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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

6 June 2012 
 

Present: Dr P. Collins (Chair), Dr T. Fawcett, Dr R. D. Harrison, Dr A. Millard, Mr S. Parker, 
Mr A. Rennie and Dr E. Welch, with Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary) and Miss J. James (in 
attendance).   
 
Apologies: Professor A. Forster.  
 
The Sub-Committee noted that Professor Burd, Dr Collins, Professor Forster, Dr Welch, Mr 
Parker and Dr Taylor would not be members of the Sub-Committee in 2012/13, and noted its 
thanks to all retiring members for their valuable contributions to the work of the Sub-
Committee. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
92. Quality Management Framework 

 
Considered: a paper on the University’s Quality Management Framework; 

Document QSSC/11/133 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the University’s Quality Management Framework, approved by Senate in June 

2008, set out the ways in which the University managed and approached quality 
assurance and quality enhancement. The Framework embodied the University’s 
approach whereby quality enhancement was embedded within core strategies, 
processes and practices, rather than being treated as a distinct activity. The paper 
reviewed the usefulness of the Framework and demonstrated that this remained 
broadly fit for purpose. The paper nonetheless recommended a number of changes 
to the Framework, designed to reflect changes to policy and practice (for instance, 
the approval in 2010 of the Education Strategy, and the introduction of action plans 
in support of this Strategy), and in terminology, since the Framework was originally 
approved; 

 
(b) that section six of the Framework should be amended to include a reference to the 

University’s approach to dealing with accreditation reports from PSRBs, and the 
additional monitoring of collaborative partnerships that took place through Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panels; 

 
(c) that the paper recommended that annual reports from the Centre for Academic and 

Researcher Development (CARD) to QSSC should be brought forward from 
October to May / June of each year, in order to allow feedback from QSSC to feed 
into future plans. This proposal was supported by the Sub-Committee, subject to 
confirmation with the Academic Registrar and Director of CARD that this timescale 
was feasible; 
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(d) that the paper outlined that the provision of training for academic staff occupying 
leadership roles in learning, teaching and research degree supervision at 
departmental level had been highlighted on a number of occasions. Plans were 
underway to develop a module on leadership in learning and teaching within the 
PG CAP programme, but there was also a need to make provision for colleagues in 
or about to take up such leadership roles who would not wish to undertake and be 
assessed in a full credit-bearing module.  One option would be for there to be 
provision of this type within the academic staff development programme; another 
would be to allow academic staff to undertake the proposed PG CAP on either a 
non-credit or credit-bearing basis; 

 
(e) that there was a need to improve dissemination of the outcomes of successful 

projects funded through the University’s Excellence in Learning and Teaching, 
Excellence in Doctoral Supervision and Enhancing the Student Learning 
Experience award schemes. The planned overhaul of the Quality Enhancement 
online resource provided an opportunity to do this;     

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the proposal that FEC chairs should be reminded of the need to work with 

departments to ensure that action plans emerging from annual review incorporated 
clear objectives linked to priorities in the Education Strategy be supported, and that 
Education Committee be asked to highlight this to FEC chairs at its meeting on 18 
June 2012; 
 

(b) that future annual reports to QSSC from CARD should be brought forward from 
October to May / June, subject to confirmation from the Academic Registrar and 
Director of CARD that this timescale was feasible and appropriate; 

Action: DCG/ST/MG 
 

(c) that CARD and ASO should work together to disseminate successful projects 
funded by excellence and innovation awards through the Quality Enhancement 
online resource by the start of the 2012/13 academic year; 

Action: RDH/ST 
 

(d) that the revised Quality Management Framework should be further amended as 
indicated in Noted (b), and was otherwise supported by the Sub-Committee; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended:  
 

(a) that Education Committee remind all FEC Chairs of the need to work with 
departments to ensure that action plans emerging from the annual review 
process incorporated clear objectives linked to priorities in the Education 
Strategy; 
 

(b) that Education Committee approve the proposal that workshops should be 
put in place for staff undertaking key learning and teaching management 
roles in departments; 

 
(c) that, subject to the revisions set out in Agreed (e), Education Committee 

approve the proposed amendments to the Quality Management Framework.  
 
