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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

28 February 2011 
 

Present: Professor E L Burd (Chair), Dr P J Collins, Dr A Fawcett, Professor A Forster, Dr E 
Welch, Dr R D Harrison, Dr A R Millard, Mr A Rennie, Dr S E Taylor, Mr J Wanstall, and 
Miss N D Brennan (Secretary). 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
56. Curriculum Review Working Group 
 

Considered:  a report on the implementation of the principles from the Curriculum 
Review Working Group for the development of the taught curriculum; 

Document QSSC/10/65 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that Education Committee had agreed to recommend to Senate the Principles for 

the development of the taught curriculum outlined in the interim report from the 
Curriculum Review Working Group at its meeting on 17 January 2011 and that 
this report outlined the detailed proposals for the implementation of these 
Principles, pending approval of the Principles by Senate; 
 

(b) that the consultation exercise on the detailed proposals would seek feedback 
from across the University and that this feedback would be considered by the 
Working Group, with a view to making recommendations to Education 
Committee and Senate in the Easter Term 2011; 

 
(c) that the nature and scope of the proposals would set a challenging agenda for 

the University and that the size and nature of this challenge was such that it 
could not be met by a single set of proposals that could be developed and 
approved within the current academic year.  The Working Group was proposing 
that the University identify the key actions required to ensure the effective 
implementation of the Principles, and develop a phased schedule for undertaking 
these actions, and that this was outlined in the report; 

 
(d) that the Working Group had divided the proposed Principles into two categories 

in considering the draft implementation plan, specifically those that departments 
would need to consider and address in relation to every taught programme and 
those that needed to be addressed in the first instance by the development of 
University policy and procedure.  It was recognised that this was not an entirely 
neat division with some of the Principles identified as needing to be addressed at 
departmental level requiring policy development at University level and some of 
the Principles identified as requiring such policy development would need to be 
taken up at departmental level; 

 
(e) that the final principle for the development of the taught curriculum proposing 

that implementation take place through existing processes aimed to embed the 
Principles with the University’s culture and practice at the same time that it 
sought to ensure that maximum benefit was gained from the core processes to 
avoid introducing unnecessary additional mechanisms for the purpose of 
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implementing the Principles that would then make significant additional demands 
on departments; 

 
(f) that the Principles did not attempt to define the specifics of their curricula to 

departments, but set out key characteristics that the University would expect all 
taught curricula to demonstrate.  The draft implementation plan proposes that the 
annual review of taught programmes, which has at its core reflection on existing 
provision and action planning to improve the quality of provision, would be used 
as a key mechanism; 

 
(g) that the core element of the approach would be to request all departments focus 

their annual reviews of 2010/11 on the consideration of the Principles addressing 
all taught programmes which would lead to the development of an action plan to 
ensure that by a given date the curricula of all their taught programmes were 
aligned with the Principles.  Responsibility for developing and implementing 
these action plans at departmental level would rest with the head of department 
in their role as chair of the board of studies, as the action plans would form part 
of the annual review process and chairs of boards of studies were already 
responsible for ensuring that their department conducted an annual review of 
taught programmes.  Progress against departmental action plans would then be 
considered at subsequent annual reviews, with any changes being made to 
action plans at annual review as needed, and monitored at faculty level by the 
chairs of Faculty Education Committees; 

 
(h) that the revised approach to annual review of taught programmes would ensure 

effective embedding of the Principles across the University while allowing 
departments to respond to the Principles in ways that were appropriate to their 
subject area and that the University would support the approach by holding 
workshops during the Easter Term 2011 to present the key elements of the 
approach, explain its rationale and identify the key outputs from the process and 
that these workshops would be repeated at later dates if required.  The annual 
review report form would be amended to reflect the emphasis on the Principles 
within the annual review process and that a template for departmental actions 
plans would be provided.  The Academic Support Office would also provide a 
degree of clerical support to assist departments to update their programme 
specifications to revise their provision in line with the Principles; 

 
(i) that annual monitoring of taught programmes was complemented by a more 

extensive periodic review which, from 2011/12, would take place through 
Departmental Review and that periodic review would consider the currency and 
relevance of educational provision, typically in the context of QAA subject 
benchmarks, any relevant PSRB requirements, broader developments in the 
subject area and provision at comparator HEIs.  The Working Group was 
proposing to embed the Principles within the guidance notes for Departmental 
Review teams, which act as de facto criteria for the review process, thereby 
enabling the Principles to form one of the key reference points for the 
consideration of educational provision; 

 
(j) that if the Principles were embedded in processes for monitoring educational 

provision it would also be logical to ensure that this was also addressed when 
programmes were initially approved and that this would be achieved by adding 
an additional criterion to those existing for new programmes to be approved, and 
revising the guidance to panel members to highlight the need for them to 
consider the alignment of a proposed programme to the Principles.  The 
guidance for completing the programme specification template would be 
amended to ensure that its detail better reflected the Principles agreed through 
Curriculum Review; 
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(k) that in addition to the embedding of the Principles within existing core processes, 
there were a number of areas where further action was necessary to revise 
significantly existing policies and processes or to develop new policies and 
processes.  The Working Group identified the development of a research culture 
at undergraduate and taught postgraduate level, thematic inter- and/or cross 
disciplinary modules, recognition for credit of student employment, short term 
community or work-based placements and short-term overseas placements, and 
encouragement to undertake optional language modules as areas requiring such 
further development; 

