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Education Committee Report – 12 March 2014 

The agenda, papers and minutes of this meeting can be found at: 
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommitte
e/2013-14/03-12/.  

In order to facilitate effective discussion, members are encouraged to raise any issues 
with the Chair and Secretary of Senate in advance of the meeting of Senate. 

1. Matters for Approval or Endorsement  

a. Revisions to Core Regulations, Terms of Reference of Education Committee 

and QSSC, and Statement of Senate Delegations (Minute 59(b)(i)) 

QSSC has recently considered a mapping of University policy and practice against 

Part A of the QAA’s UK Quality Code, which concerns the setting of academic 

standards. QSSC agreed that policy and practice was aligned to the expectations in 

this part of the Code, but that there is a need to be more explicit about certain 

practices and responsibilities. The suggested changes are:  

 to the terms of reference of QSSC and Education Committee, to make explicit 

QSSC’s role in undertaking quality assurance responsibilities on behalf of 

Senate; to formally give QSSC the authority to grant exemptions from Core 

Regulations; and to formalise the practice of an annual report from QSSC on 

the action it has taken under Senate’s delegated authority (Annex 1); 

 to the Statement of Senate Delegations, to clarify QSSC’s role and to reflect the 

above proposal  with regard to exemptions from Core Regulations (Annex 2); 

 minor revisions to Core Regulations and associated Qualification Descriptors 

(Annex 3), to show how Durham’s naming conventions for levels map to that 

used in the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications. If approved, the 

principle will be applied to all Core Regulations and descriptors.  

Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed changes to the terms of 

reference of QSSC and Education Committee; the Statement of Senate 

Delegations; and Core Regulations as set out in Annexes 1-3.  

b. Membership and Attendance at Boards of Examiners (Minute 59(b)(iv) 

In response to a recommendation from the Chief Examiner, it is proposed to revise 

policy on membership of and attendance at boards of examiners.  Current policy is 

that all full-time members of a board of studies are members of the board of 

examiners and are required to attend its meetings. This has created unnecessarily 

large board memberships and contributed to absenteeism.  As set out in Annex 4, 

it is proposed to create a ‘core’ category of board membership, constituting all 

module leaders, programme directors and Directors of Undergraduate and 

Postgraduate Studies (or equivalent). Only ‘core’ members would be required to 

attend boards. All other full-time members of a board of studies would remain 

members, but their attendance would be optional. Quoracy and policy on external 
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examiners will be unchanged. All members would have an equal right to vote. 

Departments can propose an alternative ‘core’ if necessary for their structures.  

Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed revisions to policy on 

membership of board of examiners in Annex 4, for implementation from the 

2014/15 academic year.  

2. Matters for Consideration 

a. Overview of External Examiners’ Reports for Undergraduate and Integrated 

Master’s Programmes, 2012/13 (Minute 59(b)(iii) 

To support its oversight of academic standards, Senate is asked to consider and 

note the executive summary of the University overview of external examiners’ 

reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes for 2012/13 

provided in Annex 5. The reports form a strong endorsement of the University’s 

academic standards. The University overview has been considered by QSSC, 

which has instigated action to address issues raised by a minority of examiners.   

3. Matters for Information  

a. Module Evaluation Questionnaires (Minute 51) 

Education Committee approved a standard question set for module evaluation 

questionnaires, based on the Student Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) 

instrument developed by Prof. Herb. Marsh. This will be adapted for a Durham 

context, with additional questions on student learning. A marking scale aligned to 

the NSS will be used. The question set will be piloted during the 2014/15 academic 

year, with a report presented to Education Committee in October 2015. The 

working group examining this topic will give further consideration to 

implementation, including issues of how often questionnaires should be issued. 

b. Implementation of the Principles for the Development of the Taught 

Curriculum (Minute 52) 

Education Committee considered a report on implementation of the Principles for 

the Development of the Taught Curriculum and associated policies around 

language provision and year abroad programmes, which will be added to the 

Principles to create a common reference point. Good progress has been in 

implementing the Principles, particularly around research-led education. The 

Principles have been revised to remove reference to ‘inter-cultural competency’ 

(this phrase having caused confusion); to refer to ‘facilitating’ rather than 

‘increasing’ short-fat modules (reflecting limitations imposed by the University’s 

term structure); and to encourage inter-disciplinary programmes rather than 

modules (reflecting the complexity of establishing the latter). Education Committee 

will receive an update on uptake of optional language modules, and will review 

progress against the Principles relating to placements and capstone modules.  

