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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

29 May 2013 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Mr S. Appleton, Dr G. Campling, Ms J. James, Dr A. 
Millard, Mr A. Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary) and Dr S. E. Taylor 
(Minute 102). Dr Millard chaired the items involving Durham University Business School 
under minutes 104(b), 105, 113 and 115, Professor Clark having declared a conflict of 
interest.  
 
Apologies: Professor G. Love.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
102.  Annual Report from the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development 

 
Considered: a report on the activities of the Centre for Academic and Researcher 
Development in 2012/13 and plan for 2013/14;  

Document QSSC/12/126 
 

Reported 
 
(a) that CARD had worked with Colleges, Counselling and DUSSD to deliver sessions 

for academic and college staff on support for students with mental health issues; 
with the Learning Technologies Team to support workshops on technology-
enhanced learning; and had also provided support for academic advisers;  
 

(b) that the Durham University Learning and Teaching Award had attracted 106 
participants, up from 40 in 2010;  

 
(c) that CARD had taken the lead in developing an institution-wide framework for 

professional recognition for submission to the Higher Education Academy. If 
successful, this would allow the University to award the HEA’s various categories of 
fellowship. It was intended that such activity would report in to a management 
committee, and that this in turn would report to QSSC for assurance and oversight;  

 
(d) that CARD had helped to support a number of applications for Doctoral Training 

Centre arrangements. This was likely to be an important area of work in 2013/14;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee thanked CARD for its work during the 2012/13 academic year, 

including its success in receiving research grants and in generating publications;  
 

(b) that support for staff in key learning and teaching management roles was a critical 
area in which training provision should be improved. This had been identified as a 
priority by CARD, QSSC and Education Committee. That one factor impeding the 
development of a more structured programme of training for staff in key learning 
and teaching management roles was the absence of relevant role descriptors. In 
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conjunction with colleagues from the Durham University Business School, the 
Director of CARD had developed a draft role descriptor for a programme director. 
This was a useful development. However, it was recognised that management 
structures varied across departments (e.g. not all departments had programme 
directors), as did the functions that were performed by staff in similar roles. Training 
would need to accommodate this variety. Using the draft role descriptor for 
programme directors as a basis, a list of the functions that needed to be performed 
in relation to the management of learning and teaching should be developed via 
consultation with representatives on FECs, who should also be asked to illustrate 
the structures through which such functions were performed in their department. 
The former information could inform the development of a training programme, 
whilst the latter information (treated as a fact-finding exercise) might usefully inform 
other initiatives within the University such as the governance review;  
 

(c) that the Centre for Academic Practice was in the process of developing a module 
on leadership of learning and teaching, which would be available on either a credit 
or non-credit bearing basis; 

 
(d) that support for research degree supervisors was a key issue. The Director of 

CARD reported his opinion that it might be useful to develop use of the Epigeum 
tutorial for non-academic supervisors; and to develop departmental events in which 
experienced and new supervisors could learn from each other;  
 

(e) that, in the context of the priorities expressed by research councils, there would be 
value in developing training for postgraduate research students on leadership of 
research. Training concerning doctoral education would also need to take into 
account the increasing emphasis placed on collaboration and interdisciplinary by 
research councils, in light of the development of DTC-style arrangements;  

 
(f) that Dr Taylor would retire from the University in the course of the summer 2013. 

The committee expressed its thanks to Dr Taylor for his work in leading 
improvements to learning and teaching in the University and for his service to the 
committee;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the draft role descriptor for programme directors developed by CARD should 

be submitted to ASO and sent to members of QSSC for comment;  
Action: SET 

 
(b) that a list of functions that should be performed in learning and teaching 

management should be developed via consultation with FECs, in order to inform 
the development of training in this area. This exercise should also be used to 
gather a sense of the relevant management structures within each department.  

