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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

(UNDERGRADUATE) 
 

17 October 2012 
 

Present: Dr. T Fawcett (Chair), Dr H Armstrong, Dr. J Blowey, Dr P Bowcock, Prof. J 
Gatehouse, Dr. A Hughes, Dr D Smith, Dr C Woodward (vice Prof G Love), with Mrs M King 
and Mrs J Kenwright (Minute 1), Mrs J McAloon (Minute 2), Mrs C Richardson (Minute 2 and 
Minute 3), Dr NJG Wright (Minute 9a), and Miss N Brennan (Secretary)  
 
Apologies: Prof G Love and Prof D Toll 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 

1. Preliminary Honours Boards of Examiners 
 
Considered: a proposal to delegate to subject boards of examiners the authority to 
make progression decisions for students from Level 1 to Level 2 and a mechanism and 
timescales for the process to take place; 

Document ECSSCUG1201 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in 2011-12 Senate had agreed to abolish Faculty Preliminary Honours 

Examination Boards, and to delegate to subject boards of examiners the authority 
to make progression decisions for students from Level 1 to Level 2, and that the 
paper proposed a mechanism and timescales for the process; 
 

(b) that in previous academic years Level 1 subject boards of examiners had met in 
week 26 of the academic year, the week immediately following the examination 
period, and that preliminary honours boards of examiners had met in week 27 to 
confirm progression decisions.  Results had then been published in week 28, the 
final week of term; 
 

(c) that in order to make progression decisions, subject boards of examiners would 
need to consider marks relating to modules taken in other departments and that it 
was therefore important that the new process ensured that marks for all subjects 
for all Level 1 students were available in Banner in advance of subject boards 
scheduled meetings; 
   

(d) that the proposed process and timescales assumed that the overall timescales for 
the production of results would not change and that the reason for this was that 
the issue of timescales for preliminary honours boards of examiners was 
considered as part of the Examinations and Assessment Report by the Learning 
and Teaching Committee in December 2009 and that there was not support for 
any change to existing timescales.  This earlier consultation on the issue of 
timescales had resulted in contraints being put on the examination and it was 
proposed that there was an opportunity to review this issue again; 

 
(e) that it was proposed that there should be a deadline at the end of week 26 for all 

provisional Level 1 marks to be entered into Banner and that this would allow 
Level 1 subject boards of examiners to meet in week 27 to consider progression 
with a full complement of marks for every student; 
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(f) that the proposal would introduce a further deadline on the Wednesday of week 

27 for all Level 1 marks to be confirmed in Banner noting that any provisional mark 
that was change that could affect progression following the initial marks entry 
deadline should be notified to the appropriate board of examiners where the mark 
is in respect of a module taken from a different department to that of the degree 
programme for the candidate and that this would then allow chair’s action to be 
taken if necessary to amend a result before the results were released for pass list 
publication on the Thursday of week 27; 

 
(g) that it was proposed that the production of pass lists would be by programme 

rather than by faculty.  Pass lists would be produced by Student Planning and 
Assessment from Thursday of week 27 and that publication to students would take 
place Monday to Wednesday of week 28, in line with the current timescales; 

 
(h) that the proposal had particular implications for the Combined Honours, Joint 

Honours and Natural Sciences programmes, as while there were final honours 
boards for these programmes there were currently no Level 1 boards of 
examiners.  There had been consultation with the faculty offices in relation to 
these implications and two options had emerged to establish Boards of Examiners 
to take the Level 1 progression decisions.  The first option would be to establish a 
Level 1 Board of Examiners for each of the five sets of programmes.  The second 
option would be to establish a single Level 1 Board of Examiners for all multi-
disciplinary programmes and that this would consider Level 1 result, and 
progression to Level 2, for all of these programmes.  It was suggested that the 
second option would be less resource intensive and therefore preferable but 
Student Planning and Assessment would welcome comments from FEC members 
on these options; 

 
(i) that there was concern about the timescale involved, with more work scheduled to 

be completed in weeks 26 and 27 and the need to arrange a second meeting of 
boards of examiners to consider the Level 1 outcomes and to make decisions on 
progression from Level 1 to Level 2; 

 
(j) that it was recognised that the publication of pass lists would need to be 

completed by the end of term as the results had implications for the production of 
resit materials and the provision of academic advice to students in respect of resit 
opportunities as required and module choices for Level 2; 

 
(k) that there remained concerns regarding the consideration of serious adverse 

circumstances by individual departments and how inconsistencies between 
departmental grading where students took modules from more than one 
department would be addressed with the introduction of subject boards of 
examiners at Level 1; 