 
(l) that the Principles recommended that the University retain the current academic 

year and module structures, but would seek to increase the flexibility within these 
structures as far as was practicable in order to implement the Principles 
effectively.  The Working Group proposed three actions to address this 
recommendation: that departments would be permitted to offer modules on the 
basis of a 10 credit valency, that greater flexibility would be permitted for 
departments to offer undergraduate modules in short-fat mode of delivery and 
consideration of the way in which departments manage their module 
registrations; 

 
(m) that the option to permit 10 credit modules would need to be considered carefully 

to reflect the complexity in terms of programme coherence and timetabling 
constraints and that clear parameters would need to be established, with boards 
of studies being held more accountable.  There were some concerns regarding 
the potential pedagogic and practical consequences of the proposal, for example 
increasing fragmentation of the curriculum and making it difficult for routes 
through Combined Honours and Natural Sciences to be constructed; 

 
(n) that departments would be required to provide a rationale for designing 10 credit 

modules and that this would be considered by chairs of Faculty Education 
Committees through curriculum development processes to ensure a holistic view 
would be taken of such modules and that there would need to be a rationale for 
such module changes at programme level.  This would require consideration of a 
revised approach to the annual curriculum development process that placed an 
increased emphasis on consideration of programme level issues as well as those 
at modular level; 

 
(o) that consideration might be given to phasing the implementation of the 

introduction of 10 credit modules, for example piloting this at Level 3 in the first 
instance; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a) that the overall approach proposed to implement the Principles for the 

development of the taught curriculum was appropriate; 
 
(b) that QSSC was in agreement with the proposed revisions to the annual review 

process to require departmental action plans on implementing the proposals, and 
the process for monitoring progress in implementation; 

 
(c) that QSSC agreed with the proposal to make the Principles for the development 

of the taught curriculum a core reference point for periodic review, and the 
proposal to revise the Departmental Review procedure accordingly; 

 
(d) that there was agreement with the proposal to add alignment to the Principles for 

the development of the taught curriculum as an additional criterion for 
programme approval; 
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(e) that the schedule for developing proposals in response to policy development 
required as a result of the Principles; 

 
(f) that the proposal to revise core regulations to permit 10 credit modules would 

need to be considered carefully, specifically in light of the issues outlined in 
agreed (m) above; 

 
(g) that the proposed increase in the flexibility to offer short-fat undergraduate 

modules would need to considered for approval in a holistic manner across the 
individual programme, overall departmental provision and at Faculty level; 

 
(h) that the comments would be fed back to the Secretary of the Working Group. 

Action: NDB 
 
57. Annual review of research degree programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of the annual review of research degree programmes, 

2009/10; 
Document QSSC/10/66 

 
(b) the faculty overview of the annual review of research degree programmes, 

2009/10; 
       Document QSSC/10/67 - 69 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report presented an institutional overview of all departmental reviews of 

research degree provision, highlighting key or recurring issues for further 
consideration; 
 

(b) that a significant number of joint programmes had previously been approved, 
particularly for postgraduate research programmes, partly due to the way in 
which resources had been allocated, and this had resulted in issues for the 
listing of programmes on the electronic application form.  A revised approach to 
the allocation of resources, specifically that it would now be attached to the 
individual supervisor and not to departments, was expected to reduce the 
number of joint PGR programmes approved; 
 

(c) that new staff who would be members of supervisory teams were required to 
attend compulsory training but that there was no current requirement to attend 
regular ongoing training.  The QAA Code of Practice requires members of 
supervisory teams to have appropriate skills and knowledge and this could be 
interpreted as an expectation of staff undergoing continuous professional 
development; 

 
(d) that a number of the recommendations outlined in the report identified the 

availability of data as an issue and that the review form could be usefully revised 
to require departments to report on the data received to ensure that there was 
appropriate consideration of the data produced by Banner; 

 
(e) that the overview reports from the faculties highlighted examples of good 

practice and ensured that departments had taken action to address any issues 
identified; 

 
(f) that the comment made in the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities in 

relation to comments made by the Department of English on career support for 
PhD students was not necessarily included in the correct context and that the 
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department would be asked if further information was available in terms of what 
the students expected in this area; 

Action: AR 
 

(g) that a report would be considered at a cycle of FEC (Postgraduate) meetings on  
issues arising in the PGR application process which would feed into the Review 
of Admissions being led by the Academic Registrar and that this would offer an 
opportunity to address comments made in the report from the Faculty of Science; 

 
(h) that the reference to a lack of internal and external funding for PGR students in 

the report from the Faculty of Science was equally applicable across all faculties.  
The Dean of Graduate School was in the process of conducting a review of 
studentships available and a report on the progress of this review would be 
requested; 