Action: SNA 
 
103. Qualification Equivalencies 

 
Considered: a report on qualification equivalencies;  

Document QSSC/12/127 
 

Noted: that the guidance on qualification equivalencies provided as an appendix to 
Document 127 was clear and detailed, and covered an impressive range of 
qualifications. The committee’s sense was that the equivalencies were appropriate. 
The equivalencies would be reviewed in the course of the summer 2013;  
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Agreed: that the committee delegated to the Chair authority to consider and approve 
any requested amendments to qualification equivalencies resulting from the review of 
such equivalencies held in the summer 2013.  

 
104. Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels 
 

(a) Science Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science Faculty Collaborative 
Provision Panel held in May 2013; 

Document QSSC/12/128 
 

Noted: that the only active partnership for the Panel to monitor in 2012/13 had been 
the dual award PhD between the Department of Earth Sciences and Macquarie 
University, Australia. The student on this partnership was now resident at 
Macquarie, but continued to be jointly supervised by Durham staff and subject to 
the University’s monitoring procedures for research student progress. The Panel 
would continue to monitor this partnership;  

 
(b) Social Sciences and Health Collaborative Provision Panel 

 
Considered:  
 
(i) the draft minutes of the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health Faculty 

Collaborative Provision Panels held 24 May 2013;  
Document QSSC/12/129 

 
(ii) a report on action taken to address the issues raised at meetings of the Faculty 

of Social Sciences and Health Collaborative Provision Panel in the 2012/13 
academic year; 

Document QSSC/12/130: Unavailable 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that Document 130 was unavailable and would be presented to the October 

2013 meeting of QSSC;  
 

(ii) that the major issue arising from the most recent meeting of the Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panel concerned the Durham University Business 
School’s partnership with the Caribbean Management Education Centre 
(CariMEC) in relation to an MBA programme. The MBA had historically been 
delivered via a combination of distance learning and distance taught provision. 
CariMEC provided local administrative support for students based in the region 
and facilitated access to the rooms in which teaching took place;  
 

(iii) that recruitment to the MBA had fallen over time, and CariMEC and the 
Business School had agreed to amend the nature of their relationship in 
response. A revised memorandum of agreement had been approved by the 
University in 2012, but had not been signed by CariMEC, which had withdrawn 
its support for the proposed arrangements due to financial concerns. The two 
parties had thus far been unable to resolve their differences. The partnership 
was still covered by the previous agreement, which ran until 31 March 2014. 
The relationship between CariMEC and students on the programme was of an 
administrative nature, and the Business School was confident that students had 
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not been affected by these events and that, if necessary, alternative 
arrangements could be put in place without any negative impact on levels of 
support. The Business School intended to continue to negotiate with CariMEC 
to extend the current contract, but if this was not possible to implement plans 
for the completion of students on the programme;  

 
(iv) that it was important that, as far as possible, this issue was resolved by the end 

of September 2013 (six months in advance of the end of the contract); that by 
this deadline clear plans were in place for either the extension of the contract 
with CariMEC or for teach-out on the partnership; and that students were 
informed of these plans at this point. Any resulting teach-out arrangements 
should conform as closely as possible to the model under which students had 
been recruited, in order to meet student expectations. For instance, if students 
expected a distance-taught, ‘flying faculty’ model, then arrangements should 
conform to this;   

 
Agreed:  

 
(i) that the Business School should develop clear plans to resolve the problems 

with the relationship with CariMEC by the end of September 2013, both for 
extension of the contract if this had been arranged by this point, and for teach-
out on the programme to guard against collapse in this relationship. Proposed 
teach out plans should take into account the stage at which particular students 
were in their programme and conform to the model under which students had 
been recruited. The Business School should clarify student expectations on this 
issue. These plans should be communicated to the Secretary and Dr Millard 
(who would act as Chair on this issue) by the end of September 2013. The 
outcome should also be reported to the October 2013 meeting of QSSC;   

Action: GM 
 

(ii) that the Business School should communicate to its students developments in 
relation to the partnership with CariMEC by the end of September 2013, 
providing details on the support that would be offered in any contingency and 
taking into account students’ stage on their programme;    

