
 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

02 December 2015 
 

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

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 
21. Review of Common Awards  

 
Considered: the initial Review of the Common Awards Framework; 

Document QSSC/15/24 
 

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

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the initial Review of the Common Awards Framework had originally been due to 

be considered by the committee at its 14 October 2015 meeting; however on 13th 
October 2015 Ministry Division provided the University with a KPI report which it 
wished to inform the review, and the report was therefore not considered by QSSC, 
and was not included on the agenda for the subsequent meeting of the Common 
Awards Management Board. The KPIs provided by Ministry Division outline 
information additional to that which was specified within the review section of the 
current contract. Ministry Division requested that the Common Awards team discuss 
the criteria with Ministry Division representatives in late October, before rewriting the 
review, and submitting the revised document for consideration at the 10 November 
2015 meeting of the Ministry Council;  
 

(b) that the review report was subsequently revised as requested, and presented to the 
Ministry Council in advance of its meeting to be held on 10 November 2015. At the 
10th November meeting, the Council agreed to defer consideration of the report until 
February 2016 and subsequently requested that the University consider the report in 
the interim. The report was therefore presented to QSSC for consideration in the first 
instance;  
 

(c) 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 
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(2015) and fourth anniversary (2017) of the Agreement Commencement Date. The 
review report on the implementation of the Common Awards Framework fulfilled this 
commitment and responded to the additional KPIs provided by the Ministry Council. 
The report also aimed to fulfil requests made by QSSC, Education Committee and 
the Common Awards Management Board to consider specific aspects of the 
operation of the awards during the first full year, and to meet the University’s 
expectation that processes and policies be subjected to continuous evaluation and 
improvement;  

 
(d) that the report had been informed by the information provided by staff with 

Theological Educational Institutions (TEIs), the Ministry Division, members of the 
Common Awards Management Board and the Common Awards Team based within 
the Academic Support Office. Representatives within the University had also been 
consulted on the development of the review report; 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the Common Awards Framework was complex; however, the operation of the 

validation arrangements agreed between Durham and individual TEIs had been 
positive. The report had highlighted that in general TEIs had operated in accordance 
with the agreed policies and procedures, and provided information as required; 
  

(b) that the Service Contract required a report to be complied by the University and 
presented to the Archbishops’ Council after the second year (2015) and the fourth 
year (2017), as outlined in Reported (c). The KPI document provided to the 
University had also requested that the University provide a report in 2016 and 2018. 
It had been proposed that these reports focus specifically on the KPIs, as defined by 
the Council, and drawn upon the information considered by the Common Awards 
Management Board;  

 
(c) that whilst the committee felt that it would be appropriate to compile reports in 2016 

and 2018 on the KPIs provided to the University, it was important to communicate to 
the Ministry that this would result in additional work being undertaken by the 
University and that, as a result, there would be a need to renegotiate the priorities 
within the wider work being undertaken within the Common Awards Framework;  

 
(d) that it was proposed that a detailed, joint review of the Service Contract (and 

Schedule 2 specifically, which broadly detailed the key services provided by the 
University) should be integrated within the second contractual review, scheduled for 
the September 2017 review. To date, the main changes to the agreement with the 
Archbishops Council had been to Schedule 1;  

 
(e) that the committee noted the importance of ensuring that the joint review of the 

Service Contract was reflective in focus and looked to develop the partnership 
further, and consider whether the additional requests made by the Ministry could be 
incorporated within the Service Contract more broadly. The committee was 
supportive of the proposals that the Service Contract joint review to be undertaken 
as part of the second contractual review scheduled for September 2017;  

 
(f) that a full TEI-by-TEI check of compliance with the each of the specific 

responsibilities outlined within the contract had not  been completed. It would not be 
feasible to perform such a check at this point in time; a number of the processes 
defined within the contract, such as the Annual Self-Evaluation and Board of 
Examiners had yet to complete a full cycle. It was therefore proposed that a full TEI-
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by-TEI check would be undertaken as part of the September 2017 review. There 
was also an opportunity to ensure that the full TEI-by-TEI check formed part of the 
partnership renewal process;  

 
(g) that the committee considered two possible approaches to conducting a full TEI-by-

TEI review. One possible approach would be to adopt the method used for 
Departmental Review, whereby a sub-set of TEIs would be reviewed each year, 
over a period of years. This would complement initial proposals for a joint Ministry 
Division-Durham Periodic Review process. Alternatively, or additionally, TEIs could 
be reviewed collectively as a one of exercise within the academic year. The 
committee felt that there would be value in consulting with TEIs on the most 
appropriate approach and agreed that the most appropriate approach should be 
considered in the context of the joint Periodic Review process;  

