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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

11 January 2012 
 

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

 
Minutes 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
42. Quality Assurance Agency 

 
(a) Draft Mid-Cycle Response  
 

Considered: a draft mid-cycle response following the University’s 2009 QAA 
Institutional Audit; 

Document QSSC/11/57 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that once submitted the mid-cycle response would result in a written report 
from the QAA, which would form part of the evidence base for the University’s 
next QAA Institutional Review. This was likely to take place in 2014 or 2015;  

 
(ii) that in line with QAA guidelines the draft response was relatively short. This 

was facilitated by the fact that the University had been given no advisable 
recommendations and only four desirable recommendations in the 2009 
Institutional Audit; 

 
(iii) that the draft response contained two typographical errors. The heading 

above paragraph 4 should read ‘desirable’ instead of ‘advisable’, whilst the 
last sentence of paragraph 6 should read ‘heads of the respective services’ 
rather than ‘head’;  

 
(iv) that paragraph 6 of the response should be amended to refer to the academic 

year in which the new periodic review process will come into effect;  
 
(v) that paragraph 10 of the response on the exercise of discretion should be 

amended to state that the training on the operation of boards of examiners 
was available for student support staff in colleges and specialist student 
support services as well as for chairs and secretaries of the boards; 

 
(vi) that paragraph 9 of the response referred to the University’s introduction of a 

zone of discretion which limited discretion to ‘those cases where the student’s 
mean mark fell no more than 2% below the higher classification boundary’. To 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 2 of 10 
 11 January 2012 

avoid misinterpretation, this section should be amended to make clear that 
this was only the case if there were no serious adverse circumstances; 

 
(vii) that following the 2009 Institutional Audit the QAA had recommended the 

adoption of a more systematic approach to the recording of annual staff 
reviews, and this had now been addressed through the requirement that 
Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellors report annually to the chair of Human 
Resources Steering Group on the conduct of ASR in their departments.  
Given that this issue had been identified at two successive Institutional Audits 
it would be helpful if a report from the Group confirming the submission of the 
reviews was added to QSSC’s schedule of business in order to extend 
oversight of this process;  

 
(viii) that CARD did not always receive departmental training plans arising from 

Annual Staff Reviews in a timely fashion. In order to facilitate the effective 
monitoring of training needs, it was thought that QSSC should annually 
receive a report from the HR Steering Group stating that departmental training 
plans arising from ASR had been submitted to CARD; 

  
Agreed: 

 
(i) that the draft mid-cycle response should be amended as stated in Noted (iii) 

to (vi) above, and was otherwise endorsed;  
Action: RDH 

 
(ii) that Education Committee be asked to approve the amendments proposed to 

QSSC’s schedule of business in Noted (vii) and (viii) above; 
 

Recommended:  
 
(a) that subject to the revisions set out in Agreed (i), Education Committee 

approve the draft mid-cycle response for submission to the QAA; 
 

(b) that Education Committee approve the proposal that assurance reports 
on the completion of ASRs and the submission of departmental training 
plans should be added to QSSC’s standard schedule of business for 
consideration in April each year; 

    
(b) Institutional Audit Action Plan 

 
Considered: a report on progress in implementing the QAA Institutional Audit action 
plan; 

Document QSSC/11/58 
 
Noted:  

 
(i) that good progress was being made in addressing the outstanding actions 

agreed in response to the 2009 Institutional Audit; 
 

(ii) that the 2009 Audit report had noted concerns about some inadequacies in the 
number of recommended texts in the Library. The Library had taken forward a 
number of additional projects in this area since the relevant section of 
Document 58 had been compiled, and this could usefully be added to 
Document 58;  
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Agreed: that the Head of the Academic Support Office should work with the 
University Librarian to update Document 58 in relation to Noted (ii) above; 

Action: RDH/JP   
 

(c) UK Quality Code  
 

Considered: an outline plan and schedule for ensuring the University’s alignment 
with the UK Quality Code; 

