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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

12 December 2012 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Dr G. Campling, Ms J. James, Professor G. Love, Dr A. 
Millard, Mr A. Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary).  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES  

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
22. Research Degrees 

 
Considered: a report mapping University policy and practice against chapter B11 of the 
UK Quality Code on research degrees;  

Document QSSC/12/26 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the new Chapter B11 of the UK Quality Code on research degrees placed 

emphasis on the University’s own Code of Practice being written in clear language. 
There was a need to revise the Code of Practice in light of this expectation to 
ensure that the guidance it contained was free from ambiguity;  

 
(b) that there was no longer an external requirement that supervisory teams contained 

at least two academic staff, as was current University policy. Nevertheless, it was 
not desirable to revise policy in light of this. Current practice in the University 
helped to build experience in supervision and maintain continuity in the supervisory 
team in the event of the absence or departure of the primary supervisor;  
 

(c) that Chapter B11 placed greater emphasis on training for external supervisors. 
CARD should be asked to ensure that all professional or industrial supervisors had 
the opportunity to attend the University’s training for supervisors. It was further 
noted that, in light of the change outlined in Noted (b), it would now be possible for 
professional or industrial supervisors to act as second supervisors. In this instance 
they would need to meet the University’s training requirements for this role. 
Guidance should be developed on the training available to external supervisors as 
part of the work to update the Code of Practice;  

 
(d) the need for revisions to the Code of Practice in relation to induction, and to revise 

the Induction Checklist, in light of the emphasis in Chapter B11 on the importance 
of clearly communicating the responsibilities of supervisors to research students;  

 
(e) that the guidance to Indicator 11 in Chapter B11 indicated that students should be 

present at progress reviews. Whilst this was the norm at the University, it was not a 
requirement and departments were allowed flexibility in how they carried out 
progress reviews. It was felt that this Indicator would be met through ensuring that 
students had some form of face-to-face review with members of staff external to 
their supervisory team. Departments should be allowed discretion as to how this 
should take place. The Code of Practice should be revised accordingly; 
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(f) that departments should be asked for details of the current guidance provided to 

research students in relation to progress reviews to ensure this was robust;  
  

(g) the need to update the Code of Practice to stress the importance of training needs 
analysis throughout the student’s period of study;  

 
(h) that no further action needed to be taken in light of Indicator 15 on the collection of 

feedback from those concerned with research degrees. The University’s processes 
in this area had been effective in leading to changes in policy and practice; 

 
(i) that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office had been asked to comment 

on the sections of Chapter B11 concerned with admissions issues, and that if 
necessary the Code of Practice would be revised in light of this feedback;  

 
(j) that the explanatory guidance to Indicator 17 of Chapter B11 indicated that 

institutions should satisfy themselves that the viva process was fair and consistent, 
and suggested that one way of doing this was through the appointment of an 
independent chair. The University had the facility to appoint independent chairs if 
there was a particular issue that required it, but this practice was not widespread. 
Some other institutions (such as York and Lancaster) assured fairness through the 
recording of vivas. Further consideration should be given (via consultation with 
FECs (Postgraduate)) on how to assure consistency and fairness across vivas;      

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Code of Practice and Induction Checklist should be revised as indicated in 

the paper and in Noted (a) to (j), and should be presented to a 2012/13 meeting of 
QSSC for consideration;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that departments should be asked for details of the current guidance provided to 
research degree students on progress reviews, in order to ensure this was robust 
and to inform the action in Agreed (a);  

Action: AR 
 

(c) that training opportunities for research degree supervisors should be made 
available to external industrial and professional supervisors, and that the types of 
training available should be communicated to the acting Head of ASO;  

Action: SET 
 

(d) that the logistics, policy and practice of the recording of vivas at comparator 
institutions should be investigated; and that this information should be submitted to 
FECs (Postgraduate) as part of a consultation on the more general issue of 
whether there was a need to revise the University’s practice to assure consistency 
and fairness across vivas.  

