
 

  

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

(UNDERGRADUATE) 
 

14 November 2012 
 

Present: Dr T Fawcett (Chair), Dr H Armstrong, Dr J Blowey, Dr P Bowcock, Dr S 
Drummond (vice Prof D Toll), Prof J Gatehouse, Dr A Hughes, Prof G Love, Dr D Smith, with 
Dr M Ogden and Dr EJ Welch (Minute 14), Mrs M King and Mrs J Kenwright (Minute 21), 
and Miss N Brennan (Secretary)  
 
Apologies: Prof D Toll 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
14. Language Provision Task and Finish Group 

 
Considered: the implementation of the recommendations following the Language 
Provision Task and Finish Group; 
 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the Centre for Foreign Language Studies (CFLS) was part of the School of 

Modern Languages and Cultures which offered four ways to learn or practise a 
foreign language.  The Languages for All programme consisted of extra-
curricular language classes which were open to students, staff and members of 
the public; credit bearing modules at undergraduate level which were open to 
students who were not undertaking a degree in Languages but who wished to 
start or resume language learning as part of their degree studies; a limited 
number of credit bearing modules at postgraduate level for students who 
required the reading knowledge of a language for research purposes; and the 
Open Access Centre which comprised of a multi-media resource centre for 
language student and practice; 

 
(b) that the Centre for Foreign Language Studies planned to develop the suite of 

modules available to students and that Arabic, Russian and Italian were 
identified in the planned expansion of provision but that other languages could 
be introduced if there was sufficient interest expressed and that departments 
could notify the Centre if there was any language which would prove particularly 
useful in their discipline to discuss if they would be viable; 

 
(c) that there would be an increase in the number of language modules delivered at 

Queen’s Campus but that it was not expected that this provision would be as 
comprehensive as that available at Durham City Campus and that it would be 
based on demand; 

 
(d) that the School of Modern Languages and Cultures was reviewing the modules 

offered to limit the availability of some of their provision to students on language 
degree programmes and that the CFLS was reviewing provision to attach new 
descriptive titles to modules which would give an improved explanation of the 
level of the content with the Centre offering modules up to the equivalent of post 
A-Level but sub-degree level.  The intention was to label all CFLS modules as 
Level 1 which could be taken by students in any year of their degree programme 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/mlac/cfls/lfa/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/mlac/cfls/undergraduate/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/mlac/cfls/postgradpage2/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/mlac/cfls/openaccess/
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and that the descriptive titles would remove any ambiguity in terms of the level of 
the language provision; 

 
(e) that students would normally be expected to take CFLS modules but that 

students who had the required pre-requisites may be able to take modules 
offered by the School of Modern Languages and Cultures by concession; 

 
(f) that the Centre had been made aware of difficulties which had arisen in relation 

to registration on language modules in October 2012 and that they had identified 
action which would be taken to address these issues in future years, with 
additional staff available to attend departmental induction sessions and clear 
communication of how students would register on language modules and the 
process for establishing existing language proficiency to ensure that students 
were directed to modules at an appropriate level; 

 
(g) that there were likely to be timetabling implications for the language provision on 

offer to students on programmes outside of the School of Modern Languages 
and Cultures and that clarity was required as to who would be responsible for 
contacting departments regarding such issues and an appropriate system for 
monitoring the level of issues arising and the outcome of any difficulties 
experienced; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that departments would be reminded of the need to take forward any curriculum 

development required in the cycle which concluded in January 2013 for 
implementation with effect from October 2013 to ensure that their provision 
would meet the agreed recommendations of the Language Provision Task and 
Finish Group; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that it would be useful if the Centre for Foreign Language Studies could 
undertake a mapping exercise to identify the modules available to students on 
degree programme and to ensure clarity in terms of the content and level of each 
module given the agreement that the CFLS provision would be listed as Level 1; 

 
(c) that further consideration should be given to the process by which students’ 

language proficiency was assessed and assured and that this should be 
communicated clearly to both students and departments; 
 

(d) that there remained concern regarding the language provision being designated 
as Level 1 in terms of how this would appear on transcripts, particular in Level 2 
and above of degree programmes; 

 
(e) that the comments would be fed back to the CFLS for appropriate action to be 

considered. 
Action: NDB 

 
15. Departmental Policies on Feedback on Assessed Work 
 

Considered: a review of departmental policies on feedback on assessed work and their 
implementation; 

Document ECSSCUG1213 
Noted: 
 