Action: NDB 
 

(i) that an Information Management Strategy was being prepared for consideration 
by Senate and that this would require investigation of the development of 
departmental databases and what could be done centrally to address data 
issues; 
 

(j) that the issue of space needs of PGR students was an issue highlighted in the 
reports and that work in this area continued to be taken forward with a report on 
the matter to be considered by UEC imminently; 

 
(k) that the detail in the overview report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and 

Health in relation to the DBS did not include any reference under the heading of 
Supervision and that this would be referred to the Faculty Support Administrator 
to seek the necessary information; 

Action: EA 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Academic Support Office would work with SPA and departments to 

rationalise research degree programmes currently offered, amending programme 
titles which did not accurately describe departmental provision, and removing 
research degree programmes which were no longer required; 

Action: EA/SG/AR 
 

(b) that revised lists of offered research degree programmes should be approved by 
departments and Chairs of FECs (Postgraduate); 

Action: EA/SG/AR 
 

(c) that further consideration would be given to the requirements for the training of 
members of supervisory teams and a report would be made to a meeting of 
QSSC in Easter Term 2011; 

Action: SG/AR 
 

(d) that the Academic Support Office would work with the Strategic Planning and 
Change Unit to clarify PGR issues considered in the planning round and the data 
available to inform this activity; 

Action: AR 
 
(e) that the Academic Support Office would review the data available from Banner in 

relation to provision of student progression information to ensure that 
departments were provided with relevant and useful information to consider and 
that steps could be taken to correct data where departments identified 
inaccuracies; 

Action: AR 
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(f) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health should seek clarification from the 

School of Medicine and Health regarding full-time students in full-time 
employment, to confirm that such students are practicising clinicians whose job 
enables them to undertake the research required for doctoral study; 

Action: EA 
 

(g) that a paper would be drafted for consideration at the May meetings of FECs 
(PG) to review the guidance in the Learning and Teaching Handbook on 
examination outcomes; 

Action: AR 
 

(h) that the faculty overview reports included too much detailed information in some 
instances and that the format of the Annual Review of Research Degree 
Provision report form would be reviewed to ensure that departments did not 
provide large amounts of descriptive text and to revise the section headers, 
including a section on submission and completion. 

Action: AR 
 

58. Faculty Overview Reports on the Annual Progress Review of Research Degree 
Students 

 
Considered: the overview reports on the annual progress review of research degree 
students; 
 
(a) Faculty of Arts and Humanities 

Document QSSC/10/70 
Noted:   
 
(i) that the report provided an overview of all Student Progress Reviews in the 

Faculty and that detail of the discussion of the report by the FEC 
(Postgraduate) was included in the document; 
 

(ii) that a number of negative comments had been made in relation to training 
provided by the Training Team and ITS and that an appropriate 
mechanism to feed comments back to these services should be identified; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the comments in relation to provision of training would be forwarded to 

the Chair of the Task and Finish Group established to consider training 
issues under the banner of the development of the Durham Doctoral 
Training Centre Framework; 

Action: NDB/TC 
 

(ii) that the Training Team would be asked to report to QSSC on how 
feedback on training sessions was addressed and taken forward in 
planning future sessions; 

Action: NDB/LM 
 

(iii) that the report would be shared with the Chair of the Task and Finish 
Group to inform the evidence base available for the Group; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) Faculty of Science 
Document QSSC/10/71 

 
Noted:  
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(i) that the report provided an overview of all Student Progress Reviews in the 
Faculty and that detail of the discussion of the report by the FEC 
(Postgraduate) was included in the document; 
 

(ii) that appropriate action had been identified to address the issues raised in 
the overview report and that no issues had been referred to QSSC for 
consideration; 

 
(c) Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

Document QSSC/10/72 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report provided an overview of all Student Progress Reviews in the 

Faculty and that detail of the discussion of the report by the FEC 
(Postgraduate) was included in the document; 
  

(ii) that the report contained too much detail and that in future it should contain 
a summary of relevant points and any action taken to address issues 
identified; 
 

(iii) that the report made reference to specific training issues, such as high 
level ArchGIS provision and that this would be reported to the Training 
Team for consideration; 
 

(iv) that provision of statistical training was identified as an issue and that the 
PVC (Research) had convened a group to look at statistical support 
available across the University which might identify where action could be 
taken; 

 
Agreed:  that confirmation would be sought from the PVC (Research) of the 
extent to which the issues raised in this report would be addressed by the Group 
considering the availability of statistical support. 

