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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

01 June 2016 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
01 June 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 and Miss A. Bird (Secretary) 
 
Apologies: Mr B. Frost 
 
Noted: that the committee expressed its thanks to outgoing members (Mr B. Frost) for their 
services to the committee. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
81. CAROD Annual Report 
 

Considered: the annual report from the Centre for Academic, Researcher & Organisation 
Development on its Academic and Researcher Development Work; 

Document QSSC/15/90 
 
 

Reported: that the annual report from the Centre for Academic, Researcher & 
Organisation Development outlined the work and activities undertaken in 2015/16, 
alongside details of the recent merger between the Human Resources department and 
Centre for Academic and Researcher Development (CARD), as previously known. It was 
reported that the activities that 2015/16 would be developed in line with the emerging 
University Strategy;  

 
Noted:  

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

in 2015/16, the committee felt that the report would benefit from a more detailed 
evaluation of these activities, and in particular, reflections upon how the activities had 
supported the achievement of the University’s agreed objectives in relation to 
learning and teaching and related aspects of the student experience, as well as those 
objectivities set independently by CAROD;  
 

(b) that it was further noted that this enhanced information could be usefully shared with 
the PG Coordination Group to further enhance the training provision, or other groups 
and committees to support the coordination of other developments across the 
University. The committee were made aware that departments were expected to 
submit summary reports of Training Needs Analysis (TNA) reports to CAROD in 
order to support the development and delivery of training; it was agreed that there 
would be a value in submitting these summary reports to the PG Coordination Group 
in support of their work in enhancing the training needs of postgraduate research 
students;  
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(c) that the report had included details of the recipients of the Teaching Excellence 

Awards 2015 and that the panels to consider the recipients of the Excellence in 
Doctoral Supervision Awards and Enhancing the Student Learning Experience 
Awards had not yet been held. It was reported however that the Enhancing the 
Student Learning Experience Awards had been held on the 31 May 2016 and 
attended by members of the committee. It was reported that the matter of 
disseminating the good practice arising from the Awards had been discussed in detail 
and agreed that there would be a value in having a discussion at Education 
Committee on this matter;  
 

(d) that the discussion at Education Committee could usefully consider the potential to 
align funding through the Awards with those areas that were likely to be measured 
via the proposed Teaching Excellence Framework. The committee was pleased to 
note that a large proportion of the applications had focused on transitions; a key 
theme within the new Education Strategy;  
 

(e) that the Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice (PGCap) was designed for 
new probationary members of academic staff joining the University and was 
accredited by the Higher Education Academy in accordance with the UK Professional 
Standards Framework. The committee recognised the benefit in the programme 
having both reflective and practical elements to support colleagues introduction to 
teaching, and that consideration might be given to organising the Teaching and 
Learning Module delivered as part of the PGCap by Faculty to account of the 
disciplinary differences;  
 

(f) that the committee also reiterated its preference for an annual report to be submitted 
from the PGCap Management Committee to Education Committee;  
 

(g) that the committee were aware that CAROD in partnership with the Centre for 
Academic Practice had organised a Learning and Teaching Conference for 
September 2016;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the reports on the Excellence in Teaching and Learning Awards, 
Student Learning Experience Awards and Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards 
Report would be considered at Education Committee at its 22 June 2016 meeting. A 
discussion as recommended by QSSC has been scheduled] 

 
82. Qualification Equivalencies 
 

Considered: the report to QSSC on the setting and review of qualification equivalencies. 
Document QSSC/15/91 

 

Noted :  
 
(a) that the annual review was undertaken in the summer and informed by student 

performance, August confirmation, information from key eternal stakeholder and 
competitor information. Any changes were implemented for the following admissions 
cycle to ensure consistency of admissions decisions;    
 

(b) that UEC had approved the proposal to increase the A Level entry requirements from 
A*AA to A*A*A for 2016 entry to the Physics degree programme and for 2017 entry 
to the Mathematical Sciences programme at Durham. This would match direct 
competitor and support high quality recruitment to the programme. There was a need 
to calculate qualification equivalencies for an A*A*A offer for non UK qualifications. 
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Annex I detailed the proposed equivalencies for qualifications for a number of EU 
countries. Changes were also required for existing equivalency qualification from a 
number of countries, for a variety reasons, details of which were contained within the 
report;  
 

