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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

30 November 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 S. Fouz Hernandez, Professor G. Love, Professor G. 
Moore, Mr A. Rennie and Miss L. Whiting with Miss A. Bird (Secretary) and Miss J. Lloyd 
(Minute 21 only). 
 
Apologies: Dr. G. Campling 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A: Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
 

21. Erasmus+ Partnership Review 2016 
 
Considered: an Erasmus+ Partnership Review and departmental level batch Partnership 
Approval Forms;  

Document QSSC/16/21 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that in January 2014, the Erasmus programme became the Erasmus+ programme, 
and at which point all existing Erasmus programmes were reviewed and renewed to 
meet requirements from the European Commission and British Council. This activity 
was undertaken in early 2014. The majority of agreements were signed for a 3 year 
cycle resulting in a January 2017 renewal date;  
 

(b) that the need to undertake a review of the existing partnerships in advance of their 
expiry date in January 2017 was also timely in the context of a new University 
Internationalisation Strategy and the potential for the UK to exit the European Union 
(EU);  
 

(c) that whilst QSSC would not ordinarily have oversight of Erasmus partnerships, it 
thought appropriate to request that QSSC approve the process for considering the 
re-approval or termination of partnerships, given that it was not clear at this time 
whether the Erasmus+ programme would remain in its current configuration due to 
the potential for the UK to exit the EU;  

 
(d) that the report presented to QSSC outlined that the partnership review was intended 

to identify partnership agreements currently operating under the Erasmus+ 
programme which should be taken forward for renewal. It was highlighted that the 
review would be an interim measure to ensure that students and staff could remain 
mobile until more information was known regarding the UK leaving the EU. The 
review would also be an additional opportunity to ensure that provision by 
department was appropriate. For instance, it was reported that Durham had operated 
on an imbalance with 2.2 incoming students to every 1 outgoing student. 
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Furthermore, it would also present an opportunity to reduce the number of 
agreements allowing short term mobility, unless considered necessary;  

 
(e) that ultimately, the overarching aim of the review would be to have established a 

suite of partners available to Durham University students which would meet 
institutional, faculty and departmental objectives in light of the new University 
Internationalisation Strategy and the potential for the UK to leave the EU;  

 
(f) that the report presented the process undertaken by the International Office and 

departments, including departmental Exchange Coordinators, to review existing 
departmental partnerships; Deputy Heads of Faculty had also been involved and had 
provided approval at faculty-level, prior to consideration at QSSC. It had not been 
possible to schedule some of the departmental meetings with the International Office 
in advance of the meeting of QSSC. The Chair had therefore called an extraordinary 
meeting of QSSC to consider the outstanding departmental documentation. This 
meeting would be held on Friday 16th December 2016;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that QSSC was provided with a batch Partnership Appraisal Form (PAF) per 

department, where available. The batch PAFs had been developed as a result of the 
consideration of an Exchange profile (annex ii) and a departmental list of all existing 
Erasmus+ partnerships (annex iii). Annex 2 had detailed the conclusion of the 
discussions between the International Office and departments, coding partnerships 
either red, orange or green dependant on the outcome of the review;  

 
(b) that the committee was content with the process undertaken by the International 

Office. A member of the committee who had been directly involved in the process 
had found the process to be efficient and effective and an overall positive experience 
for departments;  

 
(c) that the committee was content that the agreements which had been highlighted as a 

short term mobility were appropriate;  
 

(d) that the committee had also been asked to consider the agreements which had been 
marked for termination. The batch PAF detailed only the ‘green’ partnerships; those 
which were recommended for re-approval. The committee therefore felt that there 
would be a value in reviewing the full suite of departmental profiles (annex iii) in order 
to consider those partnerships which had been marked for termination;  

 
(e) that it was not possible to consider the agreements marked for termination from the 

batch PAF information provided to the committee. It was therefore agreed that 
departmental profiles (annex iii) would be provided to the committee, alongside batch 
PAFs, at its extraordinary meeting to be held on 16 December 2016. The 
departmental information as annexed to this report (annexes iv to ix) should also be 
resubmitted to the 16 December 2016 meting alongside departmental profiles for 
consideration;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the committee was supportive of the process undertaken by the International 

Office, departmental Exchange Coordinators and Deputy Heads of Faculty;  
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(b) that the committee was content that the agreements which had been highlighted as a 
short term mobility were appropriate; 