 
(l) that departments could consider whether it would be possible to consider those 

Level 1 students who had no progression issues or had straightforward 
progression issues at the meeting currently scheduled in week 26 to consider 
Level 2 and Level 3 results and that the Chair could then make decisions in week 
27 on students who had taken modules outside of their host departments when 
those results were available on Banner without an additional meeting being 
arranged; 

 
(m) that an alternative option would be for departments to consider issues relating to 

quality assurance and the management of the examinations and assessment 
period at the meeting of the board of examiners in week 26 and that a second 
meeting could then be arranged in week 27 to consider Level 1 progression 
outcomes; 
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Agreed:  that the comments would be fed back to Student Planning and Assessment 
for consideration in the production of a final report to be taken to Education Committee. 

Action: NDB 
 

2. Graduate Employment Comparison 2012 
 

Considered: the annual report on graduate first destination statistics; 
Document ECSSCUG1202 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report provided an overview of the current graduate market conditions at 

national level and set out how the University had performed in relation to graduate 
destinations, using data from both the Destination of Leavers of Higher Education 
(DLHE) Survey and the Times Good University Guide; 
 

(b) that the University had set an ambitious target that by 2020 both the University 
and each of its departments were to be in the top five or top five percent when 
they were ranked by graduate prospects scores as published in the Times Good 
University Guide.  The 2013 Times Good University Guide had been published in 
June 2012 and the results for the University were very positive; 

 
(c) that the number of Durham leavers entering all forms of employment had risen 

again by 1% to reach 63% and that this was the first consecutive rise since 2006.  
Between 2010 and 2011, first degree leaver employment rose by 2% and 
postgraduate research rose by 9%.  The increase in employment for postgraduate 
research leavers may in part be explained by an increased return rate from this 
group, which at 85.2% was the highest return rate ever recorded for the DLHE 
survey.  There had been a fall in postgraduate taught employment of 3% in this 
period; 

 
(d) that there had also been a positive movement in unemployment for all leavers, 

with data showing a fall from 7.6% in 2010 to 7.4% in 2011.  The unemployment 
level for postgraduate research leavers had shown the greatest fall, from 10.7% in 
2010 to 3.9% in 2001.  The unemployment level for postgraduate taught leavers 
had increased from 4.7% to 8% in the same period and the first degree leaver 
unemployment levels had shown minimal change and at 7.6% remained below the 
national average of 9%;  

 
(e) that the rapid rise in first degree leavers entering postgraduate study in 2009 when 

it reached 34.9% had been confirmed as an exceptional year, with 2011 levels 
once again similar to those of 2008 at 29.2%.  This increasingly underlined the 
belief that the temporary rise resulted from the additional Class of 2009 
postgraduate bursaries; 

 
(f) that in the 2013 Times Good University Guide the University had achieved a 

ranking of 9th  in terms of employability/graduate prospects with a score of 78.5% 
and that 21 departments were ranked in the top five compared to 14 in the 2012 
Guide, 6 departments were ranked between 6 and 10, 4 departments were ranked 
between 11 and 20, and that 2 departments were ranked outside the top 20 for 
graduate prospects; 

 
(g) that in the Faculty of Science there were five departments ranked in the top 5 for 

graduate prospects, one department ranked between 6 and 10, three departments 
ranked between 11 and 20, and one department ranked outside the top 20; 

 
(h) that there remained an issue with the data available in relation to engineering 

programmes as a result of the previous JACS coding structure for the individual 
programmes but that this had been raised by the Careers, Employability and 
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Enterprise Centre as an issue with the compilers of the Times Good University 
Guide and that from the 2014 Guide onwards it was understood that all 
engineering programmes would be coded to a single JACS code to provide a 
single graduate prospects score for Engineering; 

 
(i) that it was recognised that there was a significant time lag in the datasets used by 

the various league tables and that more recent data was available from the 
Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre on request; 

 
(j) that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre was in a position to support 

departmental activity in this area and that they were keen to increase the level of 
engagement with a view to improving the graduate first destination statistics and, 
as a consequence, the departmental and University ranking; 

 
(k) that there were resources available via the Careers, Employability and Enterprise 

Centre webpages which had been developed specifically for staff use (accessible 
with a Durham University username and password), including the Graduate 
Employment Market Statistics (GEMS) and Departmental Destination Summary 
Sheets; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that members would disseminate this information to colleagues in their 

departments and that they would encourage them to engage with the support 
made available by the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that the Secretary would liaise with those departments whose Graduate Prospect 
Score did not meet the University’s benchmark for their subject area to work with 
CEEC and the Chair to develop an action plan to achieve the improvements 
required to position themselves within the top 5 of top 5%; 

Action: NDB   
 

(c) that the Secretary would circulate the good practice guide collated by the Careers, 
Employability and Enterprise Centre from information provided by departments; 

Action: NDB 
 

(d) that the Secretary would circulate a list identifying the Careers, Employability and 
Enterprise departmental advisers and the nominated departmental contact for 
information. 