Document QSSC/11/59 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that the QAA intended to replace the current Academic Infrastructure with a 
new, comprehensive UK Quality Code for Higher Education. This represented a 
significant expansion in the number of external reference points. Whilst the 
University’s policies and procedures were likely to be well-aligned to the UK 
Quality Code, the need to consider and demonstrate that alignment 
nevertheless represented a significant amount of additional work. This was 
particularly the case given that the University would need to be able to 
demonstrate alignment to all of the new UK Quality Code by its next Institutional 
Review, due in 2014 or 2015; 
 

(ii) that the process of acting on the new Quality Code represented an opportunity 
to conduct a review of the University’s quality management processes, 
something embedded in the Education Strategy. This offered the chance to 
change, improve and (where possible and appropriate) simplify these 
processes;    

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that Education Committee should be asked to consider the implications of the 

new Quality Code, particularly the need to be able to respond quickly and 
flexibly to its publication in advance of the University’s next Institutional Review; 
 

(ii) that a review of the University’s quality management processes should be 
incorporated into action needed to respond to the UK Quality Code; 

Action: RDH 
  

Recommended: that Education Committee consider the potential 
implications for its schedule of work and priorities for 2012/13 and 2013/14 of 
the introduction of the new Quality Code in relation to the demands this 
would place on Education Committee, QSSC and the Academic Office.   

 
43. Curriculum Development 

 
Considered:  proposed guidance on designing new modules, for inclusion in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook; 

Document QSSC/11/60 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 60 contained both proposed guidance on designing new modules 

(Annex 1) and a proposed appendix to that guidance (Annex 2). The latter 
consisted of a list of potential modes of learning, teaching and assessment. This 
was a highly useful document, particularly as it might inform the development of 
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contact hours statements needed for Key Information Sets. It was also thought that 
the document would promote consistency of terminology in module outlines, which 
would aid understanding of key terms by students and new members of staff, and 
support diversification of learning, teaching and assessment methods; 
 

(b) that it was thought that it might be useful if the guidance contained in Document 60 
could appear via an onscreen box (rather than by a weblink) when staff were 
completing a module outline template. It was recognised, however, that this would 
require a significant system development and was not practicable in the short term; 

 
(c) that it was intended that the guidance notes on designing new modules would be 

accompanied by additional information addressing the more technical aspects of 
completing the module outline form (for example pre- and co-requisites, open and 
tied modules);   

 
(d) that paragraph 8 of Annex 1 indicated that learning outcomes should be written at 

‘threshold level’. It was thought this term could usefully be explained within the 
guidance; 

 
(e) that the example provided in paragraph 10 of Annex 1 used the word ‘grounding’, 

which seemed to contradict the advice given in paragraph 14 on the use of 
terminology in module outlines. Paragraph 10 should be amended accordingly; 

 
(f) that paragraph 27(a) of Annex 1 should be revised to state ‘What are the most 

appropriate assessment methods for the learning outcomes of this module’; 
 

(g) that it would be useful if paragraph 27(b)(ii) of Annex 1, which invited consideration 
of whether weightings of assessment reflected the relative significance of learning 
outcomes, could be illustrated through an example;  

 
(h) that it would be helpful for academic colleagues if the guidance notes on module 

design made explicit reference in the sections on learning outcomes and content to 
the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum. This would support a 
more systematic approach to the consideration of these principles during the 
process of module design; 

 
(i) that it would be useful for students if module outlines contained a more detailed 

indication of how their independent learning would be supported and might be 
structured (e.g. via an hour’s reading before each lecture). The proposed guidance 
notes on module design should be amended to support this, both in terms of the 
guidance on selecting teaching methods and learning outcomes (cf. paragraph 
23(d) of Annex 1) and on completing the contact hours statement for the module; 

 
(j) that in order to better reflect the University’s practice in respect of viva voce 

examinations, the second sentence of paragraph 20 in Annex 2 should be revised 
to state ‘Examples of oral assessments and presentations might include 
conversations, discussions, debates, presentations, individual contributions to 
seminars and oral examinations’, with the remainder of the sentence deleted; 

