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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

15 March 2017 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
15 March 2017 in Palatine Centre, room PC/005.    
 
Present: Dr T. Fawcett (Chair), Dr G. Campling, Dr S. Fouz Hernandez, Professor G. Love, 
Professor G. Moore, Mr A. Rennie and Miss L. Whiting with Miss A. Bird (Secretary).  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
 

49. Quality Assessment: ESG Mapping 
 
Considered: a report on HEFCE’s Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment, 
including a mapping against the European Standards and Guidelines; 

Document QSSC/16/36 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the QAA, through the implementation of its UK Quality Code and its system of 

cyclical Peer Review, was responsible for the quality assurance of higher education 
between 1997 and 2016. As a result, the University had been subject to external 
cyclical peer review approximately every six years, and most recently in March 2016 
under the QAA Higher Education Review (HER) method. HEFCE had confirmed that 
it intended to take direct responsibility for the quality assessment of higher education 
from 2016, and introduced a Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment;  
 

(b) that HEFCE had gradually released information about the Revised Operating Model 
for Quality Assessment and that the committee had been updated on the 
developments, when available. The committee had considered a summary report at 
its 30 November 2016 meeting (Document QSSC/16/23a and Minute QSSC/16/23 
refers) and a verbal update from the Head of the Academic Support Office at its 15 
February 2017 meeting (Minute QSSC/16/ 34 refers);  
 

(c) that this report provided a summary of the most up to date information available on 
the Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment and a detailed mapping of the 
University’s practice against the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG). HEFCE 
had requested that every provider of higher education within England undertake its 
own mapping against the ESG, and that institutional governing bodies provide an 
annual assurance to HEFCE, through the Annual Provider Review (APR) process, 
that they (Council) “had received a report that confirmed that the provider continued 
to meet the standards of Part 1 of the European Standards and Guidelines (2015)”. 
The first assurance report would be due 1st December 2017. This report (Document 
QSSC/16/36), commissioned by Education Committee, should enable Council to 
provide that assurance. The report was presented to QSSC in the first instance, and 
would be considered by Education Committee, Senate and Council in due course;  
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Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee welcomed the update report on the Revised Operating Model for 

Quality Assessment and noted that all higher education providers would be expected 
to comply with all elements of the baseline requirements, and that compliance would 
be tested through the Quality Review method, undertaken by the QAA;  

 
(b) that the Quality Review process would be used to rigorously test a new entrant's 

readiness to enter the higher education sector; to re-test the quality aspects of the 
baseline regulatory requirements at the end of a new entrant's four-year 
developmental period; and to re-test the quality aspects of the baseline regulatory 
requirements in an 'established' provider that has been deemed by HEFCE to require 
enhanced monitoring;  

 
(c) that a review by the QAA (Quality Review) would therefore no longer be automatic 

but instead reactive if concerns about an ‘established’ higher education provider were 
raised. Concerns would most likely be raised via the HEFCE APR process but a 
Quality Review Visit could also be triggered by a CMA legal case against the provider 
or following additional one-off reviews commissioned by HEFCE (see Noted (f));  

 
(d) that, as a result, there was a clear need to ensure that the University was compliant 

with the new baseline regulatory requirements. The University was compliant with the 
UK Quality Code and FHEQ (as confirmed by the QAA HER process in 2016), and 
had previously considered the matter of CMA compliance through a Working Group 
led by the Academic Registrar, and the CUC Higher Education Code of Governance 
via the Governance and Executive Support Office. Explicit consideration of the Office 
of the Independent Adjudicator’s (OIA) Good Practice Framework for handling 
appeals and complaints and HEFCE’s new Statement of Good Practice on course 
changes and closures had not previously been undertaken by the University. The 
committee was therefore supportive of the recommendation that the Academic 
Support Office should review current practice in light of these Good Practice 
documents and present these to a future meeting of QSSC; 

 
(e) that the new baseline requirements represented a significant expansion in the 

regulation and the scope of quality reviews, which would be comprised of four main 
elements: the Quality Review Visit, the HEFCE Annual Provider Review (APR), the 
five year HEFCE Assurance Review (HAR), and QAA reviews of Transnational 
Education (TNE);  