Action: NDB 
 

3. Academic Advisers and Employability and Skills 
 

Considered: the tools and opportunities available for skills development and support 
for Academic Advisers; 

Document ECSSCUG1203 
Noted: 
 
(a) that information had been circulated to staff and students by the Careers, 

Employability and Enterprise Centre in relation to the Graduate Skills Audit which 
had been introduced and that this had referred to the outcomes of the Skills Audit 
being addressed in meetings with academic advisers; 
 

(b) that more than half of incoming students had completed the Graduate Skills Audit 
prior to arrival at Durham; 
 

(c) that the introduction of academic advisers systems in departments offered an 
increased opportunity for interaction with students to identify ways in which any 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/careers/password/durhamuniversitystaff/graduatedestinations/gems/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/careers/password/durhamuniversitystaff/graduatedestinations/gems/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/careers/password/durhamuniversitystaff/graduatedestinations/departmentsummarysheets/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/careers/password/durhamuniversitystaff/graduatedestinations/departmentsummarysheets/
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gaps identified by the Skills Audit could be addressed, even if this was achieved 
by the academic advisers referring students to alternative sources of support such 
as the information available on the employability and skills tab on duo or extra-
curricular offerings via Experience Durham.  The information on duo was primarily 
aimed at students and was intended to provide definitions of skills and an 
indication of other likely sources of support, and that academic advisers could use 
this as a signpost; 

 
(d) that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre had worked with College 

Mentors and the Library to increase their knowledge of the Graduate Skills Audit 
and to develop the support elements available, and that departments would be 
expected to support students in developing subject specific and study skills 
identified in the Audit; 

 
(e) that whilst it was recognised that the Graduate Skills Audit would likely develop 

over time, it would be useful if the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre 
could provide guidance on the anticipated roles of different groups in this area, 
such as academic advisers in departments, College mentors, and Experience 
Durham; 

 
(f) that it was not intended to measure a students’ skills development during their 

programme of study but that the exercise was about encouraging students during 
their time at Durham.  Academic Advisers could encourage students to record 
skills development using the Personal Development Plan and this would form an 
impression of how students had progressed during their time at Durham; 

 
(g) that the key issue for departments was to review existing provision and determine 

how this delivered such skills and that it was not intended that departments 
introduce new elements to their provision.  The Careers, Employability and 
Enterprise Centre had developed an Employer Advisory Forum and that both the 
Centre itself and the Forum members could be approached to consider elements 
of current and proposed taught provision to identify where skills on the Graduate 
Skills Audit might be developed; 

 
(h) that a training event had been organised with support from the Centre for 

Academic and Researcher Development on 16 November 2012 which would look 
at support for the Graduate Skills Audit and how it would fit with existing schemes 
such as the Durham Award and Personal Development Planning, and the roles 
which would support this activity; 

 
(i) that the Durham Award had been introduced to meet a perceived need and to 

allow students to reflect and articulate on the skills which had been developed via 
extra-curricular activity.  The students were also given the opportunity to receive 
valuable feedback from the submission and interview process required to achieve 
the Durham Award.  The students who did not apply for the Durham Award could 
be directed to PDPs as an alternate way of recording such skills development; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that members would inform colleagues of the supporting information made 

available by the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre, both on the 
webpages and on the employability and skills tab on duo; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that colleagues would be encouraged to sign up to attend the CARD session on 
the Graduate Skills Audit. 

