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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

24 February 2016 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
24 February 2016 in Palatine Centre, room D/PC005.    
 
Present: Dr T. Fawcett (Chair), Dr A. Millard, Dr. G. Campling, Mr A. Rennie, Dr S. Fouz 
Hernandez, Professor G. Love, Mr B. Frost and Miss A. Bird (Secretary) 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 

45. Annual Report on student exchange activity   
 

Considered: the annual report on student exchange activity 2014/15; 
Document QSSC/15/50 

 
Reported:  
 

(a) that the 2015/16 academic year had been another year of growth within study abroad 
and particularly for non-MLAC Erasmus placements; however there remained 305 
unused outbound non-MLAC student placements available within 192 Erasmus+ 
agreements. The report highlighted that a key objective for the International Office 
was to undertake a full review of all Erasmus+ partnerships in 2016 to ensure that 
Erasmus+ placements continued to align with University, Faculty and Departmental 
strategic objectives as well as student demand;  

 

(b) that the review would explore language requirements, location and module choices 
alongside strategic considerations at both department and faculty level. Whilst the 
review was likely to reduce the total capacity across the scheme, the intention was 
that there would be a much higher up-take of the available places through the 
creation of a streamlined, more strategic Erasmus+ offering with fewer institutions;  

 

(c) that the report had highlighted that the Erasmus+ programme offered ‘non-standard’ 
placement opportunities under the umbrella of student mobility. The Erasmus+ 
programme offered the opportunity for students to undertake a traineeship, in lieu of 
a full year study placement, in an area of speciality linked to their Durham degree 
programme. The International Office had highlighted the intention to explore the 
possibility of offering extra curricula traineeships in the summer vacation period at 
partner institutions or EU approved organisations. The European Commission stated 
that the University must provide recognition of the traineeship on a Diploma 
Supplement or equivalent;  

 

(d) that, in consideration of the most appropriate mechanism for recording the 
traineeship, the committee noted that whilst it would be not be possible to record this 
on the Diploma Supplement, there was scope to record this on the Higher Education 
Achievement Report and that the International Office should liaise with Student 
Registry in the first instance explore the possibility of this further;  
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(e) that Erasmus students who were registered as students in Durham and taking 
Durham modules would be studying for, and assessed against, the same learning 
outcomes as Durham students registered on taught programmes. Wherever 
practicable, visiting/Erasmus students should undertake the same assessment as 
non-visiting students. However, it was accepted that some variation in assessment 
for visiting/Erasmus students may be appropriate but that any such variation should 
be clearly agreed and recorded. Education Committee subsequently approved a 
concessions process for Erasmus students which was implemented for the 2015/16 
academic year;  

 

(f) that the report had highlighted that a challenge remained with respect to the timing of 
the confirmation of grades for those assessments, due to the need to receive 
confirmation of marks from the relevant Boards of Examiners. At present, the 
International Office was providing students with a provisional transcript, pending the 
production of the official University transcript following the conclusion of the Board of 
Examiners; 

 

(g) that the Erasmus Charter for Higher Education stated that incoming Erasmus 
students should be provided with “a full, accurate and timely record of their 
achievements at the end of their mobility period” and to “ensure equal academic 
treatment and services for home students, staff and incoming mobile participants". 
Although the report expressed concern that current practice may not meet these 
statements, the committee felt that this was already achieved by requiring that 
Erasmus students’ marks are considered and confirmed by the same Boards of 
Examiners as home students. The committee considered the possibility of permitting 
Boards of Examiners to consider and approve Erasmus students’ marks by Chair's 
Action; however it was not clear whether this would in turn allow Student Registry to 
produce the transcript any faster. There would also be a need to explore whether 
such a process would create an additional administrative burden for departments;   

 

(h) that, in line with the concessions procedure for the assessment of Erasmus students, 
there would be a need to explore how many departments made use of this 
procedure. The committee agreed that there would be a benefit in consulting with the 
Faculty Education Committees in the first instance, and that information should be 
sought on the departments using the concessions procedure;  

 

(i) that the paper had claimed that the 'Student Perspectives on going International’ 
report, commissioned by the UK Higher Education International Unit and the British 
Council , demonstrated that: 
 

42% of mobilities undertaken were for one semester or less. In the case of 
the USA specifically, mobility of one semester or less accounted for up to 
97% of all outward mobility;  

 

However, the report cited by the paper actually stated that 58% of mobilities abroad 
were one year in duration, with a further 19% between one semester and one year 
(77% in total). While it was accurate to state that 42% of mobilities abroad were for 
less than one year, it was not accurate to claim that this amount were for one 
semester or less. The report appeared to demonstrate that the majority of overseas 
placement opportunities were still for longer durations; 
 

(j) that, in contrast, the 'Student Perspectives on going International' report stated that 
only 16% undertook an exchange for one semester, with a further 3% of students 
spending  6-12 weeks abroad, and 4% of students away for fewer than 6 weeks. 

http://go.international.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Student%20Perspectives%20Report.pdf
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Collectively, only 23% of respondents had undertaken a period abroad for one 
semester or less, significantly less than the 42% reported; 
 

(k) that the 'Student Perspectives on going International’ report look at data on outgoing 
UK students only, and the origins of the statement that in the case of the USA 
specifically, mobility of one semester or less accounted for up to 97% of all outward 
mobility were therefore not clear to the committee. Having checked the referenced 
document, however, the Committee confirmed that the statement was not to be found 
anywhere within the report; 

 

[Secretary’s note: following the meeting, it was confirmed that the statistic was taken 
from the Open Doors Report on International Educational Exchange, from the 
Institute of International Education. (2015). The report shows that, in 2013-14, 3% of 
US students studying abroad did so for a full year, compared with 31.9% attending 
for a semester (the remaining 65% of students attending for short-term periods, e.g. 
38.1% of students attending for part or all of the summer term)]  
 

(l) that mobilities abroad included both study abroad and overseas work placements. 
Following analysis of the duration and type data together, the 'Student Perspectives 
on going International' report had confirmed that nearly two-thirds of study abroad or 
academic exchanges were an academic year in duration, with only 20% of a  
semester duration. The majority of short term mobilities were for work exchanges;  

 

(m) that the committee noted that, in the context of developing an International Strategy 
and a University Strategy more broadly, it was critical that data and information was 
accurate in order develop appropriate and informed strategic objectives and aims;  

 

(n) that whilst the committee had no objection to exploring the possibility of shorter 
exchange arrangements, the committee agreed that the International Office should 
revisit the data provided to ensure its accuracy, with particular attention to the 
committees discussion in Noted (i) - (l);  

 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that the International Office should liaise with Student Registry with regards to the 
recording of the summer placement (traineeship) on the Higher Education 
Achievement Report;   

Action: FO'C 

 

(b) that the International Office should liaise with the Academic Support Office to 
produce a proposal with regards to the confirmation of Erasmus students marks by 
the Boards of Examiners or Chair's Action, for consideration at Faculty Education 
Committees, in the first instance;  

Action: FO'C 

 

(c) that information on the extent to which departments make use of the concessions 
procedure for the assessment of Erasmus students should be sought and shared 
with the Faculty Education Committees and QSSC;  

Action: FO'C 

 
 

(a) that the International Office should provide clarification to QSSC on the data 
presented within the report and liaise with the Academic Support Office to explore the 
possibility of shorter exchange arrangements. Proposals should be submitted to a 
future meeting of QSSC, as appropriate.  

