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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

15 February 2017 
 

A meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee was held at 9.15 am on Wednesday 
15 February 2017 in Palatine Centre, room PC/005.    
 
Present: Dr T. Fawcett (Chair), Dr G. Campling, Dr S. Fouz Hernandez, Professor G. Love, 
Professor G. Moore and Mr A. Rennie with Miss A. Bird (Secretary).  
 
Apologies: Miss L. Whiting 
 
The committee welcomed Dr Tony Fawcett back to the Chair of the committee. The 
committee reinforced its thanks to Dr Andrew Millard who had taken on the role of acting 
Chair. 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
  

MINUTES 

 

Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

 
34. Quality assurance and baseline regulatory requirements 

 
Considered: a report on the expectations on higher education providers with respect to 
the new quality assurance arrangements and baseline regulatory requirements; 

Document QSSC/16/22 
 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the report was not available and would be presented to the 15 
March 2017 meeting of QSSC] 

 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the committee had considered a summary of HEFCE’s revised operating model 

for Quality Assessment at its 30 November 2016 meeting (Document QSSC/16/23a 
and Minute QSSC/16/23 refers);  
 

(b) that the revised baseline regulatory requirements would include the following 
elements:   
 

(i) the framework for higher education qualifications in England, Wales and 
Northern Ireland (FHEQ);  
 

(ii) specific elements of the current UK-wide Quality Code;  
 

(iii) the financial sustainability, management and governance requirements of the 
relevant funding body;  
 

(iv) the Higher Education Code of Governance, or other equivalent designated 
governance code;  
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(v) the expectations of consumer law as expressed through the Competition and 
Markets Authority guidance;  
 

(vi) student protection measures as expressed through the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator’s good practice framework and the Northern Ireland 
Public Service Ombudsman equivalent, and HEFCE’s Statement of Good 
Practice on higher education course changes and closures published by 
HEFCE; and  

 
(vii) the provider’s mission and strategy for its higher education provision.  

 
(c) that the external references points that comprised of this baseline regulatory 

requirements already existed within the regulatory landscape and are developed and 
used by a range of organisations and bodies. HEFCE had confirmed that it was not 
their intention to seek responsibilities for these components, but instead to draw 
together the existing material that it important in assessing whether a provider was 
ready to enter the higher education sector;  
 

(d) that the specific elements of the current UK Quality Code for Higher Education (c.f. 
Reported (b)) also included the expectation that providers make explicit reference to 
the ‘Standards and guidelines for quality assurance in the European Higher 
Education Area’ (2015), otherwise more commonly known as the ‘European 
Standards Guidelines (ESG). The ESG set out European standards for quality 
assurance in higher education. The standards were in three parts, covering internal 
quality assurance of higher education institutions (part 1), external quality assurance 
of higher education (part 2), and quality assurance of external quality assurance 
agencies (part 3). The University would be expected to demonstrate how its internal 
review arrangements meet the Standards of ESG (2015) Part 1;  
 

(e) that for Durham University, as an established provider, the University would undergo: 
 

(i) a verification of the University’s methodology for its own review processes, as 
a one-off transition mechanism, to ensure that these were focused 
appropriately on delivering continuous improvement in the student academic 
experience and in student outcomes;  
 

(ii) an Annual Provider Review process; and  
 

(iii) a re-focused periodic Assurance Review visit, conducted by HEFCE, to test 
the basis on which a governing body can provide assurances about the 
provider’s activities;  

 
(f) that the University Council, as its meeting held on 25 October 2016 confirmed that it 

was content with the assurances provided by the report developed for the Annual 
Provider Review process. It was understood that providers would receive the 
outcome of the Annual Provider Review in the coming weeks;  
 

(g) that the outcomes from the Annual Provider Review process in 2016-17 on quality 
and standards matters would determine the eligibility of a provider to receive and 
retain a TEF Year Two Award and to continue to meet the Home Office’s 
requirements for educational oversight for Tier 4 sponsorship;  
 

(h) that the QAA had been commissioned to undertake the scrutiny of the provider’s 
ability to meet those elements of the baseline regulatory requirements that relate 
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directly to the quality of the student academic experience, and to the safeguarding of 
academic standards. This process would be known as ‘Quality Review Visit’. The 
remaining elements of the baseline regulatory requirements, i.e.,  financial 
sustainability, management and governance (FSMG) requirements of the relevant 
funding body and the provider’s mission and strategy for its higher education 
provision, would be tested by HEFCE;  
 