 
(f) that, in addition to these, HEFCE had commissioned: a one-off check of the annual 

monitoring processes of all universities during 2017 and 2018, which would be 
undertaken by the QAA (and known as the ‘Verification Process’); a review of the 
External Examiner system, to be undertaken by the HEA; and had requested that 
UUK  develop standardised algorithms for degree classification;  

 
(g) that the University had placed its Review of Departmental Reviews in abeyance in 

anticipation of the ‘Verification Process’. It was expected that the ‘Verification 
Process’ would review providers’ annual monitoring (Annual Review) and periodic 
review processes (Departmental Review) and that it would therefore be helpful to 
ensure that the University’s practice was considered in light of the findings of the 
review. It was now understood that the review would be undertaken in 2017-18 and, 
as result, it would not be possible to consider the findings of this review as part of the 
Review of Departmental Review Working Group; the University would need to 
introduce it’s a revised process for Departmental Review for 2017/18. It was noted 
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however that it would still be possible to consider the aims of the verification process 
during the review, and to subsequently consider the outcomes of verification process 
to ensure that the University was in line with expectations;  
 

(h) that under the Revised Operating Model, it was likely that the University would be 
subject to 6 external reviews between 2016 and 2018; QAA HER (2016); APR (2016, 
2017 and 2018); QAA Verification Process (2017/2018); and HAR (2018), Between 
them, these reviews would consider both process (e.g. compliance with the ESG) 
and outcomes (e.g. NSS, DLHE performance). The committee felt that there would 
be a value in communicating directly to UEC the timescales for these reviews, when 
known;  
 

(i) that negative outcomes from the reviews outlined above could result in a referral to 
the QAA reactive Quality Review, and/or the withdrawal of a provider’s Teaching 
Excellence Framework (TEF) award, or ultimately, the loss of degree-awarding 
powers (subject to the Higher Education and Research Bill). The committee 
recognised that the new arrangements for quality assessment altered the associated 
risk; while it seemed likely that the University’s processes would not automatically be 
considered in the level of detailed scrutiny associated with previous QAA Reviews, 
the University would need to be confident in its continual compliance with a wider 
range of regulations, and confident in its ability to ensure continued enhancement of 
student opportunity and student outcomes;   
 

(j) that the committee also recognised that there would likely be a resource implication 
for the Academic Support Office in firstly undertaking the preparatory work, such as 
the mapping exercises, as agreed by the committee (see Noted (d)) and secondly, in 
ensuring the continual compliance with the ESG and the revised quality assessment 
regime. The committee felt that the potential resources implications for the University, 
and for the Academic Support Office in particular, should be highlighted for Education 
Committee, and within the wide University as necessary;  

 
(k) that the ESG were a set of standards and guidelines for internal and external quality 

assurance in higher education.  The  ESG  were  not  standards  for  quality itself but 
they  provided  guidance,  covering  the  areas  which were  vital  for  successful  
quality  provision  and  learning  environments  in  higher  education. The ESG 
standards were consistent across the European Higher Education Area, providing an 
international framework for the operation of higher education. HEFCE had requested 
that every provider of Higher Education within England undertake its own mapping 
against the ESG (see Reported (c));  

 
(l) that the committee felt that the mapping document of the University’s practice against 

the ESG was very comprehensive and should be commended. Minor amendments 
were agreed to ensure that abbreviations were used consistently;  
 

(m) that the accompanying report was helpful and appropriate, but would require further 
amendment (and adapting to the appropriate institutional template) if it was to be 
considered by Senate and Council; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee was satisfied with the ESG mapping, and with the statement that 

Durham meets the standards of Part 1 of the ESG;  
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(b) that, in future, all major educational policy developments should be accompanied by 
an assessment of impact on the University’s compliance with the ESG (as had 
previously been the case with the UK Quality Code);  

Action: AR  
 

(c) that the report and ESG mapping document should be recommended to Education 
Committee for consideration and subsequent consideration at Senate and Council 
respectively, in support of Council’s annual assurance report (annual provider review) 
to HEFCE;  

 
(d) that the Academic Support office would review current practice in light of the Office of 

the Independent Adjudicator’s (OIA) Good Practice Framework for handling appeals 
and complaints and HEFCE’s new Statement of Good Practice on course changes 
and closures, as outlined in Noted (d), and present these to a future meeting of 
QSSC;  

Action: AR  
 

(e) that the committee highlighted the potential resources implications for the University, 
and for the Academic Support Office in particular, in the immediate- and longer term, 
of the HEFCE’s extended regulatory regime; 

 
Recommended:  
 
(a) that Education Committee consider recommending the report and ESG 

mapping document to Senate and Council in support of its annual assurance 
report (annual provider review) to HEFCE; 

 
(b) that Education Committee confirm that, in future, major educational policy 

initiatives should include consideration of any potential impact on Durham’s 
compliance with the requirements of the ESG. 