 

(c) that the documentation requested by the committee, as outlined in Noted (e) would 
be presented to the 16 December 2016 extraordinary meeting of QSSC;  

Action: EP 
 
22. Teaching Excellence Framework 

 
Considered: an update on HEFCE’s proposals for the operation of TEF Year 2 and the 
initial activity undertaken by the University to prepare for any possible TEF Year 2 
submission;  

Document QSSC/16/22 
CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper was CLOSED to members of QSSC only and should not 
be circulated] 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the report outlined the key changes to the operation of the TEF Year 2 following 

the sector response to the TEF Year 2 Technical Consultation: the timeline for 
engagement with the TEF Year 2 had been revised slightly to account for delays in 
the release of guidance from HEFCE; the award outcomes would now be ‘bronze’, 
‘silver’ and ‘gold’; and the proposed benchmarking and metrics had also changed as 
result of the consultation responses;  
 

(b) that the report provided an overview of the TEF assessment process and confirmed 
that providers would be permitted to submit a 15 page provider qualitative 
submission to complement the metrics. It was reported that the emphasis of the 
submission should be on the impact and effectiveness of the university’s activities;  

 

(c) that metrics would be flagged with a ‘+’ or ‘-‘ if they were deemed to be significantly 
above or below the benchmark (2 percentage points and 1.96 standard deviations); 
and ‘++’ where they were 3 percentage points and 3 standards deviations, 
respectively;  

 

(d) that Hefce had released the individual provider metrics, the TEF Year 2 Guidance 
and details of the TEF assessors by the end of October 2016. The TEF Year 2 
metrics would be remain confidential to the provider in the first instance; it was 
understood however, that a copy of a provider’s metrics and their submission would 
be published by Hefce and linked to the UCAS and Unistats pages. The TEF Year 2 
outcomes would be published in May 2017. TEF awards given in Year Two would be 
valid for three years (subject to a provider continuing to meet eligibility requirements), 
unless a provider did not have the requisite three years of core metrics to inform the 
assessment; Durham University would therefore receive a TEF Award for three years 
should the University decide to particpate;  

  
(e) that this report had also been considered by Education Committee at its 26 October 

2016 meeting. This report was shared with QSSC for information and to provide the 
committee with an overview of the key dates and consultation processes, including 
consideration within the deliberative committee structures, for a proposal to engage 
with the TEF Year 2. A similar overview was provided within the report of the process 
for sharing the provider submission, should the University wish to engage with TEF 
Year 2;  
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(f) that it was reported within the paper that initial work had been undertaken by a core 

group in anticipation of a possible submission. Information releases from Hefce had 
not been timely but members of staff from the Academic Support Office had been 
attending briefing sessions and webinars organised by Hefce and the QAA;  

 
Agreed: that a draft of the University’s TEF Year 2 provider submission would be 
circulated to members of QSSC, should the University agree to participate;  

Action: AR 
 

23. Hefce’s Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment 
 
Considered:  
 
(a) a summary of Hefce’s revised operating model for Quality Assessment. Hefce’s full 

proposals are available online;  
Document QSSC/16/23a 

 
 

(b) an assurance report to University Council (Quality and Academic Standards);  
Document QSSC/16/23b 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that, through a circular letter published by Hefce on August 22nd 2016, Hefce 

informed universities that all institutions would be required to go through the Annual 
Provider Review process with immediate effect;  

 

(b) that this had resulted in the University Council being required to provide Hefce with 
those quality-related assurances by 1st December 2016. It was thought that the 
provision of these assurances would be unproblematic as they related to issues 
considered through Senate, and reported to Council, on a regular basis;  

 

(c) that an initial report had been drafted for Council, summarising the information 
provided to the University Council  during 2015-16, which would support the provision 
of the required assurances. This report was considered to be an initial report as 
Hefce had not released the guidance in a timely fashion, and in advance of the 
submission of documentation for the University Council meeting. Nonetheless, the 
University Council had met on 25 October 2016 and was content with the assurances 
provided by the initial report; 
 

(d) that this report was presented to QSSC for information. The report had also been 
presented to Education Committee at its 26 October 2016 meeting;  

 

Noted: 

(a) that the proposal to move responsibility for academic standards to governing bodies 
– even if that responsibility was for oversight rather than more detailed and involved 
monitoring – represented a significant shift in responsibility, with a resulting need to 
ensure that Council was given additional and appropriate information, and support as 
necessary, to ensure that it could discharge its new responsibilities effectively;  