Action: GM  
 

(c) Arts and Humanities Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel 
 
Considered: a report on action taken to address the issues raised at the Faculty of 
Arts and Humanities Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel in the 2012/13 
academic year;   

Document QSSC/12/131 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the only active partnership in Arts and Humanities had been that with the 

Theological Colleges, which was overseen by the Joint Management 
Committee (JMC). The JMC reported both to the Faculty Collaborative 
Provision Panel and directly to QSSC, which was not ideal in terms of 
bureaucracy and governance. However, this situation would be resolved by the 
expansion in collaborative provision in the Faculty, in particular the partnership 
with the Archbishops’ Council for validation of training in Theology and Ministry;  
 

(ii) that the Panel had discussed the importance of the role of the University 
Liaison Officer to the partnership.   
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105. QAA Review of Partnership with Fudan University, China 

 
Considered: the report arising from the QAA’s review of the University’s partnership 
with Fudan University, China, part of its review of Transnational Education in China;   

Document QSSC/12/132 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the overall tone of the QAA’s review report was positive. The report included a 

number of commendations. The QAA had specifically noted the strong sense of 
community amongst students at Fudan. The committee expressed its thanks to 
colleagues (past and present) in ASO for their work in support of the review;  
 

(b) that the QAA had recommended that the University ensure institutional oversight of 
collaborative provision with Fudan through more detailed reporting in the periodic 
review process. This related to the fact that the Enhancement-Led Review report of 
the Business School made little reference to the Fudan DBA specifically, and 
follow-up action in relation to training for Fudan students had not been fully 
documented. There would be value in ensuring that collaborative provision was 
considered more explicitly at Departmental Review. It was proposed to amend the 
Scope of the Review and Guidance for Review Teams (Appendix 1 of Document 
132) to include further information on collaborative partnerships and collaboration-
specific questions. The Departmental Review process should be further amended 
to require the minutes of management committee and SSCC meetings for 
collaborative partnerships to be submitted to the review team. The partnership 
renewal process should also be revised so that an extract from periodic review 
reports concerning the partnership should be considered as part of the process;  

 
(c) that the review team had recommended that the University address the recruitment 

strategy for the DBA programme at Fudan to ensure a more consistent level of 
recruitment. This had already been largely addressed by the Durham University 
Business School. No further action was thought to be required;  

 
(d) that the overarching report of the QAA’s review of transnational education in China, 

and reviews of other universities with partnerships in China, raised a number of 
issues that were applicable to the University. However, as detailed in Document 
132, no further action was required;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Business School should confirm that the action already taken in relation to 

recruitment on the DBA (Fudan) programme addressed the QAA’s 
recommendation in this area;  

Action: GM 
 

(b) that the proposed amendments to the Departmental Review process outlined in 
Document 132 should be further revised as indicated in Noted (b), and were 
otherwise supported;  

Action: AR  
 

(c) that the partnership renewal process should be amended as indicated in Noted (b); 
Action: DCG  
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Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed amendments 
to the Departmental Review process, subject to the amendments in Agreed (b).  

 
Part B: Routine Business 

 
106. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 1 May 2013; 

Document QSSC/12/133 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 1 May 2013.  
Document QSSC/12/134 

 
Reported: that the report from the 1 May 2013 meeting of QSSC was considered at the 
22 May 2013 meeting of Education Committee. A minute extract outlining this 
discussion will be presented to the October 2013 meeting of QSSC.  

 
107. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

   Received:  the QSSC action log;             Document QSSC/12/135a 
 

(b) Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  
Document QSSC/12/135b 

 
108. Chair’s Business 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Secretary to Senate had expressed interest in receiving an annual report 

from QSSC setting out the action taken by the committee under delegated authority 
from Senate. The committee performed a large amount of business on behalf of 
Senate, and there would be value in drawing this to Senate’s attention more 
explicitly than had been the case hitherto. The report should also include the key 
issues discussed by the committee in relation to areas such as progression and 
completion; the operation of boards of examiners; and external examiners’ reports; 

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that the Chair thanked the committee for its work over the academic year. The 
committee expressed its gratitude to Jenny James for her work as the student 
representative.  