 
 
50. Annual Review of Taught Degree Programmes 
 

(a) Faculty  Overviews of Annual Review - Undergraduate 
 

Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of undergraduate and integrated 
master’s taught provision;            

Document QSSC/16/38a-c 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities report had not identified any issues that 
required further consideration or action by QSSC; 
 

(ii) that the committee noted the Faculty’s consideration of the impact of the external 
environment on departments, and particularly the UK’s exit from the European 
Union. In particular, departments had highlighted the uncertainty surrounding the 
Erasmus exchange programme beyond 2017/18. The committee noted that some 
departments had already considered possible strategies for maintaining individual 
agreements with partners. It was reported that Senate had recently considered 
this matter and felt that it would be more appropriate to consider the implications 
of the UK’s exit from the EU when there was increased certainty from the 
Government. Notwithstanding this, the committee was aware that some non-EU 
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countries paid into the Erasmus scheme to allow their students to participate and 
it could be that the UK followed a similar model in the future;   

 
(iii) that the report had highlighted the lack of physical space raised by departments 

located on Elvet Riverside. The committee was aware that renovations for Elvet 
Riverside were scheduled and that there would be a value in communicating this 
information to the affected departments;  

 
(iv) that departments were required to involve students directly in the Annual Review 

process; this was specifically reported on by departments and in the Faculty 
Overview report (Section 4 of the report). The report highlighted some variability 
in student attendance at review meetings and that in some instances it appeared 
that no students had participated in the review meetings (for example, where final 
review meetings had taken place over the summer, or early in the Michaelmas 
Term, when student representatives were not available to attend); assurances 
had been provided by departments that in such instances, appropriate steps were 
taken to discuss the process with student representatives and to share 
documentation, and that students were involved in consideration of the issues 
which fed into reviews in year; 

 
(v) that the Students’ Union representative noted the importance of ensuring that the 

students involved in the annual review process were representative of the student 
cohort and that this was of particular interest for the Academic Affairs Officer. 
There was an intention to review the Annual Review process in the future. This 
would provide an opportunity to strengthen student involvement in the process, 
for example, some Student-Staff Consultative Committees (SSCCs) agendas had 
added the Annual Review process as a standing item for the first meeting of 
SSCCs;  

 
(vi) that the ‘Verification Process’, as outlined in Minute QSSC/16/49/(g) would 

consider the externality of the providers’ review processes and the involvement of 
students in these;  

 
(vii) that the committee noted that the feedback provided on assessment and 

feedback via the External Examiner reports (Document QSSC/16/23a-c) had 
been positive, but that student feedback provided via MEQs or the NSS, had 
been more critical. Student satisfaction with assessment and feedback in the 
NSS was lower than all other domains in the survey across the sector. The trend 
over the last few years of External Examiner reports had indicated that concerns 
with assessment and feedback had decreased and that commendations for this 
area within departments had increased. The University had committed – through 
the NSS 2015 Overview Report, Education Strategy, in response to the Student 
Written Submission (as part of the QAA HER) and via further discussions at 
Education Committee during 2015/16 – to undertaking a holistic review of its 
approach to assessment and feedback and that this disconnect had highlighted 
the need to ensure an mutual understanding for staff and students;  

 
(viii) that the committee was aware that the Students’ Union had proposed that the 

University adopt anonymous marking at the 22 June 2016 meeting of Education 
Committee (Minute EC/15/124 refers). The committee had subsequently agreed 
that this matter would be considered via the University’s review of assessment 
and feedback, as noted above. The representative from the Students’ Union 
queried whether it would be possible for the University to consider routinely 
providing feedback on examinations, given the high usage of examinations as a 
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form of assessment. The committee agreed that this should be considered as 
part of the University’s review of assessment and feedback. It was reported that 
the Department of Biosciences had trialled providing examination feedback to 
students and would be happy to provide information on this to support the review 
group;  