(b) that the proposed approach to providing future assurance reports to Council, in line 
with the Hefce Quality Assessment requirements, would necessitate some changes 
to the way in which core quality business was reported from QSSC to Education 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/year/2016/201603/
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Committee, and Education Committee to Senate (and to Council), but that it was 
anticipated that these changes would be straightforward and that the guidance notes 
from Hefce had provided additional information (subsequently released in late 
October);  

(c) that the committee considered how the committee might wish to highlight matters 
directly to the University Council via the existing reporting mechanisms. QSSC 
produced a report to Education Committee following each meeting of QSSC. The 
committee felt that there would be a benefit in exploring the possibility of reorganising 
the existing reporting template to also highlight matters that might be of interest to 
Senate and Council, in the context of Hefce’s Quality Assessment requirements;  

(d) that the executive summary within Departmental Review reports were already 
submitted to Education Committee, following detailed consideration of the full 
Departmental Review report at QSSC. A minute extract detailing QSSC’s 
consideration of the report was also submitted alongside the executive summary. 
Depending on the outcomes of the Departmental Review, the executive summary 
could run to c.4 pages in length. The committee considered whether a one-page 
summary of the outcomes of the Departmental Review report could be submitted 
directly to University Council in support of its new responsibilities;  

(e) that this revised process would result in regular reports to Council. There would be a 
value in developing a proposal, for consideration at a future meeting of QSSC, on a 
revised reporting mechanism with respect to Council’s new responsibilities;   

(f) that the outcomes from the Annual Provider Review process in 2016-17 on quality 
and standards matters (including from any Unsatisfactory Quality Scheme 
investigation) 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; 

Agreed: that a proposal would be developed to consider a revised reporting mechanism 
to University Council with respect to it is new responsibilities, in line with the Hefce 
Quality Assessment requirements. Consideration should be given to the committee’s 
discussions as outlined in Noted (c) – (e);  

Action: AR  
 

24. Development of Queen’s Campus  
 
Considered:  
 
(a) an update on the proposals for the transfer of Durham University’s educational 

provision in the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health to Newcastle University;  
Document QSSC/16/24a 

 
Reported: that the committee had previously recommended, and Education Committee 
had subsequently approved, the extension for one year of the educational partnership 
with Newcastle University for the delivery of the MBBS Phase I programme at Durham 
University. This extension was pending the outcome of Durham’s strategic review of its 
School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health (SMPH). The outcome of this review 
(approved by Senate and Council) was the decision that the School, and the majority of 
its educational provision, should transfer to Newcastle University, with effect from August 
2017;  

 
Noted:  
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(i) that the report outlined in detail the action taken, and planned, with regards to the 
necessary partnership agreements required to cover the teach out of the MBBS 
Phase I partnership, the teach out of the MPharm degree at Durham, and the co-
supervision of any research degree provision, as part of the transfer of SMPH to 
Newcastle; 
 

(ii) that, with regards to the transition of the MBBS Phase I to Newcastle – during 
2016/17 and 2017/18 - the partnership would continue to operate in line with 
Durham’s standard quality management processes (including external examining), 
reporting through to Education Committee and Senate, as was currently the case. 
The existing Joint Management Committee of the two universities would continue to 
meet; however the report had highlighted the potential benefit in reviewing the role of 
the Joint Management Committee in light of the transfer. Nonetheless, the committee 
echoed the comments in the report and noted that any resulting changes to the Joint 
Management Committee would need to be considered, and, if necessary, approved 
by QSSC; 
 

(iii) that all MBBS students would remain Durham University students during the teach-
out; however, a clear agreement would need to be put in place in light of the fact that 
the majority of teaching in 2017-18 would be undertaken by Newcastle (rather than 
Durham) staff; on 1 August 2017 staff in Durham’s School of Medicine, Pharmacy 
and Health would transfer to Newcastle and become Newcastle staff.  The teaching 
and assessment of Stage 2 of the MBBS Phase I at Stockton during 2017-18 would 
largely be delivered by these staff, with some contributions from staff in other 
Durham departments, and with possible contributions to the programme by other 
Newcastle staff.  The University was currently exploring the feasibility of retaining 
relevant Newcastle staff with an associate status (such as with Common Awards) 
which would ensure that staff had access to any required Durham IT and resources; 
 