(i) that whilst established providers, would be subject to the review processes outlined 
in Noted (e), should an established provider receive a ‘Does not meet Annual 
Provider Review requirements’ outcome, the provider would return to a 
‘developmental enhanced scrutiny’, with a peer review visit (Quality Review Visit) and 
an ongoing schedule of four-yearly visits, with an action plan to address areas of 
immediate concern. The Quality Review Visit, used in such an instance, would seek 
to re-test the quality aspects of the baseline regulatory requirements;  
 

(j) that, in effect, this would require all providers to be compliant with the revised 
baseline regulatory requirements, and retrospectively should an established provider 
be found to not meet the Annual Provider Review requirements (c.f. Reported (i)); 
 

(k) that, as result of this, a mapping exercise had been undertaken to ensure that the 
University was compliant with the elements of the revised baseline regulatory 
requirements, as outlined in Noted (b). This report would be presented to the 15 
March 2017 meeting of QSSC; 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee felt that reviewing the University’s practices against the revised 

baseline regulatory requirements would primarily ensure that the University was 
compliant, but also presented an opportunity to establish good practice;   
 

(b) that the move in responsibility for academic standards to governing bodies (rather 
than Senate) - even if that responsibility was for oversight rather than more detailed 
and involved monitoring – represented a significant shift in responsibly. In practice, 
Senate, Education Committee and QSSC would maintain their roles in maintaining 
academic standards. It was understood that a sub-group of University Council would 
be established to review quality assurance mechanisms to ensure that the 
appropriate information for Council to discharge this responsibility was made 
available. QSSC had also previously considered the mechanisms which could be 
used to highlight matters directly to the University Council and agreed that a proposal 
would be developed to consider whether revised reporting mechanisms to University 
Council were required. It was noted that there would be a greater value in 
coordinating this work with the sub-group of Council to ensure a coordinated 
approach;  

 
Agreed: that the report would be presented to the 15 March 2017 meeting of QSSC;  

Action: AR 
 
35. External Examiners’ Reports: Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s 
 

(a) University Overview 
 

Considered: the University overview of external examiners’ reports for undergraduate 
and integrated master’s programmes;  

Document QSSC/16/23a 
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To Follow 
  

[Secretary’s Note: that the University overview of external examiners’ reports for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes was not available, but would be 
presented to the next meeting of QSSC to be held on 15 March 2017] 

 
(b) Faculty Overviews  

 
Considered: the Faculty overviews of external examiners’ reports for undergraduate 
and integrated master’s programmes.                          

Document QSSC/16/23b-d 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the representative from the Students’ Union had provided comments to the 

Chair in advance of the meeting. With respect to the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities, the representative had queried the concerns raised by External 
Examiners with regards to the operation of Discretion. The report had noted that 
ten (a quarter) of the External Examiners had raised concerns with the operation 
of Discretion;  
 

(ii) that in light of the committee’s consideration of previous Faculty and University 
overviews of External Examiner reports, the committee noted that as External 
Examiners had become more familiar with the University’s process for Discretion, 
the concerns noted by External Examiners were allayed. The committee felt that 
there would be a value in checking whether the External Examiners who had 
raised the matter of Discretion were new to the role. Notwithstanding this, the 
committee felt that the comments highlighted that there was a need to further 
support External Examiners to become more familiar with the procedure for 
Discretion, at an earlier stage. External Examiners were provided with a 
comprehensive pack of information to support them in their role, including the 
University’s Handbook for External Examiners, which contained the University’s 
Code of practice for external examining, and covered the key elements of the role 
including University assessment policies with links to key policies.  The committee 
felt that there would be a benefit in sharing some guidance shared with Chairs of 
Boards on the operation of Discretion to support External Examiners;  

 
(iii) that the committee discussed that it had often been found that External 

Examiners disagreed with the use of Discretion in its entirety, or that they offered 
their own processes as an alternative, often reflecting their own personal 
preference or other institutional practice with which they were familiar. It was 
reiterated however that there was no concern that the University’s operation of its 
Discretion procedures were not appropriately discharged;  