(c) that it was not clear how a vote to leave the EU on 23 June 2016 would affect 
recruitment in the future and that this would need to be monitored. The committee 
nonetheless reiterated the University’s desire for a diverse staff and student body;  
 

(d) that the proposed qualification equivalences were appropriate;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed qualification equivalences be approved and that this should 
be communicated to the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the qualification equivalences was 
communicated to the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office shortly after the 
meeting] 

 

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

Confirmed:  
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 11 May 2016, subject to minor 
clarifications; 

Document QSSC/15/92a 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 11 May 2016;  
                    

 Document QSSC/15/92b 
 

(c) the minute extract of Education Committee detailing consideration of the report from 
the meeting of QSSC held 24 February 2016; 

Document QSSC/15/92c 
 
84. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received:  the QSSC action log;              
  Document QSSC/15/93 

 
i) that, with respect to Minute 70 and 94, the committee reiterated that there would 

be a value in bringing a proposal to a future meeting of QSSC to consider what 
information, and in what format, the committee would like to receive in the future, 
with particular consideration to what information might be required as part of the 
Teaching Excellence Framework. The committee agreed that, where possible, it 
would be sensible to align data analyses to minimise the duplication of work. For 
instance, previous reports had analysed data averaged over five years and had 
focused on certain demographic data, whereas it was proposed within the TEF 
that data would be averaged over three years, and include a wider range of 
demographic measures;  
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ii) 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 further reported that the consideration would need to be given to 
UCU industrial action that had been encouraged. UCU had recently appealed to 
members of the Union to resign from any external examiner posts currently held, 
and to not apply for, or accept, offers for new external examiner posts, and it was 
believed by the committee that this would likely apply to Chief Examiner positions 
also;  

 
iii) that, with respect to Minute 99, it was previously noted that the Level 0 

descriptors would be considered by the Faculty Education Committee (Social 
Sciences and Health, Undergraduate), prior to consideration at QSSC. It had 
since been reported to the Secretary that the Foundation Centre would welcome 
a discussion with the Chair of QSSC, prior to submitting proposals to the 
committee, to ensure that all considerations had been taken into account. It was 
agreed that these discussions would take place over the Summer and that the 
proposals would be submitted to the committee in 2016/17. It was confirmed that 
the Foundation Centre would continue to use existing external reference points in 
the interim;  

 
(b) Matters of report 

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

 
85. Chair’s Business 

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

86. Departmental Review: School of Applied Social Sciences 
 
Considered: the report detailing the outcome of the Departmental Review of the School 
of Applied Social Sciences;  

Document QSSC/15/94 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the review report recommended that the University’s Education Committee 

should seek to further emphasise the need to address access and widening 
participation issues in order to promote applications from non-traditional 
backgrounds. It was reported that the School’s undergraduate students were 
admitted from state school backgrounds, which exceeded the University average of 
61.5% but remained below the UK average of 89.7%. The report also detailed the 
ways in which the School engaged with local schools and colleges, as well as 
University-wide initiatives. The committee felt that whilst this was an important issue, 
supporting widening participation had been captured within the new Education 
Strategy and that there was therefore little benefit in referring this to Education 
Committee;  
 

(b) that it was recommended that the issues concerning the School’s split-site location 
and the accessibility of its buildings be further considered by the University’s 
Accommodation and Estates Strategy Programme Board. It was agreed that this was 
appropriate to be considered as part of the ongoing strategy development;  
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(c) that the recommendation for the Student Experience Sub-Committee consider the 
support provided by the Students’ Union to postgraduate students as part of the 
overall international taught postgraduate student experience, was appropriate, and 
that this should be undertaken in partnership with the Students’ Union;  
 

(d) that it was recommended that CAROD considered the potential to develop advanced 
training opportunities for administrative staff (1.5.4). The report had detailed that the 
School had felt that there was a lack of advanced training available in specific areas, 
for instance, finance, the University’s website content management system, and 
Banner. It was understood however that such training was available and that there 
would instead be a value in signposting the School the available training sessions in 
the first instance;  
 

