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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

11 May 2016 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
11 May 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 

 
64. University and Faculty Overviews of External Examiner Reports   

 
Considered: 

 
(a) the University Overview of external examiners’ reports for undergraduate and 

integrated master’s programmes;  
Document QSSC/15/73a 

 
Reported:  
 
i. that the University overview report was based on an analysis of all the external 

examiner reports for 2014/15 for undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes. The report identified the generic issues arising from the external 
examiner reports and key issues of University policy raised by external examiners. A 
summary of the action taken in response to last year’s report was also provided to 
QSSC; 
 

ii. that all external examiners’ reports relating to undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes had been received by the Academic Support Office by April 2016. Each 
report was reviewed independently of the scrutiny of reports at faculty level. The vast 
majority of external examiners had been complimentary about the effectiveness of 
the 2014/15 assessment processes; 
 

iii. that external examiners were required to respond to a number of statements on 
quality and standards. The feedback was very positive and was considered to be a 
strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards. 100% of examiners 
confirmed that programmes were aligned with QAA subject benchmarks, whilst 99% 
fully agreed that curricula enabled learning outcomes to be met. 99% felt that 
academic standards were aligned with the FHEQ; and that standards were 
comparable with similar programmes. Further to this, 99% felt that assessment 
policies were adhered to and that the assessment criteria permitted a confident 
judgement of student achievement against the learning outcomes;  
 

Noted:  
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i. that there was currently one outstanding report in respect to Applied Social Sciences 

(Social Sciences and Health). ASO and the relevant department had contacted the 
external on a number of occasions. Emails had also been sent by the Deputy Head 
of Faculty and by the Chair of QSSC. ASO will continue to pursue the outstanding 
report.  

 
ii. that the committee was satisfied with the actions taken in response to the issues 

raised in last year’s overview of  undergraduate and integrated master’s external 
examiners’ reports, noting that only substantive action arising from the 2014/15 
University Overview related to a review of departmental processes for double 
marking and moderation. This has been completed, and was considered by QSSC 
and FECs in Michaelmas and Epiphany Term. Final proposals were presented to 
QSSC for consideration (Documents QSSC/15/75 and Minute 66 refers);   
 

iii. that it was proposed that there be a review of the relevancy of the information 
captured within future University Overview reports. It was reported that the analysis 
relied upon a subjective judgement as to how, and whether, to log a particular issue 
and that as a result, some of the variation in the report might be a result of a 
difference in method/analysis, rather than substantive differences as such. It was 
therefore recommended that to ensure accuracy and consistency, and ensure that 
QSSC continued to receive a relevant analysis, the themes captured in Table 3 of the 
report be reviewed and that brief guidance be provided on what should be 
considered under each theme;  
 

iv. that the committee noted that the themes captured within Table 3 had largely been 
derived indicatively, and when issues had been raised by external examiners. It was 
felt that some of the themes were no longer relevant (such as ‘Viva’s’) whereas, other 
themes were clearly demonstrated as requiring continued consideration by QSSC. 
The committee felt that there would be a value in undertaking a review of the themes 
identified in Table 3 within the context of the priorities identified in the Education 
Strategy, and that proposals should be made to a future meeting of QSSC;  
 

v. that there would be a value in reviewing the external examiner report in line with the 
review of the themes to ensure any alignment where possible;  
 

vi. that the number of external examiners highlighting the use of the full making scale as 
an issue had remained consistently high for a consecutive year. The majority of 
comments in this area related to the need for departments to use the full range of the 
scale where exceptional quality work merited this. It was highlighted that this was 
particularly important given that predominance could be reviewed as part of 
discretion. It was also noted by several external examiners that students that should 
have been awarded a higher first could be disadvantaged when competing (e.g. for 
PG scholarships) against students whose institutions mark higher. The report had 
also highlighted that a number of external examiners queried whether the marking 
scale used at Durham was appropriate and recommended that the University 
considered a move to categoric/Grade Point Average (GPA) marking;  
 

vii. that the committee was made aware of HEFCE’s revised ‘operating model’ for quality 
assessment in higher education in England and the potential implications on marking 
practices and the University’s degree algorithm. HEFCE had reported that their 
intention was not to seek to create common marking criteria for all providers, but 
rather to establish a simple mechanism to bring together examiners from a subject 
community (however best described) to compare their students’ work and to judge 
student achievement against the standards set in order to improve comparability and 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/2016/201603/HEFCE2016_03.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/2016/201603/HEFCE2016_03.pdf
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consistency. It was reported that this work would be taken forward by an ‘expert 
body’ and would seek explicitly to create more comparable standards for classified 
degrees (e.g. particularly at the 2.i/2.ii boundary) and for GPA. Furthermore, HEFCE 
had sought to ensure that sector representative bodies undertake detailed research 
into the range of classification algorithms currently in use, and subsequently to 
determine a sensible range of possible algorithms according to the desired 
pedagogic and other outcomes. It was expected that the guidelines for algorithms 
would subsequently be published;  
 

viii. that whilst the committee felt that there would be a value in referring the matter of use 
of the full range of marks to the Assessment Review Group, there was a need to be 
cognisant of the potential proposals from HEFCE and that the information document 
from HEFCE should also be shared with the Review Group. Further to this, the 
committee emphasised that there should remain a focus on encouraging 
departments to use the full range of the marking scale, where it was merited;  
 

ix. that there was a value in also referring the matter of the use of discretion to the 
Assessment Review Group. The report had highlighted that the number of external 
examiners that had raised issues regarding discretion had risen in 2014/15 to 22%;  
 

