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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

26 March 2012 
 

Present: Professor E. L. Burd (Chair), Dr P. Collins, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr R. D. Harrison, Dr A. 
Millard, Mr S. Parker, Mr A. Rennie, Dr S. Taylor and Dr E. Welch, with Dr D. C. Gent 
(Secretary).   
 
Apologies: Professor A. Forster.  
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
65. External examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes 
 

(a) University Overview 
 
Considered: the University overview of external examiner reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes, 2010/11; 

Document QSSC/11/98 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that a small number of external examiners had requested that samples of 
work and other documentation provided to them by departments be presented 
in a different format. The importance of effective communication between 
departments and external examiners had been emphasised at training for 
chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners. This issue would also be 
addressed through the planned handbook for chairs and secretaries of boards 
of examiners, which might usefully contain an annual schedule of key actions 
for chairs and secretaries (including liaison with external examiners with 
regard to samples of work); 

 
(ii) that a very small number of external examiners (in one department) had 

suggested that the University’s requirement that external examiners attend 
the main board at which awards were made was excessive. There was no 
support for changing this requirement, which reflected the importance which 
the University attached to the involvement of external examiners in this 
process; 

 
(iii) that the external examiner’s report identified as outstanding in Document 98 

had subsequently been received by the Academic Support Office; 
 
(iv) that one of the external examiners for the Durham Business School had been 

appointed to an academic post in the School in July 2011, but had not 
submitted their final report to the Academic Support Office until November 
2011. The School had failed to notify the Academic Support Office of its 
appointment of this examiner to an internal post, as was required by 
University policy. Whilst the impact of this was mitigated by the fact that there 
were a number of other external examiners for the programme in question, 
this incident was a matter of serious concern; 
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(v) that an external examiner for the Durham Business School’s MSc board had 

suggested that another external examiner had confirmed a sample of marks 
for a particular assessment, with the result that the board was unable to 
amend these marks in the light of evidence that the run of marks for this 
module was out of line with those for other modules. This implied that the 
board had either not applied or not understood University policy, which was 
that the authority to confirm marks rested with the board as a whole rather 
than with external examiners. Further investigation was needed into whether 
the second examiner referred to above was present at the board, and whether 
the first examiner’s comments represented an accurate reflection of the 
board’s proceedings; 

 
(vi) that in 2011 the Business School had moved the responsibility for its distance 

taught MBAs from the School’s MBA board of examiners to a new MBA board 
within the Global Learning Centre. This was undesirable, as it was important 
for collaboratively-delivered programmes to be considered by the same board 
which was responsible for Durham-delivered versions of the programme in 
order to allow comparison and ensure consistency of academic standards. 
The University did not, at present, require faculty or central oversight of 
moves of programmes between boards of examiners. Whilst this happened 
rarely, it was felt that it would be desirable to introduce such oversight.  It 
would also be useful to amend the programme specification template to ask 
departments to state which board of examiners and external examiner would 
be responsible for a programme; 

 
(vii) that the Sub-Committee was very concerned about the high number of issues 

involving the Durham Business School identified in Document 98 and in the 
report of the University’s Chief Examiner, with regard to the implications these 
issues had both for quality management and for the student experience. The 
Sub-Committee had on several occasions communicated the importance of 
effective quality management processes to the School, and had arranged for 
the delivery of targeted support on such processes. It was felt that further 
training should be delivered to the School. If this did not result in an 
improvement, then the Sub-Committee would need to consider taking further 
action on this issue.  This might include recommending that the School’s 
Departmental Review be brought forward from 2014/15, and instigating 
enhanced annual review reporting requirements; 

 
(viii) that 14% of external examiners had made recommendations relating to 

feedback supplied to students. These recommendations largely focused on 
the need for greater consistency in feedback, rather than suggesting the 
presence of endemic issues. The University remained committed to improving 
feedback, and this issue would continue to be emphasised via quality 
management processes such as Departmental Review; 

 
(ix) that a small minority of external examiners had expressed concern that 

markers were not permitted to write feedback on summatively assessed 
coursework. This suggested that University policy in this area was not fully 
understood across all departments, as the University had allowed handwritten 
evaluative comments on summatively assessed coursework since 2009; 

 
(x) that several of the external examiners responsible for programmes involving 

collaborative provision in the Business School and the School of Education 
had not completed the section of the external examiner’s report form which 
invited comment on the collaborative aspects of provision. In each case the 
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Academic Support Office had asked the external examiners in question to 
revise their report to include completion of this section;  