(e) that it was recommended that CEEC ensure that research students were aware of 
the support currently available to them, and to consider the potential to further 
develop the support provided to PGR students within the School, including the 
specific needs of international research students (1.5.5). It was agreed that the 
School should liaise directly with CEEC to consider this specific issue;  
 

(f) that the School had received a recommendation to ensure that placement costs were 
clearly communicated to potential applicants and students. It was understood that 
students had faced additional costs incurred by travel to and from placement 
locations across the North-East. The committee recognised that there were potential 
CMA implications should students not be appropriately informed of additional costs in 
advance, and that this should be addresses as a matter of urgency by the School;  
 

Agreed:  
 

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

Action: AB 
 
(b) that the matter of the international taught postgraduate student experience would be 

considered at a future meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee;  
Action: AB  

 
(c) that the matter of training opportunities for administrative staff be referred back to the 

School in the first instance;  
Action: AB/School  

 
(d) that the School should discuss with CEEC the matter of ensuring that research 

students were aware of the support currently available to them, and to consider the 
potential to further develop the support provided to PGR students within the School, 
in the first instance;  

Action: School/CEEC 
 

87. Departmental Review Follow-Up: Natural Sciences 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Sciences PRAP on the follow-up to the 
Departmental Review of the Department of Natural Sciences;  

Document QSSC/15/95 
 

Noted: that there were no issues emerging from the report that relate to University policy 
and practice; 
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Agreed: that the Departmental Review Follow-Up of the Department of Natural Sciences 
should be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Natural Sciences and Education Committee.  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the satisfactory sign off of the Departmental Review of the 
Department of Natural Sciences was reported to Education Committee and the 
Department shortly after the meeting] 

 
88. Programme Approval: MBA (Online) 

 
Considered: approving the MBA (Online) proposed by Durham University Business 
School with effect from April 2017;  

Document QSSC/15/96 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that Chair’s Action had been taken on behalf of the Programme Approval Panel to 
approve the revised documentation as agreed by the Panel; there were no 
outstanding matters;  
 

(b) that the Programme Learning Outcome SSK1, as detailed within the Programme 
Specification (Annex IIIa) had erroneously excluded any reference to the ‘Political’ 
factors of the acronym STEEPLE and that this should be amended prior to approval;  
 

(c) that the Programme Specification (Annex IIIa) had made reference to subject-specific 
skills, (specifically SS11 – SS14) that students would have the opportunity to 
develop, but may not necessarily be assessed on. It was believed that this would be 
a result of students electing to not study certain modules offered as part of the 
programme. The committee felt it would be more appropriate to remove these 
subject-specific skills from the Programme Specification and detail them within the 
appropriate module specification;  
 

(d) that the proposed MBA (Online) was otherwise appropriate and should be approved;  
 
Agreed: that, subject to the amendments required in Noted (b) and (c), the MBA 
(Online) was appropriate and approved. This should be reported to the Business 
School and Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

89. Partnership Approval: University of Luxembourg 
 

Considered: a proposed collaborative partnership between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Luxembourg to deliver a dual award PhD; 

Document QSSC/15/97 
 

Noted:  
 
(e) that Chair’s Action had been taken on behalf of the New Partnership Approval Panel 

to approve the revised documentation as agreed by the Panel; there were no 
outstanding matters;  
 

(a) that the doctoral student selected for the co-tutelle partnership commenced their 
programme of study at the beginning of the 2015/16 academic year at the University 
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of Luxembourg and that as a result QSSC was asked to consider approving the 
partnership with immediate effect;  
 

(b) that the proposed collaborative partnership was appropriate and that this should be 
recommended to Education Committee;   

 
Agreed: that the proposed collaborative partnership between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Luxemburg to deliver a dual award PhD was 
appropriate and should be recommended to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed collaborative 
partnership between the Department of Archaeology and the University of 
Luxemburg to deliver a dual award PhD   
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed collaborative partnership between the Department 
of Archaeology and the University of Luxemburg to deliver a dual award PhD will be 
considered by Education Committee at its 22 June 2016 meeting]  

 
 

90. Partnership Approval: MBBS 
 

Considered: a proposal from the School for Medicine, Pharmacy & Health to extend the 
current MBBS partnership with Newcastle University for one year only in the first 
instance. 

