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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

25 October 2012 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Dr T. Fawcett, Dr R. D. Harrison, Dr A. Millard, Mr A. 
Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary).   
 
Apologies: Ms J. James. 
 
Noted: that Dr Millard acted as Chair for the items involving the Business School listed under 
Minutes 8(c)(i) to (iii), 11, 15 and 16, Professor Clark having declared a conflict of interest.   
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. QAA Institutional Review 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) the QAA mid-cycle follow-up report to Institutional Audit 2009; 

Document QSSC/12/01 
 

(b) a report on progress in implementing the QAA Institutional Audit action plan; 
Document QSSC/12/02 

 
(c) an oral report from the Head of Academic Support Office on QAA Institutional 

Review 2014; 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the QAA’s mid-cycle follow-up report to the 2009 Institutional Audit was 

positive, and no further action was required by the University. The report 
highlighted that the Departmental Review process was likely to be of particular 
interest to the team conducting the next Institutional Review of the University. The 
report also paid attention to externality and student involvement in periodic review;  

 
(b) that the role of the Chair was vital in ensuring effective coverage of all issues 

encompassed by Departmental Review. Chairs and Secretaries of review teams 
were assisted in this by the guidance notes on the process issued to the teams; 
and by a pre-prepared agenda for the pre-meeting of the review team;   
 

(c) that Document 2 showed that all outstanding actions in respect of the action plan 
resulting from the 2009 QAA Institutional Audit had been successfully completed;  

 
(d) that it had been thought that the QAA’s next Institutional Review of the University 

would take place in 2013/14. However, this Review had been postponed by the 
QAA. It remained possible that the University could be subject to Institutional 
Review at any point from January 2014 onwards;    

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the Academic Support Office was to be congratulated for the positive nature of 

the QAA’s mid-cycle follow-up report;  
 

(b) that the QAA’s mid-cycle follow-up report should be forwarded to Education 
Committee for information. Education Committee’s attention should be drawn to the 
likelihood that Departmental Review would be of particular interest to the review 
team conducting the University’s next Institutional Review, and to the important role 
of the Chair of Departmental Review teams in ensuring effective coverage of all 
issues addressed via Departmental Review;  

Action: DCG/TC 
 

(c) that the successful completion of the action plan arising from the 2009 QAA 
Institutional Audit should be reported to Education Committee and Senate;  

Action: DCG 
 

(d) that the postponement of the QAA’s next Institutional Review of the University 
should be reported to Education Committee.  

Action: DCG 
 
2. Integrated Master’s Degrees 

 
Considered: draft proposals on progression and classification regulations for integrated 
master’s degrees;   

Document QSSC/12/03 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper addressed a number of issues in relation to progression and 

classification on integrated master’s programmes. The paper compared the 
University’s practice to those of other HEIs. It was intended that the paper would be 
submitted to FECs (Undergraduate) for consultation following QSSC;   
 

(b) that the paper investigated the issue of whether to classify integrated master’s 
programmes at the end of both Levels 3 and 4. This was in part prompted by 
comments that some students who performed well in all but Level 4 were leaving 
with a lower degree classification than they would have done had they sought a 
concession to exit the programme at the end of Level 3 with a lower award. The 
paper noted that the University was not out of line with comparators in terms of 
classifying only at the end of Level 4, and thus did not propose a revision to policy. 
QSSC supported this position, noting that a departure from common sector practice 
in this area might also have implications for the availability of funding;   

 
(c) that as an alternative to classifying at both Levels 3 and 4, the paper proposed that 

consideration should be given to revising the University’s transcript to highlight 
more clearly the overall standard of achievement at each level of study. This could 
be achieved via the Higher Education Achievement Report (HEAR). It was 
important that this work took into account the views of employers on classification 
of integrated master’s programmes. The transcript should ideally demonstrate 
student attainment in a way that was clearly understood by employers; 