 
(h) that, separate to the TEI-by-TEI compliance check, it was proposed that the 

Common Awards programmes themselves be formally considered upon as part of 
the second contractual review (September 2017). The committee was supportive of 
this, noting in particular that it would complement the Periodic Review process. 
There was a need to review TEIs (as partners and in the context of programme 
delivery), the programmes, and the Archbishop’s Council as part of any renewal of 
the existing contractual arrangements;  

 
(i) that report had highlighted that no action had been taken, and that no action was 

proposed, in relation to any of the TEIs who had provided late or inaccurate data to 
enable the University to perform its services. Whilst the committee accepted the 
rationale for this approach, the committee emphasised the need to keep the 
deadlines for such information under review. The receipt of student data from TEIs 
was used to facilitate student access to resources and campus cards. Whilst it was 
recognised that each TEI might have a different academic year start date, it was 
important for the deadline set by the University provided sufficient time for the 
Common Awards Team (and subsequently, staff in Student Registry and CIS) to 
process the information, without impacting upon other processes and support 
provided by the University;  

 
(j) that the University had entered into Standard Validation Contracts (SVC) with each 

individual TEI. Annex V of the SVC listed the responsibilities of each party and had 
been reviewed by the University. The report had highlighted that the list of 
responsibilities remained broadly appropriate; however there would be a benefit in 
revising the format and layout, as well as reviewing the wording where multiple 
parties were responsible for activities, to provide further clarity. The committee was 
supportive of the proposal to review and update Appendix V of the SVC in 
consultation with the Ministry Division and TEIs;    

 
(k) that the report had provided details on the operation of the committee structure and 

governance of the Common Awards Framework. The committee affirmed that it 
shared the conclusion outlined in the report, noting that the governance 
arrangements for the Common Awards Framework were appropriate. The 
Committee supported the proposal that these arrangements should continue, 
subject to confirmation from the University’s partners;  

 
(l) that committee echoed the conclusion of the report which outlined that the University 

should maintain its commitment to consultation, to working in partnership, and to 
balancing the commonality of the Common Awards Framework with the need for 
TEIs to be permitted flexibility, in light of their varying operational contexts. This had 
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been central to the development and implementation of the Common Awards, and 
should continue to be prioritised. Furthermore, the committee noted the importance 
of ensuring that the Common Awards Framework should continue to be underpinned 
by a culture of continuous reflection and review, with areas for investigation 
prioritised on at least an annual basis;  

 
(m) that the initial review report made a number of recommendations for the committee 

to consider, some of which would also be considered by the Archbishops Council 
specifically. It was important that the committee considered and agreed upon the 
priorities for 2015/16, in advance of the review report being considered by the 
Ministry Council in February 2016, to ensure that some work on the identified 
priorities could be undertaken as soon as possible. The priories for the 2016/17 
academic year would also be considered by the Archbishops Council at its February 
2016 meeting to provide a greater lead in time;  

 
(n) that the committee considered the mechanisms for collecting feedback from the 

TEIs on the operation of the Common Awards partnership. It was noted that the 
initial review report had been informed by the feedback collected throughout the 
year from TEIs and from the Ministry Division; however the report had highlighted 
the value in seeking feedback from individual TEIs specific to the initial review 
report. The committee felt that the Annual Self-Evaluation (ASE) process was the 
most appropriate mechanism for requesting that TEIs considered the report 
specifically. The ASE process had been deliberately designed to facilitate the 
collection and review of feedback for consideration by the Common Awards 
Management Board and therefore provided an existing and effective mechanism 
that could be utilised. The report suggested that this process was likely to be 
favoured by the TEIs themselves, based on feedback previously received from those 
TEIs. It was noted however that the Ministry Council might wish to share the initial 
review report directly with individual TEIs; the committee would not be informed of 
the Council’s intention to do so until after the report had been considered in 
February 2016. There might be value in consideration being given to the sharing of 
the report with TEIs at CAMB; however, QSSC recognised that ultimately this was a 
report made to the Archbishop’s Council; 
  

(o) that the students within the Common Awards Framework were not included within 
the National Student Survey. The committee was aware of the sector consultation 
on the proposals to extend the National Student Survey to include ‘alternative 
providers’ (those TEIs with direct QAA oversight); however this would still not ensure 
that all students studying a Common Awards programme would be surveyed;  

