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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

28 March 2011 
 

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

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
76. University Guidelines on the Use of Scaling by Boards of Examiners 

 
Considered: draft University Guidelines on the use of scaling by boards of examiners.  

Document QSSC/10/99 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that QSSC had agreed at its meeting on 1 June 2010 that work would be 

undertaken to develop University principles and good practice guidelines on the 
scaling of marks by boards of examiners.  The Chair of QSSC had taken this work 
forward, drawing on information supplied by departments on current practice in this 
area and discussions with representatives from the CEM Centre; 
 

(b) that this paper offered a first draft of such guidance for comment, prior to it being 
submitted to a cycle of FECs for consultation with a view to making final 
recommendations to Education Committee; 

 
(c) that the paper had been drafted following initial consultation with departments 

regarding current scaling use. A majority of departments had confirmed that they 
did not use scaling. It was felt that departments may have interpreted scaling as 
action to amend marks at the Board of Examiners, rather than more broadly as 
action taken to amend marks following initial marking against the assessment 
criteria. There would be value in re-iterating this broader definition to ensure that all 
practice was taken into account before the paper was circulated more widely; 

 
(d) that whilst it was understood that some departments already had established 

scaling practices it would be necessary to identify what in which departments not 
currently using scaling could be supported to introduce such practice where 
appropriate; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that departments would be asked at the next cycle of FEC meetings to identify any 

examples of scaling which were routinely undertaken, including action taken prior to 
meetings of boards of examiners, and that this would clearly specify the difference 
between moderation and scaling; 

Action: EA/SG/AR/EC/EM/NS 
 

(b) that the training for chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners should be used to 
confirm that any proposals to scale marks should be discussed with the external 
examiner; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
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(c) that boards of examiners should minute agreement to scaling of marks to ensure 

that the University Chief Examiner was able to consider this issue as an element of 
the overview of the operation of boards of examiners and that this would be 
included in the training for chairs and secretaries; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(d) that further development would be undertaken on the report as a result of the 
discussion at QSSC and consideration of scaling at the next cycle FEC meetings 
and that consultation on a covering report and the revised draft guidance would be 
undertaken via meetings of FECs in Michaelmas Term 2011. 

Action: ELB 
 

77. Direct Entry to Level 3 
 

Considered:  a proposal from the Faculty of Science to allow students direct access to 
level 3 of MSci degree programmes under a collaborative provision arrangement; 

Document QSSC/10/100 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Faculty of Science was developing collaborative programmes with a 

number of Chinese Universities.  It was likely that the majority of these would be 
articulation agreements with students permitted direct access to a specific level 
based on work already undertaken at a partner organisation, approved under a 
collaborative provision arrangement; 
 

(b) that the Faculty of Science was seeking permission to allow direct access to level 3 
of an integrated master’s degree programme under a collaborative provision 
arrangement which was sometimes known as a 3+2 arrangement.  Under such an 
arrangement, students would complete three years study at the partner 
organisation and then be permitted direct access to level 3 of the integrated 
master’s degree they would undertake two years study at Durham and on 
successful completion be awarded a Durham degree; 

 
(c) that the paper reviewed some of the key issues associated with direct access to 

level 3 of an integrated master’s degree programme under a collaborative provision 
arrangement, and recommended broad principles for consideration by QSSC; 

 
(d) that the University’s current practice of limiting direct entry via collaborative 

partnerships to direct access to level 2 of an undergraduate degree had been 
based on the application of principles detailed in the University’s Credit and Module 
Framework.  These principles also considered the broader question of what 
constituted a Durham degree, noting that a Durham degree should reflect a total 
experience which was itself developmental above and beyond the curriculum; 

 
(e) that the Faculty of Science proposed that in the case of integrated master’s 

programmes, two years of study at Durham under a collaborative partnership was 
sufficient to satisfy the need for any Durham award to be based on a student having 
the ‘total experience’ and ‘overall experience’ offered by a Durham programme.  
The Faculty believed that two years study, amounting to 50% of the programme, 
provided sufficient opportunity for students to gain the added value that derives 
from time spent as residents in our communities, in line with statements made in 
the University Strategy 2010-20; 
 