Action: NDB 
 
59. Annual review of taught programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of the annual review of taught programmes, 2009/10; 

 
(b) the faculty overviews of the annual review of taught programmes, 2009/10; 

Document QSSC/10/74 - 76 
Document QSSC/10/73  

Noted: 
 

(a) that the report presented an analysis of all departmental reviews on the annual 
review of taught programmes for 2009/10 and that this was based on a 
consideration of all original reports; 

 
(b) that under the current annual review process departments were required to 

undertake an annual review of taught programmes at both undergraduate and 
postgraduate level, and to report on this to the relevant FEC through the 
submission of a completed annual review report form and an up to date 
departmental learning and teaching strategy.  The requirement to submit a 
departmental learning and teaching strategy was suspended for 2009/10 in 
recognition of the requirement for departments to develop new education 
strategies and the timescale being too short following approval of the new 
approach by Senate in June 2010; 
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(c) that Chairs of FECs compile faculty overviews of these annual review reports for 
discussions by FECs, and subsequent consideration by QSSC, allowing issues 
of concern and good practice to be identified, and action agreed where 
necessary, by the University; 

 
(d) that the University overview report was intended to inform the development of 

learning and teaching policy and practice by identifying generic issues arising 
from departmental reports and to ensure that the annual review process 
remained effective and fit for purpose; 

 
(e) that a number of actions were agreed as a result of the 2008/09 overview report 

and a summary of how these actions were taken forward was included in the 
document; 

 
(f) that departments were currently asked to complete a single annual review report 

form covering undergraduate and taught postgraduate programmes, and have 
the chairs of FEC (Undergraduate) and FEC (Postgraduate) use these forms to 
prepare a joint faculty overview report covering both types of provision that would 
then be considered by both FECs; 

 
(g) that a number of departments were using the section on programme 

specifications on the annual review report form to give a broader account of 
curriculum developments whilst other departments were instead reporting this 
information in the section on module review.  The question arising from this issue 
was whether consideration should be given to revising these sections to create a 
single section on curriculum review and development to enable a broader more 
holistic report from departments in these areas; 

 
(h) that concerns had been identified by departments about the Key Performance 

Indicator data provided as part of the annual review process and that issues had 
been raised in previous years but had not been progressed due to the lack of 
resources available to do so combined with the prospective implementation of a 
Data Warehouse that would address these concerns; 

 
(i) that the list of examples of good practice outlined in Annex 2 of the report would 

be circulated to the Easter Term meetings of FECs; 
 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that the FEC chairs would be reminded that within the annual review process 

they had a responsibility to raise any concerns arising from an annual review 
report with departments, including any concerns about the coverage or overall 
effectiveness of a review report form; 

Action: RDH 
 
(ii) that the FEC chairs would be reminded that they have the authority to question 

departments whose annual review reports did not meet all the requirements of 
the process, particularly the need to address both undergraduate and 
postgraduate provision; 

Action: RDH 
 

(iii) that the chair of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities EC (Undergraduate) should 
pursue the lack of coverage of taught postgraduate provision in Theology and 
Religion’s annual review report; 

Action: SDK/EM 
 
(iv) that departments would be reminded of the need to ensure comparable coverage 

of undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision within their annual review 
report forms; 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 9 of 19 
 28 February 2011 

Action: Chairs of FECs 
 

(v) that the Chair of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) to take appropriate action in relation to Geography’s apparent 
failure to review their programme specifications since 2005/06 as a matter of 
urgency; 

Action: ACB/NS 
 

(vi) that the practice in Engineering and Computer Sciences in relation to the 
administering of MEQs was not consistent with University policy and that 
clarification would be sought as to whether an exemption had been sought for 
this arrangement from the FEC (Undergraduate) and whether any further action 
was necessary; 

Action: TF/EC 
 
(vii) that the current sections of the annual review report form concerned with 

programme specifications and outcomes of module reviews would be replaced 
with a single section on Curriculum review and development to support a more 
holistic consideration of these issues whilst ensuring that core issues were still 
addressed; 

Action: RDH 
 

(viii) that confirmation would be sought as to whether effective action had been taken 
at faculty level in relation to those departments who had not reported submitting 
their external examiner reports to SSCCs and if this was not the case to require 
that this be done as a matter of urgency; 

Action: NDB 
 

(ix) that confirmation would be sought that FECs had followed-up with those 
departments that had not reviewed their placement learning, and if this was not 
the case to require that this be done as a matter of urgency; 

Action: NDB 
 

(x) that confirmation would be sought on the implementation date for the Data 
Warehouse; 

Action: NDB 
 

(xi) that a group would be convened to consider what data might be of use to 
departments and that a selection of departments would meet next academic year 
to discuss what the Data Warehouse would be expected to provide; 

Action: RDH 
 

(xii) that consideration would be given to short term action which could be taken to 
address the issues raised in relation to the KPI data and immediate action to 
improve the format and provision of currently available data. 

