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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

27 February 2013 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Mr S. Appleton, Ms J. James, Professor G. Love, Dr A. 
Millard (Acted as Chair for Minutes 68 and 71), Mr A. Rennie with Dr. D. C. Gent (Secretary).   
 
Apologies: Dr G. Campling and Dr. J. Wright.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes  

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
58. Annual Review of Research Degree Programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of the annual review of research degree programmes, 

2011/12;             Document QSSC/12/58 
 

(b) the faculty overviews of the annual review of research degree programmes, 
2011/12;             Document QSSC/12/59 – 61 

        
Noted:  
 
(a) that the revised format of the report form for the annual review of research degree 

provision had made it easier to identify key issues arising from the reviews;   
 

(b) that some departments had discussed issues within their annual review at a sole 
meeting, rather than throughout the year. The scope and detail of departmental 
discussions of research training also varied extensively. At present, the University 
offered little guidance as to the approach to be taken for the consideration of issues 
pertaining to postgraduate research students. More specific guidance should be 
developed to outline issues departments should typically consider, similar to that 
offered for the annual review of taught programmes and based on a ‘phased’ 
approach (involving discussion of issues at various points in the year). This 
guidance should encompass issues such as the research environment, supervisory 
training, and research training: the latter was particularly important given the 
emphasis placed on such training in Doctoral Training Centres (DTCs);  

 
(c) that research training had been identified as a strength in many annual reviews. 

There would be value in sharing good practice in this area within faculties, noting 
that some DTC arrangements involved departments from more than one faculty 
and that this should be accounted for in resulting arrangements; 

 
(d) that not all research training was suited to the needs of part-time, distance and 

Masters by Research students, and that departments had acknowledged the 
challenges of engaging with such students. There was a need to draw attention to 
existing, central training for such students and to explicitly acknowledge Masters by 
Research students at induction (this would not require significant changes); 
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(e) that some departments in Social Sciences and Health had queried the accuracy of 

the supervisory data held in Banner; 
 

(f) that a number of departments had indicated that the data provided to support the 
annual review process was overly extensive and / or difficult to interpret; 

 
(g) that one department had usefully requested additional guidance on the action 

which should be taken when a supervisor retired or otherwise left the University; 
 

(h) that one department had suggested that the University develop a fund to support 
bids for external funding requiring ‘match’ funding. This issue was outside the 
committee’s remit; however, UEC had confirmed that there would not be a 
University-level match fund established, and that requests on the use of financial 
resources should continue to be addressed to the relevant Faculty PVC; 

 
(i) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health had highlighted a need for advanced 

training in software packages such as GIS and R. There was a need to clarify the 
background to this issue;  

 
(j) that the issues raised by the Faculty of Arts and Humanities in Document 59 were 

addressed in the University overview (Document 58);  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that guidance outlining a ‘phased’ approach to the annual review of research 

degree programmes (specifying key issues departments should typically discuss) 
should be developed and submitted to QSSC for approval;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that good practice with respect to research training should be shared within 
faculties (for instance, via a paper-based exercise or a faculty workshop). 
Departments who were outside of a given faculty but nevertheless involved with the 
faculty through Doctoral Training Centres should be included in this exercise;  

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD 
 

(c) that CARD would be asked to ensure that the research degree induction made 
specific reference to Masters by Research students;                                                                               

Action: SET 
 

(d) that departments should be reminded of the central training provision offered to 
part-time and distance students;  

Action: AR/DCG 
 

(e) that departments should be reminded that DTCs were not academic departments 
and were not directly responsible for staff or students; and that students linked to a 
DTC will continue to be based within academic departments. This should be 
incorporated into the report from QSSC to FECs (Postgraduate);  

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD/DCG 
 

(f) that further work should be undertaken by ASO to investigate why a number of 
departments in Social Sciences and Health have indicated that supervisory data is 
incorrect, to ascertain whether this is a more widespread trend, and to ensure that 
this issue is addressed;    

Action: AR 
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(g) that ASO should work with SPA refine and, if necessary, supplement the data 

circulated with the next annual review;  
Action: AR 

 
(h) that more specific guidance should be developed on the action to be taken when a 

supervisor retires or leaves the University;  
Action: AR 

 
(i) that the Chair should discuss how best to address the issues surrounding the need 

for advanced training in specialist software with the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Postgraduate) for Social Sciences and Health.  

