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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

19 October 2011 
 

Present: Professor Liz Burd (Chair), Professor Anthony Forster, Dr. Ed Welch, Dr. Richard 
Harrison, Dr. Andrew Millard, Dr. Peter Collins, Dr. Stan Taylor, Mr. Scott Parker and Mr. 
Andrew Rennie (Secretary) with Dr. David Gent. 
 
Apologies: Dr. Tony Fawcett. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 Minutes 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

1. QAA Institutional Review 
 

Considered:  a briefing paper on the new QAA Institutional Review process; 
Document QSSC/11/01 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the new QAA Institutional Review process (IRENI) would result in institutions 

being graded on their provision, with separate judgements made on Academic 
Standards, Quality of learning opportunities, Published information regarding 
educational provision, and Quality enhancement. The potential grades for 
Academic Standards would be ‘meet/do not meet UK expectations for threshold’.  
For each of the other three areas there would be four potential graded judgments:  
‘commended’; ‘meets UK expectations’; ‘requires improvement to meet UK 
expectations’; ‘does not meet UK expectations’. It was highly likely that this would 
lead some to translate the grades for HEIs across the four areas to a score out 14. 
This was a shift from the current de facto binary review outcomes, and could 
potentially translate into league table metrics; 

 
(b) that the University, given its standing, reputation and quality, would aim to score 

highly in all areas; 
 

(c) that the role of students within the process had been enhanced greatly. Student 
representatives would have greater responsibility for their contribution to the audit 
process, and the review team would meet with an increased number of students 
during the visit; 

 
(d) that previous iterations of the process had fixed the rules for the duration of any 

review cycle to ensure consistency between audits. The IRENI audit system 
explicitly permitted changes to the process mid-cycle, should the QAA deem them 
necessary. This was particularly relevant as the Department for Business, 
Innovation and Skills had instructed HEFCE and QAA had been asked to consider 
how to move to a more risk-based system of review; 
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(e) that it was not entirely clear how the thematic elements would work within the 
review structure; however, in principle it would allow QAA to focus on issue of 
currency or particular relevance within any given review year; 

 
(f) that the University had deliberately embedded quality enhancement within its 

broader quality management structures, believing that embedding its strategic 
approach to quality enhancement within the Education Strategy and its core 
processes and structures was the most effective way to enhance the quality of 
educational provision.  Given that IRENI would give a separate and distinct 
judgement on quality enhancement it was important that the University fully 
articulated the rationale for its distinctive approach in this area, the full range of 
activity in this area and the effectiveness of this approach; 

 
(g) that the self evaluation document (SED) had been significantly reduced in size. 

The SEC would not, therefore, provide a narrative to explain in detail the 
University's overarching approach to learning and teaching, which would need to 
be embedded within existing documentation (for example policy statements, 
committee minutes etc.); 

 
(h) that the review system placed an emphasis on the consideration of the quality and 

accuracy of published information for current, former and prospective students. 
Information would be considered against requirements of the KIS, and also the 
forthcoming revisions to the QAA Code of Practice. There were a number of 
existing activities which would need to be drawn together – e.g. the University’s 
response to the KIS, the Marketing-led work on improving published information for 
applicants – to ensure the University's approach to the changing requirements for 
published information was coherent and consistent; 

 
(i) that the Code of Practice was undergoing a full review. QAA planned to increase 

its size by nearly fifty percent. This would require substantial work within the 
University – within ASO and within relevant professional services – to map current 
practice to ensure it complied with the revised QAA expectations; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that further discussion should take place to ensure that the concurrent but distinct 

activities which would impact on published information were consistent; 
Action: RDH, AF, ELB 

 
(b) that QSSC should receive an outline plan for ensuring compliance with QAA Code 

of Practice, including indicative timescales and a clear articulation of the locus of 
responsibility for different activities. 