 
(ix) that the Faculty of Science report had identified two specific issues that required 

further consideration or action by QSSC;  
 
(x) that the committee was asked to consider the feedback from Natural Sciences 

with respect to the disbanding of the Admissions Sub-Committee and the 
perceived difficulties that this created in contributing to the University Access 
Agreement and the content of the Admissions Guide. The committee was aware 
that this matter had been previously raised via the Annual Review process 
2014/15 and subsequently considered by QSSC. It was reiterated that the 
University Access Agreement was considered by Education Committee and 
Senate before being submitted to OFFA. Departments and Faculties would be 
expected to provide any feedback or comments via Deputy Heads of Faculty who 
attended Education Committee. It was reported that for the development of the 
2018-19 Access Agreement (submitted in April 2017), the University had 
undertaken an alternative approach which increased student engagement with 
the process; the representative from the Students’ Union confirmed that this 
process had been welcomed by the Students’ Union and been a positive 
enhancement to the development of the Access Agreement;  

 
(xi) that the committee was asked to consider the feedback from Natural Sciences 

with respect to decline of c.3.2% in UCAS applicants confirming Durham as their 
‘firm choice’ from ethnic minorities. This was noted within the context of a 
significantly higher proportion of offers that were made to this category of 
applicant. The committee was aware that this matter had been already been 
raised via the Annual Review process 2014/15 and subsequently considered by 
QSSC, and did not believe that any further action was required at this point;[RA1] 

 
(xii) that the committee considered the concern raised regarding the timetabling of 

student contact hours across non-single honours degrees, for example when 
students were required to travel between sites in a very short space of time, and 
the possible impact of this on student satisfaction and the NSS. It was confirmed 
that Student Registry did take this into account when developing the teaching 
timetable, but the complexity of the timetable, and the University’s prioritisation of 
student choice, meant that it was necessary to use all available teaching slots 
and teaching space to ensure that all teaching sessions could be delivered – it 
was not possible to guarantee that all consecutive classes could be scheduled in 
the same or adjoining venues;   

 
(xiii) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health had raised four specific issues 

that required further consideration or action by QSSC;  
 
(xiv) that the Faculty had highlighted the overall improvements in the operation of 

the student representative (course rep) elections for 2016/17 but that there 
remained issues with the timing of the elections in relation to scheduled 
SSCCsThe committee was pleased to note departmental satisfaction with the 
overall operation of the student representative elections; this was mirrored by 
feedback provided from the Science Faculty. It was reported that a review of the 
elections process was underway and that a report would be presented to the 
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Wednesday 26 April 2017 meeting of Education Committee to propose 
enhancements to the operation of the elections process for 2017/18, taking into 
account feedback from departments;  

 
(xv) that the matter of timetabling had been considered by QSSC earlier on the 

agenda (Minute QSSC/16/51a(xi) refers). The Social Sciences and Health 
Faculty had raised specific concerns with regards to the relocation of 
programmes from Queen’s Campus to Durham City. It was confirmed that the 
timetable was developed across all programmes, and that this would include 
those relocated from Queen’s in the future, and that this would ensure that those 
relocated programmes would not disadvantaged or favoured over any other 
programmes;  

 
(xvi) that the School of Applied Social Sciences had identified the arrangements 

for maternity, paternity and research leave as requiring review and enhancement 
by the University. In particular, the School had highlighted the need to consider 
how best to resource teaching commitments and maintain appropriate 
student:staff ratios in the event that several members of staff were on leave 
concurrently. The underlying issue appeared to be one where an initial period of 
maternity/paternity leave was compounded by a need for sudden research leave, 
in relation to a changing HR policy The committee noted that the creation of ‘the 
establishment’ might support departments in this matter, in the future. It was 
understood that ‘the establishment’ would ensure that ‘established’ role could be 
filled by other roles – such as teaching fellows or part-time staff – in such interim 
periods; however, the underlying issue was also referred to HR for consideration;  

 
(xvii) that the Business School had identified that the current criteria for assessing 

international partnerships, and process for initial approval of those partnerships, 
as causing potential concerns for the School’s internationalisation strategy. This 
was a UEC-led process, and was therefore outside of the direct scope of the 
committee; however, the issue would be referred to the Dean of 
Internationalisation in the first instance;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(i) that the matter of anonymous marking and examination feedback would be 

considered as part of the University’s review of assessment and feedback;  
 