(f) that it was clear from the QAA Code of Practice on Collaborative Programmes, that 
as the awarding institution Durham would need to be assured that the programme 
of study provided at the partner organisation was at an appropriate level to 
articulate with the entry point, in this case level 3 of the integrated master’s 
programme, and that full details would be outlined in each collaborative agreement 
on how such issues would be addressed and monitored; 
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(g) that if a 3+2 model were permitted, the University would either need to permit such 

programmes to classify students on the basis solely of work undertaken at Levels 3 
and 4 at Durham, or the department(s) in question would need to develop a 
translation scale to map Level 2 marks achieved at the partner organisation to the 
Durham marking scale in order that they could be included in the standard 
classification algorithm covering Levels 2, 3 and 4; 

 
(h) that each individual arrangement with a partner organisation should address the 

English language ability of potential students.  Arrangements would be made for an 
assessment of language skills and whether a requirement to attend a pre-sessional 
course was appropriate; 

 
(i) that current regulations permitted compensation of up to 40 credits at Levels 2 

and/or 3 and up to 20 credits at Level 4.  The Faculty was proposing that for any 
programme involving direct entry to Level 3 via a collaborative partnership, the 
programme regulations would specify that compensation would be possible for up 
to 40 credits at Level 3 and up to 20 credits at Level 4, with all Level 2 modules at 
the partner university having to be successfully completed to progress to Level 3 at 
Durham.  This would ensure students have met the required learning outcomes at 
an appropriate level; 

 
(j) that the regulations concerning exit qualifications would need to be clearly specified 

for each individual collaborative arrangement, including how much credit would 
need to be awarded by Durham in order to justify a Durham award; 

 
(k) that for each specific collaborative arrangement where professional accreditation 

was involved, the department would check whether the arrangement for direct 
access to level 3 would be acceptable to the PSRB and the agreement and 
programme regulations would clearly specify the decision of the accrediting body.  
This would be communicated to incoming students; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that a 3+2 arrangement would be proposed on the basis of students undertaking 

50% of their study at a partner institution and 50% in Durham.  This was consistent 
with the regulations on Direct Entry for integrated master’s programmes; 
 

(b) that, to ensure consistency, any exit qualifications should be calculated on the 
same basis which would mean that: 

 
(i) a student gaining 60 Durham credits (including up to 20 by compensation) 

would be able to qualify for a certificate (as they would have passed the 
equivalent of at least 60 credits at a partner institution); 

 
(ii) a student gaining 120 Durham credits (including up to 40 by compensation) 

would be able to qualify for a Diploma (as they would have passed the 
equivalent of at least 120 credits at a partner institution); 

 
(iii) a student gaining 150 Durham credits (with no compensation permitted) would 

be able to qualify for a BSc Ordinary (as they would have passed the 
equivalent of at least 150 credits at a partner institution); 

 
(iv) a student gaining 180 Durham credits (including up to 40 by compensation) 

would be able to qualify for a BSc Hons (as they would have passed the 
equivalent of at least 180 credits at a partner institution); 

 
(v) a student gaining 240 Durham credits (including up to 40 by compensation at 

Level 3, and up to 20 by compensation at Level 4) would be able to qualify for 
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a MEng/MChem/MPhys etc Hons (as they would have passed the equivalent 
of at least 240 credits at a partner institution); 

 
(c) that the programme regulations for any such arrangement would need to clarify the 

position outlined in (b) above to calculate exit qualifications; 
 

(d) that specific arrangements relating to the issue of English language skills would be 
addressed in the approval process for each 3+2 partnership.  Each individual 
articulation agreement would be expected to address the English language ability to 
ensure that students had the ability to study in English at an appropriate level.   