Action: DCG 
 
23. Annual Reports on Research Degree Student Progress 

 
Considered: faculty overview reports on the annual progress review of research degree 
students; 

Documents QSSC/12/27-29 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that it was anticipated that the planned revisions to annual progress reviews of 

research degree students would encourage greater engagement with the process;   
 

(b) that the recommendation in the overview from Arts and Humanities on the 
importance of the training needs analysis had been addressed via Minute 22;  
 

(c) that the Faculty of Science had requested that the CIS training for research 
students be reviewed and if possible training in more advanced software be 
developed. It was not clear that CIS would be the most appropriate provider of 
training on advanced software. The Director of Researcher Development should be 
asked to consider the possibility of developing training in this area; 

 
(d) the ongoing positive if incremental improvement in subject-specific training for 

research degree students;  
 

(e) that the Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate) had agreed that a training 
package should be developed to assist research degree supervisors in the 
identification of issues in student health and welfare;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Chair should contact the Director of Researcher Development regarding 

the provision of training for research degree students in the use of advanced 
software; 

Action: TC 
 

(b) that the Arts and Humanities and Science FECs (Postgraduate) should be alerted 
to the development of training on welfare in Social Sciences and Health.  

Action: DCG 
 
24. Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Degree Classification 

 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s degree 
classification; 

Document QSSC/12/30 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report noted that for reasons of resource it had not been possible to 

implement QSSC’s request that data on classification be analysed by a range of 
diversity variables (such as gender, disability, ethnicity, domicile and school 
background). It was important that QSSC received this data, which should be 
provided in future reports on classification;   
 

(b) that a key issue not addressed in Document 30 or in previous reports on 
classification was the effect of standards on entry and entry routes on classification. 
With such data, it would be possible to consider if changes in classification were 
related to higher admissions requirements, and to consider in more detail the 
relative performance of students who entered the University via widening access 
routes. To support this, future reports on classification should include information 
on average UCAS points achieved and a breakdown of students by different entry 
routes, by department and campus;  
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(c) that, in order to support the action in Noted (b), future reports on classification 
should include the universities of Oxford, Cambridge and St. Andrew’s in the 
comparator group, as these institutions had similar admissions requirements;  

 
(d) that the dataset outlined in Noted (a) to (b) would be complex, and that it was 

possible that classification was influenced by a number of the factors listed. To 
address this, it would be valuable if a cross-correlation analysis could be performed 
on the classification data. This analysis would need to be done outside Student 
Planning and Assessment (SPA), which (if this amendment to practice was 
pursued) would provide the underlying dataset but not the resulting report;    

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the dataset for future reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s 

classification should be amended as indicated in Noted (a) to (c); 
Action: MJK/JG 

 
(b) that the Chair should investigate the feasibility of commissioning a cross-correlation 

analysis on the classification data for 2013, and should communicate the outcome 
of this action to SPA and to the Secretary to QSSC in order to clarify the required 
format for future reports.   

Action: TC 
 

25. Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Progression and 
Completion Rates 
 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s progression 
and completion rates;  

Document QSSC/12/31 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that for reasons of resource it had not been possible to implement QSSC’s request 

that data on progression and completion be analysed by a range of diversity 
variables (such as gender, disability, ethnicity, domicile and school background). 
This data should be provided in future reports on progression and completion; 
 

(b) that future reports on progression and completion should provide actual student 
numbers in addition to percentage figures; and should supply a breakdown of 
progression and completion by differing entry routes (including widening access 
data). This and the dataset in Noted (a) would enable QSSC to consider 
differences between the performance of different types of students;    

 
(c) that it would be helpful for QSSC to be provided with data on why students 

withdrew, and if students who withdrew had certain characteristics (for example, if 
they disproportionately belonged to certain demographic groups or came through 
non-standard entry routes). To support this, future reports on progression and 
completion should include further detail on withdrawals; 

 
(d) that the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had asked QSSC to consider whether 