 
(xi) that some external examiners had questioned whether it was logical or 

appropriate that a mark of 60% in the dissertation was not required in order 
for a merit to be awarded, given that University policy required a mark of 70% 
in the dissertation in order for a distinction to be awarded. The Sub-
Committee felt that instituting a requirement of a 60% mark in the dissertation 
for the award of a merit would produce greater consistency and more 
effectively reflect the University’s emphasis on research-led education. This 
issue needed to be subject to consultation with departments through FECs 
(Postgraduate), prior to any recommendations being made on this topic; 

 
(xii) that a small number of external examiners had recommended that external 

examiners should be involved in the setting of summatively-assessed 
coursework assignments. University policy currently did not address this area, 
although a number of departments routinely involved their external examiners 
in setting such assignments. This usefully allowed external examiners to 
evaluate coursework assignments in the context of the intended learning 
outcomes of the module. Annex 2 of Document 98 showed that, at a number 
of comparator institutions, external examiners were involved in commenting 
on coursework assignments prior to them being set. Whilst mindful of the 
need to minimise the burdens on departments and external examiners, the 
Sub-Committee felt that University policy ought to be revised to state that 
external examiners could be involved in the setting of summatively-assessed 
coursework assignments (excepting dissertations or major project work) upon 
request. This would not necessarily involve comment on individual 
assessment questions, which might be impractical in some instances. 
Nevertheless, external examiners might comment on the general parameters 
of the assessment. The responsibility for approving all forms of assessment 
would remain with the board of examiners;  

 
(xiii) that, further to the issue outlined in Noted (xii), University policy required 

external examiners to be involved in the setting of formal examination papers. 
This raised the question of whether the University wished to institute a similar 
degree of external oversight for modules which were entirely assessed by 
summative coursework.  It was thought impractical to require external 
examiners to be involved in setting all assessments on a given module. 
However, the Sub-Committee felt that it would be desirable for external 
examiners to have oversight of a sample of assessments on modules 
assessed entirely by coursework (excepting dissertation or major project 
modules). Both this proposal and the proposal in Noted (xii) had implications 
for departments, in that they might require coursework assignments to be 
drafted earlier than was currently the case in order to facilitate external 
examiners’ involvement; 

 
(xiv) that 14% of external examiners had raised issues concerning assessment 

criteria. Whilst examiners were broadly content with assessment criteria, there 
was a need for such criteria to be applied more consistently across some 
departments. As the issues raised in this area tended to be specific rather 
than systemic, these were most appropriately addressed at departmental 
level; 

 
(xv) that 8% of external examiners had made recommendations concerning 

double marking and moderation. These areas had been (and would continue 
to be) addressed via the training for chairs and secretaries of boards of 
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examiners.  It was important that departments followed University policy in 
this area, which was outlined in section 6.3.17 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook [http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/17]. This 
section of the Handbook should be circulated to departments in order to raise 
awareness of the distinction between double-marking and moderation;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Sub-Committee was content with the progress made in response to 

the actions agreed on the basis of the annual overview for 2009/10; 
 
(ii) that staff involved in marking taught postgraduate work should be reminded of 

the importance of providing students with effective feedback, and of the 
importance of consistent levels of feedback across a department;  

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD 
 

(iii) that departments should be reminded that University policy allowed markers 
to annotate summatively-assessed coursework with evaluative comments; 

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD 
 
(iv) that the circumstances outlined in Noted (v) regarding the sampling of 

assessed work at the Business School’s MSc board should be investigated; 
Action: EA 

 
(v) that the Sub-Committee’s concerns with regard to quality management 

processes in the Durham Business School should be drawn to the attention of 
Education Committee, which should be asked to approve the proposal that 
further training on such processes should be delivered to the School by the 
Chair of QSSC and Head of ASO (involving SPA as appropriate). If approved, 
this training should address the issues identified in Noted (iv) to (vi) above 
and Noted (iv) and (vi) in Minute 66 below;   

 
(vi)  that the responsibility for the MBA programmes delivered by distance 

teaching should be returned to the main MBA board of examiners, and that 
the Chair and Secretary to the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) should take this forward to take effect as soon as was 
practicable; 

Action: DNMD/EA 
 

(vii) that the programme specification form should be revised to include a 
statement outlining which board of examiners and external examiner would be 
responsible for the programme; 

