key risks previously identified by QSSC and FECs relating 

to accredited provision, highlighting the strategic importance of maintaining their 
accreditations, particularly where losing this would have a significant impact upon 
recruitment and graduate employability;  
 

ii. that the report had also highlighted that all departments seeking (re)accreditation had 
sought support from the Academic Support Office; 
 

iii. that QSSC had approved the disbanding of the specific working group developed to 
oversee the Business School Triple Accreditation at its May 2014 meeting. In its 
place, an accreditation oversight group was established to support departments in 
the management of accreditation processes and follow-up. Durham University 
Business School was one of the few such schools in the UK to carry the ‘triple’ 
accreditation from AACSB, EQUIS and AMBA simultaneously. Whilst the EQUIS 
accreditation had only been renewed for a period of three years only, instead of a 
possible five, it was recognised that this had become common practice among 
Business Schools embedded within Higher Education Providers;  
 

iv. that the BSc Physics and Astronomy programme (FF35) had been withdrawn and 
should be removed from the Review of Accredited Provision;  
 

v. that the Institute of Biomedical Sciences accreditation for the Biological Sciences 
degree programmes had now expired, and the School of Biological and Biomedical 
Sciences was not seeking to have their programmes re-accredited. Regulatory and 
prospectus information had been updated accordingly;  

 
Approved: that the Register of Accredited Provision should be updated in line with Noted 
(b), circulated to the Faculty Education Committees for consideration, and thereafter 
should be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook.  

Action: AB 
 

3. Assessment Policies 
 
Considered: a review of departmental assessment policies with particular regard to 
procedures for double-marking and moderation;  

 Document QSSC/15/04 
  

Reported: 
 

(a) that in considering the University Overviews of External Examiner Reports for 
Undergraduate and Integrated Masters programmes and Taught Postgraduate 
programmes, QSSC noted that a number of external examiners had commented on 
matters relating to double-marking and moderation. QSSC had requested that the 
Academic Support Office undertake a review of University and departmental 
assessment policies with a particular focus on these mechanisms for the quality 
assurance of assessment;   
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(b) that the report presented the findings of the review and proposed a number of 

recommendations to enhance the guidance provided by the University and 
encourage departments to review the clarity and content of their own assessment 
policies. Assessment policies were received from all departments with the exception 
of Anthropology and the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health. The review  
considered the departmental policy documentation, the guidance set out in the 
University Learning and Teaching Handbook and the QAA UK Quality Code;  
 

Noted: 
 

(a) that the University’s approach to the quality assurance of assessment was designed 
to permit for flexibility across disciplines and assessment types whilst ensuring that 
each department operated policies that were in line with agreed University 
regulations; 
 

(b) that QSSC had previously noted that the increase in External Examiners’ comments 
with regard to double-marking and moderation related to department-specific issues, 
and did not suggest that  there was necessarily any broader issue of policy at an 
institutional level. The findings of the report had reached the same conclusion, and 
recommended that the specific procedures for the use of double-marking and 
moderation were best maintained at a departmental level. No substantial changes to 
University policy were proposed;  
 

(c) that the report had highlighted, however, that the terms second marking, double-
marking and moderation were used often interchangeably between, and within, 
departmental policies. The committee noted that there could be value in ensuring that 
these terms were used more  consistently; 
 

(d) that whilst the practice of double-marking full runs of scripts was clearly set out in 
both the Learning and Teaching Handbook and in departmental assessment policies, 
the review report had highlighted a lack of distinction from the practice of double-
marking for moderation;  
 

(e) that it was recommended that the Learning and Teaching Handbook (Section 6.1.1) 
be updated to clarify the distinction between the two approaches to double-marking, 
and therefore also the role and scope of action of the second marker in each case, 
as required by Chapter B6 of UK Quality Code;  
 