Action: FO'C 
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46. Annual Review of Research Degree Programmes 

 
(a) University Overview 

 
Considered: the University overview of annual reviews of research degree 
provision, 2014/15;                     

  Document QSSC/15/51a 
 

Reported: that the University required all academic departments to undertake an 
Annual Review of Research Degree Provision, and submit evidence of this review 
in the form of a SWOT analysis. The University overview report is based on an 
analysis of the evidence submitted by departments via the SWOT report form. A 
summary of the action taken in response to last year’s report is also provided to 
QSSC;    

 

Noted:    
 

i. that all reviews had been completed and submitted. All departments had 
confirmed that students were involved directly in the review process. The 
review form had also been adapted for 2014/15 to capture departmental 
reflection on the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES);  

 

ii. that the strengths highlighted within the report included advances in training 
and support structures, as well as the level of supervision. Where some 
departments had noted the existing progress system as a key strength, others 
had highlighted this as an ongoing challenge, but had also noted the steps 
taken to enhance the monitoring and support available;  

 

iii. that for most departments space – either the volume of space for research 
students, or the quality of that space – was an ongoing concern and had been 
noted in previous annual overview reports. Several departments had identified 
specific actions to review their departmental space in 2015/16. As well as these 
departmental reviews, the committee was aware of several broader reviews 
that had been scheduled or were in progress. A meta review of the Faculty of 
Science was currently being undertaken and it was understood that at 
institutional level the Research Committee was planning to conduct a cross-
University review of space for postgraduate researchers;  

 

iv. that the main opportunity identified within the report related to training. Whilst 
some departments had highlighted this as an existing strength, many had 
identified specific action to enhance training at a departmental and faculty level. 
Postgraduate research training was also being discussed at institutional level 
through the newly-formed Postgraduate Co-ordination Group with a view to 
investigating the scope for greater synergies and integration across 
departments and with the centrally-provided provision;   

 

v. that the biggest threats identified related to funding: either a perceived lack of 
faculty and University funding; or the challenges associated with winning 
annual faculty-led DTC or DDS scholarships;  

 

vi. that there remained a value in matching weaknesses and threats identified by 
one departments with complementary strengths and opportunities by others;  

 

vii. that, in consideration of the annual report 2013/14, QSSC had agreed that 
further guidance should be provided within the annual report forms to highlight 
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that issues should be discussed and considered explicitly at departmental and 
faculty level in the first instance;  

 

viii. that whilst some issues raised within the annual report form were not issues of 
University policy, or were in fact outside of the University’s control, the 
committee was pleased to note that that there were significantly fewer issues  
for the University to consider, following the revision to the guidance last year. 
Issues had principally been resource matters that had been considered by 
FECs and referred appropriately to the Faculty planning process;  

 

ix. that the committee was satisfied with the actions taken in response to the 
issues raised in last year’s annual review of research degree provision, as 
detailed in annex I;  

 

x. that QSSC and FEC Chairs had not yet requested specific information in 
relation to last year’s annual review cycle. The report had requested the QSSC 
consider confirming previous discussions that FECs should be asked to 
request specific minute extracts showing reflection by SSCCs on the 
effectiveness of postgraduate research student engagement. QSSC was 
supportive of the proposal, noting that following the detailed consideration of 
the operation of SSCCs and student academic representation at undergraduate 
level by Education Committee, this information would help inform 
enhancements at postgraduate level; however, it was felt that there might be 
value in deferring this consideration, given the ongoing changes to 
Undergraduate SSCCs; 

 

xi. that the implementation of the progress review system should continue to be 
monitored, and enhanced, where required. The committee noted that the 
University was considering the use of a student e-portfolio platform to support 
the implementation of the Academic and Professional Development scheme, 
and that the e-portfolio could also be used to support the recording and 
monitoring of postgraduate progression;  

 

xii. that the report had highlighted that two departments had sought guidance on 
when to issue departmental warnings and Academic Progress Notices 
following recommendations by the annual progress review team and the 
Deputy Head of Faculty (PG).  The existing guidance stated that APNs may be 
issued if sufficient progress had not been made. It was proposed that the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook be amended to reflect existing practice and 
extend the possible outcomes of an APN. The formal recorded outcomes of 
reviews currently included recommendations for negative outcomes, which 
were subject to confirmation by the Deputy Head of Faculty (PG), and included 
the issue of an APN and/or concessions;  

 

xiii. that it was proposed that the Learning and Teaching Handbook be revised to 
confirm that the reported outcome of an annual progress review would 
constitute a departmental warning (to avoid the need for departments to write 
separately); and to extend possible outcomes of the APN beyond the 
requirement to withdraw and to include suspension of studies or the transfer to 
a Masters-level award (e.g. MPhil, MLitt);  

 

xiv. that the option to suspend a student’s programme of study would likely be used 
in instances where a student had a medical condition that prevented them 
engaging appropriately with their studies. The transfer to a Masters-level award 
(e.g. MPhil, MLitt) would likely be used in instances where a student had 
fulfilled their academic commitments, including the submission of work - but 
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where the work remained below that expected at doctoral-level - and where 
there was little expectation that a student was ultimately likely to achieve a 
doctoral degree upon examination;  

 

xv. that the transfer to a Master-level award would likely be used in relatively few 
situations (e.g. where a concession on medical or other grounds was not 
appropriate) and complemented the existing provision for students to request 
transfer to a lower award.  A student may subsequently transfer back to the 
doctoral programme through a concession that was supported by the 
department. Transfer to a Masters-level programme was already a possible 
outcome of the 9 month Progression Review. Locating this within the APN 
process provided for a judgement to be made on work required to be submitted 
in fulfilment of the APN and provided the student with a defined period for this 
to be completed, which in turn could be evaluated by the supervisory team, 
DPGR and Deputy Head of Faculty. QSSC was supportive of the proposals 
detailed within Annex II and III and agreed that these should be considered by 
FECs in the first instance, prior to consideration at Education Committee;  

 

Agreed: 
 

i. that FECs should request specific minute extracts showing reflection by SSCCs 
on the effectiveness of postgraduate research student engagement as follow-
up evidence for this cycle of reviews; 

Action: FECs 

 

ii. that QSSC was supportive of the proposed revisions to the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook with respect to the PG APN process and agreed that this 
would be further considered by the FEC's in the first instance, prior to 
consideration at Education Committee;  

Action: AB 

 
(b) Faculty Overviews 

 
Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of research degree provision, 
2014/15;            

Documents QSSC/15/51b 
 

Noted: 
 

i. that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee had 
considered best practice in monitoring supervision records. The committee 
noted that the FEC had highlighted that there would be a benefit in the use of 
DUO to store notes on supervisions. It was understood that the ability to store 
notes on DUO was already available and that this should be communicated to 
the Faculty; 