Action: RDH 
 

(viii) that the movement of programmes between boards of examiners should be 
subject to approval at faculty level. If approved by Education Committee, a 
process to implement this should be developed to take effect as soon as 
practicable; 

 
(ix) that FECs (Postgraduate) should be asked their opinions on whether 

University policy should be revised to require a mark of 60% in the 
dissertation in order for a merit to be awarded. These opinions should be 
reported to the Secretary in order for this issue to be considered at a future 
meeting of QSSC; 

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD/DCG 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/17�
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(x) that the Sub-Committee supported the proposals on external examiners’ 
involvement in setting coursework assignments outlined in Noted (xii) and 
(xiii);  

 
(xi) that section 6.3.17 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be 

circulated to departments via FECs; 
Action: DCG 

 
Recommended: 
 
(i) that Education Committee approve the proposal that training on quality 

management processes should be delivered to the Business School; 
 

(ii) that Education Committee approve the proposal that University policy and 
guidance be revised to state that external examiners should be involved 
in setting summatively-assessed coursework assignments (except on 
dissertation or major project modules), if they requested such 
involvement;  

 
(iii) that Education Committee approve the proposal that University policy be 

revised to require that, on modules entirely assessed by coursework 
(except dissertation or major project modules), external examiners be 
involved in the setting of a sample of summatively-assessed 
assignments;  
 

(iv) that Education Committee approve the proposal that the movement of 
programmes between boards of examiners should be subject to approval 
by the chair of the relevant FEC; 

 
(b) Faculty Overviews 
 

Considered: the faculty overviews of external examiner reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes, 2010/11;  

Documents QSSC/11/99 - 101 
 

Noted: that a minority of departments had not submitted a response to their 
external examiner reports at the time the overview reports were written. It was 
important that the Sub-Committee received assurance that all departments had 
responded to their external examiners’ reports; 

 
Agreed: that an update on the development of outstanding responses to external 
examiners’ reports should be provided to the Secretary.  

Action: EA/SG/AR 
 

66. Board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes 
 
(a) Report from the Chief Examiner 

 
Considered: the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of 
boards of examiners for taught postgraduate programmes, 2010/11; 

Document QSSC/11/102 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that, whilst two external examiners had indicated that they had not received all 

the documentation they needed, the Academic Support Office had confirmed 
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that one of those examiners had been sent the relevant documentation. The 
importance of checking that external examiners had received all necessary 
documentation would continue to be emphasised at training for chairs and 
secretaries of boards of examiners; 

 
(ii) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University investigate the 

extent of variance of assessment practice with regards to internal moderation. 
This partly reflected the fact that a small number of external examiners had 
called for improvements in the documentation of the reasons for deciding 
upon an agreed mark when work was double-marked. Whilst University policy 
was clear that this process should be accompanied by a clear audit trail 
showing the rationale for marks, this requirement should be reinforced by 
circulating an example proforma showing good practice in double-marking to 
departments;  

 
(iii) that external examiners’ reports suggested continued confusion in some 

departments about the role of the external examiner in relation to moderation 
and marking.  This issue had been directly addressed in the 2011/12 
Handbook for External Examiners;  

 
(iv) that the minutes of one final board of examiners in the Business School had 

listed candidate names alongside numerical codes. Whilst it was recognised 
that this did not necessarily mean that the board had itself used these names, 
it was important that all final boards of examiners adhered to the University’s 
requirement that candidates should be considered anonymously.  The 
University had also made it clear that all minutes should only refer to 
candidates by anonymous code; 

 
(v) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University implemented 

policies designed to ensure that consideration of statistical data formed a key 
element in the consideration of candidates’ performance. The University was 
currently in the process of developing new reporting tools which would 
support improved provision of statistical data, although this was unlikely to be 
possible until 2013. In the interim, departments should be encouraged to use 
centrally-held statistics on Banner and to supply module data if this was held 
locally; 

 
(vi)  that the November 2011 MSc examination board in the Durham Business 

School had instituted its own criteria for the exercise of discretion in marginal 
cases. The Sub-Committee was extremely concerned about this departure 
from agreed University policy. This issue would be followed up as a matter of 
urgency by the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health;  

 
(vii) the importance of ensuring that all external examiners were effectively briefed 

on the practical implications of the University’s rules on discretion. A specific 
section on this issue should be added to the Handbook for External 
Examiners; 