 
(d) that the Departmental Review of Earth Sciences had led to a recommendation that 

the University consider whether the weighting of 2:3:4 of Levels 2 to 4 in the 
classification of integrated master’s programmes remained appropriate. The paper 
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noted that the University’s weighting of levels was not out of line with comparator 
HEIS, and thus that there was not a compelling case for revision in this area;  

 
(e) that the University’s Core Regulations currently required an overall average of 50% 

for progression from Level 2 to Level 3 of integrated master’s programmes. This 
was out of line with the progression level used by most comparator HEIs, who had 
higher requirements. The paper proposed that the University’s Core Regulations be 
amended to require a progression threshold of 55%, in order to ensure that 
students were appropriately prepared for further study. However, it was felt that, in 
order to reflect the high-quality nature of education in the University and the ability 
of its students, this requirement should be set at 60%. The paper should be 
amended accordingly; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the paper be amended as indicated in Noted (e) prior to further consultation; 

and that QSSC supported the proposals subject to this amendment;  
Action: ES 

 
(b) that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre should be consulted on 

employers’ understandings of classification on integrated master’s programmes, 
including any perceived differences between classification levels.   

Action: ES 
 
3. Annual Report from the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development 

 
Considered: a report on the activities of the Centre for Academic and Researcher 
Development (CARD) in 2011/12 and plan for 2012/13;   

Document QSSC/12/04 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the importance of development workshops for staff undertaking key learning and 

teaching management roles in departments, such as programme directors and 
directors of undergraduate, postgraduate and doctoral studies. Such workshops 
could make a highly useful contribution in helping departments manage the 
transition that occurred when staff holding such roles changed. At the request of 
QSSC, Education Committee had previously requested that CARD put in place 
such workshops (Education Committee, 2011/12, Minute 129 refers). CARD 
planned to implement this in 2013/14. The next annual report from CARD (which is 
due to be submitted to QSSC in late May 2013) should include a programme for 
these workshops for QSSC’s approval. Whilst this programme should be facilitated 
by CARD, it should be delivered primarily by academic staff;  
 

(b) that CARD had put in place helpful workshops on issues which involved faculty, 
departmental and college staff. Such workshops provided a useful forum to support 
communication and collaboration between staff who cooperated on such cross-
functional processes. QSSC would welcome similar workshops in the future (for 
instance, in relation to concessions and Special Adverse Circumstances);  

 
(c) that in order to support oversight of progress in relation to strategic objectives, 

future reports from CARD should focus more on the outcomes of CARD’s activity 
than the activity itself. For instance, it would be useful for QSSC to learn what 
proportion of staff achieved HEA accreditation as a result of participating in activity 
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organised by CARD. The Chair would work with the Director of CARD to clarify 
what QSSC considered to be the key outputs that should be included in the report;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the proposed activity for 2012/13 be approved by QSSC;  

 
(b) that the 2012/13 annual report from CARD to be submitted to QSSC on 29 May 

2013 should include the programme referred to in Noted (a) for QSSC’s 
consideration and approval, and should be structured as indicated in Noted (c). 
This should be reported to the Director of CARD.  

Action: DCG 
 
4. Collaborative Provision  

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

Document QSSC/12/05 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that there had been a significant amount of activity in 2011/12 in terms of full 

collaborative proposals. There had also been several new and significant proposed 
collaborative partnerships that had received initial approval and were in the process 
of development. These included articulation agreements with several Chinese 
HEIs; a proposed collaboration with the Singapore Institute of Technology for the 
distance delivery of a full-time BA in Criminology and Security; and (most 
significantly) the decision of the Church of England that the University should 
become the validating body for ministerial training provision. This latter partnership 
would involve validating awards in over fifteen institutions, with around a thousand 
students in total. Accordingly, during 2012/13 there was likely to be a very 
significant expansion in the extent of the University’s collaborative provision. A 
higher number and proportion of students would be involved in collaborative 
arrangements than was currently the case. It was highly important that the 
University effectively prepared for this development;    