Action: RDH 
 

2. Scaling of Marks by Boards of Examiners 
 

Considered:  proposals for a University approach to the scaling of marks by boards of 
examiners, prior to consultation with departments through Faculty Education 
Committees; 

Document QSSC/11/02 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the paper proposed a clear set of guidelines on both the situations in which 

scaling could be used by Boards of Examiners, and the manner in which scaling 
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should be used. The proposals aimed to ensure that action was taken where 
necessary, but also that scaling was not used when it was not appropriate to do so; 
 

(b) that the variation in scaling practice by discipline was primarily due to the different 
approaches to question setting and marking, with scaling used more frequently 
within the sciences where questions with more clearly correct and incorrect 
answers were often marked to a template; 

 
(c) that the proposals aimed to raise awareness of action which could be taken by 

departments should anomalies in assessment become apparent. The policy would 
also help to provide clarity on assessment processes to students; 

 
(d) that scaling was distinct from the translation of marks from one scheme, for 

instance a template marked out of a number other than 100, to the University 
marking scale; however, mark translation was itself potentially problematic, as it 
could lead to bunching of student performance and the prevention of student 
achievement of marks across the full range of the marking scale; 

 
(e) that there should be greater clarity on the role of Boards of Examiners in changing 

marks. Marks could be amended prior to their confirmation as part of the 
assessment process – which might include scaling – they could not be amended in 
light of serious adverse circumstances; 

 
(f) that FEC would be asked to confirm their satisfaction with key paragraphs, and with 

the specific percentages chosen within the document, before it was circulated for 
approval to Education Committee.  

 
(g) that the rationale for the introduction of this policy was compelling, and should be 

noted at the start of the proposal; 
 

Agreed: that the policy should be amended as indicated, and circulated to FEC for 
consideration. 

Action: ELB, RDH 
 

3. Short Credit-bearing Placements 
 

Considered:  a draft consultation paper on how to support an increase in provision of 
short credit-bearing placements; 

Document QSSC/11/03 
 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that there was a perception that it was difficult to create short credit-bearing 
placements; however, this was possible within existing regulations, and the 
University had several departments which already included short placements within 
both core and optional modules. The paper focussed on how best to support 
departments in bringing proposals forward; 
 

(b) that there was some concern that a generic optional module would be unviable in 
some subjects for accreditation or developmental reasons, and it could, therefore, 
be difficult to meet student expectations if it was made available to all. Similarly, it 
could be more difficult to engage departments if a placement was set, effectively, at 
institutional level, rather than within specific programmes of study; 
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(c) that, if a diploma were to be offered to a student who had undertaken a year-long 
placement it would be necessary to articulate more clearly the difference between 
an intercalated year (a non-credit bearing but formal addition to the normal 
programme of study, where a diploma  would be granted) and a replacement year 
(a credit-bearing part of the programme of study, where a diploma would not be 
necessary, as the placement contributed to the degree); 

 
(d) that there would be value in encouraging departments to develop specific modules 

incorporating placements which would fit strongly within their subject areas. 
Templates and, potentially, training sessions could be developed with feedback 
from those departments which already offered such modules; 

 
Agreed: that the paper should be amended to remove reference to the development of 
a generic institutional-level placement module, and the amended version circulated to 
FEC for consideration. 

Action: RDH 
 

4. Annual Report from the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development 
 
Considered:  
 
(a) reports on the 2010/11 activities of ASDO and the Postgraduate Training Team; 

Document QSSC/11/04 
 

(b) the 2011/12 plan for the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development. 
Document QSSC/11/05 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the papers constituted a summary and review of the final activities undertaken 

by ASDO and the Postgraduate Training Team, and a forward-looking summary of 
future work to be undertaken by CARD. That CARD recognised a comparative 
weakness in the current training relating to internationalisation and employability, 
and planned to prioritise these areas for further development; 
 

(b) that there was no generic training explicitly aimed at experienced supervisors. It 
had been offered in the past, however, take up had been limited as it was not a 
requirement, and generic training was less helpful to experienced staff. Training 
had been provided directly to individual departments, and this had been positively 
received, as it enabled CARD to tailor sessions to specific disciplinary needs. 
Training would continue to be provided in response to requests raised by 
departments, either directly of via Annual Reviews of Research Degree Provision; 

 
(c) that it would be helpful if greater links could be made between ASR and the training 

available via CARD, to increase departmental awareness of the support available; 
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that departments would be reminded of the support available from CARD via FEC, 
and any training needs issues arising from the Annual Reviews of Research Degree 
Provision would be highlighted;  