93. Part C of the UK Quality Code 
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Considered: a report on the alignment of the University’s provision and practice with 
Part C of the UK Quality Code on Information about higher education provision;  

Document QSSC/11/134 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper mapped the University’s provision and practice against Part C of the 

new UK Quality Code on published information about higher education provision, 
and against HEFCE’s requirements for the Wider Information Set (WIS), and made 
recommendations designed to better align policy and practice against these 
external reference points. The paper also took into account the University’s internal 
commitment, set out in the Education Strategy, to enhance the information 
provided to applicants and current students on its educational provision; 
 

(b) that Document 134 demonstrated that the University was well-aligned with QAA 
and HEFCE expectations, but that there may be potential to enhance further the 
University’s provision in this area. It had been agreed to establish for 2012/13 a 
Task and Finish Group to examine the University’s approach and practice with 
regards to published information, and it was intended that the findings in the paper 
should be forwarded to that Group to form part of the evidence base for its 
discussions; 

 
(c) that one of HEFCE’s requirements for the WIS was to provide information on links 

with employers, where employers had input into a programme. The mapping 
document set out that all departments published employability statements on their 
departmental websites, which were also available through the online courses 
catalogue. It was important that these statements reflected departments’ links with 
PSRBs and, more generally, arrangements with employers; 

 
(d) that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre intended to review the 

University’s employability statement, and to consider whether this statement should 
be published on the University website, during summer 2012;    

 
(e) that section 13b of Annex 2 of the paper should be amended to reflect that the 

minutes of QSSC and Education Committee were publicly available via the internet, 
and that documents relating to these committees were available on the intranet; 

 
(f) that there was a need for the University to develop guidelines for handbooks for 

both taught postgraduate and research degree provision. It was important that the 
University’s published information reflected the full diversity of its provision. The 
Task and Finish Group on Published Information should be asked to examine the 
University’s publicly available information for research degree students;  

 
(g) that the paper suggested that consideration should be given to making programme 

learning outcomes published on the University website available to students via 
duo; 

 
(h) that publication of the University’s Register of Accredited Provision would improve 

the University’s alignment with HEFCE’s expectation that information should be 
published about the University’s links with awarding bodies;       

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that Education Committee should be asked to forward Document 134 to the Task 
and Finish Group on Published Information to form part of the evidence base for 
the Group’s work; 
 

(b) that Marketing should ask departments to ensure that their employability 
statements reflected links with PSRBs and employers, when these statements 
were next updated for the online courses catalogue; 

Action: AB 
 

(c) that Annex 2 of the mapping document should be revised as indicated in Noted (e); 
Action: RDH 

 
(d) that the Academic Support Office should develop, for publication in the Learning 

and Teaching Handbook, guidelines for handbooks on taught postgraduate 
programmes and for research students; 

Action: RDH 
 

(e) that the University’s current approach to publishing information relating to its 
collaborative partnerships through the Register of Collaborative Provision remained 
appropriate;  
 

(f) that CIS should be consulted on the question of whether it would be practical to 
make available to each student via duo the learning outcomes for the programme 
on which they are registered; 

Action: RDH 
 

(g) that the University’s Register of Accredited Provision should be published as an 
appendix to the Learning and Teaching Handbook.  

Action: RDH 
 
94. Conduct of Departmental Reviews 

 
Considered:  a report on the conduct of Departmental Reviews held during 2011/12;  

Document QSSC/11/135 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that in order to gauge the effectiveness of the Departmental Review process, 

questionnaires were issued to members of review teams and to each department 
reviewed during 2011/12. The paper collated and analysed responses to these 
questionnaires and suggested amendments to Departmental Review based on 
these responses. Overall, both departments and review team members had 
confidence that the review process was helpful and was working effectively; 
 