 
(k) that Document 60 helpfully proposed that ASO annually review module outlines 

submitted to the curriculum development process in order to identify any modes of 
learning, teaching and assessment proposed in these modules which were not 
included in the list contained in Annex 2 and, in collaboration with the Chair of 
QSSC, to consider revising the core list published in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook accordingly;  



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 5 of 10 
 11 January 2012 

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) to record the Sub-Committee’s thanks to Dr Martin for her work in drafting the 

guidance notes on module design; 
 

(b) that the guidance notes on module design should be amended as indicated in 
Noted (e) to (j) above and circulated to members of QSSC for approval; 

Action: ERLM 
 

(c) that, subject to the amendment stated in Noted (j), Annex 2 in the paper be 
approved for publication in the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 

Action: RDH 
(d) that the approach to revising the core list of learning, teaching and assessment 

methods referred to in Noted (k) and proposed in Document 60 be approved.  
Action: RDH 

 
44. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities 
Collaborative Provision Panel held 9 December 2011; 

Document QSSC/11/61 
 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the Sub-Committee was concerned that apologies had been received from 

the member of the Panel serving under the rubric ‘another member of the 
faculty appointed by Education Committee’.  It was aware that this was the 
result of the Panel meeting needing to be arranged, but in such circumstances 
if the original nominee under this rubric was not available an alternate member 
of the faculty should be appointed;  

 
(ii) that the Panel had noted the importance of effective communication between 

the Department of Theology and Religion and the directors of the Theology and 
Ministry programmes to ensure that postgraduate students did not exceed the 
maximum number of hours in paid employment as stipulated in University 
regulations. This reflected the possibility that a postgraduate student who 
taught in both the Department of Theology and Religion and at one of the 
theological colleges might exceed the University’s maximum of six hours 
teaching. As this might be detrimental to completion, a report should be 
provided to the Panel to demonstrate that this issue had been addressed; 

 
Agreed: that the directors for the Theology and Ministry programmes should 
produce a report for the Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel outlining action 
taken to ensure that postgraduate students teaching in both the Department of 
Theology and Religion and its partner organisations did not exceed the maximum 
number of hours which the University stipulated they might work;  

Action: ERLM/SDK  
 

(b) Social Sciences and Health 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health Collaborative Provision Panel held 28 November 2011;  
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Document QSSC/11/62 
 

Noted: that the Sub-Committee was very concerned that the required annual 
review meetings of the management committees for the DBS’s partnerships with 
Fudan University and the Government of Gibraltar had not taken place, given the 
crucial role that these annual review meetings involving representatives of the 
University and its partners played in ensuring effective quality management and 
oversight of collaborative partnerships. It was vital that such meetings took place 
on time, and that if necessary such meetings could (as noted by the Panel) take 
place via video- and/or tele-conferencing;  

 
Agreed: that the chair of the Sub-Committee should write to the DBS to 
communicate the concerns noted above. The letter should further state that if the 
required annual review meetings with Fudan University and the Government of 
Gibraltar did not take place in time to be reported to the next meeting of the Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panel then QSSC would consider taking further action in 
respect of these partnerships. This letter should be copied to the Faculty Pro-Vice-
Chancellor. 

Action:  ELB 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 13 December 2011; 

Document QSSC/11/63 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 13 December 
2011; 

Document QSSC/11/64 
 

Noted: that the minutes of the meeting of 13 December 2011 contained a typographical 
error in Minute 27, Noted (g), which was a repeat of Noted (f). The minutes were 
confirmed subject to the correction of this error; 
 
[Secretary’s Note: the published minutes of the meeting of 13 December 2011 were 
amended to remove this error following the meeting of 11 January 2012.]     
 
Reported: that the report from the 13 December 2011 meeting of QSSC will be 
considered at the 23 January 2012 meeting of Education Committee, and presented for 
confirmation at the 27 February 2012 meeting of QSSC.  