 
(viii) that, in response to concerns expressed by some external examiners about 

inconsistency in feedback to students on assessed work, the Chief Examiner 
had suggested that the University reconsider its central guidance in this area. 
The Sub-Committee did not support this proposal, believing that this guidance 
was already robust, but agreed that it was important that this guidance be 
emphasised to departments.  In particular, the need for consistent adherence 
to this guidance needed to be stressed; 
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[Secretary’s Note: the need to improve consistency in feedback was also 
addressed by the Sub-Committee in its discussion of the University overview 
of external examiners’ reports (Minute 65, Noted (viii) and (ix) refer)] 

 
(ix) that the Chief Examiner had raised concerns regarding inconsistencies of 

presentation and detail in minutes of boards of examiners. This issue had 
already being considered by the Sub-Committee at its February meeting, at 
which it had been agreed that example minutes and guidance should be 
published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook (Minute 57(b) refers);  

 
(x) that, whilst recognising that at postgraduate level plagiarism was not such a 

concern at Durham as it was at many other HEIs, the Chief Examiner had 
recommended that the University review its regulations and procedures 
regarding plagiarism, with a view to ensuring consistency across departments 
in the submission of student work to plagiarism-detection software. It was 
already intended that such a review be undertaken during the 2012/13 
academic year. It was felt, in the interim, that the board of examiners’ agenda 
template should be revised to state that the board should note the outcome of 
any plagiarism panels pertinent to a module being considered at the board;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Handbook for External Examiners should be revised to include a 

section addressing the University’s rules on discretion;  
Action: RDH 

 
(ii) that  departments should be encouraged to provide summary statistics on 

modules to boards of examiners (if available locally), and to make use of 
centrally-held statistical information within standard Banner reports;  

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD 
 

(iii) that the Sub-Committee should be informed of the Business School’s 
response to the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health’s investigation into the 
issue regarding the exercise of discretion outlined in Noted (vi);  

Action: DNMD/EA 
 
(iv) that examples of good practice in double-marking should be sent to the Chair, 

who should develop an example proforma for circulation to departments; 
Action: PC/TF/ELB 

 
(v)  that the agenda template for examination boards should be revised to state 

that the outcome of any plagiarism panels pertinent to a module being 
considered at the board’s meeting should be noted by the board; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Faculty Overviews 
 
Considered: the faculty overviews of board of examiner reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes, 2010/11;  

  Documents QSSC/11/103 - 105 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities had requested an exemption to the 

University’s requirement that all external examiners should attend final boards 
of examiners’ meetings for the MA in Translation programme, as the fact that 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 8 of 15 
 26 March 2012 

there were several external examiners for this programme meant that it was 
difficult to schedule the board. The Faculty had also proposed that one or two 
of these examiners be appointed as ‘chief’ examiners for the programme. 
There was no support for these proposals. It was felt important that all 
external examiners be involved in the examination process, and that it was 
undesirable to establish a hierarchy among examiners. The University’s 
processes allowed for exemptions to be made to the current requirement on 
attendance in exceptional circumstances. In such circumstances, an 
alternative was for that examiner to be contactable by telephone or other 
means of long-distance communication; 

 
(ii) that the faculty overview reports indicated a number of instances when 

minutes of examination boards or boards addressing Special Adverse 
Circumstances had not been submitted. It was not clear in all instances 
whether minutes were available but had not been provided to the faculty, or 
whether minutes had not been supplied to Student Planning and Assessment. 
It was vital that all examination boards resulted in minutes being submitted to 
Student Planning and Assessment, and that the University had effective 
oversight in this area. To support this, the table contained in the template for 
the faculty overview report should be amended to list minutes by programme 
as well as by department; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that all instances when minutes were identified as outstanding in the faculty 

overview reports should be followed up and addressed; 
Action: DCG 

 
(ii) that the template for the faculty overview report on board of examiners’ 

minutes should be revised as indicated in Noted (ii); 
Action: RDH 

  
(c) Attendance at Examination Boards 

 
Considered: a report on attendance at boards of examiners for taught postgraduate 
programmes, 2009/10 and 2010/11;  

Document QSSC/11/106 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that under half of all internal examiners had attended examination boards for 

taught postgraduate programmes during 2010/11. Although there was 
significant variation between departments, levels of attendance were, in 
general, unacceptably low. This had been raised as a concern by the Chief 
Examiner (paragraphs 15 to 18 of Document 102 refer); 