 
(iv) that the committee agreed that there would be a value in revisiting the matter of 

Discretion in the committees’ consideration of the University Overview Report 
which would evaluate how often the matter of Discretion had been raised across 
the University in 2015/16, compared to previous years; this would help the 
committee to establish a more accurate view of trends over time. This would be 
presented at the next meeting of QSSC to be held on 15 March 2017;  

 
(v) that the Students’ Union representative had also raised concerns regarding the 

External Examiner comments made with respect to Serious Adverse 
Circumstances (SACs). The committee felt that there would be value in viewing 
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the matter of SACs as part of the committee’s consideration of the University 
Overview report, as outlined in Noted (iv);  

 
(vi) that the Students’ Union representative had queried that the report for the Faculty 

of Science appeared to report that the University had not received an External 
Examiner report Biology. It was confirmed that the University had four External 
Examiners for its Undergraduate and Integrated Masters provision in Biology. The 
outstanding report was meant to cover all levels at Undergraduate level; however 
all levels of the Undergraduate and Integrated Masters provision was covered in 
its entirety by other External Examiner reports. The committee noted that the 
report should be revised to make this information clearer;  

 
(vii) that the University had a process for terminating an External Examiner 

appointment, as outlined in the Learning and Teaching Handbook, Section 10.2, 
if an External Examiner failed to appropriately engage with the responsibilities or 
expectations of being an External Examiner at Durham University, which included 
the failure to submit a report. QSSC agreed that the External Examiner in 
question would be asked to complete their report a final time and that should the 
report not be forthcoming, the process as outlined in Section 10.2 of the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook would be instigated;  

 
(viii) that the committee felt that there would be a value in revising the External 

Examiner template to further encourage good practice to be highlighted in the 
Faculty Overview reports;  

 
(ix) that departments would be responsible for responding to individual issues raised 

within External Examiner reports;  
 
(x) that in the development of the University’s submission for the Teaching 

Excellence Framework, the University had drawn on information captured within 
External Examiner Reports, Faculty and University Overview Reports, as well as 
the Chief External Examiner reports, where appropriate. The Head of the 
Academic Support Office, who had been the primary author of the University’s 
Provider Submission, had felt that this had presented an opportunity to review the 
report templates used by External Examiners to encourage colleagues to 
comment on teaching excellence specifically at the University. The committee 
agreed that there would be a value in revising the External Examiner report with 
the consideration to the TEF criteria;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the Secretary would provide a summary of the committee’s consideration of 

the matters raised by the Students’ Union after the meeting;  
Action: AB  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that a summary of the committee’s consideration of the matters 
raised was sent to the Students’ Union representative and Chair of QSSC, shortly 
after the meeting] 

 
(ii) that clarification would be sought from the author of the Faculty of Arts and 

Humanities report to establish how long the External Examiners who had raised 
the matter of Discretion, had been in post; 

Action: REa 
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[Secretary’s Note: that a summary of main issues raised by the External Examiner 
and the year of their appointment would be presented to the next meeting of QSSC 
for consideration alongside the University overview of external examiners’ reports for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes] 

 
(iii) that the University overview report of external examiners’ reports for 

undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes would consider the matter of 
Discretion, and SACs, as outlined by the committee in Noted (i) to (v). This report 
would be presented at the next meeting of QSSC to be held on 15 March 2017. 
The Secretary would ensure that a discussion on these matters specifically would 
be scheduled in consideration of the Overview Report;  

Action: AR/AB 
 

(iv) that the External Examiner Report template would be revised to reflect the TEF 
criteria, and the opportunity to highlight good practice, as outlined in Noted (viii) 
and (x).  

Action: AR 
 

36. International Study Centre 
 
Considered: a report on the pathway development within the new International Study 
Centre;  

Document QSSC/16/24 
 

Reported: that the report provided QSSC with an update on progress on developing the 
pathways within the new International Study Centre (ISC), and presented a schedule for 
the final approval of the proposed routes into undergraduate and postgraduate 
programmes. The paper also provided an overview of the quality assurance 
arrangements for the partnership;  
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the partnership with the ISC was not a collaborative partnership for Durham 

University, in so far that it did not meet the definition for collaborative provision for 
Durham University: 'educational provision leading to an award, or to specific credit 
toward an award, of an awarding institution delivered and/or supported and/or 
assessed through an arrangement with a partner organisation' (p.1; QAA) but that 
Durham University would support the ISC to deliver its educational provision and the 
partnership was therefore taken through these procedures;  
 