x. that the University had introduced a new framework for the use of discretion from 
2011/12 which was based around a principled set of considerations related to 
‘predominance’ (relative importance of performance in core modules demonstrating 
breadth of achievement of learning outcomes),’ trajectory’ (performance in year 3 or 
4) and the ‘dissertation/thesis’. The report had highlighted the varied views from 
external examiners and that no one solution would appease the diverse range of 
opinions offered. Furthermore, the University had reviewed the University policy on 
Discretion in 2014/15 and had agreed that no further action was required, confirming 
the University’s current position. It was also confirmed that when the University 
introduced its policy on discretion for 2011/12, detailed discussions were had 
regarding the use of ‘proximity’ as a potential principle for discretion; it was agreed 
that the use of ‘proximity’ would not be included in the University’s policy. 
Nonetheless, the committee felt that there would be a value in referring the use to the 
Assessment Review Group in the context of the University Overview report, noting 
that the matters raised in the 2014/15 report were different to those raised in 
2013/14;  
 

xi. that the committee further felt that there would be a value in providing brief guidance 
points on what should not be taken into account when considering discretion, which 
could be included with external examiner guidance and read out at the start of Board 
of Examiners meetings (both undergraduate and postgraduate). It was felt that this 
would clarify any ambiguity and reaffirm the University’s policy on discretion;  
 

xii. that it was reported that there was a significant increase (8%) in the number of 
external examiners that had noted that they not received a response from the 
relevant department to their previous report. Reminders to departments were sent 
from the Academic Support Office; however there was no mechanism in place to 
check that this had been done. The committee agreed that departments should be 
further reminded of the importance of responding appropriately to external examiner 
reports;  
 

xiii. that there was an increase in the number of external examiners that had raised 
concerns regarding the Serious Adverse Circumstances processes. The points 
largely centred on three views: that the University’s decision not to adjust marks 
because of SACs meant that SACs were not fully taken into account; that the 
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University’s policy of dealing with SACs at a departmental level could lead to 
inconsistency, with different departments treating the same illnesses differently; and 
that the University’s guidance did not assign rankings or gradings to circumstances 
and was therefore too vague. The latter two issues conflated medical assessments 
with academic judgments: decisions were taken at a departmental level because the 
gradings were to consider the impact of the circumstances on the work assessed, not 
on the circumstances themselves. The committee reconfirmed the position that it 
would be inappropriate to assign rankings to circumstances themselves. The 
committee confirmed that it was content with the University’s current position on 
SACs and that no further action was required; 
 

xiv. that an executive summary of the paper would be developed for Education  
Committee and Senate;  
 

xv. that there were no other issues emerging from the report that required University-
level action;  

 
Agreed:  
 
i. that a review of the themes within Table 3 should be undertaken by the Academic 

Support Office, and within the context of the priorities identified from the Education 
Strategy and that proposals should  be presented to a future meeting of QSSC;  

Action: AR 
 

ii. that the external examiner report form should be reviewed in light of the review of the 
themes within Table 3 and alignments made where possible;  

Action: AR  
 

iii. that the matter of discretion and the use of the full range of marks would be referred 
to the Assessment Review Group;  

Action: AB  
 

iv. that brief guidance on what should not be taken into account when considering 
discretion should be developed by the Academic Support Office to be included in the 
external examiner guidance and to be read out at the start of Board of Examiner 
meetings;  

Action: AR 
 

v. that an executive summary of the paper should be developed for Education  
Committee and Senate;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: The executive summary was developed and considered by 
Education Committee at its 25 May 2016 meeting] 
 

(b) the University Overview of external examiners reports for taught postgraduate 
programmes, 2014/15; 

Document QSSC/15/73b 
 

Reported:  
 

i. that the University overview report was based on an analysis of all the external 
examiner reports for 2014/15 for taught postgraduate programmes. The report 
identified the generic issues arising from the external examiner reports and key 
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issues of University policy raised by external examiners. A summary of the action 
taken in response to last year’s report was also provided to QSSC; 
 

iv. that all external examiners’ reports relating to taught postgraduate programmes had 
been received by the Academic Support Office by April 2016. Each report was 
reviewed independently of the scrutiny of reports at faculty level. The vast majority of 
external examiners had been complimentary about the effectiveness of the 2014/15 
assessment processes; 
 

v. that external examiners were required to respond to a number of statements on 
quality and standards. The feedback was very positive and was considered to be a 
strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards. 98% of examiners 
confirmed that programmes were aligned with QAA subject benchmarks, whilst 99% 
fully agreed that curricula enabled learning outcomes to be met. 98% felt that 
academic standards were aligned with the FHEQ; and that standards were 
comparable with similar programmes; 
 

Noted 
 

i. that  external examiners for taught postgraduate programmes had collectively  
strongly endorsed the University’s academic standards;  
 

ii. that the University had received all External Examiners reports for the Faculty of 
Science. Reminders for the outstanding reports in the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health and Faculty of Arts and Humanities had been issued. The timely submission 
of External Examiner reports was a key duty of all external examiners. The 
committee agreed that, if the University was not in receipt of the outstanding reports 
by the start of the Easter Term, the process for dismissal of these external 
examiners, as outlined in Chapter 10.2 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook, 
should be initiated by the Academic Support Office; 
 

iii. that that the committee was satisfied with the actions taken in response to the issues 
raised in last year’s overview of  taught postgraduate external examiners’ reports, as 
detailed in annex I;  
 

iv. that the overwhelming majority of external examiners had commented favourably on 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the assessment process, and praised both the 
management of the Board of Examiners and the support received from departmental 
staff. The report highlighted that requests for some form of further support (typically 
requests for specific information) were identified in 6% of reports. It was 
recommended that no further action was required; however, there may be value in 
adding more specific questions on support received to the external examiner forms, 
and in keeping this issue under review in light of further findings.  The committee felt 
that this was appropriate;  
 