Action: RDH 
 

60. External examiner reports for undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes 

 
Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of external examiner reports for undergraduate and 

integrated master’s programmes, 2009/10; 
Document QSSC/10/77 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the report presented an analysis of all the external examiner reports 

for 2009/10 relating to undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes 
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and that the report sought to identify key generic issues and issues of 
University policy arising from the external examiner reports; 
 

(ii) that procedural issues relating to the assessment process, and external 
examining, had been raised in a number of reports but that these were on 
the whole specific to arrangements within specific departments and did not 
raise significant concerns that diminished the overall effectiveness of the 
assessment process.  Two common issues were identified in terms of the 
selection of work for scrutiny by the external examiner and the schedule for 
the assessment process, the former of these would continue to be 
addressed in future training sessions held for chairs and secretaries of 
boards of examiners and a reminder to departments that they would need 
to establish a schedule for approving their examination papers in the light 
of Student Planning and Assessment’s submission deadline could be 
incorporated into future training sessions to address the latter; 

 
(iii) that additional material had been incorporated within the training sessions 

for chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners on the need to allow 
external examiners sufficient time to consider draft examination papers; 

 
(iv) that three external examiners had stated that the provision they were 

responsible for generally rather than fully met the requirements of the 
Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ).  Two of these 
instances occurred in a single school and both external examiners were 
content that standards overall were appropriate, and the issues in question 
were being addressed.  The comments of the third external examiner 
related to provision in the Department of Mathematical Sciences were in 
relation to the proportion of Level 4 work in the MMath, this was not 
identified as an issue by the other two external examiners for this 
programme and the Department had submitted and had approved by the 
chair of the relevant FEC (Undergraduate) a plan to consider the issue 
raised by this single external examiner; 

 
(v) that external examiners should not be permitted to recommend  changes to 

marks where only a sample of work had been considered but that they 
could recommend that the full set be revisited if issues with marks were 
identified as a result of the moderation process; 

 
(vi) that the use of the full range of the marking scale by markers remained an 

issue which was identified each year; 
 

(vii) that the proportion of reports making recommendations in relation to the 
University’s policy on the exercise of discretion remained essentially 
constant between 2008/09 and 2009/10 and that the persistence of these 
issues indicated an opportunity for the University to consider whether 
further action was necessary; 

 
(viii) that the starting point for considering further action in relation to the 

discretion of boards of examiners would be the conclusion reached by the 
Review of Assessment Working Group in 2008, which was subsequently 
endorsed by Senate in 2009, and that the clear position of the University 
was that boards of examiners should have an appropriate level of 
discretion to allow them to use their professional judgment in individual 
cases, but that it would not be appropriate to develop detailed guidelines 
for discretion that would in effect act as supplementary classification 
regulations; 
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(ix) that the issues relating to discretion would be discussed further in the light 
of the comments in the report of the Chief External Examiner; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that the progress made in response to the actions agreed on the basis of 

last year’s annual overview was appropriate with action being taken to 
address all issues identified; 
 

(ii) that a reminder to departments that they would need to establish a 
schedule for approving their examination papers in the light of Student 
Planning and Assessment’s submission deadline would be incorporated 
into future training sessions; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(iii) that  the report from the Department of Mathematical Sciences on the 
comments of the external examiner in relation to the proportion of Level 4 
work in the MMath should be forwarded to the chair of the relevant FEC 
(Undergraduate) via the Academic Support Office as soon as it had been 
considered by the board of studies in Spring 2011; 

Action: TF/EC 
 

(iv) that external examiners should not be permitted to recommend the 
amendment of individual marks where they had only seen a sample of the 
work in question.  Instead, where external examiners had moderated a 
sample of work and had found evidence of inappropriate or inconsistent 
marking they should recommend to the board of examiners that this be 
addressed in a systematic way (for example through systematic 
amendments to marks, or through the remarking of work); 
 

(v) that the International Office’s Exchanges Officer would be asked to 
regularly remind departments participating in student exchanges of the 
need to brief external examiners on these arrangements; 

Action: RDH 
 

(vi) that departments would continue to be encouraged to use the full range of 
the marking scale and to develop their assessment criteria to address the 
issues arising and that the situation would be monitored in the 2010/11 
overview reports to determine if further action was necessary; 

Action: RDH 
 

(vii) that further investigation of the type of centrally provided contextual 
statistics would be undertaken via the training sessions for chairs and 
secretaries of boards of examiners prior to consideration of whether such 
information was available; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(b) the faculty overviews of external examiner reports for undergraduate and 
integrated master’s programmes, 2009/10; 

Document QSSC/10/78 – 80 
 

Agreed: 
 
(i) that the issues raised in the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities 

in relation to Combined/Joint Honours programmes should be addressed to 
the Chair of the Joint Board and not the Director of Combined Honours and 
that this would be confirmed with the Faculty PVC; 

Action: NDB 
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(ii) that the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health provided 
more detail than required for a faculty overview and that the report from the 
other faculties would be offered as an example of the level of engagement 
required to enable QSSC to identify issues requiring further consideration 
at University level; 

Action: NDB 
 

(iii) that the minute extract detailing the consideration of the overview report at 
the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) did not provide a sufficient level of detail to assure QSSC 
of the meaningful discussion of the issues identified and that the Secretary 
to the FEC would be asked to provide more detailed outline of the 
discussion in future years; 

Action: NS 
 
Recommended: that EC approve a revision to the University Code of Practice for 
External Examining to clarify that external examiners should not be permitted to 
recommend the amendment of individual marks where they had only seen a 
sample of the work in question.  Instead, where external examiners had 
moderated a sample of work and had found evidence of inappropriate or 
inconsistent marking they should recommend to the board of examiners that 
this be addressed in a systematic way. 
 