(ii) that the issues raised by SASS and DUBS would be referred to HR and the Dean 

of Internationalisation respectively; 
Action: AR 

 
(iii) that the outstanding reports from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

should be requested via the Chair of QSSC;  
Action: TF 

 
(iv) that the outstanding reports from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities should be 

requested via the Chair of QSSC;  
Action: TF 

  
[Secretary’s note: the report for Geography was provided directly after the meeting] 

 
 

(b) Faculty  Overviews of Annual Review – Postgraduate Taught 
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Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of postgraduate taught provision; 

Document QSSC/16/39a-c 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities report had not identified any issues that 

required further consideration or action by QSSC;  
 

(ii) that the report had highlighted departmental concerns regarding the lack of 
funding for postgraduate taught students, and any future rise in tuition fees, as 
perceived barriers to applications. The Scholarships, Fees and Awards Advisory 
Group (a sub-committee of UEC) had responsibility for assessing and 
reorganising the fees structure and banding for all academic programmes; 
however, it remained possible for individual Departments and Faculties to offer 
scholarships to support taught postgraduate applications. The committee was 
also aware that the Government had introduced student loans for postgraduate 
taught programmes from 2016/17 entry, alongside Durham’s existing Credit 
Union, widening participation discount for PGTs, and alumni discount scheme.. It 
was not clear to the committee whether the UK leaving the EU would result in 
applicants from European countries paying international student fees;  

 
(iii) that the Science Faculty report had not identified any issues that required further 

consideration or action by QSSC; 
 
(iv) that the Department for Mathematical Sciences had highlighted inefficiencies with 

regard to the recording and monitoring of student data following the removal of 
assigned support from CIS to carry out this role. A representative from the 
Student Systems Advisory Group advised that the University was aware of the 
inefficiencies associated with the platform used to support the recording and 
monitoring of student data and that this was a key consideration for the University 
via the University Strategy, following the completion of the New World 
programme;  

 
(v) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health had raised four specific issues that 

required further consideration or action by QSSC;  
 
(vi) that the matter of the transition of programmes from Queen’s Campus to Durham 

University and/or Newcastle University and subsequent the need to ensure that a 
positive student experience was maintained until the process was complete, had 
been referred to the Faculty Office and the Queen’s Campus Transitions Working 
Group. This matter had also been raised in the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health Overview Report for annual review of research degree provision;  

 
(vii) that the Business School had proposed that the way in which changes to SSCC 

policy and procedure in 2015/16 and 2016/17 had been implemented should be 
reviewed. It was not clear to the committee the specific issue that the Business 
School might be referring to, particularly as the revised election processes for 
2016/17 course representatives had been implemented for undergraduate 
student representatives only. Notwithstanding this, the committee was informed 
that the Students’ Union had developed a series of principles for postgraduate 
student representation, given the distinct nature of postgraduate taught and 
research programmes compared to undergraduate programmes, and that these 
had been presented to Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) for initial 
consultation at their Epiphany Term meetings. It was anticipated that the 
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principles would be presented to the Wednesday 26 April 2017 meeting of 
Education Committee for consideration. The committee agreed that there would 
be value in liaising with the Business School to establish the specific concerns of 
the School which led them to propose a review to ensure that any feedback 
provided by the School could be fed into the principles, where appropriate;  
 

(viii) that the Business School had proposed that the potential to introduce an 
alternative method of attendance monitoring, such as swipe card registration, be 
explored in order to minimise the resources required to record and monitor 
student attendance. It was reported that the Student Systems Advisory Group 
had considered the possible infrastructures available to support this. There was a 
need to record student attendance at compulsory sessions and to ensure 
compliance with Visa requirements; the committee was also aware that it was 
important to record student attendance in laboratories for health and safety 
reasons. The Students’ Union representative noted their concerns regarding 
attendance monitoring processes for students;  

 
(ix) that the committee considered the matter of the approval process and criteria for 

international partnerships as part of its consideration of the faculty overview of 
annual review of undergraduate and integrated masters provision (Minute 
QSSC/16/51a(xvi) refers);  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the Academic Affairs Officer and Secretary would liaise with the Business 

School regarding the proposed review of the changes to SSCC policy and 
procedure in 2015/16 and 2016/17;  

Action: LW 
 

(ii) that the outstanding reports from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities should be 
requested via the Chair of QSSC. 