Action: ALL 
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4. Late Submission of Assessed Work 
 
Considered: proposed revisions to the University’s policy on the late submission of 
assessed work; 

Document ECSSCUG1204 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in June 2012 Education Committee were informed of the concerns of the 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
regarding the University’s current policy on the late submission of assessed work.  
Education Committee agreed that the policy should be reviewed in light of these 
concerns and that the views of all departments on this issue should be sought 
through FECs; 
 

(b) that in light of the concerns raised by the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
Education Committee (Undergraduate) Education Committee agreed to amend 
the policy relating to the late submission of assessed work to allow departments to 
set different deadlines for the submission of hard and electronic copies of the 
same assessment task, where a department required submission in both formats 
(Minute EC 11/133 refers), and that a more comprehensive review of the 
University’s policy in this area should be undertaken; 

 
(c) that there was no distinction made in the current University policy between the 

punishment for work submitted only slightly late and work that was significantly 
late and that the primary concern raised by the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) Education Committee related to 
proportionality, specifically to the blanket policy of awarding a mark of zero to 
summatively assessed work which was submitted late, without an extension being 
approved by the department.  It was argued that the not only was the award of a 
mark of zero disproportionate in and of itself, but that the impact of this 
disproportionality was particularly harsh where students had no opportunity to resit 
the assessment for which a mark of zero was awarded, noting that for Level 3 and 
Level 4 modules in undergraduate and integrated master’s degrees no resits were 
permitted; 
 

(d) that comparator analysis of the Russell Group institutions had demonstrated that 
while there were other HEIs that adopted a similar policy to Durham’s the general 
pattern was for greater gradation of penalties for late submission and what looked 
to be less harsh penalties for later submission.  It also seemed that most HEIs had 
established an institution-wide approach in order to ensure that all students were 
treated equitably; 

 
(e) that when the current University policy was approved, the decision to adopt a 

single and significant penalty was taken at least in part as it was felt that it would 
be difficult for departments and the University to manage an approach based on a 
sliding scale and that a sliding scale would mean that there were multiple 
deadlines around which there could be potential for a lack of clarity for both staff 
and students; 

 
(f) that it was suggested that the approach proposed would restore proportionality to 

the penalties for late submission but would not create the additional work in 
managing late submissions that a full sliding scale would be likely to create.  This 
approach would be to stipulate that where a student missed a stated deadline for 
apiece of summatively assessed coursework, the mark for this work would be 
capped at the pass mark for the type of provision if the work was handed in up to 
seven calendar days after the published deadline.  Work handed in later than 
seven days after the stated deadline would not be marked, and would receive a 
mark of zero; 
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(g) that it was proposed that such an approach would continue to ensure a consistent 
University approach whilst continuing to emphasise to students the importance of 
managing their work in order to meet deadlines and could restore a better sense 
of proportionality to penalties, without creating an overly complex and difficult to 
administer system; 

 
(h) that in addition to proposing changes to the penalties for late submission the 

revised draft University policy clarified and updated the requirements for 
publicising to students deadlines for summatively assessed work; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a) that the departments in the Faculty of Science had experienced issues in relation 

to students receiving a mark of zero for the late submission of assessed work but 
that in the main these had been isolated instances and that the current approach 
of publicising submission deadlines for the entirety of the academic year had been 
viewed positively in terms of providing sufficient clarity to manage workloads by 
both staff and students; 
 

(b) that the general view was that the implementation of such proposed changes 
would result in additional work for departments, recognising the likely need to 
revise departmental submission procedures to take account of the change and to 
inform students of the change in policy, and that it was suggested that the 
proposed revisions would also have implications for academic staff workloads in 
terms of the potential for an increased period for marking work and turnaround of 
feedback; 

 
(c) that late submission of work would delay generic feedback being issued shortly 

after the submission deadline which could have implications for the whole student 
cohort; 

 
(d) that it was felt that the proposed revisions could encourage individual students to 

take liberties in regard to late submission of assessed work and that the 
departments would not encourage such an approach and would prefer to maintain 
the current policy with students expected to submit by the agreed and published 
deadline; 
 

(e) that members agreed with the assertion that the ability to manage a demanding 
workload and meet deadlines was a key graduate quality that all students who 
successfully completed a programme of study at Durham should be able to 
demonstrate and that there was little support expressed for a policy relating to 
proportionality with the introduction of a sliding scale of penalties depending on 
whether the assessed work was submitted only slightly late or significantly late; 

 
 

(f) that the comments would be fed back to contribute to the development of a report 
to Education Committee. 