 
(b) that the QAA had recently consulted on the draft chapter of the UK Quality Code on 

collaborative provision. The consultation suggested that the chapter would embody 
a significantly expanded definition of collaborative provision than was currently the 
case. The University had expressed concerns at this development. The University 
would need to consider the implications of any new definition for its activity; 

 
(c) that the contacts listed in the Register of Collaborative Provision should be checked 

for accuracy; 
 

Agreed: that the accuracy of the contacts listed in the Register of Collaborative 
Provision should be checked prior to the Register next being published;  

Action: DCG 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider how best to inform UEC of 
the strategic developments in relation to the very significant prospective 
expansion of the University’s collaborative provision in 2012/13.  
 

5. Accredited Provision  
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Considered: the annual update on accredited provision (including the updated Register 
of Accredited Provision);  

Document QSSC/12/06 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report outlined the accreditation activity that had taken place in 2011/12 

and the prospective activity during 2012/13 in terms of proposals to renew 
accreditation. It would be useful if the section in future annual reports relating to re-
accreditation provided an indication of any significant institutional risks in this area;   
 

(b) that the recent re-accreditation of programmes in Computer Science by the British 
Computing Society did not include the MEng Computer Science, owing to a 
decision by the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences not to apply for 
reaccreditation of this programme. As a result of this, steps had been taken by 
ASO to remove references to such accreditation from the regulations for this 
programme, and ASO had contacted the School and colleagues in Marketing and 
Student Recruitment and Admissions to advise that references to accreditation in 
marketing materials for the programme should be removed forthwith; 

 
(c) that at its meeting of 27 February 2012, QSSC had requested that outstanding 

departmental responses to accreditation reports should be addressed as soon as 
possible. The report indicated that the majority of these responses had now been 
submitted, and thus that this action had been broadly effective;  

 
(d) that departments were expected to submit final reports in response to an 

accreditation report to the relevant PRAP twelve months after the accreditation 
report. Likewise, departments were required to submit a written response to 
recommendations arising from Departmental Review to the relevant PRAP twelve 
months after the review report had been issued to the department. PRAPs played 
an important role in ensuring that departments took necessary follow-up action in 
relation to accreditation reports and Departmental Review in a timely fashion. To 
support QSSC’s oversight of the work of PRAPs, University procedures for the 
consideration of accreditation reports and Departmental Review reports should be 
amended to require PRAPs to submit to QSSC a brief summary of any report for 
which recommendations were outstanding at the twelve month point, and (if 
recommendations were still outstanding) at twelve month intervals thereafter. This 
summary should list the recommendations in the accreditation report or 
Departmental Review report, and indicate whether these had or had not been 
addressed. This would enable QSSC to take action to address areas of concern;       

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that University procedure for the consideration of accreditation reports and 

Departmental Review reports by PRAPs should be revised as outlined in Noted (d);  
Action: RDH 

 
(b) that future annual reports on accredited provision should contain an indication of 

any significant institutional risks in relation to re-accreditation.   
Action: DCG 

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
6. Membership, Terms of Reference and Schedule  
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Received: 
 
(a) the membership and terms of reference for QSSC; 

Document QSSC/12/07 
 

(b) the QSSC business schedule for 2012/13;  
Document QSSC/12/08 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the terms of reference erroneously referred to Professor Clark as the Dean for 

Postgraduate and Undergraduate Education. Professor Clark’s title was the Dean 
of Graduate School and Internationalisation.  ;  

 
(b) that at its meeting of 8 October 2012, Education Committee agreed to recommend 

to Senate a proposal to amend the terms of reference and membership of QSSC. 
This proposal would be considered by Senate on 6 November 2012. Document 7 
did not take into account this proposal;  

 
Agreed: that, if approved by Senate, the revised terms of reference of QSSC should be 
supplied to QSSC’s next meeting.  

Action: DCG 
 
7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 6 June 2012; 

Document QSSC/12/09 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 6 June 2012; 
Document QSSC/12/10 

 
Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 18 
June 2012, detailing consideration of the report from the 6 June 2012 meeting of 
QSSC. 