Action: TF 
 
51. Annual Review of Research Degree Programmes 
 

Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of research degree provision;   
Document QSSC/16/40a-c 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities report had highlighted two issues which had 

been discussed and addressed by QSSC previously. The Department of English 
Studies had queried the effectiveness of the APN procedure and the open access 
policy for PhD theses. The University had revised the embargo period to 3 years with 
an opportunity to extend for a further two years if there was evidence of a publication 
contract (Minute EC/15/112 refers). The University had also revised the APN 
procedure (Minute QSSC/15/36a refers) and, following discussions with the English 
Department, it had become apparent that the challenge related to specific instance 
where English had been reluctant to initiate the APN process in case the use an APN 
had proven counter-productive, and so had not done so. Subsequently, they had 
becoming concerned at the time period during which the student had made limited 
progress. No further action was required in either case; however, English would be 
reminded to use the APN process where appropriate; 
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(ii) that the Science Faculty had raised four specific issues that required further 
consideration or action by QSSC;  
 

(iii) that the matters of PGR funding and PGR recruitment were not within the remit of 
QSSC; however, the Committee noted the commitment within the new University 
strategy to a review of PGR funding, which was being led by Research Office and 
Research Committee;  
 

(iv) that the report had highlighted dissatisfaction with the PGR review system, with some  
departments feeling that it was not fit for purpose. It was reported that the University 
was investing in a new platform to support the implementation of the new Durham 
Award and that this could also be used to support the PGR review system. 
Colleagues were liaising with Sheffield University who had implemented the platform 
for this reason. This matter was also raised by the Faculty of Social Sciences;  
 

(v) that two departments had highlighted the lack of clarity with regards to support for 
PGR students, and had reported that the Disability Support Service was perceived to 
be more focused on undergraduate students. The committee reiterated that this was 
not the case and that University support services were available to all students. 
There was also a role for departments in ensuring effective signposting for 
postgraduate research students;  
 

(vi) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health had raised three specific issues that 
required further consideration or action by QSSC; 
 

(vii)that the Business School had raised the matter of the ability for doctoral students to 
retain their Durham University email address following graduation in order to continue 
their collaboration with academic staff. It was understood that students could request 
an extension to their email account and that the necessary forms were available on 
the University website. Graduates also could also request a permanent Dunelm 
forwarding email address;  
 

(viii) that the two remaining issues highlighted by the Faculty, which related to the PGR 
review system and the transfer of programmes from Durham University to Newcastle 
University, had been discussed by QSSC in response to the faculty overview report 
for annual review of taught postgraduate provision (Minute QSSC/16/52/(v) refers) 
and faculty overviews of annual reviews of research degree provision (Minute 
QSSC/16/51b/(v) refers), respectively;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(i) that the matter of PGR funding would be referred to Research Committee for 

consideration;  
Action: AB 

 
(ii) that the outstanding report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities should be 

requested via the Chair of QSSC;  
Action: TF 

 
52. Module Evaluation Questionnaire  

 
Considered: a proposed approach to the use of Module Evaluation Questionnaires, 
including an initial report from the MEQ Working Group; 

Document QSSC/16/41 
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Reported: that the report outlined the progress of the Module Evaluation Questionnaire 
(MEQ) Task and Finish Group and provided an outline of the software pilot which was 
currently underway in the Business School. The report had also been considered by the 
Faculty Education Committees and the Student Experience Sub-Committee. It was 
presented to QSSC to seek feedback on the pedagogical aspects of MEQs, and to seek 
views on the structure and frequency for issuing questionnaires. The feedback from the 
committees would be reflected in a final report to be considered at the next scheduled 
meeting of the MEQ Task and Finish Group, before recommending the preferred 
approach to Education Committee; 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the software being piloted would allow a hierarchical approach to the structure of 

questionnaires, with University, department, and module level questions providing 
scope to seek feedback on a range of issues; 

 
(b) that the proposed questions had been influenced by those included in the new 

National Student Survey (NSS) questionnaire from 2017 onwards, as well as using 
the same scale for responses as the NSS which would provide an opportunity to 
familiarise students with both the response scale and the type and format of 
questions which can be expected in the NSS;  
 