Document QSSC/15/98 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that it was proposed that a 12 month extension to the current Memorandum of 
Agreement for the existing MBBS partnership with Newcastle University be approved 
by Education Committee, subject to confirmation that QSSC was also satisfied with 
the proposal;  
 

(b) that the MBBS partnership was due to expire in Summer 2016. The request for a 12 
month extension to the Memorandum of Agreement had been proposed by the 
School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health in order to permit further negotiations to 
take account of the outcome of the structural review of Durham’s School of Medicine, 
Pharmacy and Health, and the ongoing consultation on its future location;  
 

(c) that Legal Services had confirmed that it would be possible to draw up a brief 
addendum to the existing Memorandum, in line with models used for previous 
agreements; 

 
(d) that Education Committee had approved the proposed partnership extension, subject 

to QSSC’s satisfaction;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee endorsed the approval of the proposed 12 month extension to the 

MBBS partnership with Newcastle University, noting that the location of the School 
was under review and that this could have a significant impact upon the operation 
and management of the programme;  
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(b) that, given that this was an extension to existing partnership, the partnership was 
considered to be low risk;   
 

Agreed: that the committee’s satisfaction with extension to the MBBS partnership with 
Newcastle University be reported to Education Committee;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committees satisfaction with the extension to the MBBS 
partnership with Newcastle University was reported to Education Committee and Senate] 
 

 
91. Partnership Approvals: Université Pierre et Marie Curie  

 
Considered: a proposed partnership with Université Pierre et Marie Curie (Université 
Paris 6)(UPMC), France and the Department of Mathematical Sciences to deliver a dual 
award PhD;  

Document QSSC/15/99 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership had been simultaneously circulated to Education 

Committee for consideration as it was intended that the student would commence 
study at UPMC from 1st September 2016 and that Education Committee had been 
asked to consider the partnership with immediate effect;  
 

(b) that the Department had an existing relationship with Université Pierre et Marie Curie 
(Université Paris 6) and that the proposal was considered to be low risk;  
 

(c) that the proposed partnership with Université Pierre et Marie Curie (Université Paris 
6) was appropriate and that this should be reported to Education Committee;  
 

(d) that the committee considered the documentation presented to the committee for 
proposed co-tutelles with Institutions in the EU. It was suggested that there could be 
a benefit in receiving fewer documentation from these proposals as these institutions 
would be part of the Bologna process which was designed to ensure comparability in 
the standards and quality of higher education qualifications;  
 

(e) that the committee had previously agreed that a series of focus groups be 
established to consider the Qualifications Involving More Than One Degree-Awarding 
Body Characteristics Statement, organised by collaborative activity (for instance, 
articulation, cotutelle, and distant taught), and considering the key points for 
departments, programme approval panels and partnership panels to consider, 
thereby developing broad sets of guidance for different activity types. It was noted 
that following the receipt of the QAA Higher Education Review report 
(Document/QSSC/104 refers) the QAA had not identified any particular 
recommendations in area of collaborative provision (B10) and that the focus groups 
would subsequently convene, as agreed by the committee; however there was a 
value in referring the suggestion made in Noted (d) for consideration by the 
appropriate focus group in the first instance. The focus groups would report to QSSC, 
Education Committee and Senate as necessary;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership was appropriate and that the committee’s approval of 

the partnership should be reported to Education Committee;  



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 9 of 13 
 1

st
 June 2016 

Action: AB  
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the proposed partnership between 
the Université Pierre et Marie Curie (Université Paris 6)(UPMC), and the Department of 
Mathematical Sciences to deliver a dual award PhD was reported to Education 
Committee. Following electronic consideration of the proposals by Education Committee, 
Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of Education Committee to approve the proposed 
partnership] 
 