 
46. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the action log from previous meetings of QSSC;    

Document QSSC/11/65a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document QSSC/11/65b 
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Noted:  
 
(i) that the Chair of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) intended to liaise with the 

School of Engineering and Computing Sciences to clarify their plans for 
accreditation with the British Computing Society (BCS). As a variety of different 
types of accreditation were available via the BCS, it was important that the 
School be specific to students and applicants about which type they possessed; 

Action:  TF 
 

(ii) that SPA’s response to the concerns raised at the 13 December 2011 meeting 
of the Sub-Committee with regard to the use of the ‘Change of Registration’ 
Form (Minute 27) indicated that the ‘Change of Programme During Registration’ 
Form did not require departments to confirm programme requirements had 
been met before admission to the new programme. It was thought that this form 
should be amended to require such a statement. It was further felt that SPA 
should consider merging the various forms used for change of registration, as 
the presence of different forms was thought to be confusing;   
 

(iii) that at an earlier meeting the Chair of QSSC had been asked to provide 
clarification on the use of the ‘Interrupt Studies’ concession (Minute 27 refers). 
The Chair helpfully circulated a list of residence concessions which could be 
used in Banner, alongside a flowchart of when they should be used;  

 
(iv) that there were a number of concessions with similar names in Banner, which 

was thought to be confusing to departments. In particular, it was thought that as 
long as this did not have adverse implications (for instance for HESA returns) 
concession code RE13 might be renamed ‘Withdrawal and Return’ rather than 
‘Suspension and Return’, in order to avoid confusion with code RE12, 
‘Suspension of Study’; 

 
(v) that it was felt that consideration should be given to renaming concession 

codes RE15 and RE16, which both referred to suspension of studies and were 
thus easily confused with code RE12;    

 
(vi) that approval for concession code RE14, which related to when a student 

repeated a year, should be at Faculty level and not with boards of examiners, 
as currently recorded;  

 
(vii) that there seemed to be no need for concession code RE20, ‘Other’, which 

Banner suggested should be used for students taking a year out as part of their 
programme of study. There were alternative codes for this purpose, particularly 
code RE18, ‘Interrupt Studies’. It was thus thought that code RE20 might be 
removed from Banner;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the paper and online forms used for ‘Change of Programme During 

Registration’ should be amended to require confirmation from the department 
that the programme’s requirements had been met;  

Action: PB 
  

(ii) that SPA should consider merging the various forms used for changes of 
programme; 

Action: PB 
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(iii) that the Chair of QSSC should further investigate the use of residence 

concessions codes and report back to the Sub-Committee, with a view to 
making recommendations along the lines suggested in Noted (iii) to (vi) to SPA; 

Action: ELB 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

(i) Minute 17 Collaborative Provision:  BSc Accounting (Durham Business 
School and KPMG/ICAEW) 

 
Considered: an assurance report on the BSc Accounting programme with 
KPMG and ICAEW (Minute 17 refers);  

Document QSSC/11/65c 
 

Noted:  
 

(A) that the report showed that some initial problems with scheduling 
examinations and assessment on the programme had been addressed;  

 
(B) that some modules in the programme were delivered for KPMG by an 

external training provider, currently Kaplan. However, the contract for 
KPMG’s external training provider was currently up for renewal. The 
memorandum of agreement for the partnership stated that the 
appointment of this provider as it related to the collaborative BSc 
Accounting should be a joint one by the University and KPMG. Initial 
discussions between the Academic Support Office and KPMG had 
resulted in a proposal that relevant aspects of the KPMG tendering 
process met the University’s requirements in relation to the BSc, and 
that members of the University (for example one senior academic and 
one senior administrator) participate in the tendering process. This 
would result in a recommendation coming to QSSC regarding the 
appointment of an external training provider that would contribute to the 
delivery of aspects of the BSc Accounting, which would form part of a 
joint approval process with KPMG; 

 
Agreed: that the Sub-Committee supported the approach outlined in Noted (ii) 
to the University’s participation in the tendering and appointment process for 
the external training provider contributing to the BSc Accounting programme.  