Document QSSC/12/11 
 

8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;    Document QSSC/12/12a 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that all outstanding responses to external examiners’ reports had now been 

submitted (Minute 86(c)(ii) refers); 
 

(ii) that the log suggested that not all departments had submitted their external 
examiners’ reports to their SSCCs (Minute 55(a) refers). This related to reports 
in respect of the MA Community and Youth Work in the School of Applied 
Social Sciences, and in respect of the School of Government and International 
Affairs. It was highly important that such reports were submitted to SSCCs;   
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Agreed: that the Secretary should ascertain whether the outstanding reports listed 
in Noted (ii) had been submitted to the relevant SSCCs, and that if not the Chair 
should write to the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee to ensure 
that this action was addressed before QSSC’s 12 December 2012 meeting; 

Action: DCG/TC  
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document QSSC/12/12b 

 
(c) Matters for further consideration 

 
(i) 2011/12, Minute 65(a) External Examiner Reports for Taught 

Postgraduate Programmes: University Overview 
 
Considered: a request from the Business School not to comply with QSSC’s 
decision that responsibility for distance taught MBA programmes should be 
returned to the School’s main board of examiners;  

Document QSSC/12/12c 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that QSSC had previously requested that the Business School move 
responsibility for its distance taught MBAs away from a board of 
examiners within the Global Learning Centre and to its main MBA board 
of examiners, in order to allow comparison between programmes and 
ensure consistency of standards. Document 12c contained a request not 
to comply with this decision, on the basis that the distance-taught MBAs 
were more closely aligned to programmes considered by the board of 
examiners within the Global Learning Centre; and that this board was not 
a new board, as had been thought by QSSC. The Business School 
proposed instead to facilitate comparison across its MBA programmes by 
appointing an overarching external examiner who would be a member of 
all boards of examiners with responsibility for these programmes; 
 

B. that QSSC was minded to support this proposal in principle, provided that 
there was sufficient academic cross-representation between the various 
boards of examiners considering MBA programmes. The Business 
School should provide information to illustrate the structure of the 
governance for its MBA programmes, prior to a final decision being made;     

 
Agreed:  
 
A. to support the proposals in Document 12c in principle;  

 
B. that the Business School should provide to the Secretary of QSSC a 

detailed indication of the governance structure for its MBA programmes 
and the composition of the boards of examiners with responsibility for 
these programmes; and that the proposal in Document 12c should 
thereafter be considered by the Chair in light of this information; 

Action: EA/DCG 
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(ii) 2011/12, Minutes 65(a) and 66(a): External Examiner Reports for Taught 

Postgraduate Programmes and Board of Examiner Reports for Taught 
Postgraduate Programmes 

 
Considered: a report on the operation of taught postgraduate boards of 
examiners in the Business School;  

Document QSSC/12/12d 
 

Noted: that Document 12d contained a response from the Business School to 
the issues raised by QSSC at its meeting of 26 March 2012 in relation to the 
operation of taught postgraduate boards of examiners in the School. The 
report illustrated that these issues had been addressed by the School, and 
that the School had received training from ASO in this area; 
 
Agreed: that the School should be thanked for its response to the issues 
raised by QSSC, and reminded of the continuing need for new chairs and 
secretaries of boards of examiners to undergo training and for established 
chairs and secretaries to attend refresher training on an annual basis;  

Action: DCG 
 

(iii) 2011/12, Minute 103 Accreditation Report: EQUIS 
 
Considered: a report from the Business School on the follow-up to the 
accreditation report from EQUIS;   

Document QSSC/12/12e 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that Document 12e consisted of the Business School’s annual progress 

report to EQUIS; a draft International Strategy (as this was one of the key 
actions arising from EQUIS’ accreditation report); and a list of specific 
actions that remained outstanding, including a timescale for completion;  
 