(f) that the proposal, as detailed in Attachment I, set out an approach to terminology that 
encouraged the use of ‘double-marking’ in relation to practice that involved the full 
second marking of scripts, and of ‘moderation’ in relation to second marking work 
(typically a sample of work) to confirm whether the first marking was accurate. The 
former practice would produce a specific mark for each ‘double marked’ script; the 
second would simply confirm whether the first mark was accurate. The committee felt 
that departments should be encouraged to make use of this terminology within their 
departmental policies in order to ensure a consistent understanding across and 
within departments, and improve understanding of assessment processes within the 
student body;  
 

(g) that it was further recommended that the Learning and Teaching Handbook was 
updated to reiterate the importance of maintaining a clear audit trail of the process for 
assuring assessment. QSSC felt that it was important to re-emphasise the 
importance of ensuring that departmental policies were explicit about the need to 
maintain an audit trail in regards to the agreement of marks. Departments should be 
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encouraged to make the need for a clear audit trail explicit within both their 
assessment policies and any proformas used for marking. This clarification had been 
included in Attachment I; 

 
(h) that the review report had recommended that departments ensure that their 

assessment polices make clear the actions expected of the second marker in respect 
to double-marking and moderation. Policies should be clear that any 
recommendations from a second marker who was moderating should be based on 
the indemnification of systematic issue with the first marks: he second marker would 
either be happy with the marking sampled – which case no changes would be made 
to the marks – or they would not be happy with the marking, in which case more 
systematic action would be recommended. The committee felt that this was 
appropriate;  

 
(i) that, notwithstanding the proposed differentiation between double marking and 

second marking for moderation, the report had highlighted practice in some 
departments where the primary mechanism for assuring assessment might be 
second marking for moderation, but where a small selection of scripts were 
nonetheless selected for full marking. These were scripts where the first marker had 
requested further feedback, and were often scripts at boundaries or which had 
received very high or low marks. The report had deemed this practice to be 
appropriate, a sentiment supported by the committee; 
 

(j) that there would be a value in requesting that departments regularly review their use 
of double-marking and moderation and that this could be helpfully considered as a 
specific question within the next Annual Review of Taught Provision;  
 

(k) that the proposed changes were designed to improve the clarity of guidance offered 
by the University on the quality assurance of assessment, taking account of good 
practice identified within departmental policies. The changes represented a 
restructuring of existing guidance to clearly distinguish more clearly between double-
marking, moderation, and other aspects of marking related to the quality assurance 
of assessment and thereby provide greater clarity on the purpose and operation of 
each mechanism;  
 

(l) that the report had included a number of example policies that would be helpful to 
share with Faculty Education Committees to share good practice within the institution 
and to further support departmental review of their assessment policies, noting in 
particular the usefulness of Attachment III with respect to the role of second markers;  
 

(m) that paragraph 27 in Attachment I had stated that no marks or judgements were to be 
written on examinations scripts; however such comments were permitted on 
summative coursework in order to support the provision of effective feedback; 
 

(n) that a student could request a copy of any comments recorded on the examination 
script, or mark proforma, under a subject access request, permitted under Section 7 
of Data Protection Act 1998;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that, should a student request their comments via a subject access 
request, as detailed in Noted (n), the answers provided by the student would be 
redacted] 

 
(o) that paragraph 16 in Attachment I outlined that there must be a clear procedure in 

place for the agreement of marks between markers and for the resolution of any 
differences. The committee noted that whilst there was no concern regarding the 
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current marking scale at the University, there could be value in considering 
alternatives at a future meeting of QSSC, particularly in light of the ongoing 
conversations at sector-level about the role of the GPA, and the focus on 
assessment for learning within the draft Education Strategy;   
 

(p) that paragraph 23 in Attachment I stated the acceptable minimum proportions of 
examination papers and assessed coursework to be second marked, in order to 
maintain confidence in the robustness of the moderation procedure. Anecdotal 
feedback had suggested that these minimum requirements were higher than at 
comparator institutions. The committee felt that there would be value in revisiting 
these minimum proportions at a future meeting of QSSC, having consulted on current 
practice via FEC; however, the need to ensure that any proportions provided 
necessary assurance of the marking process would underpin any such revisitation; 
 