Action: TC 
 
59. External Examiner Reports for Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s 

Programmes 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the University overview of external examiner reports for undergraduate and 

integrated master’s programmes, 2011/12; 
Document QSSC/12/62 

 
(b) the faculty overviews of external examiner reports for undergraduate and integrated 

master’s programmes, 2011/12; 
Documents QSSC/12/63 – 65 

 
Noted :  
 
(a) that all of the University’s external examiners for undergraduate and integrated 

master’s programmes confirmed that academic standards were comparable with 
other institutions and with relevant external reference points; 
 

(b) that the number of recurrent issues across the external examiners’ reports had 
declined significantly compared to previous years. Issues that had been raised by a 
smaller number of external examiners this year included anonymous marking; 
feedback provided to students; the use of the full marking scale; and the use of 
statistical data by boards of examiners; 

 
(c) that a small number of external examiners had suggested that there was a need to 

strengthen requirements with regards to the use of third party evidence at scrutiny 
sub-committees. The use of medical evidence was currently under review;  

 
(d) that a suggestion that the University adopt categoric marking had been made by 

external examiners in only one department. It was thus thought that there was little 
value in progressing research into the impact of introducing categoric or short-scale 
marking, as had been requested by QSSC in 2011/12; 

 
(e) that a small number of external examiners had expressed regret that the University 

had abolished the use of vivas in taught programmes. However, some of these 
comments related to the fact that vivas gave external examiners an opportunity to 
meet students. The University already encouraged external examiners to meet 
students outside of the context of a viva; 
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(f) that the recent revisions to the University’s policy on the exercise of discretion by 
boards of examiners had prompted comments from several external examiners, 
some of whom welcomed the policy and some of whom had opposed it. Some 
external examiners had suggested the need for further guidance on the relative 
importance of the different categories pertaining to discretion (preponderance, 
trajectory, and the dissertation). There was, however, no consensus among 
external examiners on this issue. There would be value in evaluating the use of the 
discretion regulations in light of the issues raised in the 2013/14 academic year; 

 
(g) that some external examiners in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities had raised an 

issue about the number of questions on examination papers. All examination 
papers were submitted to external examiners in draft, and there was no suggestion 
that this process had not been followed; 

 
(h) that a small number of external examiners had expressed frustration that previous 

suggestions had not been responded to;    
 

Agreed:   
 

(a) that the analysis of categoric and short-scale marking previously requested by 
QSSC should be removed from QSSC’s action log and schedule of business;  

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that the utility of providing external examiners with an opportunity to meet students 
should be reiterated at the training for chairs of boards of examiners;  

Action: SA 
 

(c) that the application of regulations on the exercise of discretion should be evaluated 
in the 2013/14 academic year, taking into account the outcome of the summer 
2013 examination boards and issues raised by external examiners on this topic;  

Action: SA 
 

(d) that external examiners’ comments with regard to the use of third party evidence at 
boards of examiners should be submitted to the Deputy Head of Colleges (Student 
Experience) to inform his review of the use of medical evidence;  

Action: SA 
 

(e) that ASO should ensure that appropriate action took place in respect of those 
external examiners who had indicated that their previous suggestions had not been 
responded to.  