 
(e) that, as required by the QAA, arrangements would be put in place to ensure that the 

parchment and transcript of students undertaking 3+2 programmes clearly recorded 
that part of the programme was delivered and assessed in a foreign language, for 
the main award and for any exit qualifications; 

 
(f) that proposals for all collaborative arrangements would include a mapping exercise 

of work undertaken at the partner organisation against equivalent provision offered 
at Durham and that this would be considered by the external subject specialist as 
part of the partnership development process; 

 
(g) that classification would be based solely on the basis of work undertaken at Durham 

in Levels 3 and 4 (weighted 3:4) and that this would be clearly specified in each 
individual articulation arrangement; 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve a revision to current 
University policy to allow students direct access to level 3 of MSci degree 
programmes under a collaborative provision arrangement with specific details 
being included in the individual arrangements and outlined in the Memorandum 
of Agreement for each partnership. 
 

78. External examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of external examiner reports for taught postgraduate 

programmes, 2009/10; 
Document QSSC/10/101 

 
(b) the faculty overviews of external examiner reports for taught postgraduate 

programmes, 2009/10. 
Document QSSC/10/102 – 104  

Noted: 
 
(a) that the University overview report presented an analysis of all the external 

examiner reports for 2009/10 relating to taught postgraduate programmes and that 
this was based on consideration of all of the original reports and sought to identify 
key generic issues arising from these reports, and issues of University policy raised 
by external examiners, making a number of recommendations in these areas; 
 

(b) that the reports received from external examiners for taught postgraduate 
programmes continued to be thinner than those for undergraduate and integrated 
master’s programmes but that the inclusion of prompts in the form had increased 
the detail of responses and that other factors, such as the same issues being 
identified and addressed at undergraduate level and the small cohort numbers at 
taught postgraduate level, could explain the content of the reports; 

 
(c) that the increased emphasis within training for chairs and secretaries of boards of 

examiners on the need for departments to discuss the assessment schedule with 
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external examiners had been introduced at the most recent cycle of training 
sessions held; 

 
(d) that there had been discussion previously on the policy that a decision on whether a 

member of staff should mark a dissertation that they had supervised was one that 
was most appropriately made at departmental level but that the University was 
confident that all dissertations were second marked which would ensure an element 
of independence and that if an external examiner expressed concern at this 
arrangement the department would be expected to provide a rationale for the 
choice of marking staff; 
 

(e) that a strict interpretation of the current University policy on feedback might be 
though to prohibit the provision of feedback on summatively assessed work via 
audio requirements, through its requirement that departments provide some written 
feedback on all summatively assessed coursework.  This policy was written prior to 
advances in technology which would mean that it was not much easier to provide 
an audio recording of feedback that students could make use of on a repeated 
basis, although it was recognised that the technology would not be always be 
available to enable audio recordings to be made; 

 
(f) that a recommendation had been made to Education Committee following the 

March meeting of QSSC that the University Code of Practice for External 
Examining be revised to clarify that external examiners should not be permitted to 
recommend the amendment of individual marks where they had seen only 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; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that members were content with the action taken to respond to the issues raised in 

last year’s overview report; 
 

(b) that a recommendation would be made to Education Committee that the policy on 
providing feedback to students on assessed work should be revised to permit 
feedback on summatively assessed coursework via written feedback and/or an 
audio recording of feedback, recognising that the technology to provide audio 
feedback may not always be available; 
 

(c) that the policy that a decision on whether a member of staff should mark a 
dissertation they have supervised was one that was most appropriately made at 
departmental level would be confirmed in light of the discussion in noted (c) above; 

 
(d) that action would be taken to co-locate all information on the role of the external 

examiner in the Learning and Teaching Handbook, and that this would be brought 
to the attention of all external examiners in the 2011/12 Handbook for External 
Examiners; 

Action: RDH 
 
Recommended:  that Education Committee approve a revision to the policy on 
providing feedback to students on assessed work to permit feedback on 
summatively assessed coursework via written feedback and/or an audio 
recording of feedback. 
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79. Board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a)  the University overview of board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate   

 programmes, 2009/10; 
Document QSSC/10/105 

 
(b)  the faculty overviews of board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate   

 programmes, 2009/10. 
Document QSSC/10/106 – 108   

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that this was the second report received from the University’s Chief Examiner on 

the operation of boards of examiners at taught postgraduate level following 
consideration of the minutes of all meetings; 
 

