
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 

 
18 May 2017 

 
A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 14.00 on Thursday 18 May 
2017 in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom, Palatine Centre 
 
Present: Dr T. Fawcett (Chair), Dr G. Campling, Dr S. Fouz Hernandez, Professor G. Love, 
Professor G. Moore, Mr A. Rennie and Miss L. Whiting, with Dr R. Eaton (Secretary, vice Ms 
A. Bird) 
 
Apologies: Ms A. Bird 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

MINUTES 
 

Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
62. International Study Centre  
 

Considered: proposed pathways into postgraduate taught programmes at Durham, 
developed by Study Group (ISC Partner) in collaboration with Durham. 

Document QSSC/16/51 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the paper presented proposed pathways for pre-Masters programmes in 

Business, Economics, Accounting and Finance, and Engineering and Science. The 
pathways would also be considered at Study Group’s approval event on 23 May 
2017; 

 
(b) that minor amendments to the content of the proposed pathways were forthcoming, 

and that programme thresholds were yet to be finalised. Study Group had been 
asked for guidance in this regard. 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Committee noted that the contact hours detailed in the proposal paper 

appeared low and that there was significant variation between modules in the 
number of hours prescribed. In addition, no further information had been provided 
regarding the breakdown of Student Learning Activity Time (SLAT) or the provision 
of learning materials, making it difficult to assess the structure of teaching and 
learning; 
 

(b) that the Committee queried whether the International Foundation Centre offered 
qualifications to students in the event that they did not progress to Durham 
University, in recognition of the study they had completed. 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the accuracy of the contact hours stated in the paper would be confirmed with 

Study Group, and further information on the breakdown of SLAT sought; 
(Action: AR) 

 



(b) that the provision of exit awards to students in the event that they did not progress to 
Durham would be confirmed. 

(Action: AR) 
 

(c) that, the issues noted in paragraphs (a) and (b) above notwithstanding, the 
Committee were pleased to endorse the proposed pre-Masters pathways. 

 
63. Annual Review of Taught Provision  
 

Considered: the University overview of annual reviews of taught programmes, 2015/16. 
Document QSSC/16/52 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the review outlined that, across departments, key strengths had been identified 

in regards to: high levels of student satisfaction; the commitment to research-led 
teaching; the ways in which employability and related skills were embedded within 
the curriculum; high levels of graduate recruitment; the range of module options 
available to students; and the quality of teaching staff; 
 

(b) that weaknesses had been identified in regards to: relatively low student satisfaction 
with feedback given on assessments; and low response rates for MEQs; 

 
(c) that opportunities identified by departments included proposals to enhance 

curricula, and improvements to the provision of feedback on assessed work; 
 

(d) that threats identified by departments included: insufficient resources available to 
support academic staffing; the restructuring of infrastructure; challenges faced in 
regards to student recruitment, with particular concern expressed in relation to 
Widening Participation; and uncertainty caused by ‘Brexit’, for instance in relation to 
student exchanges via the ERASMUS scheme; 

 
(e) that the majority of issues raised were principally resource matters that had been 

considered by FECs and referred appropriately to the Faculty planning process; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the annual review report forms, and the additional information provided by 

departments, suggested that annual review remained a reflective and effective 
process at Durham. Nevertheless, it was intended to review the overall process, as 
well as its component elements, within the current academic year in order to identify 
scope for greater efficiency and to enhance the relationship between the process 
and those used for strategic planning. In doing so, due regard would need to be 
given to retaining those elements that added value in regards to enhancing the 
student learning experience or that were required to fulfil statutory requirements. 
Further proposals would be brought to the Committee in due course; 
 

(b) that a number of departments had submitted joint reports for undergraduate and 
taught postgraduate provision. The Committee felt that this was appropriate and 
that departments were best placed to decide the structure of their reporting in this 
regard; 

 
(c) that in response to a recommendation arising from the recent QAA HER it had been 

agreed that departments would monitor the timeliness of feedback on assessments. 
For 2016/17 it had been agreed that departments would report to FECs in this 



regard, and that a specific question would also be added to the annual review 
proforma; 