 
109. Departmental Review: English Language Centre 

 
Considered: the report arising from the Departmental Review of the English Language 
Centre;                                                                                      Document QSSC/12/136 
 
Noted:  
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(a) that the review team had asked that the University consider the current approach to 
allocating library resources to the English Language Centre. Library allocation was 
partly determined by research profile, but the Centre was teaching-focused, which 
led to its library allocation being smaller than other departments. This mechanism 
thus risked damaging the experience of the Centre’s students. This was an issue 
for consideration by the Librarian, taking the advice of the Faculty; 
 

(b) that the faculty recommendations in the review report should be remitted to the 
Faculty. Whilst previous practice had been to monitor follow-up to faculty-level 
recommendations via QSSC, this would be more effectively done at the PRAP, 
which was attended by Faculty staff; 

 
(c) that there was anecdotal evidence that attendance on the pre-sessional 

programmes run by the English Language Centre led to students obtaining better 
results than comparable peers who had not taken a pre-sessional course. The 
review team had recommended that data be generated on this matter. This issue 
was equally applicable to provision in the Foundation Centre and had also been 
raised in the Foundation Centre review (Minute 110 refers). The committee was 
clear that it was highly important that the University be able to track the 
performance of students undertaking Foundation and pre-sessional routes, in order 
to judge the effectiveness of this provision;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the provision within the English Language Centre listed in Annex 2 of 

Document 136 be revalidated for six years with effect from October 2013; and that 
this should be reported to Education Committee and the English Language Centre;  

Action: DCG/PA 
 

(b) that consideration should be given to revising the current approach to allocation of 
library resources for the English Language Centre, in order to address the fact that 
the Centre was a teaching-focused department. The outcome of this should be 
reported to the Arts and Humanities Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel; 

Action: JP 
 

(c) that the Arts and Humanities PRAP should ask the department and faculty as 
appropriate to follow-up the recommendations to the department and faculty 
contained in the review report, and should monitor this process. The PRAP should 
also monitor follow-up to the recommendation on library provision in Agreed (b);  

Action: PA 
 

(d) that SPA should provide data on how attendance on the pre-sessional programmes 
run by the English Language Centre [and on Foundation courses run by the 
Foundation Centre] impacted on student performance in their main degree 
programmes, and implement a system to allow this data to be easily obtained and 
routinely provided (e.g. at annual review) if this was not currently feasible.  

Action: MJK 
 
110. Departmental Review: Foundation Centre 

 
Considered: the report arising from the Departmental Review of the Foundation 
Centre;                                                                                    Document QSSC/12/136a 

 
Noted:  
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(a) that the Foundation Centre was a valued part of the University’s provision. The 
review team had particularly commended the Centre’s success in generating a 
clear sense of identity and community amongst both its students and staff. This 
was an example of good practice which other departments could benefit from;  
 

(b) that the review team had recommended that the Faculty work with SPCU to 
improve tracking of Foundation Centre students to assess their performance. The 
committee and review team alike felt that such data was critical in allowing the 
Centre to judge its effectiveness and plan its strategy. In practice, SPCU obtained 
data on student progression from SPA. This issue would be partly dealt with by the 
action on SPA from the English Language Centre review (Minute 109 refers); 
 

(c) that the Foundation Centre played a highly important role in supporting the entry of 
non-traditional students into the University’s programmes. The review team had 
queried whether there could be ways in which the work undertaken by the Centre in 
this regard might be better aligned and coordinated with the Supported Progression 
scheme (for instance, in relation to shared targets and marketing activity). The 
committee felt that there was also a need to clarify where the Foundation Centre 
sat in the University’s strategy on admissions alongside the pre-sessional 
programmes run by the English Language Centre. At present, the various routes to 
supporting access to the University by non-traditional students were fragmented, 
and would benefit from greater coordination. This issue should be remitted to 
Education Committee for consideration;  