(b) that the Chief Examiner had for the first time been provided copies of the reports of 
external examiners to provide background and supplementary evidence to support 
the scrutiny of board of examiner minutes; 
 

(c) that the issues raised in the University overview reports on the board of examiners 
reports for taught postgraduate programmes were similar to those identified and 
reported at undergraduate level; 

 
(d) the faculty overviews of board of examiners reports for taught postgraduate 

programmes were intended to be assurance reports and would continue to be 
received along with a University overview report; 

 
(e) that the recording of consideration of mitigating circumstances was identified as an 

issue and that the process was less well embedded at postgraduate taught level but 
that the small cohort numbers at this level could mean that none had been 
received.  Chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners would be advised through 
the training sessions held of the need to minute discussion of mitigating 
circumstances or note that none had been submitted if this was the case; 

 
(f) that the training delivered to chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners 

continued to be used to remind them of the need to minute all discussions at 
meetings;  
 

(g) that in future only electronic submission of minutes would be required to avoid 
duplication of sets of minutes and to ensure that a full set of minutes could be made 
available to the Chief Examiner for consideration; 
 

(h) that the University had addressed the issue of external examiners amending 
individual marks and that a recommendation had been made to Education 
Committee that the University Code of Practice for External Examining be revised 
to clarify that external examiners should not be permitted to recommend the 
amendment of individual marks where they had seen only 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; 

 
(i) that the use of statistics by boards of examiners continued to be addressed in the 

training sessions held for chairs and secretaries; 
 

(j) that QSSC had discussed the issue of attendance at meetings of boards of 
examiners at a previous meeting and that action had been agreed to take forward 
consideration of this matter, including a review of the minutes and lists of 
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attendance from the meetings held in 2010/11 to identify absences and that a report 
on this issue would be made to the first meeting of QSSC in 2011/12; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the timing of the receipt of the faculty overview reports would be reviewed to 

determine whether it would be possible for QSSC to receive them at an earlier point 
in the academic year and that this would be reflected in the draft schedule of 
business to be received at the April meeting of QSSC; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) that the Academic Support Office would review reports from external examiners 
when they were received and identify any follow up action required to enable the 
faculty to report to QSSC on the operation of boards of examiners at the earliest 
opportunity; 

Action: EA/SG/AR 
 

(c) that the Chair of QSSC would write to the University Chief Examiner to respond to 
the issues raised in the reports prepared on the operation of Boards of Examiners 
at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels and to thank them for the work 
undertaken. 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

80. Annual Report on Taught Postgraduate Progression and Completion Rates 
 

Considered: the annual report on taught postgraduate progression and completion 
rates. 

Document QSSC/10/109 
Noted: 
 
(a) that one of the University’s Key Performance Indicators, linked to the student 

experience, was its completion rates, with a target to maintain completions rates 
that were in the top five English Universities.  These completion rates were 
considered annually at faculty and University level and that this report provided a 
comparison analysis on students who were due to complete during the last three 
academic years, analysing the data on postgraduate progression and completion 
rates to identify any overarching trends; 
 

(b) that the reports had been considered by FECs (Postgraduate) in the cycle of 
meetings held in February 2011 and that minute extracts detailing the discussion at 
these meetings were attached to the report; 

 
(c) that the requirement to achieve an overall average mark of at least 70% across all 

the modules taken, including the achievement of a mark of 70% or more in the 
dissertation to award a distinction had resulted in a lower number being awarded 
and that the introduction of a merit grade at postgraduate taught level would be 
monitored to determine the impact on the number of distinctions and merits 
awarded in future; 

 
Agreed:  that the Academic Support Office would work with Student Planning and 
Assessment on the format of the report to identify whether any revisions could be made 
to refine the presentation for the analysis and consideration of the annual report on 
taught postgraduate progression and completion rates. 