 
(d) that, despite enhanced attention to the matter by the University in recent years, 

there was an evident increase in the number of departments reporting student 
dissatisfaction with feedback as a key weakness. Noting also the number of reports 
of module-specific issues by departments, the Committee felt that there would be 
value in considering the extent to which low feedback satisfaction rates were due to 
exceptional issues arising in specific modules, or from underlying systematic 
problems with departmental processes. Further such work would be required to 
analyse individual annual review reports, including reference to reports received 
from External Examiners; 

 
(e) that the University was currently engaged in an ongoing wider of the University’s 

annual and periodic review processes. The Committee felt that there would be 
value in considering the format of the annual review report form, currently based 
upon a SWOT analysis, along with the guidance provided to departments, as part of 
the Senate review in order to enhance the quality and focus of departmental 
reporting. 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the annual review form for 2016/17 would be updated to enable departments to 

report in regard to their monitoring of the timeliness of the provision of feedback on 
assessed work; 

(Action: AR) 
 

(b) that the Academic Support Office would carry out further analysis in regards to the 
issues raised in paragraph (c) above; 

(Action: AR) 
 

Recommended: that Senate should consider the annual review report proforma, 
and guidance given to departments on its completion, as part of its wider review 
of University annual and periodic review processes. 

(Action: AR) 
 
64. Annual Review of Research Provision 
 

Considered: the University overview of annual reviews of research degree provision, 
2015/16.   

Document QSSC/16/53 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the reviews identified key strengths relating to the recruitment of high quality 

staff, the number and quality of papers accepted at conferences and for journal 
publication, successful induction and effective supervision of research postgraduate 
students, and established research links with other HEIs; 
 

(b) that weaknesses were identified in regards to limited space for research activities, 
the DUO system used for the review of research postgraduates, submissions rates 
and the number of concessions to extend or suspend studies, and the support 
available for part-time students; 

 



(c) that opportunities identified by departments included proposals for enhancing 
research postgraduate training, and further recruitment of high quality research 
students; 

 
(d) that threats identified by departments included the availability of funding for 

postgraduate students, and the space available for future research projects. 
 
Noted: that the report had identified ongoing issues with the research postgraduate 
student review system. A review was currently underway in this regard. 
 
Agreed: that the Committee was satisfied that the report provided sufficient assurance 
that departments remained engaged with the review process. 

 
65. Faculty Overview of Boards of Examiners 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) the faculty overviews of the operation of undergraduate and integrated masters 

Boards of Examiners, 2015/16; 
Documents QSSC/16/54a-54c 

 
(b) the faculty overviews of the operation of taught postgraduate boards of examiners, 

2015/16.        
Documents QSSC/16/55a-55c 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that one Faculty overview of Undergraduate and Integrated Masters’ Boards of 

Examiners had raised an item for the attention of QSSC. Here, the Faculty of Arts & 
Humanities had noted that whilst a number of departments had minuted assessment 
irregularities that had arisen within the examination cycle, in a small number of such 
cases the minutes did not fully detail the action taken or the nature of any impact 
upon students. Subsequent follow-up by the Faculty had confirmed that appropriate 
action had taken place in each case, and departments had been reminded that such 
details should be recorded in future. The Faculty had recommended that QSSC 
consider whether there was value in the Academic Support Office reinforcing this 
matter through the training provided to Chairs and Secretaries of Boards of 
Examiners; 
 

(b) that one Faculty overview of postgraduate Boards of Examiners had raised an item 
for the attention of QSSC. Here, the Faculty of Social Sciences & Health had noted 
that whilst all departments had clearly minuted cases where discretion had been 
applied, not all had minuted the detailed of the grounds on which discretion was/was 
not applied. 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the Committee felt that there would be value in reminding departments that the 

minutes of SAC sub-panels should be submitted anonymously (i.e. only the 
student’s anonymous code should be recorded). Further, it was noted that the 
minutes should not contain details of the SACs, for instance, the medical evidence 
provided, but should instead ensure that only the grading awarded by the sub-panel 
was recorded. The Committee noted that it was important to maintain the 
commitment to anonymity in all documentation as well as in the process itself; 

 