(b) that the suggestion in Noted (d) – (e) would be referred to the appropriate focus 

group, as outlined in Noted (e) for consideration in the first instance;  
Action: AR 

 
92. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel 

 
Considered: the report on actions taken by the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels in 
the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health in 2015/16;  

Document QSSC/15/100 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that that report had outlined the actions taken by Faculty Collaborative Provision 
Panels in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health in 2015/16. The report had 
included an overview of the outstanding and completed actions from the last 
academic year;  
 

(b) that there were few outstanding actions from the meetings of the Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panels. The committee felt that an annual report to QSSC of 
the actions taken in response to the consideration of collaborative provision within 
the faculty continued to be appropriate; specific items that required specific 
consideration by QSSC had been, and would continue to be, submitted to QSSC 
individually when required;  

  
93. Common Awards Management Board 

 
Considered: the report from the Common Awards Management Board held on 26th April 
2016;  

Document QSSC/15/101 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that as a result of discussions arising from the Review of Common Awards, the 
University agreed to explore the possibility of introducing a student survey for 
Common Awards students during 2016/17 to serve as a mechanism for monitoring 
the effectiveness of the partnership and programmes and an indicator of the quality 
of the student experience. It was agreed that a task and finish group would be 
established to lead the development of a student survey;  
 

(b) that the Management Board had considered the overview of external examiner 
reports and the overview of university liaison officer reports. It was noted that the 
Management Board had agreed that the TEIs should be reminded that the use of the 
curriculum development process to amend assessment options and adjust overall 
assessment load was permitted; that the TEI Forum should be asked to explore 
further the creation of good practice resources on assessment, with input from 
Durham University and Ministry Division’s VLE and Blended Learning Officer as 
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appropriate; and that, if possible, the staff conference should include a session 
dedicated to the discussion of theological reflection in the Common Awards 
curriculum;  

 
94. Periodic Review 

 
Considered: a proposed calendar for the schedule of Periodic Reviews between 2016/17 
– 2021/22;  

Document QSSC/15/102 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed Periodic Reviews had been deliberately scheduled to ensure a 
timely receipt of the final report and to ensure the availability of the staff to participate 
in and support the review processes. It was noted that the initial proposal to create a 
register of approved Chair’s would, in essence, create a pool of suitability qualified 
members of staff to Chair the Review and that this would facilitate the organisation of 
reviews;  
 

(b) that the committee reemphasised their preference for a current or former Deputy 
Head of Faculty with an education portfolio (or someone else with a suitable 
knowledge and skills) to Chair the Review, particularly as the departmental review 
process included the revalidation of programmes;  
 

(c) that the committee was aware of the potential for the School of Computer Sciences 
and Engineering to become separate departments in the future and that, should this 
be the case, the schedule may need to be revised accordingly;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed schedule of Periodic Reviews between 2016/17 and 2021/22 
was appropriate and should be recommended to Education Committee; 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed schedule of 
Period Reviews between 2016/17 and 2021/22 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed schedule of Periodic Reviews would be considered 
by Education Committee at its 22 June 2016 meeting]  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
95. Matters of Report 

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

Document QSSC/15/103 
 
 

Noted: that there were a number of postgraduate programmes within the Business 
School that had been suspended for a further year. Whilst it was noted that the School 
had planned to undertake a detailed review of its MSc Management/MSc Marking 
portfolio it was felt that there would be a benefit in the Dean and Deputy to the PVC 
(Education) discussing this matter with the Associate Dean (Learning and Teaching) in 
the Business School;  
 
Agreed: that the Chair of QSSC would discuss the matter noted above with the 
Associate Dean (Learning and Teaching) in the Business School;  

Action: TF 
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96. QAA Higher Education Review Report 

 
Received: the report from the QAA Higher Education Review of Durham University. 