Action: NDB 
 

81. Postgraduate Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals 
 

Considered: the annual faculty reports on postgraduate concessions, academic 
progress notices and appeals, 2009/10; 

Document QSSC/10/110 – 112  
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Noted: 
 
(a) that the reports provided an overview of the of postgraduate concessions, academic 

progress notices and appeals received in 2009/10 for each faculty and that these 
reports had been considered at the previous cycle of Faculty Education Committees 
with minute extracts detailing the discussion of the reports; 
 

(b) that the classification of concessions under the ‘Other’ category indicated that the 
request related to student changes in registrations, changes in modes of study from 
full-time to part-time, changes in supervisory teams and extensions to the 
submission of minor corrections or resubmissions and that this could also refer to 
requests in relation to issues which should not be treated as a concession; 

 
(c) that the revision to the University policy on concessions was expected to have an 

effect on the number of concessions received and that the impact of these policy 
changes would be monitored in future years;  
 

(d) that it should be recognised that concessions, academic progress notices and 
appeals would be counted in the academic year in which they were received by the 
faculty and that this could be an issue where such activity was received at the end 
of the academic year and could therefore be counted in the next academic year; 

 
(e) that the relatively small number of students in postgraduate cohorts should also be 

highlighted as having an impact on the level of activity in relation to concessions, 
academic progress notices and appeals; 

 
(f)   that the agreement by Education Committee to consider the potential for condoning 

fails at postgraduate taught level which was referred to in the overview report from 
the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health was likely to be brought forward for 
consultation at faculty level by the end of this academic year; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that further clarification would be sought on the data available in relation to the 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health in terms of whether they were accurate and 
whether they referred to a single academic year; 

Action: EA 
 

(b) that comparator analysis would be undertaken on approaches to resits and 
compensation at postgraduate taught level to inform the discussion at faculty and 
University level on the issue of condoning fails at postgraduate taught level. 

Action: NDB 
 
82. Faculty of Science Collaborative Provision Panel 
 

Considered: a report from the meeting of the Faculty of Science Collaborative Provision 
Panel held 7 March 2011. 

Document QSSC/10/113 
 Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no specific items for consideration by QSSC; 

 
(b) that the annual review report on the collaborative partnership between the School of 

Engineering and Computer Sciences and Harbin Engineering University had not yet 
been received and that the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel would consider 
this report by circulation and any issues or actions arising from this consideration 
would be reported to the April 2011 meeting of QSSC; 

 
(c) that the annual review, external examiner’s and University liaison officer’s report on 

the partnership with NPIA had been considered and that the ‘teach out’ of the 
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programme was now complete and all registered students had successfully 
completed the programme; 

 
(d) that the annual review, external examiner’s and University liaison officer’s report on 

the partnership with NCBTC had been considered and that four students from the 
final 2009-10 cohort had been listed as ‘incomplete/concession’ in the annual 
review report and that this issue would be discussed at the NCBTC Management 
Committee meeting in March 2011 to ensure that all students had successfully 
completed the programme by 31 March 2011 when the partnership would conclude; 

 
Agreed:  that confirmation would be sought from the Secretary to the NCBTC 
Management Committee of the successful completion of the remaining four students by 
31 March 2011. 

Action: EC 
 

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

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

Document QSSC/10/114 
 

(b) the report to EC of the meeting of QSSC held 28 February 2011; 
Document QSSC/10/115 

 
Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of EC held 16 March 2011, 
detailing consideration of the report from the 28 February 2011 meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/10/116 
 

Noted: that the minutes from the meeting of 28 February 2011 should be revised to 
report the attendance of Dr A R Millard at the meeting. 

Action: NDB 
 

84. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;                                      Document QSSC/10/117 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 

Document QSSC/10/118 
 
Noted: that discussions had been held with colleagues in Student Planning and 
Assessment regarding the accuracy of marks in the Banner system following the 
comments made at the February 2011 meeting of QSSC (Minute 61(a) refers) and that 
a brief report would be requested for the next meeting of QSSC outlining the potential 
statistical variation and possible implications which might arise as a result of the 
rounding of marks by the Banner system. 