 
(b) that the University had, since 2009, maintained a Chief External Examiner, 

responsible for providing a University Overview of examinations and assessment. 
Currently, no Chief Examiner was in place following the end of the tenure of the 
previous incumbent at the end of the 2015/16 academic year. The Committee noted 
that, although there was no requirement for institutions to maintain a Chief 
Examiner, there was value in the external assurance provided through this role. 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that, in regards to paragraph ‘Reported (a)’ above, the Academic Support Office 

should reinforce the minuting of assessment irregularities through its training 
provided to Chairs and Secretaries of Boards of Examiners; 

(Action: AR) 
 

(b) that, in regards to paragraph ‘Reported (b)’ above, the Academic Support Office 
should reinforce, through its training provided to Chairs and Secretaries of Boards 
of Examiners, the expectation that all Boards of Examiners documentation should 
be anonymised, and that in the case of the minutes of SACs sub-panels only the 
SAC grading awarded should be recorded in the minutes. 

(Action: AR) 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee should be asked to consider whether 
to appoint a new Chief External Examiner, in the first instance. 

 
66. Concessions, Appeals and Academic Progress Notices 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) a report on Undergraduate and Integrated Masters Academic Progress Notices, 

Concessions and Appeals for 2015/16;  
 Document QSSC/16/56a 

 
(b) a report on Postgraduate Academic Progress Notices, Concessions and Appeals 

for 2015/16. 
 Document QSSC/16/56b 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that in respect of the Undergraduate and Integrated Masters report there were no 

specific matters that required the attention of QSSC. The report demonstrated that 
the total number of concessions had decreased slightly on the previous year, with 
minimal increases in the number of appeals, and an increase in the number of 
appeals in two faculties; 
 

(b) that in respect of the Postgraduate report there were no specific matters that 
required the attention of QSSC. The report demonstrated that the total number of 
concessions had decreased for both taught and research postgraduates. The total 
number of appeals had risen slightly for taught postgraduates. 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that overall University totals for the number of concessions, appeals, and APNs had 

largely stabilised over recent years. Whilst there was some variance in 
departmental totals, including rises and falls between years, the Committee noted 



that no particular issues could be inferred from the figures as presented and were 
satisfied that appropriate departmental and Faculty level oversight existed in this 
regard; 
 

(b) that the Committee felt that, within the wider University review of module optionality 
that was currently taking place, it would be important to consider the role of 
concessions provided to students to take modules outside of their programme 
regulations; 

 
(c) that the Committee queried the extent to which a relationship might be seen to exist 

between departmental assessment processes and the number and type of 
concessions recorded, for instance, where assessment was concentrated within a 
single examination period or where it was spread out across the academic year. It 
was felt that there would be value in considering the feasibility of further analysis in 
this regard. The Committee also requested that a breakdown of assessment types 
across Durham programmes and at comparator institutions be presented for 
reference. 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Academic Support Office would be asked to consider the feasibility, and 

potential benefits, of further investigation into the extent of any relationship between 
departmental examination processes and the number and type of concessions 
awarded; 

(Action: AR) 
 

(b) that QSSC would be presented with a breakdown of assessment types for Durham 
programmes and for comparator institutions. 

(Action: AR) 
 

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
67. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 15 March 2017. 
Document QSSC/16/58 

 
Received: 
 
(a) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 15 March 2017;  

Document QSSC/16/59 
 
(b) the minute extract detailing Education Committee’s consideration of the report from 

the meeting of QSSC held on 16 December 2016. 
Document QSSC/16/59b 

       
Reported: that the minute extract detailing Education Committee’s consideration of the 
report from the meetings of QSSC held on 15 February & 15 March 2017 would be 
presented at the 07 June 2017 meeting of QSSC. 

                       
68. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 



Received: the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee action log;  
Document QSSC/16/60a 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that in respect of the action listed under Minute 64 it was confirmed that 

guidance on the use of discretion was being developed and would be in place 
for the 2017/18 academic year. In addition, it was reported that the process for 
training Chairs and Secretaries of Boards of Examiners would be reviewed, 
with attention to the modes of delivery and consideration of how best to 
communicate key changes to experienced staff; 

 
(b) that in respect of the action listed under Minute 01 it was confirmed that 

development of additional guidance regarding informal complaints was 
ongoing. The Committee noted the importance of developing this guidance in 
good time. 