(a) that the Learning and Teaching Handbook outlined that it was expected that 
departments, as a minimum, administer module questionnaires for taught 
programmes either on a two-year rolling basis, so that half of the taught modules 
delivered in a given academic year were the subject of a module questionnaire; or 
that module questionnaires were administered on a three-year rolling basis, so that 
one third of taught modules delivered in a given academic year were the subject of a 
module questionnaire, and an end of level/programme questionnaire; 
 

(b) that the Group had recommended that the default position should be that an MEQ 
was run for every module on annual basis, unless a strong case could be made that 
it should not be issued;  
 

(c) that the committee considered whether departments would be presented with too 
much information if MEQs and programme level questionnaires were issued routinely 
on an annual basis. The Group had felt that, taking into account all instances where 
MEQs might have to be run, it was likely that the vast majority of modules would 
need to be reviewed and that to have an opt-out process would be more efficient. It 
was felt that in practice, where all MEQs were run in any given department, the 
feedback collected through MEQs would be used to identify where further attention 
might be required by the department;  

 
(d) that the representative from the Students’ Union felt it would be inappropriate for 

students to provide their feedback via MEQs for some of this feedback to not be 
considered in depth. The Chair of the MEQ Task and Finish Group confirmed that the 
MEQ data would still be considered by the lecturer(s) teaching on the module to help 
enhance the teaching on that module. The mechanism described previously could be 
used to highlight which modules might require further consideration at a departmental 
level, but that this would not exclude the consideration of the feedback on those 
modules which were not flagged through this process for further consideration. 
Members of the committee shared this sentiment and felt that this would be 
appropriate practice;   
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(e) that the committee felt that flexibility should be a key element of the MEQ process 
and that departments should be permitted to seek feedback at earlier opportunities, if 
more appropriate; 
 

Agreed: that the committee’s comments would be forwarded to the MEQ Task and Finish 
Group for consideration;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s comments were shared with the Secretary of the 
MEQ Task and Finish Group shortly after the meeting] 
 

Part B: Routine Business 
 

 

53. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 15 February 2017; 

Document QSSC/16/42 
 

Received: the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 15 
February 2017;  

                    Document QSSC/16/43 
 

Reported: that the minute extract detailing Education Committee’s consideration of the 
report from the meeting of QSSC held on 16 December 2016 will be presented at the 07 
May 2017 meeting of QSSC. 

               
             
54. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/16/44 
 

Noted: that the Action Log had referenced an ‘EG’ as the individual responsible for 
a number of actions within the Action Log, but that this individual had not been 
identified within the supporting Key. It was confirmed that this referred to Dr Elena 
Gorman, Quality Assurance Manager (Common Awards);  
 
Agreed: that the Secretary would update the supporting Key on the Action Log and 
recirculate to members of the committee for information;  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Action Log was updated shortly after the meeting and 
recirculated to members of the committee for information] 

 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information.  
Document QSSC/16/45 

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

 
56. Collaborative Provision Panel: Science 

 
Considered: a report from the Faculty of Science Collaborative Provision Panel held 31 
January 2017; 

Document QSSC/16/46 
 

Noted: the discussion of all items of the Faculty of Science Collaborative Provision 
Panel. 

 
57. Departmental Review: Combined Honours (SSH) 

 
Considered: the follow up report to the Departmental Review of the Department of 
Combined Honours (SSH); 

Document QSSC/16/47 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report indicated that all actions had been signed off by the PRAP, or by 

Chair’s Action as appropriate; 
 

(b) that the committee discussed the length of time taken between the Departmental 
Review (May 2013) and the proposed sign-off of the recommendations (March 2017). 
The committee was aware of an ongoing review of the Departmental Review process 
and that it was likely that the Working Group would recommend that fewer 
recommendations were made, as a matter of course, and that these would more 
specific and within the remit of the Department or School to act upon. The committee 
felt that there would be a value in the Working Group considering the suggestion that 
there should be a three month review of progress after the receipt of the report to 
ensure that the department was making suitable progress and to provide an early 
opportunity to flag any matters that might require consideration by bodies or 
committees other than the department;  
 

(c) that the committee also felt that there would be a benefit in requesting that the 
Working Group consider the suggestion that there be a closer working between the 
Chair of the Departmental Review and the Head of the Department to ensure the 
timely completion of recommendations;  
 

