
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

12 October 2016 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
12 October 2016 in Palatine Centre, room PC/005.    
 
Present: Dr A. Millard (Chair), Dr. G. Campling, Dr S. Fouz Hernandez, Professor G. Moore, 
Mr A. Rennie and Miss L. Whiting with Miss A. Bird (Secretary), Dr F. O’Carroll and Miss. E 
Pearce (Minute 02 and 14 only). 
 
Apologies: Professor G. Love  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. QAA Review 

 
Considered:  a follow up report on the University’s QAA Higher Education Review;  

Document QSSC/16/01 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the report of the Higher Education Review of the University, carried out the QAA 
the week commencing 29 February 2016, was published on the QAA website on 
Thursday 26 May; 
 

(b) that the report confirmed 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; 
 

(c) that the review identified the following areas of good practice:  
 

i. the comprehensive and high-quality pastoral support for students' personal 
development and learning provided by colleges, departments and 
professional services, by September 2016; 

ii. the systematic commitment to providing a wide range of extracurricular 
activities that enriches the student experience, by September 2016. 

 
(d) that the review team 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. 

 
(e) that there was a requirement that the University 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 
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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;  
 

(f) that Education Committee had approved the action plan at its 22 June 2016 meeting, 
which had been subsequently signed-off by the Vice-Chancellor, as was required by 
the QAA. This had been published in Section 12.3 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook;  
 

(g) that it was agreed by Education Committee that the Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee  would be responsible for monitoring overall progress in responding to the 
QAA Higher Education Review report, reporting to Education Committee and Senate. 
Responsibility for signing-off progress in relation to the action plan would rest with 
Education Committee and Senate, but QSSC would undertake the detailed work 
required to co-ordinate the University’s response to the Higher Education Review 
report, liaising with colleagues, committees and departments and colleges as 
appropriate;  
 

(h) that whilst the QAA only required the University to respond to the recommendations 
and areas of good practice identified by the Review Team, Education Committee had 
agreed that the detailed action plan, which had considered other matters where the 
text of the Higher Education Review report suggested matters for further 
consideration and/or action (but did not result in formal recommendations), would be 
monitored by QSSC;  
 

(i) that the detailed action plan which had originally been presented to Education 
Committee had been updated by the Head of the Academic Support Office to 
indicate the progress made since the 22 June 2016 meeting of Education Committee, 
and to reaffirm the timescales proposed;  
 

(j) that the two recommendations, as detailed in Reported (d) had been appropriately 
addressed by September 2016, as was the deadline provided by the QAA;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC would be responsible for monitoring overall progress in responding to the 

QAA Higher Education Review report, reporting to Education Committee and Senate, 
as required. It had not been proposed within the report how often QSSC would 
receive an update on actions within the detailed action plan, but members suggested 
that annually would be appropriate in the first instance,  
 

(b) that the Review report had outlined that the QAA Review Team had heard of a 
number of examples of enhancement at a departmental or faculty level which could 
be applied at a University level (c.f. action plan, ref. 15). It was clarified that two of 
the four examples cited by the Review Team within the Review report were actually 
examples of University initiatives applied at a departmental level. Given this, the 
committee was content with the proposed action in response to this, which had 
drawn on existing practice for disseminating good practice - through Departmental 
Review reports for example - but noted that QSSC, SESC and CAROD had been 
listed as the individual(s) responsible for the action. It was reported that this was 
because Departmental Review reports were considered through QSSC and areas of 
good practice subsequently disseminated by the committee. Notwithstanding this, it 
was agreed that the Head of the Academic Support Office should be listed as the 
individual responsible for the proposed actions with respect to ref.15;  
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(c) that the committee considered how the University shared good practice and whether 

there were further opportunities to share best practice across departments at the 
University. It was reported that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) had a standing agenda item on sharing good practice to 
encourage departments to present an area of good practice from within the 
department that could be adopted by other departments within the Faculty. The 
committee felt that the sharing of best practice was still most effective at Faculty 
Education Committees and that information was regularly shared from QSSC to 
Faculty Education Committee’s to support the dissemination of good practice. Whilst 
the committee felt that this remained appropriate it was recognised the practice might 
not always be transferable to all departments;  
 

(d) that notwithstanding this, University-wide initiatives existed to support the 
dissemination of good practice. For instance, it was reported that recipients of the 
Awards organised by the Centre for Academic, Researcher and Organisation 
Development (CAROD) (Excellence in Learning and Teaching Awards; Enhancing 
the Student Learning Experience Awards) would now be required to present their 
results at the newly established Teaching and Learning Conference and at the 
respective Faculty Education Committee. The inaugural Teaching and Learning 
Conference was held on the 13 September 2016 and had received positive feedback 
from presenters and attendees; 
 

(e) that the Review Team had suggested that the University may wish to consider 
building on the use of Employer Fora or Advisory Boards more widely (cf. action plan, 
ref.1). It was reported within the action plan that a number of subject areas already 
made use of Employer Fora or Advisory Boards; it was noticed however, that Biology 
had not been referenced within the document. It was further reported that 
experiences within Biology had resulted in the Employer Fora being reorganised for 
directly after a committee meeting with representatives from North East University’s 
and Employers to facilitate employer engagement within the Department at Durham, 
following some difficulties in engaging employers;   
 

(f) that further to this, the Review Team had also claimed within the Review report that 
there was evidence, particularly in non-vocational subject areas, of only limited 
employer engagement in curriculum development and review and that the University 
may wish to consider the benefits of more uniformly embedding the development of 
employability skills within the learning experience of its students (c.f. action plan, ref 
19). It was noted with the action plan that University had not prioritised the use of 
employers in subject-level curriculum development and review outside of vocational 
subject areas and those areas which otherwise have strong employer links;  
 

(g) that the committee reiterated the position within the action plan and agreed that it 
would be impractical to encourage departments to adopt fora/boards where there 
were no direct links to industry/employment, and that it was incorrect to suggest that 
this somehow meant that the University did not uniformly embed the development of 
employability skills within the learning experience of its students. In fact, the 
University was committed to strengthening this through the revised Durham Award 
and the activity that would be undertaken as part of the new Education Strategy, and 
particularly the work on transitions;  
 