 
(ii) that University policy indicated that, if examiners had good reasons for non-

attendance, they should present these to the chair of the board of examiners. 
When reasons were known, it was clear that the majority of absences were 
attributable to other University commitments such as research leave.  
However, although there had been a slight improvement in this area between 
2009/10 and 2010/11, the majority of absences were either unrecorded in 
board minutes or, when recorded, were not accompanied by reasons for 
absence;  
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(iii)  that the data presented in Document 106 was based on a comparison of 
board minutes with official membership lists of boards of examiners. It was 
possible that the levels of absenteeism identified in the paper were artificially 
high if, as was possible, the official membership lists had not been updated to 
reflect the staff actually teaching at postgraduate level in a given year. It was 
important that boards of examiners update, and operate on the basis of, such 
lists;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the requirement for examiners to attend boards of examiners’ meetings 

should be reiterated at training for chairs and secretaries of boards of 
examiners;  

Action: ELB/RDH 
 
(ii) that departments should be reminded of the importance of providing and 

recording reasons for absence at examination boards; of listing those 
examiners who were absent without having received the permission of the 
Chair of the Board; of updating the official lists of membership of the board of 
examiners; and of recording attendance on the basis of those lists.   

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD 
 
67. Postgraduate Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals 
 

Considered: the annual faculty reports on postgraduate concessions, academic 
progress notices and appeals, 2010/11; 

Documents QSSC/11/107 – 109 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Education Committee had previously approved a proposal that, in future, the 

annual faculty reports on concessions, academic progress notices and appeals 
should be replaced with a centrally-produced, University-level report (Education 
Committee Minute 67 refers). This applied to postgraduate-level as well as 
undergraduate-level reports; 

 
(b) that the majority of appeals in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health related to 

taught postgraduate students within the Business School, and had been raised on 
the grounds that the appellant was adversely affected by illness or other factors of 
which they were previously unaware and were unable to disclose. The Business 
School had agreed to give further consideration to how the Serious Adverse 
Circumstances procedure might be communicated and explained to its students;  

 
(c) that it was likely that the seemingly large number of appeals in the Business School 

reflected the high number of taught postgraduate students within the School, 
compared to other departments. It would be useful if future reports contextualised 
the numbers of concessions, academic progress notices and appeals in each 
department by indicating how many students were registered to that department; 

 
(d) that the reports showed that a relatively high proportion of concessions granted to 

research students were for extensions to submission deadlines. This was a 
concern, given the University’s commitment to improving submission and 
completion. However, some of these concessions resulted from the need to reflect 
non-standard periods of study for some research council-funded students. In this 
respect, it was felt that future reports on concessions should, if feasible, identify 
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numbers of research students with repeated concessions for extensions to 
submission deadlines, which would provide more revealing data;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that future reports on postgraduate concessions, academic progress notices and 

appeals should be revised as indicated in Noted (a), (c) and (d); 
Action: RDH  

 
(b) that the outcome of the Business School’s consideration of how to improve 

communication of the Serious Adverse Circumstances procedure to students 
should be reported to the Sub-Committee.  

Action: DNMD  
 

68. Annual Report on Taught Postgraduate Progression and Completion  
 

Considered: the annual report on progression and completion on taught postgraduate 
programmes;  

Document QSSC/11/110 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the data contained in the report did not identify any significant issues of 

concern;  
 

(b) that QSSC had previously requested that annual reports on progression and 
completion for undergraduate programmes should be analysed in relation to a 
range of diversity variables. It was intended to implement this requirement in the 
2012/13 academic year (Minutes 26 and 59(c)(iii) refer). This should be extended 
to encompass the reports for taught postgraduate progression and completion; 

 
Agreed: that future reports on taught postgraduate progression and completion should 
be revised as indicated in Noted (b) above, and that this should be notified to Student 
Planning and Assessment.   

Action: DCG 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 27 February 2012; 

Document QSSC/11/111 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 27 February 2012; 
Document QSSC/11/112 

 
Received: an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 
March 2012, detailing consideration of the report from the 27 February 2012 meeting of 
QSSC.  