 
(p) that the Student Barometer had been utilised by the University to survey those 

students who were not captured by the NSS. The committee considered the 
possibility of extending the Student Barometer to include students on Common 
Awards programmes. It was noted that whilst individual TEIs could not be identified 
within the survey, the Common Awards Framework more broadly could be. The 
University was able to separate the data from the Student Barometer by two 
indicators; departments and colleges and it was therefore unlikely that individual 
TEIs would be identifiable within the results. The committee noted however that the 
Common Awards Framework was deliberately designed to provide commonality 
across the TEIs, with the flexibility to permit some individual differences, and that a 
Survey which surveyed the Common Awards Framework as a whole would be 
beneficial. It was not clear, however, whether the University’s licence would allow 
inclusion of Common Awards students, and QSSC did not have the remit within the 
University to confirm that such students would be included. Careful thought would 
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need to be given to the impact their inclusion might have on the University’s ability to 
consider the SB results (e.g. it would affect the University’s benchmarking data). 
Some students would continue to be excluded, as off-site and distance learning 
students were not included in the Barometer;  
 

(q) that it was important to ensure that the survey was relevant and tailored to the 
unique nature of the Common Awards Framework. The committee therefore agreed 
that there would be more value in developing a bespoke survey, drawing upon the 
type of questions used within the Student Barometer and NSS (with careful and 
appropriate consideration to any Intellectual Property (IP) constraints). The 
committee felt that the development of the survey should be considered by the TEI 
Forum in the first instance, and progress reported back to the committee. The 
University should aim to introduce the survey for the 2016/17 academic year, if this 
proposal was support by TEIs and the Archbishop’s Council;  

 
(r) that the report had highlighted that the Common Awards Management Board would 

be asked to consider whether it was satisfied with the review of Common Awards, 
and with the operation of the partnership between the University and Archbishops’ 
Council, between the University and individual TEIs specifically; and confirm the 
areas of further work being taken forward in 2015-16. The committee noted that 
work had already been undertaken on further developing the TEI Handbook and 
supporting TEIs in developing best practise in teaching students on how to avoid 
plagiarism; 

 
(s) that the report had included a summary of the projects within the Common Awards 

Framework that had been funded through the first round of Seedcorn funding;   
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee was satisfied with the initial review of the Common Awards 

partnership, the initial consideration of the service contract and with the KPIs; 
 

(b) that the joint-review of the Service Contract should be undertaken as part of the 
second contractual review scheduled to take place in September 2017;  

 
(c) that a proposal, to consider whether the detailed TEI-by-TEI- check of compliance 

with the specific responsibilities outlined in the contract should be undertaken as 
part of the second contractual review, or via the process of individual reviewing and 
renewing partners, should be developed and presented to the Common Awards 
Management Board for consideration in the first instance;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that a review of the Common Awards programmes should be considered as part of, 
or following, the second contractual review;  
 

(e) that the committee was satisfied with the existing mechanism for collecting feedback 
from the TEIs on the operation of the Common Awards Partnership;  

 
(f) that the review of the partnership, and the initial review report, should be considered 

by the TEIs via the ASE process, subject to the Ministry Council not requesting 
otherwise;  
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(g) that Annex V of the Standard Validation Contract should be reviewed, revised and 
updated during 2015/16, in consultation with the Ministry Division and TEIs. 
Approval should be sought from QSSC and Education Committee once amended;  

 
(h) that the effectiveness of the governance arrangements for Common Awards was 

affirmed, and that these arrangements should continue to operate in the same 
manner in the future;  

 
(i) that the commitment to consultation, to working in partnership, and to balancing the 

commonality of the Common Awards Framework with the need for TEIs to be 
permitted flexibility, in light of their operational contexts, had been central to the 
development and implementation of the Common Awards, and should continue to 
be prioritised;  

 
(j) that the Common Awards Framework should continue to be underpinned by a 

culture of continuous reflection and review, with areas for investigation prioritised on 
at least an annual basis;  

 
(k) that the TEI forum should be asked to consider the development of a student survey 

in the first instance. Progress on this should be reported back to the committee; 
 

(l) that the deadlines for receipt of student data from TEIs be kept under review;  
 

(m) that the Common Awards Management Board should be asked to consider whether 
it is satisfied with the review of Common Awards, and with the operation of the 
partnership between the University and Archbishops’ Council, between the 
University and individual TEIs specifically; and the areas of the areas of further work 
being taken forward in 2015-16.  