v. that feedback had been one of the three most commonly raised issues for many 
years; however, this had significantly  reduced in the 2014/15 external examiner 
responses. Historically, concerns emphasised either a need for more detailed 
feedback (specifically, which better outlined students’ strengths and weaknesses with 
clear attention to where they might improve), or commented on inconsistent levels of 
detail in feedback. Conversely, the focus for 2014/15 was exclusively on the latter: 
depth of feedback was not raised as an issue, except to the extent that it was not 
present in all modules or assessments. The report further highlighted that the 
consistent provision of detailed feedback to students was widespread in many areas 
of the University with 25% of reports highlighting this as good practice. The 
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committee felt that there was a value in seeking out good practice from within 
departments and sharing this across the institution;  

 
vi. that an executive summary of the paper would be developed for Education  

Committee and Senate;  
 

vii. that there were no other issues emerging from the report that required University-
level action;  
 

 
Agreed:  

 
i. that should the University not receive the outstanding external examiners by the start 

of Easter Term, the Academic Support Office should initiate the dismissal of these 
external examiners, as outlined in Chapter 10.2 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook;  

Action: AR 
 

ii. that the Academic Support Office should seek out good practice from within 
departments and share this across the institution; 

Action: FEC Secretaries   
 
 

iii. that an executive summary of the paper should be developed for Education  
Committee and Senate;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: The executive summary was developed and considered by Education 
Committee at its 25 May 2016 meeting] 

 
 

(c) Faculty Overviews of External Examiner Reports (UG) and minute extracts; 
Document QSSC/15/74a 

 
Noted:  

 
i. that an external examiner within the Arts and Humanities Faculty had questioned the 

guidance that the student’s position relative to the standard deviation of the cohort’s 
dissertation marks may be taken into account as this “potentially disadvantaged 
students from a “high-performing peer group”;  
 

ii. that it was confirmed that Section 6.3.7.1 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook 
clarified that Boards of Examiners may take into account student achievement 
making specific consideration to the positioning of the student's module mark relative 
to the module's standard deviation. It was clarified that this was not designed to 
permit comparisons between students;  
 

iii. that there would be a value in referring the matter of the use of standard deviation in 
the consideration of discretion to the Assessment Review Group;  
 

iv. that there were no other matters arising from the Faculty Overview Reports that were 
not already considered by the University Overview Report;  
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Agreed: that the matter of the use of standard deviation in the consideration of discretion 
should be referred to the Assessment Review Group;  

Action: AB 
 

(d) Faculty Overviews of External Examiner Reports (PG) and minute extracts; 
Document QSSC/15/74b 

 
Noted: that there were no other matters arising from the Faculty Overview Reports that 
were not already considered by the University Overview Report;  

 
65. Postgraduate APN, Concession and Appeals 
 

Considered: the Annual Report on Postgraduate Concessions, Appeals and Academic 
Progress Notes. 

Document QSSC/15/75 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the number of concessions had increased from 221 (2013/14) to 309 recorded in 

2014/15. It was confirmed that this number related to the total number of concessions 
recorded and that therefore a number of students could have recorded more than 
one concession, potentially disproportionally affecting the number of concession 
recorded year to year. Nonetheless, the committee felt that the increase in the 
number of concessions was not a concern;    

 
(b) that the University had recorded a total of 9 APNs for all postgraduate students in 

2014/15, compared to 15 in 2013/14. It was felt that this was indicative of 
departments seeking early resolution and providing support for students at an earlier 
stage and that the this proactive approach was positive;  
 

(c) that, of the 9 APNs issued, 4 students were required to withdraw from the University, 
three of which were from the Business School;    
 

(d) that there had been a decrease in the number of both PGT and PGR appeals for 
2014/15;  
 

(e) that the report had not included data on Senate-level appeals information. There was 
no direct link between the management systems for Faculty-level appeals, recorded 
in Banner, and the Senate-level appeals recorded by the Academic Support Office. 
Whilst, in theory, it would be possible to track Faculty-level appeals through to 
Senate-level appeals, this would be a significant administrative burden to undertake 
manually, and that there were also additional complications in aligning the reporting 
cycles for appeals. The committee did note however that there would be a separate 
report on Senate-level appeals considered by Education Committee in Easter Term 
2016;   
 

(f) that whilst the report had not raised any University wide concerns, the report would 
be considered by Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) and that assurances 
from the FECs would be provided to the next meeting of QSSC;  
 

(g) that there remained a value in monitoring postgraduate academic progress notices 
alongside appeals, progression and submission data 

 
66. Review of Departmental Assessment Policies 
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Considered: proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook following the 
review of department assessment policies conducted earlier in the year, and considered 
by QSSC previously in Michaelmas Term. 

Document QSSC/15/76 
 

Reported: that a report on the review of departmental assessment policies was 
considered by QSSC at its meeting on 14 October 2015. It was agreed that the 
proposals outlined in the initial paper should be submitted to Faculty Education 
Committee for consideration. The document now presented to QSSC outlined the 
responses to the FEC consultation, attached the full responses received from FECs and 
proposed an amended version of the proposed changes to the Learning & Teaching 
Handbook (Annex 2) in response to these. Further actions were also requested of QSSC 
as a result of this consultation and that these were detailed within the report;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, for clarity, paragraph 22 (Annex I) should be revised to read that “statistical tools 

and techniques may be used to identify systematic defect assessment practices by 
numerical analysis”;  
 

(b) that Annex III had demonstrated the commitment of departments to ensuring the 
accuracy of examination scripts and that there would be a value in sharing this good 
practice;  
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposed amendments made in light of the 
feedback from Faculty Education Committees and that this should be recommended 
to Education Committee for approval;  

 
Agreed: 

  
(a) that the proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook, as detailed in 

Annex 1, were appropriate, subject to the amendment in Noted (b), and that these 
should be recommended to Education Committee,  

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the examples of good practice in regards to the checking of examination material 
were shared across departments, via FECs, to support the development of 
departmental assessment policies;  

Action: FEC Secretaries  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed changes to the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook  
 
[Secretary’s Note: the proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook were 
recommended to Education Committee and considered and approved at the 25 May 
2016 meeting] 

 
67. Postgraduate Entry Requirements 2017 

 
Considered: proposed changes to Postgraduate Entry Requirements for 2017 entry. 