Action: SA 
 

60. Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Boards of Examiners 
 
(a) Report of the Chief Examiner 

 
Considered: the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of 
boards of examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 
2011/12;       Document QSSC/12/66 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that Document 66 was the first report of the University’s new Chief Examiner, 

Professor John Feather. QSSC expressed its gratitude to Professor Feather for 
producing such a detailed report;  
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(ii) that the recommendation that the University continue to monitor the use of 

discretion had been addressed via Minute 59 above;  
 

(iii) that the report had identified a need for more consistent terminology within the 
minutes of boards of examiners;  

 
(iv) that the Chief Examiner had recommended that the University develop clearer 

guidance on the recording of Serious Adverse Circumstances (SACs) and the 
recording and reporting of Scrutiny Sub-Committees to boards of examiners. 
These recommendations should be passed to the Deputy Academic Registrar, 
who was leading a review of the SAC process; 

 
(v) that the recommendation with regard to encouraging external examiners to 

meet with students was felt to be already addressed via guidance for external 
examiners and the action agreed in Minute 59 above;    

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the template for boards of examiners’ minutes should be updated to 

provide guidance (or a glossary) on the terminology to be used in common 
situations encountered by boards of examiners;  

Action: SA 
 

(ii) that the training for secretaries of boards of examiners should be updated to 
include more guidance on minute writing, including standard terminology;  

Action: SA 
 

(iii) that the recommendations regarding the recording and reporting of SACs and 
scrutiny sub-committees should be passed to the Deputy Academic Registrar to 
inform the review of the SAC process;  

Action: SA 
 
(b) Faculty Overviews 

 
Considered: the faculty overviews of the operation of boards of examiners for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2011/12;  

Documents QSSC/12/67 – 69 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the issue raised in the report from Arts and Humanities on SAC grades had 

been addressed elsewhere in the committee’s discussion;  
 

(ii) that the Natural Sciences board of examiners had requested that the University 
develop clear guidance on the methodology to be used for the grading of SACs; 
and on whether SAC grades should be considered alongside and in the context 
of performance in a run of assessments. The first issue was thought to refer to 
the difficulties of reconciling grades awarded by different scrutiny sub-
committees in respect of the same student and the same circumstance. The 
issue had been considered previously, and it had been noted that there could 
often be legitimate differences between grades awarded (for instance, due to 
subject differences or differences in the time of assessments). The committee 
was aware that the SAC procedure was currently under review, and felt that the 
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recommendations from Natural Sciences should be considered as part of that 
work;     

 
(iii) that, in relation to the second recommendation in Document 68, the SAC form 

was already centrally available via the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 
 

(iv) that the overview report from Social Sciences and Health highlighted the fact 
that Core Regulation 30 for undergraduate programmes stated that: 

 
‘Boards of Examiners have discretion to take into account the performance of a student 
in the assessment at the end of a placement which does not otherwise contribute to the 
marks for the classification of the degree, if the assessment of the placement differs 
markedly from the average performance of the student in his/her studies at Durham. In 
such cases the Board of Examiners has the right to raise or lower the classification by 
not more than one class’ 
 
QSSC felt that this regulation should be updated so as to restrict it to students 
falling within 2% of a classification boundary and to remove the ability to lower a 
classification, to make this consistent with the other criteria for the exercise of 
discretion. There was also a need to more explicitly refer to this regulation 
within the guidance on the exercise of discretion in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook, to list it alongside the main criteria for discretion; 
  

Agreed: 
 
(i) that the board of examiners’ report form (appendix A6.08) should be revised to 

update the hyperlinks provided in the document and to make the statements 
which departments were required to confirm easier to understand;  

Action: DCG 
 

(ii) that the issue of gradings of SACs at Natural Sciences and Combined Honours 
boards referred to in Noted (ii) should be analysed and considered as part of 
the review of the SAC procedure;  

Action: SD 
 

(iii) that the recommendation from Natural Sciences that guidance be developed as 
to whether boards of examiners (and scrutiny sub-committees) should consider 
the impact of an SAC in the context of a student’s run of marks should be 
considered as part of the review of the SAC procedure; 