University policy should be amended so that Level 1 marks contributed to degree 
classification ‘in a limited manner in the region of 10%’, in order to support 
progression from Level 1 and increase student engagement at this Level. The DSU 
Education and Welfare Officer felt that current policy in this area helped to support 
the transition from secondary education, and that students were not necessarily 
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prepared to undertake assignments which counted towards their final degree 
classification at Level 1. A revision to policy in this area would also necessitate 
considerable administrative overhead in both departments and in the Academic 
Office: for instance, programme regulations and assessment would need to be 
revised, whilst quality assurance procedures used at other Levels would need to be 
extended to Level 1. FECs (Undergraduate) should be consulted on this issue. 
There was an external requirement that policy in relation to classification be the 
same across the University, and thus this could not vary by department;    

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that future reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s progression and 

completion should be amended as indicated in Noted (a) to (c);  
Action: MJK/JG 

 
(b) that FECs (Undergraduate) should be asked if there were issues with student 

engagement at Level 1, and (if so) what might be done at University level to 
address this, noting the proposal from Science outlined in Noted (d) and QSSC’s 
discussion of this proposal; 

Action: DCG  
 
26. Concessions, Academic Progress Notices and Appeals 

 
Considered: the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s concessions, 
academic progress notices and appeals;  

Documents QSSC/12/32 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report provided contextual information on numbers of concessions, appeals 

and APNs in relation to overall student numbers, by department and faculty. Whilst 
this data was thought to be useful, the production of the report was resource-
intensive, and it might be useful if Chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) were consulted 
in advance on the essential information required in future reports on this topic; 
 

(b) that the overall number of concessions had increased since 2010/11, partly as a 
result of changes to University policy and procedure. The concessions process 
required a significant commitment in terms of resource and staff time. 
Consideration needed to be given to reducing the burden the process placed on 
staff. Whilst the University had ordered a LEAN review of concessions, this work 
was in abeyance owing to resourcing issues in the Academic Office. It was felt that 
this work was important and should continue, resource permitting; 

 
(c) the relatively high number of programme concessions for students on Theology 

and Ministry programmes; 
 

(d) that it was important that programme concessions were not used to manage semi-
regular activity, such as requests to take modules outside regulations but in a 
related discipline that were routinely granted. This could be more appropriately 
managed via programme regulations, which could state that students could take X 
credits in a particular subject by ‘permission of the programme director’. 
Departments with a high proportion or large number of programme concessions 
should be encouraged to revise their programme regulations in this light; 
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(e) that the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had expressed a concern that sporting 
concessions were not being adequately recorded on Banner; and more generally 
that the process for sporting concessions was complex and confusing for students. 
The current process required students to raise a request with their department (a 
process that might involve obtaining multiple signatures) and thereafter forward the 
request to the Director of Sport for approval, who thereafter needed to obtain 
permission from the Deputy Warden. The granting of a sporting concession was 
thought to be fundamentally an academic decision, which should be considered 
and approved by departments at the request of the Director of Sport. A revision to 
the process along these lines would help to produce greater clarity and efficiency; 

 
(f) that currently APN were not recorded on Banner. There would be value in 

amending Banner so that this data could be captured, provided that the reason and 
outcome of the APN could also be recorded as a staggered record;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that QSSC’s views on the importance of moving forward with the LEAN review of 

the concessions process if resource permitted should be sent to the Academic 
Registrar, who should be asked to respond on this issue;  

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that, if available, detailed data on the number of programme concessions in 
Theology and Ministry by programme and partner should be supplied to the Joint 
Management Committee of the Theological Colleges, who should be asked to 
consider and report on whether this data posed cause for concern;  

Action: DCG 
 

(c) that departments with large numbers of programme concessions should be 
encouraged to consider whether this could be addressed via the suggested 
amendment to programme regulations outlined in Noted (d);  

Action: SDK/TF/CS 
 

(d) to support the revision to the process for sporting concessions outlined in Noted 
(e), and that the Director of Sport should be consulted on this issue; 

Action: DCG 
 

(e) that feasibility of capturing APN data in Banner (including the cause and outcome 
of APNs as a staggered record) should be investigated; and that if feasible this 
should be added to the Banner development schedule as a low priority;    

Action: MJK 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee revise the process for sporting 
concessions to require such concessions to be requested by the Director of 
Sport on behalf of the student and approved by the student’s department.   