(b) that one area of concern identified by respondents to the questionnaires was the 
effectiveness of the initial meeting of the review team in preparing the team for the 
review visit. The Head of the Academic Support Office intended to review and 
revise the agenda for this initial meeting and the format for the written output of this 
meeting. It was important that the pre-meeting enabled the team to focus on key 
strategic issues. To facilitate this, it would be useful if particular members of the 
team were to focus on particular areas, and were aware of this role in advance;  

 
(c) that some respondents felt that the current guidance on the research element of 

Departmental Review required further development. It was proposed that Research 
Office should be asked to undertake this work; 
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(d) that the process document for Departmental Reviews prohibited reviews taking 

place during the first half of Epiphany Term, in order to minimise overlap with the 
annual planning process. However, some departments had strongly represented 
that this period was a useful time in which to hold reviews. It was thus proposed to 
remove this restriction on the timing of Departmental Reviews; 

 
(e) that some respondents to the questionnaires had expressed concern that the large 

size of teams reduced their effectiveness. To address this, it was proposed to 
remove the head of a professional support service from the standard team 
membership. Input from professional services could be gained from a review 
team’s meeting with such services, whilst heads of professional support services 
had other opportunities to meet with departments. The paper further proposed to 
remove the member of staff from another faculty from the standard review team. 
Whilst this proposal was supported, there was considerable value in including 
members of staff external to the faculty in which the review was taking place on the 
review team, as such colleagues could bring a useful fresh perspective on key 
issues.  The Sub-Committee also noted that this was highlighted in a number of 
responses to the questionnaires. It was thus proposed that the standard review 
team membership should be comprised of the Faculty PVC; an FEC 
(Undergraduate) and FEC (Postgraduate) chair from faculties other than the one in 
which the department under review was located (ideally from different faculties); 
the chair of the Faculty Research Group from the faculty of the department under 
review; two external subject specialists, and a student representative from a 
department other than the one under review. The paper should be revised to this 
effect;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the agenda and format of the written output of the pre-review meeting for 

Departmental Review teams should be revised as indicated in Noted (b); 
Action: RDH 

 
(b) that the paper should be revised as indicated in Noted (e), and that the 

recommendations in the paper were supported subject to this amendment; 
Action: RDH 

 
Recommended: that, subject to the revision indicated in Noted (e), Education 
Committee and Research Committee approve the proposed amendments to the 
Departmental Review process.  

 
95. Data for Annual Review 

 
Considered: proposed revisions to the data provided to departments as part of annual 
review;  

Document QSSC/11/136 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that a number of departments had requested revisions to the KPI data provided to 

support the annual review of taught programmes. Developments relating to the 
provision of data were being taken forward as part of the Data Warehouse project. 
The paper proposed a list of desired KPI data for the annual review process, 
designed to inform the development of the Data Warehouse and to ensure that the 
needs of departments and faculties in relation to the management of educational 
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provision were recognised within this project. It was, however, acknowledged that it 
may not necessarily be practical to implement all the recommendations; 
 

(b) that the paper outlined the need for departments to receive KPI data at a greater 
level of granularity and for additional contextual information. Departments would 
also appreciate being able to analyse all KPI data by diversity variables, something 
which would also help support the proposals arising from the work of the Diversity 
in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group; 

 
(c) that it was usefully proposed in Document 136 that the data provided at annual 

review should be provided in such a format as to allow departments to aggregate 
data relating to groups of programmes (allowing programmes with similar content 
to be analysed together) and for the whole department. At present, some of the 
data provided to departments was available at programme level only. This was not 
always helpful to departments, particularly when programmes had small student 
numbers; 

 
(d) that it would be useful if the English Language test scores of international students 

could be provided as part of the KPI data relating to entrants and classification;   
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office should be consulted to 
ascertain whether the English Language test scores of international students were 
stored electronically, and if so this should be added to the proposed list of KPI data; 

Action: DCG  
 
[Secretary’s Note: colleagues in Student Recruitment and Admissions Office were 
consulted on this issue. English Language scores are not stored on a central 
electronic record in a way that is easily accessible or in a consistent format for all 
students. This proposal was thus not added into the list of desired KPI dataset for 
annual review]  
 

(b) that the proposed list of desired KPI data be supported;  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee endorse the proposed desired dataset 
for the annual review of taught programmes and, if so, communicate this to 
SPCU and CIS in order to inform the Data Warehouse project.    