(q) that feedback on assessment was pedagogically important in supporting students’ 
continued development and improvement. The committee noted that, in additional to 
departmental support, there was important role played by Academic Advisors in 
supporting students’ to understand and reflect upon their assessment feedback;  
 

(r) that there would be a value in considering the issue further at a future meeting of 
QSSC;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that no action was required with regards to the institutional policy on the quality 

assurance of assessment and that specific procedures for the use of double-marking 
and moderation were best maintained at a departmental level. The mechanisms of 
quality assurance, including double-marking and moderation, for assessment were 
used in different ways within different departments to account for disciplinary 
differences and this in and of itself presented no cause for concern;  
 

(b) that the proposed revisions to the Learning and Teaching Handbook, as detailed in 
Attachment I, were supported in principle; however, there would be value in seeking 
feedback from FECs before recommending any changes to Education Committee;  

Action: AB/FEC Secretaries 
 

(c) that the committee should consider adding a specific question asking departments to 
reflect on departmental quality assurance arrangements for double-marking and 
moderation and/or their approach to informing students of these arrangements  to the 
Annual Review of Taught Programmes;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the committee’s discussion as detailed in Noted (o) and (p) should be considered 
at a future meeting of QSSC.   

Action: AB 
 
4. Centre for Academic and Researcher Development 

 
Considered: the annual report (2014/15) from the Centre for Academic and Researcher 
Development; 

 Document QSSC/15/05 
 

Reported: that the report detailed the activity undertaken by the Centre for Academic and 
Researcher Development (now known as the Centre for Academic, Researcher and 
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Organisation Development (CAROD)) in the 2014/15 academic year, including the 
recipients of the awards managed by the Centre;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that whilst the report provided a useful overview of the activities undertaken by the 

Centre in 2014/15, the committee felt that the report would benefit from a more 
detailed evaluation of these activities, which could inform QSSC discussions about 
any action which might further enhance training provision and/or the coordination of 
other developments across the University;  
 

(b) that previous reports had included details on how the activities undertaken in the 
previous year, and those planned for the following academic year, had aligned to the 
University’s strategic priorities, and where possible, the Education Strategy and 
Postgraduate Strategy in particular. The committee agreed that, in principle, future 
reports would benefit from a similar overview, noting that this provided a clear outline 
of how the activities had supported the achievement of the University’s agreed 
objectives in relation to learning and teaching and related aspects of the student 
experience;  

 
(c) that the report had included details of the recipients of the Teaching Excellence 

Awards, Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards  and Enhancing the Student 
Learning Experience Awards. The committee noted however that no information had 
been provided on why colleagues had been chosen to receive the Awards. While 
there was no concern from the committee with regards to the rationale for decisions,  
the report presented an opportunity to share best practice and the additional detail 
would have contributed to QSSC’s consideration. The committee felt that there would 
be a benefit in requesting that CAROD provide case studies on the recipients of the 
Teaching Excellence Awards and Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards and 
that information should be provided on the activities or projects planned through the 
Enhancing the Student Experience Awards. This information should be shared with 
FECs once available to support the University’s commitment to sharing best practice 
and enhancement, and included in future reports;  
 

(d) that whilst the committee was aware of the fact that, for instance,  previous recipients 
of the Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards  led Doctoral Supervision training 
sessions, and that Teaching Excellence Award winners had led sessions delivered 
via learning and teaching fora, it would be helpful to have further information on the 
mechanisms used by CAROD to disseminate best practice arising from the Awards, 
and feedback on how dissemination sessions had been used. This would provide a 
further opportunity for QSSC to ensure that best practice could be taken forward;  
 

(e) that the Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice (PGCAP) was managed by 
the Centre for Academic Practice in the School of Education. The PGCAP 
Management Committee had representatives from the School of Education and the 
Dean and Deputy PVC (Education). Whilst it was recognised that the Dean and 
Deputy PVC (Education) was also a member of Education Committee, it might be 
beneficial for Education Committee to receive an annual report from the PGCAP 
Management Committee, noting in particular its links with the Education Strategy;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that future reports should include an evaluation of the activities undertaken by the 