 
(d) that the review highlighted the fact that recruitment was more complex for the 

Foundation Centre than for other academic departments. The Centre had 
repeatedly raised concerns about the traditional recruitment cycle being too 
restrictive for the needs of its students, who often applied late in the cycle. 
Admissions to the Foundation Centre were not ring-fenced and often closed before 
the end of the UCAS cycle due to other parts of the University exceeding quotas. 
This had led to the Foundation Centre under-recruiting, and also made it difficult for 
the Centre to plan in a strategic fashion, as it was unable to safely estimate future 
student numbers and staffing requirements in advance; 

 
(e) that the review had highlighted that the Foundation Centre was rarely consulted on 

curriculum development from other departments, despite the potential implications 
for the Centre’s provision. The review team had sensibly recommended that the 
curriculum development and programme approval processes be amended to 
require departments to reflect on the implications for the Foundation Centre;     

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Foundation strands of the programmes listed in Annex 2 of Document 136a 

be revalidated for six years from October 2013; and that this should be reported to 
Education Committee and to the Foundation Centre; 

Action: DCG/EC  
 

(b) that the Social Sciences and Health PRAP should ask the department and faculty 
as appropriate to follow-up the recommendations to the department and faculty 
contained in the review report, and should monitor this process. The PRAP should 
also monitor the outcome of the University-level recommendations in paragraphs 
1.6.1 and 1.6.2 of the report; 

Action: EC 
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(c) that the recommendation in paragraph 1.6.2 of the report that the University 
consider the process for staff progression on the teaching-only career pathway 
should be remitted to HR Steering Group;  

Action: DCG 
 

(d) that curriculum development and programme approval processes should be 
revised to require formal consideration of the implications for provision in the 
Foundation Centre;  

Action: SNA 
 

(e) that the Chair (alongside the PVC (Education) if possible) should meet with the 
Foundation Centre to explore the issues within the report pertaining to University 
strategy;  

Action: TC 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee consider the role of the Foundation 
Centre in relation to the Supported Progression scheme, particularly whether 
these two areas of work should be further aligned in terms of University 
perception, targets and marketing and recruitment activity.  

 
111. Programme and Partnership Approval: Common Awards Scheme 

 
Considered: a mapping of University processes for programme and partnership 
approval against a possible model for the Common Awards Scheme with the 
Archbishops’ Council;                                                               Document QSSC/12/137 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the University had approved a partnership agreement with the Church of 

England’s Archbishops’ Council to validate awards in Theology, Ministry and 
Mission (referred to as ‘Common Awards’) at a range of Theological Education 
Institutions (TEIs). Each award would operate to a generic programme specification 
and would predominantly draw on module outlines pre-prepared by the Ministry 
Division of the Archbishops’ Council, establishing commonality across programmes 
at individual TEIS. However, there would be some flexibility in programme structure 
and module content. For a number of reasons, there was a need to create a 
specific process for programme and partnership approval for the Common Awards. 
Document 137 proposed a two-stage process, adapted from but aligned to the 
University’s established process for programme and partnership approval; 
 

(b) that Stage 1 of the proposed process would be undertaken in September 2013 by a 
joint panel comprising of representatives of the University and the Archbishops’ 
Council, and would establish a detailed framework for the Common Awards. At this 
stage, the panel would consider generic programme specifications; a portfolio of 
module outlines for TEIs to choose from (it was anticipated that these would 
represent around 90% of the modules to be used by partner TEIs); assessment 
criteria; and example programme structures. This would result in proposals being 
submitted for approval by QSSC in Michaelmas Term 2013. Due to the importance 
of subject expertise at this stage, it was proposed that the Stage 1 panel should 
include the new Chair in Theology and Ministry and external subject assessors. 
Stage 2 of the proposed process would involve a series of visits to the prospective 
partner TEIs, which would consider programme structures and content in detail 
against the agreed generic programme specification and support due diligence in 
relation to partnership approval. The visits would result in a report to the Stage 1 
panel, which would act as a partnership and programme approval panel and would 
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report to QSSC as per the University’s normal processes. Any problems 
encountered by the review team at Stage 2 would be reported to the Stage 1 panel;  
 