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
27. Membership, Terms of Reference and Schedule  

 
Received: a revised list of membership and terms of reference for QSSC;  

Document QSSC/12/33 
 

Noted: that QSSC was now responsible for the consideration of proposals on 
matriculation requirements; qualification equivalencies for such requirements; and 
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monitoring the implementation of training requirements for admissions selectors. The 
Secretary would liaise with the Director of Student Recruitment and Admissions to 
ensure that this business was incorporated into QSSC’s schedule.   

 
28. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 25 October 2012; 

Document QSSC/12/34 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 25 October 2012. 
Document QSSC/12/35 

 
Agreed: that the minutes of the meeting of 25 October 2012 were confirmed subject to 
the correction of the typographical error in Noted (a) of Minute 15;  
 
[Secretary’s Note: the minutes were amended as indicated by QSSC] 

 
Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 5 
November 2012, detailing consideration of the report from the 25 October 2012 
meeting of QSSC. 

Document QSSC/12/36 
 

29. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log;    Document QSSC/12/37a 
 
Noted: that in relation to Minute 9, the Chair had discussed the possibility of the 
provision of electronic devices to support the electronic circulation of papers with 
the Governance Support Unit, and that this matter was under consideration;  

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 

Document QSSC/12/37b 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

(i) 2011/12, Minute 103 Accreditation Report: EQUIS 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Dr Millard acted as Chair for this item, Professor Clark 
having declared a conflict of interest] 
 
Considered: an update from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on the 
follow-up to the accreditation report from EQUIS in the Business School;  

Document QSSC/12/37c 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that, subsequent to QSSC’s consideration of the Business’s School’s 

response to the accreditation report from EQUIS at its October 2012 
meeting (Minute 8(c)(iii) refers), the Chair had expressed QSSC’s 
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concerns to the Dean of the Business School and the Faculty PVC for 
Social Sciences and Health. Document 37c consisted of a response from 
the Business School to QSSC’s concerns. The Social Sciences and 
Health PRAP was monitoring the response to the accreditation report;  
 

(ii) that the Business School had produced a rationale for the timescale of 
outstanding actions in response to EQUIS’ report. QSSC continued to 
believe that this timescale did not provide sufficient time between the 
completion of actions and the next visit from EQUIS, and noted the 
institutional risk associated with this. It was important that the Business 
School actively engage with the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on its 
response to the report; 

 
(iii) that, in response to QSSC’s concerns about the proposed International 

Strategy, the Business School had produced an internal document for 
QSSC (that had previously been submitted to the Chair) showing how this 
was aligned to the University’s Internationalisation Strategy. QSSC felt 
that this document in itself would have met EQUIS’ requirements in this 
area, and noted its concern that the Strategy produced for EQUIS might 
give the misleading impression that the University had two international 
strategies. As the proposed Strategy had already been submitted to 
EQUIS, no further action was required in this area; 

 
Agreed: that the next meeting of the Social Sciences and Health PRAP 
should report to QSSC on the Business School’s progress in addressing the 
actions in the accreditation report from EQUIS.  

Action: ES      
 
30. Chair’s Business 

 
Noted: that the Chair expressed a concern about the relatively large amount of 
documentation that QSSC members needed to consider at the meeting. To reduce this 
for future meetings, the procedure for the submission of documentation relating to 
accreditation reports and periodic review should be amended to require the full report 
to be submitted to QSSC in the first instance only. QSSC should not receive the full 
report when being asked by PRAPs to sign-off the response to such reports, but 
should continue to receive a list of recommendations and the response to these;  
 
Agreed: that procedure for the follow-up to accreditation reports and periodic review 
should be amended as indicated in Noted.   