Centre in the previous academic year, and details of the receipts of the Awards as 
detailed in Noted (c);  
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Action: BM 
 

(b) that future reports would also be shared with FECs, as outlined in Noted (c);  
Action: BM 

 
(c) that Education Committee should consider whether an annual report from the 

PGCAP Management Committee should be received by Education Committee. 
Action: AB 

 
5. Partnership Approval: a Risk-based Approach 
 

Considered: proposed revisions to the Learning and Teaching Handbook guidance on 
collaborative programmes and placement opportunities;  

Document QSSC/15/06 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this paper would be considered by QSSC at its December 2015 
meeting]  
 
Noted: that this document had initially been deferred to enable it to take account of the 
QAA’s expected Qualification Characteristics Statement for Qualifications involving more 
than one degree-awarding body. The University had been led to believe that the 
statement would be subject to further revision and consultation, and had therefore 
brought forward the proposed revisions to the L&TH for consideration in October. 
However, the QAA had subsequently published the revised Characteristics Statement, 
which would now  be used to inform the development of the guidance detailed in the 
Learning and Teaching on collaborative programmes. Consideration of the L&TH risk 
mapping would therefore be deferred until December.  

 
6. Policy on Postgraduate Research Students who teach and assess 

 
Considered: a report on the implementation of policy on Postgraduate Research 
Students who teach and assess.  

 Document QSSC/15/07 
[Secretary’s Note: this paper would be considered by QSSC at its December 2015 
meeting]  

Part B: Routine Business 
 

7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed: minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 27 May 2015; 

Document QSSC/15/08 
 

Received:  the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 27 May 
2015;  

                    Document QSSC/15/09 
 

Noted: that the minute extract detailing Education Committees consideration of the report 
from the meeting of QSSC held 27 May 2015 will be considered at the 02 December 
2015 meeting of QSSC. 

 
8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
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Received: the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee action log;  
Document QSSC/15/10 

 
Agreed: that the Action Log would be updated to reflect more accurately the 
timescales for completion and who was responsible following the change in 
membership on the committee;  

 Action: AB 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information.  
Document QSSC/15/10b 

 

(c) Partnership Approval Panel Membership 
 

Reported:  
 
i. that QSSC had considered proposals for dual-award PhDs with the Universities 

of Brasilia and UFRJ by circulation over the summer. QSSC had recommended 
the partnerships for approval, but had noted two issues raised by the panel, 
agreeing that there would be value in discussing these issues at the October 
meeting of QSSC; 
 

ii. that the two issues were: 
 

A. that both academic staff members of the panel – Dr. Campling, as the 
representative from QSSC and Chair, and Dr. Reissland, as the Deputy 
Head of Faculty (PG) – were based within the Faculty of Science, in the 
School of Biomedical and Biological Sciences and Department of Psychology 
respectively. There were no conflicts of interest present, and no problem of 
University policy. Both staff members were happy to sit on the panel, and 
there were clear advantages in having them doing so: both had an 
awareness of collaborative issues, and both were committed to ensuring that 
all key issues were considered. It was nonetheless felt, however, that the 
issue of membership should be referred to QSSC, who should be asked 
Confirmed that it was satisfied in principle for approval panels to be led by 
staff based in the same faculty as partnership (or programme) proposers;  
 

B. that whether there would be value in seeking an additional representative 
from the FEC (PG) for partnerships involving research degree collaborations 
where there was no separate programme to be approved and therefore no 
separate programme approval panel;  

 
Considered: whether to recommend that changes be considered to the partnership 
approval process, in light of the issues raised during considerations of the dual-
award PhDs with Brasilia and UFRJ;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the full Partnership Approval  Panel consisted of a member of academic 

staff who was a member or former member (within the past five years) of QSSC 
or Education Committee, or an appropriate member of academic staff 
appointed by the Chair of either Education Committee or QSSC (as Chair);  the 
Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (or nominee in the case of a 
conflict of interest, such as a proposal from the Chair's own department/school); 
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the Director of the International Office; the Faculty Accountant; and the Head of 
the Academic Support Office;  
 