 

ii. that the Faculty of Science Faculty Education Committee had agreed that no 
issues were identified as requiring further consideration or action at University 
level. The issues regarding space and PGR funding would be considered as 
part of the meta review of the Science Faculty, the Space review of the 
University  and the issue of RTSG would be considered at the next meeting of 
the Faculty of Science Education Committee;  

 

iii. that the suggestions that graduates should be able to retain use of their 
University email accounts for a set period of time post-graduation, and that 
Durham graduates who move to postgraduate study should retain use of their 
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email address (rather than receive a new email address) did not require further 
consideration or referral to CIS, as both were already institutional policy and 
practice; 

 

iv. that the approach adopted within the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
Overview report form – whereby ‘University’ level recommendations were 
referred to a specific group or body, rather than simply to ‘the University’ – was 
useful practice, and should be adopted more widely. There would be a value in 
amending the annual review report forms to request this explicitly in the future;   

 

Agreed:  
 

i. that the committees comments would be shared with the Faculty Education 
Committees;  

Action: AB 

 
 

ii. that the annual review report form should be amended to specifically request 
that matters of University policy are referred to appropriate committees, 
individuals or departments, in the first instance.  

Action: AR 
 

47. Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Boards of Examiners 
 

Considered:  the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of boards of 
examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2014/15; 

Document QSSC/15/52 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that, in line with previous practice, the Chair of QSSC and Head of the Academic 
Support Office had met with the Chief Examiner to discuss his report and any 
related issues ahead of the consideration of the report at QSSC. No changes had 
been made to the report; however initial assurance and clarification had been 
provided to the Chief Examiner in relation to the issues which the report raised;  

 
(b) that this meeting of QSSC had been scheduled earlier than usual, in order to avoid 

any overlap with the QAA Higher Education Review visit scheduled for the week 
commencing 29 February 2016. This had resulted in the earlier receipt of the Chief 
Examiner report. It was reported however, that as a result of the timing of QSSC, 
the Postgraduate Faculty Overviews were not available at the time for Professor 
Feather Considered as part of his report;  
 

(c) that the Chief Examiner had agreed to continue in their role for a fourth year and as 
a consequence, this report was Professor Feather’s last report. It was agreed that 
the process for recruiting a new Chief Examiner would be instigated following the 
outcome of the QAA Higher Education Review, recognising that there would be a 
benefit to seeking someone with specific expertise, or knowledge, if necessary, in 
light of any findings within the HER Report; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Chief Examiner had continued to strongly endorse the University’s 

academic standards, noting that Durham University was providing a high standard 
of education to its students and that the regulations, frameworks, structures and 
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processes were sound, in line with national and international expectations, and 
ensured that standards were maintained for the granting of degrees. In his 
concluding comments as part of his final report, the Chief Examiner had noted that 
the evidence provided had assured him that students received an exceptional 
academic and intellectual experience at Durham, not least through the exposure to 
research-led teaching and engaging with their academic disciplines at a very high 
level; 

 
(b) that the Chief Examiner report had highlighted the matter of recording Board of 

Examiner meetings, noting that it was positive to see evidence of greater uniformity 
in practice across the University, reflecting the work undertaken by the University 
over the past few years. The Chief Examiner had however raised a particular issue 
in relation to the use of language in recording Board of Examiners discussions, 
noting that it remained important that all Boards of Examiners use appropriate 
terminology, making particular reference to the exercise of discretion and 
consideration of SACs;  

 
(c) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University should investigate 

the possibility of developing a standardised form of words which Chairs and 
Secretaries should be required to use in making formal records of proceedings and 
decisions. The committee noted that it was appropriate for departments to use 
wording that best reflected their discipline, and the consideration of the particular 
agenda item; however, the committee recognised that there would be value in 
exploring whether or not common phases were used to describe circumstances 
and/or outcomes which could usefully be used across the University. It was agreed 
that the Academic Support Office would explore the possibility of developing 
standard phrasing, drawing upon existing wording used by Boards of Examiners to 
support Chairs and Secretaries in formally recording proceedings and decisions;  

 
(d) that the Chief Examiner had felt that there remained variable practice in maintaining 

anonymity in discussions of SACs. The committee noted the University already 
required that Boards of Examiners were conducted anonymously. It was noted 
however, that the records of Scrutiny Sub-Committee – which did not consider 
students anonymously – and reports of these meetings could include student 
names as these were subsequently reported to the Boards of Examiners. 
Furthermore, it was known that some departments discussed students by name 
after the portion of the meeting considering progression and classification had 
concluded, when considering the award of prizes.. The committee noted that it was 
important to make clear in the formal record of the proceedings when student 
names had been added to the minutes of the meeting, following anonymous 
consideration. There remained, however, the potential for anonymity to be 
compromised if any Board of Examiners considered SSC minutes which included 
student names, or where a Board received the previous year’s minutes - to which 
names had been subsequently added. The committee agreed that this would be 
emphasized through the training provided to Chairs and Secretaries of Boards of 
Examiners; 

 
(e) that the Chief Examiner had also raised the matter of examination errors and 

recommended that the University should ensure that it had clear guidelines on the 
procedures for proof reading and data verification, and that these were followed by 
departments and schools. The committee was aware of the annual Examination 
and Assessment Report considered by Education Committee. It was noted that in 
some cases, there was one examination error which was replicated in more than 
one examination paper, which in effect, overinflated the number of errors. The 
committee also considered that the nature of the error had a different impact upon 
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the candidates’ ability to achieve in the examination – for instance - incorrect rubric 
would have a markedly different impact to incorrect grammar. Nonetheless, the 
committee reiterated that the University should be aiming for zero examination 
errors and as such there remained room for improvement. It was agreed that the 
Faculty Education Committees would be asked Considered matter of pre-
assessment processes and examination errors in the context of the Chief 
Examiners comments. The committee further agreed that there would be value in 
including additional information on the pre-assessment process for training for 
Chairs and Secretaries to Boards of Examiners;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the training for Chair’s and Secretaries for Boards of Examiners would be 

enhanced to include additional information on the pre-assessment process in 
relation to reducing examination errors, as well as the need to ensure that Boards 
of Examiners considered candidates anonymously, as outlined in Noted (b) – (d);  

Action: AR  
 

(b) that departments identified within the report would be asked to provide assurances 
to QSSC on the actions taken in response to the issues identified by the Chief 
Examiner;  

Action: FEC Secretaries  
 
(c) that the Faculty Education Committees would be asked Considered department 

pre-assessment processes, within the context of reducing examination errors;  
Action: FEC Secretaries  

 
48. Annual Reviews of Taught Provision 
 

(a) University Overview 
 
Considered: the University overview of annual reviews of taught programmes, 
2014/15;                     