(d) that the committee was aware that it was proposed that the revised Departmental 
Review process would be narrower in scope and focus solely on education, rather 
than education and research as was the case with the existing Departmental Review 
process;  
 

(e) that there would also be a value in ensuring that training was provided to colleagues 
involved in the revised Departmental Review process;  
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of Combined Honours (SSH) should be 
signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to the 
Department and Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
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[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the sign-off of the Departmental 
Review of Combined Honours (SSH) was reported to the Department shortly after the 
meeting. This was also reported to Education Committee via the committee’s regular 
report to Education Committee] 

 
(b) that the committee’s comments on the Departmental Review process would be 

shared with the Review of Departmental Review Working Group for consideration;  
Action: AB 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s comments were shared with the Secretary of the 
Review of Departmental Review Working Group shortly after the meeting] 

  
58. Postgraduate Admissions Staff Training 

 
Considered: an assurance report on the implementation of training requirements for 
postgraduate admissions selectors; 

Document QSSC/16/48 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report provided an annual overview on the implementation of the training 

requirements for postgraduate admissions tutors. The report made specific reference 
to the UK Quality Code for Higher Education, specifically Chapter B2: Recruitment, 
Selection and Admission to higher education and Chapter B11: Research Degrees;  

 
(b) that it was proposed that the structure of the initial training, and the formal for annual 

refresher training, for postgraduate admissions selectors and postgraduate 
admissions administrative and support staff remain largely unchanged, and continue 
to be delivered in the same successful format. The committee agreed that this was 
appropriate; 

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

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

Action: AB  
 

(b) that the proposed training, and refresher training, programmes for 2017/18 were 
appropriate and that these should be recommended to Education Committee;  

Action: AB  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider approving the proposed 
training programme for postgraduate admissions tutors for 2017/18, as outlined in 
the report 

 
59. Student Exchange Proposal 

 
Considered: a proposed student exchange partnership with National Taiwan Normal 
University; 

Document QSSC/16/49 
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[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed student exchange partnership would be considered 
at the 17 May 2017 meeting of QSSC] 

 

Part C:  Items for Information 
60. Chair’s Action 

 
Received: a report of Chair’s Action taken on behalf of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/16/50 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee noted all instances of Chair’s Action taken on behalf of the 

committee; 
 

(b) that it was reported that Chair’s Action taken had been taken to approve revised 
benchmarked turnaround times for postgraduate admissions. The initial paper was 
considered by QSSC at its 12 October 2016 meeting where it was agreed that 
Chair’s Action would be taken on behalf of the committee to approve the proposals, 
following clarification of the matters discussed by the committee (Minute QSSC/16/04 
refers). Dr Andrew Millard, as Chair of QSSC at the time, took Chair’s Action to 
approve these changes on Thursday 3 November 2016 Further revisions to the 
benchmarks for postgraduate admissions were subsequently proposed by the author, 
and approved by Dr Tony Fawcett, as current Chair of QSSC, on Monday 27 
February 2017, having resumed the Chair on Thursday 5 January 2017. It was 
agreed that the report would be amended to clarify the instances of Chair’s Action 
taken by the respective Chairs of the committee;   

 
(c) that in considering the revised benchmarks for postgraduate admissions, the Chair 

(Dr Tony Fawcett) had requested that the author provide clarification on whether the 
revised benchmarks had taken into account the admissions turnaround times for 
Russell Groups institutions, and to provide assurances that Durham University was in 
line with its comparator institutions. This information had been requested by the 
Secretary but had not yet been provided; The committee felt that this would be a 
useful exercise and agreed that the Secretary would liaise with the author of the 
paper to seek this information and circulate to members of QSSC, when available;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the document would be amended to reflect the instances of Chair’s Action taken 

by Dr Andrew Millard, and those by Dr Tony Fawcett, and filed with the minutes; 
Action: AB  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that Document QSSC/16/50 was amended, as agreed by the 
committee, and filed with the minutes] 

 
(b) that the Secretary would liaise with the author of the postgraduate admissions 

benchmarks paper to seek clarification on the information requested by the Chair, as 
outlined in Noted (c), and circulate this information to members of QSSC, when 
available. 

Action: AB  
 
61. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

Wednesday 17 May 2017 
Wednesday 07 June 2017 
 

9  9:15am 
9:15am  
 

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