 
96. Researcher Training Steering Group 

 
Considered: the annual report from the Researcher Training Steering Group;   

Document QSSC/11/137 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report outlined key issues in relation to training for research students 

considered by the Researcher Training Steering Group (RTSG) in the 2011/12 
academic year. RTSG had agreed that the group was performing a valuable 
function and should be continued; 
 

(b) that responsibility for providing IT-related training for research degree students had 
been devolved to CIS, following the transfer of a Roberts-funding related post. 
Such training was highly valuable and necessary. However, CIS’s structural 
reorganisation had led to an announcement that it would cease to provide this 
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training. Discussions were ongoing regarding provision for 2012/13. RTSG had 
expressed a serious concern, shared by the Sub-Committee, that if CIS did not 
provide IT-related training for research degree students this would have a 
detrimental impact on the experience of such students, as well as on the 
University’s ability to fulfil its obligations to the QAA and Research Councils; 

 
(c) that RTSG had considered cross-faculty issues arising from the approval of the 

proposals on the use of postgraduates in teaching and assessment, and the 
provision of training arising from those proposals. A report should be made on 
progress in the implementation of  these proposals in advance of RTSG’s next 
annual report;   

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that RTSG should consider progress in the implementation within departments of 

the proposals arising from the review of the use of postgraduates in teaching and 
assessment at its next meeting, and report back to the December 2012 meeting of 
QSSC on this issue; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the concerns of RTSG and the Sub-Committee regarding IT-related training for 
research degree students outlined in Noted (b) should be submitted to Education 
Committee and Research Committee; 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee consider the concern that CIS’s 
announcement that it would cease to provide IT-related training for research 
degree students would have a detrimental impact on the experience of such 
students and on the University’s ability to meets its obligations in respect of the 
QAA and Research Councils.  

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
97. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 2 May 2012; 

Document QSSC/11/138 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 2 May 2012; 
Document QSSC/11/139 

 
Received: the report from the meeting of Education Committee held 16 May 2012, 
detailing consideration of the reports of the meetings of QSSC held 26 March 2012 and 
2 May 2012.   

Document QSSC/11/140 
 
98. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document QSSC/11/141a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
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Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 

   Document QSSC/11/141b 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

Considered: 
 

(i) Minutes 6 and 59(c)(i): Accredited Provision  
 
Considered: an update on outstanding departmental responses to 
accreditation reports;  

Document QSSC/11/141c 
 

Noted: that, further to the information contained in Document 141c, all 
departmental responses to accreditation reports identified as outstanding 
within the report on this issue presented to the 27 February 2012 meeting of 
QSSC (Minute 59(c)(i) refers) had now been recommended to QSSC by the 
relevant PRAP for signing off, with the exception of the response from the 
Durham Business School in respect of EQUIS accreditation (Minute 103 
below refers);  

 
(ii) Minute 27 Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals  

 
Considered: a report on the progress of past students on Academic 
Progress Notices within the Faculty of Science;   

Document QSSC/11/141d 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that the paper analysed the progress of students in the Faculty of 
Science subject to Academic Progress Notices (APNs) in 2009/10 and 
2010/11. This revealed that around 1 in 3 students who successfully 
completed an APN during those years subsequently failed examinations 
and did not proceed. This strongly suggested the need for additional 
support to be offered for students who had successfully completed an 
APN period. This could be offered via the academic adviser system. 
Raising awareness among academic advisers that students had been 
subject to an APN would allow closer monitoring of future progress. This 
would require effective sharing of information within departments;  
 

B. the importance of departments identifying students who were struggling 
to complete their academic commitments as soon as possible and, 
when necessary, of alerting faculty officers of this in a timely fashion;     

 
Agreed: to support the proposal detailed in Noted A; 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee should ask departments to 
offer additional support via the academic adviser system to students 
who had successfully completed an APN period.   