Action: AR, SG, EA 
 

(b) that the proposed activity was approved by QSSC. 
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5. Collaborative Provision 
 

Considered: the annual update on collaborative provision (including the updated 
Register of Collaborative Provision); 

Document QSSC/11/06 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the risk assessment form was an appropriate way in which to identify the risks 

posed by collaborative agreements; however, it would be appropriate to require 
additional information from departments should some sections of the form have 
outcomes of 2 or 3, specifically around in-country recognition; 
 

(b) that the QAA had selected the DBA delivered by the DBS at Fudan University, 
China to be the subject of a desk-based study as part of the Agency’s review of UK 
Trans-National Education in China.  ASO and the chair of the Social Sciences FEC 
(Postgraduate) were working with DBS to develop this submission, which would be 
subject to sign-off by the chairs of Education Committee and QSSC.  The 
submission needed to be with QAA by 25 November 2011, following which it would 
be considered by the Agency alongside other desk-based study submissions from 
other HEIs.  QAA would then select those partnerships that would be the subject of 
a review visit by a QAA review team during 2012; 

 
Agreed: that the risk assessment form should amended so that a score of ‘3’ in any 
key areas would prompt departments to articulate briefly what action would be taken to 
mitigate the potential risk; 

Action: RDH 
 

6. Accredited Provision 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the annual update on accredited provision (including the updated Register of 

Accredited Provision); 
Document QSSC/11/07 

 
(b) a report on progress in addressing the issues raised in accreditation reports. 

Document QSSC/11/08 – not available 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the report was not available and would instead by considered at 
the 13 December 2011 Quality and Standards Sub-Committee] 

 
 Part B: Routine Business 

 
7. Membership and Terms of Reference 

 
Received: 
 
(a) the membership and terms of reference for QSSC; 

Document QSSC/11/09 
 

(b) the QSSC business schedule for 2011/12. 
Document QSSC/11/10 

 
8. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
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Received: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 31 May 2011; 

Document QSSC/11/11 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 31 May 2011; 
Document QSSC/11/12 

 
(c) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 June 

2011, detailing consideration of the report from the 31 May 2011 meeting of QSSC. 
Document QSSC/11/13 

 
Noted:  that Dr. Collins was present at the previous meeting. 
 
Agreed: that the minutes be confirmed subject to the inclusion of Dr. Collins. 

Action: AR 
 

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

 
Received:  the QSSC action log;    Document QSSC/11/14 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information; Document QSSC/11/15 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

(i) Minute 61 Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s boards of examiners 
 

Considered: a report on attendance at undergraduate and integrated master’s 
boards of examiners in 2010/11 (Minute 61 refers); 

Document QSSC/11/16 
 
Noted: 
 
A. that the report highlighted departmental variation in the proportion of 

staff attending boards of examiners, and more significant variation in the 
minuting of absence and the reasons for this. There were valid reasons 
why examiners might not be present: for instance, if staff had 
unavoidable commitments or had been on research leave during a given 
year and had not taken part if the assessment process; however, 
without information it was difficult to see why examiners were not 
attending; 

 
B. that current University guidance on who must attend Boards of 

Examiners was potentially unclear. The University quoracy requirements 
were for Boards to be attended by at least one external examiner, at 
least one more internal examiner than external examiners, to have 
someone acting as Chair, and to have someone acting as secretary. It 
was possible that departments had interpreted this as tacit acceptance 
of the fact that all internal examiners should not be present at meetings 
of Boards of Examiners; 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 7 of 12 
 19 October 2011 

 
C. that there was not a clear value in requiring full attendance at 

preliminary boards of examiners, as departmental boards at that level 
had relatively little responsibility –  Serious Adverse Circumstances 
were considered by a scrutiny sub-committee, and progression 
decisions were taken at faculty-level. At final honours, however, it was 
disappointing to see instances of low attendance and, in particular, low 
attendance without apologies noted; 

 
Agreed: 
 
A. that it would appropriate to consider the value of preliminary honours 

membership, and whether only module leaders should be required, 
following the consideration of the preliminary boards in general as part 
of the EAR; 