  Document QSSC/15/53a 
 

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

 
Noted:  
 

i. that 28 reports on the annual review of teaching were received from departments 
with most departments choosing to submit combined reports covering all 
undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision; a minority had continued to 
submit reports for undergraduate and postgraduate programmes separately;  

 
ii. that departments continued to produce detailed and reflective reviews which 

outlined the actions taken and action proposed. There was clear evidence that 
departments continued to use relevant management information appropriately 
and involved students directly in the annual review process;  

 
iii. that the strengths highlighted in the report included high student satisfaction, the 

role of research-led education and the role of employability within the curriculum. 
Departments had also highlighted the quality of applicants and graduates within 
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the department, as well as the high quality teaching staff. It was positive to note 
that some departments had specifically highlighted student engagement as a 
strength;  

 
iv. that some weaknesses within the reports had also been identified as threats, 

particularly in the area of resources and finance; however it was positive note that 
the report had highlighted that action had been proposed in relation to all 
identified weaknesses. The report had further recommended that, with the wealth 
of information contained within the annual review documentation, QSSC might 
wish to consider recommending that the Review of Assessment consider 
commissioning an initial analysis of assessment and feedback issues focussing 
on the annual review reports (whether identified as weaknesses, strengths, 
opportunities, or as proposed/completed actions). QSSC was supportive of this 
proposal;  

 
v. that the report had highlighted that opportunities for enhancing the curriculum 

occurred most frequently within annual review reports, as well as opportunities to 
develop the Academic Advisor system;  

 
vi. that the threats noted within the University overview report had largely related to 

individual and department-specific matters; however, in addition to the matter of 
resources and finances, departments had highlighted recruitment and the 
potential for the CMA requirements to limit programme enhancements as 
potential threats. The committee felt that there would be a value in the Academic 
Support Office providing further guidance to departments on programme 
amendments in light of the requirements of the CMA;  

 
vii. that the University overview report had provided an overview of the information 

provided from departments with respect to the thematic requests made by QSSC. 
For 2014-15, QSSC had agreed that departmental assessment policies and 
extracts relating to discussion of equality and diversity issues should be 
requested from Departments. In addition to a summary of equality and diversity 
issues provided within the report, a question asking departments to reflect upon 
the operation of their policies and processes for assessment had been added to 
the Annual Review form for 2015-16; 

 
viii. that, in consideration of the equality and diversity matters considered at 

departmental level, the report had specifically drawn attention to MEQs and the 
approach used by the Department of Physics. It was reported that all 
questionnaires asked students if there were any circumstances which caused 
them to feel disadvantaged as a consequence of protected characteristics (age, 
disability, gender, race, religion or sexual orientation). Quantitative responses 
were analysed, and free text comments were passed to the Chair of the 
Department’s Diversity and Equality Committee for further consideration. It was 
proposed that QSSC might wish to consider recommending that this practice be 
adopted more widely within the University. QSSC agreed that there would be a 
benefit in referring this to the MEQ Working Group in the first instance;  

 
ix. that QSSC had been asked to consider whether to request more explicit 

consideration of equality and diversity issues in the annual review report with a 
specific reflection on equality and diversity, replacing the current questions on 
student engagement. The committee felt that there would be a benefit in 
requesting this information through the annual review process, recognising the 
wide range of good practice highlighted within the report. It was agreed that 
departments would be asked to consider equality and diversity issues in both the 
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operation of departmental education policies and processes, and within the 
curriculum,;  

 
x. that there was a need to remind Departments and Faculties to ensure that 

matters of University policy were addressed to an appropriate person, department 
or committee and that there would be a value in amending the annual review 
report forms to request this explicitly in the future. Further to this, the committee 
agreed that there would be a value in requesting that the Chair of the FEC 
provide direct responses to departments in relation to any issues that were 
identified within the annual review reports, rather than simply requiring a 
discussion through the FECs, which was the current practice;  

 
Agreed:  

 
i. that the inclusion of specific equality and diversity questions within MEQs be 

referred to the MEQ Review Group for consideration in the first instance;  
Action: AB 

 
ii. that the question asking departments to reflect on student engagement – used on 

2013-14 and 2014-15 – should be replaced with one asking departments to 
consider equality and diversity issues. Guidance should include a statement that 
departments should provide any examples of good practice  

Action: AR 
 

iii. that the information contained within the annual review reports, pertaining to 
identified weaknesses, strengths, opportunities, or as proposed/completed 
actions with respect to assessment and feedback should be shared with the 
Review of Assessment Group and that the Group should consider commissioning 
an initial analysis of these issues;  

Action: AR 
 

iv. that the Academic Support Office should provide additional guidance on 
curriculum development in light of the requirements of the CMA;  

Action: AR 
 

v. that the Chair of the relevant FEC would be required to provide direct responses 
to departments in relation to any issues identified within the Annual Review 
reports, rather than requiring discussion through FECs which was current 
practice;  

 
 

(b) Faculty Overviews: Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s 
 
Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of undergraduate and integrated 
master’s taught provision;            

Documents QSSC/15/53b 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the Faculty of Science Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) had 
noted that the disbanding of the Admissions Sub-Committee, an expert group of 
admissions staff, had created perceived difficulties in creating opportunities for 
departments to feed into the Access Agreement and finding the Access 
Agreement on the University website. This issue had been highlighted within the 
Natural Sciences Annual Review;  
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ii. that the committee confirmed that the University Access Agreements, once 
accepted by OFFA, were published on the University website. They could be 
located most easily by searching for ‘access agreement’ on the University 
webpages;  

 

iii. that Education Committee considered a draft of the Access Agreement in 
advance of submission to OFFA and that departments and faculties would be 
expected to provide any comments or feedback via the Deputy Heads of Faculty 
who attended Education Committee. Notwithstanding this, it was agreed that 
colleagues should be invited to pass comments to the Deputy Heads of Faculty in 
the first instance;  

 

iv. that the Faculty of Science Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) had 
noted concerns regarding the drop of approximately 2.5% 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. It was not clear to the committee the origin of the data, 
or information presented in the report and whether this was a still a live issue. 
Nonetheless, the committee agreed that this matter should be referred to SRAO 
in the first instance;  

 

v. that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) had noted the concerns regarding the operation and election of 
student representatives to SSCCs and the new arrangements for the co-chairing 
of meetings. Departments noted their concerns that the changes might be a 
major threat to student engagement and effective communication between staff 
and students. The committee noted that Education Committee had been 
considering the matter of SSCCs and student academic representation closely 
and that a final report based on the views of students, student representatives 
and staff would be presented in partnership between the University and Students' 
Union to Education Committee at its 16 March 2016 meeting. It was envisaged 
that this report would make final proposals to Education Committee on the 
operation of the elections and system for 2016/17 and that these would allay the 
fears noted by departments;  

 

vi. that a number of departments expressed concern at the uncertainty regarding the 
future of Queen’s Campus and the perceived threat to the quality and 
sustainability of programmes delivered there. The committee noted that the 
Review of Queen's Campus, as part of the emerging University Strategy would be 
communicated to departments, and staff and students, more widely in the near 
future. The Vice-Chancellor would be holding regular 'town hall' meetings on the 
future of Queen's Campus and colleagues should be encouraged to engage with 
these; 

 

vii. that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) had not reported any issues that required consideration or 
action at University level;  

 

Agreed: that the matter of the reported drop of 2.5% applications from ethnic 
minority groups should be explored by SRAO in the first instance;  

Action: SRAO 

 
(c) Faculty Overviews: Taught Postgraduate 
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Considered: faculty overviews of annual reviews of postgraduate taught provision;
        