Action: AR 
 

22. Policy on Postgraduate Research Students Who Teach and Assess  
 
Considered: an analysis of the implementation of the recommendations of the 
University’s thematic review conducted in 2011/12; 

Document QSSC/15/25 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that that the University had an obligation within the Quality Code to regularly seek 
feedback from research degree students. The University was also required to 
ensure that everyone involved in teaching or supporting student learning was 
appropriately qualified, supported and developed to undertake their roles and 
responsibilities;  
 

(b) that the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) 2015 had revealed that 
88% of students confirmed that they had undertaken training prior to teaching at the 
University. Durham compared favourably with the Sector (64%) and the Russell 
Group (67%) respectively. The University aimed for 100% completion of training; 
however, there were legitimate exceptions to initial formal training, where for 
instance, students had  either previous teaching or professional experience in the 
area in which they may be teaching, or were  staff undertaking part-time degrees; 

 
(c) that the survey further explored the extent to which students felt that they had been 

given appropriate support and guidance for their teaching. 64% of student who had 
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taught on programmes at Durham had agreed that they had received appropriate 
support and guidance from the University, which compared favourably with the 
sector (60%) and other Russell Group universities (62%); the University’s result was 
in the top quartile against these benchmarks. Support for teaching was highlighted 
by the Higher Education Academy as the most positive aspect of Durham’s provision 
in comparison with the Russell Group. 54% of respondents to the survey had taught 
on Durham programmes;  

 
(d) that the University had a rigorous approach to ensuring that postgraduate students 

were unable to teach unless trained, subject to the exemptions as outlined in Noted 
(b). Since the 2011 review of support for students who taught and assess, training 
had been provided at a central, faculty and departmental level. It was recognised 
that departmental training sessions were useful in providing students with discipline 
specific nuance and context to the central CAROD training, which focused on 
broader pedagogical and practical matters; 

 
(e) that the committee considered the relationship between the generic training provided 

centrally by CAROD and the departmental or faculty training provided at a local 
level, noting that it was not always clear whether the content of the central and local 
sessions were shared. There would be a benefit in sharing such information via the 
recently established Postgraduate Coordination Group to enhance the approach to 
providing support and training to research students. QSSC further considered the 
possibility of departments in cognate subject areas sharing the responsibility of 
training research students, which would represent a more efficient use of 
departmental staff time. Similarly, the committee considered the feasibility of 
developing training around assessment methods, noting that some assessments 
require specific skills, which might be unique to a few modules, but span disciplines. 
This could build on existing CAROD assessment training delivered at faculty-level. It 
was agreed that this matter should also be referred to the Postgraduate 
Coordination Group;  

 
(f) that there would be a benefit in requesting that FECs (PG)  identify and disseminate 

case studies of good practice and innovation with regards to the use of postgraduate 
tutors and demonstrators. The review report should be shared with FECs (PG) to 
support this exercise. Undergraduate FECs should be provided with an assurance 
that postgraduate research students who teach and assess on undergraduate 
programmes are trained and supported appropriately. The committee also felt that it 
was important to report to Education Committee that the matter of training and 
support for postgraduate research student had been referred to the Postgraduate 
Coordination Group for further consideration;  

 
(g) that the review report had highlighted that overall, departments were providing 

sound information, guidance and advice to students. Departmental policy statements 
examined as part of the review were typically comprehensive and demonstrated a 
commitment to supporting students who teach and assess;  

 
(h) that the review report had outlined that some departments had omitted a number of 

aspects from their departmental statements which were required to ensure 
compliance with the University policy. It had been possible to confirm, in a number of 
cases, that these aspects were provided in practice (for instance, via the 
Departmental Review process); however, it was important to ensure that 
departments revised their statements to reflect in full current practice and, where 
necessary, took action to bring departmental practice into line with current policy;  
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(i) that University policy made explicit that departments were expected to ensure that 
module evaluation questionnaires (MEQs) were administered in such a way that it 
was possible to gather specific feedback on the teaching contribution of research 
students. The committee noted, however, that MEQs were scheduled to undergo 
further review following the recent MEQ pilot;  

 
(j) that the opportunity for postgraduate research students to engage in teaching and 

assessment was a valuable aspect of their personal and professional development 
and as preparation for future professional or academic progression;  
 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the report indicated that, in general, University policy on the use of 

postgraduates for teaching and assessment was being implemented appropriately 
by departments;  
 

(b) that the review report should be shared with FECs (PG) and asked to identify and 
disseminate case studies of good practice and innovation in the use of postgraduate 
tutors and demonstrators;  

Action: AB 
 

(c) that that FECs (PG) should be asked to ensure that departments review their 
departmental statement and revise accordingly to ensure that it reflects current 
practice, and addresses all necessary aspects of University policy. Revised 
statements should subsequently be considered at a meeting of FEC (PG); 

Action: FEC Secretaries  
 

(d) that the matter of coordination between local and centrally provided training for 
postgraduates to teach and assess should be referred to the PG Coordination 
Group. 

