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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

QUALITY AND STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

1 May 2013 
 

Present: Professor T. Clark (Chair), Ms J. James, Professor G. Love, Dr A. Millard, Mr A. 
Rennie and Dr J. Wright, with Mr R. Emborg (Minute 90) and Dr D. C. Gent (Secretary). Dr 
Millard acted as Chair for Minutes 96 and 99, and Professor Love acted as Chair for Minute 
98.  
 
Apologies: Mr S. Appleton and Dr G. Campling.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
90. Matriculation Requirements 

 
Considered: a report on matriculation requirements, including English language 
requirements;                                                                            Document QSSC/12/114 

 
Reported: 

 
(a) that QSSC now had responsibility for considering requests to amend matriculation 

requirements (including English Language requirements). Responsibility for final 
approval of such requests lay with Senate. Requirements on English Language 
proficiency were important in ensuring that students were able to succeed in their 
programme of study and in securing the University’s status as a ‘highly trusted’ 
sponsor of international students and staff. The University’s standard minimum 
requirements were above those required by the Home Office; 

 
(b) that Document 114 set out proposed changes to the statement on matriculation 

requirements in the Learning and Teaching Handbook. The revised statement 
reorganised the existing text to make this more concise and clarified the guidance 
on particular issues. The revised statement also included information on English 
Language requirements in the Foundation Centre and for applicants to the MBBS 
programme. These changes corrected previous omissions from the text;  

 
(c) that there were no changes proposed to matriculation requirements per se, except 

an increase in English Language requirements for certain departments, detailed in 
paragraph 3 of section 1.3.3.3 of the statement. It was proposed to establish 
specific English Language requirements at undergraduate level in respect of 
Chemistry and Pharmacy (both of which had previously applied the University 
minimum requirements); and at postgraduate level to increase the required IELTS 
score for Psychology (for all postgraduate research programmes) and for the 
Business School (for full-time and Executive MBA programmes and full-time MSc 
Management and Marketing programmes). Equivalencies for other accepted 
English Language Proficiency tests had been added in line with the requested 
changes to IELTS requirements;  
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[Secretary’s Note: the Department of Chemistry subsequently withdrew their 
request to increase their English Language requirements] 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that discussions were currently underway within the University as to the possibility 

of establishing different English Language requirements to reflect pedagogic 
differences between programmes with a social-science and a science-focus where 
these were taught in the same department. It would be important that these 
discussions took into account the current framework of commonality across 
faculties. Any requirements would be above the University minimum;   

 
(b) that the Department of Chemistry had raised concerns about the acceptability of 

certain English Language qualifications (particularly the Cambridge IGCSE English 
as a Second Language). This would require further discussions with the 
department and the English Language Centre. The proposed English Language 
requirements should be amended in light of those discussions as appropriate;  

 
(c) that the term ‘international students’ had been replaced with ‘non-native speakers 

of English’ in the revised Learning and Teaching Handbook entry. There was thus a 
need to add the United Kingdom to the list of those countries from which applicants 
would not need to provide evidence of English language proficiency. The 
advisability of adding South Africa to this list should also be explored;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed statement of matriculation requirements should be amended 
as indicated in Noted (b) to (c) and submitted to the Chair for endorsement, prior to 
submission to Education Committee. The proposals were otherwise supported;  

Action: RE 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the Chair’s endorsement of the revisions 
outlined in Agreed, Education Committee should approve the proposed textual 
changes to the statement on matriculation requirements in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook and recommend that Senate approve the proposed 
increases to departmental English Language requirements.  