B. that it was thought that the draft International Strategy supplied by the 
Business School did not sufficiently link to the University’s International 
Strategy. The University should have only one International Strategy, 
which should form the basis of any related departmental strategies; 

 
C. that QSSC was highly concerned and dissatisfied that the timescale for 

outstanding actions indicated that many actions would not be complete 
until May 2013. QSSC had previously indicated that the Business School 
should seek to complete all actions as soon as possible, with a view to 
ensuring full completion by the end of  Michaelmas Term 2012 (2011/12, 
Minute 103 refers). Given the importance of EQUIS accreditation to the 
University, and the possibility that EQUIS’ next accreditation visit might 
take place at the end of 2013, QSSC was of the strong opinion that 
activity in this area needed to be treated with a much higher degree of 
urgency than was indicated in the report;  

 
Agreed: that the concerns indicated in Noted B. and C. should be submitted to the 
Business School for consideration;  

Action: DCG 
 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 9 of 16 
 25 October 2012 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider QSSC’s concerns in 
relation to EQUIS accreditation, and how best to address these.   
   

9. Chair’s Business 
 
Noted: that all members were encouraged to receive committee papers in electronic 
format only, in line with the University’s commitment to environmental sustainability; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that papers for the sub-committee should be issued in electronic format only, on an 

opt-out basis;  
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that the Chair would investigate whether the University would support members of 

the sub-committee in receiving papers electronically through the provision of 
suitable technological devices.   

Action: TC 
 

10. Revalidation of Existing Theology and Ministry Provision 
 
Considered: a report on revalidation of existing Theology and Ministry provision; 

Document QSSC/12/13 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the current memorandum of agreement with Cranmer Hall, Wesley Study 

Centre and the Lindisfarne Regional Training Partnership would expire on 31 July 
2013. Whilst it had been previously been proposed that these validated partners 
undergo a periodic review during 2012/13, the paper proposed to postpone this 
review until 2013/14. This would allow the review to take into account the 
development of a common award for ministerial education from September 2014, 
following the decision of the Church of England’s Ministry Division that the 
University should be the provider of validation for the education of ministers. The 
existing agreement with Cranmer Hall, the Wesley Study Centre and Lindisfarne 
RTP would be incorporated into this broader agreement. The deferral of periodic 
review until 2013/14 would also allow the review to more effectively address the 
proposed closure of the Wesley Study Centre and associated teach out, as 
arrangements for the closure of the Centre were currently unclear;  

 
(b) that in lieu of periodic review in 2012/13, it was proposed that a Programme and 

Partnership Approval Panel be held during 2012/13 with a view to extending the 
current memorandum of agreement for this partnership for one year only;  

 
(c) the importance of the University clarifying arrangements around the proposed 

closure of the Wesley Study Centre, in relation to the timing of the closure, 
proposed teach out arrangements and the impact on staff and students;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the periodic review of Cranmer Hall, the Wesley Study Centre and Lindisfarne 

RTP should be deferred until the Michaelmas Term of 2013, and that arrangements 
should be made to consider extending the current partnership for one year only as 
indicated in the paper;  

Action: AR 
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(b) that the arrangements for the proposed closure of the Wesley Study Centre should 

be discussed as soon as possible at the Joint Management Committee for this 
partnership; and that QSSC should be updated on this issue as appropriate.  

Action: AR 
 
11. Collaborative Provision: BSc Accounting with KPMG / ICAEW 

 
Considered: proposed amendments to the collaborative agreement between the 
University and KPMG / ICAEW for the delivery of the BSc Accounting programme;    

Document QSSC/12/14 
 

Noted: that Document 14 proposed minor amendments to the existing collaborative 
agreement in respect of the BSc Accounting programme. QSSC was supportive of the 
proposed changes, with the exception of the section on the governance of the 
partnership. This should be amended to read that the University’s membership of the 
Management Committee of the partnership should be the ‘Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Undergraduate) or nominee as approved by the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor and the 
Chair of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee’. The addition of the Chair of QSSC to 
this arrangement reflected the fact that this was a quality assurance issue;  
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed amendments be approved, subject to the revision outlined in 

Noted;  
Action: EA 

 
(b) that clarification should be sought as to whether the agreed amendments would 

require the memorandum of agreement to be signed again by all parties; and that 
arrangements should be made for this if necessary.  