Action: AB 
 

23. Collaborative Provision 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the new QAA Qualifications Involving More Than One Degree-Awarding Body 

Characteristics Statement, published in October 2015. 
Document QSSC/15/26a 

 
(b) proposed amendments to the University policy on Placements;   

Document QSSC/15/26b 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the QAA had released new guidance in the form of a Characteristics Statement 

on Qualifications Involving More Than One Degree-Awarding Body. The statement 
had been released in October. Atypically, it has been released without a date of 
effect, and it was unclear whether the guidance was to be in place with immediate 
effect. Unlike other characteristics statements, which were being updated, this was a 
new document, which contained new guidance; 
 

(b) that the University had commented on previous versions of this new statement, 
expressing serious concern at the way the new guidance was being introduced and 
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its emphasis on award – rather than partner and activity – as the factor which defined 
the risk inherent with a proposal. The revised guidance had taken steps to partially 
address this issue; however, the committee found the publication of the guidance 
surprising, as the QAA had previously indicated (at more recent consultation events) 
that it intended to undertake further consultation; 
 

(c) that a full mapping of the statement had not yet been undertaken, given other 
commitments; however, an initial reading of the draft suggested that, while some 
changes would likely be required to policy and guidance, the new statement did not 
require that more extensive work be undertaken. A more detailed mapping would 
come forward to QSSC, most likely in Epiphany term;  
 

(d) that the University had indicated a willingness to further define existing collaborative 
activity by type (e.g. articulation, cotutelle, full co-teaching), but had held off doing so 
given the proposed Qualifications Involving More Than One Degree-Awarding Body 
Characteristics Statement, as this statement, in light of the revised and more 
prescriptive terminology contained within earlier document drafts, would have 
required a fundamental reworking of the initial proposals; 
 

(e) that there would be value in revisiting the work proposed on collaborative provision in 
light of the new guidance. QSSC had previously affirmed the value of tailoring 
guidance and, potentially, some aspects of process, to activity type. For example: 
ensuring a clear emphasis on learning outcome mapping through programme 
approval and department-to-department relationships for articulation proposals; an 
emphasis on registration, supervision, training, project-specific resources, progress 
review and examination and supervisor-to-supervisor and department-to-department 
relationships for single student co-tutelles; a focus on facilities, resources and (where 
necessary) student support for distance teaching arrangements; a much broader 
focus, and need for relationships at a more senior level, for large-scale teaching 
collaborations (such as Common Awards or KPMG); 
 

(f) that minor amendments to the University’s current placement policies and forms had 
been proposed by the Insurance Office. These amendments did not affect the 
substance of policy, but instead reflected changes to Durham’s procurement and 
insurance service; guidance from the University’s insurers; and the operation of the 
electronic Viator system through which student learning agreements are submitted;  
 

(g) that, as the policy had made specific reference to the Viator system, the policy and 
associated forms would need to be updated if the electronic system changed;  
 

(h) that the amendments made clearer the scope of the insurance, in particular that 
cover would not be provided for holidays taken during the placement period and that 
students would be expected to make arrangements for their own travel insurance for 
such circumstances. The committee was supportive of the proposed amendments;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that a more detailed mapping of policy and practice in light of the new Characteristics 

Statement should be brought forward to QSSC, ideally in the Epiphany Term; 
Action: AR 

 
(b) that further proposals on typology, guidance, process and policy for collaborative 

provision more generally should be brought forward to a future meeting of QSSC, 
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ideally in the Epiphany Term, to permit any recommendations to be made to 
Education Committee and Senate (after, if necessary, consultation with FECs). 
QSSC was mindful, however, of the need to dovetail this work with any proposals 
coming forward from the developing internationalisation strand of the Academic 
Strategy. If necessary, the Dean of Internationalisation could be invited to a future 
meeting of QSSC, to provide an update on progress or otherwise share any key 
issues for consideration;  

Action: AR/ AB 
 

(c) that the proposed amendments to the placement policies and forms be approved and 
that this should be communicated to the Insurance Office, International Office and 
departments;  

Action: AB 
 

Part B: Routine Business 
 
24. Minutes of the Last Meeting 

 
Confirmed: minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 14 October 2015; 
 

Document QSSC/15/27 
 

Received:  the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 14 
October 2015.  

                    Document QSSC/15/28 
 
25. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/15/29 
 

Noted: that one representative felt action 92(c), from the meeting held  27 May 
2015, could usefully be expanded to clarify that it would be valuable for QSSC to 
see historical information from decliners surveys, as this would provide an outline 
of Durham’s historical comparators versus its more recent comparators. In turn, this 
would be useful as a proxy for measuring the ability of incoming students, given 
that attainment levels through A-level had risen (and then, more recently, fallen) 
across the board; 
 
Agreed: that the action log should be amended, and the clarified action referred to 
the Director of Student Recruitment and Admissions in the first instance. 