Action: AR  
 
31. Use of Postgraduates in Teaching and Assessment 

 
Reported: that an initial review of the implementation of the principles agreed following 
the thematic review of support for Postgraduates who Teach and Assess had been 
undertaken, with a specific focus on the changes in the training delivered centrally and 
at a departmental level. Discussion had taken place first at FECs (PG), and then at the 
Researcher Training Steering Group, where it had been agreed that a more wide-
ranging implementation review would be of value, looking in detail at the embedding of 
all of the principles. The report arising from this review would come forward to QSSC 
later in this academic year.  
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32. Postgraduate Admissions Training  
 
Considered: an assurance report on the implementation of training requirements for 
postgraduate admissions selectors;  

Document QSSC/12/38 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the training for postgraduate admissions selectors had been appropriately 

carried out and that attendance at this training was satisfactory; 
 

(b) that QSSC did not support the recommendation that the refresher training for 
established admissions selectors should be replaced by a duo package. This would 
remove the opportunity for selectors to exchange ideas with selectors in other 
departments, which colleagues had identified as a positive aspect of the training. 
The refresher sessions were currently similar in format and length to the sessions 
for new selectors. Negative feedback had primarily focused on the length of 
sessions and the value of the information supplied. These issues could be 
addressed by ensuring that the sessions focused on changes to policy and 
practice, rather than reiterating ongoing policy in detail. It was important that the 
opportunity to informally meet other selectors was maintained. A one to one and a 
half hour session (perhaps over lunchtime) was thought to be sufficient, and the 
training should be amended and reduced in length accordingly;  

 
Agreed: that the refresher training sessions for postgraduate admissions selectors 
should be amended and reduced in length as indicated in Noted (b).  

Action: RE    
 

33. 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 8 November 2012;  

Document QSSC/12/39 
 
Noted: the Joint Management Committee’s consideration of the items listed in 
Document 39, including the likely closure of the Wesley Study Centre from 2014/15. 
This issue would continue to be monitored by the Joint Management Committee.  

 
34. Partnership Approval: University of Bologna 

 
Considered:  whether to recommend to Education Committee the approval of a 
collaborative provision partnership for a dual award PhD between the School of 
Modern Languages and Cultures and the University of Bologna;  

Document QSSC/12/40 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that there were no particular issues arising from the proposal;  

 
(b) that the proposed Memorandum of Agreement had been submitted to Legal 

Support for consideration. If further changes were required as a result of this, 
revised documentation would be presented to the Chairs of the Partnership 
Approval Panel and QSSC for consideration under chair’s action;   
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Agreed: to support the proposed partnership, subject to the support of the Legal 
Support unit, which should be encouraged to respond on this issue as soon as 
possible;                                Action: AR 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed partnership, 
subject to the support of the Legal Support unit.  

 
35. Departmental Review: Engineering and Computing Sciences 

 
Considered: the report arising from the Departmental Review of Engineering and 
Computing Sciences;  

Unavailable 
 

Noted: that the submission of the report of the Departmental Review of Engineering 
and Computing Sciences had been delayed. This was partly due to the unavoidable 
absence of the Chair of the review team, who was responsible for approving the report. 
It was important that QSSC received the report as soon as possible;    
 
Agreed: that QSSC gave authority for the two Deputy Heads of Faculty on the review 
team to jointly sign-off the report if the Chair was unavailable. The report should be 
signed-off and submitted to the School in time for the report to be submitted to the 27 
February 2013 meeting of QSSC.  

Action: NDB 
 
36. Enhancement-Led Review:  Applied Social Sciences 

 
Considered:  whether to sign off the follow up to the Enhancement-Led Review of 
Applied Social Sciences; 

Document QSSC/12/41 
 

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

Action: DCG/ES 
 
37. Enhancement-Led Review: Archaeology 

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

Document QSSC/12/42 
 
Agreed: that the Enhancement-Led Review of Archaeology should be signed off as 
satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and 
to the Department of Archaeology. 