Action: PB 
 

85. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business. 
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86. Programme Approval: MEng/BSc Computer Science 
 
Considered: whether to approve the introduction of a new MEng/BSc Computer 
Science programme. 

Document QSSC/10/119 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences was proposing to establish 

the MEng/BSc Computer Science and BSc Computer Science (European Studies) 
programmes with effect from October 2012; 
 

(b) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of the Panel to approve revisions to 
the documentation following the New Programme Approval meeting held in 
February 2011 and that the form recommending the programme to QSSC had 
subsequently been signed but that it did not indicate a specific recommendation 
and that confirmation would be sought that the programme was indeed being 
recommended to QSSC for introduction with effect from October 2011; 

Action: EC 
 

(c) that the programme regulations outlined the elements of provision which had been 
accredited by the British Computer Society and that advertising materials would 
need to have sufficient clarity on this point; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that confirmation would be sought from the School of Engineering and Computer 

Sciences of the continuation of a route from the Foundation Programme; 
Action: EC 

 
(b) that the School would be reminded of the need to ensure that all advertising 

material sufficiently clarified provision which had been accredited by the British 
Computer Society and unaccredited elements of provision; 

Action: EC 
 

(c)  that, subject to the provision of the information sought above, the new MEng/BSc 
Computer Science and BSc Computer Science (European Studies) would be 
approved and that this would be reported to the School and to Education 
Committee.  

Action: EC/NDB 
 

87. Programme Approval: MSc Evolutionary Medicine 
 
Considered: whether to approve the introduction of a new MSc Evolutionary Medicine 
programme. 

Document QSSC/10/120  
 

Noted: 
 

(a) that the Department of Anthropology was proposing to establish a new MSc 
Evolutionary Medicine programme with effect from October 2011; 
 

(b) that the documentation did not include the assessment criteria which had been 
considered by the New Programme Approval Panel and that a copy would be 
requested; 

Action: EA 
 

(c) that the form which was completed by the Chair of the New Programme Approval 
Panel to recommend the programme to QSSC had been signed but that it did not 
indicate a specific recommendation and that confirmation would be sought that the 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 11 of 13 
 28 March 2011 

programme was indeed being recommended to QSSC for introduction with effect 
from October 2011; 

Action: EA 
 

Agreed:  that, subject to the above information being received and approved by the 
Chair of QSSC, the new MSc Evolutionary Medicine programme would be approved 
and that this would be reported to the Department of Anthropology and to Education 
Committee. 

Action: EA/NDB 
 

88. Significant Curriculum Development: MSc Arab World Studies 
 
Considered: whether to approve the significant curriculum development of the MSc 
Arab World Studies programme. 

Document QSSC/10/121 – Not received  
 

Noted:  that the proposal to approve significant curriculum development of the MSc 
Arab World Studies programme was not yet available; 

 
Agreed:  that the document would be circulated to members as soon as it became 
available for consideration and that Chair’s action would be taken following this period 
of consultation to consider whether to approve the proposal. 

Action: EA/NDB/ELB 
 
89. 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 17 February 2011. 

Document QSSC/10/122 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no items arising for consideration by QSSC; 

 
(b) that, following the period of statutory consultation, and their consideration of a full 

report together with a detailed account of all relevant correspondence subsequent 
to the publication of the proposal, the Trustees of Ushaw College had unanimously 
decided to implement the original proposal to close the College at the end of the 
academic year 2010/11 and that, as a result of this confirmation, the Memorandum 
of Agreement for the partnership would need to be reviewed; 
 

(c) that the issue of placement learning had been considered and that it had been 
agreed that the partners would work with the Academic Support Office to produce a 
document to outline their mechanisms for managing placements that form part of 
the academic programme for students on the undergraduate and taught 
postgraduate Theology and Ministry programmes; 