(a) that a report had been received at the meeting of Education Committee in 

October 2012 on analysis of the NSS 2012 results which raised issues around 
provision of feedback to students on assessed work and that it was agreed that 
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FECs would consider the departmental policies in place on the provision of such 
feedback and review the implementation of these policies; 
 

(b) that it was important that there was clear communication on the provision of 
feedback with students understanding what they would receive, when they would 
receive and what they should do with the feedback provided.  This was in part an 
approach which would manage student expectations but which would also 
develop their skills as independent learners; 

 
(c) that several departments in the Faculty had published timetables which outlined 

key deadlines and indicated the turnaround time for marking and feedback and 
that they key issue for students appeared to be certainty in relation to when they 
would receive this information; 

 
(d) that the end of term did not justify a longer turnaround and that a three week 

period between submission dates and feedback was considered to be the 
uppermost acceptable limit but that this was dependent on the nature of the work 
and that it was recognised that significant pieces of work were more resource-
intensive to mark but that there should still be a specified marking period with an 
indication provided to students as to when they should receive feedback; 
 

(e) that departments all had examples of feedback on different scales with some 
providing generic feedback, either in written or verbal form, which seemed to be 
appreciated by students as a holding mechanism in advance of them receiving 
feedback on their individual work or where they were required to start the next 
piece of assessment prior to receiving feedback on their previous submission; 

 
(f) that this was an opportunity to review whether there were issues with deadlines 

falling at the same time which had been an issue in some departments.  The 
Faculty of Science Education Discussion Forum scheduled in the Epiphany Term 
would consider issues around assessment and this could prompt departments to 
review their approach to assessment activity; 

 
(g) that the Department of Earth Sciences used tutors and tutorial groups to mark 

and give feedback on specific pieces of work and that departments could 
consider opportunities to use peer observation and self-assessment in their 
practice; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that departments should provide a timetable of key dates and turnaround times 

to students at the start of each academic year; 
Action: ALL 

 
(b) that departments would consider appropriate opportunities to give generic 

feedback to students, particularly where there was a rapid turnaround between 
pieces of work; 

Action: ALL 
 

(c) that this was an opportunity for departments to review their approach to 
assessment activity and consider whether there were alternative methods which 
could be utilised. 

Action: ALL 
 

16. Short-fat Undergraduate Modules 
 

Considered: proposed principles on the development of a portfolio of short-fat 
undergraduate modules; 

Document ECSSCUG1214 – Not available 
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Reported: that this report was not currently available and that proposed principles on 
the development of a portfolio of short-fat undergraduate modules would be received 
following further discussion at University Education Committee. 
 

17. Classification and Levels of Progression in Integrated Master’s Degrees 
 
Considered: a proposal on the classification and levels of progression in integrated 
master’s degrees; 

Document ECSSCUG1215 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that during 2011/12 Education Committee had agreed to review elements of the 

University’s current approach to degree classification in regards to Integrated 
Master’s following requests from the Science FEC (Undergraduate).  The paper 
outlined the University’s current position, examined practice in comparator 
institutions and proposed revisions to the University’s core regulations; 
 

(b) that the paper had been considered by QSSC and their views had been 
incorporated into this report which was seeking the views of FECs on the 
recommendations prior to consideration of the proposal by Education 
Committee; 

 
(c) that the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had raised the issue of progression 

requirements as a result of comments from the Department of Mathematics who 
had identified an issue where some students who performed well in all but their 
final year were leaving with a lower degree classification for their Integrated 
Master’s programme than they would have done had they sought a concession 
to exit the programme at the end of Level 3 with a lower award; 

 
(d) that the University’s current position was that Integrated Master’s programmes 

were only classified at Level 4, not Level 3, and that a degree would not be 
awarded on the basis of credits accumulated in isolation from registration for a 
named award.  If a student completed a four year Integrated Master’s 
programme then no concession was permitted for the lower award of the 
equivalent degree, should they have achieved a higher award for that 
programme. However a student may be awarded a named award at a lower level 
than the award for which they registered provided that they gained the necessary 
credits for the lower level award and that the lower level award was defined in 
the regulations as an exit qualification in respect of the award for which they 
registered; 

 
(e) that the University did not appear to be out of line with comparator institutions in 

only classifying Integrated Master’s programmes at the end of Level 4 and that 
there was consequently no strong case for also classifying at the end of Level 3; 