Action: SD 
 

(iv) that Education Committee and Senate should be asked to revise Core 
Regulation 30 and the Learning and Teaching Handbook guidance on the 
exercise of discretion outlined in Noted (iv). Revised versions of the relevant 
documents should be prepared to support this proposal;  

Action: AR 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate the 
proposed amendment to Core Regulation 30 for undergraduate programmes; 
and approve the proposed amendment to the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook guidance on the exercise of discretion to refer to this regulation;    

 
(c) Attendance at Boards of Examiners 
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Considered: a report on attendance at undergraduate and integrated master’s 
boards of examiners, 2011/12; 

Document QSSC/12/70 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the University had a requirement that, if examiners were unable to attend 

meetings of boards of examiners, they should provide reasons and seek 
permission from the Chair of the board in advance. The current and previous 
Chief Examiners had both raised concerns about attendance and recording of 
absence at undergraduate and integrated master’s boards of examiners;  
 

(ii) that Document 70 showed that there had been a slight improvement in 
attendance and record keeping at boards of examiners, compared to 2010/11;  

 
(iii) that the University formally required all members to attend board of examiners’ 

meetings. Current policy mandated that, amongst others, all staff who had 
responsibility for setting summative assessment and were members of the 
relevant board of studies become ex-officio members of the board of 
examiners. This led to several boards with large memberships. Given the 
introduction of anonymous marking, requiring large numbers of academic staff 
to attend examination boards was not felt to be an appropriate use of staff time, 
as a smaller board could perform a similar function with a similar or enhanced 
degree of efficiency. Proposals to address this issue (containing a range of 
options) should be developed for QSSC’s consideration. It was felt that any 
reduction in the standard board membership or attendance requirements would 
need to be met with an increase in quoaracy requirements;    

 
Agreed:     
 
(i) that the proposals on membership and quoracy of boards of examiners referred 

to in Noted (iii) should be developed and submitted to QSSC’s consideration;  
Action: SA 

 
(ii) that, given the decision in Agreed (i), QSSC did not require an analysis of 

attendance at boards of examiners for taught postgraduate programmes.  
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 16 January 2013; 

Document QSSC/12/71 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 16 January 2013; 
Document QSSC/12/72 

 
Received: a minute extract from the 28 January 2013 meeting of Education 
Committee, detailing consideration of the report from the 16 January 2013 meeting of 
QSSC;          Document QSSC/12/73 
 
Noted: that Senate had approved the recommendation developed via QSSC that the 
Core Regulations for Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Degrees should be 



Academic Support Office Quality and Standards Sub-Committee Page 8 of 16 
 27 February 2013 

revised to set a progression threshold of 55% at Level 2 for all new and existing 
integrated master’s programmes to take effect for new students in October 2013.  

 
62. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

   Received:  the QSSC action log;               Document QSSC/12/74a 
 

Agreed:  
 

(i) that the template grade conversion table being developed for use in University-
wide exchange agreements should be submitted to QSSC’s next meeting, and 
that this should be communicated to the International Office;  

Action: DCG 
 

(ii) that the action-log should be updated to reflect new staffing arrangements in 
ASO and should be amended to more clearly prioritise actions; 

Action: DCG  
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information;  
Document QSSC/12/74b 

 
(c) Matters for further consideration 

 
(i) Minute 22 Research Degrees 

 
Considered: a report on the consultation with FECs (Postgraduate) on assuring 
fairness and consistency in vivas;   

Document QSSC/12/74c 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that FECs (Postgraduate) were generally content with the University’s 

procedures for assuring fairness and consistency in vivas, which were 
outlined in Document 74c. Available evidence (such as questionnaires) also 
indicated that this was not a concern among research degree students;  
 

B. that no FEC (Postgraduate) had supported the idea of making the use of 
independent chairs in research degree examinations mandatory. There was 
also no support for the idea of requiring vivas to be recorded. However, 
FECs (Postgraduate) clearly valued the ability to utilise independent chairs 
in certain situations (such as when examiners were inexperienced);  