(c) that the documentation submitted by TEIs at Stage 2 in the process would also be 
submitted to the Ministry Division, who would separately approve the programme 
structures and would send representatives to the review visits as observers; 

 
(d) that the committee was supportive of the proposed process at Stage 1, subject to 

the following revisions:  
 

i. the Stage 1 panel should comprise two external subject assessors rather than 
one;  
 

ii. that the external subject assessors used at Stage 1 should be provided with 
the opportunity, but should not be required, to undertake visits at Stage 2;  

 
iii. that the member of the Stage 1 panel from an FEC in Arts and Humanities 

should not be a member of the Department of Theology and Religion;  
  

(e) that in Stage 2 TEIs would be able to propose modules that were not selected from 
the module outlines approved at Stage 1. There was a need to ensure that the 
Stage 1 panel considered and approved such modules. The process should be 
amended accordingly to make this clear;   

 
(f) that in order to balance activity there would be a need to stagger periodic review of 

partner TEIs, and a schedule would need to be developed for this purpose. There 
was a need to align the schedule for periodic review with the process and timescale 
for re-validation of programmes. This should be stated within the proposals; 

 
(g) that the membership of the Stage 1 panel and the review visit team at Stage 2 

could be revised at a later point if experience showed this to be necessary;  
 

(h) that the University’s Core Regulations stated that part-time students could take 
modules up to the value of 60 credits in each year of study. Practice within some 
prospective partner TEIs was for students to take up to 90 credits a year. The 
paper thus proposed that the Core Regulations be amended to this effect. There 
was no support for this proposal, which would negatively impact on other 
programmes in the University. Instead, this should be captured within a common 
set of regulations to be developed for Theology and Ministry programmes, which 
would depart from the Core Regulations in this respect. Careful consideration 
would need to be given to the issue of how student progression was determined for 
part-time students when developing this common set of regulations. The common 
set of regulations should be presented to QSSC for approval as part of ‘Stage 1’;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed framework for approval of the Common Awards be 
approved, subject to the amendments detailed in Noted (d), (e), (f) and (h). The paper 
should be amended accordingly to supply a clear reference point.  

Action: SNA 
 

112. Collaborative Provision: Cranmer Hall, Lindisfarne RTP and Wesley Study Centre 
 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee an extension to the 
current partnership between the University and Cranmer Hall, Lindisfarne Regional 
Training Partnership (RTP) and the Wesley Study Centre;   

Document QSSC/12/137a 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC had previously agreed to defer the periodic review of the Theology and 

Ministry programmes delivered in collaboration with Cranmer Hall, Lindisfarne RTP 
and the Wesley Study Centre in light of the developing partnership with the 
Archbishops’ Council referred to in Minute 111. Whilst the partnership would be 
revisited in light of the wider agreement with the Archbishops’ Council, in the 
interim there was a need to extend the existing partnership by one year. This would 
be under the same financial terms as the existing memorandum of agreement;  
 

(b) that the memorandum of agreement should be updated to refer to new equalities 
legislation; 

 
Agreed: to support a one-year extension to the partnership, subject to the amendment 
to the memorandum of agreement detailed in Noted (b). Legal Support should be 
contacted to obtain this amendment as soon as possible;  

Action: AR  
 

Recommended: that Education Committee approve an extension of the 
partnership with Cranmer Hall, Lindisfarne RTP and the Wesley Study Centre 
until 31 August 2014, subject to the memorandum of agreement being revised to 
reflect up-to-date equalities legislation.    