Document QSSC/15/77 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the report contained proposals to change the entry requirements for three 
academic departments;   
 

(b) that the Department of Music had proposed a change to the existing academic 
entry requirements to the MA Music (W3K707)to assess applications for the 
performance and composition pathways, in light of specific module pre-requisites. 
The committee felt that this was appropriate, noting that QSSC had been informed 
of the department’s intention to revise the entry requirements for the MA Music in 
the report presented to the committee at its 29 April 2015 meeting;  

 
(c) that the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences had proposed a change to 

the existing academic entry requirements for the MSc New and Renewable Energy 
(H1K609), specifying the requirement for applicants to hold a first degree in in an 
appropriate Engineering or Engineering-related subject, including modules in 
specific subjects. The committee felt that this was appropriate;  

 
(d) that the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health had proposed a change to the 

IELTS requirements for MSc (Research) Pharmacy (B2A309). The committee felt 
that this was appropriate, noting that the change would align the IELTS 
requirements with comparable existing programmes within the University;  

 
(e) that it was proposed that each academic department/school take responsibility for 

ensuring that published entry requirements, and module pre-requisites, where 
applicable, were updates in the course database and all other published materials 
in advance of the 2017 admissions cycle opening in June 2016. It was confirmed 
that the committee’s approval of the proposals would be communicated to the 
Student Recruitment and Admissions Office, who would support the departments in 
ensuring that the revised entry requirements were published in the appropriate 
places. It was further confirmed that the Academic Support Office would update the 
English language requirements in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

 
(f) that it was reported that Cranmer Hall had requested to include their IELTS 

requirements for their Master’s provision within the University policy, and requested 
that these IELTS be set at 7.0 with no component under 6.5. It was further reported 
that the proposal to set the IELTS at 7.0 with no component under 6.5 was to 
ensure alignment with the Department of Theology and Religion. The committee 
felt that this was appropriate, particularly given the existing relationship between 
the University and Cranmer Hall;  

 
Agreed: that the proposals were approved and that this should be recommended to 
Education Committee for approval;  

Action: RE/AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the proposals to change the entry requirements were amended to 
include the proposal for Cranmer Hall and recommended to Education Committee. This 
was considered and approved at the 25 May 2016 meeting of Education Committee]  

 
68.  Common Awards Core Regulations 
 

Considered: proposed changes to the undergraduate core regulations for Common 
Awards.                   

  Document QSSC/15/78 
 

Reported: 
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(a) that an issue had arisen at the overarching Board of Examiners in relation to 
progression and the application of compensation in the Diploma. This issue had 
highlighted a potential disparity in the Core Regulations for the Undergraduate 
Common Awards Programmes with regards to the ability of students to progress 
carrying failed modules;  
 

(b) that the core regulations stipulated that a student must achieve 120 credits to 
progress from Level 4 to Level 5 of the BA Honours degree, but permitted students to 
transfer to the BA Ordinary degree if they achieved 100 credits. This was because (a) 
a student needs only 300 credits to gain a BA Ordinary degree; (b) a student may 
achieve an Honours degree if they achieve at least 340 credits, including at least 240 
at Levels 5-6. i.e. a student can achieve an Ordinary degree or an Honours degree 
even if they only pass 100 credits at Level 4. However, the core regulations require a 
student to achieve 120 credits to progress from Level 4 to Level 5 of the Diploma. A 
student who achieves 100 credits may not proceed, and would be required to 
withdraw;  
 

(c) that a student requires 240 credits for a Diploma. The core regulations state that, in 
respect of the award of a Diploma, up to 40 credits may be gained by compensation 
provided that a mark of not less than 30% has been obtained in the module(s) to be 
compensated; the overall average for the modules taken during Level 5 is at least 
40%. However, compensation is applied at the conclusion of a qualification, e.g. for 
the Diploma it would be applied at the end of Level 5. Compensation cannot normally 
be applied in the context of progression decisions;  
 

(d) that the current wording of the Core Regulations for Common Awards Undergraduate 
programmes prohibited a student from proceeding from Level 4 to Level 5 of the 
Diploma if they failed one 20 credit module with a mark of 30 even though they would 
still have been able to achieve a Diploma under the regulations for compensation; 
and that a BA Honours student in the same position would be permitted to continue 
onto an Ordinary degree;  
 

(e) that although compensation was not normally applied at the point of progression, the 
University’s core regulations for Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s did permit 
compensation within progression between FHEQ Levels 6 and 7 (Durham Levels 3 
and 4). This ensured that Integrated Master’s students were not disadvantaged when 
compared to BA students. Adopting similar wording for the Common Awards Diploma 
would be an extension of this existing principle which would similarly ensure equity 
between Diploma and BA students;  
 

(f) that it was proposed that QSSC consider recommending to Education Committee the 
proposed changes to the Common Awards Core Regulations (Annex I) and 
specifically that compensation be applied at the end of Level 4 for students 
progressing onto Level 5 of the Diploma. QSSC agreed that this was appropriate;  
 