61. Undergraduate and integrated master’s boards of examiners 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of boards of 

examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2009/10; 
Document QSSC/10/81 

Noted: 
 

(i) that the Chief Examiner was responsible for considering the minutes of all 
meetings of boards of examiners at the University and that this report 
commented on the conduct of these meetings in the context of the 
University’s approved regulations and policies; 
 

(ii) that the Chief Examiner had also been provided with copies of the reports 
of external examiners this year, to provide background and supplementary 
evidence to support the scrutiny of boards of examiners minutes; 

 
(iii) that the University’s approach to the use of statistical data by boards of 

examiners had been discussed in detail by the Chief Examiner, the Chair 
of QSSC and the Head of Academic Support Office and that it had been 
determined that the approach to use of such information had been made 
more robust via the training now conducted for chairs and secretaries of 
boards of examiners; 

 
(iv) that the issue of absenteeism from boards of examiners meetings had 

been identified as an issue specifically in relation to undergraduate boards 
of examiners, and that the training for chairs and secretaries of boards of 
examiners had been used to raise awareness of attendance requirements 
and absenteeism.  It was also proposed that the approach of some 
departments to the membership of their boards of examiners could make 
absences seem higher than they actually were; 
 

(v) that apologies for absence from meetings of the board of examiners for an 
acceptable reason should be given to the Chair and that this reason should 
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be minuted to allow the chairs of Faculty Education Committees to review 
the number of absences and the reasons given by members; 
 

(vi) that the attendance list should identify those members who are present, 
those who have given apologies and the reason for this absence, and 
those who were not present and for which no reason had been supplied; 
 

(vii) that the Chief External Examiner had identified some issues relating to the 
University’s policy on the use of discretion.  These chimed with issues 
identified in the overview of undergraduate external examiner reports, 
considered earlier in the meeting; 
 

(viii) that there may be scope to moderate the University’s current approach to 
discretion in ways that would maintain the position outlined in Minute 60 
above while addressing the points raised by the Chief External Examiner 
and subject external examiners.  In relation to the scope for exercising 
discretion, consideration could be given to specifying a borderline below 
which candidates without Serious Adverse Circumstances could not be 
considered for elevation from one degree class to another.  Many 
institutions define a zone of discretion.  While there was general support for 
introducing a zone of discretion, there was disagreement as to which of the 
two approaches to defining this zone suggested in Document 77 should be 
recommended to Education Committee for consideration; 

 
(ix) that it was suggested in Document 70, that where a student’s average 

weighted mean fell into a zone of discretion consideration would be given 
to three issues that might lead to the promotion of a candidate to a higher 
classification.  Predominance where consideration would be given to the 
balance of higher marks for those modules that:  are core to a program;  
between them demonstrate a breath of the program learning outcomes;  
and take into account student achievement; Dissertation/major 
project/fieldwork where consideration would be given to a mark within the 
higher classification for those modules that were synoptic of the 
programme learning outcomes and may involve the student in independent 
thought and the personal management of the work’s direction.  Boards may 
take into account student achievement making specific consideration to the 
positioning of the student’s module mark relative to the module’s standard 
deviation.  Trajectory although it was important to take into consideration 
that this factor had already been taken into account by higher weightings in 
later years for calculation of the AWM. However, consistent to Durham’s 
approach boards may consider trajectory by taking into account student 
achievement where lesser performance related to a specific program 
learning outcome was demonstrated by a student through a higher 
performance at a later level of study; 
 

(x) that the suggested reasons for exercising discretion were felt to be 
appropriate; 

 
 

(xi) that the Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) had 
previously considered the accuracy of marks in Banner as an issue and 
that further investigation of this issue had found that it had a marginal 
impact in terms of rounding up; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the minutes and lists of attendance from the meetings of boards of 

examiners in 2010/11 would be reviewed to identify absences and that a 
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report on this issue would be made to the first meeting of QSSC in 
2011/12; 

Action: NDB 
 

(ii) that the Chair of QSSC would discuss recording and monitoring of 
attendance and absence at meetings of boards of examiners with the Head 
of the Academic Support Office with a view to determining an agreed 
approach under Chair’s action to ensure consistency across the University; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(iii) that any further comments on the report would be provided to the Secretary 
to collate; 

Action: ALL 
 

(iv) that the proposed approaches to develop strategies to moderate the 
University’s current approach to discretion in ways that would maintain the 
position outlined in Minute 60(x) above while addressing the points raised 
by external examiners would be considered further outside of the meeting, 
with further discussion at the April meeting of QSSC leading to a 
recommendation to the May meeting of Education Committee; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(v) that the Deputy Head (Undergraduate) from the Faculty of Science would 
provide further information on the accuracy of marks in Banner to the 
Secretary and that this would be considered by appropriate colleagues in 
Student Planning and Assessment; 

Action: TF/NDB 
 

(vi) that analysis of the approach to the definition of a zone of discretion in the 
University’s standard comparator group regarding the recording of marks 
would be undertaken; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) the faculty overviews of the operation of boards of examiners for undergraduate 
and integrated master’s programmes, 2009/10; 

Document QSSC/10/82 – 84 
 

Noted:  that the faculty overview reports had been considered at the meetings of 
Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate) held in Epiphany Term 2011 
and that a minute extract detailing the discussions was included in the 
documents; 
 

 
Agreed:  that the faculties would be asked to prepare briefer, more focused 
assurance reports highlighting the number of departments where issues had 
been identified and that the Faculty would be required to follow up to ensure that 
appropriate action was taken to resolve these issues prior to the overview report 
being submitted to QSSC. 