Action: EA  
 
12. Departmental Review: Earth Sciences 

 
Considered: the report from the Departmental Review of the Department of Earth 
Sciences;  

Document QSSC/12/15 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report contained no recommendations relating to University policy or 

practice, and one recommendation for the Faculty of Science that consideration 
should be given as to how best to facilitate discussions between departments and 
Estates and Buildings to minimise disruption caused by refurbishment and repair 
works; 
 

(b) that many of the examples of good practice identified in the report were specific to 
the department or could not easily be disseminated. To support the sharing of good 
practice, Section A of the template for Departmental Review reports should be re-
titled ‘Good practice to disseminate elsewhere’;     

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the programmes listed in paragraph 1.1.3 of Annex 1 of Document 15 be 

revalidated, and that this should be reported to the Department of Earth Sciences; 
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Action: NDB 
 

(b) that the faculty-level recommendation outlined in Noted (a) should be remitted to 
the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Science) for consideration, and that a report should be 
made on the outcome of this recommendation to QSSC; 

Action: DCG 
 

(c) that the standard template for Departmental Review reports should be amended as 
indicated in Noted (b).  

Action: RDH 
 
13. Departmental Review and Accredited Provision: Law 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) the report from the Departmental Review of the Law School;  

Document QSSC/12/16 
 

(b) a report from the Joint Academic Stage Board of the Bar Standards Board and 
Solicitors Regulation Authority arising from a review of programmes in the Law 
School;  

Document QSSC/12/17 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) the need for the Departmental Review report to distinguish between advisable 
recommendations (to which the Law School would be required to respond) and 
desirable recommendations (which the School would be invited to consider). This 
would support the School in responding to the recommendations;  
 

(b) that the Departmental Review team had recommended that the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Health consider the development of a specifically-focused induction 
for those students registered for a Masters by Research;  

 
(c) that the Departmental Review report recommended that the University consider 

ways of raising awareness of its research institutes, and suggested doing this 
through the induction programme for new staff. Clarification should be sought from 
the Director of Research Office and the Assistant Director of Human Resources 
(Training and Development) as to whether action was required in this area;  

 
(d) that the Departmental Review report recommended that consideration be given as 

to how to raise the profile of pre-sessional courses and improve communication 
with students regarding the training and support available from the English 
Language Centre. QSSC did not feel that this was a significant issue, and were 
unclear as to how the issues raised in the paragraph to which this recommendation 
referred (paragraph 44) had led to this recommendation, as these issues were 
addressed via a specific recommendation to the Law School; 

 
(e) that the accreditation report in Document 17 from the Joint Academic Stage Board 

was a highly positive one. The report included a recommendation that the School 
reflect upon contact hours for foundation subjects. The report also noted that 
assessment in the first year in the School was ‘traditional’, noting that final 
examinations accounted for 100% of summative assessment at that level. The 
School should be asked to respond to this issue, in order to address the Curriculum 
Principle on the diversification of assessment;   
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Agreed: 
 
(a) that the programmes listed in Annex 2 of Document 16 be revalidated, and that this 

should be reported to the Law School;  
Action: ES 

 
(b) that the report arising from the Departmental Review of the Law School should be 

amended to distinguish between desirable and advisable recommendations, and 
then resubmitted to the School as the basis of further action. Issues appearing in 
both Document 16 and Document 17 should be treated as advisable in the 
Departmental Review report, including that on diversification of assessment in 
Noted (e); 

Action: EA 
 

(c) that the review team should clarify why the issues in paragraph 44 of the 
Departmental Review report had led to the recommendation outlined in Noted (d); 