 
Agreed: that the Action Log would be updated accordingly. 

(Action: AB) 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 
Received: a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/16/60b 
 
Noted: that the Committee noted the matters arising. 

 
69. Chair’s Business 
 

Review of Departmental Review 
 
Reported: that a Working Group had been set-up in 2015 to review the Departmental 
Review process. A set of initial proposals were published for consultation across the 
University, including by FECs, Faculty PVCs, and Education Committee, in early 2016. 
The Group reconvened in April 2017 to make its final recommendations, based upon the 
feedback received and changes which had taken place within the external regulatory 
environment. The University had subsequently agreed that the review of Departmental 
Review would be considered alongside an ongoing review of the annual and periodic 
review processes. As such a one-year extension of the existing Departmental Review 
process had been requested for approval by Senate in order that reviews scheduled for 
the 2017/18 academic year might go ahead. The reviews would focus on teaching only, 
following the revisions to the scope of review introduced for the 2015/16 academic year. 

 
70. Postgraduate Entry Requirements  
 

Considered: proposed changes to the postgraduate entry requirements. 
Document QSSC/16/61 

 
[Secretary’s note: Liz Dodds and Jane Taylor, SRAO, were in attendance to discuss the 
item] 
 
Reported: that QSSC was responsible for approving proposed changes to entry 
requirements. Four departments had requested changes to their postgraduate entry 
requirements for 2018: 

 



i. Department of Mathematical Sciences: a change to the wording of existing 
academic entry requirements to be more specific and comply with both the 
University’s internal PG admissions policy and consumer protection law; 

 
ii. School of Modern Languages and Cultures: a change to the existing academic 

entry requirement for MA in Translation Studies to include the degree type to be 
in a language related discipline and to note applicants without this may be 
required to take an additional test translation (or equivalent) as part of the entry 
requirements. This was to ensure all students had the suitable skills to 
successfully complete the programme; 

 
iii. Department of Theology & Religion: for both PhD Theology & Religion (V8A001) 

and Doctor of Theology & Ministry (DThM) (V6A282) to include a higher overall 
percentage for the completion rate at Masters level (from 60% to 65%). This was 
to ensure students who were admitted were able to cope with the academic 
demands of the work. Applicants who had not achieved this new level would be 
invited to apply to the integrated PhD programme in order to display aptitude; 

 
iv. School of Education: changes to the IELTS requirements for MA QTS and MA 

Research Methods to bring in line with other programmes within the School.  
 

Noted: that information presented in the spreadsheet (Attachment II) under Theology & 
Religion V8A001 PhD appeared erroneous in that it referred to the ‘suite of Education 
Masters’. 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Committee approved the changes to the postgraduate entry requirements; 
 
(b) that SRAO would ensure that the information presented in the spreadsheet was 

accurate. 
(Action: SRAO) 

 
71. Approved Institutions 
 

Considered: a report on the use of approved institutions in support of postgraduate 
admissions selection. 

Document QSSC/16/62 - CLOSED 
 
[Secretary’s note: Liz Dodds and Jane Taylor, SRAO, were in attendance to discuss the 
item] 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the Business School considered an applicant’s institution when deciding 

whether an application to study a taught postgraduate programme in the School 
should be progressed. The University also required an application fee to be paid 
alongside an application. In cases where the applicant was rejected on the basis of 
not having studied at a particular institution, the application fee was not refunded. 
This consideration was used in the case of international applicants; 
 

(b) that the process was felt by SRAO to raise questions in regards to the transparency 
of the application process for applicants, and whether it put the University at risk with 
respect to the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA); 

 



(c) that SRAO outlined a series of options that could mitigate the risk to the University; 
 

(d) that the Business School had stated a preference for maintaining the current 
process noting difficulties in the University process for returning application fees and 
the potential impact of creating and publishing a list that some international partner 
institutions did not appear on; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Committee were of the opinion that the application fee should be refunded 

to all applicants rejected on the basis that they had not studied at a particular 
institution. The Committee agreed that in cases where rejected applicants had 
provided additional evidence, for instance a portfolio of previous work or experience, 
and this had been considered as part of the application, it was appropriate for the 
fee to be charged for the consideration of the application; 
 