 
113. Collaborative Provision: BSc Accounting: Visit to BPP 

 
Considered: a report arising from the review visit to BPP’s facilities in relation to the 
delivery of the collaborative BSc Accounting programme with KPMG;  

Document QSSC/12/138 
 

Noted: that BPP had previously been selected by KPMG and the University as the 
external training provider on the BSc Accounting programme. This decision had been 
contingent upon confirmation that the facilities to be used by BPP were suitable. A 
review visit had been held for this purpose, and had demonstrated that the facilities 
were appropriate for training on the programme;  
 
Agreed: that the committee was content that BPP should be appointed as the external 
training provider for the BSc Accounting programme; and that KPMG should be 
informed of this decision.  

Action: AR 
 
114. Collaborative Provision: University of Edinburgh 

 
Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee a proposed collaborative 
partnership between the University of Edinburgh and the Department of Archaeology 
for a joint-award PhD;                                                               Document QSSC/12/139 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed partnership was for a joint award PhD, rather than a dual-award. 

The proposal was straightforward and the relationship between the parties clear;  
 

(b) that the memorandum of agreement should be revised to refer to ‘Durham’ rather 
than ‘the United Kingdom’ where appropriate; to reflect updates to equalities 
legislation; and to amend the erroneous statement in the background section of the 
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memorandum of agreement that the programme would lead to an award from both 
parties, and any other similar references to the notion of a dual award;  

 
Agreed: to support the proposed partnership, subject to the amendments in Noted (b);  

Action: AR 
 
Recommended: that Education Committee approve the proposed partnership 
with the University of Edinburgh, subject to the amendments in Noted (b).  

 
115. Report from Accrediting Body: Association of MBAs 

 
Considered: an accreditation report from the Association of MBAs (AMBA) in respect of 
MBA programmes within Durham University Business School;  

Document QSSC/12/140 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Durham University Business School was to be congratulated on obtaining 

re-accreditation from AMBA and thus on maintaining its elite status of having ‘triple 
accreditation’ from AMBA, AACSB and EQUIS. The report was highly positive;   
 

(b) that the report contained a number of recommendations for the Business School, 
which would be followed-up and monitored by the PRAP. AMBA’s decision to re-
accredit the Business School’s provision was contingent upon the School providing 
a full report demonstrating how the Global MBA programmes met AMBA’s 
standards for contact hours by January 2014. The School’s response to this 
condition should be monitored by the PRAP alongside the other recommendations 
in the report;    

 
Agreed: that the Social Sciences and Health PRAP should instigate the follow-up 
process to the accreditation report, noting the need to monitor the condition detailed in 
Noted (b) and ensure that this was met by the stated deadline.  

Action: EC 
 
116. Report from Accrediting Body: General Pharmaceutical Council 

 
Considered: a report arising from Step 3 accreditation of the MPharm programme by 
the General Pharmaceutical Council;   

Document QSSC/12/141 
 

Noted: that the report was entirely positive, and would result in the General 
Pharmaceutical Council proceeding to the next stage in accreditation of the MPharm 
programme. There were no issues arising from the report that required discussion by 
the committee or follow-up by the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health;  
 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to the Social Sciences and Health PRAP 
for information, but that no follow-up was required. 

Action: EC 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
117. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that Chair’s action has been taken on behalf of QSSC to endorse revised 
proposals to amend the University’s guidance on matriculation requirements and 
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departmental English Language requirements. The proposals were revised in light of 
the discussion at QSSC on 1 May 2013, and considered at the 22 May 2013 meeting 
of Education Committee.  

 
118. Dates of Future Meetings 

 
Reported: that meetings of QSSC will be held in the 2013/14 academic year on the 
following dates:  

 

 Date tmice Room 
Thursday 17 October 2013 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 
Wednesday 4 December 2013 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 22 January 2014 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 26 February 2014 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 26 March 2014 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 7 May 2014 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC003 
Wednesday 4 June 2014 9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 