Action: NDB 
 

5. Use of Easter Term  
 
Considered: the potential use of the final three weeks of the Easter Term for learning 
and teaching; 

Document ECSSCUG1205 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the issue had been passed up to Education Committee following discussion of 

the issue at a previous meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) and that 
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details of current practice had been requested from all departments to collate a 
University-wide view of existing activities; 

 
(b) that the departments in the Faculty of Science appeared to schedule a significant 

amount of learning and activity in the final three weeks of the Easter term, both in 
terms of sessions for students to develop skills which would lead into modules at 
the next level and opportunities to explore employability options, and this activity 
was not mandatory but was positively received by students; 
 

(c) that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences had not been able to 
identify a productive use for the final three weeks for Level 1 students who are 
going into Level 2 but that they used this period of term to run a number of Level 3 
elements which were taken by students leaving Level 2 and going into Level 3.  In 
previous academic years the School had run Level 3 field courses and from this 
academic year would also be running Level 3 workshop modules which were two-
week practically based courses which each studied a particular topic.  The School 
also used this period to arrange a School-wide research day, with presentations 
by Level 3 students who have carried out research projects, Biology Enterprise 
projects, and Biology Into Schools project;   

 
(d) that the Department of Chemistry currently used this period to start Level 2 

students on their dissertation and that from June 2013 this would be revised to 
reflect the new capstone dissertation.  In June 2012 the department had revised 
the available dissertation training in preparation for the introduction of the new 
capstone dissertation and also ran a series of sessions which covered writing long 
documents, use of the library resources for literature searching, use of Chemdraw, 
and scientific writing.  The department currently planned to run the same sessions 
in week 26 of the 2012/13 academic year and also intended to develop plans to 
use teaching weeks 26 to 28 for Level 1 students to enhance their scientific writing 
and presentation skills and to use this period to prepare Level 3 students for their 
Level 4 projects; 

 
(e) that the Department of Earth Sciences used the final weeks of the Easter term for 

field courses and dissertation preparation.  It was reported that some Level 2 
students had in the past had concessions to leave early to start their dissertation 
fieldwork in this period, particularly those travelling abroad; 

 
(f) that the School of Engineering and Computer Science held a one week practical 

course for Level 1 students, the Professional Engineering Applications Course, 
which was not summatively assessed but was a requirement for professional 
accreditation.  The School did not indicate any activity was undertaken with Level 
2 or Level 3 students in this period; 

 
(g) that the Department of Mathematical Sciences used the final three weeks in a 

number of ways.  Academic Advisers use these final three weeks as an 
opportunity to meet with students progressing to higher years to review their 
progress during the year and to discuss module choices.  Students at Level 2 and 
Level 3 who intend to take project modules the following year would attend 
meetings during this period to agree project allocation and to meet with their 
project supervisors to discuss preparation for the project.  Students who will 
embark on their year abroad in the following academic year attend a series of 
meetings to advise them on practical and cultural issues, as well as specific 
mathematics language preparation.  In future the department has planned new 
‘induction’ sessions for students progressing to higher levels which will provide 
information about teaching methods and modules to aid with choice, indicate any 
important changes to the programme from previous years, and summarise the 
Department’s action plan in response to student feedback; 
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(h) that the Department of Physics had introduced a new activity with effect from the 
2010/11 academic year.  These Level 2 lab-based “Bridge Projects” had been 
introduced for Level 1 students going into Level 2 to attend.  The Department 
indicated that no activity was undertaken with Level 2 or Level 3 students in this 
period, but that they would not be adverse to appropriate developments being 
identified for consideration; 

 
(i) the Department of Psychology used this period for a number of teaching and 

learning activities.  Students were able to meet with supervisors to agree projects 
for the following year, staff were available to undertake supervision of the 
preparation and submission of applications for ethical approval, these applications 
would be considered by the ethic committee and feedback on applications that 
were not approved would be provided.  The Department also arranged meetings 
with students who requested feedback on examinations and scheduled 
supervision of dissertations for Level 4 students on MSc programmes.  Staff used 
this period to conduct interviews and CRB training for students registered for the 
Psychology into Schools module.  The department also used the final three weeks 
of the Easter term to schedule activities linked to employability and career 
opportunities; 

 
(j) that there remained an issue with the students on the Natural Sciences 

programmes being able to access opportunities offered by departments due to 
scheduling conflicts but that it was recognised that some departments did offer 
more than one opportunity to attend activities scheduled, including the Physics 
“Bridge Projects” which were run across a two week period but which an individual 
student would also work on for one week;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that departments would continue to consider further opportunities to utilise the 

final three weeks of the Easter term for learning and teaching activities; 
Action: ALL 

 
(b) that the comments would be fed back to Education Committee. 

Action: NDB 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
6. Membership and Terms of Reference 
 

Received:  the membership and terms of reference of Faculty of Science Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) for 2012/13; 

Documents ECSSC1206 
 

Reported: that the schedules of business for Faculty Education Committee and its sub-
committees for 2012/13 were available on the Academic Support Office webpages at 
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/.  

