
  

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

31 May 2011 
 

Present: Professor EL Burd (Chair), Dr. AR Millard, Dr P. Collins, Dr. E Welch, Dr. S Taylor, 
Mr. J Wanstall, Dr. RD Harrison, Mr. A Rennie (Secretary) with Mr. S Parker 
 
Apologies: Professor A Forster, Dr. T Fawcett, Ms. ND Brennan. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 MINUTES 

(Copies of all documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
109. External Examiners 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) a report on the alignment of the University’s current policies and procedures with 

the recommendations of the recent UUK report on external examining; 
Document QSSC/10/143 

 
(b) an update on external examiner reports for 2009/10 on taught programmes not 

received at the time that the University overviews  
Document QSSC/10/144 

 
Reported: that, while the UUK report had no formal status within the QAA Framework 
and the recommendations made therefore were not binding, the report clearly stated 
the that QAA was expected to incorporate the recommendations into the Code of 
Practice on External Examining, and that institutions should amend current practice 
with immediate effect; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the majority of recommendations either mirrored existing practice within the 

University or required only minor amendments; however, the general trend of the 
report suggested a move to a system defined by absolutes, with more limited scope 
for flexibility; 
 

(b) that with regard to recommendation 1, principle 3, it would be helpful for 
departments to incorporate the explanation of the role and purpose of external 
examiners into student handbooks; 

 
(c) that the UUK report included a stipulation that existing examiners could not be 

reappointed to new examining roles within the University. The rationale was to 
prevent universities from prolonging the appointment duration of individual 
examiners. However, the recommendation did not appear to prevent the legitimate 
extension of an individual examiner’s remit to incorporate related programmes (e.g. 
if a new programme was introduced, an existing examiner could be asked to 
consider that programme alongside their other duties). Any University guidance 
should reflect this distinction; 

 
(d) that the report recommended that reciprocal arrangements should not be permitted. 

It would be appropriate to reinforce the University policy of permitting reciprocal 
arrangements in exceptional circumstances only; and requiring those exceptions to 
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be approved by both the Chair of Faculty Education Committee, and the Chair of 
Education Committee; 

 
(e) that the onus on universities to collaborate more extensively did not sit easily with 

the suggestion that examiners could not be appointed if they had been involved in 
any collaborative research; 

 
(f)    that collaborative research had not been defined within the document, and it was 

not clear how best to define 'collaborative research' at an institutional level, given 
the significant variation in disciplinary approaches to collaboration; however, the 
University would need to ensure that the term was interpreted consistently. This 
could be achieved by incorporating a new question on research collaborations into 
the nomination form requiring departments to confirm that no collaborative activities 
were taking place. If potential collaborative activity had taken place, but a 
department felt that it should not be considered as ‘collaborative research’, then a 
case would need to be made for review by the Chair of Faculty Education 
Committee in the first instance. As with other exceptions to the norm, it would be 
necessary to seek approval from both the Chair of Faculty Education Committee, 
and the Chair of Education Committee;  

 
(g) that members were aware of many newer universities which ran induction courses 

for new externals; however, several QSSC members also had experience of 
induction courses for external examiners at older institutions. If Durham were to run 
its own induction, it would need to consider funding, expenses for examiners, and 
whether externals would be paid for their time; 

 
(h) that the suggested alternative would be to enhance current L&TH Handbook 

guidance into an online tutorial, and to require departments to provide specific 
information and material to all new examiners. The advantage of this model was 
that it would not require additional visits from examiners, though it would require 
some additional work from departmental staff as well as action from the Academic 
Support Office and Academic Staff Development Officer. Guidance would need to 
vary for UG and PG examiners and, possibly, for examiners pf different types of 
postgraduate programme; 

 
(i)    that it was felt that the University’s central guidance for examiners should be 

expanded, and combined with an enhanced activity check list given to Chairs of 
Boards of Examiners, detailing the information with which departments should 
provide their examiners; 

 
(j)    that some departments already published external examiners reports and made 

them available to students internally; however, if ASO published them in one central 
place it would ensure that further work was not required from those departments 
which did not; 

 
(k) that all outstanding external examiner reports had now been received; however, 