 
62. Concessions, academic progress notices and appeals 
 

Considered:  the annual faculty overview of undergraduate and integrated master’s 
concessions, academic progress notices and appeals from Social Sciences and 
Health; 

Document QSSC/10/85 
 

Noted: 
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(a) that the report had been considered by the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) and that a minute extract detailing 
the discussion at this meeting was included as an annex to the report; 
 

(b) that the number of concessions granted in 2009/10 was roughly consistent with 
the previous year, although some departments had reduced the number 
significantly; 
 

(c) that Combined Honours in Social Sciences had consistently accounted for more 
concessions than would be expected in terms of ratio to student numbers but 
that that was likely due to its cross-disciplinary nature; 

 
(d) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) would investigate the high 

number of deferred examination concessions processed by the Durham Law 
School and that a report would be made to Faculty Education Committee on this 
matter; 

 
(e) that the number of students placed on Academic Progress Notices remained 

highest in the Foundation Centre and in Queen’s Campus Business programmes 
but that there was evidence that this would be consistent with the understanding 
of the specific needs of Foundation students in the nature of the programme as a 
pre-degree level qualification often pursued by non-traditional students and that 
the recent ELR of the DBS had noted that the large proportion of overseas 
students on their Queen’s Campus programmes heightened support needs; 
 

(f) that the number of appeals was slightly lower in 2009/10 compared to the 
previous year and that only 9 of the 54 appeals were upheld, this being 17% of 
the appeals down from 28% being upheld the prior year; 

 
Agreed:  that a breakdown of concessions by department and type would be requested 
from the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) for consideration by QSSC. 

Action: ACB 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 12 January 2011; 

Document QSSC/10/86 
 

(b) the report to EC of the meeting of QSSC held 12 January 2011; 
Document QSSC/10/87 

 
Noted: that the minutes would be revised to reflect that the validated partnership 
between the University and the Newcastle Cognitive and Behavioural Therapies 
Centre (NCBTC) was revalidated for a period of six and not five years from September 
2004 until September 2010 (Minute 48 refers); 
 
Received:   
 
(a) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of EC held 17 January 2011, detailing 

consideration of the report from the 9 December 2010 meeting of QSSC; 
Document QSSC/10/88 

 
(b) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of EC held 14 February 2011, detailing 

consideration of the report from the 12 January 2011 meeting of QSSC. 
Document QSSC/10/89 
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64. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;                                      Document QSSC/10/90 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 

Document QSSC/10/91 
 

65. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that the Chair had developed a set of guidelines for conducting vivas by 
video-conferencing equipment in response to a request from Education Committee and 
that the Academic Support Office would support the implementation of the proposed 
pilot. 

Action: AR 
 

66. Partnership Approval: KPMG, United Kingdom 
 

Considered: whether to approve a collaborative provision partnership with KPMG; 
Document QSSC/10/92  

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Durham Business School was proposing the approval of a collaborative 

partnership with KPMG and the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England 
and Wales for the delivery of a BSc Accountancy programme, which would 
commence in August 2011; 
 

(b) that the arrangement had been complex to arrange and had the preparation of 
supporting documentation had involved a review visit being undertaken of the 
current external training provider and agreement had been reached in the draft 
Memorandum of Agreement that there would be a joint appointment by the 
partners should the external training provider change; 

 
(c) that it was intended that the Management Committee for the partnership would 

operate as a sub-committee of the DBS Education Committee and that this 
would tie in the partnership to specific governance arrangements; 

 
(d) the Management Committee would meet in person at least once per year to 

review the partnership and the programme delivered.  This review would provide 
commentary on agreed performance indicators identifying positive and negative 
issues and stating action points where relevant. The review by the Management 
Committee would be fully minuted and include comment on all the items required 
by the memorandum of agreement and/or Partnership Approval Panel. The 
minutes would feed into the department/school annual review of teaching and be 
forwarded to the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel for consideration.  The 
Management Committee may meet at other times in the year either in person or 
by video-conferencing. 

 
(e) that student feedback would be collected on all modules and on the programme 

as a whole via questionnaires and a staff-student consultative committee in line 
with University guidelines; 

 
(f) that the DBS had provided the rationale that the close ties of the programme with 

work-based learning required students to complete Level 2 modules prior to 
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completing Level 1 but that the overall programme was coherent for students in 
terms of educational content and activity; 

 
(g) that approval would be sought at the March meeting of Senate for the Vice-

Chancellor to take Chair’s action to consider the proposed partnership on behalf 
of Senate in order to enable delivery of the proposed programme to commence 
in August 2011; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposed collaborative partnership would be approved subject to 

approval of a revised Memorandum of Agreement and confirmation from the 
Treasurer’s Department of the financial arrangements; 
 

(b) that, subject to confirmation of (a) above, the partnership would be 
recommended to Education Committee for approval and that this would be 
reported to the DBS when appropriate. 