Documents QSSC/15/53c 
 

Noted: 
 

i. that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee 
(Postgraduate) had not reported any issues that required consideration or action 
at University level;  

 

ii. that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
had noted matter of SSCCs and student academic representation. The committee 
had considered this issue under Minute 48bv; 

 

iii. that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
had noted that there was a need for a review of electronic tools such as 
Enterprise Survey Tool (MEQs), Gradebook and Turnitin (assessment and 
feedback) in order to ensure that these were robust and fit for purpose. The 
committee was aware that an MEQ Working Group had recently been established 
and would consider the use of the Enterprise Survey Tool. With regards to 
Gradebook and Turnitin, the committee felt that there would be a benefit in 
referring this to be considered within the context of the Review of Assessment in 
the first instance;  

 

iv. that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
had further noted that the School of Education proposed changes to SACs 
process in order to improve data security and confidentiality. It was proposed that 
the classification of SACs would be carried out by Colleges, with only the grading 
and duration information being passed to departments for consideration by 
Boards of Examiners;  

 

v. that the consideration of SACs remained an academic judgement and that it 
would be inappropriate for the Colleges to make this decision. The committee 
further noted that the was an ongoing review of the SAC process and that 
committee’s discussion should be shared with the SAC Working Group for 
information;  

 

Agreed:  
 

i. that the matter of Gradebook and Turnitin would be referred to the overarching 
Review of Assessment in the first instance;  

Action: AB 

 

ii. that the committee's consideration of the School of Education's proposal to 
require the Colleges to decide upon the classification of a SAC would be shared 
with the SAC Review Group for information.  

 Action: AB 

 

 

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

Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 27 January 2016; 
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Document QSSC/54a 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 27 January 
2016;                      

 Document QSSC/54b 
 

(c) the minute extract of Education Committee detailing consideration of the report 
from the meeting of QSSC held 02 December 2015 

Document QSSC/54c 
 

Reported: that the report from the 27 January meeting of QSSC will be considered at 
the 16 March meeting of Education Committee. A minute extract for this item will be 
submitted to the next meeting of QSSC.   
 

50. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received:  the QSSC action log;              
  Document QSSC/55a 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Reported: that there have been no matters arising since the last meeting of QSSC;  
 

(c) Matters of consideration 
 

Received:  the minute extracts of Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
detailing consideration of APN, Concessions and Appeals;   

Document QSSC/55b 
 

Reported: that QSSC had considered the overview report on Undergraduate APNs, 
Concessions and Appeals at its 27 January 2016 meeting. Faculty Education 
Committees (Undergraduate) had considered the reports at their February meetings 
and provided minute extracts on the discussion to QSSC for consideration and 
oversight;  

 
Noted:  

 
i. that Faculty of Science had specifically noted that the School of Biological and 

Biomedical Sciences had not issued a single APN in the last 3 years and that the 
Director of Natural Sciences would meet with the SBBS to more fully understand 
their departmental policies for monitoring academic progress. It was reported that 
the meeting had taken place and that the SBBS had issued approximately 350 
departmental warnings, prior to issuing a formal APN and was confident that the 
School was appropriately and effectively capturing any students who were not 
engaging with their academic commitments. It was reported that the Director of 
Natural Sciences would continue to monitor the number of APNs issues going 
forward; 
 

ii. that the Director of Natural Sciences had also met with the Department of Physics 
to consider their departmental policies for considering academic progress, 
particularly in the context of the significant increase in the number of APNs issued 
within the Department. It was recognised that the figures for Physics could be 
higher than those represented within the report as many of the APNs issued to 
Natural Sciences students related to Physics modules;  
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iii. that the report had not included a breakdown of the outcome of APNs by 

department and that it had been requested that this information, including data on 
progression and performance, alongside demographic data should be provided as 
part of the annual report in future;  

 
iv. that the Faculty of Science had also agreed that departmental level APN policies 

and procedures would be reviewed. The committee felt that there was a benefit in 
requiring all departments to review their policies and procedures against the 
guidance provided in the Learning and Teaching Handbook on the Academic 
Progress Procedure and the Code of Practice on Academic Progress. It was 
agreed that these would be considered by the Faculty Education Committee’s in 
the first instance, with assurances provided to QSSC on the operation of 
departmental APN policies;  

 
Agreed:  
 

(a) that consideration would be given to the data presented in future reports on 
Academic Progress Notices, as outlined in Noted (iii);  

Action: AB  
 

(b) that departments would be asked to review their departmental APN policies and 
procedures, as outlined in Noted (iv).  

Action: AB 
 
51. Chair’s Business 

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

 
 

52. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Sciences Faculty Collaborative 
Provision Panels held on 08 February 2016;  

Document QSSC/15/56 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel had considered the partnerships 

between the Department of Chemistry and Peking, the Universite de Rennes 1 and 
the University of Western Australia; 

 
(b) that the Department of Earth Sciences collaborative arrangement with the University 

of Iceland for a Dual Award PhD had now concluded. The student registered on the 
programme had withdrawn from Durham and would continue their programme of 
study at the University of Iceland only. The Department had introduced a BSc 
programme with Wuhan University with effect from the 2015/16 academic year;  
 

(c) that the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences had collaborative 
partnerships with Shandong University and Dalian University of Technology. The 
BEng programmes with both Shandong University and Dalian University of 
Technology had been withdrawn and that it had been agreed that the focus would be 
on recruitment to the MEng programmes offered. It had been reported that no 
students had been registered on the collaborative programmes with Dalian University 
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of Technology and only two students were currently registered on the MEng 
programme offered, with one student having previously graduated;  
 

(d) whilst it was recognised that the matter of low recruitment had been raised and 
considered by the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel and that it had been agreed 
that recruitment to the MEng programmes would remain a focus for all parties, the 
committee felt that there would be a benefit in exploring the possibility of liaising with 
the Department of Physics regarding future recruitment;  
 

(e) that Department of Physics also had collaborative partnerships with Shandong 
University and Dalian University of Technology and had been more successful in 
recruiting students to its collaborative programmes. Four students had graduated in 
the 2014/15 academic year, with three having completed the BSc programme and 
one having completed the MPhys programme. Two students were currently 
registered on the MPhys programme. With respect to the Dalian University of 
Technology, the Department of Physics  had two students registered on the MPhys 
programme and one on the BSc programme with effect from October 2015; 
 

(f) that the committee felt that there would be a benefit in ensuring that all collaborative 
programmes with Dalian University of Technology and Shandong University were 
promoted, regardless of which School or Department was leading on the recruitment. 
It was felt that this would be a more effective use of the visit to the partner 
universities and create an opportunity to share practice and resources in recruiting to 
these programmes;  
 

(g) that whilst it was noted the Memorandum of Agreements for Shandong University 
and Dalian University of Technology had specified a maximum of five students were 
permitted to enter each programme of study, the committee felt that the Business 
Case for the partnerships should be revisited to ensure that they remained 
appropriate given the challenges in recruiting students to the programme in the 
School of Engineering and Computer Sciences. The committee agreed that this 
discussion should take place with the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor as part of the 
planning round and that a justification for the continuation of the partnership should 
be provided to the committee;  
 