 
Agreed: 
 
A. that the guidance on independent chairs should be revised to more strongly 

encourage their use in appropriate situations, providing specific examples;  
Action: AR 

 
B. that no further action was required to align University policy and practice to 

the relevant section of chapter B11 of the UK Quality Code on research 
degrees; 
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(ii) Minute 25 Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s 

Progression and Completion Rates 
 
Considered: a report on the consultation with FECs (Undergraduate) on the 
issue of student engagement at Level 1;  

Document QSSC/12/74d 
 

Noted: that there was no support from any FEC for the original proposal from 
the Science FEC (Undergraduate) that the University should classify at Level 1; 
and that no further issues had been raised by FECs with regard to student 
engagement that required amendments to University policy; 
 
Agreed: that no further action should be taken on this issue.  

 
63. Chair’s Business 

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

 
64. Accreditation Report: Joint Academic Stage Board 

 
Considered: a report from the Social Sciences and Health PRAP on Durham Law 
School’s follow-up to the accreditation report from the Joint Academic Stage Board; 

Document QSSC/12/75 
 

Noted: that the PRAP had considered the School’s action in response to the report 
from the Joint Academic Stage Board and had agreed that there were no outstanding 
issues;  
 
Agreed: that the follow-up to the report from the Joint Academic Stage Board be 
signed-off as complete, and that this should be reported to Education Committee and 
to Durham Law School.  

Action: DCG/ES 
 
65. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Dalian University 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee and Senate a proposed 

collaborative partnership between the School of Engineering and Computing 
Sciences and Dalian University, China for the delivery of MEng Mechanical 
Engineering and BEng Mechanical Engineering programmes;  

Document QSSC/12/76 
 

(b) whether to approve new MEng Mechanical Engineering and BEng Mechanical 
Engineering programmes to be delivered by the School of Engineering and 
Computing Sciences and Dalian University, China;  

Document QSSC/12/77 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership had been supported by a significant curriculum 

mapping exercise. The curriculum mapping had highlighted a number of areas 
where there were differences between provision at Dalian and provision at Durham; 
however, the approval panel had confirmed where these differences did not raise 
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substantive issues (where the provision at Durham underpinned Engineering 
strands which would not be available to incoming Dalian students), and the School 
of Engineering and Computing Sciences had indicated the action it would take to 
provide additional support for students where it was necessary; 
 

(b) that the resources form from CIS had now been obtained in respect of the 
proposed programmes and did not raise any issues;  
 

(c) that the partnership had been subject to a review visit. The partnership had been 
deemed ‘high risk’;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the MEng regulations should be updated to confirm that integrated masters 

degrees would be classified on the basis of work undertaken solely at Durham, 
weighted 3:4 over Levels 3 and 4;  

Action: AR 
 
[Secretary’s Note: this amendment was made prior to the partnership proposal 
being forwarded for consideration by Education Committee]  
 

(b) that, if Education Committee and Senate approved the proposed partnership, 
arrangements should be made to sign the memorandum of agreement;  

Action: SA 
 

(c) that the proposed MEng Mechanical Engineering and BEng Mechanical 
Engineering programmes be approved with effect from October 2013, subject to 
the minor amendment to the programme regulations noted above, and subject to 
the approval of the proposed partnership; and that this should be reported to 
Education Committee and to the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences;  

Action: DCG/SG 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate the 
proposed partnership between Dalian University, China, and the School of 
Engineering and Computing Sciences. 