(h) that in considering the Review Teams comments, the committee did however 
consider whether there would be value in creating a generic Employer Forum for 
such subject areas. It was reported that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise 
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Centre (CEEC) had supported such an initiative previously but that it was not as 
effective as hoped and was disbanded; CEEC continued to ensure that a 
representative spread of employers were invited onto campus to speak with students;  
 

(i) that the committee felt that there remained a value on focusing on the key 
employability skills that would be developed by studying at Durham University and 
considered whether this could support the success of a reconstituted generic 
Employer Forum. It was agreed that the employers invited to meet with the QAA 
Review Team as part of the HER would be contacted to gain further insight into 
whether this would be of use to departments and employers;  
 

(j) that the Review report had highlighted that although students were not familiar with 
the existence of the procedures for student complaints and appeals, they were 
confident that they would learn about them if necessary through advice from 
colleges, departmental offices, the Students’ Union or Academic Advisers (c.f. action 
plan, ref. 11). The committee was confident that the formal complains procedure was 
made available to students online, within central handbooks (e.g. Student Welcome 
Guide), all departmental and college handbooks, and were highlighted at enrolment 
and registration. The Academic Support Office had also undertaken a review of all 
Student Handbooks as part of addressing one of the formal recommendations from 
the QAA HER and confirmed that the complaints and appeals process was detailed 
within these. The Students’ Union representative welcomed the University’s 
commitment to resolving complaints informally but queried whether colleges would 
be conversant with all informal departmental appeals and complaints procedures. It 
was reported that each college had key links within departments and would seek 
guidance from these colleagues, if required, when advising students. It was agreed 
however that there would be a value in developing additional guidance regarding 
informal complaints procedures for this purpose. It was agreed that the Head of the 
Academic Support Office would be listed as the individual responsible within the 
action plan;  

 
(k) that it was reported that the University would no longer be subject to a six-yearly 

review from the QAA. HEFCE had released a revised approach to quality 
assessment for UK higher education and that as a result of this revised approach 
higher education providers would be required to undertake an Annual Provider 
Review (APR) instead. Providers would only undergo a full Quality Review Visit 
(QRV), akin to the Higher Education Review process, if a concern was raised against 
the provider. The new process, which had been introduced for 2016/17, would result 
in increased involvement and responsibility for the University Council and a report 
detailing these expectations had been made to Council as a matter of urgency; the 
deadline for providing the information requested by HEFCE as part of the Annual 
Provider Review was due on 1 December 2016. A full report on the implications for 
the University would be presented to the next meeting of QSSC;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that an annual report on progress made against the detailed action plan would be 

presented to QSSC;  
Action: AB  

 
(b) that a report on the HEFCE revised approach to quality assessment would be 

presented to the next meeting of QSSC;  
Action: AR 
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(c) that the named individuals with responsibility for the proposed actions within the 
action plan would be updated as outlined in Noted (b) and (j);  

Action: AB 
 

(d) that the employers invited to meet with the QAA Review Team would be contacted 
regarding the suggestion to introduce a generic Employer Forum which focused on 
the key employability skills that would be developed by studying at Durham 
University;  

Action: AR 
 

(e) that there would be a value in developing additional guidance regarding informal 
complaints procedures; 

Action: JMK 
 
 
2. Erasmus Board of Examiners 

 
Considered:  a proposed process for ratifying marks for incoming Erasmus students; 

 Document QSSC/16/02 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the University’s default position was that, wherever practicable, incoming Visiting 

/ Erasmus students should undertake the same assessment as non-visiting students.  
This position was appropriate where an incoming student was registered at Durham 
for the full academic year; however it was not always possible when a student was at 
Durham for only part of the academic year and the University therefore permitted, 
under the General Regulations, the setting of alternative assessments;  
 

(b) that at the meeting of QSSC in January 2015 it was agreed that a process would be 
created to introduce more consistent guidance for academic departments on the 
assessment, and the recording of alternative assessment, for Visiting / Erasmus 
students who were attending Durham for a defined proportion of the academic 
commitments and would need be assessed specifically on the learning outcomes 
delivered during their time at Durham (Document QSSC/14/43 and QSSC Minute 
14/36 refer). In such cases it was anticipated that the incoming student would be 
granted a concession to undertake an alternative form of assessment, in line with the 
policy outlined in Document QSSC/14/43,  and that this would be recorded in Banner; 
 

(c) that the Erasmus Charter for Higher Education states that incoming Erasmus 
students should be provided with “a full, accurate and timely record of their 
achievements at the end of their mobility period”. It was recognised that the need to 
assess students and provide them with a timely record of their achievements at the 
end of their mobility period was of particular significance where the student might be 
in Durham for Michaelmas Term only. It was therefore proposed that a cross-
University  Erasmus Board of Examiners be established to ratify and confirm the 
marks submitted by departments specifically in respect of short-term arrangements;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that some incoming students on short-term arrangements were waiting for a 

considerable length of time for their confirmed marks as these marks would be 
ratified at the next available meeting of the subject board of examiners; students who 
completed their period of study at Durham at the end of Michaelmas Term would 
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have to wait until the June meeting of the subject Board of Examiners had taken 
place. It was also noted that further delays were possible if an incoming student was 
registered on modules in more than one department;  
 

(b) that the proposed cross-University Erasmus Board of Examiners would operate in a 
similar manner to the General Boards of Examiners for Preliminary Honours;  
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to establish a cross-University 
Erasmus Board of Examiners, noting that all departments it affected would be 
expected to report into this cross-University Board of Examiners; QSSC noted the 
importance of departments providing information to the International Office in good 
time for the Board of Examiners. The committee agreed that the name of the Board 
of Examiners should be amended slightly to include reference to visiting students 
also;  
 

(d) that currently, Erasmus and incoming visiting students were permitted to study any 
module and that departments were required to develop an appropriate alternative 
assessment to assess students prior the completion of their studies at Durham. It 
was reported that the International Office had been liaising with academic 
departments to review the implications of short term incoming student arrangements 
and had proposed that departments be required to identify modules that could 
potentially offer the existing flexibility to provide short term assessment, such as short 
fat modules, or those where existing formative assessment(s) could be used to 
assess learning outcomes of Michaelmas Term. It was further proposed that these 
modules would then be made available to students at the point of application which 
could reduce the workload on departments to create individual alternative 
assessment methods;  
 