QSSC was concerned that the agreed process for chasing missing external 
examiner reports did not appear to have been followed in all instances. All 
examiners were required to submit their reports within two weeks of the final Board 
of Examiners. Those who did not should be contacted by the relevant faculty 
support secretary. If reports remained outstanding, requests should then be sent by 
the secretary to the FEC, then by the Chair of the Board of Examiners, then by the 
Chair of FEC and then, finally, by the Chair of QSSC; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that a statement on the role and purpose of external examiners should be 

incorporated within the University’s central guidance for student handbooks; 
Action: RDH/AR 
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(b) that the report on the alignment of the University’s current policies and procedures 
with the recommendations of the recent UUK report on external examining should 
be amended in line with the comments noted above; 

Action: AR 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee be asked to approve the 
recommendations contained within the report. 
 

110. Collaborative Provision 
 
Considered: a report on the amended version of Section 2 of the QAA Code of Practice 
relating to collaborative provision; 

Document QSSC/10/145 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that explicit responsibility regarding visa arrangements had been considered as part 

of the KPMG MoA and proposals, and it would be appropriate to making this a more 
explicit requirement within standard MoA, in consultation with the Student 
Immigration and Financial Support Office; 
 

(b) that the expansion of information on typology of different collaborative 
arrangements would be welcomed, and should prove useful both for departments 
seeking to develop collaborative arrangements, and for partnership approval and 
renewal panels; 
 

(c) that the use of a student contract specifically for research degree collaborations 
would be anomalous given the absence of a student contract for more standard 
research degree programmes, and it was likely that any contract would duplicate or, 
potentially and more problematically, conflict with, the specific MoA which governed 
collaborative agreements; 

 
(d) that it should be made clear to any research degree students on collaborative 

programmes that the University policy statements on the nature and responsibilities 
of the supervisory team, and of the responsibilities the student, covered and applied 
to collaborative arrangements; 

 
(e) that examiners were asked to consider the equivalence of performance of students 

on collaborative programmes within their annual examiner reports. It would be 
appropriate to request that the equivalence be considered periodically at the point 
of partnership renewal also, using several years’ worth of available examiner 
reports as a reference point; 

 
(f)    that, the change in emphasis from appropriate to equivalent qualifications was 

significant. As the report noted, the University’s current regulations governing 
oversight of staff who taught on validated programmes were appropriate; however, 
it would be worth exploring with current partner organisations the qualifications of 
teaching staff. There would also be value in ensuring that any revised typology of 
collaborative provision, and the partnership renewal process, referenced this 
requirement;  

 
(g) that all current MoA for articulation agreements specified the fact that neither 

partner should alter it provision without consulting the other, but it would also be 
helpful to reconsider the mapping more explicitly within partnership renewal; 

 
(h) that the final recommendation was erroneous, as this was already University 

practice; 
 

(i)   that there would be value in asking SPA to consider the feasibility of specifying the 
periods of time spent at different institutions within HEAR / Transcripts; 
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Agreed: 
 
(a) that the value of defining immigration responsibilities within MoA should be 

discussed with the Head of Student Immigration & Financial Support; 
Action: AR, MP 

 
(b) that additional guidance text on collaborative typology and partnership renewal 

would be drafted for consideration by QSSC at the beginning of the 2011-2012 
academic year; 

Action: RDH 
 

(c) that the issue of the qualifications of staff teaching on programmes delivered by 
partner organisations should be discussed with those partner organisations; 

Action: EM 
 

(d) that SPA should be asked to consider the feasibility of including periods studied at 
partner organisations within transcripts / HEAR for students undertaking 
collaborative programmes. 

Action: NDB 
 
111. QAA Institutional Audit 

 
Considered:  an update on progress in addressing the issues raised in the report on the 
2009 QAA Institutional Audit of the University. 

Document QSSC/10/146 
 
Noted: that progress was being made against all objectives. A small number of 
objectives would remain outstanding, but monitoring of further progress would continue; 
 
Agreed: that satisfactory progress should be reported to Education Committee. 