 
66. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Shandong University 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee and Senate a proposed 

collaborative partnership between the School of Engineering and Computing 
Sciences and Shandong University, China, for the delivery of MEng New and 
Renewable Energy, MEng Civil Engineering and BEng Civil Engineering 
programmes;  

Document QSSC/12/78 
 

(b) whether to approve new MEng New and Renewable Energy, MEng Civil 
Engineering and BEng Civil Engineering programmes to be delivered by the School 
of Engineering and Computing Sciences and Shandong University, China;  

Document QSSC/12/79 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the proposed partnership had been supported by a significant curriculum 
mapping exercise. The curriculum mapping had highlighted a number of areas 
where there were differences between provision at Shandong and provision at 
Durham; however, the approval panel had confirmed where these differences did 
not raise substantive issues (where the provision at Durham underpinned 
Engineering strands which would not be available to incoming Shandong students), 
and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences had indicated the action it 
would take to provide additional support for students where it was necessary; 
 

(b) that, given the differences between the Durham MEng/BEng programmes and the 
work completed in Shandong, it would be preferable to amend the programme 
regulations to specify that study undertaken on Phase I of the programme was 
equivalent to study undertaken at Level 1/Levels 1 and 2 at the University of 
Durham, rather then equivalent to the MEng/BEng General Engineering 
programmes specifically, noting that the agreed pathway nonetheless provided an 
appropriate foundation for study on Phase II of the programmes. This mirrored the 
wording used within the Dalian programme regulations;  
 

(c) that the partnership had been subject to a review visit. The partnership had been 
deemed ‘high risk’;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the MEng regulations should be updated to confirm that integrated masters 

degrees would be classified on the basis of work undertaken solely at Durham, 
weighted 3:4 over Levels 3 and 4;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the BEng and MEng regulations should be further mended to reflect the 
wording used within the Dalian programmes, in relation to study undertaken at 
Shandong; 

Action: AR 
 
[Secretary’s Note: these amendments were made prior to the partnership proposal 
being forwarded for consideration by Education Committee]  
 

(c) that, if Education Committee and Senate approved the proposed partnership, 
arrangements should be made to sign the memorandum of agreement;  

Action: SA 
 
(d) that the proposed new MEng New and Renewable Energy, MEng Civil Engineering 

and BEng Civil Engineering programmes be approved with effect from October 
2013, subject to the minor amendment to the programme regulations noted above, 
and subject to the approval of the proposed partnership; and that this should be 
reported to Education Committee and to the School of Engineering and Computing 
Sciences; 

Action: DCG/SG 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate the 
proposed partnership between Shandong University, China, and the School 
of Engineering and Computing Sciences. 

 
67. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Peking University 
 

Considered:  
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(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee and Senate a proposed 

collaborative partnership between the Department of Chemistry and Peking 
University, China for the delivery of MChem and MChem (Industrial Route) 
programmes in Chemistry; 

Document QSSC/12/ 80 
 

(b) whether to approve new MChem and MChem (Industrial Route) programmes, to be 
delivered by the Department of Chemistry and Peking University, China;  

Document QSSC/12/81 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that a curriculum mapping had been undertaken as part of the approval process. 

This mapping confirmed the comparability of the programmes;  
 

(b) that the partnership had been subject to a review visit. The partnership had been 
deemed ‘high risk’;  

 
(c) that the Memorandum of Agreement referred to the fact that the required Grade 

Point Average of incoming students was to be agreed between Durham and 
Peking; however, the specific grade was needed before for the agreement could be 
signed; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Department of Chemistry would be asked to provide the agreed GPA; 

Action: SG 
 
[Secretary’s Note: this amendment was made prior to the proposal being forwarded 
for consideration by Education Committee]  
 

(b) that, if Education Committee and Senate approved the proposed partnership, 
arrangements should be made to sign the memorandum of agreement;  

Action: SA 
 
(e) that the proposed new MChem and MChem (Industrial Route) programmes be 

approved with effect from October 2013, subject to the approval of the proposed 
partnership; and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the 
Department of Chemistry. 

Action: DCG/SG 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate the 
proposed proposed partnership between Peking University, China, and the 
School of Engineering and Computing Sciences. 