c. Education Strategy 2015-2020 (Minute 53) 

Education Committee continued its discussion of possible themes and content of 

the next Education Strategy (2015-2020), focusing this around the themes of 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/
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‘community’ (re-emphasising a commitment to academic communities of practice; 

and highlighting partnership working and the diversity of staff and students); and 

‘transition’ (to higher education, and into further study and employment). Further 

consideration will be given to how these headings might encompass taught and 

research postgraduate provision, and how objectives around internationalisation 

might fit into the Strategy.  

d. Review of Induction 2013 (Minute 54) 

Education Committee considered a review of induction week 2013. Feedback 

suggests this was a positive experience for students. Enhancements to practice 

will be made around timetabling and data collection; arrangements for students on 

combined and joint honours programmes in Arts and Humanities and Social 

Sciences and Health; and the publication of information. All departments now have 

a named contact for induction, and these will be disseminated to relevant 

colleagues. In response to student feedback, departments will be asked to review 

whether academic induction sessions might be delivered at an earlier point; and 

will also be asked to audit when such sessions happen in their programmes.  

e. Core Provision in Colleges (Minute 60(b)(i)) 

Education Committee approved a Statement of Core Provision in relation to 

student support in colleges. This sets out a minimum standard of provision 

consistent across all colleges: individual colleges can deliver support above and 

beyond the core if their funding and circumstances allow. Each college now has a 

Student Support Office which will deliver the core provision and act as the initial 

point of contact for students and staff on student support matters.  

4. Other Matters 

 

a. Endorsement of departmental action plans on undergraduate employability; action 

to consider the role of alumni visits in enhancing employability; and endorsement of 

a postgraduate employability action plan in Arts and Humanities (Minute 56(c)) 

b. Consideration of reports from early Epiphany Term 2014 meetings of FECs (Minute 

58) 

c. Consideration of a report from the 3 February 2014 meeting of QSSC (Minute 

59(a)), including: 

 approval by QSSC and Education Committee of programmes in Theology, 

Ministry and Mission (as listed in the minutes) and partnerships with the South 

East Institute for Theological Education; St. John’s College, Nottingham; 

Queen’s Foundation for Ecumenical Theological Education; St. Mellitus 

College; Trinity College Bristol with Bristol Baptist College (subject to the two 

colleges forming a legal entity capable of contracting with the University); South 

West Ministry Training Course, and Cambridge Theological Federation. These 

partnerships are part of the overarching ‘Common Awards scheme’ for 

validation of ministerial training with the Church of England; 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/2/studentsupport/
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 agreement by QSSC that policy and practice is aligned to Chapter B9 of the UK 

Quality Code (Academic Appeals and Student Complaints) and is broadly 

aligned to Chapter B3 (Learning and Teaching), with work ongoing to address 

gaps; 

 consideration of the results of the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey 

(2013), with further analysis to be undertaken on comparative areas of strength 

and weakness revealed by the survey; 

 agreement by QSSC that follow-up to the interim periodic review of taught 

postgraduate Theology and Ministry provision be complete;  

 approval by QSSC of a Global MSc Finance programme in Durham University 

Business School; 

 approval by QSSC of institution-wide exchange agreements with the University 

of Los Andes (Colombia); the Catholic University of Chile; and of agreements 

between the Business School and three South American universities. 

d. Consideration of a report from the 26 February 2014 meeting of QSSC (Minute 

59(b)), including:  

 consideration by QSSC of overviews of the annual review of research degree 

provision process and of an annual report on student exchanges;  

 approval by QSSC of revisions to the programme withdrawal process, so that 

this now referenced strategic objectives around diversity;  

 consideration of a report on undergraduate and integrated master’s 

classification data, revealing differences in attainment between students with 

less than 400 tariff points on entry and those with more; and between Home / 

EU and overseas students (the paper will be presented to UEC under separate 

cover). Departments will be asked to explore reasons behind these differences;  

 approval of a partnership between Durham University Business School and the 

China Youth Centre for International Exchange.  

e. Consideration of reports from Epiphany Term meetings of Student Experience Sub-