 
91. Placements 

 
Considered: the final report of the Placements Task and Finish Group;  

Document QSSC/12/115 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report outlined a number of proposals designed to increase both the 

number of students undertaking work placement activity and the number of 
placement opportunities. It was clear that work placements made a significant 
contribution to students’ employability, and as such the committee strongly 
supported work in this area;   

 
(b) that the paper proposed to amend the new programme approval process in order 

that all new undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes should contain 
work placements; and that consideration be given to incorporating such 
opportunities into new taught postgraduate programmes. This could be best 
accomplished by introducing a specific requirement into the Principles for the 
Development of the Taught Curriculum, in order to maintain a single reference 
point for departments. The proposals should be amended to this effect; 
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(c) that the proposals should be amended as appropriate to read ‘placement 

opportunities’ rather than ‘placements’, in order to make clear to departments that it 
was not required that every student on a programme should undertake a 
placement, but rather that they should have the opportunity to apply to do so;   

 
(d) that it was proposed that departments should review their programmes with a view 

to incorporating in-curricula placement opportunities. The Task and Finish Group 
had envisaged that this might be satisfied by a range of options, including full-year 
placements (which would lead to a ‘with Placement’ degree’); placements within 
modules; and full-module placements. In the latter two instances, students would 
receive the same degree as their peers who did not undertake placements. 
However, it was envisaged that module learning outcomes would reflect placement 
activity. The proposal that in-curricula placements should contribute to programme 
learning outcomes might usefully be clarified in this respect. There was also a need 
to revise the paper to make absolutely clear the range of options available to 
departments. At present, the proposals unintentionally read as if ‘year-long’ 
placements would be favoured. There was also a need to clarify how 
departmentally-facilitated extra-curricula placements would fit in the proposals. The 
Chair was working with the Task and Finish Group to refine the proposals;    

 
(e) that the Task and Finish Group had proposed establishing an assessed University-

award that would recognise extra-curricula placement activity and in-curricula 
placements that were not ‘year-long’. The University currently had no means of 
recognising such placements. Assessment would be via a reflective exercise linked 
to skills development. It was proposed that assessment of all in-curricula 
placements should incorporate this exercise. In addition to establishing recognition, 
this would also have the advantage of encouraging students to think about the 
contribution of the placement to their employability. There would be a need to link 
this Award to the HEAR and / or student transcripts;  

 
(f) that there was value in students undertaking a work placement as part of the 

dissertation module, if the placement was associated with their research topic. This 
was currently established practice within certain departments such as the Business 
School. It was unclear how such activity might be captured within the proposals, as 
not all students on the dissertation module would take a placement;   

 
(g) that careful consideration would need to be given (whether by departments when 

implementing the proposals, or by the Task and Finish Group in advance) as to 
how many in-curricula placement opportunities should be available in proportion to 
the number of students on a given programme. This was an important issue, as the 
amount of placement opportunities would influence resource requirements;    

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) to support the proposals in Document 115 in principle, subject to the amendments 

in Noted (b) and (c) and noting the need to further clarify the proposals; 
 
(b) that the committee’s comments should be submitted to the author of the paper.  

Action: DCG 
 
92. Research Student Submission and Completion  

 
Considered: the annual report on research student submission and completion; 

Document QSSC/12/116 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper outlined departmental and faculty performance against the agreed 

benchmarks for postgraduate research student completion and submission rates. 
Submission rates measured the proportion of students who submitted their thesis 
within twelve months of the end of their period of supervised study; completion 
rates measured the proportion of students who received their doctoral award (a 
pass list) within seven years (for full-time) or nine years (for part-time) of the start of 
their academic study. There were certain methodological problems with the 
calculation of these rates, which were detailed and addressed in Document 116; 

 
(b) that the performance of some departments in relation to submission and 

completion was unacceptably poor. The University had not met its agreed 
benchmarks for either submission or completion, and there remained a significant 
distance for many departments to travel in order for the University to achieve its 
target of being within the top 5 UK universities for completion and submission. 
Submission rates were monitored by research councils, and affected the 
University’s ability to establish Doctoral Training Centres; 

 
(c) that no faculty had met the University’s benchmarks for completion and 

submission. The Faculty of Science performed best in both respects, coming only 
slightly under the benchmark for completion for Home students;  

 
(d) that the benchmarks had been established in light of HEFCE’s previous 

methodology for calculating completion and submission. That methodology had 
now changed, and as such there would be value in considering whether to amend 
the benchmarks in light of this revision;   