(e) that members of QSSC were concerned that creating a list of ‘pre-approved’ modules 
for incoming visiting or Erasmus students, at the point of application, could create 
areas of overpopulated modules. The committee also had no desire to reduce the 
diversity of students studying modules across the University and maintained that 
incoming visiting and Erasmus students should be able to choose their modules of 
study based on their content, rather than the length of the module or suitably timed 
formative assessments, for instance;  
 

(f) that it was felt that the recommendation to identify modules which could be delivered 
on a short-fat basis should be revised to identify those modules which could be 
assessed on a short-fat basis. It was felt that this would remove the need to limit the 
range of modules that would be available to incoming and Erasmus students. It was 
also suggested that there would be greater value in requesting departments provide 
information on which modules could not be assessed on a short-fat basis, as it was 
thought that there would be significantly less work in identifying these modules;  
 

(a) that it was clarified that External Examiner involvement was not required in the 
setting of these assessments. The QAA Quality Code (B7: External Examining) 
outlined that the University was responsible for ensuring that external examining 
arrangements were in place for modules through which credit was achieved and 
qualifications awarded only;  
 

(b) that work had already been undertaken to introduce a consistent approach to the 
approval of concessions for incoming Visiting / Erasmus students and standardised 
text was developed for the recording of concessions on Banner (Document 
QSSC/14/43 and QSSC Minute 14/36 refer). QSSC agreed that the proposal to 
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create a standardised concession template specifically for this purpose, outlining the 
assessment method, notional credits and module mark for alternative assessment 
arrangements, was appropriate;  
 

(c) that the International Office was trying to reduce the number of short-term 
arrangements. Future student exchange arrangements that would be proposed to 
QSSC for approval would specifically highlight where these were for short-term 
arrangements to support QSSC’s consideration of the proposal and to ensure that 
QSSC was assured that there was a clear rationale for this;   

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to establish a General Board of 

Examiners to confirm the marks for incoming visiting and Erasmus students, and that 
this should be recommended to Education Committee for approval;  

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the committee was supportive of the proposal for departments to identify  
modules which could be assessed on a short-fat basis and that modules which could 
not be assessed on a short-fat basis would be identified to incoming visiting or 
Erasmus students, at the point of application, to support their module choices;  

 
(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to standardise the concession 

template for the recording of alternative assessment arrangements;  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the creation of a General 
Board of Examiners to confirm the marks for incoming visiting and Erasmus 
students  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposal, as recommended by QSSC, to establish a General 
Board of Examiners to confirm the marks for incoming visiting and Erasmus students will 
be considered at a future meeting of Education Committee]  

 
 
3. Programme Approval Process 

 
Considered:  a review of the programme approval process, commissioned by the 
Strategic Planning Office; 

 Document QSSC/16/03 
 

Reported: that the Strategic Planning Office (SPO) had been commissioned to undertake 
a review of the Programme Approval Process; the report made a series of 
recommendations to revise and enhance the process and was presented to QSSC in the 
first instance;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that pages 3-5 in the report had summarised the matters arising from the review, 

alongside a series of associated recommendations. It was suggested that the 
committee should review these systematically and refer matters to alternative 
committees, groups and individuals, as appropriate;  
 

(b) that it was recommended that the student number targets, set as part of the 
programme approval process, were set for a period of five years, as opposed to the 
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current three year period, to correlate with the University’s planning process and five-
year planning horizon (recommendation 1). QSSC felt that this was appropriate; 
 

(c) that it was recommended that student number targets should be developed in 
consultation with a member of SPO (recommendation 2) and that Marketing and 
Communications should be consulted on the marketing elements of the form 
(recommendation 3). It was recognised by QSSC that the overall conclusion taken 
from these specific recommendations should be that the completion of the form 
should be undertaken in consultation with the relevant University Professional 
Support Services to which it related. It was agreed that these recommendations 
would be referred to the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group in the context of 
coordinating the role of the Professional Support Services; 
 

(d) that it was also recommended that evidence for the anticipated recruitment section of 
the form should be developed in consultation with specialist expertise in Professional 
Support departments according to set guidance and criteria (recommendation 11). It 
was agreed that this recommendation would also be referred to the Postgraduate 
Taught Admissions Group to considered in the context of the general conclusion that 
the completion of the form should be undertaken in consultation with the relevant 
University Professional Support Services to which it related;  
 

(e) that it was recommended that the risk of failure to recruit numbers should be a 
standard risk in the risk management section of each proposal (recommendation 4). 
QSSC agreed that this was appropriate;   
 

(f) that it was recommended that a mandatory minimum target of reaching 80% of the 
full Economic Costing (fEC) breakeven point be introduced. It was outlined within the 
paper that this would give a clear focus to target setting and any subsequent 
evaluation process (recommendation 5). It was not clear to the committee however, 
where the 80% target suggested had originated from. It was believed that this target 
had been suggested from the methodology adopted within the Innovation in the 
Market: Assurance of New Programmes, Lessons Learned and Guidance for 
Institutions Report and that was not clear that this target would be appropriate for the 
context within which Durham University operated. It was therefore agreed that this 
target would need to be reviewed and that a clearer rationale be provided;  
 

(g) that it was highlighted within the report that there was variation in the method, timing 
and level of engagement from Professional Support Services with the programme 
approval documentation. It was therefore recommended that meaningful consultation 
with Professional Support Services departments should be mandatory and that the 
proposal should not be permitted to progress until this has been adequately carried 
out (recommendation 6). It was further recommended that the best methods and 
timings of consultation with Professional Support Services departments should be 
reviewed in order to implement best practice (recommendation 7). The committee 
was content with the recommendations and agreed that these should be referred to 
the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group for coordination;  
 

(h) that it was reported that the quality and comprehensiveness of responses to 
consultation from the Professional Support Services departments varied dramatically. 
It was reported that this might be are result of the lack of guidance for Professional 
Support Services departments on what they should comment on and in what detail; 
that there was currently no standard format for them to follow; that different members 
of staff in the same Professional Support Service department often responded to the 
proposal and that there were natural variances because of this, but that the absence 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 8 of 23 
 12 October 2016 
 



of guidance further affected this; and that consultation from Professional Support 
Services departments often occurred too late in the process. It was therefore 
recommended that more specific guidance should be provided to assist both 
proposers and Professional Support Services departments to ensure the right 
questions are asked and appropriate comprehensive advice is given to the proposer 
(recommendation 8). It was also recommended that guidance should be developed 
to clarify the roles and responsibilities of both Professional Support Services staff and 
academic departments in terms of carrying out the required research. It was 
highlighted by the author that in some cases it may be more appropriate for a 
member of Professional Support Services to carry out parts of the research 
(recommendation 9);  
 