Committee (Minute 60), including:  

 consideration by SESC of results of the 2013 Student Experience Survey and 

the 2013 Higher Education Sports Participation Survey;  

 approval of a proposal to replace the current annual Student Experience Survey 

with triennial surveys of the non-academic elements of the student experience, 

with focus groups or other mechanisms to be used in the interim; 

 approval of proposals to enhance practice in relation to pre-application open 

days; 

 consideration by SESC of a reporting arising from the review of the College of 

St. Hild and St. Bede.  
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Annex 1: Proposed Revisions to Terms of Reference of Education 

Committee and QSSC 

Terms of Reference of Education Committee: 

The Committee shall: 

… 

k) through its Quality and Standards Sub-Committee and under delegated authority, and 

within the existing approved frameworks, approve on behalf of Senate proposals for: 

i) new undergraduate and postgraduate programmes; 

ii) revisions to existing undergraduate and postgraduate programmes; 

iii) the withdrawal of undergraduate and postgraduate programmes. 

The Committee shall report to UEC and Senate on all action taken under this delegated 

authority. … 

Terms of Reference of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee: 

The Sub-Committee shall: 

(a) consider and recommend to Education Committee policies for the maintenance and 

enhancement of the quality and standards of undergraduate and postgraduate provision, 

taking account of both the internal and external context;            … 

(d) approve on behalf of Senate proposals that particular programmes be exempt from 

aspects of Core Regulations;      … 

(rs) consider any other matters referred to it by Education Committee;  

(t) provide an annual assurance report to Education Committee and Senate on its activity in 

relation to responsibilities delegated by Senate, encompassing (a) Programme Approval 

and withdrawal, (b) Periodic Review and Accreditation, (c) Collaborative Partnerships  and 

(d) Oversight of Examination Policies and Procedures  (and, where appropriate a summary 

of other significant issues for the maintenance of academic standards identified by the sub-

committee through its monitoring processes and analyses of alignment to external 

frameworks). 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/education_committee/
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Annex 2: Proposed Revisions to Statement of Senate Delegations 

Extract from the Statement of Senate Delegations 

Education 

Education Committee has responsibility for advising Senate on the policies and procedures 

for the maintenance and enhancement of quality and standards and overseeing the 

implementation of such policies. 

Senate has agreed to delegate specific responsibility to Education Committee acting 

through its Quality and Standards Sub-Committee, within the qualification framework 

agreed by Senate: 

a) to approve new programmes; 

b) to approve changes to existing programmes and withdrawal of programmes; 

c) to approve proposals that programmes be exempt from specific aspects of Core 

Regulations;  

cd) to forward reports on action taken under this delegated responsibility to Senate 

annually. 

Education Committee is responsible for ensuring that periodic reviews of departments are 

undertaken in respect of each department's educational provision and for reporting on such 

reviews through the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee to Education Committee for 

approval. The Quality and Standards Sub-Committee is responsible to Education 

Committee and Senate for considering the reports of these reviews, for the re-validation of 

programmes of study  and reporting on this to Education Committee. Quality and Standards 

Sub-Committee is also responsible for considering reports from Faculty Periodic Review 

and Accreditation Panels on the follow-up to periodic reviews, signing off such reviews on 

behalf of EC and reporting on this to EC. 

Education Committee has responsibility on behalf of Senate for College reviews, with 

detailed consideration of College review reports being undertaken by its Student 

Experience sub-committee. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/senate/further_information_about_senate/senate_statement_of_delegation/
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Annex 3: Proposed Changes to Core Regulations and Qualification Descriptors 

CORE REGULATIONS FOR UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES 

 

DEFINITIONS 

 

 1. In these Regulations, the following definitions will apply: 

 

 A Programme of Study is an approved pathway of study leading to a particular 

named award of the University consisting of a defined combination of modules at an 

appropriate Level or Levels. 

   

A Module is a defined course of study which is self contained and which receives a 

specified number of credits. The minimum number of credits that a module is worth is 

10 credits, and the credit value of all modules is 10 credits or a multiple of 10 credits. 

Credits are gained when a student has passed the module by satisfying the Board of 

Examiners in respect of the assessment requirements for the module concerned.  

Modules cannot be sub-divided and must be taken and assessed as a whole. Each 

module is set at a given Level of study appropriate to its learning outcomes and is 

assessed against appropriate criteria. Certain modules may be defined in Special 

Regulations as prerequisites for study of certain other modules at a higher Level. Not 

all the modules listed in the Special Regulations for a given degree programme may 

be available in any one year. Students are not permitted to register for the same 

module on more than one occasion. 