(b) that the committee did not feel that the current policy for membership of 
Partnership Approval Panels was inappropriate. There was value in having 
representatives from the faculty in which the proposal had arisen, as such 
academic staff were likely to have a greater understanding of disciplinary 
issues. However, it was felt that there would be a value in having at least one 
member of the academic staff present at Partnership Approval Panels from 
outside of the faculty proposing the partnership, as this would provide a more 
external perspective on the proposals ;  

 
(c) that, in line with University policy, where a partnership involving a research 

degree collaboration, which did not have a programme to be approved, there 
would be no requirement for a separate programme approval panel. QSSC did 
not feel that there would be value in increasing the membership to include more 
representatives. It did, however, agree that at least one member from inside the 
faculty proposing the partnership, normally the Deputy Head of Faculty (PG), 
should be a member of the panel;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that guidance on membership should be amended to state that at least one 

member of the academic staff present at Partnership Approval Panels should 
normally be from outside of the faculty proposing the partnership; 

 Action: AB 
(b) that guidance on membership should be amended to state that for research 

degree collaborations, where there was no requirement for a separate 
programme approval panel, at least one member from inside the faculty 
proposing the partnership, normally the Deputy Head of Faculty (PG);  

 Action: AB 
(c) that FECs should be informed of these amendments. 

Action: AB 
   

9. Chair’s Action 
 

      Considered: the report of Chair’s action taken on behalf of QSSC. 
Document QSSC/15/11 

 
10. Chair’s Business 

 
(a) Chief Examiner 

 
Reported: that the University would need to consider the process for recruiting a 
new Chief Examiner; the current Chief Examiner’s term of office was due to end in 
2015/16;  

 
Noted: that there would be a value in instigating the recruitment process after the 
conclusion of the University’s Higher Education Review (HER) by the QAA, 
recognising that there would be a benefit to seeking someone with specific expertise, 
or knowledge, if necessary, in light of any findings within the HER Report;  
 
Agreed: that the recruitment process for a new Chief Examiner would be considered 
following the conclusion of the Higher Education Review;  

Action: AR 



 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 13 of 18 
 14 October 2015 

 

 
(b) Senate Review 

  
Reported: that the Senate Review Final Report had been considered and approved 
by Senate at its June 2014 meeting. The recommendations had focused upon the 
Statutes of the University; the composition of Senate; support mechanisms for 
Senate, and committee and delegations;  

 
Noted: that the Senate Review Committee was undertaking a further consultation 
process on the implementation of the recommendations and would likely be 
consulting with Education Committee in the first instance. However, there would likely 
be implications for QSSC with regards to approval and reporting processes;  

 
Agreed: that an update would be provided to the committee when available;  

Action: TF 
 

11. Membership and Terms of Reference 
 
Considered: revisions to the membership and terms of reference for QSSC. 

Document QSSC/15/12 
 
Noted: that the Terms of Reference and Membership had been updated to reflect the 
expiry of memberships and changes to nomenclature. The committee noted that 
Professor Gordon Love’s membership had been extended for a further three years and 
would end in 2018; this should be reflected in the membership of QSSC;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed amendments to the QSSC Terms of Reference and 
Membership be approved, subject to updating the membership of Professor Gordon 
Love, and recommended to Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed Membership and 
Terms of Reference for Quality and Standards Sub-Committee  
 

12. Schedule of Business 
 

Received: Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Schedule of Business for 2015/16;  
Document QSSC/15/13 

 
13. PRAP Reports 
 

Considered: an update from the Science Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel; 
Document QSSC/15/14 

 
Noted:   
 