(i) that in consideration of recommendations 8 and 9, the committee was not confident 
that the recommendations would directly address the issues raised within the report 
but nonetheless agreed that the recommendations should be referred to the 
Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group;  
 

(j) that it was further recommended that Professional Support Services departments 
who had commented on a proposal should have the opportunity to review the 
proposal before the final submission to ensure that their concerns have been 
addressed (recommendation 10). QSSC noted that this could result in a fundamental 
shift in the role of the Professional Support Services with respect to the programme 
approval process. It was not clear from the report whether the author had intended 
for Professional Support Services to have a veto on whether the proposal advanced 
to the final stage. The committee recognised that it was not always clear how the 
departments could appropriately address the issues identified by the Professional 
Support Services and these instances should also be considered. It was agreed that 
the recommendation would be shared with the Postgraduate Taught Admissions 
Group for further consultation;  
 

(k) that it was recommended that SFAAG should have the opportunity to review and 
approve proposed fees. Given the remit of SFAAG in setting fees according to 
market conditions, it was recommended that the Group should be included in the 
mandatory Professional Support Services consultation via SPO (recommendation 
12). The committee agreed that this was appropriate and that this should be referred 
to the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group and SFAAG; 
 

(l) that it was recommended that the remit of SPO, as part of the consultation process, 
be expanded to include the consultation of the fees database and assistance with fee 
benchmarking (recommendations 13). It was agreed that this would be referred to the 
Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group to be considered in the context of the wider 
role of the Professional Support Services. This recommendation would also be 
referred to SFAAG for consultation; 
 

(m) that it was recommended that the financial template should always be complete 
before submission and that this should include the most up-to-date financial 
information and be correlated to the fees schedule (recommendation 14). The 
committee agreed that this was appropriate. It was recognised by the committee that 
there might have been some confusion with completing the financial template as a 
result of the timescales for the Planning Round and the Faculty finances more 
generally. It was felt that additional guidance in this area would be welcomed by 
departments;   
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(n) that it was recommended that the consideration of risks and contingencies should 
form an integral part of the process and should be included in the templates and 
guidance documentation. It was reported that University had a recognised risk 
management framework and dedicated function within SPO which could be accessed 
during the consultation period of the process (recommendation 15). It was agreed 
that this was appropriate but that there would be a value in sharing this 
recommendation with the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group in the context of 
its consideration of the guidance for Professional Support Services; 
 

(o) that it was reported within the report that it had been observed that some proposals 
had not followed the recognised process and that some proposals were approved 
without adequate supporting evidence for expected success. The committee was 
reluctant to endorse these conclusions arising from the report. It was confirmed by 
the Academic Support Office, who had responsibility for the operation of the process, 
that any concessions to the process would only be approved if they were appropriate. 
For instance, examples were provided whereby programmes had changed title, but 
with content that had otherwise remained unchanged: there would not be value in 
putting such amendments through a full approval process as there was nothing 
beyond the appropriateness of the new title to consider. Similarly, the Integrated PhD 
in Theology and Religion was referenced as a programme not taken through the full 
Stage 1 approval process. In that instance, the Faculty PVC had waived the normal 
Stage 1 requirements given the clear strategic rationale for the programme (it having 
arisen from discussions of how Theology might address an emerging market within 
the planning round), and the minimal nature of the financial considerations to be 
taken account (as the programme was created by combining existing MA and PhD 
provision). The programme itself had been successful, recruiting additional 
international students;  
 

(p) that as a result of this observation, it was recommended within the report that the 
process should be mandatory, with the Academic Support Office given the authority 
to halt the approval of a proposal until the process had been followed appropriately 
and that all templates have been completed in their entirety (recommendation 16). 
The committee was assured of the role of the Academic Support Office in the 
programme approval process and agreed that the Academic Support Office would be 
able to exercise discretion in such instances. It was however agreed that there would 
be a value in developing guidance on when the process might not be followed 
(recommendation 18);  
 

(q) that as a result of this observation, it was further recommended that alternative 
timetables for submission could be considered (recommendation 17). It was reported 
that other universities had a recognised annual timetable for new programme 
proposals. It was suggested that more research could be carried out to ascertain 
whether this model could be used by the University. The committee was cognisant 
that no information had been provided within the report on the failure rates of the 
other university’s referred to within the report and that would not be appropriate to 
revise the current University processes without this important contextual data. 
Nonetheless, it was recognised that there was a value in considering the principle of 
developing a timetable and that this should be referred to the Postgraduate Taught 
Admissions Group in the context of the other recommendations within the report and 
particularly recommendation 7 which referred to the timing of engagement for 
Professional Support Services; 
 

(r) that the report had concluded that there had been occasions where poorly or hastily 
prepared proposals have been approved. The report had then immediately turned its 
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attention to where the power to approve programme proposal documentation was 
within the University. It was reported that currently, the power to approve a Stage 1 
proposal rested with the Faculty PVCs. The recommendation had suggested that the 
approval levels at different points in the process should be reviewed; a series of 
options were the presented to the committee (recommendation 19). The committee 
felt that it was not clear that the issue identified within the report, which upon further 
interrogation had related to few examples of incomplete documentation, related to 
the recommendation to review the levels of approval for the programme approval 
process. It was understood that the options presented to the committee had been 
developed using an example from another University, but that it was not clear that 
this University was comparable to, or compatible with, Durham University and its 
existing processes. The committee did however recognise that there was a value in 
reviewing the current process in the context of existing best practice within the sector 
but reiterated the need to consider these alternative processes in the context of 
Durham University. It was agreed that the Strategic Planning Office would be asked 
to undertake this further work;  
 

(s) that it was reported that there was no formal evaluation against the business case. 
During the lean review of the process in 2011 it was suggested that evaluation take 
place during the Planning Round. It was further reported that this had not been built 
in to the process and did not appear to happen elsewhere;  
 