(b) that a review of the University admissions process was currently ongoing with an 
anticipated target date for the implementation of any agreed changes in October 
2018. As part of the review consideration was being given to the implementation of a 
new CRM system, which, if approved, would enable a more sophisticated approach 
to the applications process to be administered. This would enable appropriate 
checks to be made in regards to applicants applying to departments who maintained 
approved institutional lists, for instance, providing opportunity for applicants to 
outline relevant skills and experience more clearly to satisfy departmental 
expectations in regards to merit and potential. As such, the Committee agreed that 
there would be value in considering the issue of approved institutions, and how this 
might be managed, within the wider review of the admissions process; 
 

(c) that the Committee felt that the time available before the completion of the review of 
the admissions process and the implementation of any resultant changes provided a 
suitable opportunity for the University and departments to develop a robust response 
in regards to the rejection of students on the basis of their institution; 

 
(d) that there was a need to ensure that, where ‘this practice were maintained, a clear 

process was in place to ensure that these were regularly reviewed and updated.; 
 

Agreed: that application fees should be refunded to applicants rejected on the basis that 
they had not studied at an institution listed on an ‘approved institutional list’ where this 
information was not available to the applicant beforehand. 
 
Recommended: that ARaSS should consider how best to manage the use of 
approved institutions as part of the ongoing review of the admissions process. 

 
72. Common Awards  
 

Considered: 
 
(a) a proposal for All Saints Centre to deliver postgraduate programmes;  

Document QSSC/16/63a 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that All Saints Centre currently delivered undergraduate programmes and that, 

for the previous five years, had used the University of Chester’s MA Theology 
programme for its ordinands. The Church of England’s Ministry Division had 



confirmed that, from September 2017, All Saints would need to offer 
postgraduate study for ordinands via the introduction of Common Awards 
postgraduate programmes; 
 

(b) that whilst All Saints Centre did not have experience of delivering its own Level 
7 programmes, the institution had experience in providing academic, pastoral, 
and formational support for its students who were enrolled on the University of 
Chester’s MA Theology programme; 

 
(c) that the proposals were supported by current students, the Common Awards 

Liaison Officer, and the Common Awards external examiner. 
 
Agreed: that the Committee approved the proposal for All Saints Centre to deliver 
postgraduate programmes. 

 
(b) a proposed partnership change to St Mellitus;  

Document QSSC/16/63b 
 
Noted: that, in line with the Common Awards process for partnership changes, St 
Mellitus College had formally notified the University of its intention to introduce a 
new delivery centre in Plymouth and to deliver the full suite of Common Awards 
programmes at this location. 
 
Agreed: that the Committee approved the proposed partnership change for St 
Mellitus to introduce a new delivery centre in Plymouth, and to permit the TEI to 
deliver the full suite of Common Awards programmes at the new centre. 

 
(c) the report of the meeting of the Common Awards management board held 3 

February 2017;  
Document QSSC/16/63c 

 
Noted: that the Committee noted the discussion of items at the management board 
meeting. 

 
73. Departmental Review: Department of Theology and Religion  
 

Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of Theology 
and Religion. 

Document QSSC/16/64 
 
Reported: that a Departmental Review of the Department of Theology & Religion had 
taken place on 26th October 2016. The report indicated that the review team was entirely 
satisfied with the quality and standards of the programmes under review and had 
recommended to QSSC that they be revalidated for a period of six years. 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the review team had identified a number of examples of good practice 

operating within the Department; 
 

(b) that there was one recommendation made to the University for the consideration of 
the implementation of IT administrative tools across the institution to support the 
work of professional support services in departments. The Committee noted that the 
implementation of a new CRM system was being considered as part of a University 
review of the admissions processed. Information in regards to departmental-level 



implementation of this system would be sought and reported back to the Committee 
in due course. 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee approved the revalidation of the programmes listed in the 

Departmental Review report; 
 
(b) that further information in regards to the implementation of a CRM system in 

departments would be reported to the Committee in due course; 
 
(c) that the Committee’s consideration of the report, and approval of the revalidation of 

programmes, would be communicated to Education Committee and the 
Department.  