 
68. Programme Approval: Global MSc Finance 

 
[Secretary’s Note: the discussion of this item was chaired by Dr Millard, Professor 
Clark having declared a conflict of interest] 

 
Considered: whether to approve a new Global MSc Finance programme within Durham 
University Business School;  

Document QSSC/12/82 
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Noted:  
 

(a) that the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum stated that taught 
postgraduate programmes should contain a 60-credit dissertation module that 
allowed students to demonstrate the development of their own research and 
independent study skills and ability as independent researchers. Education 
Committee had previously agreed that ‘programmes with a 60-credit dissertation 
module that contained a substantial taught and assessed component in generic 
research methods did not accord with the intention of this Principle.  It was 
important that the research methods training which students received inside 
dissertation modules (or equivalent) was specific to their dissertation topic.  
Teaching and assessment on generic research methods should be delivered via a 
separate module, to ensure that the full range of knowledge and skills developed 
by the generic research methods training were assessed’ (2011/12, Education 
Committee Minute 129 refers);  

 
(b) that the proposed programme contained a 60-credit ‘Dissertation with Research 

Methods’ module. The Programme Approval Panel had noted that the programme 
should be amended to ensure that it did not contain a large proportion of research 
methods training, noting that such training should be offered via a separate 
module. However, the programme did not appear to have been appropriately 
revised to reflect this decision. The regulations within Document 82 did not contain 
a separate research training module, whilst the dissertation module involved a very 
substantial amount of contact hours. The programme thus did not conform with the 
decision outlined in Noted (a) above;   

 
(c) that, in light of the principle established by Education Committee, the Business 

School had previously brought forward proposals to validated programmes with 
similar dissertation structures for 2013/14 only. QSSC had supported these 
proposals on the condition that the Business School bring forward clear proposals 
to address this issue from 2014/15 onwards (Minute 15 refers). However, the 
School had not made a similar proposal in respect of the proposed Global MSc 
Finance programme, and the dissertation element of this programme would not be 
delivered until 2014/15. The structure of the proposed programme was thus not in 
accordance with QSSC’s previously agreed actions on this issue. Given the degree 
of change needed, QSSC did not feel able to support the programme as it stood; 

 
(d) that the external subject specialist had raised a number of issues and concerns in 

relation to the proposed programme. The School had provided a response to the 
external subject specialist; however, the specialist has not responded directly to 
confirm that, for instance, the aims and and intended learning outcomes of the 
programme met the subject benchmarks, or were appropriate to the standards set 
by Durham University or the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications; 

 
(e) that the experience of QSSC suggested that the number of revisions required 

within the programme approval process tended to be higher for programmes 
proposed by the Business School than for those developed by other departments. 
It was thought that there would be value in encouraging appropriate staff from the 
Business School to act on Programme Approval Panels to build expertise in this 
area; 

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the proposed Global MSc Finance programme should not be approved, and 
that this should be reported to Durham University Business School along with an 
explanation of the rationale behind this decision; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that representatives from ASO and the Deputy Chair of QSSC should meet with the 
Business School to discuss issues arising from the School’s recent programme 
proposals.  

Action: AM/SA/AR 
 
69. Programme Approval: MSc Energy and Society 

 
Considered whether to approve a new MSc Energy and Society programme within the 
Department of Anthropology;  

Document QSSC/12/83 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that this was an exciting, inter-disciplinary programme that would draw on subject 

specialists in a range of departments, and appeal to students from both Science 
and Social Science backgrounds;  
 

(b) that the Chair of the Programme Approval Panel had now signed the form 
recommending the programme to QSSC;  

 
Agreed: that the MSc Energy and Society programme be approved with effect from 
October 2013; and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to the 
Department of Anthropology.  