(t) that it was recommended that a robust evaluation of each new programme should be 
created and detailed within the business case document. It was further 
recommended that this evaluation should be implemented with the help of the 
Academic Support Office or other relevant departments. Should the Planning Round 
continue to be the recommended means of evaluation, new programme performance 
could be added as a standing item to departmental performance review meetings 
and relevant data added to the performance profile. The report had concluded that 
this process should also be accompanied by a full evaluation of the documentation 
(recommendation 20). It was agreed that this recommendation would be referred to 
the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group for consultation on whether the Planning 
Round was the most appropriate mechanism for this;  
 

(u) that it was outlined within the report that the evidence suggested that immediate 
success was an indicator of sustained success. It was recommended that if a 
programme failed to meet minimum standards in its first year, an earlier evaluation 
could be triggered. If an evaluation showed that the programme was not performing 
as expected closure of the programme should be considered (recommendation 21). It 
was agreed by the committee that such a  process would need to be transparent and 
that there would be a  value in referring this recommendations to the Postgraduate 
Taught Admissions Group in the first instance of consultation, recognising that other 
factors could be taken into account to measure the success of a programme;  
 

(v) that the report had highlighted that the review had identified some issues with the 
storage and categorisation of new programme documentation. It was recommended 
that a review of the storage and categorisation of new programme documentation be 
undertaken. The committee agreed that this would be appropriate and that this 
should be undertaken by the Academic Support Office;  
 

(w) that the report had also highlighted that the names of the proposer, Head of 
Department and the date of submission had not been recorded on some of the 
documentation reviewed. It was clarified that the proposer of the programme had not 
been listed on the documentation deliberately; this was to ensure that the department 
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as a whole assumed responsibility for the programme and not the member of 
academic staff who proposed the programme;  
 

(x) that it was reported that the proposals reviewed had not included any sector data to 
provide context to their proposal. It was recommended that appropriate sector data 
should be used to provide context for the proposal; this would ensure that there had 
been clear strategic consideration of the programme and how it related within a 
portfolio of programmes (recommendation 23). The committee agreed that this was 
appropriate and that the Postgraduate Taught Admissions Group would be asked to 
consider this recommendation;  
 

(y) that the committee had noted that it was not always clear from the report how the 
recommendations had directly related to the issues identified within the report;  
 

Agreed: that the Secretary would be responsible for referring the recommendation to the 
appropriate groups, committees and individuals, as outlined within the committees 
consideration of the report, and recorded in Noted (a) – (y); 

Action: AB  
 
4. Admissions Benchmarks 

 
Considered:  proposed revised to existing benchmarks for Postgraduate Taught and 
Postgraduate admissions; 

 Document QSSC/16/04 
 

Reported: that a new Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system was being 
introduced as a result of the Strategic Review of Admissions and would feature 
increased integration with existing University systems, such as Banner, and would result 
in increased automation of the postgraduate admissions process. The paper presented 
to QSSC proposed how the current agreed turnaround time benchmarks for the 
processing of both postgraduate taught and postgraduate research applications could be 
amended to reflect this change, whilst also ensuring that benchmarks continued to 
support the University’s strategic objective to deliver an efficient and effective 
postgraduate admissions process;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that applicants were currently advised that it typically took between 4-6 weeks for the 

relevant Department to make a decision on their postgraduate application. It was 
proposed that this current guidance was not amended in order to ensure applicant 
expectations were appropriately managed. It was reported within the postgraduate 
research turnaround time benchmark proposals that the overall time between 
application and offer would be revised to 40 working days rather than the current 47 
working days (a total of 8 working weeks). It was therefore not clear to the committee 
why it was proposed to advise applicants that applications typically took between 4-6 
weeks for processing if the proposed turnaround time benchmark permitted up to 8 
weeks before an application could be returned; 
  

(b) that it was reported within the postgraduate research turnaround time benchmark 
proposals that the time between the decision to offer would be 10 days. The rationale 
for this stated that the process was paper-based but that offers were typically issued 
by the Admissions Office within 2 days of receipt of the offer recommendation. It was 
therefore not clear to the committee why the benchmark was sent at 10 days and 
suggested that perhaps 5 days would be more appropriate;  
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(c) that the committee was content with all other proposals within the paper;  

 
Agreed: that the Secretary would seek clarification from the author of the proposals 
regarding the committees’ queries, as outlined in Noted (a) and (b). The committee 
permitted Chair’s Action to be taken on the proposals following the receipt of this 
information, as appropriate;  

Action: AB  
 
5. International Admissions 

 
Considered:  a proposal to pilot the use of the Test of Mathematics for University 
Admissions (TMUA) in international admissions in the Department of Mathematical 
Sciences;  

Document QSSC/16/05 
Noted: 
 
(a) that it was proposed that results from the Test of Mathematics for University 

Admissions (TMUA) be used to make conditional and potentially unconditional offers 
to students overseas (specifically within in Guangdong Province, in the pilot scheme) 
before the usual recruitment cycle. This would be achieved by actively recruiting in 
situ in early December. It was outlined that should applicants successfully pass the 
Test, they would be invited to attend a short interview to assess their ability to learn 
Maths in English, and would be subsequently made an offer of A*AA with A*A in 
Maths and Further Maths, which formed part of the TMUA + A*AA standard offer;  
 

(b) that the report had highlighted the success of the reliability of the TMUA as an 
indication of performance at undergraduate level. The Department of Mathematical 
Sciences had outlined that it was confident that students made offers on the basis of 
the TMUA, together with an interview and also IELTS 6.5 to confirm that the student 
would be comfortable in English, would be eligible for a standard offer (or alternative 
standard offer);  
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to pilot the Test of Mathematics for 
University Admissions in a targeted region of China (Guangdong Province) within the 
Department of Mathematical Sciences and would welcome a report upon completion 
of the pilot. It was anticipated that should the pilot be a success a further proposal 
would be made to QSSC to request approval to implement the use of the TMUA 
across a wider range of international admissions in the Department;  

 
Agreed: that the committee was supportive of the proposal to pilot the Test of 
Mathematics for University Admissions in a targeted region of China (Guangdong 
Province) within the Department of Mathematical Sciences and that this should be 
reported to the Department and Education Committee;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the proposal to pilot the Test of 
Mathematics for University Admissions was reported to the Department shortly after the 
meeting and reported to Education Committee in the QSSC report to Education 
Committee] 