 AB/RE 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information; 
Document QSSC/15/30 

 
Noted: that the Learning and Teaching Handbook had been amended in line the 
proposals in Document QSSC/15/04. It was felt that the proposed changes 
provided clarification to the existing guidance and therefore would enhance the 
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information provided to departments and colleagues on moderation and double 
marking, but did not change policy as such. There still remained a value in 
consulting with departments on more substantive changes and that any proposals 
would be considered by the Faculty Education Committees in the first instance. 
This could be a useful starting point for the Review of Assessment, which had been 
proposed by Education Committee, if the scope of that review was to include 
assessment policy.  

 
26. Chair’s Action 

 
      Considered: report of Chair’s action taken on behalf of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/15/31 
 
27. Chair’s Business 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that a Senate Review Implementation Group had been convened to oversee the 

recommendations arising from the  Senate Review. The Implementation Group had 
met twice and had considered the recommendation to establish a Senate Agenda 
Setting Committee and a Senate Forum. A full consultation process on the 
proposals would be undertaken from November onwards; however the majority of 
relevant recommendations affected Education Committee. Any changes that 
impacted upon QSSC would be reported to, and considered by the committee in due 
course;  
 

(b) that Education Committee had recently approved the establishment of a new 
Postgraduate Coordination Group. The Group would ensure not be a formal 
committee, and would not play a governance role. It would instead ensure that both 
postgraduate taught and research matters were promoted for consideration within 
the University. Membership of the Group included representatives from each 
Faculty, the Students’ Union and CAROD, as well as the Dean and Deputy PVC 
(Research). The Dean and Deputy PVC (Education) would Chair the Group and an 
annual report on its work would be considered by Education Committee.  

   
 

28. Departmental Review: Geography 
 

Considered: the Departmental Review of Geography; 
Document QSSC/15/32 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the review team had recommended that the programmes should be revalidated 

for a period of six years, with the exception of the MA Geography (Research 
Methods) which was recommended for revalidation for a period of two years only;  
 

(b) that the review team had agreed that the MA Geography (Research Methods) met 
the criteria for revalidation, but felt that there were nonetheless concerns which did 
need to be addressed with some urgency. The recommended period of two years for 
the MA Geography (Research Methods) would provide time for reviews to be carried 
out by the Department of Geography and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health. 
It was recommended that the MA Geography (Research Methods) programme be 
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reviewed, with particular consideration given to developing a clearer governance 
structure and enhancing the quality of student experience;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that whilst revalidating programmes for a period of less than six years was unusual, 

the committee felt that this was appropriate given the concerns raised by the review 
team. QSSC noted that undertaking a review of the programme was appropriate and 
that the committee should be kept informed of its progress;   
 

(b) that any recommendations to extend the revalidation of the MA Geography 
(Research Methods) programme would be need to be reconsidered by QSSC. QSSC 
retained the authority, under the Senate scheme of delegation, for revalidating 
programmes. It was possible that the review might lead to the programme being very 
extensively revised. Were this to be the case, it was likely that the programme would 
require re-approval via the programme approval process;  
 

(c) that the department had been commended for the management of the Academic 
Advisor system, and the strength of the support and guidance offered to students by 
their advisors and dissertation supervisors;  
 

(d) that the strength of collegiality and engagement amongst postgraduate research 
students, and their embedding in research clusters was commended by the review 
team. The committee reinforced the importance of such engagement, noting that the 
results from PRES 2013 had highlighted that this was area for improvement for the 
University. The results from the PRES 2015 had indicated an increase in satisfaction 
across the University this area, and in line with the positive comments noted within 
the review report;  
 

(e) that the University-wide recommendations did not always directly relate to university 
policy or practice, and more often related to matters that would be more appropriate 
to raise through alternative processes such as the planning round. The committee 
noted however, the importance of considering and responding to matters that had 
been disclosed through the Departmental Review process;   
 

(f) that the University recommendations (1.6.1; 1.6.2; and 1.6.3) related to the 
management of, and support for large research grants and were therefore more 
appropriate to be considered by the Research Office;  
 

(g) that a University recommendation (1.6.4) related to the department’s need for new 
teaching, laboratory and storage space to be recognised. The committee felt that this 
would be best raised through the Faculty planning round, but would also benefit from 
being considered by the Learning Resources Management Group in the context of 
the development of facilities on the Mountjoy site;  
 

(h) that a University recommendation (1.6.5) from the report related to the provision of  
further multi-faith/prayer space, and specifically to the provision of a room on the 
Lower Mountjoy site. QSSC felt that this would be best considered by the Deputy 
Academic Registrar and reported to the Student Experience Sub-Committee in the 
first instance;  
 