 

A prerequisite module is one which must be satisfactorily completed (i.e. passed) 

prior to registration for a defined module. 

 

Corequisite modules must be studied together during the same year. 

 

Excluded combinations of modules are modules both/all of which cannot be studied 

within the same programme. 

  

A Level refers to the stage of study within a programme and hence to the year in 

which particular modules would typically be studied.  Levels, therefore, indicate the 

intellectual challenge of a module within a programme of study.  The University’s 

Level Descriptors provide a common framework for this.  Undergraduate levels in 

these regulations are numbered 1-4.  The table below shows how these levels align 

to the level numbering and descriptors of the Framework for Higher Education 

Qualifications (England, Wales and Northern Ireland): 

A Level refers to the stage of study within a programme and hence to the year in 

which a particular module would typically be studied.  It therefore indicates the 

intellectual challenge of a module or a year of study within a programme of study.  

The University’s Level Descriptors provide a common framework for this.  The 

following numbering is used in relation to Levels of study: 

   

Level 0 = foundation year; 

Level 1 = first year full-time undergraduate, typically equivalent to Certificate level; 

Level 2 = second year full-time undergraduate, typically equivalent to Diploma level; 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/The-framework-for-higher-education-qualifications-in-England-Wales-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/The-framework-for-higher-education-qualifications-in-England-Wales-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
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Level 3 = third year full-time undergraduate, typically equivalent to Honours degree 

level; 

Level 4 = fourth year full-time undergraduate, typically equivalent to Master’s degree 

level. 

 

 

Level 
FHEQ Level Full-Time Equivalent 

Typical Qualification 

Equivalent 

1 
Level 4 FT UG Year 1 

Certificate of Higher 

Education 

2 Level 5 FT UG Year 2 Diploma of Higher Education 

3 Level 6 FT UG Year 3 Honours Degree 

4 Level 7 FT UG Year 4 Masters Degree 

 

Part-time students may take 2 or 3 years to complete their studies at each Level. 

… 

 

39. Marks awarded for modules completed for the Preliminary Honours Examination will 

not count towards the final classification of the degree to be awarded. 

 

For students entering in October 2009 and thereafter:  A student who gains at least 

120 credits at Level 1 in their Preliminary Honours Examination shall be eligible to 

progress to Level 2 in the programme of study for which he/she is registered.  If he/she 

gains 120 credits at Level 1 he/she shall be eligible for the award of a Certificate in the 

named programme for which he/she is registered.  In respect of the award of a 

Certificate up to 20 credits may be gained by compensation in respect of modules 

taken during Level 1 provided that: 

 

(a) a mark of not less than 30% has been obtained in the module to be 

compensated; 

(b) the overall average for the modules taken during Level 1 is during least 40%. 

(b)(c) the achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme is not 

compromised by failure in the module concerned.  The regulations for each 

programme indicate which module(s) may not be passed by compensation 

because failure in those modules would compromise the achievement of the 

learning outcomes of the programme. 

 

... 

 

56. For students entering the University October 2011 and thereafter:  A student who has 

gained a total of at least 240 credits including at least 90 Level 2 credits and no more 

than 150 Level 1 credits shall be eligible for the award of a Diploma in the named 

programme for which he/she is registered.  In respect of the award of a Diploma up to 

40 credits may be gained by compensation in respect of modules taken during Level 1 

and /or Level 2 provided that: 

(a) a mark of not less than 30% has been obtained in the module(s) to be 

compensated; 

(b) the overall average for the modules taken during Level 2 is at least 40%. 

(b)(c) the achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme is not 

compromised by failure in the module concerned.  The regulations for each 
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programme indicate which module(s) may not be passed by compensation 

because failure in those modules would compromise the achievement of the 

learning outcomes of the programme. 

 

... 

 

64. Notwithstanding this requirement up to 40 credits may be gained by compensation 

in respect of modules taken at Level 2 and/or 3 provided that: 

 

(a) a mark of not less than 30% has been obtained in each of the modules to be 

compensated; 

(b) the overall average for all the modules taken at Levels 2 and 3 including the 

module(s) to be compensated is at least 40%.  Level 2 marks shall be weighted 

2 and Level 3 marks shall be weighted 3 to derive the average for Levels 2 and 

3 together; 

(c) the achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme is not 

compromised by failure in the module(s) concerned. The regulations for each 

programme indicate which module(s) may not be passed by compensation 

because failure in those modules would compromise the achievement of the 

learning outcomes of the programme. 