 
6. Examination Concessions 

 
Considered:  a proposed concessions procedure for formal University examinations; 
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 Document QSSC/16/06 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that QSSC had previously considered a proposed revised concessions procedure for 

formal University examinations, and agreed that further information was required with 
respect to the Competitions and Markets Authority (CMA), and clarification of the 
involvement of Student Registry in the proposals. This consideration had taken place 
electronically and in advance of the consideration by Education Committee;  
 

(b) that Education Committee had subsequently considered the proposed revised 
concessions procedure for formal University examinations at its 16 March 2016 
meeting and agreed further clarification was required on whether the proposed 
changes would affect in-class tests;  
 

(c) that the Disability Support Office had provided a further revised proposed 
concessions procedure for formal University examinations, taking into account the 
comments provided by QSSC and Education. The report providing details of the 
response from the Disability Support Office, and the proposed revised concessions 
procedure, was presented to QSSC for consideration, in the first instance;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee welcomed the further revisions to the concessions procedure for 

formal university examinations. The Chair of the committee reminded members of the 
committee of the previous discussion by members of QSSC and reemphasised that 
the consideration of the Consumer Protection Legislation from the CMA should focus 
on whether it was possible for the University to introduce the policy during an 
academic year. At the time of the previous discussion, it was felt that any changes to 
the process could not be sufficiently communicated to students in advance of the 
examinations period. The committee believed that it would be possible to introduce 
the revised concessions procedure, as outlined in the proposal, for 2016/17 as the 
policy would be introduced to students at the start of the academic year and in 
advance of the examinations period, which would take place in May/June;  
 

(b) that Education Committee had requested clarification on whether the proposed 
concessions procedure would be applied to in-class tests or examinations. It was 
noted by the committee that this was not explicitly addressed within the paper 
presented to QSSC. The committee felt however that it would be impractical to 
request that the proposed procedure be used for all in-class tests organised by 
departments. It was therefore agree that there would be a benefit in amending the 
procedure to clarify that this procedure was not applicable to in-class tests but that 
departments would be required to take account of any reasonable adjustments, 
required by students, when organising their in-class tests. It was also agreed that the 
procedure should direct departments to the Disability Support Office for guidance on 
making reasonable adjustments for their in-class tests;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the concessions procedure for formal University examinations should be revised, 

prior to consideration at Education Committee, to make clear that the procedure was 
not applicable for in-class tests, but that departments would be required to make 
reasonable adjustments for these in-class tests, if required by students;  

Action: HO/AB 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 14 of 23 
 12 October 2016 
 



 
(b) that the procedure should be further revised to clarify that departments should seek 

information, advice or guidance on these reasonable adjustments from the University 
Disability Support Office;  

Action: HO/AB 
 

(c) that, should be procedure be approved by Education Committee, there would be a 
need to communicate the revised concessions procedure to students and staff, and 
that this would present an opportunity to remind departments that they could seek 
advice from the University Disability Support Office regarding reasonable 
adjustments for in-class tests;  

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed concessions 
procedure for formal University examinations 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposal to revise the concessions procedure for formal 
University examinations will be considered by Education Committee at its 26 October 
2016 meeting. The proposed procedure was amended in line with the committee’s 
comments, in advance of being submitted to Education Committee]  

 

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

 
Confirmed:  minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 01 June 2016; 
 

Document QSSC/16/07 
 

Received:   the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 01 June 
2016;  

                    Document QSSC/16/08 
 
8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/16/09a 
(b) Matters of report  

 
Received: a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/16/09b 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the report had outlined that the Foundation Centre had wished to review 
the Level 0 descriptors in line with the possibility of introducing an International 
Foundation Centre to avoid any duplication of work and ensure alignment, if 
required;  
 

ii. that QSSC had previously agreed that there would be a value in developing a 
central record of the pre-registration processes for each department on the 
University website, and that this could be usefully maintained by Student 
Registry. It was reported by Student Registry however that there was a thought 
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to be a potential risk to creating such a record if the information was not 
maintained and updated. The committee however felt that information regarding 
the pre-registration process would be included within departmental Handbooks 
which were made available to students at the start of the academic year and 
that as such could be collated and populated centrally on the Student Registry 
webpage. It was agreed that this information for Level 2 and Level 3 students 
would be made available on the Student Registry webpages at the start of 
Epiphany Term;  

 
 

9. Chair’s Action 
 

      Considered: the report of Chair’s action taken on behalf of QSSC. 
Document QSSC/16/10 

 
10. Chair’s Business 

 
      Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s Business. 
 
 
11. Membership and Terms of Reference 

 
Received: the membership and terms of reference for QSSC for 2016/17; 

Document QSSC/16/11 
 

Noted: that the Terms of Reference and Membership had been updated to reflect the 
expiry of memberships and the changes in Chair and Deputy Chair of the committee. 
The Dean and Deputy Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education) was acting Pro-Vice Chancellor 
(Education) in lieu of the appointment of the new Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education); 
Professor Tom Ward had taken a post at Leeds University in August 2016. Dr Andrew 
Millard would act as Chair and Dr Gillian Campling as Deputy Chair. Professor Geoff 
Moore had been appointed as the new representative from the Social Sciences and 
Health Faculty, and Miss Lisa Whiting from the Students’ Union. Dr Andrew Millard would 
no longer be a member of the committee once the Dean and Deputy Pro-Vice Chancellor 
(Education) returned to the Chair, owing to the expiry of their membership. Members 
were welcomed to the first meeting of QSSC for the 2016/17 academic year;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed amendments to the QSSC Terms of Reference and 
Membership be approved, and recommended to Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed Membership and 
Terms of Reference for Quality and Standards Sub-Committee  
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed Membership and Terms of Reference for Quality 
and Standards Sub-Committee was submitted to the 26 October 2016 meeting of 
Education Committee] 

 
12. Schedule of Business 
 

Received:  the 2016/17 Schedule of Business for QSSC;  
Document QSSC/16/12 

 
13. Accreditation Report: Master of Pharmacy (MPharm) 
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Considered:  a report arising from the Step 6 accreditation of the MPharm programme by 
the General Pharmaceutical Council;  

Document QSSC/16/13 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee congratulated the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health on 

the Step 6 accreditation of the MPharm programme by the GPhC; 
 