Action: DCG/AR 
 
70. Programme Approval: MA International Cultural Heritage Management 

 
Considered: whether to approve a new MA International Cultural Heritage 
Management programme within the Department of Archaeology;  

Document QSSC/12/84 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that this was an innovative programme that contained a diverse range of 

assessment methods and had been strongly supported by the external subject 
specialist;  
 

(b) that the coversheet of Document 84 erroneously referred to the programme as an 
MA in ‘Intercultural Heritage Management’: the correct title was ‘International 
Cultural Heritage Management’; 

 
Agreed: that the MA International Cultural Heritage Management programme be 
approved with effect from October 2013; and that this should be reported to Education 
Committee and to the Department of Archaeology.  

Action: DCG/AR 
 
71. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Fudan University  

 
[Secretary’s Note: the discussion of this item was chaired by Dr Millard, Professor 
Clark having declared a conflict of interest] 
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Considered: 
  
(a) whether to recommend to Education Committee and Senate a renewal of the 

collaborative partnership between Durham University Business School and Fudan 
University, China for the delivery of DBA programmes;  

Document QSSC/12/85 
 

(b) whether to approve a proposed DBA Finance (Fudan) programme, to be delivered 
by Durham University Business School and Fudan University, China;  

Document QSSC/12/86 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 85 proposed to extend the existing partnership with Fudan 

University for the delivery of both the current DBA programme (which would cease 
to recruit) and a DBA (Finance)(Fudan) programme. The Business School had 
submitted a revised risk mapping document, requesting that the partnership be 
considered as ‘low risk’; 
 

(b) that the mapping indicated that the programme delivered under the collaborative 
agreement was an existing collaborative programme. While this was true for the 
DBA (Fudan), it was not true for the DBA (Finance) (Fudan), which included 
different modules from the existing DBA, and which had not been delivered 
previously in either Fudan or Durham. QSSC felt therefore that the relevant section 
of the risk analysis form should be amended from a score of ‘1’ to ‘3’, and thus that 
the partnership should be considered as ‘medium risk’. The extension to the 
partnership would thus require approval by Education Committee and Senate;  

 
(c) that the outcome of the recent QAA review visit to assess the University’s provision 

at Fudan University was not yet known;  
 

(d) that the Programme Approval Panel had usefully made the point that the majority of 
students who did not complete the DBA did so for non-academic reasons (such as 
family reasons or, in particular, changes in work such as promotions). These 
students could not thus be considered to have failed in the conventional sense 
applied to other doctoral programmes. The metrics used to assess doctoral 
programmes were not necessarily appropriate to professional doctorates; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) to recommend the proposed extension to the partnership to Education Committee 

and Senate, subject to the amendment to the risk analysis in Noted (b); 
Action: DCG 

 
[Secretary’s Note: this amendment was made prior to consideration of the proposal 
by the Chair of Education Committee]  

 
(b) that, assuming Education Committee and Senate approved the partnership, 

arrangements should be made to sign the relevant legal agreements;  
Action: SA 

 
(c) to approve the proposed DBA (Finance) (Fudan) programme with effect from 

September 2013, subject to approval of the proposed partnership; and that this 
should be reported to Education Committee and the Business School; 
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Action: DCG/AR 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend to Senate that the 
proposed extension to the partnership with Fudan University be approved. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
72. Matters of Report 

 
Reported:  
 
a) that the Chair had taken action on behalf of QSSC to approve the withdrawal of the 

MA Faith and Globalisation programme (L2K307) with effect from October 2013;  
 

b) that the Chair had taken action on behalf of QSSC to approve an amendment to 
the wording of section 1.3.2.1 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook on the 
University’s minimum English Language requirements. The amendment 
establishes that English Language qualifications for candidates following the 
standard GSCE plus A-Level route must be taken within two years and three 
months of the start of the programme (as opposed to the standard two years for 
other qualifications).  

 
73. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported: that further meetings of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would be 
held:   

 

 Date Time Room 
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 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/1/3/1.3.2/1.3.2.1/�
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