(h) that the committee recognised that the collaborative partnerships provided additional 
benefits to the University, over and above the programmes themselves. For instance, 
the committee noted the opportunity to develop research or student exchange links; 
however it was important to ensure that the collaborative programmes were an 
appropriate mechanism to achieve this, particularly in the context of low recruitment;   

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Science; Undergraduate) would liaise with the 

Department of Physics and School of Engineering and Computer Sciences and the 
Undergraduate Faculty Support Officer (Science) in the Academic Support Office, to 
consider how best to collectively promote the collaborative programmes with 
Shandong University and Dalian University of Technology to support recruitment;  

Action: GL/NDB 
 

(b) that the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences should review the Business 
Case for the collaborative partnerships with Shandong University and Dalian 
University of Technology, with particular regard to the low recruitment to the 
programmes, and provide a rationale for the continuation of the collaborative 
partnership to QSSC, as outlined in Noted (g).  
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Action: School 
 
53. Departmental Review - Follow up Report: Chemistry  

 
Considered: a report from the Science Faculty PRAP on the follow-up to the 
departmental review of the Department of Chemistry; 

Document QSSC/15/57 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Department had been commended on the outstanding commitment of their 

academic staff ensuring that teaching buy out was a condition of a research award, 
but who had continued to maintain at least a 30% teaching load which was 
considered to be beneficial to undergraduate students in terms of research led 
teaching, and also help academic staff maintain contact with undergraduate students. 
Although this was recognised in the workload model, the review team had felt this 
had shown an outstanding commitment from academic staff to the Department;  
 

(b) that the committee noted this approach was distinctive to the department; however 
each department was required to have a policy on the amount of time that a member 
of academic staff could be bought out from teaching for the purpose of undertaking 
research;  
 

(c) that the balance between research and teaching within departments be considered in 
light of the development of the emerging University Strategy;  
 

(d) that all actions had been signed off by the PRAP or by Chair’s Action;  
 
Agreed: that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the Department of Chemistry should 
be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Chemistry and Education Committee;  

Action: NDB/AB 
 

54. Departmental Review – Follow Up Report: Earth Sciences 
 

Considered: a report from the Science Faculty PRAP on the follow-up to the 
departmental review of the School of Earth Sciences;  

Document QSSC/15/58 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Faculty had been asked to consider how best to facilitate discussions 

between Departments and the Estates and Buildings Department to minimise 
disruption when carrying out refurbishment and maintenance works. It was noted that 
the refurbishment of teaching space and audio visual equipment was monitored and 
recommended by the Learning Resources Management Group, and that every effort 
was taken to minimise disruption on teaching or departmental activities;  

 
(b) that all actions had been signed off by the PRAP or by Chair’s Action;  

 
Agreed: that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the School of Earth Sciences should 
be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to the School 
of Earth Sciences and Education Committee. 

Action: NDB/AB 
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55. Departmental Review – Follow Up Report: Mathematical Sciences  
 

Considered: a report from the Science Faculty PRAP on the follow-up to the 
departmental review of the Department of Mathematical Sciences; 

Document QSSC/15/59 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Department of Mathematical Sciences had been commended for the 

comprehensive and helpful examinations handbook ‘The Guide on Preparation for 
exams and procedures and guidance for staff’. The committee felt that there would 
be value in sharing the examinations hanbook to staff more widely; 

 
(b) that all actions had been signed off by the PRAP or by Chair’s Action;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the examinations handbook ‘The Guide on Preparation for exams and 

procedures and guidance for staff’ should be shared with departments via Faculty 
Education Committee Secretaries;  

Action: FEC Secretaries  
 
(b) that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the Department of Mathematical 

Sciences should be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be 
reported to the Department of Mathematical Sciences and Education Committee.  

Action: NDB/AB 
 
 

56. Departmental Review: Durham University Business School   
 

Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of Durham University Business 
School;  

Document QSSC/15/60 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the School had been commended on the triple accreditation kite mark held by 

the School and the important role that it played in attracting high quality students to 
the University. QSSC had previously noted that only a small number of business 
schools worldwide held this distinction, and that the potential to lose triple 
accreditation status was a significant risk to the School and the University;  
 

(b) that the School had also been commended for the high quality careers support 
provided by the School at taught postgraduate level, including the alumni mentor 
scheme. The alumni mentor scheme matched graduates and current students based 
on their profiles, including professional interests and programme studied where 
possible. The scheme was not limited to the period students were undertaking their 
degree programme, but often extended beyond. Mentees and Mentors had the ability 
to set the parameters of the relationship and most correspondence would take place 
by telephone, email, Skype or similar. The committee felt that there would be benefit 
in sharing this practice more widely, noting the opportunity to strengthen alumni 
relations further and the positive impact this practice could have on students’ 
personal and professional development;  
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(c) that with respect to recommendation B33, it was noted that within the Social 
Sciences and Health Faculty the frequency of meetings for the monitoring of 
collaborative provision varied based on the specific needs and requirements of each 
partnership and programme. Faculty and University oversight of collaborative 
provision took place via the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel and Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee. The committee felt that there would be a value in 
reminding the Faculty that each partnership was required to be considered at least 
once in the academic  year, and that it was not expected that each partnership was 
re-considered at each FCPP;  
 

(d) that with respect to recommendation B34, the committee felt that the issue of 
resourcing requirements in light of the staff student ratio and physical resources 
should be referred to the Faculty PVC; 
 

(e) that with respect to recommendation B35, the committee felt that the issue of library 
access at Queen’s Campus should be referred to the Head of the Library;  
 

(f) that with respect to recommendation B36, the committee noted that issue of transport 
links had been considered within the Student Barometer Survey and that in the 2015 
results, student satisfaction had improved. Nonetheless, it was felt that the matter 
should be referred to Greenspace in the first instance;  
 

(g) that with respect to recommendation B37, the committee felt that the matter of 
resourcing across the School’s three site should be considered by the Faculty PVC in 
the first instance;  
 

(h) that recommendation B38 related to the BSc Accounting programme that was 
delivered in collaboration with accounting firm KPMG and the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW). The proposed renewal of the 
partnership with KPMG and ICAEW, and the approval of the revised BSc Accounting 
was considered by the committee under Minute 60. The committee agreed that the 
proposed restructure of the programme was appropriate and that all modules would 
now be delivered by the Business School and that it was felt that the matter of 
mapping externally delivered modules to University assessment criteria was 
obsolete;  
 

(i) that with respect to recommendation B39, the committee felt that the School should 
explore the key issues related to consolidation of taught programmes on to two sites 
with the Faculty PVC in the first instance;  
 

(j) that with respect to recommendation B40, the committee was not aware of any 
specific prescriptions regarding job titles, and the origins of this recommendations 
were unclear. The issue had not arisen in other Departmental Reviews, and it was 
felt that the suggestion to potentially to adopt a more flexible approach in relation to 
administrative job titles within academic departments should be discussed between 
the School and  the Director for HR;  
 

(k) that with respect to recommendation B41, it was noted by the committee that the 
matter of the provision of separate prayer rooms across the campus was being led by 
the Deputy Academic Registrar, and that the relevant information should be shared 
with the Deputy Academic Registrar and Deputy Warden and PVC (Colleges) in the 
first instance;  
 