Action: EA 
 

(d) that the recommendation in the Departmental Review report for the Faculty of 
Social Sciences and Health should be remitted to the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Social 
Sciences and Health) for consideration; and that a report should be made to QSSC 
on the outcome of this recommendation; 

Action: DCG 
 

(e) that the Director of Research Office and the Assistant Director of Human 
Resources (Training and Development) should be consulted on the 
recommendation outlined in Noted (c); 

Action: DCG 
 

(f) that QSSC congratulated the Law School on the positive nature of the accreditation 
report from the Joint Academic Stage Board, and that this should be reported to the 
School; 

Action: ES 
 

(g) that the Law School should be asked to respond to the issue around diversification 
of assessment outlined in Noted (e) as part of the follow-up to the accreditation 
report from the Joint Academic Stage Board.  

Action: ES   
 
14. Reports from Accrediting Bodies: General Pharmaceutical Council 

 
Considered: a report from the General Pharmaceutical Council in respect of Step 2 of 
the accreditation process for the MPharm programme;  

Document QSSC/12/18 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report was in respect of the second stage of an accreditation process that 

comprised seven stages; 
 

(b) that there were no issues arising from the report, which was highly positive;  
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Agreed:  
 
(a) that QSSC offered its congratulations to the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and 

Health on the exceptional nature of the report, and that this should be 
communicated to the School;  

Action: ES 
 

(b) that the report should be submitted to the Social Sciences and Health PRAP for 
information, and that no follow-up action was required.  

Action: ES 
 

15. Programme Approval: MSc Economics 
 
Considered: whether to approve a new MSc Economics programme;  

Document QSSC/12/19 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed programme had originally been considered by QSSC on 6 June 

2012. It contained a 60-credit dissertation module including generic training in 
research methods, with no separate research methods module, and that the 
dissertation module would thus include a substantial taught component. Following 
a request from QSSC to consider this issue, Education Committee subsequently 
agreed that the programme did not accord the Principles for the Development of 
the Taught Curriculum, that stated that taught postgraduate programmes should 
typically contain a 60-credit dissertation module (or equivalent research project) 
that allowed students to demonstrate the development of their own research and 
independent study skills and ability as independent researchers.  Education 
Committee also noted the importance of the research training which students 
received inside their dissertation module being specific to their dissertation topic, 
and agreed that ‘Teaching and assessment on generic research methods should 
be delivered via a separate module’ (Education Committee, 2011/12, Minute 129 
refers);  
 

(b) that in light of Education Committee’s decision, the Business School had brought 
forward a proposal that the proposed programme should be validated for 2013/14 
only, on the understanding that the School would then bring forward a solution to 
the alignment of the programme with the Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum to support approval of the programme from 2014/15 onwards; 

 
(c)  that QSSC were supportive of this proposal, provided that the Business School 

submitted to the 1 May 2013 meeting of QSSC (or before) clear proposals 
demonstrating how all programmes within the School (including the proposed new 
MSc Economics programme) with similar structures (i.e. containing 60-credit 
dissertation modules including a taught component on generic research training, 
and no separate research methods module) would be developed to address 
Education Committee’s decision and the relevant Curriculum Principle. If the 
School did not address this issue, then the proposed programme would not operate 
other than in 2013/14;   

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the proposed new MSc Economics programme be approved and should be 
validated for 2013/14 only, and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee and to the Business School;  

Action: EA/DCG 
 

(b) that the decision outlined in Noted (c) that further proposals on this issue should be 
submitted to the 1 May 2013 meeting of QSSC should be reported to the Business 
School, and incorporated into QSSC’s 2012/13 schedule of business.  