(b) that the partnership, which followed an embedded colleges model, would introduce a 
new foundation year for international students. The educational provision for the 
foundation year would be delivered by Study Group, and if successfully completed to 
an agreed standard, as determined by the University, would allow students to enter 
Level 1 of an undergraduate programme at Durham. Study Group was also 
developing Pre-Masters Provision, which would provide entry to postgraduate 
provision at Durham, on a similar basis to that undergraduate level;  
 

(c) that the University would not validate the foundation provision and students 
completing programmes with Study Group would not receive Durham credit. Matters 
of academic standards would remain the responsibility of Study Group; however, as 
the successful completion of the foundation year would permit a student to enter 
Level 1 at Durham, the University had an interest in the curriculum and assessment 
of programmes and thus would exercise some oversight of this. It would remain the 
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responsibility of the University to determine the requirements for entry to Durham 
University at Level 1. For this reason, it was suggested that QSSC (and Education 
Committee) undertake formal roles in the approval of the curriculum for these 
pathways, prior to their consideration by Study Group;  
 

(d) that the University had signed an overarching agreement with Study Group in 
December. The first intake of undergraduate students to the ISC would be in 
September 2017 and January 2018 for postgraduate students. Cohorts of students 
would move to Durham programmes from 2018-19. Broad pathways for access to 
Durham programmes had been agreed at an institutional level, and the process for 
developing curricular for the ISC programmes was in progress;  
 

(e) that at the pre-undergraduate level, the University and Study Group had agreed that 
it would be appropriate to use the University’s existing Foundation Centre pathways 
as a starting point and that existing pathways and modules were therefore being 
adapted; appointed link tutors had been involved in this process. Programme-level 
documentation would be provided to the University by the end of February 2017 and 
circulated to QSSC and Education Committee. Education Committee would consider 
this documentation, including a draft Centre Handbook and draft governance 
arrangements at its 8 March 2017 meeting. The Chair of QSSC would represent the 
views of members of QSSC to Education Committee. Education Committee would 
consider whether to recommend that the proposals be approved for consideration by 
Study Group;  
 

(f) that for the pre-Masters provision would be more bespoke for Durham as the 
University did not have extensive experience of non-credit bearing pathways at this 
level but that Study Group would be able to draw upon existing provision delivered 
with its other partner institutions. Programme-level documentation would be provided 
to the University in early May for consideration at QSSC, alongside a final draft of the 
Centre Handbook and final educational governance arrangements. This would be 
considered by QSSC at its 17 May 2017 meeting. QSSC would consider whether to 
recommend that the proposals be approved for consideration by Study Group;  
 

(g) that QSSC had delegated authority to approve new programmes. The pre-Masters 
provision pathway was not credit bearing nor was Durham University validating the 
provision. Education Committee would have the opportunity to consider the initial 
proposals, and feed comments back as necessary. For this reason, it was not felt 
necessary for further consideration of the proposed pre-Masters provision pathways 
to be taken to Education Committee. However, it was noted that QSSC would have 
the ability to refer any issues arising from its consideration to the committee (or Chair 
directly), if necessary;  
 

Agreed: that the committee was supportive of the schedule for the final approval of the 
proposed routes into undergraduate and postgraduate programmes, and the quality 
assurance arrangements for the partnership; 
 

 
37. Common Awards  

 
Considered: whether to approve a proposed Foundation Award within the Common 
Awards suite of programmes;  

Document QSSC/16/25 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the proposal to introduce a Foundation Award within the Common Awards suite 

of programmes has been considered by the Continuing Implementation Group and 
the Common Awards Management Board. Students, TEIs and representatives from 
Durham University had been consulted via the Common Awards Management Board;  
 

(b) that the proposal was to develop a new 60 credit level 4 undergraduate award, which 
would be outside of the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ). The 
request to develop the award had emerged from TEIs who offered part-time study 
and felt that the award would increase accessibility and encourage a greater diversity 
in recruitment. The award could be studied part-time over one year and was 
therefore thought to increase recruitment further; current Common Awards 
programmes could be completed in two or more years;  
 