Action: AR 
 

112. Reports from Professional Statutory and Regulatory Bodies 
 

Reported:  that the report on the consideration of PSRB reports by University Review 
Panels and Period Review and Accreditation Panels was not available, and would be 
considered at the October meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/10/147 – not available 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 28 April 2011; 

Document QSSC/10/148 
 

(b) the report to EC of the meeting of QSSC held 28 April 2011; 
Document QSSC/10/149 

 
Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of EC held 18 May 2011, 
detailing consideration of the reports from the 28 February 2011, 28 March 2011 and 
28 April 2011 meetings of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/10/150 
 

Noted: that approval of the revised MSc Arab World Studies should be reported to 
SGIA not Archaeology ; 
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Confirmed : the minutes from the meeting of QSSC held 28 April 2011, subject to the 
amendment noted above. 

Action: AR 
 

114. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 
(a) Action Log 

 
Received:  the QSSC action log;                                      Document QSSC/10/151 

 
Noted: that a number of the outstanding actions had been completed directly 
before or during the meeting; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that completed actions would be confirmed following the meeting and an 

outstanding action list circulated; 
Action: NDB 

 
(ii) that members would be asked to confirm the completed of any remaining actions 

asap; 
Action: all members 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 

Document QSSC/10/152 
(c) Matters for further consideration 

 
Received:  
 
(i)   a report on the breakdown of concessions by department and type from the 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health (Minute 62 refers); 
Document QSSC/10/152a 

 
(ii)   proposed revisions to the MoA between Durham and Cranmer Hall, Ushaw, 

Wesley Study Centre and Lindisfarne (Minute 89 refers). 
                                                                                          Document QSSC/10/152b 

 
Noted:  
 
(i)   that the breakdown of concession provided no analysis, and QSSC assumed 

therefore that no trends had been identified by the faculty; however, there 
seemed to a large number of curricular concessions within Combined Honours, 
which seemed anomalous given the flexibility of regulations. There was also a 
very large numbers of deferred examinations in Law. In addition, a large 
proportion of APNs had been issued for students of programmes based at 
Queen's Campus; 

 
(ii)   that given the delay in submission of the concessions overview, there was 

limited value in requiring additional action now; however, it would be useful for 
the faculty to consider the rationale for the apparent variation ahead of the 
forthcoming academic year; 

 
(iii) that the revised MoA updated the document to take account of the closure of 

Ushaw, and made other minor amendments to reflect changes in terminology. It 
did not extend the agreement, however, nor did it make any substantive 
changes; 

 
Agreed: 
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(i)   that the Chair of the Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) in the 

Faculty of Social Sciences & Health should be asked to comment specifically on 
the issues identified by QSSC; 

Action: NDB, AB 
 

(ii)   that Chair’s Action could be taken to recommend the revisions to the MoA to 
Education Committee following further  consultation with the partners, 

Action: AR, ELB 
 

115. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 
 

116. Progress Report on Implementation of Collaborative Agreement with KPMG 
 

Considered:  a progress report on the implementation of the collaborative agreement 
with KPMG for the delivery of a BSc Accounting; 

Document QSSC/10/153 
 

Noted:   
 
(a) that the report provided an update on progress towards the implementation of the 

agreement, and specifically towards ensuring that the admission and induction of 
students would run smoothly despite the complexity of the collaborative 
arrangements and the resultant need to amend standard practice to accommodate 
the specific needs of the partnership arrangement; 
 

(b) that the report highlighted specific activity which had and would be undertaken by 
staff within Durham Business School and central services; 

 
(c) that the progress report stated that SPA had been consulted, and confirmed that 

their views had been taken into account; however, SPA were not signatories to the 
report; 

 
(d) that the first meeting of the programme management committee would consider 

the schedule of business for consideration of further issues during the 2011-2012 
academic year. 

 
117. Partnership Renewal:  Newcastle University 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Education Committee the renewal of the 
collaborative partnership for the delivery of the MBBS Phase I by the School of 
Medicine and Health. 

Document QSSC/10/154 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee be asked to approve the renewal of 
the collaborative partnership for the delivery of the MBBS Phase I by the School 
of Medicine and Health. 

 
118. Enhancement-led Review:  School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the School of 
Biological and Biomedical Sciences held 5 May 2009. 