(iv) that the committee considered the role of Durham University in Boards of Examiners 
and felt that representation from Durham University should be included on the 
membership of the Boards of Examiners. It was agreed that further consideration of 
the practicalities of such an arrangement would be required, given the additional 
complexity of Durham University staff transferring to Newcastle University;  
 

(v) that a member of the committee queried the potential impact on the student 
experience, as result of, and during the transfer. It was felt by both universities that 
the transfer would be in the best interests of students. The committee noted that 
Newcastle would want the transition to be successful given that students would be 
progressing to Newcastle University. Notwithstanding this, it was reported that 
students had been made aware of a single point of contact for any queries or 
questions within the School and that the Students’ Union was working closely with 
the School to maintain a constant dialogue between students and the School during 
the transition; the Students’ Union had been working particularly closely with course 
representatives to facilitate this. The MBBS Phase I would continue to be delivered 
on the Stockton campus and thus the learning and teaching spaces and facilities 
would continue to be appropriate, as will the provision of student support;  

 
(vi) that, with regards to the MPharm and MPharm with Foundation programmes, 

recruitment at Durham University had ceased in 2016/17. From 2017/18, Newcastle 
University would offer an MPharm degree. Both institutions were working in 
partnership to support the final stages of the Durham MPharm accreditation, and the 
initial stages of the Newcastle accreditation.  The General Pharmaceutical Council 
(GPhC) had agreed to an advanced timetable for accreditation at Newcastle, given 
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that the programme (including staffing and equipment) would be effectively 
transferring from one institution to another. The GPhC visited Newcastle in 
September, and would do so again in January. It was expected that agreements 
covering key aspects of the transfers would also be in place by January;  
 

(vii) that existing MPharm students would be able to complete their Durham degree. In 
2016/17, teaching by Durham would continue at Queen’s Campus; however, from 
2017/18 teaching would be delivered in Newcastle, by Newcastle staff. Arrangements 
were in place to support the student transfer and, for example, to offer students 
priority accommodation in Newcastle Halls of Residence;  
 

(viii) that the proposals for the MPharm teach out follow a validation model: Newcastle 
would deliver the MPharm programme, which would lead to a Durham award. It was 
expected that, from 2017-18, students would  be registered with Newcastle, would 
have access to Newcastle support services and would be subject to Newcastle’s 
rules and regulations. Initial action had been taken to ascertain that students would 
not be disadvantaged by this change, given the comparability between Durham and 
Newcastle regulations. Exceptions, as with other Durham validation type 
agreements, would be around appeals, academic complaints and academic 
misconduct; students would have ultimate access to Durham procedures, in 
accordance with the OIA’s best practice guidance, and degree classification, which 
would be done in accordance with Durham’s rules and regulations; 

 
(ix) that the partnership would operate in line with Durham’s standard quality 

management processes (including external examining). It was proposed that 
Durham University staff would sit on the Newcastle Board of Studies and Board of 
Examiners, which would operate in line with Durham rules and regulations when 
classifying students. Annual reporting on the partnership would be considered 
through the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel and QSSC;  

 
(x) that there were a series of possible models for research student provision, as 

outlined within the report. It was proposed that oversight of all research degree 
arrangements was monitored via annual reporting to the Faculty Collaborative 
Provision Panel, and through to QSSC;  

 
(xi) that an overarching Memorandum of Agreement was currently being developed. The 

nature of the transfer of the School to Newcastle had meant that the Memorandum 
of Agreement would be extended beyond a conventional educational partnership, 
and would include arrangements for the transfer of staff, resources, intellectual 
property and research projects, alongside financial arrangements and a data sharing 
agreement. Quality assurance arrangements for the three educational partnerships 
would form part of this overarching agreement. The agreement had been developed 
so as to facilitate the drafting of individual sections at different timescales;  

 
(xii) that a partnership approval panel would be held in December, ahead of QSSC and 

Education Committee consideration (by electronic circulation) in January. 
Programme approval panels would not be required, as new programmes were not 
being introduced; however, partnership approval would give some consideration to 
the appropriateness of the regulations to which students would be subject. A 
second, later partnership approval panel would be convened in Epiphany Term to 
consider any collaborative research degree proposal; 

 
Agreed:  
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(i) that should the Joint Management Committee be reviewed, in light of the transfer of 
the MBBS Phase I to Newcastle, proposals would be considered by QSSC, in due 
course, as necessary;  