(g) that the Undergraduate Core Regulations currently stipulated that resits would 
normally be undertaken in August/September (unless specified otherwise). This 
wording was drawn from the University’s Core Regulations; however it was felt that 
the word normally was misleading in the context of the Common Awards, given the 
varied academic year structures of TEIs and the greater variation in modes of study 
and assessment. The Common Awards Management Board had recommended that, 
for clarity, references to the timing of resit opportunities should be removed from the 
core regulation. It was confirmed that TEIs would continue to ensure that students 
were informed of assessment dates;  
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(h) that the committee felt that the proposal to remove references to the normal timing of 
resit opportunities was appropriate, noting the varied timings across TEIs; however 
felt that the reference to deferring a resit (paragraph 56, Annex I) should not be 
removed as proposed, recognising that this was included in University 
Undergraduate Core Regulations;  
 

(i) that as an interim arrangement when the Common Awards Framework was 
introduced, the University accepted Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) of between 
one half and two-thirds of the credits for undergraduate awards. It was agreed that 
the same principle would be applied to exit awards (e.g. students who entered Level 
3 directly with 240 credits could not be awarded a Diploma as an exit qualification 
without completing at least 80 credits, nor a certificate without 40 credits). The 
Common Awards Management Board had noted that, in such circumstances, 
students would have completed at least 40-80 credits of study at Level 3, and that 
therefore a Level 3 qualification (Graduate Certificate or Graduate Diploma) would be 
more appropriate instead. It was reported that this was common practice at other 
HEIs where direct entry to Level 3 was permitted. The committee felt that this was 
appropriate;  

 
Agreed:  

  
(a) that QSSC was supportive of the proposed changes to the Common Awards Core 

Regulations (Annex I) and specifically that compensation be applied at the end of 
Level 4 for students progressing onto Level 5 of the Diploma; that references to the 
normal timing of resit opportunities be removed; and that the Graduate Diploma and 
Graduate Certificate be recognised as appropriate possible exit qualifications for 
undergraduate Common Awards programmes. It was agreed that this should be 
recommended to Education Committee, subject to the amendment in Noted (h);  

Action: AB  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed changes to 
the Common Awards Core Regulations, as detailed in Annex I 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed changes to the Undergraduate Common Awards 
Core Regulations were recommended to Education Committee and considered and 
approved at the 25 May 2016 meeting] 

 

 

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

Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 24 February 2016; 

Document QSSC/15/79a 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 24 February 
2016;                      

 Document QSSC/15/79b 
 

(c) the minute extract of Education Committee detailing consideration of the report 
from the meeting of QSSC held 27 January 2016; 

Document QSSC/15/79c 
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70. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received:  the QSSC action log;              
  Document QSSC/15/80 

 
 

Reported:  
 

i. that, with respect to Minute 10, it had been previously agreed by QSSC that the 
process for the appointment and recruitment of the new Chief External Examiner would 
be instigated following the conclusion of the QAA Higher Education Review. It was not 
immediately evident that was a suitable candidate for the role from the HER reviewers 
and that it was suggested that an alternative method for seeking the Chief External 
Examiner would be used going forward. It was suggested that there might be a value in 
seeking expressions of interest from colleagues who had recently retired from a senior 
position within a HEI;  
 

ii. that, with respect to Minute 10, it was reported that the Head of the Academic Support 
Office had met with Stephen Taylor, the Chair of the Senate Review Implementation 
Group to discuss the next steps of the Senate Review. It was reported that there would 
likely be a report made to the last Senate meeting of the year detailing the progress 
made with the implementation of the recommendations arising from the Senate 
Review. It was recognised that the majority of recommendations affected Education 
Committee, rather than QSSC and that there was no action required by QSSC. It was 
agreed that this item could be removed from the action log and that any updates would 
be reported to the committee when required; 

 
iii. that, with respect to Minute 94, it was reported that the Research Student Progression 

and Submission report would likely be received at the next meeting of QSSC. 
However, it was suggested that there would also be a value in bringing a proposal to 
the next meeting of QSSC to consider what information, and in what format, the 
committee would like to receive in the future. The committee agreed that this was 
appropriate;   

 
iv. that, with respect to Minute 99, it was reported that the Level 0 descriptors would be 

considered by the Faculty Education Committee (Social Sciences and Health, 
Undergraduate), prior to consideration at QSSC;  

 
v. that, with respect to minute 101, it was reported that no further update had been 

received by the Secretary on the progress of the creation of the central record of the of 
the pre-registration processes for each department on the University website. It was 
reported by a member of the committee that they were aware that departments had 
been contacted by Student Registry for information on this matter and that it was 
therefore likely that the matter had been progressed. Nonetheless, it was agreed that 
the Secretary would seek an update from Student Registry and report this to the 
committee;  

 
Agreed: that a proposal would be submitted to the next meeting of QSSC to consider the 
information, and the format, that the committee would like receive information with 
respect to student progression, completion and submission data;  

Action:AB 
 
(b) Matters of report 
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Reported: that there have been no matters arising since the last meeting of QSSC;  

 
 
71. Chair’s Business 

 
Considered:  

 
(a) HEFCE Review of Quality Assessment  

 
Reported:  

  
(i) that HEFCE, via HEFCE’s revised ‘operating model’ for quality assessment in higher 

education in England had announced its intention to commission a one of project to 
review all HEI’s current approaches to internal review. It was reported that references 
to the project within HEFCE proposals vary, and that it was not always clear whether 
these referred exclusively to Periodic Review (Departmental Review), or whether it 
included the concept of internal quality review more broadly, and therefore 
encompassed annual reviews, thematic reviews, college’s reviews and the various 
annual overview reports which the University currently considered;  
 