 

… 

 

UNIVERSITY OF DURHAM UNDERGRADUATE QUALIFICATION DESCRIPTORS 

 

QUALIFICATION DESCRIPTORS FOR THE FOLLOWING QUALIFICATIONS: 

 

Certificate of Higher Education 

Diploma of Higher Education 

Honours Degree 

Ordinary Degree 

Taught Master’s Degree 

 

CERTIFICATE OF HIGHER EDUCATION [FHEQ LEVEL 4] (EXAMPLE OF HOW FHEQ LEVELS 

WILL BE ADDED TO QUALIFICATION DESCRIPTORS, TO BE APPLIED TO ALL SUCH 

DESCRIPTORS) 

 

1. A Durham Certificate of Higher Education is awarded to a student who has 

demonstrated: 

... 
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Annex 4: Proposed Revisions to Policy on Membership of Boards of Examiners 

6.3.2 Membership of boards of examiners 

General guidelines 

1. The membership of boards of examiners shall be appointed annually by the chair of the 

relevant Faculty Education Committee under delegated authority from Senate (with an 

annual report being made to Senate on the exercise of this delegated authority). Where 

nominees for a board of examiners do not meet the University’s normal criteria, 

appointments must be confirmed by the chair of Education Committee. 

Internal members of boards of examiners 

2. There are three categories of internal members of boards of examiners: 

a. Full-time academic staff who members of the board of studies responsible for the 

programme(s) under consideration by the board of examiners. This group are ex officio 

members of the board of examiners.  

b. Full-time academic staff who are members of boards of studies other than the board of 

studies under consideration by the board of examiners. This group are appointed members 

of the board of examiners. 

c. Staff who are not ex officio members of any board of studies (for example, part-time staff, 

retired staff who are re-employed to undertake teaching duties, external specialists from 

industry, commerce and elsewhere). This group are also appointed members of the board 

of examiners. 

3. Nominations of members of board of examiners in category b. or c. must be submitted by 

the chair of the board of examiners to Student Registry (using the form at Appendix A6.05) 

together with a written case for the appointment being approved and (for staff in category c. 

only) the curriculum vitae of the nominee. 

4. Postgraduate students engaged in teaching or assessment will not normally be 

appointed members of a board of examiners. 

5. If the secretary to the board of examiners is a member of support staff, rather than 

academic staff, they shall not have voting rights in the board of examiners. 

External members of boards of examiners 

6. External examiners are appointed to boards of examiners in accordance with Section 10 

of the Learning and Teaching Handbook. External examiners are not normally directly 

involved in the Preliminary Honours examination process, although where serious issues 

arise with the assessment process the external examiner may be consulted. Boards of 

examiners relating to all other examination and assessment processes involve external 

examiners. 

Subject-level boards of examiners 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/a6.05.doc
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7. The membership of a subject board of examiners shall include the following members of 

staff, defined as ‘core’ members of the board of examiners: 

a. all leaders / convenors / coordinators (as appropriate) of modules on the programme(s) 

under consideration by the board of examiners
1
;  

b. the director(s) of the programme(s) under consideration by the board of examiners; 

c. the Directors of Undergraduate Studies and Postgraduate Studies (or staff with 

equivalent responsibilities) of the department / school (as appropriate for the programme(s) 

under consideration by the board); 

bd. at least one external examiner/moderator (other than for Preliminary Honours); 

ce. where the board of examiners is responsible for a programme(s) that includes modules 

from another department(s) as a required part of that programme, one or more 

representatives from that other department(s); 

8. Membership may also include: 

a. appointed members under the categories set out in paragraphs 2b. and 2c.; 

b. a member of support staff of Grade 7 or above serving as secretary to the board (such a 

secretary does not have voting rights). 

9. In exceptional circumstances, departments may submit a case for an alternative 

structure of board membership for approval by the Chair of the relevant FEC. This will 

typically be limited to programmes whose structure would lead to a very large membership 

if the requirements above were followed, or where there is no obvious equivalent to the 

core members of staff stipulated in paragraph 7c in the department.  