Action: NDB/NS 
 

67. Programme Approval: BSc Accounting 
 
Considered: whether to approve the introduction of a new BSc Accounting programme; 

Document QSSC/10/93  
Noted: 
 
(a) that the DBS was proposing to establish a new BSc Accountancy programme 

with effect from August 2011 and that the supporting documentation had been 
considered by the New Programme Approval Panel alongside the criteria 
outlined in the University’s Learning and Teaching Handbook and that the 
programme had been recommended to QSSC for approval following the 
amendment of documentation following the Panel meeting; 

 
(b) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of the Panel to approve the revised 

documentation on behalf of the Panel and that the form recommending the 
programme to QSSC had subsequently been signed; 

 
Agreed:  that the new BSc Accounting programme would be approved subject to 
Senate approval of the proposed collaborative partnership with KPMG and that this 
would be reported to the department and Education Committee in due course. 

Action: NS/NDB 
 

68. Enhancement-led Review 
 
Noted:  that this report was not yet available and would be considered at the next 
meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/10/94 – Not received  
 

69. Enhancement-led Review:  English Language Centre 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the English 
Language Centre held 25 April 2007; 

Document QSSC/10/95 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report of the Enhancement-led Review of the English Language Centre 

was received by QSSC at its meeting on 30 October 2008 and that this report 
detailed the Faculty Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel’s consideration of 
the Centre’s response to the recommendations in the review report; 
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(b) that the responsibility for sign-off of Enhancement-led Reviews as complete was 

at University level and that the report from the Faculty Periodic Review and 
Accreditation Panel was considered by QSSC for approval prior to a report being 
made to Education Committee; 

 
(c) that there were no issues arising from the response to the report that related to 

University policy or practice; 
 

Agreed:  that the Enhancement-led Review of the English Language Centre would be 
signed off as complete and that this approval would be reported to the Department and 
to Education Committee. 

Action: EM/NDB 
 

70. Enhancement-led Review:  School of Modern Languages and Cultures 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the School of 
Modern Languages and Cultures held in the Epiphany Term 2007; 

Document QSSC/10/96 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report of the Enhancement-led Review of the School of Modern 

Languages and Cultures was received by QSSC at its meeting on 30 October 
2008 and that this report detailed the Faculty Periodic Review and Accreditation 
Panel’s consideration of the Centre’s response to the recommendations in the 
review report; 

 
(b) that there were no issues arising from the response to the report that related to 

University policy or practice; 
 

Agreed:  that the Enhancement-led Review of the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures would be signed off as complete and that this approval would be reported to 
the Department and to Education Committee. 

Action: EM/NDB 
 
71. Enhancement-led Review:  Department of Mathematical Sciences 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the Department 
of Mathematical Sciences held in the Easter Term 2008; 

Document QSSC/10/97 
 
(a) that the report of the Enhancement-led Review of the Department of 

Mathematical Sciences was received by QSSC at its meeting on 30 October 
2008 and that this report detailed the Faculty Periodic Review and Accreditation 
Panel’s consideration of the Centre’s response to the recommendations in the 
review report; 

 
(b) that there were no issues arising from the response to the report that related to 

University policy or practice; 
 

(c) that the Department had adopted a new approach to the minuting of research 
student supervisory meetings which would address the requirements of 
recommendation 18; 

 
Agreed:  that the Enhancement-led Review of the Department of Mathematical 
Sciences would be signed off as complete and that this approval would be reported to 
the Department and to Education Committee. 

Action: EC/NDB 
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72. Enhancement-led Review:  Foundation Centre 
 

Considered: the follow-up report from the Enhancement-led Review of the Foundation 
Centre held in the Michaelmas Term of 2007; 

Document QSSC/10/98 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report of the Enhancement-led Review of the Foundation Centre was 

received by QSSC at its meeting on 31 March 2008 and that this report detailed 
the Faculty Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel’s consideration of the 
Centre’s response to the recommendations in the review report; 

 
(b) that there were no issues arising from the response to the report that related to 

University policy or practice; 
 

Agreed:  that the Enhancement-led Review of the Foundation Centre would be signed 
off as complete and that this approval would be reported to the Department and to 
Education Committee. 

Action: NS/NDB 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

73. Matters of Report 
 
Reported: that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of QSSC to approve a new BA 
Chinese Studies programme following consideration of the proposal documentation by 
members by circulation. 

 
 

74. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

 
Date Time Room 
Monday 28 March 2011 2.15pm Committee Room 1 

Thursday 28 April 2011 9.15am Committee Room 1  

Tuesday 31 May 2011 2.15pm Committee Room 1 
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