Action: EA/DCG 
 

16. Programme Approval: MSc Islamic Finance and Management 
 
Considered: whether to approve a new MSc Islamic Finance and Management 
programme;  

Document QSSC/12/20 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that some of the documentation in Document 20 erroneously referred to the 

proposed programme as an MSc Islamic Finance. The proposal was for the 
introduction of a new MSc Islamic Finance and Management programme;  
 

(b) that the Programme Approval Panel had noted that the programme did not fully 
align with the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum in that it 
contained a 60-credit dissertation module with a taught component in generic 
research methods (Minute 15 above refers). The Business School had therefore 
proposed that the programme be validated for 2013/14 only, and that the School 
would bring forward a clear solution to this issue before further approval of the 
programme for 2014/15 onwards was granted;  

 
(c) that QSSC was supportive of this proposal on the same conditions as had been 

agreed in respect of the MSc Economics programme in Minute 15, Noted (c);  
 

Agreed: that the MSc Islamic Finance and Management be approved and validated for 
2013/14 only, under the conditions outlined in Noted (c); and that this should be 
reported to Education Committee and the Business School. 

Action: EA/DCG 
 
17. Programme Approval: Master in Pharmacy (Foundation)  

 
Considered: whether to approve a new Master in Pharmacy (MPharm) with Foundation 
programme;   

Document QSSC/12/21 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC had previously considered a proposed MPharm programme, and that 

this had been approved through Chair’s action. Document 21 contained a proposed 
foundation route for that programme;  
 

(b) that the MPharm programme included within its programme regulations a 
requirement that candidates needed to pass Fitness to Practice conditions at the 
point of admission. This condition was not included in the regulations within 
Document 21, which related to Level 0 of the MPharm with Foundation programme. 
Clarification was needed as to whether these regulations needed to refer to the 
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fitness to practice requirements, whether as an admissions criteria or a transfer 
criteria, and the programme regulations should be amended accordingly; 

 
Agreed: that QSSC was supportive of the proposed programme in principle, subject to 
any amendment necessary as a result of the issue outlined in Noted (b). This should 
be addressed, and the revised programme should be submitted to the Chair via the 
Secretary for approval under chair’s action.  

Action: ES/DCG 
 
18. Programme Approval: Master in Geography 

 
Considered: whether to approve new Master of Arts in Geography and Master of 
Science in Geography programmes;   

Document QSSC/12/22 
 
Noted: that transfer to the four-year Master of Science and Master of Arts in 
Geography programmes would be based on application in Level 2 of the BA and BSc 
programmes, with places allocated on a competitive basis. Weighted results for 
students who applied for transfer would be ranked by the board of examiners. QSSC 
was content with this policy. However, there was a need to amend the proposed 
regulations for the programmes, which noted that ‘Students who are unsuccessful in 
competing for a place will have no basis for appealing the decision of the board of 
examiners’. This statement might be misleading to students. It should be deleted, and 
replaced with a statement to the effect that ‘transfer between programmes is not an 
entitlement, and is decided by the board of examiners’. 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the regulations of the proposed programmes should be amended as indicated 

in Noted; that the programmes were approved subject to this amendment; and that 
this should be reported to the Department of Geography and to Education 
Committee;  

Action: DCG/ES 
 

(b) that the approval of the Master of Arts in Geography (MArts) programme should be 
reported to the Ceremonies Unit as it constituted a new academic award.  

Action: DCG  
 

19. Programme Approval: MBiol Biosciences 
 
Considered: whether to approve a new MBiol Biosciences programme.   

Document QSSC/12/23 
Unavailable 

 
[Secretary’s Note: Document 23 was unavailable and would be submitted to QSSC at a 
future meeting] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
20. Matters of Report 

 
Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of QSSC;  

Document QSSC/12/24 
 

Noted:  
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(a) approval by chair’s action of a new MSc Biophysical Sciences programme from 

2013/14;  
 

(b) approval by chair’s action of a new Master in Pharmacy (MPharm) programme;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the new programmes should be reported to Education Committee; 

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that approval of the new MPharm programme should be reported to the 
Ceremonies Unit as this constituted a new academic award.  

Action: DCG 
 

21. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported: that further meetings of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would be 
held:   

 

Date me Room 
Wednesday 12 December 2012  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 16 January 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 27 February 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 27 March 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 1 May 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 29 May 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
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