 
(f) that in recent years a number of external examiners had suggested that the 

University consider whether the hurdle for progression from Level 2 to Level 3 of 
an Integrated Master’s programme should be raised from 50% to 55% and that 
the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had discussed the issue in terms of ensuring 
that students were appropriately prepared for further study; 

 
(g) that the Core Regulations for Undergraduate programmes stated that a student 

wishing to progress to Level 3 of an Integrated Master’s degree must obtain an 
overall average mark of at least 50% in the assessment at Level 2 and that 
exemptions allowing departments to raise the progression mark from 50% had 
only been granted in the past due to explicit requirements of accrediting bodies, 
such as that in place for the MEng General Engineering programme; 
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(h) that the University appeared to be out of line with its comparators in having a 

progression level of 50% at the end of Level 2 of Integrated Master’s degrees 
and that a progression requirement of 55% was the most common amongst the 
comparator HEIs and that an increase to 60% was felt to be too significant a 
difference from the current requirement of 50%.  Departments felt that if this 
higher threshold was required there could be a significant impact on the number 
of students progressing on the Integrated Master’s programmes and that 
modelling the implications on previous years’ results would likely support this 
view; 

 
(i) that the Departmental Review of Earth Sciences had resulted in a 

recommendation that the University consider whether the current weighting of 
2:3:4 of Levels 2 to 4 in the classification of Integrated Master’s degrees 
remained appropriate; 

 
(j) that the Core Regulations for the University currently stated that for Integrated 

Master’s degrees, performance on modules studied in the second, third and 
fourth years should be weighted 2:3:4. In line with University policy that all types 
of award should have a common classification algorithm in order to ensure 
consistency of treatment for all students on a given type of programme, 
departments were not permitted to vary from this 2:3:4 weighting; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that there was support for the proposal to amend the University’s core 

regulations to reflect a new higher progression threshold at Level 2 for all 
existing and future Integrated Master’s programmes but that this should be set at 
55% rather than the 60% threshold proposed in the paper; 
 

(b) that there remained a query as to whether there was a need to have a “one size 
fits all” or whether there was scope for a specific progression threshold to be 
identified against individual Integrated Master’s programmes with 55% or 60% 
being introduced as required by the departments subject to an appropriate 
approval mechanism; 

 
(c) that the comments would be fed back to the report author to inform the final 

report to Education Committee. 
Action: NDB 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) held 17 October 2012; 

Document ECSSCUG1216 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 17 October 2012. 
Document ECSSCUG1217 

 
19. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received: the action log from the previous meeting of the Faculty of Science 
Education Committee (Undergraduate); 

Document ECSSCUG1218 
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(b) Matters Arising 

 
Received: a report of matters arising for information. 

Document ECSSCUG1219 
 
20. University Approach to Student Recruitment 
 

Considered: a report on the University’s approach to undergraduate and postgraduate 
recruitment; 

Document ECSSCUG1220 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report which had been expected was to outline proposals on the 

development of the University’s approach to undergraduate and postgraduate 
recruitment but that this paper appeared to be a position statement of scheduled 
activity.  It indicated that the report was sent for information only and did not seek 
the views of FECs on the planned activity or any opportunity to feed into future 
activity; 
 

(b) that there was no indication of any strategic development of the University’s 
approach to undergraduate recruitment and there was only minor references to 
PGT recruitment and that this did not necessarily reflect well on the activity 
undertaken by the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office given the 
increased staffing level and capacity; 

 
(c) that there was no consideration of opportunities in relation to internationalisation 

or widening access issues; 
 
Agreed:  that the comments would be fed back to the Director of Student Recruitment 
and Admissions. 

Action: NDB 
 

21. Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) 
 
Considered: the Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) and the policy issues 
raised following the 2011/12 examinations cycle; 

Document ECSSCUG1221 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report outlined a number of policy issues arising following the 2011/12 

examinations cycle and that the views of Chairs of Boards of Examiners and 
departmental examination contacts had been sought and had informed the 
recommendations which had been developed.  The views of FECs were being 
sought on recommendations raised under each section prior to a paper being 
submitted to Education Committee for consideration; 
 