Action: AR 
 

(ii) that further updates would be provided to QSSC in due course;  
Action: AR 

 
 

(iii) that there would be a value in recommending this report to Education committee 
also;  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider the report on the development 
of Queen’s Campus 
 
[Secretary’s Note: the report will be considered at the 14 December 2016 meeting of 
Education Committee] 

 
 

(b) a proposal to introduce Link Tutors as part of the development of the Queen’s 
Campus;  

Document QSSC/16/24b 
CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper was CLOSED to members of QSSC only and should not 
be circulated] 

 
Reported:  
 
(iv) that the University had been undertaking a confidential tender process to develop a 

partnership at Queen’s Campus, working with an International Study Centre (ISC) 
provider. The development of this partnership was line with the emerging University 
Strategy. The partnership would introduce a new international foundation year for 
international applicants;  
 

(v) that this foundation year would be delivered by the partner organisation, and if 
successfully completed to an agreed standard, would permit students to enter Level 
1 of an undergraduate programme at Durham. Students completing this foundation 
year would not receive Durham University credit. Matters of academic standards 
would be the responsibility of the provider; 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 and thus would exercise some 
oversight of this. It would remain the responsibility of the University to determine the 
requirements for entry to Durham University at Level 1;  
 

(vi) that the curricula would likely be developed between now and Summer 2017 and in 
order to facilitate this, it was proposed that University Link Tutors be appointed. The 
appointment of University Link Tutors was based on an existing model operated by 
the provider and others in the sector, but were also comparable to the University 
Liaison Officer role which the University had previously adopted in validated 
partnerships;  
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(vii) that initial approval of the preferred provider had been granted by Senate and 
Council. The Foundation Centre at Durham University would continue to operate 
alongside the International Study Centre;  
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that detailed discussions regarding possible contracts were ongoing and that QSSC 

would be provided with further updates in due course. It was suggested however that 
given the proposed purpose of the Link Tutor role, particularly with respect to quality 
assurance, that QSSC be consulted on the initial proposal to establish University Link 
Tutors, ahead of any appointments to the roles;  
 

(ii) that it was proposed that the University Link Tutors would act as the main point of 
contact between the provider and the University with regards to the academic content 
of the programmes. It was proposed that the University Link Tutors would be 
members of Durham University academic staff and would be provided with an 
appropriate workload allocation, which would be confirmed in due course. It was 
further proposed that the Link Tutor role would operate at both Faculty and 
Departmental level within the University. QSSC was provided with draft roles and 
responsibilities for consideration;          
                                                                               

(iii) that it was proposed to appoint three Durham University Faculty Link Tutors and 13 
Durham University Departmental Link Tutors to correspond with the proposed 
pathways. The committee queried the rationale for not allocating the Faculty of Arts 
and Humanities a Faculty Link Tutor. It was understood from the information provided 
within the proposal that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty had been allocated 
two Link Tutors to reflect the expected volume of students and the sub-pathways 
within this Faculty; the Faculty of Science had been allocated the remaining 
University Faculty Link Tutor position. However, the Faculty role description – which 
was primarily one of coordination and facilitation – suggested that having two link 
tutors within one grouping would be of limited value (unless Social Sciences and 
Health departments were split into two groups);  
 

(iv) that, further to this, it was not clear to the committee the rationale for linking the 
University Faculty Link Tutors to specific disciplines (referenced as home department 
within the proposal and as indicated within Table 1). Given that the University Faculty 
Link Tutor would have a role in supporting all departments within the Faculty, the 
committee felt that there would be limited value in requiring that the role holder be 
from a specific department; 
 

(v) that the committee also queried the categorisation of Psychology within the Faculty of 
Social Sciences; Psychology was a department within the Faculty of Science at 
Durham University and, crucially, the Psychology department typically favoured 
qualifications such as Biology and Maths at A Level prior to entry, and would 
therefore sit more appropriately with other science departments;  
 

(vi) that combined honours had not been specifically referenced within the proposal 
because the disciplines contributing to combined honours programmes were 
individually represented within the proposal;  
 

(vii) that the committee noted the potential challenges of recruiting/allocating academic 
members of staff to these roles in the timescales outlined within the proposal, 
particularly given that staff workload allocations for 2016/17 would have most likely 
already been finalised;  