(l) that there had been a delay in the receipt of the Departmental Review Report for the 
Business School. This had largely been due to a shortage of staff within the 
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Academic Support Office; however it had highlighted the importance of circulating an 
early indication of the key findings to the Department or School to facilitate early 
action where possible or appropriate. QSSC had suggested this as part of the 
committee’s consideration of the Review of Departmental Review initial report and 
reconfirmed its recommendation to the Review Group to introduce a mechanism for 
informing the School or Department of the headline outcomes within a revised 
process. It had further highlighted the importance of maintaining an appropriate 
schedule for the periodic review of departments throughout an academic year; 
 

(m) that a large number of the recommendations made by the Review Team to the 
University were, in fact, issues which required consideration at departmental or 
faculty level in the first instance. This emphasised the value in asking the  group 
considering Departmental Review to provide enhanced guidance to review teams 
regarding ‘University’ recommendations;  

 
(n) that the Review Team had recommended that the programmes in the Business 

School listed in Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of six years. The committee 
agreed that this was appropriate;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the programmes in the Business School listed in Annex 2 be revalidated for a 

period of six years, and that this should be reported to the Business School and to 
Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

(b) that Faculty and University-wide recommendations would be referred to the 
appropriate colleagues, as outlined in Noted (c) to (f). 

Action: AB 
 

57. Postgraduate Admissions Tutor Training  
 
Considered: an assurance report on the implementation of training requirements for 
postgraduate admissions selectors; 

Document QSSC/15/61 
 
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 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 training consisted of half day presentations covering all practical 
elements of the postgraduate admissions decision-making process. QSSC agreed 
that this was appropriate; 

 
(c) that it was proposed that the annual postgraduate admissions selector refresher 

training would continue to be offered as a DUO-based module, offering a flexible 
mode of delivery. Building on the success of the DUO-based refresher module, it 
was proposed that annual postgraduate admissions administrative and support 
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staff refresher training also be delivered through a DUO-based module. QSSC 
agreed that this was appropriate;  

 
(d) that it was further proposed to offer best practice workshops during 2016-17. The 

workshops would be non-compulsory sessions and aimed at providing 
postgraduate admissions staff with an opportunity to network with colleagues, 
share best practice, and enhance their knowledge and understanding of working 
with new or updated processes. QSSC agreed that this was appropriate, 
recognising the importance of sharing best practice across departments;  

 
(e) that postgraduate admissions decisions required the sign off of two trained 

postgraduate admissions tutors. In consideration of the assurance report for 
2014/15, QSSC had sought further assurances that the requirement that two 
trained postgraduate admissions tutors sign off on postgraduate admissions 
decisions, was applied consistently by departments. This had been raised in 
response of the identification that a number of departments only had two members 
of staff trained as postgraduate admissions tutors. Assurances were provided to 
the committee that, in line with the Learning and Teaching Handbook, postgraduate 
offers were not processed unless they had been signed by two appropriate 
authorised admissions tutors. Within the Admissions Office, all offer sheets were 
checked at two separate points to verify the signatures against the list of authorised 
and trained admissions tutors: the first was at the point of receipt of the offer sheet 
and checked for errors and against the information recorded in Banner; the second 
was at the point that the offer is processed in Banner, based on the offer sheet 
information. As additional mechanism to mitigate for any errors that might be 
present, the offer would be first generated by one member of the Admissions team 
and then checked and sent by another member of the team;  
 

(f) that, whilst the 2014/15 report had not highlighted any concern, QSSC had agreed  
that consideration would be given to requiring a minimum of 3 trained postgraduate 
admissions tutors, per academic department, to ensure that admissions processes 
were not impacted upon (for instance when colleagues were away from the 
University);  

 
(g) that, whilst the 2015/16 report had highlighted that fewer departments had only two 

trained admissions tutors, QSSC recommended there should be a minimum of 3 
trained postgraduate admissions tutors, per academic department. Academic 
departments should continue to be encouraged to have more postgraduate 
admissions tutors, where time and resources permit; 

 
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 programme for 2016/17, as outlined in Noted (b) – (d) 

was appropriate and that this should be recommended to Education Committee;  
Action: AB  

 
(c) that the committee’s recommendation to require a minimum of 3 trained 

postgraduate admissions tutors, per department should be recommended to 
Education Committee;  

Action: AB  
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Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed training 
programme for postgraduate admissions tutors for 2016-17, as outlined in Noted 
(b) – (d)   
 
Recommended: that Education Committee consider approving the 
recommendation that there should be a minimum of 3 trained postgraduate 
admissions tutors, per department   

 
 
58. Partnership Approval: Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed partnership 
between the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences and Universite de Pau at 
des Pays de L’Adour to deliver a dual award PhD; 

Document QSSC/15/62 
 

Reported: that the Chair of Education Committee had approved the proposal to permit 
the early advertisement of the Dual award PhD with Universite de Pau et des Pays De 
L’Adour (UPPA), prior to full approval of the partnership. This was because SECS was 
aiming to recruit 2 PhD students to start by October 2016 and as these students would 
be funded through a Marie Skłodowska-Curie Innovative Training Network (ITN-ETN), 
known as TERRE, there was a need to advertise early due to funding conditions which 
required such opportunities to be advertised across the EU, lengthening the recruitment 
process, and also the funding period of the Innovative Training Network (ITN) itself.  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the Dual Award proposal between Durham and UPPA was part of an Initial 

Training Network (TERRE) involving 14 partners, including other European 
Universities, along with Industrial partners. EC funding for the ITN included funding to 
support two dual award PhDs between Durham and UPPA. The committee 
recognised that the partnership would have also been subject to scrutiny for the 
European partners;  

 
(b) that whilst the dual award proposal involved only Durham and UPPA, which built on 

existing research and personal links, there was potential to develop other ITNs and 
other research collaborations from this ITN in the future; 

 
(c) that the UPPA had experience in delivering doctoral degrees in collaboration and that 

the risk of the partnership was considered to be low;  
 

(d) that there was a need to investigate ITNs and the resources implications more 
broadly, and the interaction with the Centre for Academic, Researcher and 
Organisational Development (CAROD);  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the proposed partnership was appropriate and should be recommended to 

Education Committee;  
Action: AB 

 
(b) that the matter of ITNs and the interaction with CAROD would be considered further 

with the Chair of QSSC;  
Action: TF 
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Recommended: that Education Committee consider approving the proposed 
partnership between the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences and 
Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour to deliver a dual award PhD 

 
[Secretary's Note: The partnership proposal will be considered at the 16 March 2015 
meeting of Education Committee] 

 
 

59. Partnership Approval: KPMG and ICAEW 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the proposed renewal of 
the partnership between KMPG, ICAEW and Durham University Business School; 

Document QSSC/15/63 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed partnership was to renew an existing three-way collaboration 
between Durham University Business School, KMPG and ICAEW. Students 
combined University study with employment at KPMG, whilst gaining the necessary 
professional qualifications through ICAEW;  

 
(b) that it was proposed that the structure of the programme be amended for the August 