(c) that the proposed entry requirements to the proposed award would be no different 
from the current requirements of the Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, 
Ministry and Mission and therefore did not represent a risk in admissions standards;  
 

(d) that TEIs who offered the award would be required to ensure that a progression route 
was available to every student who successfully completed. There was a clear need 
however to ensure that the programme did not appear as an unaccredited route into 
Common Awards. Notwithstanding this, the proposal had highlighted that there were 
good reasons why students might wish to take fewer than 120 credits or to take a 
combination of modules at different levels. In support of this, all Level 4 Common 
Awards modules would be available on the award; this was reflected within the 
proposed programme specification;  
 

(e) that the committee agreed there was a need to further consider the title of the award 
to avoid potential confusion with Foundation Degrees, but that an alternative title was 
not immediately obvious to members of the committee. The committee felt that the 
reference to Theology, Ministry and Mission would sufficiently reflect the breadth of 
the modules available to students to study and that this was in keeping with the 
naming convention for existing programmes within the Common Awards Framework;  
 

(f) that the committee was supportive of the proposed Foundation Award in Theology, 
Ministry and Mission;  
 

(g) that there was a need to ensure that the existing Core Regulations were amended to 
reflect the approval of the award, or that new bespoke Core Regulations be 
developed for the award; in both instances, the proposed Core Regulations would 
require approval by QSSC; 
 

(h) that there would be a value in sharing the Foundation Award  documentation with the 
External Examiner;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed Foundation Award in Theology, Ministry and Mission be approved, 

and that this should be reported to the Common Awards Team and Education 
Committee;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the Foundation Award in Theology, 
Ministry and Mission programme was communicated to the Common Awards Team 
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shortly after the meeting. The approval of the programme was also reported to Education 
Committee via the committee’s regular report to Education Committee] 

 
(b) that the External Examiner should be consulted on programme documentation for the 

Foundation Award in Theology, Ministry and Mission;  
Action: EG 

 
(c) that the Core Regulations should be adapted to reflect the approval of the 

Foundation Award and that these should be presented to QSSC for approval; 
Action: EG 

 
38. Visiting Research Postgraduate Students 

 
Considered: proposed changes to the information included within the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook regarding Visiting Research Postgraduate Students;  

Document QSSC/16/26 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) had considered the revised 
guidelines regarding visiting Postgraduate Research students in 2015/16 and 
provided their support for the proposals. The proposals had also been shared with 
Faculty Board. The Scholarships, Fees and Awards Advisory Group (SFAAG) had 
subsequently agreed that the guidelines should be adopted and should come into 
effect from September 2018. QSSC was asked to approve the proposed revised 
guidelines for inclusion in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
 

(b) that the committee was supportive of the proposed revised guidelines and welcomed 
the clarification that the revised guidelines offered to students and staff;  

 
Agreed: that the revised guidelines, as outlined in Annex 1, be approved and that this 
should be reflected within the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AB  
 

Part B: Routine Business 
 

 

39. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 30 November 2016; 

Document QSSC/16/27a 
 

(b) the minutes of the extraordinary meeting of QSSC held 16 December 2016; 
Document QSSC/16/27b 

Received:   
 
(a) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 30 November 

2016;  
                    Document QSSC/16/28a 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 16 December 

2016;  
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                    Document QSSC/16/28b 
 

Reported: that a minute extract detailing Education Committee’s consideration of the 
report from the meeting of QSSC held on 30 November 2016 and 16 December 2016 will 
be presented to the 15 March 2017 meeting of QSSC;      
             

 
40. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/16/29 
 
Noted: that a number of the outstanding actions were now overdue and that the 
action log should be revised to reflect revised timescales for their completion;   
 
Agreed: the timescales for action would be updated in line with the committee’s 
comments and that colleagues would be informed of the revised timescales;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Action Log was updated shortly after the meeting and 
shared with colleagues for action] 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information.  
Document QSSC/16/30 

 
41. Chair’s Business 

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

 
 
42. Common Awards Management Board 

 
Considered: the report of the meeting of the Common Awards management board held 
15 November 2016;  

Document QSSC/16/31 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee was asked to consider a proposal arising from the TEI Forum, 

which had subsequently been considered by the Common Awards Management 
Board. The Common Awards TEI Forum had considered the need for a clear policy 
on students registered at one TEI but studying at another TEI. This was currently 
possible, in principle, within the Common Awards scheme. This was also written into 
the programme regulations of one TEI;  