Document QSSC/11/113 
 
70. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
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Received:  the QSSC action log;     

Document QSSC/11/114a 
 

Noted: that the additions to the training for chairs and secretaries for boards of 
examiners requested by QSSC at its 27 February 2012 meeting had been made 
(Minutes 56 and 57 refer). These actions could thus be removed from the log;  
  

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document QSSC/11/114b 

 
(c) Matters for further consideration 

 
(i) Minute 13: Doctorate in Theology and Ministry Programme 

 
Considered: a report on the status of the Doctorate in Theology and Ministry 
programme in respect of collaborative provision; 

Document QSSC/11/114c 
 
Noted:  
 
A. that Document 114c was written in the context of an inaccuracy in the 

report from a Joint Anglican and Methodist Inspection Team arising from 
its review of Cranmer Hall and the Wesley Study Centre. This report had 
not clearly distinguished between the BA and MA in Theology and 
Ministry programmes, which were validated by the University, and the 
DThM, which was owned by the Department of Theology and Religion 
and delivered with the support of the partner organisations;  
 

B. that Document 114c confirmed that the DThM was a Durham University 
programme operating in accordance with agreed policy and procedures, 
and that this was well-understood by both the Department of Theology 
and Religion and the partner organisations;  
 

C. that, notwithstanding the DThM’s current status, both the Department of 
Theology and Religion and the partner organisations had suggested that 
there would be advantages in revising this programme so that it was fully 
collaborative. It was felt that this would allow greater exploitation of the 
teaching expertise at the partner organisations, and would more explicitly 
recognise the contribution made by the partners to the programme; 

 
Agreed: that the Academic Support Office should work with the Department of 
Theology and Religion and the partner organisations to explore whether to 
adopt a more formal collaborative model for the DThM programme; and if felt 
desirable to develop proposals for a collaborative agreement to be considered 
during 2012/13.  

Action: AR 
 

(ii) Minute 46(b): Residence Concessions  
 
Considered: an oral report on proposed amendments to the residence 
concessions used in Banner;  

 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 12 of 15 
 26 March 2012 

Reported: that the coding of the residence concessions used in Banner had 
been improved. The revised codes had been published in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook, and had produced greater clarity. Discussions were 
ongoing with regard to how to clarify the ‘Suspension of Studies’ concession; 
 
Agreed: that the flowchart illustrating when different residence concessions 
should be used (circulated by the Chair at QSSC’s 11 January 2012 meeting) 
should be updated in light of the revisions to the concession codes, and 
published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook for the aid of colleagues.   

Action: ELB/RDH 
 
71. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business.  
 
72. 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 2 February 2012;  

Document QSSC/11/115 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Joint Management Committee had proposed changes to its terms of 

reference in order to produce greater equality in voting arrangements between 
representatives of the University and of the partner institutions. These proposals 
were supported by the Sub-Committee;  
 

(b) that QSSC had previously requested action to ensure that postgraduate research 
students teaching in both the Department of Theology and Religion and its partner 
organisations did not exceed the maximum number of hours which the University 
stipulated they might work (Minute 44(a) refers). The Joint Management Committee 
had agreed that the Theology and Ministry programme directors should work with 
the Department of Theology and Religion to review mechanisms for monitoring the 
overall teaching workload of postgraduate research students; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposed changes to the terms of reference of the Joint Management 

Committee be approved, and that these should be revised accordingly;  
Action: ERLM 

 
(b) that an update should be provided on the outcome of the review of mechanisms for 

monitoring the overall teaching workload of postgraduate research students in the 
Department of Theology and Religion. 

Action: ERLM 
 

73. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel  
 
Considered: the report from the Social Sciences and Health Faculty Collaborative 
Provision Panel held 7 March 2012;  

Document QSSC/11/116 
 

Noted: 
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(a) the confirmation that all annual monitoring processes required for the partnership 
between Durham Business School and Fudan University had been completed, and 
that the Panel had received all required documentation from the Business School in 
relation to this partnership;  
 

(b) that the Panel had expressed concern that students on the PCGE (International) 
commencing study in September 2011 had been unable to access duo until 
October 2011, due to duo not being rolled over until the start of the academic year. 
The Panel had noted that similar problems were encountered by students on UK-
based PGCE programmes. This had a detrimental impact on the student 
experience. The School of Education was engaged in ongoing discussions with the 
Learning Technologies Team regarding these issues;  

 
Agreed: that the Sub-Committee should be updated on the outcome of the discussions 
between the School of Education and the Learning Technologies Team regarding 
access to duo for students on programmes with non-standard start dates. 