2016 intake; all modules would now be delivered by the Business School. The 
documentation provided to QSSC had provided a clear rationale for this change, 
noting in particular the benefit in ensuring a consistent student experience and the 
strengthening of the University's quality assurance with respect to the annual 
monitoring and review processes;  

 
(c) that It was reported that KMPG had recently reviewed its partnerships and provision 

and Durham University had remained as one of two HEI partners with KPMG from 
2016;  

 
(d) that the existing partnership had proven to be successful and that there was clear 

rationale for the continuation and renewal of the partnership. It was noted that 
students studying on the BSc Accounting were very engaged students and that this 
was a particular strength of the programme;  

 
(e) that QSSC queried why the proposal detailed only one intake of students to the 

school-leavers programme and that discussion between partners would take place 
with regards to future recruitment;  

 
(f) that QSSC queried whether the Business School had consulted with Student 

Registry in relation to timetabling of the revised programme, and whether any 
timetabling issues had been identified; 

 
(g) that QSSC queried why the reference to declaring details of any criminal convictions 

in the online application form had been removed from the revised Memorandum of 
Agreement (Appendix 1, page 36);  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the proposed partnership renewal was appropriate, and would be recommended 

to Education Committee, subject Confirmation of the committee's queries as outlined 
in Noted (e) - (g); 
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(b) that the Secretary would seek clarification from the Business School with respect to 

the committee's queries, as outlined in Noted (e) - (g);  
Action: AB 

 
[Secretary's Note: the following information was circulated to members of the committee 
following receipt of the information requested from the Business School: 

 
In response to Noted (e): Durham University Business School confirmed that KPMG 
were currently reviewing their portfolio beyond 2016 in the light of wider developments, 
most notably degree apprenticeships. Whilst the Business School was involved in 
discussions, these remained at a relatively early stage, and given the possibility that this 
may lead to a different programme structure beyond 2016, the current proposal and 
business case requested approval for one intake only. This had been noted at most 
recent Management Committee meeting (20 January 2016) and at the Partnership 
Approval Panel (28 January 2016) 

 
In response to Noted (f): It was been confirmed that the Timetabling Team within Student 
Registry had been consulted on the proposed revised programme and that no issues or 
concerns had been identified. A provisional timetable was already in place to support the 
revised programme, subject to approval]  
 
In response to Noted (g): The reference declaring details of any criminal convictions had 
been deleted on page 36 as this now takes place at a later stage in the recruitment 
process. However, inadvertently, the reference was not re-inserted. Following 
consultation with KPMG, the Business School has confirmed that applicants are now 
required to declare details of any criminal convictions at what is referred to as the 
‘onboarding stage’, when the formal offer of a place is made. A reference has been 
inserted at the foot of page 38. The change was as a result of KPMG signing up to the 
‘banning the box’ initiative (http://www.bitc.org.uk/programmes/ban-box). The Head of 
Student Recruitment and Admissions confirmed that they had been consulted in 
relational to the removal of the reference to declaring details of any criminal convictions 
and confirmed to the School that such a reference would need to remain, to ensure that 
the MoA complied with University policy.  
 
A revised MoA, alongside the additional information provided by the Business School, 
had been circulated to QSSC for consideration. Chair's Action was taken on behalf of the 
committee to approve the partnership between Durham University Business School, 
KPMG and ICAEW, and subsequently recommend this to Education Committee] 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee consider approving the proposed 
partnership renewal between KMPG, ICAEW and Durham University Business 
School 
 
[Secretary's Note: The partnership proposal will be considered at the 16 March 2015 
meeting of Education Committee] 

 
 

60. Programme Approval: BSc Accounting     
 

Considered: whether to approve the proposed BSc Accounting in Durham University 
Business School; 

Document QSSC/15/64 
 

 Noted:  

http://www.bitc.org.uk/programmes/ban-box
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(a) that it was proposed that the structure of the programme be amended for the August 

2016 intake; all modules would now be delivered by the Business School. The 
documentation provided to QSSC had provided a clear rationale for this change, 
noting in particular the benefit in ensuring a consistent student experience and the 
strengthening of the University's quality assurance with respect to the annual 
monitoring and review processes;  
 

(b) that Section 12 of the Programme Specification should be amended to clarify that by 
the end of the programme it would be expected that all learning outcomes would be 
achieved and that this should be aligned with Section 5 of the Programme 
Specification;  
 

(c) that, in consideration of the Grade Descriptors appended to the Programme 
Specification, the committee felt that reference to exemplary work being ‘rarely 
encountered’ should be removed. The committee also agreed that consideration 
should be given to removing a mark of ‘0’ (zero) from the ‘Outright fail’ and 
categorised on its own;  
 

Agreed: that, subject to the revisions outlined in Noted (b) and (c), the committee agreed 
that the proposed revised programme should be approved.  

 
61. Student Exchange Proposals 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) a student exchange proposal with Yonsei University;   

Document QSSC/15/65 
 

(b) a student exchange proposal with Central University of Finance and Economics 
(CUFE);   

Document QSSC/15/66 
 

(c) a student exchange proposal with HEC Laussane;   
Document QSSC/15/67 

 
(d) renewal of existing Swiss placement providers through academic years 2016/17 – 

2019/20;   
Document QSSC/15/68 

 
(e) an institution wide partnership with Pontificia Universidad Catolica de Argentina;   

Document QSSC/15/69 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that clarification should be sought from the International Office that consideration had 

been given to equality and diversity matters, in relation to the student exchange 
proposal with Yonsei University, with particular respect to the treatment of female 
students;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: Yonsei University has a Gender Equality Centre which runs Gender 
Equality Programmes for Women, designed to offer support and guidance to enrolled 
students, and ensure their welfare and wellbeing] 
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(b) that the proposed student exchange proposals with Central University of Finance and 
Economics (CUFE) and HEC Laussane were appropriate;  
 

(c) that there would be a value in approving the renewal of the existing Swiss placement 
providers for a period of five years, rather than the proposed four academic years; 
 

(d) that, Durham University Business School had a current departmental partnership with 
Pontificia Universidad Catolica de Argentina; however, it had been proposed to 
expand this to a University wide agreement to offer wider opportunities for all 
students. The committee felt that the proposed partnership was appropriate, noting in 
particular the benefit of translating departmental level partnerships to institutional 
wide partnerships where appropriate, and resources permit;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that, subject to further information, as requested by the committee in Noted (a), that 

the student exchange proposal with Yonsei University be approved and that this 
should be reported to the International Office and Education Committee; 

Action: AB  
 

(b) that the proposed student exchange agreements with Central University of Finance 
and Economics and HEC Laussane be approved and that this should be reported to 
the International Office and Education Committee; 

Action: AB  
 

(c) that the renewal of existing Swiss placement providers, for a period of five years, be 
approved and that this should be reported to the International Office and Education 
Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

(d) that subject to the approval of the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellors, the proposed 
University-wide agreement with Pontificia Universidad Catolica de Argentina, be 
approved, and that this should be reported to the International Office and Education 
Committee;  

Action: AB  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
62. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/15/72 
 

63. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported: that further meetings of QSSC will be held on the following dates:  

 

Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 11 May 2016 2: 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 01 June 2016     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 