(b) that this was part of an ongoing multi-stage accreditation process and that Durham 
University had been approved by the Registrar of the General Pharmaceutical 
Council to progress to step 7 of the GPhC’s accreditation process and that this would 
take place in 2016/17;  

 
(c) that there were no conditions, recommendations or suggestions in the report, which 

accordingly did not require follow up by the School or the Faculty Periodic Review 
and Accreditation Panel. The School should be commended on this achievement; 
 

(d) that the Review Team did however wish to draw the University’s attention to the 
potential impact of the three year rotation of the role of Dean of Pharmacy. The 
evidence submitted as part of the Step 3 accreditation regarding the job description 
for the Acting Dean of Pharmacy had stated that the Acting Dean’s term of office was 
to be the completion of the GPhC accreditation process plus one year. The new 
evidence reported during the Step 6 accreditation event had given the team concern 
about the potential of the three year rotation to impact on the ability of pharmacy 
provision in Durham University to meet standard 9.1biii at Step 7. It was further 
reported that if the incumbent of the Dean of Pharmacy post was to change, the 
Review Team would expect the new Head of Pharmacy to be in post at least 6 
months ahead of the accreditation event in order to influence the accreditation 
process. It was concluded by the Review Team that this could potentially adversely 
affect Step 7 accreditation and therefore achieving full MPharm accreditation;  
 

(e) that the committee were aware that the decision had been taken by the University 
Council, with support from the University Senate, to transfer the School of Medicine, 
Pharmacy and Health to Newcastle University. The transfer would include the 
delivery of the undergraduate Pharmacy programme by Newcastle University from 
2017-18; 
 

(f) that it was reported that as part of the initial preparations for the transfer Step 1-3 of 
the accreditation process for Newcastle University had already taken place, with a 
successful outcome. The University would be required to undertake a Partnership 
Approval Panel with Newcastle University and it was expected that this would take 
place in November 2016, and it was hoped that a Memorandum of Agreement could 
be signed in January 2017. Given the history between the two universities, and 
Durham’s existing partnerships with Newcastle University, it was anticipated that the 
process would straightforward. A mapping of the two universities regulations had 
already taken place and it was clarified that Durham University’s regulations would 
be used for award classifications;  
 

(g) that students had enrolled onto the undergraduate Pharmacy programme at Durham 
University in 2016/17. These students would be transferred to Newcastle University 
in 2017/18 for the delivery of the programme, but receive a Durham University award. 
Students enrolling onto the programme for 2017/18 entry would enrol at Newcastle 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 17 of 23 
 12 October 2016 
 



University and receive a Newcastle University award. For the Durham University 
programme (2016/17 entry), representatives from Durham would be members of the 
relevant Newcastle University Board of Studies;  
 

(h) that it was thought that the transfer of the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health 
to Newcastle University would be beneficial to students and staff, as well as the two 
universities. The GPhC was supportive of the transfer and it was anticipated that 
Step 4 – 7 of the accreditation process would be undertaken in 2016/17;  
 

(i) that the report of the Step 6 accreditation by the General Pharmaceutical Council 
was received at the 10 May 2016 meeting of the Social Sciences and Health PRAP 
and as a result no further action was required by the PRAP. The minutes of the 
discussion at QSSC would be shared with the PRAP however for information;  

 
14. Student Exchange Agreement 

 
Considered:   

 
(a) approval of the proposed Placement Provider for a Departmental Exchange 

Agreement between the School of Government and International Affairs and Ben 
Gurion University, Israel; 

Document QSSC/16/14 
 

(b) approval of the proposed Placement Provider for a Departmental Exchange 
Agreement between the School of Government and International Affairs and L’Ecole 
de Governance  de D’Economie (EGE) de Rabat, Morocco. 

Document QSSC/16/15 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that both partnerships had the full support of the Head of School of Government and 

International Affairs; 
 

(b) that the committee queried the information provided with respect to the duration of 
agreements, noting that both agreements had stated 3-5 years. It was clarified that 
the duration of the partnership was dependent on funding from the respective 
proposed partners, however it was likely that funding would be granted for 3 years;  
 

(c) that Section F had related to the Insurance arrangements for the partnerships. The 
form required that information be provided on the arrangements for insurance if these 
differed from those indicated when the placement was first approved and to provide 
details of these. It was clarified that the response provided within the form meant that 
the insurance arrangements, for both prospective partners, had not changed;  
 

(d) that both student and staff exchanges were referred to within the proposal for the 
arrangement between Departmental Exchange Agreement between the School of 
Government and International Affairs and L’Ecole de Governance  de D’Economie 
(EGE) de Rabat, Morocco (Document QSSC/16/15 refers). It was clarified that the 
proposal was to approve a student exchange only, but that the approval of the 
partnership would create the potential to facilitate staff exchanges in the future;  

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the proposed student exchange agreement with the School of Government and 
International Affairs and Ben Gurion University, Israel, be approved and that this 
should be reported to the International Office and Education Committee; 

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the proposed student exchange agreement with the School of Government and 
International Affairs and L’Ecole de Governance  de D’Economie (EGE) de Rabat, 
Morocco, be approved and that this should be reported to the International Office and 
Education Committee; 

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note:  the committee’s approval of the proposed student exchange 
agreements were reported to the International Office shortly after the meeting and 
reported to Education Committee in the QSSC report to Education Committee]  

  
15. Accredited Provision 

 
Considered: the annual update on activity during the past academic year and anticipated 
activity during the forthcoming academic year, in relation to accredited provision, 
including the Accredited Provision Register;  

 Document QSSC/16/16 
 

Reported: that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of accredited provision 
in the past academic year 2015/16, and prospective activity for 2016/17;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the report detailed the key risks previously identified by QSSC and FECs relating 

to accredited provision, highlighting the strategic importance of maintaining their 
accreditations, particularly where losing this would have a significant impact upon 
recruitment and graduate employability;  
 

(b) that the report should be updated to reflect that the committee had considered the 
Step 6 accreditation from the General Pharmaceutical Council at its 12 October 2016 
meeting;  
 

(c) that Faculty Education Committees should be asked to review the Register of 
Accreditation with particular attention to the programmes it refers to, to ensure the 
Register’s accuracy;  