 
7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) held 2 May 2012; 

Document ECSSCUG1207 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 2 May 2012. 
Document ECSSCUG1208 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/


 

Academic Support Office  Page 10 of 16 

  

8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 
Document ECSSCUG1209  

 
Noted: that departments would be reminded of the need to include the specification for 
the approved model of electronic calculators in the examination paper rubric in line 
with the Faculty policy. 

Action: NDB 
 

9. Chair’s Business 
 

Considered:  the following items of Chair’s business: 
 

(a) Induction  
 

Considered: a brief outline of the Department of History’s approach to induction 
and discussion on initial feedback on the October 2012 induction week; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Department of History had introduced a phased approach to induction 

which included elements at all levels across the academic year with 
decreasing intensive as the students progressed through their programme of 
study.  The approach involved a series of meetings at which more than one 
member of academic staff would be present and which would allow these 
individuals to interact and communicate how the different elements of the 
department would work together; 
 

(ii) that a by-product of this enhanced approach to induction was the opportunity 
for the department to address inconsistent messages and to ensure that core 
ideas were expressed to students en masse and that this approach had been 
introduced in response to feedback in MEQs and core concerns expressed by 
students; 

 
(iii) that the Department of History considered opportunities to give students 

feedback as a cohort one such opportunity to ensure that consistent 
messages were presented, a session in January of each academic year 
would be arranged to allow programme and module leaders the opportunity to 
identify key themes and core learning points or areas of concerns and 
presented an arena for open discussion between staff and students; 

 
(iv) that the Department of History recognised that the arranged sessions allowed 

staff an opportunity to show the students their enthusiasm for their subject 
and to outline the expectations for students on their programme of study; 
 

(v) that departments were aware that actual personal contact between students 
and staff was viewed as incredibly positive by the incoming students and that 
this also fostered a sense of community in gathering the students together; 
 

(vi) that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences believed that the 
enhanced induction period had gone well and that positive feedback had been 
received from the incoming students.  It was noted that the induction week 
was not considered a teaching week and that there had been members of 
academic staff who had not been present and that this would be considered 
further in terms of ensuring a level of School-wide interaction with the 
induction activities; 
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(vii) that the Department of Chemistry had a positive view of the induction activity 
over the five week period but that they had been made aware of students 
having experienced difficulty in registering for elective modules, particularly 
language options, where they had met the pre-requisites for the language 
modules but had still not been able to register and that it would be useful if the 
School of Modern Languages and Cultures could clarify registration 
arrangements for non-MLAC students and ensure that modules outlines were 
correct in terms of identifying tied options and open options; 

 
(viii) the Department of Mathematics had also received positive feedback from 

students, noting that it had been necessary to run some sessions multiple 
times to ensure that students were given the opportunity to attend but that 
students appeared to have appreciated these efforts; 

 
(ix) that the Level 1 Course Director in the Department of Physics had provided 

the Chair of FEC (Undergraduate) with a list of issues following the induction 
week; 

 
(x) that the Department of Psychology had planned a very social induction period, 

including holding sessions in a marquee that had been erected for the five day 
period, and that this had been positively received by the incoming students; 

 
(xi) that different departments had used different methodologies to identify which 

sessions students were expected to attend certain induction sessions.  Some 
had determined attendance by College, some had used Banner numbers, 
some had grouped by surname and others had given students the opportunity 
to select their preferred session; 

 
(xii) that it was recognised that arrangements for students on the Natural Sciences 

programmes to attend induction sessions at individual departments remained 
a challenge but that those departments delivering modules which were open 
to students on these programmes often ran multiple sessions and were aware 
of the need to be as flexible as possible to maximise opportunities to attend; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the arrangements for students to register on elective modules outside of 

their host department should be clarified in future years, particularly the 
arrangements for students to register on language modules, as this had 
presented significant difficulties in the October 2012 induction period; 
 

(ii) that the information provided on the University’s website on the induction 
week could benefit from review to identify good practice, ensure there was a 
consistent message communicated from all departments, and to consider any 
gaps; 

 
(iii) that there were specific issues with arrangements for students to register on 

elective modules which should be addressed and that the School of Modern 
Languages and Cultures in particular should be encouraged to clarify 
registration arrangements for the modules they delivered to ensure that it was 
clear which modules were not tied to specific degree programmes; 

 
(iv) that the departments in the Faculty of Science were particularly concerned 

that there should be a way of collating information on registration, including 
student numbers, with some colleagues indicating that they had experienced 
difficulty in accessing student numbers on modules via Banner; 
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(v) that it would be useful if the University could express a view on the 
expectations in relation to availability of academic staff during the induction 
period given that it was not recognised as a teaching week; 