 
47. Chair’s Business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business.  
 

48. 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 9 November 2011;   

Document QSSC/11/66 
 

Noted: that the Joint Management Committee had discussed the issue of membership 
and voting, and that a proposal on this issue would be submitted to a future meeting of 
QSSC.  

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

Document QSSC/11/67 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the initial ELR had identified concerns about the length of time taken to hand 
back assessment to students. Since the time of the review the Department of 
Music’s NSS scores in relation to this area had significantly increased, which 
provided evidence of the effectiveness of the review process. It was thought, more 
broadly, that there might be a value in a department considering using NSS results 
or module evaluation questionnaires as evidence to demonstrate the effectiveness 
of action taken in response to review recommendations; 
    

(b) that the Sub-Committee was concerned that for a number of ELRs it had taken 
significantly longer to complete the follow-up process than was envisaged by the 
process document.  While in many cases this was linked to the complexity of 
specific recommendations, and the robust consideration by PRAPs of departmental 
responses, there was a need to ensure both robust and timely responses to reports 
from the new Departmental Review process. This was particularly necessary as the 
new process would also make reference to research, which would add additional 
complexity; 

 
(c) that the increased scale and scope of Departmental Review was such that the 

follow-up process would need to be clearly defined and well co-ordinated.  To 
support this, the Sub-Committee felt that the responsibility for responding to 
Departmental Review should be clearly located with the head of department.  
Although the head of department would be supported by key colleagues (for 
example the undergraduate, postgraduate and research departmental directors), 
nominating the head of department as having the key primary responsibility would 
give clarity to the follow-up process.  To support this departments could be asked 
to produce a clear action plan three months after they received the review report 
setting out what action they intended to take to address recommendations, and 
allocating all actions to specific individuals within the department.  The 12 month 
follow-up report would then allow the department to report on completion of its 
action plan;     

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Enhancement-Led Review of Music should be signed off as satisfactorily 

completed, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the 
Department of Music;   

Action: DCG/ERLM 
 

(b) that the Committee proposed that an action plan with clearly allocated 
responsibilities should be produced at the three months after a department 
received its review report; 
 

(c) that the Departmental Review should be monitored in its first twelve months of 
operation to ensure that the follow-up to reviews was effective and timely, and that 
there should be effective co-ordination across the education and research elements 
of the follow-up;  

Action: RDH 
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Recommended: 
 
(a) that Education Committee and Research Committee be asked to approve the 

proposal that the responsibility for ensuring that a department responded to 
recommendations in its Department Review report should rest with the head 
of department; 
 

(b) that Education Committee and Research Committee be asked to approve the 
proposal that three months after receiving a Department Review report a 
department should submit to the Academic Support Office an action plan 
with deadlines and clearly allocated responsibilities that set out how the 
department would address the recommendations in the report.  This would 
then be subject to comment from members of the relevant faculty PRAP. 

 
50. Programme Approval:  Postgraduate Certificate in Research Methods 
 

Considered: whether to approve the introduction of a new Postgraduate Certificate in 
Research Methods programme;  

Document QSSC/11/68 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that supporting documentation for the proposed new Postgraduate Certificate in 
Research Methods programme had been considered by the New Programme 
Approval Panel, which had recommended the programme to QSSC for approval 
following the amendment of documentation subsequent to the Panel meeting; 
 

(b) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of the Panel to approve the revised 
documentation, and that the form recommending the programme to QSSC had 
subsequently been signed; 

  
Agreed: that the new Postgraduate Certificate in Research Methods programme should 
be approved, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the 
School of Applied Social Sciences.  

Action: DCG/EC 
  

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

51. Matters of Report 
 
Reported: that there had been no instances of Chair’s action since the last meeting. 
 

52. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported:  that further meetings of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee will be 
held:  
 
Date Time Room 
Monday 27 February 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 
Monday 26 March 2012 2.00pm Committee Room 1 
Thursday 26 April 2012 9.15am Committee Room 1 
Tuesday 29 May 2012 2.00pm Committee Room 1 
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