 
99. Chair’s Business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business.   
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100. Report from the Joint Management Committee of the Theological Colleges 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Joint Management Committee of the 
Theological Colleges held 3 May 2012;  

Document QSSC/11/142 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Joint Management Committee had agreed to work with the Director of 

Postgraduate Studies in the Department of Theology and Religion to review 
mechanisms for sharing information to support the Department in monitoring the 
workload of research students who taught in both the Department of Theology and 
Religion and its partner organisations (Minute 72 refers); 
 

(b) that, in response to a query of the Joint Management Committee on the 
programme regulations for part-time students, the Sub-Committee agreed that it 
was appropriate for part-time students on the Certificate programme to undertake 
80 credits of study in their first year and 40 credits in their second year;   

 
Agreed: that the Sub-Committee’s views on the issue outlined in Noted (b) should be 
submitted to the Joint Management Committee.   

Action: AR 
 
101. Collaborative Provision: Durham Business School with KPMG / ICAEW 

 
Considered: recommendations on new external training provider for the collaborative 
partnership between the Durham Business School and KPMG / ICAEW;  

Document QSSC/11/143 (CLOSED) 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Document QSSC/11/143 was strictly private and confidential, for 
members of the Sub-Committee only] 
 
Noted: that KPMG had undertaken a tender process for the contract for delivering 
accountancy training, including elements of for the BSc Accounting programme 
delivered by the Business School in conjunction with KPMG and ICAEW. Meetings had 
taken place between representatives of the University and KPMG and potential 
providers, to ensure that the chosen provider was appropriate in terms of the quality 
and standards of the programme. It had been recommended that BPP be appointed as 
the training provider;   
 
Agreed: to support the proposal that BPP be appointed as the external training 
provider for the BSc Accounting for a period of three years from the 2013 intake to the 
BSc Accounting, subject to a review visit being undertaken during summer 2012 to the 
facilities where BPP will deliver its elements of the BSc Accounting; 

Action: RDH 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposal that BPP be 
appointed as the external training provider for the BSc Accounting, subject to 
the terms set out in Agreed.  
 

102. Accreditation Report: Church of England Ministry Division 
 
Considered: a report from the Arts and Humanities PRAP on the follow-up to this 
accreditation report; 

Document QSSC/11/144  
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Noted: that the Arts and Humanities PRAP had agreed that the response to all 
recommendations arising from the inspection of Lindisfarne RTP by the Church of 
England’s Ministry division was appropriate; 
 
Agreed: that the response to the Church of England’s inspection of Lindisfarne RTP be 
signed-off as appropriate and complete, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee and to Lindisfarne RTP.  

Action: DCG/AR 
 

103. Accreditation Report: EQUIS 
 
Considered:  a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on the follow-up to 
this accreditation report;   

Document QSSC/11/145 (CLOSED) 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Document QSSC/11/145 was strictly private and confidential, for 
members of the Sub-Committee only] 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Social Sciences and Health PRAP had identified concerns regarding the 

progress made by the Durham Business School in responding to the 
recommendations arising from EQUIS’ accreditation report. It was important that 
the DBS responded to the outstanding recommendations as soon as possible, with 
a view to ensuring that all actions with a specific timeframe were complete by the 
end of Michaelmas Term 2012; 
 

(b) that a number of actions proposed by the DBS in response to EQUIS’s report were 
listed as ongoing. The Business School should specify definite deadlines for the 
completion of all actions, and should allocate responsibility for completion of the 
response to the report to an appropriate member of staff;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the DBS should allocate responsibility for ensuring that the overall response to 

the accreditation report from EQUIS was completed as soon as possible to a 
defined member of staff, and notify the Secretary of the Sub-Committee of this 
individual as soon as possible;  

Action: RD 
 

(b) that the DBS should specify deadlines for all outstanding actions in relation to the 
EQUIS report, and should provide an update on these deadlines and progress in 
relation to outstanding actions to the first meeting of QSSC in Michaelmas Term 
2012; 

Action: RD 
 

(c) that the DBS should provide a report on the follow-up to the EQUIS accreditation 
report to the December 2012 meeting of QSSC. 