 
74. Departmental Review: Follow-Up  
 

(a) School of Modern Languages and Culture  
 
Considered: a report to QSSC on the outcome of follow-up to the Departmental 
Review of the School of Modern Languages and Culture. 

Document QSSC/16/65 
 
Reported: that all recommendations had now been signed-off by the relevant 
Faculty PRAP. 
 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the Departmental Review should be signed-off as 
satisfactorily completed, and that this would be communicated to Education 
Committee and the Department. 

 
(b) English Language Centre 

 
Considered: a report to QSSC on the outcome of follow up to the Departmental 
Review of the English Language Centre. 

Document QSSC/16/66 
 
Reported: that all recommendations had now been signed-off by the relevant 
Faculty PRAP. 
 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the Departmental Review should be signed-off as 
satisfactorily completed, and that this would be communicated to Education 
Committee and the Department. 
 

(c) Department of Music 
 
Considered: a report to QSSC on the outcome of follow up to the Departmental 
Review of the Department of Music. 

Document QSSC/16/67 
 
Reported: that all recommendations had now been signed-off by the relevant 
Faculty PRAP. 
 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the Departmental Review should be signed-off as 
satisfactorily completed, and that this would be communicated to Education 
Committee and the Department. 



 
(d) School of Government and International Affairs 
 

Considered: a report to QSSC on the outcome of follow up to the Departmental 
Review of the School of Government and International Affairs. 

Document QSSC/16/68 
 
Reported: that all recommendations had now been signed-off by the relevant 
Faculty PRAP. 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that although the Faculty PRAP had reported its satisfaction with the 

departmental response to the recommendations raised in the review report, the 
Committee was not satisfied that the specific actions taken by the Department 
had fully addressed broader underlying issues and that therefore concern 
remained in this regard; 
 

(b) that the Committee felt that there would be value in further follow-up work to 
address the extent to which underlying issues still presented concerns, 
particularly from a student perspective. In this regard the Committee 
recommended that the Department ensure that SSCCs were made aware of 
the recommendations from the Departmental Review and the follow-up actions 
to these and asked to comment on the extent to which they were satisfied with 
the actions taken in each case. In this way it would be possible to determine 
the extent to which any concerns remained; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Chair would request the Faculty to ask the Department to ensure that 

SSCCs were made aware of the recommendations from the Departmental 
Review, and the follow-up actions to these, and were asked to comment on the 
extent to which they were satisfied with the actions taken in each case and 
whether any underlying issues still remained; 

(Action: TF) 
 

(b) that the Committee would consider signing-off the follow-up to the 
Departmental Review upon receipt of a report in regards to the action listed in 
‘Agreed (a)’ above. 

 
75. Student Exchange Proposal 
 

Considered: a proposed student exchange partnership with National Taiwan Normal 
University. 

Document QSSC/16/69 
 
Reported: that the Committee was asked to consider approving an institution-wide 
Student Exchange Proposal with National Taiwan Normal University. 
 
Noted: that approval from Faculty PVCs had yet to be confirmed. 
 
Agreed: that the Committee approved the proposal, subject to approval from the Faculty 
PVCs. 

 
76. Nomination of External Examiner   



 
Considered: the nomination of a new External Examiner for Cranmer Hall, St John’s. 

Document QSSC/16/70 
 
Reported: that the Committee was asked to recommend the nomination of a new 
External Examiner for Cranmer Hall, St John’s, for approval by Education Committee 
and Senate. 
 
Noted: that the External Examiner had been nominated by the Joint Management 
Committee for Cranmer Hall which was Chaired by the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Postgraduate) in the Faculty of Arts & Humanities. 
 
Agreed: that the Committee recommended the nomination for approval by Education 
Committee and Senate. 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee and Senate approve the nomination for 
a new External Examiner for Cranmer Hall, St John’s. 
 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
77. Chair’s Action 
 

Received: a report of Chair’s Action taken on behalf of QSSC. 
Document QSSC/16/71 

 
Noted: that the Committee the Chair’s action taken on behalf of QSSC. 

 
78. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date       Time Room 
Wednesday 07 June 2017 9:15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 

 
 