Document QSSC/16/27a 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 10 of 16 
 30 November 2016 

 

 
(viii) that whilst the committee reiterated that the detailed operation of the partnership had 

not yet been proposed, the committee did however discuss the potential options 
available to the University, including the potential for the provider to licence existing 
Durham University provision or for the provider to adapt existing curricular delivered 
with other partners for the provision to be delivered at Durham University;  

 
(ix) that notwithstanding this, the committee was aware that the University’s name and 

branding, such as the logo, would be used by the provider. It was clarified that 
students studying at the provider for the international foundation year would not be 
Durham University students and that entry to Durham University at Level 1 would be 
subject to successful completion of the international foundation year programme, as 
defined by the University. Students would be aware of the entry criteria for Durham 
University at the point of application to the International Study Centre and that should 
students not meet these criteria, or no wish to longer study their undergraduate 
programme at Durham University, students would be permitted to apply for study at 
alternative institutions;   

 
(x) that the University would work closely with the provider to develop the curricula. 

There would be a value in presenting a proposal to QSSC on the process for 
approval of the programmes, including the role of the Departmental Education 
Committees and QSSC in this process;  
 

(xi) that the student representative queried the impact of the International Study Centre 
on the colleges based in Queen’s Campus. It was clarified that the International 
Study Centre would be in operation at Queen’s Campus from Sumer 2017 and would 
be sharing space with departments and colleges during the transitional year of 
relocating the educational provisional at Queen’s Campus to Durham City. Students 
enrolled with the provider would not be Durham University students and would 
therefore likely result in non-Durham students - and by extension non-college 
members - living in the Durham University colleges based at Stockton;  
 

(xii) that the committee was aware of the timescales for the implementation of the 
partnership. Whilst the committee was confident of the provider’s ability to deliver 
educational provision, the due process would continue to be undertaken with respect 
to the partnership. The committee was aware that the provider had extensive 
experience and was subject to external review by the Quality Assurance Agency;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(i) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce University Link Tutors, 

subject to the amendments as discussed by the committee in Noted (c) - (e);  
Action: AB 

 
(ii) that further updates would be provided to QSSC on the programme approval process 

for the provision to be delivered at the International Study Centre.  
Action: AR 

 

Part B: Routine Business 
 

25. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed: minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 12 October 2016; 
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Document QSSC/16/25a 
 

Received:  the report to Education Committee from the meeting of QSSC held 12 
October 2016;  

                    Document QSSC/16/25b 
 

Received:  a minute extract of the consideration by Education Committee of the report 
from the meeting of QSSC held 01 June 2016;  

                    Document QSSC/16/25c 
 

26. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/16/26a 
(b) Matters of report  

 
Received: a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/16/26b 
 
27. Chair’s Action 

 
      Considered: a report of Chair’s action taken on behalf of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/16/27 
 
28. Chair’s Business 

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

 
29. Departmental Review: School of Education 

 
Considered: the Departmental Review Report for the School of Education; 

 Document QSSC/16/28 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the review team had recommended that the programmes should be revalidated 

for a period of six years, with the exception of the BA Education Studies programmes 
which were recommended for revalidation for a period of two years only, in the first 
instance, pending the outcome of  a departmental review of these programmes;  
 

(b) that the School managed a portfolio of BA Education Studies Joint Honours 
programmes with eight partner departments (English Studies; Geography; History; 
Music; Philosophy; Psychology; Sociology; Theology and Religion). The School 
reported that it was also in the process of developing an initial proposal for a single 
honours programme in Education Studies, citing core market appeal for this provision 
and the need for the School to align itself directly with competitor institutions;  
 

(c) that recruitment to the BA Education Studies had relied upon the referral of 
applicants from other departments within the University. Work had been undertaken 
to identify and address the key underlying issues with regards to recruitment. The 
School felt that a considerable barrier to recruitment lay in its ability to communicate 
effectively to potential applicants the nature of the discipline and its broader 
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relevance. Nevertheless, there was confidence that a strong rationale for the 
programme existed and that the planned expansion of the programme portfolio would 
enhance recruitment. Notwithstanding the programme’s record in regards to student 
experience (as evidenced through its outstanding NSS scores), the review team felt 
that the programme required a more clearly articulated identity in order to support its 
recruitment strategy. Consequently, the review team recommended that the School 
also produce a clear plan for the ongoing development of its Education Studies 
programmes, and an evidenced recruitment strategy that provided assurance in 
regards to the sustainability of the programmes;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that whilst revalidating programmes for a period of less than six years was unusual, 

the committee was content with the rationale detailed within the Departmental 
Review report, and as summarised above, and agreed that the recommendation to 
revalidate the BA Education Studies programme for a period of two years in the first 
instance, pending the review of these programmes, was appropriate and that the 
committee should be kept informed of its progress;   
 