 
(b) that, in practice, at least half of the study at a given level should be studied within in 

the TEI to which the student was registered. The Management Board was 
supportive of recommending to QSSC a maximum of either 50 or 60 credits at a 
specific level, for this reason;  
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(c) that the committee felt it was appropriate to limit the number of credits that could be 
studied in an alternative TEI by year of study and that no more than 50% of credit in 
any given year of study should be studied outside of the home TEI;  

 
(d) that the Management Board had also noted that there would be financial 

considerations that would need to be taken into account but that these would be 
matters for the individual TEIs. The committee was supportive of this approach;  

 
(e) that there would be a value in reviewing the operation of this change after three 

years of operation;  
 

(f) that the committee noted the discussion of all other items at the Management Board;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposal to amend the Core Regulations for Common Awards to permit 

students to undertake no more than 50% of credit in any given year of study in an 
alternative TEI to their home TEI, should be approved;  
 

(b) that the amendment to the Core Regulations would be approved by Chair’s Action on 
behalf of the committee;  

Action: EG/AB 
 

(c) that the amendment to the Core Regulations would be reviewed after three years of 
operation and a report presented to QSSC;  

Action: EG 
 

43. Departmental Review: Physics 
 

Considered: a report to QSSC on the outcome of follow up to the Departmental Review 
of Physics; 

Document QSSC/16/32 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Students’ Union representative had queried the sign-off of Recommendation 

6 within the Departmental Review of Physics report. In the Review Report, It had 
stated that “a majority of female students could report instances where they felt 
language or behaviour in lectures had been inappropriate”. The Review Report then 
went on to describe an isolated incident. The follow-up actions were also related to 
this specific incident. The Students’ Union representative wished to seek information 
on how the more general issue had been taken forward by the Department. The 
Undergraduate Deputy Head of Faculty (Science) had investigated this matter at 
length when it was first identified as part of the Departmental Review process. It was 
clarified that this had related to isolated incident and that students who had met with 
the review team were referring to the same incident. The incident in question related 
to the use of a quote in a lecture that caused offence. The committee felt that the 
matter had been dealt with appropriately and could be signed off as satisfactorily 
completed;  
 

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

Action: AB/NDB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s sign off of the Departmental Review as 
satisfactorily complete was reported to the Department of Physics shortly after the 
meeting and to Education Committee via the committee’s regular report to Education 
Committee] 
 

 
44. Programme Proposal: Modern Languages and Cultures 

 
Considered: whether to approve a MA Languages, Literatures and Cultures within the 
School of Modern Languages, Literatures and Cultures, with effect from October 2017 

Document QSSC/16/33 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the programmes was designed to build upon the areas of research strength 

across the School of Modern Languages and Cultures and provide a robust research 
preparation programme to feed into the School’s PhD programmes; in particular it 
was hoped that the programme would encourage graduates from the School to 
progress within the University to further study; 
 

(b) that Chair’s Action had been taken on behalf of the New Programme Proposal Panel 
to sign off on the revised documentation, as requested by the Panel; there were no 
outstanding actions from the Panel;  
 

(c) that it was understood that a fee setting exercise should have been undertaken for 
new postgraduate taught programmes. The Chair of the New Programme Approval 
Panel confirmed that this exercise had not been undertaken by the Panel. It was 
agreed that confirmation would be sought from the Strategic Planning Office on at 
what stage of the programme proposal process this should be undertaken. It was 
confirmed that the absence of the fee setting exercise did not impact upon the ability 
of QSSC to consider the proposal; the fee setting exercise was separate to 
considering the academic and strategic rationale for the programme and the 
requirements with respect to quality assurance;  
 

(d) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce the MA Languages, 
Literatures and Cultures programme;  
 

Agreed: that the MA Languages, Literatures and Cultures programme be approved for 
introduction from October 2017; and that this should be reported to Education Committee 
and to the School of Modern Languages and Cultures;  

Action: AB/SA 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the MA Languages, Literatures and 
Culture programme was communicated to the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures shortly after the meeting. The approval of the programme was also reported to 
Education Committee via the committee’s regular report to Education Committee] 

 
 