 
(e) that the University had a responsibility to appropriately support the timely 

progression of its research students and to ensure that, as far as possible, they 
submitted by the end of their period of supervised study. At the same time, the 
University also had a responsibility to ensure that only students academically 
capable of achieving a PhD were accepted for study; and that if it became evident 
that a student was not capable of doctoral-level study they were encouraged to 
withdraw or transfer at the earliest opportunity. This was in the interests of both the 
University and the student. The new system for research student progression 
would help to support these aims. The system imposed certain requirements at the 
9, 22 and 33-month stages. There was a need for departments to be more rigorous 
in terms of ensuring progress at these gateways. Departments were encouraged to 
use APNs if there were issues with student progress;   

 
(f) that the available evidence suggested that some students submitted only a short-

time beyond 12 months after the end of their period of supervised study. However, 
for the purposes of research council monitoring such students still counted as non-
submissions. It was vital that students were encouraged to submit within the end of 
supervised study and not later than 12 months after this deadline;  

 
(g) the utility of supervisors receiving training in supervision, and of training in 

supervision at a distance. Experienced and inexperienced members of staff could 
equally benefit from training. It was also important that supervisors were fully aware 
of the obligations imposed upon their students by research councils, something 
which had been addressed via improvements to IT systems;  
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(h) that there was thought to be a prevailing culture among students and some staff 
that viewed concessions to enter the continuation period as easy to obtain. It was 
highly important that this culture be addressed and that students understand and 
took seriously the deadlines imposed upon them. Proposals had been brought 
forward in the past to establish incentives for timely submission and disincentives 
for late submission, and this was again the subject of consideration within the 
Academic Support Office. There was a challenge in that any action taken to 
encourage submission might have an adverse impact upon completion; 

 
(i) that students continuing after the end of their established period of supervised 

study nevertheless required a degree of support from staff. This adversely 
impacted upon the ability of departments to recruit more research students; 

 
(j) that the completion and submission rates for all students were lower than those 

exclusively for research-council funded students. This might reflect the inherent 
difficulties in pursuing doctoral study without funding. Hardship funds were 
available to students who were in financial difficulties. It was also the case that 
DTC-arrangements led to an improvement in completion and submission. There 
would thus be value in considering whether it would be possible to replicate the 
culture and support that existed in such arrangements for non-DTC students;   

 
Agreed: that consideration should be given as to whether the University’s benchmarks 
for completion and submission should be revised.  

Action: AR 
 

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

Confirmed:  
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of QSSC held 27 March 2013; 

Document QSSC/12/117 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee of the meeting of QSSC held 27 March 2013; 
 Document QSSC/12/118 

 
To receive: a minute extract from the 13 March 2013 meeting of Education Committee, 
detailing consideration of the report from the 27 February 2013 meeting of QSSC.  

Document QSSC/12/119 
  
94. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
Received:  the QSSC action log; 

Document QSSC/12/120a 
 

Noted: that the revisions to the annual review form agreed in Minute 74 would need 
to be undertaken prior to the form being sent to departments this year in order to be 
of use for the forthcoming round of annual reviews. This should be communicated 
to the Head of ASO and the timescale in the log updated accordingly. 

Action: DCG 
 

(b) Matters of Report 
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Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  

Document QSSC/12/120b 
 

Noted: that the assurance report from HR on the completion of departmental 
training plans and ASRs (due to be submitted to this meeting of QSSC) would now 
be presented to the October 2013 meeting of QSSC in order to allow time to collate 
and process responses from departments, whose deadline was 30 April 2013.  