Action: RD 
 
104. Accreditation Report: Institute of Biomedical Science  

 
Considered: a report from the Science PRAP on the follow-up to this accreditation 
report;  
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Document QSSC/11/146 
 
Noted: that the Science PRAP had agreed that the response of the School of Biological 
and Biomedical Sciences to the recommendations in the accreditation report from the 
Institute of Biomedical Science was appropriate and could be signed-off;  
 
Agreed: that the response to the accreditation report from the Institute of Biomedical 
Science be signed-off as complete, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee and to the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences. 

Action: DCG/NDB  
 
105. Accreditation Report: Royal Society of Chemistry  

 
Considered: a report from the Science PRAP on the follow-up to this accreditation 
report;  

Document QSSC/11/147 
 
Noted: that the Science PRAP had agreed that the response from the Department of 
Chemistry to the accreditation report from the Royal Society of Chemistry was 
appropriate;  
 
Agreed: that the response to the accreditation report from the Royal Society of 
Chemistry be signed-off as complete, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee and to the Department of Chemistry. 

Action: DCG/NDB 
 
106. Accreditation Report: Institute of Physics  

 
Considered: a report from the Science PRAP on the follow-up to this accreditation 
report;  

Document QSSC/11/148 
 
Noted: that the Science PRAP had agreed that the follow-up from the Department of 
Physics to the accreditation report from the Institute of Physics could be signed-off; 

 
Agreed: that the response to the accreditation report from the Institute of Physics be 
signed-off as complete, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and 
to the Department of Physics. 

Action: DCG/NDB 
 
107. Accreditation Report: Engineering Accreditation Board  

 
Considered: a report from the Science PRAP on the follow-up to this accreditation 
report. 

Document QSSC/11/149 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Science PRAP had agreed that the response from the School of 

Engineering and Computing Sciences to the recommendations arising from the 
accreditation report from the Engineering Accreditation Board could be signed-off; 
 

(b) that the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences did not intend to seek 
reaccreditation in respect of the MSc Communications Engineering programme; 
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Agreed: that the response to the accreditation report from the Engineering 
Accreditation Board be signed-off as complete, and that this should be reported to 
Education Committee and to the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences. 

Action: DCG/NDB 
 
108. Departmental Review: Anthropology 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of Anthropology; 

Document QSSC/11/150 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the review team had highlighted as good practice the mechanisms in place to 
support research students within the Department. Given QSSC’s previous 
discussion of the importance of supporting completion among research degree 
students (Minute 83 refers), it should be ascertained whether the Department’s 
practice was reflected in above average completion rates for such students; 

 
(b) that the review team had identified problems in relation to timetabling created by 

the Department teaching across both Durham City and Queen’s Campus. Both 
undergraduate and taught postgraduate students had expressed a preference for 
the timetabling of block teaching sessions at Queen’s Campus in order to minimise 
the need to travel between the two sites. This issue should be remitted to the 
Academic Registrar for consideration;  

 
(c) that, in response to feedback from postgraduate students, the review team had 

recommended that further consideration should be given to the issue of whether 
the Library’s standard opening hours should be extended outside term-time. This 
recommendation should be remitted to the University Librarian, who was already 
aware of this issue; 

 
(d) that some new members of academic staff in the Department had reported that 

they would welcome more subject or discipline-specific content within the PG CAP 
programme;  

 
(e) that the review team had made three recommendations for consideration by the 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health;  
 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the programmes listed in Annex II of Document 150 be revalidated, and that 

this should be reported to the Department of Anthropology and to Education 
Committee; 

Action: ES/DCG  
 

(b) that investigation should be carried out as to whether the mechanisms for support 
for research degree students within the Department of Anthropology were reflected 
in above average completion rates for such students. If so, these mechanisms 
should be disseminated as good practice;  

Action: EA 
 

(c) that the faculty-level recommendations in the review report should be remitted to 
the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Social Sciences and Health) for consideration, and that a 
report made on the outcome of these recommendations should be made to a 
meeting of QSSC in the 2012/13 academic year;  
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Action: DCG 
 