Action: RDH 
 
B. that it would be appropriate for Chairs of FEC to reinforce the need for 

apologies, and the reasons for absence, to be noted at meetings of 
Board of Examiners. It should also be noted where examiners did not 
send apologies, or did not receive permission from the Chair of the 
Board to be absent, and were still not present; 

Action: EC, EM, NDB, AR, SG, EA 
 
C. that a similar review should be conducted of attendance at Postgraduate 

Boards of Examiners. 
Action: DG 

 
10. Chair’s business 

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

 
11. Report from Validation Management Committee 

 
Considered:  the report from the meeting held 25 May 2011; 

Document QSSC/11/17 
 
Noted: that the meeting pre-dated the last meeting of QSSC, and action had already 
been agreed with regard to student membership of JMC. 
 

12. Interim Review of the MA Theology and Ministry 
 

Considered: the report of the interim review conducted 7 July 2011; 
Document QSSC/11/18 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the partner organisations had confirmed that the review had been of value to 

them; 
 

(b) that in light of the accreditation report (cf. item 13), which highlighted staff 
development as a specific issue, it would be appropriate to treat recommendation 
12 of the report as advisable rather than desirable; 
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(c) that the report would be followed up and dealt with by the Arts & Humanities 
PRAP; 

 
Agreed: that the programmes listed in Document 18 be revalidated for the period 
specified. 
 

13. Accreditation Report : Cranmer Hall and Wesley Study 
 
Considered: the report from the joint inspection of Cranmer Hall and the Wesley Study 
Centre (WSC) by an ecumenical team from the Anglican and Methodist churches; 

Document QSSC/11/19 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that, as with the accreditation report for Lindisfarne,  the response from Cranmer 

Hall and WSC should be considered by PRAP, which would follow up on those 
recommendations which impacted on or related to the programmes validated by 
the University. Cranmer Hall/WSC would be asked to indicate which 
recommendations were not relevant. This would be confirmed by the PRAP; 
 

(b) that paragraph 123 required clarification. It noted that 'College employees of the 
University’ had recourse to University training and development. Employees of the 
University, and staff at Cranmer Hall and WSC, have recourse to some University 
training and development; however, staff at Cranmer Hall and WSC were not 
employees of the University; 

 
(c) that, similarly, the Doctor of Theology and Ministry was considered to be a 

programme of the partners by the review team, indistinct from the BA and MA 
Theology & Ministry. This did not match the University’s understanding of the 
programme. DThM students applied to, and were admitted to, the University, and 
while the programme was delivered with the support of staff within Cranmer Hall 
and WSC, it was owned and delivered by the Department of Theology & Religion, 

 
(d) that the ecumenical team’s concern that the assessment lacked diversity had not 

been shared by the MATM review team, nor by the external examiners for the 
programmes; 

 
(e) that the report would be followed up and dealt with by the Arts & Humanities 

PRAP; 
 
Agreed: that the two issues for clarification would be discussed with Cranmer Hall and 
WSC. 

Action: AR/EM 
 

14. Accreditation Report: BALEAP 
 
Considered: the report from the Arts and Humanities PRAP on the follow-up to this 
accreditation report; 

Document QSSC/11/20 
 
Noted: that QSSC was concerned at the length of time which it had taken to confirm 
the sign off; however, this was partly as a result of ongoing discussions around the 
training requirements for staff teaching on BALEAP-accredited programmes; 
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Agreed: that QSSC agreed to sign off the accreditation report as successfully 
completed, and report this completion to Education Committee and to the English 
Language Centre. 

Action: EM 
 

15. Accreditation Report: Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business 
 

Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on an interim report 
to the AACSB by the Durham Business School; 

Document QSSC/11/20a 
 
Noted: that there were no significant issues arising from the interim report. 
 

16. Collaborative Provision: International School of Geneva 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of an 
extension to the partnership between the School of Education and International School 
of Geneva; 

Document QSSC/11/21 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the MoA made reference to the three-year duration of the partnership; 

however, the panel had recommended that the MoA be extended to a five year 
agreement in accordance with standard Durham practice; 
 

(b) that the MA Education (International) would permit the APL of modules from the 
PGCE (International) on the same basis as the existing MA Education & PGCE. 
This had raised issues about the efficiency of current systems within banner for 
representing APL; 

 
(c) that it would be useful to consider the issue of APL more broadly, to gain a clear 

understanding of how often and by whom it was used, and to ensure that the 
University’s policy and approach to APL remained appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that an initial investigation of Banner should be undertaken to identify whether 
statistical information on the extent of current APL use was readily available; 

Action: AR 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee be asked to approve the extension to 
the partnership between the School of Education and International School of 
Geneva. 
 