(b) that any recommendations to extend the revalidation of the BA Education Studies 
programmes would be need to be reconsidered by QSSC. QSSC retained the 
authority, under the Senate scheme of delegation, for revalidating programmes. It 
was possible that the review might lead to the programmes being revised and were 
this to be the case; it was likely that the programmes would require re-approval via 
the programme approval process. Nonetheless, the committee reiterated the need for 
QSSC to be kept informed of progress; 
 

(c) that the School was commended for its commitment to student satisfaction, as 
demonstrated by the results of the National Student Survey (NSS) in the BA 
Education Studies programmes;  
 

(d) that the University recommendation (1.5.1) related to the quality of the School’s 
estate and buildings and was appropriate to be referred to the Accommodation and 
Estates Strategy Programme Board. The recommendation had also made reference 
to the need for consideration to be given to the additional need for space and 
resources resulting from the University decision to consolidate the School’s 
programmes in Durham City from 2018 and that this should be considered as part of 
the University Estate Masterplan;  
 

(e) that the University recommendation (1.5.2) related to the provision and availability of 
appropriate technology to support the integration of part-time and distance students 
within the academic community of the School. The committee was supportive of the 
recommendation to refer this matter to the Learning Resources Management Group. 
The committee also felt that there would be a value in the School liaising with the 
Business School given the School’s experience in this area;   
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the programmes in the School of Education listed in Annex 2 be revalidated for a 

period of 6 years, and that this should be reported to the School of Education and 
Education Committee;  

Action: FSO(SSH) 
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(b) that the BA Education Studies programmes in the School of Education listed in 
Annex 3 be revalidated for a period of 2 years, and that this should be reported to the 
School of Education and Education Committee;  

Action: FSO(SSH) 
 
(c) that any subsequent request for an extension to the revalidation of the BA Education 

Studies programmes in the School for Education should be discussed at the Social 
Sciences and Health PRAP, and then submitted to QSSC for approval;  

Action: FSO(SSH) 
 

(d) that the matter of the quality of the School’s estate and buildings should be referred 
to the Accommodation and Estates Strategy Programme Board. The provision of 
facilities as part of the University’s decision to consolidate the School’s programmes 
in Durham City from 2018 should be considered as part of the University’s Estates 
Masterplan;  

Action: FSO(SSH) 
 

(e) that the matter of the provision and availability of appropriate technology to support 
the integration of part-time and distance students within the academic community of 
the School should be referred to the Learning Resources Management Group;  

Action: FSO(SSH)  
 

(f) that the School should also liaise with the Business School regarding the use of 
technology to support the integration of part-time and distance students within the 
academic community of the School;  

Action: FSO(SSH)  
 
30. Departmental Review: Classics and Ancient History  

 
Considered: the Departmental Review Report for the Department of Classics and 
Ancient History; 

 Document QSSC/16/29 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the review team had recommended that the programmes should be revalidated 

for a period of six years, 
 

(b) that the Departmental Review report recommended that the University consider 
upgrading the building and the IT facilities in the postgraduate research room to 
ensure that it remains fit for purpose (B16). The committee agreed that this 
recommendation should be referred to the Learning Resources Management Group 
for consideration;  
 

(c) that the committee noted that the review report had highlighted that there were a 
considerable number of optional modules available to Level 3 and MA students. The 
report had further highlighted that it was not clear whether all modules would run in 
any given year (for instance due to research leave or staff absence from ill health) 
and that this could have an impact on student expectations not being met (which was 
particularly important in the context of consumer legislation). The committee was 
aware however that consumer protection legislation protected against staff illness;  
 

(d) that the committee echoed the comments within the review report, noting that 
modules were often delivered as a result of research-led education and specialisms 
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within the department. The committee also noted that the adjacent year rule added 
extra complexity to ensuring that modules continued to be offered to students. The 
committee was also aware that as part of the University Strategy, further 
consideration would be given to the amount of student choice offered. 
Notwithstanding this, the committee was content with the conclusions and 
recommendations arising from the review report;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the programmes in the Department of Classics and Ancient History listed in 