Action: MM 
 

74. Partnership Approval: University of Rennes 1 
 
Considered:  whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of a 
collaborative provision partnership for a dual-award PhD between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Rennes 1;  

Document QSSC/11/117 
 
Agreed: that the Sub-Committee supported the proposed partnership;  
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed partnership 
between the Department of Archaeology and the University of Rennes 1.  

 
75. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Shandong University 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed collaborative 

partnership between the Department of Physics and Shandong University, China 
for the delivery of BSc and MPhys programmes in Physics;  

Document QSSC/11/118 
 

(b) whether to approve new BSc in Physics (Shandong) and MPhys (Shandong) 
programmes, to be delivered by the Department of Physics and Shandong 
University, China;  

Document QSSC/11/119 
 

Noted: that Document 119 did not contain a learning resources form from CIS or a 
signed programme approval recommendation form. The Sub-Committee supported the 
proposed programmes and the proposed partnership, subject to satisfactory 
completion of these forms; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that, subject to satisfactory completion of the forms identified in Noted, the 

proposed partnership should be recommended to Education Committee;  
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(b) that, subject to satisfactory completion of the forms identified in Noted, the 
proposed programmes be approved and that this should be notified to Education 
Committee and the Department of Physics;   

Action: DCG/NDB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: following the meeting CIS forwarded the completed learning 
resources form to the Secretary of the Programme Approval Panel. This indicated that 
the resource implications of the programmes could be met from existing resources. 
The form recommending the programmes to QSSC was then duly signed by the Chair 
of the Programme Approval Panel. The proposed programmes were accordingly 
approved, and the proposed partnership recommended to Education Committee. Both 
forms were electronically scanned and filed with Document 119.] 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate that the 
proposed partnership between the Department of Physics and Shandong 
University for the delivery of BSc and MPhys programmes be approved.  

 
[Secretary’s note:  following the meeting, chair’s action was taken on behalf of 
Education Committee and Senate to approve this collaborative partnership.] 

 
76. Programme Approval: School of Education  

 
Considered: whether to approve proposed revisions to taught postgraduate provision in 
the School of Education;  

Document QSSC/11/120 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Attachment I of Document 120 erroneously referred to a ‘Significant Curriculum 

Development Panel’. The minutes contained in this attachment were of a 
Programme Approval Panel; 
 

(b) that the proposed MA in Research Methods (Education) contained a 45-credit 
dissertation module. This was not in line with the Principles for the Development of 
the Taught Curriculum, which indicated that all taught degree programmes should 
typically include a dissertation or research project of 60 credits in value. Whilst 
several other MA in Research Methods programmes also currently included 45-
credit dissertation modules, it was expected that all programmes would be fully 
aligned to the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum by 2014/15. 
Whilst the Sub-Committee supported the proposed programme, it was thus felt that 
this should initially be validated for two years (i.e. up to and including 2013/14), 
rather than the usual six years, in order to support this requirement; 

 
(c) that the Sub-Committee supported all of the remaining proposed programmes; 

 
(d) that, whilst Document 120 identified that the proposed changes to taught 

postgraduate provision in the School of Education would require two exemptions to 
the University’s core regulations, the School was already in receipt of such 
exemptions;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed MA in Research Methods (Education) be approved and 
validated for two years; that all the other proposed programmes be approved and 
validated for a period of six years or up to the next periodic review of the School 
(whichever was the earlier date); and that this should be reported to the School of 
Education and to Education Committee.  

Action: DCG/EA 
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Part C:  Items for Information 

 
77. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that Chair’s action had been taken to approve the withdrawal of the 
Certificate in Legal Studies programme (M3C1) programme with immediate effect. 
There were no current students on, or applicants to, the programme.  

 
78. QAA Institutional Audit 2009: Follow-Up 

 
Received: an updated report on the follow-up to the QAA Institutional Audit 2009;  

Document QSSC/11/121 
 
79. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported:   
 
(a) that the meeting of QSSC which was due to be held at 9.15 am on Thursday 26 

April 2012 had been rescheduled for 9.15 am on Wednesday 2 May 2012, and 
would be held in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Board Room;  
 

(b) that further meetings of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would be held; 
 
Date Time Room 
Wednesday 2 May 2012 9.15 am Faculty of Arts and 

Humanities Board Room  
Tuesday 29 May 2012 2.00 pm Committee Room 1. 
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