(i) that a University recommendation (1.6.6) related to ensuring that the diversity of 
student needs were met through the induction process. It was not clear from the 
report how this recommendation had arisen. The review team had noted that the 
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taught postgraduate community within the department was highly diverse, with 
students continuing their studies at Durham, international students from English-
speaking countries, international students for whom English was a second language 
and students from a wide variety of disciplinary backgrounds. The report had also 
highlighted that the department had acknowledged these matters at the review and 
would consider a more in-depth and specific induction process for postgraduate 
students, and international students; a recommendation for the department in this 
area affirmed the department’s commitment to reviewing its induction process;  
 

(j) that the University-level recommendation could be linked to a perceived lack of 
training in UK academic culture targeted specifically at native speaking international 
students, although the committee noted the existence of training in this area provided 
by through the Academic Skills programme, the ELC and other support services (e.g. 
the Library, on approaches to referencing), and the proposal to give further thought to 
this issue through the Transitions theme of the Education Strategy (albeit with an 
initially undergraduate focus). Despite the departmental recommendation, QSSC felt 
that there would be value in referring the University-wide recommendation to the 
Induction Review Group for consideration; however, further clarification from the 
review team would be required to outline the underlying issue which had prompted 
this concern, as it was not clear from the report whether QSSC’s inference was 
correct; 
 

(k) that a University recommendation (1.6.7) related to an online system for the 
submission of work and feedback of marks. The committee noted that whilst the 
University did not have an institutional expectation that all departments should make 
use of Turnitin or Grademark, these two different online systems were available for 
departments to use. The report had highlighted information provided by the CIS 
representative at the Review which clarified that the delivery of further online 
assessment capabilities, as desired by the department, was not within the current 
framework of operations; however developments were expected in the future;  
 
[Sectary’s Note: The use of Turnitin had been raised by the External Examiners for 
the department in 2014. The department had clarified that the issue related to a 
software problem between Blackboard and Turnitin where the candidates’ names 
had been revealed when staff went to mark assessment submissions, and had 
therefore been reluctant to use the software. The Social Sciences and Health Faculty 
Support Officer had contacted Malcolm Murray regarding Turnitin in response to the 
External Examiner report. CIS had clarified that anonymity can be preserved through 
the submission and marking process; however, staff have the option to remove this 
capability when setting up assignments. CIS had subsequently liaised with the 
department on this matter and updated their staff guidance on setting up 
assignments which was available to colleagues on the website]  

 
It was not clear whether that this recommendation required further action. The review 
team would be asked for further information in the first instance; 
 

(l) that a University recommendation (1.6.8) related to the processing of student visas. 
The committee was unsure whether the matter had related to a University process or 
the impact of delays related to UKVI but nonetheless felt that the issues should be 
referred to the Director of the International Office in the first instance;  

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the programmes in the Department of Geography listed in Annex 2 be 
revalidated for a period of 6 years, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Geography and Education Committee;  

Action: REa/AB 
 

(b) that the MA (Research Methods) programme in the Department of Geography listed 
in Annex 3 be revalidated for a period of 2 years, and that this should be reported to 
the Department of Geography and Education Committee;  

Action: REa/AB 
 

(c) that any subsequent request for an extension to the revalidation of the MA 
Geography (Research Methods) programme in the Department of Geography should 
be discussed at the Social Sciences and Health PRAP, and then submitted to QSSC 
for approval;  

Action: REa 
 

(d) that the Deputy Academic Registrar should be asked to investigate the provision for a 
multi-faith/prayer room on the Lower Mountjoy site; 

Action: AB 
 

(e) that the matter of the central induction process would be referred to the Induction 
Review working group for consideration; 

Action: AB 
 

(f) that recommendations 1.6.1; 1.6.2 and 1.6.3 would referred to the Research Office 
for consideration; 

Action: AB 
 

(g) that the review team would be asked for further information relating to the issue of 
online marking (recommendation 1.6.7); 

Action: AB 
 

(h) that the Director of the International Office would be asked to investigate the matter 
of student visa processing; 

Action: AB 
 

(i) that the matter of the departments involvement in the developments of facilities on 
the Mountjoy site would be referred to the Learning Resources Management Group; 

Action: AB 
 
29. Departmental Review: Physics 
 

Considered: the Departmental Review of Physics; 
Document QSSC/15/33 

 
Reported: that the review team had recommended that the programmes in the 
Department of Physics should be revalidated for a period of six years;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the review team had made no university-wide recommendations;  
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(b) that the department had been commended for its commitment to project work, and 
the very successful projects offered at Levels 1, 2, 3 and 4, which were valued by 
staff, students an external bodies alike;  
 

(c) that the department’s consistently high PhD submission rates had been highlighted 
within the report. Such high submissions rates, which were well above the RCUK 
level, were attributed to the progress and monitoring arrangements within the 
departments. It was noted by the committee that the vast majority of PhDs within the 
department were funded. The committee received an annual report on the 
submissions and completion rates for postgraduate research students and 
recognised that departments would likely adopt different approaches to supporting 
and monitoring student progress, adapted to match the needs of the students and 
department;   
 