Document QSSC/15/104 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report confirmed that that the University’s academic standards, the quality 

and enhancement of its student learning opportunities, and the quality of information 
about its learning opportunities all meet UK expectations;  
 

(b) that the review had identified the following areas of good practice;  
 

a. students' personal development and learning provided by colleges, 
departments and professional services;  

b. the systematic commitment to providing a wide range of extracurricular 
activities that enriches the student experience;  

 
(c) that the review team had made two recommendations:  

 
i. to establish, consistently apply and monitor a University-wide policy for the 

timeliness of feedback on assessment; 
ii. to develop and implement a consistent approach to communication with 

students to ensure that they are well informed about important issues relating 
to their learning experience;  
 

(d) that the University was required to submit an action plan responding to the 
conclusions of the review report, but specifically the recommendations and giving 
details on the plans to capitalise on the identified good practice. The action plan was 
designed to support the University in the continuing development of its higher 
education provision by detailing how it intended to take the findings of the QAA 
Higher Education Review forward;  
 

(e) that the commendations identified by the committee were particularly helpful in 
further supporting student engagement. The committee considered a proposed 
approach to address the recommendation relating to student feedback and 
suggested that the return of student feedback on assessment could be monitored via 
the annual review process and that there would be a value in publishing the existing 
University policy on the return of student feedback separately within the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook;  
 

(f) that a proposed action plan would be presented to Education Committee at is 22 
June 2016 meeting. There would be a value in circulating the proposed action plan to 
QSSC at the same time for consultation. The final action plan would be ultimately 
approved by the Vice-Chancellor, as required by the QAA;  
 

(g) that it was not yet decided where responsibility for the monitoring of the overall 
progress in responding to the QAA Higher Education Review would rest, but that 
QSSC would certainly have a role in addressing individual actions within the action 
plan nonetheless;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed action plan in response to the QAA Higher Education Review 
would be circulated to QSSC simultaneous to consideration by Education Committee;   

Action: AB 
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97. Higher Education White Paper 
 
Received: a summary report on the Higher Education White Paper, Teaching Excellent 
Framework (TEF) and related documents. 

Document QSSC/15/105 
CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper is confidential to members of QSSC and should not be 
made publically available] 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the paper presented QSSC with a summary of the key points contained within 

the Higher Education White Paper, and the Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF) 
technical consultation and calls for evidence which were released alongside it. The 
paper also summarised these documents within the context of both the Higher 
Education and Research Bill (HERB), which was released shortly after the White 
Paper, and the outcome of the tenders for activities associated with HEFCE’s revised 
operating model for quality assessment, which HEFCE had released directly prior to 
the publication of the White Paper; 
 

(b) that the paper highlighted some of the initial considerations and possible risks the 
policy documents presented to the University and outlined initial proposed actions 
which Education Committee had endorsed at its 25 May 2016 meeting;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the White paper had proposed the introduction of a Teaching Excellence 

Framework (TEF) to “improve the information available to students, particularly in 
relation to teaching quality”. It was recognised that there would be a need to review 
the data that would be presented as part of the TEF, particularly in relation to the 
NSS and DLHE (and as Minute 84(a)i) refers). It was believed that the presentation 
and analysis of the data would be distinctly different to how the University had 
traditionally used the data. For instance, NSS data was analysed internally and 
externally for publication on Unistats, at JACs level, and it was suggested that 
programme level data would be used in the TEF. There was a need to seek 
clarification on this information and that it would be helpful to highlight this within the 
University’s response to the consultation. The 15 page qualitative submission that 
would be accompany the TEF would be important in providing institutional context;  
 

(b) that the creation of a credit transfer system – with students moving between 
programmes and providers more – had significant implications for Durham, where the 
focus had been on disciplinary and programme coherence, with academic 
departments encouraged to ensure that each level of undergraduate study was a 
clear pre-requisite for the next;  
 

(c) that TEF awards would be valid for three years. This appeared to mean that providers 
who received ‘Excellent’ or ‘Outstanding’ awards would therefore not wish to 
participate in the TEF again until Year Five; however it was not clear to the 
committee if this was the intention and that clarification would be welcome on this 
matter;  
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Agreed: that the committee’s comments would be shared with the PVC Education and 
Academic Registrar in support of drafting the Institutional response to the consultation on 
the TEF;  

Action: AB  
 

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

 

Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 12 October 2016     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 30 November 2016     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 15 February 2017     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 15 March 2017     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 17 May 2017     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 07 June 2017     9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 