(d) that the issue in relation to timetabling outlined in the review report and detailed in 
Noted (b) should be remitted to the Academic Registrar, and a report made on this 
issue to a meeting of QSSC in Michaelmas Term 2012;  

Action: DCG 
 

(e) that the recommendation made by the review team in relation to the PG CAP 
programme outlined in Noted (d) should be remitted to the Director of the Centre 
for Learning, Teaching and Research in Higher Education, and a report made on 
the outcome of this recommendation to a meeting of QSSC in Michaelmas Term 
2012;  

Action: DCG 
 

(f) that the issue relating to the Library’s opening hours detailed in Noted (c) should be 
remitted to the University Librarian, and an update should be provided on this issue 
to a meeting of QSSC in Michaelmas Term 2012.  

Action: DCG 
 
109. Departmental Review: History 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of History; 

Document QSSC/11/151 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the review team had commended the commitment shown by the Department’s 

staff to research-led education and their focus on developing students as 
independent researchers; 

 
(b) that the Department had thoroughly investigated an apparent correlation within its 

programmes between gender and degree classification. The cause and solution of 
this correlation were not self-evident. The review team had recommended that the 
University investigate whether this correlation occurred in other departments. This 
would be done through the next annual report by diversity variables (Minute 95 
above refers); 

 
(c) that the review team had recommended that the University consider providing as 

part of annual review more data on widening participation on conversion rates. This 
had been addressed through the list of desired KPI data in Document 136; 

 
(d) that the review team had praised the Department’s practice of including within its 

Research Student Handbook statements on the management of supervision and 
on research student progress and review required by the University’s Code of 
Practice for Research Degrees, and had recommended that the University consider 
whether to adopt this as a model, rather than require departments to hold separate 
policies;     

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) to support the proposed amendment to the University’s Code of Practice for 

Research Degrees outlined in Noted (e); 
 

[Secretary’s Note: if approved, this proposal will be implemented alongside the 
proposal that guidelines for handbooks for taught postgraduate and research degree 
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provision should be developed and published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook 
(Minute 93 above refers)] 

 
(b) that the programmes listed in Annex II of Document 151 be revalidated, and that 

this should be reported to Education Committee and to the Department of History; 
Action: AR/DCG 

 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposal that the 
University’s Code of Practice for Research Degrees be amended to remove the 
requirement for departments to hold separate policy statements on aspects of 
research student provision, and instead to require that departments include 
these statements within research student handbooks.  

 
110. Enhancement-Led Review: Classics and Ancient History 

 
Considered: whether to sign off the follow-up to the Enhancement-Led Review of the 
Department of Classics and Ancient History;   

Document QSSC/11/152 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Arts and Humanities PRAP had signed-off as appropriate the Department 

of Classics and Ancient History’s response to all recommendations arising from the 
Enhancement-Led Review of the Department; 
 

(b) that the review team had recommended that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities 
appoint a full-time language instructor to support the further development and 
enhancement of the Department’s language provision; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the response of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities to the recommendation 

detailed in Noted (b) should be investigated, and the action taken in respect of this 
issue should be reported to QSSC; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the Enhancement-Led Review of Classics and Ancient History should be 
signed-off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Classics and Ancient History and to Education Committee. 

Action: DCG/AR 
 
111. Enhancement-Led Review: Physics 

 
Considered: whether to sign off the follow-up to the Enhancement-Led Review of the 
Department of Physics;   

Document QSSC/11/153 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Science PRAP had signed-off as appropriate the Department of Physics’ 

responses to the recommendations arising from the Enhancement-Led Review of 
Physics;  
 

(b) that the panel had felt it appropriate for departments to be required to submit 
programme specifications for checking when changes were made to modules 
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within that programme. This issue had been addressed in a report proposing 
revisions to curriculum development processes submitted by the 23 January 2012 
meeting of Education Committee (Education Committee Minute 64 refers);    

 
Agreed: that the Enhancement-Led Review of Physics be signed-off as satisfactorily 
completed, and that this should be reported to the Department of Physics and to 
Education Committee. 