(d) that the report had highlighted the issue of diversity. The matter had been raised 
initially by the department; however several students had highlighted individual 
instances of non-inclusive language or behaviour to the review team. The review 
team had recommended that the matter be investigated further, noting in particular 
that students were unsure whether they could raise concerns, or to whom they 
should raise those concerns. The Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) had 
explored the matter with staff and students following the review and confirmed that 
the issues were isolated incidents;  
 

(e) that section B24 of the report had highlighted a desirable action for the consideration 
of the department that related to seeking an exemption from the University 
requirement for students to pass all modules, except those which could be 
compensated, to process within and/or be awarded a BSc or MPhys degree;  
 

(f) that the current institutional progression regulations required students to pass at least 
100 credits at Level 1 with marks at 40 or above; and then to pass 120 credits at 
Levels 2, 3 and 4 with marks of 40 or above. Students were permitted to resit any 
failed modules at Level 1, and up to 60 credits at Level 2. No resits were permitted at 
Levels 3 or 4. Students were permitted to ‘compensate’ up to 40 credits at Level 2-3, 
and a further 20 credits at Level 4; compensation allowed students to be deemed to 
pass any module which has been failed, as long as the marks for the failed module(s) 
were between 30 and 39, and where the student’s overall mean mark for their level of 
study was 40 or above. Departments were permitted to design modules as being 
required for progression, or non-compensatable. The Department of Physics 
currently designated 100 credits at Level 1 as being required for progression;  
 

Agreed:  
 

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

 Action: AB 
 
 

30. Departmental Review: Psychology 
 

Considered: the Departmental Review of Psychology; 
Document QSSC/15/34 
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Reported: that the review team had recommended that the programmes in the 
Department of Psychology should be revalidated for a period of six years;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the department had been commended on its comprehensive approach taken to 

employability support, in particular the employability retreat that the department 
organised for Level 2 students which was highly valued by students  
 

(b) that the department had been recommended to review the assessment modes 
across the Psychology BSc programme (C800) with a review to ensuring that these 
support student progression while appropriately testing achievement against the 
learning outcomes. The report had highlighted that student feedback had suggested 
that the use of multiple choice exams at Level 1 had not adequately prepared them 
for assessments in Level 2. Similarly, essays had featured in most modules at Level 
2, but not necessarily across modules at Level 1. The committee noted that the 
action taken in response to the recommendation would be considered initially by the 
Faculty PRAP. The committee recognised that the recommendation resonated with 
the work being undertaken by the Academic, Personal and Professional 
Development Implementation Group and the objectives within the emerging 
Education Strategy 2015-20 that related to assessment and feedback; 
 

(c) that the University recommendations (1.5.1; 1.5.2, 1.5.3, 1.5.4 and 1.5.5) related to 
Queen’s Campus, and the nature of working and teaching across two sites. The 
recommendations had specifically highlighted the need for central timetabling to 
support the department in maximising the use of teaching time across the two sites; 
the request for reserved parking and optimising transport links between Durham city 
campus and Queen’s campus; and the need to ensure an effective management 
framework for raising and resolving issues that arise with working across both sites. 
The committee noted that central timetabling already took account of multiple site 
teaching when constructing the timetable, and felt that the recommendations should 
be considered by the Science Meta-Review in the first instance;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the programmes in the Department of Psychology listed in Annex 2 be 

revalidated for a period of six years, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Psychology and to Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

(a) that the University recommendations would be referred to the Science Meta-Review 
in the first instance for consideration. 

Action: AB 
 

31. Student Exchange Proposals 
 

Considered: 
 
a) Student exchange agreement with Fudan University; 

Document QSSC/15/35 
 

b) Student exchange agreement with East China Normal University; 
Document QSSC/15/36 
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Agreed: that subject to the approval of the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellors, the proposed 
exchange agreements with Fudan University, China and East China Normal University, 
China, be approved, and that this should be reported to the International Office 

Action: AB 
 
32. Admissions Concessions 
 

Considered: a proposal to amend the University concession request form; 
Document QSSC/15/37 

 
Noted: that the creation of an explicit section within the University concession request 
form to consider English Language concession requests, and the supporting guidance 
on the nature of the evidence or statement required to support the concession request 
was appropriate;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed changes to the University concessions request form were 
approved and should be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook and 
communicated to departments. 

Action: AB 
 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
33. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 
Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 27 January 2016     9:15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 24 February 2016 
Wednesday 11 May 2016 
Wednesday 01 June 2016 
 

  9:15am 
9:15am 
9:15am 
 

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