(b) that there had been particular issues in the previous examination cycle in regard 
to students requesting rescheduling of examinations after publication of the 
timetable due to religious observance, with a significant increase in the number 
of Seventh Day Adventists who were not permitted to sit an exam from sundown 
on Friday to sundown on Saturday.  There had also been an issue during the 
resit period where the latter stages had coincided with the a festival for the end 
of Ramadan and it was reported that the dates for Ramadan would coincide with 
the main examination period in the 2016/17 academic year; 
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(c) that all of the requests to reschedule exams had been received after the 

timetable had been prepared and that this had limited the scope to meet the 
request but that SPA believed that if they were made aware of the restrictions for 
individual students in advance of the scheduling process there would be more 
opportunity to take them into account; 
 

(d) that SPA could approach the student-led religious societies to assist them in 
determining any potential conflicts and issues in relation to religious observance 
which could be taken into account; 
 

(e) that the current practice of submission of exam papers to SPA in hard copy by 
hand was cumbersome and had led to issues in the quality of reproduction by 
photocopying, a particular issue where diagrams and maps were in use in the 
examination; 

 
(f) that there was a need to ensure that there was consistent provision of additional 

examination materials to students and that the descriptions of the additional 
materials in the rubric often differed from that on the material itself or were not 
sufficiently clear; 

 
(g) that the University’s Computing and Information Service was investigating 

possible solutions to provide a system that would allow departments to provide 
documents to SPA which could then be transferred to the print supplier with 
printer instructions; 

 
(h) that it was proposed that departments include all printed additional materials that 

needed to be provided with the examination paper as a single consolidated file 
which would reduce any margin for error and would ensure sufficient clarity, with 
the exception of answer sheets that student complete and hand in for marking; 

 
(i) that there had been a further rise in the number of errors in papers from the 32 

identified in 2011 with 45 errors identified during the main and resit exam periods 
in addition to the printing issues considered separately.  Several of these errors 
had been queried during the exam itself and this had placed SPA staff in a 
difficult position in having to notify changes to a large number of venues, spread 
across different parts of Durham, at the same time; 

 
(j) that the system of contingency contacts meant that SPA were able to contact 

departments more consistently than had been the case in previous years and 
that this could be used to consider whether academics could be required to be in 
their office during specific exams to ensure that any queries could be dealt with 
swiftly; 

 
(k) that exam papers in the science disciplines appeared to be subject to a higher 

number of instances of errors in exam papers but that it was there was 
recognition of issues in relation to the disciplines which mean that it could be 
difficult to produce error free papers; 

 
(l) that the Faculty of Science had introduced a list of approved calculators to avoid 

the need for multiple calculators for students studying across departments and to 
ensure this would be specified clearly in the rubric; 

 
(m) that invigilators had experienced difficulties with the increasing number of items 

that students brought with them to an examination venue and it was proposed 
that the conduct of examinations document should limit the items permitted on 
an examination desk, in addition to those specified in the rubric; 
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(n) that there had been a growing number of complaints from students about the 
University’s practice of publishing pass lists online with unrestricted public 
access and that increasing numbers of students were requesting that their 
names be omitted from the published lists; 

 
(o) that the introduction of a new Banner system of marks entry would allow 

students to get their agreed progression outcomes/marks via Banner Self-
Service and that once marks were released a student would be able to access 
them at any time and students would see only their own results and marks which 
would maintain their privacy.  It was intended to develop the release of 
progression decisions for 2013 and marks from 2014 and departments had all 
agreed with this proposal; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that there was support for the proposal that SPA would email students in October 

of each academic year and ask them to complete a form advising of dates in the 
exam period that they were unavailable for religious reasons but that this should 
be done with the caveat that changes to the scheduling of exams were subject to 
the constraints of the timetable; 
 

(b) that there was support for the proposal for the University to provide consolidated 
digital format (.pdf file) originals to the printers and that a secure mechanism 
should be identified that would allow the upload or transmission of exam papers 
with a system for formal sign-off, but that consideration may need to be given to 
those disciplines where additional materials such as maps were provided in 
terms of the provision of a consolidated exam paper; 

 
(c) that where errors were identified during the course of the examination there 

needed to be a system in place to notify candidates and that there was support 
for a role for departmental contacts in communicating these errors across the 
different venues in use; 

 
(d) that there was support for the recommendation to revise the conduct of 

examinations document to limit the items permitted on an examination desk in 
line with the proposal; 

 
(e) that the introduction of the new Banner system of marks entry would allow 

students to get their agreed progression outcomes/results and marks via Banner 
Self-Service and that departments could access reports from the Banner system 
should they require a published list; 