(a) that the PRAP report had been provided to QSSC as an example of the manner in 

which accreditation and Departmental Review reports were considered by PRAPs. 
The minutes of the PRAP provided a detailed overview of the PRAP’s consideration 
of any outstanding recommendations, but did not provide QSSC  with  the 
recommendations themselves. PRAPs was responsible to QSSC for ensuring that 
the reports of Departmental Review and of accrediting bodies were followed up so 
that all recommendations were appropriately addressed, in support of achievement 
of the University's agreed aims and objectives in relation to learning and teaching 
and related aspects of the student experience. Assurance reports had not been 
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requested by QSSC as part of the follow-up process – QSSC received a completed 
report once the PRAP had confirmed that it was satisfied with the action taken to 
address each recommendation – however, there would be value in considering 
whether more periodic follow-up reporting would be useful, as part of the Review of 
Departmental Review; 

 
(b) that it was positive to see explicit consideration of recommendations relating to 

accreditation reports being taken forward by the PRAP;  
 

(c) that the University was undertaking a Review of Departmental Reviews in 2015/16, 
as agreed by Senate. The committee noted that there would be a value in 
considering a number of matters relating to the recommendations arising from 
Departmental Review, as part of the Review of Departmental Reviews;  

 
(d) that in particular, consideration could be given to reviewing the number of 

recommendations arising from individual periodic reviews. Whilst the committee 
noted that it was important to ensure that all areas were appropriately addressed 
through recommendations where necessary, there would be a value in reviewing 
whether the process could be enhanced to ensure a more streamlined and focused 
approach with regards to the setting of recommendations;  

 
(e) that guidance on the wording of recommendations could also usefully be considered 

as part of the Review of Departmental Reviews. A recommendation that required a 
department or school ‘to consider’ a particular area, could be signed off as complete 
once the department or school had provided evidence of that consideration; a 
recommendation that required a department to take more specific action could only 
be deemed to be complete once action had been taken. This enabled review teams 
to ensure that recommendations could be set as appropriate depending on whether 
a need had been identified for a department to investigate/review a specific issue to 
ascertain whether there was a problem or opportunity for enhancement, or whether 
the review team had identified a problem which needed addressing. This flexibility 
represented a useful mechanism and was clearly utilised by review teams; however, 
there would likely be benefits in presenting to options to those teams (and, more 
importantly, to departments under review) more explicitly;  

 
(f) that the committee also considered the length of time that elapsed between the 

Departmental Review and the completion of the recommendations and felt that this 
should also be considered via the Review in Noted (d). Previous iterations of 
reviews had explicitly included an initial three-month meeting between the 
department and chair of review team, with staff from ASO in attendance, and there 
might be value in considering;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the report provided a useful assurance report on the operation of the periodic 

review follow-up process;  
 
(b) that the matters raised by the committee in should be referred to the group 

considering the Review of Departmental Reviews;  
Action: AB/AR 

 
14. Accreditation Report: Faculty of Science 
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Considered: an accreditation report from the British Computer Society in relation to 
computer science programmes offered by the School of Engineering and Computer 
Sciences; 

Document QSSC/15/15 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee congratulated the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences 

on the accreditation report from the British Computer Society;  
 

(b) that the School was required to notify the British Computer Society of any proposed 
major changes to a programme or its delivery;  
 

Agreed: that the report should be submitted to the Faculty PRAP, which should 
investigate the follow-up process. 

Action: NDB 
 

15. Accreditation Report: Master of Pharmacy (MPharm) 
 

Considered: a report arising from the step 5 accreditation of the MPharm programme by 
the General Pharmaceutical Council; 

Document QSSC/15/16 
 

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

the Step 5 accreditation of the MPharm programme by the GPhC; 
 

(b) that this was part of an ongoing multi-stage accreditation process and that Durham 
University had been approved by the Registrar of the General Pharmaceutical 
Council to progress to step 6 of the GPhC’s accreditation process and that this will 
take place in December 2015;  

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

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

 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to the Faculty PRAP for information; 

 Action: EC 
 
16. Partnership Approvals 
 

Considered: proposed collaborative partnership between the Department of History and 
University of Bern to deliver a Dual Award PhD;  