 
(d) that the partners would collectively produce a partnership-level policy on obtaining 

and using student feedback, as detailed in Section 5 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook;  

 
(e) that the Academic Support Office would send the promotional materials to students 

eligible to complete the National Student Survey directly due to the small number 
involved; 

 
(f)    that, while undergraduate provision had been reviewed in 2008/09, postgraduate 

provision had not been included in the periodic review and that it would therefore be 
necessary to conduct a review of postgraduate provision for revalidation before the 
beginning of the 2011/12 academic year.  Initial arrangements for an interim 
periodic review would be coordinated by the Academic Support Office; 

Action: AR 
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Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Academic Support Office would work with the partners to review the 

Memorandum of Agreement as a result of confirmation of the closure of Ushaw 
College at the end of the academic year 2010/11; 

Action: EM 
 

(b) that QSSC had previously considered the issue of the inclusion of a student 
representative on the Joint Membership Committee and that it endorsed the view 
that a single student representative should be identified and that the student 
member should have full voting rights, in order to retain the balance of the 
Committee membership and the voting rights, and that this would be confirmed at 
the next meeting of the Joint Management Committee. 

Action: EM 
 

90. Report from the Joint Management Committee for the Newcastle Cognitive and 
Behavioural Therapies Centre 

 
Considered:  a report from the Joint Management Committee for the validated 
partnership with Newcastle Cognitive and Behavioural Therapies Centre. 

Document QSSC/10/123 
Noted: 
 
(a) that ‘teach out’ of the PG Diploma in Cognitive Therapy continued and that all but 

four registered students were considered at the final meeting of the board of 
examiners in January 2011 and were deemed to have successfully completed the 
programme; 
 

(b) that the remaining four students had submitted all outstanding assessed work and 
would be considered by an extraordinary meeting of the board of examiners to be 
held by circulation within the next month; 

 
(c) that the final 2009-10 cohort of students would graduate at the summer 2011 

congregation; 
 

Agreed:  that the University’s agreed academic appeals process would apply in the 
usual manner should any students from the 2009-10 cohort request an appeal after the 
expiry of the memorandum of agreement between the University and the partner 
organisation on 31 March 2011, recognising that any appeal would need to be 
submitted within 21 days of the notification of the decision in question, and that the 
academic appeals process was outlined in full in General Regulation VII in the 
University Calendar. 

 
91. Reports from Accrediting Bodies 
 

Considered:  the report on the OFSTED visit to the School of Education held 7 – 11 
February 2011. 

Document QSSC/10/124 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report outlined the findings of the inspection visit to the School of Education 

by OFSTED in February 2011; 
 

(b) that the report concluded that the both primary and secondary provision offered by 
the School of Education had previously been graded as good at the time of the last 
inspection and that improvement since then had resulted in both being graded as 
outstanding, the highest grading available from OFSTED; 
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(c) that the report would be considered at the next meeting of the Faculty Periodic 
Review and Accreditation Panel and that the follow up action required would be 
monitored via the PRAP and reported to QSSC; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Chair of QSSC would write to the School of Education to congratulate them 

on the positive outcome of the recent inspection visit; 
Action: ELB 

 
(b) that the Faculty Support Administrator would contact the School to confirm the 

timeline for follow up action and that confirmation would be sought in advance of 
the April 2011 meeting of QSSC on the reporting schedule for follow up activity. 

Action: NS 
 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
92. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

 
Date Time Room 
Thursday 28 April 2011 2.15pm Council Room  

Tuesday 31 May 2011 2.15pm Committee Room 1 
 

[Secretary’s Note: following the meeting it was established that, due to a scheduling 
conflict in the Chair’s diary, the majority of members of QSSC would be available to 
attend the meeting on Thursday 28 April 2011 if it was necessary to move it to the 
afternoon on that date.  The rescheduling of the meeting has now been confirmed with 
all members and arrangements have been made to hold the meeting starting at 2.15pm 
in the Council Room, University Office.] 
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