 
(f) that there remained an issue with students requesting their marks via email and 

that departments would welcome consideration of whether marks could be 
provided in an electronic statement to students as there was currently a policy of 
such a statement being provided in hard copy only in advance of the 
development of Banner Self-Service to provide this information; 

 
(g) that the comments would be fed back to SPA to inform the final 

recommendations to be made to Education Committee for consideration. 
Action: NDB 

 
22. Annual Report on Student Progression and Completion 

 
Received: the annual report on student progression and completion; 

Document ECSSCUG1222 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that the annual review process was used to monitor student progression and 

completion at departmental level but that this annual report considered the issue 
at faculty and University levels and provided progression and completion data for 
2011/12, and the preceding four years, to allow FECs to consider whether there 
are any issues arising from the data that require further consideration; 
 

(b) that the report no longer included initial analysis of issues for consideration 
relating to variation between departments and faculties as this had not previously 
been viewed as a useful exercise and that it was hoped that analysis of the data 
by a range of variables (e.g. ender, disability, ethnicity) would be undertaken in 
relation to the data for 2012/13 onwards; 

 
(c) that there appeared to have been a significant reduction in the difference 

between progression rates at the end of Level 1 for students at the University’s 
two campuses, and it was noticeable that progression rates at the end of Level 1 
were similar across all three faculties, with the latter pattern also noticeable at 
other levels; 

 
(d) that it remained noticeable that the proportion of students being required to 

undertake one or more resits at the end of Level 1 was twice as high at Queen’s 
Campus than it was at Durham City, and over 50% higher at the end of Level 2 
but that in both cases the proportion of resits required at Queen’s Campus had 
fallen noticeably over the last five years; 

 
(e) that the Department of Chemistry suggested that there were more Chemists who 

did not progress from Level 2 than at Level 1 and that this was potentially viewed 
as an indication that there was a significant difference between the content of the 
programme in Level 1 and Level 2; 

 
(f) that members queried whether Level 1 marks could contribute to degree 

classification, albeit in a limited manner in the region of 10%, which would not 
significantly impact on degree outcomes but could be used to motivate students 
and increase their engagement from the outset of their degree programme, 
particularly given the importance within scientific disciplines of the need to 
employ skills and knowledge gained at Level 1 in later stages of degree 
programmes; 

 
Agreed:  that QSSC would be asked to consider whether Level 1 marks could 
contribute to degree classification in light of the comment noted in (f) above. 

Action: NDB 
 

23. Annual Report on Undergraduate Concessions, Appeals and Academic Progress 
Notices (APNs) 
 
Received: the annual report on undergraduate concessions, appeals and APNs; 

Document ECSSCUG1223 
Noted: 
 
(a) that this was the first report produced which considered concessions, appeals 

and APNs relating to undergraduate and integrated master’s provision at 
University level to facilitate comparison across faculties and that the report 
provided data for 2011/12 in the context of activity in previous years and overall 
student numbers; 
 

(b) that the number of concessions in the Faculty of Science had increased from 
369.5 in 2010/11 to 419 in 2011/12 but that whilst the numbers of concessions 
was broadly proportionate to the size of the student body at faculty-level that at 
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departmental level there were distinct issues which would benefit from further 
consideration; 
 

(c) that the number of concessions for students in Natural Sciences was largely a 
result of the aim to allow students to undertake a flexible programme but would 
warrant monitoring in future to ensure that the programme regulations were 
appropriate and that they did not result in an inappropriate level of concessions 
being submitted.  It was suggested that the concessions highlighted in the report 
were a result of changes of programmes and suspension of studies concessions 
and that this was a consequence of the nature of the Natural Sciences 
programme but that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Natural Sciences) would be 
asked to monitor this activity; 

 
(d) that the Department of Psychology was in the process of reviewing the 

programme regulations for the programmes offered which should result in a 
reduction in the number of programme concessions submitted as the revisions 
would allow students increased opportunity to take modules across the two 
degree programmes; 

 
(e) that the Chair of FEC would request that the School of Biological and Biomedical 

Sciences, the Department of Psychology and the School of Engineering and 
Computer Science consider the data in relation to concessions and monitor the 
number being submitted, specifically assessment concessions; 

 
(f) that there remained a concern that the figures in the report did not accurately 

reflect the actual number of sporting concessions being submitted and that there 
were still issues with the way in which sporting concessions were functioning.  
Departments believed that there was still some confusion on the part of students 
as to when a sporting concession was required and how it should be submitted 
and that this would benefit from further consideration; 
 