 
95. Chair’s Business 

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

96. Durham University Business School: Dissertation Modules 
 
Considered: proposals from Durham University Business School to align the School’s 
taught postgraduate programmes to the section of the Principles for the Development 
of the Taught Curriculum concerning 60-credit dissertations;  

Document QSSC/12/121  
 

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

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper was a response to QSSC’s request that Durham University Business 

School should bring forward proposals illustrating how all its taught postgraduate 
programmes would become aligned to Curriculum Principle that all such 
programmes should normally have a 60-credit dissertation module. Education 
Committee had previously agreed that such modules should not have a significant 
taught component in generic research training, and that such training should be 
delivered outside the module. Some of the Business School’s programmes already 
met this principle (referred to as Group A in the paper), whilst others had been 
granted a permanent exemption (referred to as Group D in the paper);   

 
(b) that programmes listed as ‘Group B’ in the paper currently had 60-credit 

dissertation modules which included a significant taught research methods 
component, but would move to including both ‘pure’ 60-credit dissertation modules 
and a 15-credit research methods module by 2014/15. Such programmes would 
meet the Curriculum Principle;  

 
(c) that programmes listed as ‘Group C’ in the paper currently had 60-credit 

dissertation modules that combined the dissertation with research methods 
training. It was intended that such programmes would move to having 60-credit 
‘pure’ dissertation modules by 2014/15, but that a separate research methods 
module would not be introduced. This proposal was based on the argument that 
the learning outcomes associated with the research methods training were 
delivered via other existing modules, and the School had produced a mapping 
outlining this. However, the mapping was not sufficiently detailed to demonstrate 
that all the learning outcomes previously delivered via the research training 
component in the dissertation module would be delivered and were explicitly stated 
in these existing modules. Given that the School was not proposing to develop 
these modules in light of the revisions to the dissertation, assurance should be 
given to this effect. The committee was concerned to ensure that the value added 
by the existing research methods training was retained in the programme. The 
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issue at hand was whether these programmes would deliver all that students 
needed in terms of research methods training prior to students entering the 
dissertation. The proposal as written might be taken to imply that the existing 
research methods training added no value to the current programme in terms of 
learning outcomes and contact hours. It was assumed that this was not the case;  

 
(d) that the committee had recently agreed to validate the MSc Economics and MSc 

Islamic Finance and Management programmes within the Business School for 
2013/14 only, subject to the required curriculum development taking place in order 
to align these programmes to the Curriculum Principle regarding 60-credit 
dissertations. Following the required curriculum development (if needed), 
assurance should be given that these programmes were aligned to this Principle in 
order for the committee to formally extend the validation of the programme;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that no further action other than that outlined in the paper was required in respect 

of those programmes listed under Group A, B and D; and that this should be 
communicated to the Business School;  

Action: DCG 
 
(b) that assurance should be given that all programmes listed in Group C of the paper 

would address the learning outcomes associated with the existing research 
methods training delivered via the dissertation module. Such outcomes should be 
explicitly stated in the modules deemed to have replaced this training, which should 
be the subject of curriculum development if necessary;  

Action: AR/DNMD 
 

(c) that, following curriculum development (if any was required), assurance should be 
given that the MSc Economics and MSc Islamic Finance and Management 
programmes (previously validated for 2013/14 only by the committee) were aligned 
to the Curriculum Principle regarding 60-credit dissertations. The committee should 
then be formally asked to extend the validation of these programmes;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the Business School should be invited to resubmit the proposed Global MSc 
Finance programme, recently rejected by the committee, in light of the framework 
outlined in the paper. A revised proposal for this programme could be considered 
via circulation and approved by the Deputy Chair.   

Action: DCG 
 
97. Accreditation Report: BALEAP 

 
Considered: an interim report from the Arts and Humanities PRAP on the English 
Language Centre’s follow-up to the accreditation report from BALEAP;  

Document QSSC/12/122 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that BALEAP had referred to the English Language Centre (ELC) as a ‘beacon of 

best practice’. The ELC was to be congratulated on this commendation; 
  
(b) the further clarification from BALEAP in relation to its recommendation that ‘all 

relevant teaching staff should meet BALEAP’s qualifications criteria’. BALEAP had 
acknowledged that this recommendation was extremely challenging to meet in 
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practice, and that there was a need for to amend this criteria. It had been confirmed 
that BALEAP was satisfied that, by appropriately supporting teachers, the ELC had 
met this recommendation as far as possible; 