(ii) that Education Committee had agreed that the relevant extracts from the HEFCE 
proposal would be referred to the Working Group currently reconsidering Durham’s 
approach to Departmental Review. It was recognised that there might be a need to 
defer any proposals until after the completion of the HEFCE project, but that there 
was a value in continuing to consider a revised approach to Departmental Review at 
the University, nonetheless;  

 
(b) QAA Higher Education Review  

 
Reported:  

 
(i) that the University had received the draft Higher Education Review report from the 

Quality Assurance Agency. Due to the confidential nature of the report, the 
information was treated as confidential and would be circulated to the committee 
separately. The University had been expected to check matters of factual accuracy 
and make any comments within three weeks of receipt of the draft report – this was 
by 5 May;  
 

(ii) that colleagues involved in the Higher Education Review would be thanked for their 
involvement and contribution and informed of the outcomes detailed within the draft 
report in due course;  

 
72. Departmental Review: Archaeology 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of Archaeology;  

Document QSSC/15/81 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that it was recommended that the University recommendation (paragraph 1.6.1) 

related to the potential for specific block delivery of some PGR training sessions be 
considered by the Centre for Academic, Researcher and Organisation Development. 
The committee was aware that some PGR training was delivered in blocks; however 
felt that there was a value in referring this to the Postgraduate Coordination Group in 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/2016/201603/HEFCE2016_03.pdf
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/HEFCE,2014/Content/Pubs/2016/201603/HEFCE2016_03.pdf
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the first instance, for consideration. The Postgraduate Coordination Group was 
responsible for the identification of opportunities to promote and enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of research training within the University through sharing 
practice;  

 
(b) that it was recommended that the University recommendation (paragraph 1.6.2) to 

explore the potential for online access by academic staff to students’ historical 
assessment performance via Turnitin by considered by Computing and Information 
Services (CIS);  
 

(c) that it was reported that the recommendation had arisen from discussions around 
supporting Academic Advisor discussions with students on their academic 
achievement and progress. Students met by the review team had highlighted that 
they were keen to discuss their assessment performance with tutors; however the 
department had reported that there was currently no means for academic members 
of staff to access students’ historical assessment performance automatically, for 
instance via Turnitin;  
 

(d) that the department currently enrolled Academic Advisors on each module studied by 
their student tutees in order to access student marks. It was noted that whilst this 
was somewhat helpful, there was a greater need to see the feedback provided to 
students to fully support students;  
 

(e) that it was felt that the reference to Turnitin within the University recommendations 
was misleading as it was not expected that all departments make use of Turnitin. 
Instead, the committee favoured the sentiment expressed within the review report 
which supported a ‘single institutional-wide digital database of student information to 
encompass academic performance alongside information such as medical and 
college data and academic references’. The committee was informed that information 
contained within the Education Strategy had also supported the need for a single 
database that incorporated a range of information. It was further reported that a new 
reporting tool with Banner was expected that might support departments in this 
matter;  
 

(f) that, notwithstanding this, the committee felt that there would be a benefit in exploring 
the methods through which departments could be supported in accessing historical 
student performance data and the feedback provided. It was reported that some 
departments had developed secure electronic student profiles which could be 
accessed by colleges when required; however, there remained a significant 
administrative burden on creating such electronic files. Other departments had 
encouraged students to bring their feedback with them to Academic Advisor 
meetings to facilitate discussions; however it was recognised that this relied upon 
students remembering to bring such information with them; if feedback was provided 
via Turnitin, students would be required to print this information. It was felt that 
system which enabled Academic Advisors to search Banner by student name or 
number to access all relevant information, rather than search and extract information 
by each relevant module, which was currently the case, would be helpful. There 
would be a value in referring the suggestion that Banner be searchable by student 
name or number, to CIS in the first instance;   
 

Agreed:  
 

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



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 15 of 22 
 11

th
 May 2016 

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the University recommendation related to PGR training (recommendation 1.6.1 
should be referred to the Postgraduate Coordination Group in the first instance, as 
outlined in Noted (a);  

Action: AB 
 

(c) that the University recommendation related to online access of students’ historical 
assessment performance (recommendation 1.6.2) should be referred to CIS in the 
first instance, as outlined in Noted (b) - (f);  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the outcome of the Departmental Review was reported to 
Education Committee and the Department shortly after the meeting. The University 
recommendations were also referred to the Postgraduate Coordination Group and CIS, 
respectively]  

 
 
73. Student Exchange Agreement 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) approval of proposed departmental student exchange agreement between the 

Department of Physics and Wuhan University, China; 
Document QSSC/15/82a 

 
Noted: that the committee felt that the proposed placement with Wuhan University was 
appropriate, noting that it drew parallels with the existing departmental exchange in 
Departmental of Physics with Shandong University;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed placement provider for a departmental exchange agreement 
between the Department of Physics and Wuhan University was approved and should be 
communicated to the International Office;  

Action AB  
 

(b) approval of a proposed University-wide exchange agreement with Korea University, 
South Korea; 

Document QSSC/15/82b 
 

Noted: that proposed University wide agreement with the Korea University was 
appropriate. For clarity, it was agreed that references to ‘KU’ would be expanded to 
Korea University;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed University-wide student exchange agreement with Korea 
University was appropriate and was approved, subject to approval from the Faculty Pro-
Vice Chancellors, and the minor amendment noted above. This approval should be 
communicated to the International Office;  

Action AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed student exchange agreements were 
communicated to the International Office, shortly after the meeting]  

 
 

74. Common Awards: Partnership and Programme Approvals 
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Considered:  
 

(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed partnership with The 
Scottish Episcopal Institute (SEI) and to approve proposed programmes within the 
Common Awards Scheme;   