Action: DCG/NDB 
 
112. Programme Approval: MSc Economics 

 
Considered: whether to approve a new MSc Economics programme;  

Document QSSC/11/154 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Panel had asked for confirmation that placements on the proposed 

programme would be managed through a Student Placement Agreement, and it 
was not clear from Document 154 that this clarification had been received; 

 
(b) that the documentation did not include completed learning resources forms for the 

programme. These would need to be obtained before the programme could be 
approved; 
 

(c) that the Business School had proposed that the programme would contain a 60-
credit dissertation module, to include generic training in research methods, and that 
there would be no separate research methods module. The dissertation module 
would thus include a substantial taught component (20 hours of lectures and 4 
hours of seminars, in addition to 3 hours of supervision). The summative 
assessment on the module would be a 12,000 word dissertation, with the formative 
assessment reflecting that common to research methods modules. Whilst this 
format was consistent with some other taught postgraduate programmes in the 
School, the Sub-Committee was concerned that the research methods training on 
the module might not be as specific to the students’ dissertation topic as that 
typically found in other dissertation modules. The proposal also posed a generic 
issue as to whether programmes with 60-credit dissertation modules that contained 
a substantial taught component in research methods were aligned to the Principle 
for the Development of the Taught Curriculum that all taught postgraduate 
programmes would typically have a 60-credit dissertation module through which 
students were ‘able to demonstrate the development of their own research and 
independent study skills, as well as expertise in their chosen field of study’. 
Education Committee should be asked its view on this important issue. 
Consideration of the proposed programme should be delayed pending the outcome 
of this discussion;   

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that confirmation should be sought that placements on the programme would be 

managed through a Student Placement Agreement;  
Action: EA 

 
(b) that completed learning resources forms should be obtained for the programme; 

Action: EA 
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(c) that the documentation for the proposed programme should be revised as 
necessary following the action in Agreed (a) and (b) and Education Committee’s 
discussion of the issue outlined in Noted (c), and should thereafter be submitted to 
the Secretary for circulation to members of the Sub-Committee;  

Action: EA  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider whether programmes 
containing a 60-credit dissertation module with a substantial taught component 
in research methods were aligned to the Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum.  

 
113. Programme Approval: Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching A-Level Mathematics 

 
Considered: whether to approve a new Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching A-Level 
Mathematics programme; 

Document QSSC/11/155 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed new Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching A-Level Mathematics 

programme had been considered by a Programme Approval Panel, and seemed to 
be appropriate; 
 

(b) that the Programme Approval Panel had asked QSSC to confirm that it was content 
that the programme regulations stated that two elements of assessment in the first 
module of the programme must both be passed. This was felt to be appropriate 
given the nature and requirements of the programme; 

 
Agreed: that the Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching A-Level Mathematics programme 
be approved, and that this should be reported to the School of Education and to 
Education Committee.  

Action: DCG/ES  
 
114. Programme Approval: MSc Biophysical Sciences 

 
Considered: whether to approve a new MSc Biophysical Sciences programme; 

Document QSSC/11/156 
Unavailable 

 
Noted: that document QSSC/11/156 was unavailable due to the need to supply 
outstanding documentation;  
 
Agreed: that, once all appropriate documentation had been received, the proposed 
MSc Biophysical Sciences programme should be submitted for consideration by 
members of the Sub-Committee by circulation. 

Action: DCG/SG  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

115. Matters of Report 
 
Reported:  
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(a) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of QSSC to approve a request from 
the Durham Business School for a new research award programme title, that of 
Marketing (PhD), with effect from October 2012;  
 

(b) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of QSSC to approve a BA Music 
programme with effect from October 2012. This programme had been 
recommended for approval at a Programme Approval Panel held 28 March 2012. 

  
116. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported: that in 2012/13 meetings of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would be 
held:   

 

Date Time Room 
Thursday 18 October 2012  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 12 December 2012  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 16 January 2013  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 27 February 2013  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 27 March 2013  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 1 May 2013  9.15am To be confirmed 
Wednesday 29 May 2013  9.15am To be confirmed 
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