Document QSSC/15/17 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that  Dr Colin Crowder was not present at the New Partnership Approval Panel and 

that this should be amended in the minutes of the meeting; 
 

(b) that the Department of History was keen to grow strategic research links with the 
University of Bern and that partnership would strengthen research collaborations, 
and could potentially facilitate access to further funding for staff and student mobility. 
The partnership also offered opportunities for further student mobility in the future 
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through the partnership agreement. QSSC therefore agreed that the partnership was 
appropriate, noting the clear rationale for the partnership with the University of Bern;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the minutes of the New Partnership Approval Panel should be revised in line with 

Noted (a);  
Action: SA 

(b) that partnership between the Department of History and University of Bern to deliver 
a Dual Award PhD 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 History and University of Bern to deliver a 
Dual Award PhD 

 
17. Approval of Placement Providers 
 

Considered: 
 

(a) Student Exchange agreement with Tsinghua University 
Document QSSC/15/18 

 
(b) Student Exchange agreement with Osaka University 

Document QSSC/15/19 
 

(c) Student Exchange agreement with St Petersburg University 
Document QSSC/15/20 

 
(d) Student Exchange agreement with Financial University 

Document QSSC/15/21 
 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that that the three Faculty PVC’s had not yet endorsed the University-wide student 

exchange proposals; 
 

(b) that the International Office was preparing a report for Education Committee on the 
University’s strategic direction for partnerships and collaboration and if the 
appropriate structures were in place to support this;  

 
(c) that the proposed student exchange agreements were appropriate;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the proposed University-wide student exchange agreements should be 

approved, subject to endorsement from the Faculty PVC’s, and that this should be 
reported to the International Office; 

Action: AB  
[Secretary’s Note: this was communicated to the International Office shortly after the

  meeting]  
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(b) that the proposed departmental student exchange agreements should be approved, 
and that this should be reported to the International Office.  

Action: AB  
[Secretary’s Note: this was communicated to the International Office shortly after the

  meeting]  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

 
18. QAA Higher Education Review 2016 

 
Considered: an update on the forthcoming Higher Education Review; 

Document QSSC/15/22 – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: This paper should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee] 

 
Reported: that the QAA had provided the University with further details on the Higher 
Education Review, and in particular, the details of the QAA Review Team undertaking 
the review. The report outlined an updated internal schedule for the preparation of the 
HER, including expected timescales for the circulation of the draft Self Evaluation 
Document (SED) to members of the committee for comment;  

 
19. Competition and Market Authority 

 
Received: a briefing report from UUK on University compliance with Competition Markets 
Authority guidance. 

Document QSSC/15/23 – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: This paper should be treated as closed and confidential to the committee] 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that a University Task Group had been coordinating the University’s approach to 

the recent change in Consumer Protection Legislation. Consumer Protection Law 
would apply more explicitly to the relationship between Higher Education providers 
and prospective and current students, and particularly to undergraduates. It set out 
the minimum standards that applied to information provision, complaint handling 
and the fairness of terms of conditions. The Consumer Protection Law would sit 
alongside other relevant sector-specific regulatory obligations;  
 

(b) that that the CMA would conduct a compliance check on providers in October 
2015. It was still not clear in what form this activity would be undertaken;    
 

(c) that, with regards to the TEIs within the Common Awards Framework, compliance 
with the CMA would be the responsibility of individual TEIs; St Johns was the only 
exception to this. The information provided to students was monitored via the 
Common Awards Management Board;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that it was important that regulatory and programme documentation made clear, in 

advance, the reasons why there might be any changes to a programme;  
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(b) that QSSC would likely consider any policy changes that would ensure further 
compliance with the CMA, in the first instance.  

  
20. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 
Date     Time Room 

Wednesday 02 December 2015 2: 2:00pm Palatine Centre, D/PC005 

Wednesday 27 January 2016     2:00pm Palatine Centre, D/PC005 

Wednesday 24 February 2016 
Wednesday 11 May 2016 
Wednesday 01 June 2016 
 

9  2:00pm 
2:00pm 
2:00pm 
 

Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
 