 
(b) whether to approve new programmes with a range of previously approved TEIs 

within the Common Awards Scheme;                        
Document QSSC/15/83 – CLOSED  

 
[Secretary’s Note: this is a closed paper and should be treated as confidential and 
restricted to members of the committee] 
 
Noted: that the Panel had agreed to review the membership and terms of reference for 
the Common Awards: New Partnership and Programme Approval Panel. It had not been 
possible to identify a further member of academic staff from outside the Department of 
Theology and Religion to sit on the Panel, and a further comment regarding the 
representation of members from Quality and Standards Sub-Committee on the panel had 
been made. The panel felt that these matters offered a timely opportunity to review the 
membership and terms of reference of the New Partnership and Programme Approval 
Panel; 
 
 

(i) The General Synod of the Scottish Episcopal Church (the Scottish Episcopal 
Institute - SEI) 

 
Noted 

 
A. that it had been known prior to the first round of validation activity that a submission 

from the Scottish Episcopal Institute was likely to come forward but there had been 
awareness of issues with governance and the lack of quality assurance systems at 
that time. There had since been significant change within the Institute and that new 
staff and a revised governance structure had now been in place for two years; 
 

B. that the TEI had entered into agreements with the Highland Theological College in 
Inverness (for students north of Perth) and the North East Religious Resources 
Learning Centre in Newcastle (for students in southern Scotland) to support students’ 
access to library resources;  
 

C. that the committee felt that the proposed partnership was appropriate and that this 
should be recommended to Education Committee;  
 

D. that there were three outstanding conditions with respect to the proposed 
programmes and that the University was awaiting the final documentation. The 
responses to outstanding conditions would be reported to the Chair of the New 
Partnership and Programme Approval Panel for sign-off, and that this would be 
reported to QSSC and Chair’s action would be taken on behalf of QSSC, as 
appropriate. Nonetheless, the committee felt that the proposed programmes were 
appropriate;  

 
Agreed:  
 
A. that the proposed partnership with the Scottish Episcopal Church was appropriate 

and should be recommended to Education Committee; 
Action: AB 
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B. that the following programmes be approved to commence in September 2016, 

subject to approval of the partnership, and the satisfactory competition of the 
outstanding conditions:  
 
 Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
 BA Theology, Ministry and Mission 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed partnership with 
the Scottish Episcopal Church 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed partnership with SEI was recommended to 
Education Committee and considered and approved at its 25 May 206 meeting]  
 

 
(ii) Trinity College with Bristol Baptist College 

 
Noted: that the proposal to introduce the PG Cert in Theology, Ministry and Mission did 
not introduce any new provision, with all elements currently delivered under the Masters 
qualification currently offered and was therefore felt to be appropriate;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed PG Cert in Theology, Ministry and Mission be approved to 
commence in September 2016, and that this should be reported to Education Committee 
and the Common Awards Team;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed programme to be delivered at the 
Trinity College with Bristol Baptist College was communicated to the Common Awards 
Team, shortly after the meeting]  

 
 

(iii) Yorkshire Theological Education Partnership 
 

Noted: 
 
A. that the TEI had proposed to introduce the GradCert, GradDip, PGCert, PGDip and 

MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 

B. that the Yorkshire Theological Education Partnership had already been delivering 
Masters level provision in collaboration with Sheffield and so had experience of 
programmes at the appropriate level; 

 
C. that the New Partnership and Programme Approval Panel had requested further 

information on students’ access to library resources for York students to ensure that 
they would be able to continue to utilise the library facilities at York St John 
University;  

 
Agreed: that the following proposed programmes be approved to commence in 
September 2016, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and the 
Common Awards Team;  
 

 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission. 
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Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed programmes to be delivered at the 
Yorkshire Theological Educational Partnership were communicated to the Common 
Awards Team, shortly after the meeting]  

 
 

(iv) Ripon College, Cuddesdon 
 

Noted: 
 
A. that the New Partnership and Programme Approval Panel had queried the 

documentation with respect to contact hours as detailed within the module overview 
table and agreed that this would be clarified. In addition, the Panel had considered 
the number of staff and students and that agreed that further information would be 
sought on this when known. The responses to these outstanding queries would be 
reported to the Chair of the New Partnership and Programme Approval Panel and 
Chair of QSSC for completeness. Nonetheless, the committee felt that the proposed 
programmes were appropriate; 

 
Agreed: that the following proposed programmes be approved to commence in 
September 2016, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and the 
Common Awards Team;  
 

 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission. 

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed programmes to be delivered at 
Ripon College, Cuddesdon, were communicated to the Common Awards Team, shortly 
after the meeting]  

 
 

(v) St Stephen’s House 
 

Noted: that the proposals to introduce the GradDip, PGDip and MA in Theology, Ministry 
and Mission had not raised any specific considerations at the New Partnership and 
Programme Panel and that it was anticipated that the introduction of the new routes 
would deliver and increase student numbers. The committee therefore felt that the 
proposed programmes were appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that the following proposed programmes be approved to commence in October 
2016, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and the Common Awards 
Team;  
 

 Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
 MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission. 