45. Programme Proposal: Theology and Religion 
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Considered: whether to approve a proposed MA in Digital Theology (Cranmer Hall);  

Document QSSC/16/34 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that Professor G. Moore declared an interest in this item as a member 
of St John’s College Council] 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that it was not clear to the committee the proposed name of the programme; the 

programme documentation had referred to an MA in Digital Theology, whereas the 
External Examiner had referenced an MA in Theology & Ministry (Digital Theology). It 
was agreed that clarification would be sought on the title of the programme, prior to 
approval; 
 

(b) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce the MA in Digital 
Theology programme; 
 

Agreed: that the MA in Digital Theology programme be approved for introduction from 
September 2017, subject to confirmation of the title of the programme, and that this 
should be reported to Education Committee and to the Department of Theology and 
Religion. It was agreed that Chair’s Action would be taken on behalf of the committee to 
formally approve the programme, once in receipt of this confirmation;  

Action: AB/REa 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that it was confirmed that the title of the programme as an MA in 
Digital Theology. Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of the committee approve the 
proposed programme. The approval of the MA in Digital Theology was subsequently 
communicated to the Department of Theology and Religion, and Education Committee 
via the routine report from QSSC to Education Committee] 
 
 

46. Student Exchange Proposal 
 

Considered: a proposed student exchange agreement with the Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem 

Document QSSC/16/35 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the committee were content with the academic rationale for the departmental 

student exchange proposal;  
 
(b) that the Partnership Approval Form (PAF) had highlighted some concerns regarding 

student safety. The Dean for Internationalisation and Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
had requested that QSSC specifically consider the matter of student safety in its 
consideration of the proposal;  

 
(c) that the committee agreed that there was a need to ensure that an appropriate risk 

assessment had been undertaken by the University. The students hoping to make 
use of the student exchange appeared to have previous experience of Israel, had 
family connections in the local area and parental support for the student exchange 
itself; however the committee was aware that such arrangements would likely not be 
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in place in the future and that it was important that University assure itself of the 
safety of the location of the student exchange;  

 
(d) that further information should be sought from the International Office regarding the 

risk assessment undertaken and that Chair’s Action would be taken on behalf of the 
committee to approve the student exchange, if appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that the committee was supportive of the academic rationale for the student 
exchange partnership; however agreed that further information would be sought on the 
risk assessment undertaken with regards to evaluating student safety in the exchange 
location. Chair’s Action would be taken on behalf of the committee to approve the 
student exchange, as appropriate;  

Action: AB/F’OC 
 
47. Chair’s Action 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of the committee to approve the withdrawal of 

the current suite of MA programmes in Medieval, Early Modern and Modern History, 
which the recently approved new MA History programme would replace; 
 

(b) that Dr T. Fawcett resumed the role of Chair on Thursday 5 January 2017 and took 
Chair’s Action on behalf of the committee to approve the following;  

 
(c) that Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of the committee to approve the operational 

elements of the pilot of the use of the Test of Mathematics for University Admissions 
(TMUA) in international admissions within the Department of Mathematical Sciences, 
as approved by QSSC at its 12 October 2016 meeting;  

 
(d) that Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of the committee to approve the partnership 

proposal with Newcastle University for the delivery of the MPharm Pharmacy 
programme as part of the transfer of Durham University’s School of Medicine, 
Pharmacy and Health (SMPH) to Newcastle University with effect from the 2017/18 
academic year, as approved by University Senate and Council. Dr Gillian Campling 
declared an interest as Dr Campling Chaired the Partnership Approval Panel. 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that there would be a value in requesting a report on the success of the TMAU pilot 

for consideration at a future meeting of QSSC; 
 

(b) that proposals on the agreements for the MBBS and research student provision with 
Newcastle University, as result of the transfer of Durham University’s School of 
Medicine, Pharmacy and Health (SMPH) to Newcastle University with effect from the 
2017/18 academic year, would be presented QSSC in due course;  

 
Agreed: that a report on the outcome of the TMAU pilot would be scheduled for 
consideration at a future meeting of QSSC;  

Action: AB 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
48. Dates of Future Meetings 
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Reported: that further meetings of QSSC would be held on the following dates:  

 
Date     Time Room 

Wednesday 15 March 2017 
Wednesday 17 May 2017 
Wednesday 07 June 2017 
 

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

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