Document QSSC/10/155 
 

Noted: 
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(a) that the School had addressed the concerns of undergraduate students expressed 
in section 3.1.6 of the report via the approach of team marking, commended in 
section 3.2.5, and via the response to recommendation B14, which required the 
define guidelines for the minimum levels of support, training and resources 
available to research students; 
 

(b) that the Thematic Review of postgraduate students who teach and assess was 
expected to make recommendations relating to the support for postgraduate 
student teachers more generally; 
  

Agreed: that the review be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and this completion 
reported to Education Committee. 

Action: AR 
 
119. Enhancement-led Review:  Department of Psychology 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the Department 
of Psychology held 11 March 2009; 

Document QSSC/10/156   
 

Noted: that the report contained two recommendations relating to the MA Programme 
Specifications – B3 and B4. The latter recommendation was more substantive and had 
rightly been the main focus during the follow-up process; however, the PRAP minutes 
did not explicitly confirm that the MA Programme Specification aims had been 
amended as suggested in B3; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Faculty Support Officer for Science would be asked to review the evidence 

submitted to the PRAP and confirm that recommendation B3 had been completed; 
Action: EC, AR 

 
(b) that, subject to the clarification requested, the review be signed off as satisfactorily 

completed, and this completion reported to Education Committee. 
Action: AR 

 
[Secretary’s note: following the meeting it was confirmed that recommendation B3 
was fully addressed within document PRAPSC1004g, which the PRAP considered 
at its meeting held 6 December 2010] 

 
120. Enhancement-led Review:  School of Government and International Affairs 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the School of 
Government and International Affairs held in the Epiphany Term 2008. 

Document QSSC/10/157   
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that section 3.3.2 of the report was broadly positive, commending the School for its 

proactive approach to engagement with the student body with regard to learning 
resources; however, it also contained the statement that ‘the Review Team 
recommend that the School discuss these issues of provision with the Library’. This 
statement was not replicated in the formal recommendations appended to the 
document, and had therefore not been followed up via the PRAP; 
 

(b) that the PRAP follow-up included a recommendation to QSSC. The School had 
requested that the University consider the wording of Section 3.6.3 of the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook; 

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that the School would be asked to confirm what action had been taken in response 

to the issue noted in paragraph 3.3.2 of the report; 
Action: NS 

 
(b) that the Academic Support Office would clarify the rationale for the School’s 

request that the wording of Section 3.6.3 be reconsidered; 
Action: RDH 

 
(c) that, subject to the clarification of action requested above, the review be signed off 

as satisfactorily completed, and this completion reported to Education Committee. 
 
121. Report from the Joint Management Committee for the Theological Colleges 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Joint Management Committee for the 
Theological Colleges held on 25 May 2011; 

Document QSSC/10/158  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that it had been agreed that relevant aspects of the Church of England Inspection 

report would be considered by the PRAP, and that Lindisfarne would keep the 
University updated on progress in response to the report more generally; 
 

(b) that, while there was support within the partner organisations for a student 
representative and in principle support for that student to have voting rights, there 
were some issues with voting rights. It was noted that not all members of the JMC 
had voting rights (including the directors of studies), and more critically, there was 
some concern that having the student as a member of the partners’ votes would be 
unfair on the student; 

 
(c) that one solution would be for the student to have a stand-alone vote, in recognition 

of their status as a student of both the University and of the partner organisation. 
This would maintain the principle of equal representation, without putting undue 
pressure on the student; 

 
Agreed: that the proposed solution be recommended to the JMC. 

Action: EM/AR 
 
122. Final Report on the Teach-Out of the Postgraduate Diploma in Cognitive Therapy 

 
Considered:  a final report on the teach-out of the validated programme delivered by 
the Newcastle Cognitive and Behavioural Therapies Centre. 

Document QSSC/10/159 
 
Noted: that the teach-out was now complete. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
123. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that meetings of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee in the 2011/12 
academic year would be held; 

 
 Date Time Room 
Wednesday 19 October 2011 9.15am Committee Room 1 

Tuesday 13 December 2011 2.00pm Committee Room 1 

Wednesday 11 January 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 
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Monday 27 February 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 

Monday 26 March 2012 2.00pm Committee Room 1 

Thursday 26 April 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 

Tuesday 29 May 2012 2.00pm Committee Room 1 
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