 
Agreed: that the Register of Accredited Provision should be circulated to the Faculty 
Education Committees for consideration, and thereafter should be published in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: FSO/AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Register of Accredited Provision was submitted to the Faculty 
Education Committees in Michaelmas Term. Updates from Faculty Education Committee 
will be reflected in the Register by the Secretary and submitted to the Chair of QSSC for 
approval, once completed. The Register would then be published in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook] 

 
16. Collaborative Provision 
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Considered:  the annual update on activity during the past academic year and 
anticipated activity during the forthcoming academic year, in relation to collaborative 
provision, including the Collaborative Provision Register; 

 Document QSSC/16/17 
 

Reported: that the report set out the activity undertaken in respect of collaborative 
provision in the past academic year 2015/16, and prospective activity for 2016/17;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the report had drawn the committee’s attention to the prospective activity with 

respect to the transfer of the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health to Newcastle 
University. This had been discussed by the committee under an earlier item on the 
agenda (Minute QSSC/1613 refers);  
 

(b) that the Faculty Education Committees should be asked to review the Register of 
Collaborative Provision with particular attention to the departmental contacts listed for 
each partnership to ensure that these remained accurate;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that that the Register of Collaborative Provision should be updated following the 

registration period to take account of students registered and awards made; 
Action: AB 

 
(b) that the Register of Collaborative Provision should be circulated to the academic 

colleagues listed as key contacts for each partnership and Faculty Education 
Committees for consideration, and thereafter should be published in the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: FSO/AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Register of Collaborative Provision was submitted to the 
Faculty Education Committees in Michaelmas Term. Updates from Faculty Education 
Committee will be reflected in the Register by the Secretary and submitted to the Chair 
of QSSC for approval, once completed. The Register would then be published in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook] 
 

 
17. Student Exchange Partnerships 

 
Considered: the Register of Student Exchange Partnerships;   

Document QSSC/16/18 
 

Reported: that QSSC had requested an annual Register of Student Exchange 
Partnerships to be presented to QSSC at its 14 January 2015 meeting. The Register 
provided a definitive list of the University’s current institutional-wide non-Erasmus 
student exchange agreements and a definitive list of the Erasmus student exchange 
agreements reported by Faculty;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the committee noted that there was a significant variation in the level of 

engagement with some partnerships recorded within the Register and it was agreed 
that the Faculty Education Committees should be asked to review their departmental 
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exchange programmes to establish any opportunities that might translate into Faculty 
or Institutional wide agreements, noting that this would support a strategic approach 
to the promotion of, and recruitment to, student exchange opportunities, and present 
opportunities for those departments with low capacity or a low number of 
agreements;  
 

(b) that consideration would need to be given to the potential impact of the UK 
withdrawing from the European Union on Erasmus exchanges and student exchange 
agreements;  
 

(c) that it had been reported that the International Office was reviewing short-term 
arrangements with departments (Minute QSSC/16/02 refers). The committee was 
aware that discussions regarding the shape of the academic year, including the 
possible benefits of Semesterisation, were ongoing within the University and that this 
would also need to be taken into account. The Dean of Internationalisation and the 
Internationalisation Strategy Manager were members of the Task and Finish Group 
taking this work forward;  

 
Agreed: that Faculty Education Committees would be asked to review the partnerships 
within the Register of Student Exchanges with a particular focus on the number of 
students engaging with the partnership, and the potential to identify where departmental 
exchanges could be developed to cross-departmental, Faculty or Institutional level 
agreements;  

Action: FSO/AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Register of Student Exchanges was submitted to the Faculty 
Education Committees in Michaelmas Term. Minutes from the meetings of Faculty 
Education Committee have been shared with the International Office] 

 
18. Common Awards 

 
Considered: a review of the Common Awards Framework, 2015-16; 

 Document QSSC/16/19 
 

Noted: that whilst the 2015-2016 review of the Common Awards Framework was not 
specified within the Service Contract, the Archbishops’ Council had requested an annual 
update report specifically reviewing a set of approved key performance indicators in 
response to the detailed initial review of Common Awards. The report presented to 
QSSC presented a review of the third year of the Common Awards Framework, 
considering the operation of the Common Awards in light of these key performance 
indicators. The committee noted the positive report.;  

 
19. Partnership Approval 

 
Considered: recommending to Education Committee the approval of the proposed 
collaborative partnership between the School of Education and Wellington College 
(China) to deliver a part-time PGCE programme, to commence 2016/17; 

 Document QSSC/16/20 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that a visit to Wellington College (China) had been undertaken by the School of 
Education. Wellington College (UK) was expanding and was the parent organisation 
in terms of Wellington College (China). Oversight of Wellington College (China) was 
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maintained by Wellington College (UK), with report meetings taking place per term. 
Wellington College (China) had two campuses, Tianjin and Shanghai, and planned to 
open two more. The aim was that the programme would be taught across the 
campuses;  
 

(b) that the programme was based on the model adopted for the equivalent programme 
in Geneva.  The equivalent programme run in Geneva had started with 12 students in 
the first year; numbers on the course had grown and in 2015/16 were estimated by 
the School to be 16-17. In Geneva there were limitations on student numbers due to 
there being limited placements available. The School of Education had gained 
assurance from the programme lead in Wellington College (China) that there would 
not be any limitations in terms of placements due to the number of campuses in the 
College and as students would only be on placements in the second year of the 
programme; 
 

(c) that it was confirmed that all outstanding actions arising from the new Partnership 
Approval Panel had been appropriately completed and signed of via Chair’s Action. 
The committee would welcome the introduction of a document which provided these 
assurances to the committee in the future;  

 
(d) that it was clarified that the Business Case had been reconsidered and reapproved 

by the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor as a result of changes to the finances, prior to the 
Partnership Approval Panel; 
 

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

 
Agreed: that the proposed collaborative partnership between the School of Education 
and Wellington College (China) to deliver a part-time PGCE programme, to commence 
2016/17, was appropriate and should be recommended to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve the collaborative partnership 
between the School of Education and Wellington College (China) to deliver a part-
time PGCE programme, to commence 2016/17 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed collaborative partnership between the School of 
Education and Wellington College (China) to deliver a part-time PGCE programme, to 
commence 2016/17, will be considered by Education Committee at its 26 October 2016 
meeting]  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
20. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

Date     Time Room 
Wednesday 30 November 2016  9:15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 15 February 2017     9:15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 15 March 2017 
Wednesday 17 May 2017 
Wednesday 07 June 2017 

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

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