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed programmes to be delivered at St 
Stephens House, were communicated to the Common Awards Team, shortly after the 
meeting]  

 
(vi) Lindisfarne RTP 
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Noted: that proposal to introduce the GradDip in Theology, Ministry and Mission did not 
introduce any new provision and that the elements of the proposed programme were 
already being delivered and was therefore felt to be appropriate 

 
Agreed: that the proposed Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 
programme be approved to commence in September 2016, and that this should be 
reported to Education Committee and the Common Awards Team; 

 
Action: AB  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposed programme to be delivered at 
Lindisfarne RTP was communicated to the Common Awards Team, shortly after the 
meeting]  

 
75. Common Awards Management Board 

 
Considered:  the report of the meeting of the Common Awards Management Board held 
26th January 2016 

Document QSSC/15/84 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC was asked to consider approving the 2015-16 TEI Boards of Examiners 

membership lists for the following TEIs; Cambridge Theological Federation; 
Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership;  Lincoln School of Theology; 
Lindisfarne Regional Training Partnership; Queen’s Foundation, Birmingham; SEITE; 
St Mellitus College; SWMTC; and Trinity College with Bristol Baptist College;  
 

(b) that the 2015-16 membership list for the Cambridge Theological Federation specified 
two-year periods of appointment for internal members of the Board. It was reported 
that the TEI  had clarified that normal membership terms for internal examiners would 
normally be three years; however a number of staff who were currently internal 
members of the Board had been on sabbatical for periods of time and therefore the 
wording was intended to specify that they should serve for at least two years to 
ensure continuity, with a suitable substitute nominated for the period of their 
sabbatical; 
 

(c) that the committee noted the discussion of all other items by the Common Awards 
Management Board;  
 

Agreed: that the 2015-16 TEI Boards of Examiners membership lists for the 9 TEIs listed 
in Noted (a) appropriate and should be approved and reported to the Common Awards 
Team;  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the 2015-2016 TEI Boards of Examiners 
membership was communicated to the Common Awards Team, shortly after the 
meeting]  

 
76. Common Awards Partnership Change 

 
Considered: a proposed partnership change with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological 
Partnership (LCTP);  

Document QSSC/15/85 
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Reported: 
 
(a) that at the time of the partnership approval with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological 

Partnership (LCTP), the LCTP was jointly owned by the Dioceses of Carlisle and 
Blackburn and the University of Cumbria, and was in the process of reviewing its 
governance arrangements in light of the intention of the University of Cumbria and 
the Dioceses of Blackburn to withdraw from the partnership with LCTP. The TEI had 
confirmed at the time that any substantial changes to governance were unlikely to 
take effect for at least eighteen months. In light of this, QSSC had recommended that 
the partnership be approved for a period of two years in the first instance. Education 
Committee had subsequently approved the partnership with the Lancashire and 
Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) for a period of two years (up to and 
included the 2015/16 academic year) with the option of extending the partnership, 
subject to the satisfactory review of LCTP’s governance arrangements;  
 

(b) that the University conducted a review to Rydal Hall, a delivery site of LCTP, to 
explore the governance arrangements and anticipated partnership changes, as 
submitted to the University;  
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposal outlined the intention of LCTP to continue as a company owned by 

the Carlisle Diocese, integrated (but not merged) with Carlisle’s MTD, and trading as 
‘Cumbria Christian Learning’;  
 

(b) that the proposal related to a change in trading name only, and not the establishment 
of a new legal entity, and that the ability of the TEI to contract legally with the 
University would therefore not be affected;  
 

(c) that the TEI proposed to continue offering its current portfolio of programmes without 
any change to the programmes or modules:  
 

(d) that it was proposed that the partnership with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological 
Partnership (LCTP) be extended for the remainder of the Initial Term in the Service 
Contract between Durham University and Ministry Division – that was until 31 August 
2019;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the committee were content with the information provided on the proposed 

restructure of LCTP; 
 

(b) that the proposal to extend the validation contract with Lancashire and Cumbria 
Theological Partnership (LCTP) until 31 August 2019, and as outlined within the 
Service Contract, was appropriate and should be recommended to Education 
Committee for approval.  

Action: AB  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the extension to the validation 
contract with the Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) for the 
remainder of the Initial Term in the Service Contract between Durham University 
and Ministry Division – that was until 31 August 2019 
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[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed partnership change with Lancashire and Cumbria 
Theological Partnership (LCTP) was considered and approved at the 25 May 2016 
meeting of Education Committee.] 

 
77. Partnership Approvals: Science 

 
Considered:  

 
(a) a proposed partnership with UPMC, France  

Document QSSC/15/86  
 

(b) a proposed  partnership with UNAM, Mexico  
Document QSSC/15/87  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed partnership documentation was not available at the 
time of the committee and that these partnerships would be considered at a future 
meeting of QSSC.] 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
78. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/15/88 
 

Noted: that the Postgraduate Certificate in Theory and Practice (X3K714) in the School 
of Education had never run or been recruited to, and was not currently being advertised 
by the School. The committee noted the importance of avoiding having programmes that 
do not run or recruit, and therefore reemphasised the importance of the Stage 0 and 
Stage 1 in the programme approval process in supporting this. It was further noted 
however, that it was thought that the regular changes in the Government in this area had 
impacted upon the relevance of the programme and thus impacted upon the School’s 
ability to recruit to the programme;  

 
79. Common Awards: Ministry Division Communication 

 
Received:  a report from Ministry Division confirming the Ministry Council’s satisfaction 
with the initial Review of Common Awards conducted by the University in the autumn of 
2015;  

Document QSSC/15/89 
 

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 13 
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 outlined 
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;  
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(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 revised review report was therefore presented to QSSC for 
consideration in the first instance at its 2 December 2015 meeting;  

 
(c) that the revised review of Common Awards had been considered at the 26th 

January 2016 meeting of the Management Board and the Board was supportive of 
the recommendations being presented to the Archbishop’s Council;  

 
(d) that the Quality in Formation Panel, within the Ministry Council, had met on 

Wednesday 24 February 2016 and had written to the University to provide a 
response to the review document. This response was provided to QSSC for 
information;  

 
 

80. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 01 June 2016     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 