Annex 2 be revalidated for a period of 6 years, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Classics and Ancient History and Education Committee;  

Action: SA 
 

(b) that the matter of the building and the IT facilities within the postgraduate research 
room be referred to the Learning Resources Management Group for consideration; 

Action: SA 
 

31. New Programme Approval: MA History  
 
Considered: whether to approve a proposed MA History in the Department of History;  

 Document QSSC/16/30 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report from the programme approval panel had highlighted that the 

department had not yet reviewed its assessment criteria in the context of the new 
programme. The department was however committed to fully reviewing the criteria 
through its departmental Education Committee and Board of Studies prior to the 
programme starting. The panel had agreed that the Department of History should 
submit its revised assessment criteria to the panel chair by the end of the Epiphany 
term for approval. It was reported by the Chair that Chair’s Action had also been 
taken on behalf of QSSC to grant permission for the revisions to the assessment 
criteria to be submitted following consideration of the programme approval at QSSC. 
The committee felt that this was appropriate given the Department’s commitment to 
fully review the criteria through its committee structure;  
 

(b) that it was proposed that the MA History would replace the current suite of MA 
programmes in Medieval, Early Modern and Modern History, and subject to QSSC’s 
approval of the MA History, these programmes would be withdrawn. The Department 
had proposed to provide indicative illustrative pathways through the programme in 
the publicity material but named pathways would not be established;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the MA History programme be approved for introduction from October 2017, and 

that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the Department of 
History;  

Action SA 
 

(b) that the current suite of MA programmes in Medieval, Early Modern and Modern 
History, which the new MA History programme replaced, would be withdrawn via 
Chair’s Action on behalf of QSSC;  

Action SA 
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(c) that the Department of History should submit its revised assessment criteria to the 

Chair of the new programme approval panel by the end of the Epiphany term for 
consideration and approval. Final approval should be sought from the Chair of QSSC 
on behalf of the committee;  

 Action: SA 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

32. QAA Consultation on Transnational Education Review 
 

Received: the draft handbook for a revised QAA review method: Transnational Education 
(TNE) Review. Consultation responses on the revised method close on 23 December. 
The new approach would be fully operational from January 2017;  

Document QSSC/16/31 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the higher education funding bodies had contracted the QAA to assist them in 

ensuring that the international reputation of UK HE continued to be preserved and 
enhanced, in light of increasing internationalisation of UK higher education and the 
growing involvement of UK HE providers in transnational education;  
 

(b) that the TNE Review would be the process through which QAA, on behalf of the 
funding bodies and the sector more broadly, would promote and maintain the 
academic quality and standards of UK higher education delivered overseas. The TNE 
Review was aligned with, and complemented HEFCE’s Annual Provider Review in 
England (and other quality assurance reviews in the devolved nations) to ensure a 
comprehensive suite of processes reviewing the total activity of UK higher education 
providers, including their overseas provision;  
 

(c) that the TNE Review would focus on in more detail on the following aspects: 
 

(i) testing the implementation of policies and processes for safeguarding 
standards and enhancing the quality of TNE provision;  

(ii) gaining a detailed understanding of the TNE student experience;  
(iii) disseminating good practice in TNE provision to the whole UK higher 

education sector; and  
(iv) enhancing cooperation with quality assurance bodies in UK TNE host 

countries;  
 

(d) that consultation responses on the revised method closed on 23 December. The new 
approach would be fully operational from January 2017. QSSC was asked to 
consider the draft QAA Handbook and consider whether there would be a value in 
providing a response to the QAA; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the QAA undertook a review of UK transnational education in China in 2012, of 

which the University was involved; the University had a partnership with Fudan 
University;  
 

(b) that a member of the committee highlighted that it was proposed that TNE review 
would be carried out by a team of two peer reviewers including, where possible, a 



Document QSSC/16/27a 

Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 16 of 16 
 30 November 2016 

 

student reviewer. The review would be overseen by a QAA International Review 
Manager. The committee felt that, should the University provide a submission to the 
QAA,  there would be a value in noting that two peer reviewers might too few, given 
the scope and importance of the review.  

 
33. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 
Date     Time Room 

Wednesday 15 February 2017     9:15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 

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 
 