17. Collaborative Provision: BSc Accounting (Durham Business School and 
KPMG/ICAEW  
 
Considered: a report from a Partnership Approval Panel on the inclusion of additional 
centres of delivery for the BSc Accounting; 

Document QSSC/11/22 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the additional centres were similar to the core centres in terms of facilities and 

access to support, and the report on the additional centres raised no issues; 
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(b) that the supporting documentation included references to HEU; 
 
Agreed: that the references to HEU should be removed from the supporting 
documentation; 

Action: EC 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee be asked to approve the inclusion of 
additional centres of delivery for the BSc Accounting. 
 

18. Enhancement Led Review:  English Studies 
 

Considered: whether to sign off the follow-up to the Enhancement-led Review of 
English Studies, held 10 November 2008. 

Document QSSC/11/23 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the actions had been addressed appropriately with one exception: it was not 

clear from the report whether the Department now provided feedback on the two 
essays produced as part of the Special Topic module (Recommendation B5). The 
response to recommendation B5 related entirely to the issue of the format of the 
feedback proforma, which duplicated the response to Recommendation B6; 
 

(b) that if Recommendation B5 had not been addressed then the report could not be 
signed off; however, it was possible that the recommendation had been addressed, 
and that document 23 had been updated incorrectly; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the secretary would confirm whether Recommendation B5 had been 

addressed and the departmental response considered by the PRAP; 
Action: AR 

 
(b) that, subject to the above confirmation, the Enhancement-led Review  of English 

Studies should be signed off as satisfactorily completed, and that completion 
reported to Education Committee; 

Action: DG 
 
[Secretary’s note: that the duplication of the response to recommendation B6 was a 
typographical error. The PRAP signed off recommendation B5 at the meeting held 21st

 

 
January 2011, when the department (a) provided a statement to explain that written 
feedback was now provided for all student work; and (b) submitted extracts from the 
Minutes of its Learning and Teaching Committee confirming that the University’s 
requirements on written feedback, and the department’s action in response to this, 
were disseminated within the department] 

19. Approval of Placement Providers 
 
Considered:  whether to approve proposals to establish placement learning 
agreements with: 
 
(a) University of Calgary, Canada;      Document QSSC/11/24 

 
(b) McMaster University, Canada;      Document QSSC/11/25 
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(c) Peking University, China;       Document QSSC/11/26 
 

(d) University of Western Australia;      Document QSSC/11/27 
 

(e) University of Sao Paulo, Brazil;      Document QSSC/11/28 
 

(f) University of Campinas, Brazil;      Document QSSC/11/29 
 

(g) Federal University of Rio Grande de Sol, Brazil.    Document QSSC/11/30 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the structure used for the North American proposals provided clear information 

on the quality and appropriateness of the institutional facilities and the links 
between Durham and the proposed partner. In addition, the proposals focussed on 
links at a departmental level, and parallels between departments at the different 
institutions. In contrast, while the other proposals included necessary information, 
the primary focus was on the number and timing of visits between the institutions.  
It would be helpful if a template form with indicate content, based on the North 
American proposals, was produced for future use; 
 

(b) that the proposal for UniCamp (document 29) included some references to the 
University of Sao Paulo. These should be removed; however, the proposals were 
otherwise appropriate; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that QSSC approved the different proposals, subject to the correction of 

typographical errors noted above; 
 

(b) that the secretary would produce a draft template for use by the International Office 
to ensure that all proposals articulated the required information clearly. 

Action: DG 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

20. Matters of Report 
 
Received: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/11/31 
 

21. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that further meetings of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would 
be held: 
 

 Date Time Room 
Tuesday 13 December 2011 2.00pm Committee Room 1 

Wednesday 11 January 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 

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 
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Tuesday 29 May 2012 2.00pm Committee Room 1 
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