10. All members (both core and non-core) of the board of examiners have an equal right to 

vote on matters considered by the board (with the exception of support staff as stipulated in 

paragraph 8b above).  

… 

6.3.4: Attendance and Quorum 

Attendance 

1. Membership of Boards of Examiners is set out in Section 6.3.2 . 

2. All ‘core’ members of Boards of Examiners (as defined in paragraph 7 of section 6.3.2) 

are expected to attend meetings of the Board, particularly those held to finalise awards. 

                                                 

1
 Note that there is no requirement that convenors of modules not under consideration by the relevant 

board be members (e.g. there is no need for a Level 1 module convenor to attend a board that is 

examining only performance at Level 2 and Level 3).  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/new/6/3/2/
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Other members of the board are encouraged to attend, but do not have to do so. Staff in 

the categories set out in paragraphs 7a, 7b and 7c of section 6.3.2 may send appropriate 

nominees (drawn only from among other members of the board)  to board meetings in the 

event that they are unable to attend the board for good reason or in the event of a conflict 

of interest. This must be approved by the Chair of the Board in advance.  

3. All absences of ‘core’ members should be recorded in the minutes of the Board. 

4. Under no circumstances is it permitted to hold meetings of Boards of Examiners by 

email. 

Absence of internal members 

5. If a ‘core’ member of the board of n examiners is unable to attend a meeting of the Board 

of Examiners for good cause (e.g. research leave, illness of bereavement) this must be 

made known to, and accepted by, the Chair of the Board of Examiners in advance of the 

meeting. 

6. A brief note of the reasons for any absence must be minuted (see Section 6.3.9). If the 

Chair is in any doubt about the acceptability of any reasons for absence, he/she may 

consult with the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee. 

Absence of external examiners 

5. External examiners are full members of Boards of Examiners and are required to attend 

final examiners' meetings. 

6. If an external examiner is unable to attend a meeting of the Board of Examiners at which 

his/her presence is required: 

a. the reason for the absence must be documented and reported to the Chair of the 

relevant Faculty Education Committee; 

b. there must be clear evidence for the views of the external examiner on the marks 

awarded; 

c. the external examiner should be available for consultation; 

d. the external examiner should receive a copy of the minutes of the meeting and related 

documentation. 

7. Before any such permission will be granted, the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education 

Committee will need to be satisfied that the absence of the external examiner is 

unavoidable, that steps have been taken (as far as possible depending on the nature of the 

problem causing the absence) to ensure that the external examiner has been consulted 

and that the external examiner is satisfied with the arrangements for the meeting of the 

Board. 

8. The following are typically regarded as good reasons for the absence of an external 

examiner: 

a. illness or bereavement or similar personal difficulties; 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/new/6/3/9/
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b. an unavoidable clash of commitments; 

c. a very small number of students on a programme where the external examiner has seen 

all the assessed work and no complications have arisen. 

Substitution 

9. Substitutes for members of Boards of Examiners are only permitted in exceptional 

circumstances. Any such cases require the approval of the Chair of the relevant Faculty 

Education Committee. 

Conflicts of interest 

10.9 All members of the Board of Examiners must declare any personal interest, 

involvement or relationship with a student being assessed to the Chair of the Board of 

Examiners in advance of the meeting. The Chair has the right to ask the examiner to 

withdraw from the meeting when the student in question is discussed. He/she may consult 

with the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee for advice. If the conflict of 

interest involves the Chair of the Board of Examiners, the Chair of the relevant Faculty 

Education Committee should be consulted 

Quoracy of Subject Boards of Examiners 

1110. In order to be quorate a meeting of a subject Board of Examiners must have present: 

a. the Chair of the Board of Examiners; 

b. the Secretary of the Board of Examiners; 

c. all the external examiners; 

d. where the Secretary to the Board of Examiners is a member of academic staff: 

internal members of the Board of Examiners equal to number of appointed external 

examiners, plus one; where the Secretary to the Board of Examiners is not a member 

of academic staff: internal members of the Board of Examiners equal to number of 

appointed external examiners, plus two. 

…  
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Annex 5: Summary of University overview of reports from external examiners for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2012/13 

Background 

1. This is an executive summary of the University overview of external examiners’ 
reports for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes for 2012/13 (the full 
report is available as Document QSSC/13/71). The purpose of this overview is to 
inform the development of learning and teaching policy and practice, by allowing 
generic issues arising from the reports to be identified. This report identifies 
significant issues of University policy arising from the examiners’ reports, and 
summarises QSSC’s response.  