Action: DCG/ES 
 

38. Enhancement-Led Review: Education 
 
Considered: whether to sign off the follow up to the Enhancement-Led Review of 
Education;  

Document QSSC/12/43 
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Agreed: that the Enhancement-Led Review of Education should be signed off as 
satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and 
to the School of Education. 

Action: DCG/ES 
 
39. Reports from Accrediting Bodies: BALEAP 

 
Considered: an accreditation report from the British Association of Lecturers in English 
for Academic Purposes (BALEAP);  

Document QSSC/12/44 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report contained a recommendation that all relevant teaching staff should 

meet BALEAP’s qualifications criteria, a recommendation that had also occurred in 
previous reports;  
 

(b) that the report commented that pre-sessional classes had been forced to move 
from usual teaching venues as a result of examinations. This issue had previously 
been considered by Education Committee (2011/12, Minute 20 refers). The action 
taken as a result of this discussion should be reported to the Arts and Humanities 
PRAP  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the report from BALEAP should be submitted to the Arts and Humanities 

PRAP in accordance with University procedure for the consideration of such 
reports. The English Language Centre should be asked to respond to the 
recommendations in the report, including that outlined in Noted (a);  

Action: PA 
 

(b) that the action taken as a result of Education Committee’s discussion of the issue 
referred to in Noted (b) should be ascertained and reported to the Arts and 
Humanities PRAP to inform the response to the recommendations in Document 44.  

Action: DCG/PA  
 
40. Accreditation Report: OFSTED  

 
Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on the follow-up to 
the accreditation report from OFSTED;  

Document QSSC/12/45 
 

Agreed: that the follow-up to the report from OFSTED be signed-off as satisfactorily 
completed, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the School 
of Education. 

Action: DCG/ES 
 

41. Accreditation Report: General Social Care Council 
 
Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on the follow-up to 
the accreditation report from the General Social Care Council;  

Document QSSC/12/46 
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Agreed: that the follow-up to the accreditation report from the General Social Care 
Council be signed-off as satisfactorily completed, and that this should be reported to 
Education Committee and to the School of Applied Social Sciences.  

Action: DCG/ES 
 

42. Approval of Placement Provider 
 
Considered: whether to approve a proposal to establish a placement learning 
agreement with the University of Melbourne;  

Document QSSC/12/47 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) to support the proposed agreement, subject to the endorsement of the Faculty PVC 

for Arts and Humanities;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: the International Office subsequently reported that the Faculty 
PVC for Arts and Humanities had given his support to the proposal] 
 

(b) that the University’s predominantly ‘long-thin’ modular structure acted as a barrier 
to the development of exchange agreements, creating difficulties for students who 
wished to undertake part-year exchanges. The form used for placement learning 
agreements should be amended to require an assessment of likely student 
numbers, in light of an assessment of the comparability between the structures of 
the University and the proposed partner institution;  
 

(c) that it would be useful if departments were consulted in advance on possible 
partners for exchange agreements. More generally, there was a need to support 
greater strategic consideration of exchange possibilities at departmental level. One 
possibility would be to replace departmental exchange coordinators (a post in 
which problems were caused by staff turnover) with faculty-level coordinators, who 
would be responsible for promoting exchange activity throughout the faculty;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposed agreement be supported and that this should be reported to the 

International Office;  
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that the form for University-wide exchange agreements should be amended as 

indicated in Noted (b) and communicated to the International Office; 
Action: DCG 

 
(c) that the issue outlined in Noted (c) should be considered by the International Office 

as part of the annual report on student exchange activity.  
Action: SP  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
43. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of QSSC and Education 
Committee to approve the nomination of Dr Gillian Campling as a member of QSSC.  
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44. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported: that further meetings of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would be 
held:   

 

Date me Room 
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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