 
(vi) that students had fed back to departments that the emails issued by CIS had 

not been helpful and that many had been cut off from IT access despite 
having completed the registration process but that this had not registered on 
the system, students on the Natural Sciences programmes had experienced 
particular difficulties in this area; 

 
(vii) that the comments would be fed back to the Induction Implementation Group; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) Capstone Modules 
 
Considered: a report on the outline structure of capstone modules already in place 
or being developed by departments for introduction in the 2013/14 academic year; 

Document ECSSCUG1210 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the issue of the introduction of capstone modules for the 2013/14 

academic year had been raised at previous meetings of FEC and had been 
discussed at the recent Faculty of Science Strategic Retreat; 

 
(ii) that departments would be expected to finalise proposals for introduction in 

the 2012/13 curriculum development cycle, with a deadline of the end of 
January 2013 so that they could be considered for approval to come into 
effect for the following academic year; 

 
(iii) that departments had provided information on the existing provision and 

current proposals to meet the requirement in the Principles for the 
Development of the Taught Curriculum in relation to capstone modules; 

 
(iv) that it was recognised that the various Into Schools options were often limited 

by the number of placements which were available in schools but that the 
Science Outreach Team would continue to try and source as many 
placements as possible and that departments should continue to liaise with 
them closely; 

 
(v) that the opportunity to offer research projects to students on the Natural 

Sciences programmes could often be limited by staff capacity to offer 
supervision and that departments should continue to liaise with the Deputy 
Head of Faculty (Natural Sciences) to outline opportunities which could be 
made available; 

 
(vi) that the proposed capstone modules could involve workshops and skills 

sessions but that the student would undertake the bulk of the work 
independently; 

 
(vii) that departments who intended to include group work as an element of the 

module would need to ensure that there was a method in place to assess the 
contribution of individual students to this group work; 

 
(viii) that the introduction of the capstone module could result in the need to re-

introduce previously discontinued exit qualifications, specifically the BChem 
and the BPhys, as a result of changes to the learning outcomes required at 
Level 3 of the specific BSc programmes and changes to the four year MChem 
and MPhys programmes; 
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(ix) that it was not expected that employability and skills or internationalisation 
elements were explicitly outlined in the module information but that these 
themes were expected to be threaded through the skills and learning outcome 
sections of the module outline; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that departments would continue to review existing options and develop plans 

for new capstone modules to ensure that they met with the requirements of 
the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum in line with the 
agreed schedule for implementation; 

Action: ALL 
 

(ii) that further consideration would be given to the development of a draft module 
outline for a proposed Public Understanding of Science module which could 
be delivered by the Science Outreach Team and which would have no pre-
requisites; 

Action: JB 
 

(c) Academic Progress Notice Process 
 
Reported: that the meeting of QSSC on 6 June 2012 received a report on the 
progress of past students on Academic Progress Notices within the Faculty of 
Science (Document QSSC/11/141d) and it was subsequently agreed by Education 
Committee that the APN procedure would be revised to provide additional support 
to students who complete an APN period.  Departments should communicate to 
academic advisers when one of their advisees is subject to an APN, to allow the 
adviser to offer support to the student.  The adviser might also discuss with the 
relevant Senior Tutor ways in which the student could be supported.  Beyond the 
academic adviser system, departments more broadly should also play a role in 
supporting students on APNs both in the year the APN occurred and after this 
period.  It was also vital that departments identify students who are struggling to 
meet their academic commitments, and communicate this to faculty officers, as 
soon as possible.  The guidance on APNs was located in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook at http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/2/6/3/;  

 
(d) Annual Review 
 

Reported: that the deadline for submission of annual review documentation to the 
Academic Support Office was 26 October 2012 and that departments were 
reminded of the importance of ensuring that action plans at annual review 
incorporated clear objectives linked to the Education Strategy. 
 

10. Departmental Business 
 
Noted:  that whilst it was appreciated that a large number of tutorial rooms had been 
made available on the Science site it should be noted that there were a number of 
rooms where the whiteboard provision was not sufficient for the amount of writing 
which was involved in some sessions, particular where complex theories or formulae 
were involved; 
 
Agreed: that this issue would be raised with colleagues who had responsibility for 
considering the provision of facilities and learning resources. 
 

11. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 16 May 2012; 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/qssc07/QSSC_11_141d.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/2/6/3/
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Document ECSSCUG1211 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that Senate had approved the Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy for 

2012-17 and an action plan for the implementation of the Strategy in 2012/13, 
as set out at Document S/11/97; 
 

(ii) that Senate had approved principles on MEQs set out in Document S/11/100; 
and that further work would be undertaken to implement the principles during 
2012/13; 

 
(iii) the discussion of a proposed action plan for 2012/13 in respect of the 

Education and Postgraduate Strategies (as set out in Document EC/11/135), 
which was subsequently approved by Senate; 

 
Agreed: 
 

(i) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 
departments to address any implications arising for their practice of Senate’s 
approval of proposals from the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish 
Group, as set out in Document S/11/99; 
 

(ii) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 
departments to review their programme regulations during 2012/13 in light of 
proposals from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group, as approved 
by Senate and set out in Attachment II of Document S/11/108; 

 
(iii) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

departments to revise their practice in light of Senate and Council’s approval 
of changes to Residence Regulations for undergraduate students as set out in 
Attachment IV of Document S/11/108; 

 
(iv) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

departments to disseminate Senate’s approval of term dates for 2015/16 to 
2017/18, as set out at Document EC/11/143; 

 
(v) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

departments to address any implications for their practice of Education 
Committee’s decisions regarding the involvement of external examiners in 
setting titles for summatively assessed course work (Minute EC 11/112 Noted 
(b) refers); 

 
(vi) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

departments to address any implications for their practice as a result of the 
agreement that the movement of programmes between boards of examiners 
should be subject to approval by the chair of the relevant FEC (Minute EC 
11/112 Noted (c) refers); 

 
(vii) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

department to address any implications for their practice following the 
approval of revisions to Stage 1 of the new programme approval process, as 
set out in Attachment II of Document EC/11/146; 

 
(viii) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

department to address any implications for their practice following the 
approval of revisions to University policy and procedure on external 
examining, as set out in Attachment IV of Document EC/11/146; 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/senate/2011_12docs/S1197Employability_Strategy_Senateversion.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/senate/2011_12docs/S11100MEQ_Revised_Senate_Version.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_135.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/senate/2011_12docs/S1199Diversity_Curriculum_Senate_Version_final.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/senate/2011_12docs/S11108EC.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/senate/2011_12docs/S11108EC.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_143.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-05-16m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-05-16m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-05-16m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-05-16m.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_146.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_146.pdf
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(b) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 18 June 2012; 
Document ECSSCUG1212 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the University’s academic appeals process would be reviewed during 

2012/13 and that detailed proposals on this issue would be submitted to 
FECs; 
 

(ii) the amendment to the policy on the updating of teaching rooms, that where a 
seminar room which was predominantly used by a single department 
contained a blackboard, if that department wished they may retain the 
blackboard.  In such circumstances it was expected that departments would 
ensure that they adequately maintained the blackboard, for example it would 
be cleaned and chalk would be provided; 

 
(iii) the approval of a role description for student representatives to SSCCs  which 

was now available in Section 5 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 
 

(i) that the progression requirements for integrated master’s programmes would 
be reviewed and that proposals would be developed for consideration at 
FECs and were currently expected to be received at November 2012 meeting 
of FEC; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

department to implement the agreed academic adviser statements following 
their approval by EC; 

 
(ii) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken in their 

department to revise their practice in light of an amendment to University 
policy on APNs, particularly the role of academic advisers in this process, as 
set out in Section 2 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook (Minute EC 
11/129 Noted (f) and Minute 9(c) above refer); 
 

(iii) that members would take appropriate action if they so chose,  to revise their 
practice in light of Education Committee’s agreement that departments should 
be allowed from 2012/13 to specify different deadlines for the submission of 
electronic and paper copies of summative assessment (Minute EC/11/133 
Agreed (b) (ii) refers). 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
12. Matters of Report 

 
Reported:  that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of the Faculty of Science 
Education Committee (Undergraduate) to approve the introduction of revised degree 
programme titles in the Department of Earth Sciences.  With effect from the 2014/15 
intake the Department of Earth Sciences would offer the BSc Geoscience and the 
MSci Earth Sciences and the MSc Geoscience (F642) and BSc Earth Sciences (F641) 
would be withdrawn with the final intake being in October 2013. 

 
13. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that meetings of the Committee would be held on the following dates in the 
2012/13 academic year: 
 

Date Time Room 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section5/a5.04.docx
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/2/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-06-18m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-06-18m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-06-18m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Education-Committee/2012-06-18m.pdf
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14 November 2012 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

23 January 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

20 February 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

1 May 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

 