 
(c) that the ELC had previously expressed concern about the disruption to its pre-

sessional teaching caused by the need to move out of the usual rooms used for 
such teaching to accommodate examinations. This was felt to be disruptive to 
students. This issue had previously been considered by Education Committee and 
thereafter Timetabling, and the outcome was that the pre-sessional classes would 
be moved to rooms not used for exams. The ELC had hoped that the exams, rather 
than the pre-sessional classes, should be moved. The PRAP had recommended 
that this issue be reconsidered. QSSC supported this decision, particularly given 
the fact that this issue had been raised by BALEAP in the past two accreditation 
reports and was thus a threat to accreditation. The pre-sessional classes played an 
important role in welcoming international students to the University. Accordingly 
such classes should be housed in the best facilities possible, and the rooms should 
be consistent for students and close to the ELC to avoid confusion. It was felt that 
this should take priority over administrative efficiency for examinations;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the decision to move the ELC’s pre-sessional classes to accommodate 

examinations should be reconsidered in light of the issues outlined in Noted (c), 
with a view to moving examinations away from the ELC’s usual facilities;  

Action: MG/AK 
 

(b) that no further action was required from the English Language Centre on the 
recommendation from BALEAP regarding the qualifications of teaching staff; and 
that this should be reported to the Arts and Humanities PRAP and the English 
Language Centre.   

Action: PA  
 
98. Collaborative Provision and Programme Approval: Shandong University 

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

collaborative partnership between Durham University Business School and 
Shandong University, China, for the delivery of a BA Economics (Shandong) 
programme;  

Document QSSC/12/123 
 

(b) whether to approve a new BA Economics (Shandong) programme, to be delivered 
by Durham University Business School and Shandong University, China;  

Document QSSC/12/124 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this item was chaired by Professor Love, Professor Clark having 
declared a conflict of interest and Dr Millard being unable to act as chair having chaired 
the associated Programme and Partnership Approval Panels] 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that there was a need to update the memorandum of agreement for the partnership 

to reflect changes in equalities legislation. This was being addressed by Legal 
Support;   
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(b) that this was one of a number of articulation agreements between the University 

and Shandong University, involving a series of departments. There would be value 
in the relevant departments coordinating with each other in relation to the 
partnership (for instance, coordination in visits could reduce costs);  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) to support the proposed partnership, subject to the amendment to the 

memorandum of agreement detailed in Noted (a); 
Action: AR 

 
(b) that, subject to approval of the proposed partnership detailed in Document 123, the 

BA Economics (Shandong) programme be approved with effect from October 2013; 
and that this should be reported to Durham University Business School and 
Education Committee; 

Action: EC/DCG 
 

(c) that the directors of programmes delivered in partnership with Shandong University 
should be encouraged to meet to explore opportunities for cooperation in respect of 
the partnership; 

Action: DCG 
 

Recommended: that Education Committee recommend that Senate approve the 
proposed partnership with Shandong University, China, for the delivery of a BA 
Economics (Shandong) programme, subject to the section on equalities 
legislation in the Memorandum of Agreement for the partnership being updated.    

 
99. Programme Approval: MSc Marketing 

 
Considered: whether to approve a proposed new MSc Marketing programme within 
Durham University Business School, for introduction from October 2014;  

Document QSSC/12/125 
 

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

 
Noted: that the documentation for the proposed MSc Marketing programme was 
exemplary. The programme was aligned to the Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum, and careful consideration had been given to how the programme 
would support employability and internationalisation. The marketing plan for the 
programme was also clear and detailed;  
 
Agreed: that the MSc Marketing programme be approved for introduction from October 
2014; and that this should be reported to Education Committee and to Durham 
University Business School, who should be commended for the high standard of the 
proposal and the documentation submitted to the committee.    

Action: ES/DCG 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
100. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that no action had been taken by the Chair on behalf of the committee since 
the last meeting.  
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101. Dates of Future Meetings 

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

 

 
 
 

Meetings of QSSC would be held in the 2013/14 academic year on the following dates:  
 

Date Time Room 
Wednesday 29 May 2013  9.15am Palatine Centre, D/PC005 

Date Time 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 
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