Key Issues Arising from Reports 

2. All external examiners submitted reports. The overwhelming majority of external 
examiners were highly complimentary about the effectiveness of the 2012/13 
assessment process and the way this was managed. Almost all external examiners 
also confirmed that they received relevant background documentation. A very small 
number of particular issues (normally relating to timing, rather than supply, of 
information) were identified, and will be addressed at faculty or departmental level. 
 

3. The external examiners’ report form asks examiners to mark a number of 
statements relating to quality and standards on a scale of 1-3 (with 3 indicating that 
a statement is fully met). The following table indicates the percentage of external 
examiners reports which indicated ‘3’ in respect of these questions:  

Table 1: % of External Examiners responding ‘3’ in respect of general 
statements on quality and standards (and thus that these aspects had been 
fully / consistently met): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. 100% of examiners confirmed that programmes were aligned with QAA subject 
benchmarks, whilst 97% fully agreed that curricula enabled learning outcomes to 

Question: 
% Fully 
Agree 

a. To what extent do the aims and objectives (intended learning 
outcomes) of the programme align with the subject 
benchmarks? 100% 

b. To what extent does the design of the curriculum enable the 
intended learning outcomes of the programme to be met? 97% 

c. Are the standards of the programme consistent with those 
required by the university qualification descriptors and so with 
the QAA Framework for Higher Education Qualifications? 97% 

d. Were the academic standards of student work comparable with 
similar programmes with which you are familiar? 97% 

e. Do the assessment criteria permit a confident judgement of 
student achievement against the learning outcomes? 89% 

f. Was the marking consistent with the assessment criteria? 83% 

g. Did the assessment policies and procedures appear to you to 
be appropriate? 89% 

h. Were the assessment policies and procedures adhered to? 95% 

i. Was the choice of subjects for dissertations/major projects 
appropriate? 95% 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/qssc07/QSSC_13_71.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/10/A10.5.docx
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be met; that academic standards were aligned with the Framework for Higher 
Education Qualifications; and that standards were comparable with similar 
programmes. 95% of external examiners felt the choice of subjects for dissertations 
to be appropriate and that assessment policies were adhered to. Responses to the 
remaining questions (on appropriateness and use of assessment criteria and the 
appropriateness of policies and procedures) were in line with, or better than, the 
equivalent past analysis. Where examiners did not give a mark of ‘3’, these 
responses generally related to specific concerns that will be addressed by 
departments: no concerns were identified at University level. The results can thus 
be seen as a strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards. 

 

5. External examiners are also asked a series of open-ended questions about quality 
and standards. Common issues or concerns arising from reports have been 
identified over the past five years. Given the endorsement of the University’s 
academic standards and the quality of provision, these must be read as areas for 
potential enhancement. QSSC has instigated the following actions in response to 
issues emerging from these reports: 

 

a) reviewing the exercise of the framework for discretion by boards of examiners 
introduced in 2010/11. The number of examiners raising this as a concern 
declined (from 18% to 11%), and some examiners stated that the process was 
now operating effectively. No external examiner indicated that the framework 
had been applied inappropriately. Nevertheless, this still remained a concern for 
some examiners (with no common theme emerging). QSSC will thus investigate 
the operation of this framework, particularly to assess its impact on the number 
of first class degrees awarded and whether additional guidance for staff is 
required; 
 

b) encouraging departments to use the full range of the marking scale, in light of 
comments from a number of examiners that departments should use the full 
range of marks at the top end when high-quality work merited this. QSSC noted 
the importance of using the full range of the scale given that classification is 
based on an average weighted mean (and thus not awarding marks at the top 
end of the scale if merited has implications, for instance in relation to 
discretion). QSSC will also remind departments that marks ending in ‘9’ should 
not be used to avoid making a clear decision on if work merits being within a 
particular classification boundary; 
 

c) reminding departments of University policy with respect to the involvement of 
examiners in setting examination papers and summative coursework, in light of 
concerns expressed by a small number of examiners;  
 

Action Requested 

6. Senate is asked to note the key issues emerging from the external examiners’ 
reports (as articulated above) and QSSC’s response, in particular the endorsement 
of the University’s academic standards set out in Table 1.   

 

 

 

 