(g) that there was concern that the report indicated that there was an assumption 
that each concession would take 20 minutes to process and that this was not 
accurate in the view of the members involved in such activity in their 
departments, the time and resource involved was significantly higher in reality 
and this should be considered in taking forward the LEAN review of concessions; 

 
(h) that there had been a notable rise in the number of APNs in Natural Sciences 

and Physics but that in both cases the 2011/12 figures were in line with those for 
2009/10; 

 
(i) that the revised APN procedure had been communicated to departments via the 

report from FEC and in a specific email issued to direct them to the revised 
section of the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
 

(j) that the revised format of the reporting of this activity was a positive development 
and that the content was appropriate but that there could be additional context 
provided which would enable the data on faculty appeals to be considered more 
effectively; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the comment in relation to the time involved in considering concessions 

would be fed back as an issue which could be considered as an element of the 
LEAN review of concessions; 

Action: NDB 
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(b) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Natural Sciences) would be asked to monitor 
the number of concessions being submitted and determine whether any action 
could be taken to reduce the number received; 

Action: TF/JB 
 

(c) that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences, the Department of 
Psychology and the School of Engineering and Computer Science would be 
asked to consider the data in relation to concessions and monitor the number 
being submitted, specifically assessment concessions; 

Action: TF/NDB 
 

(d) that the concerns expressed in relation to sporting concessions would be flagged 
to QSSC as an issue for further consideration; 

Action: NDB 
 

(e) that there was support for the proposal to put in place a procedure to capture 
APN data in Banner but that if this required development of the system there 
could be other data which was of more importance; 

 
(f) that in considering the data on Faculty Appeals it would be useful if an indication 

could be given of the number of successful appeals or a table summarising the 
outcome of appeals to give some context to the data on appeals submitted. 

 
[Secretary’s Note: the Department of Chemistry provided specific examples of issues 
experienced in relation to sporting concessions which were forwarded to the Secretary 
of QSSC to inform their discussions of the difficulties arising in the consideration of 
these concessions.] 
 

24. Annual Report on Degree Classification 
 
Received: the annual report on degree classification; 

Document ECSSCUG1224 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the annual review process was used to monitor degree classification on 

undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes at departmental level but 
that this annual report considered the issue at faculty and University levels and 
provided progression and completion data for 2011/12, and the preceding four 
years, to allow FECs to consider whether there are any issues arising from the 
data that require further consideration; 
 

(b) that the report no longer included initial analysis of issues for consideration 
relating to variation between departments and faculties as this had not previously 
been viewed as a useful exercise and that it was hoped that analysis of the data 
by a range of variables (e.g. ender, disability, ethnicity) would be undertaken in 
relation to the data for 2012/13 onwards; 

 
(c) that there were no specific issues identified at departmental level which required 

further consideration; 
 
Agreed:  that in future years the Secretary would make available the data for the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health at the 
meeting of FEC to provide further context to the data for the Faculty of Science. 

Action: NDB 
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25. Chair’s Business 
 
Noted:  that the arrangements for a Faculty Learning and Teaching Forum were 
currently being taken forward and that colleagues from the English Language Centre 
had been approached to facilitate the session on presentation skills for lecturers; 

 
Agreed: that members would notify the Secretary of any specific areas which could be 
covered in the Faculty Learning and Teaching Forum to provide support to colleagues. 
 

26. Departmental Business 
 
Reported:  that there were no departmental issues which were not itemised elsewhere 
on the agenda. 

 
27. Student Issues 

 
Reported:  that there were no issues which were not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 

 
28. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 8 October 
2012; 

Document ECSSCUG1225 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) the discussion of a report from the Maximising Time for Core Academic Activity 

Task and Finish Group (Document EC/12/05) and that the views of Education 
Committee on the report would be passed to the chair and secretary of the Task 
and Finish Group for communication to UEC; 
 

(b) the consideration of a report on key issues arising from the 2011/12 admissions 
cycle and that the knowledge gained from the issues affecting the University 
during the 2011/12 cycle would be considered during any planned review of 
admissions policy and procedures; 

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

departments to address the Curriculum Principle on diversification of assessment 
methods (Principle 9 refers) in order to support students’ personal development 
in the 2012/13 curriculum development cycle; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that members would identify specific examples of good practice in their 
department, to inform faculty consideration of NSS results and action plans, and 
that these examples should be made available for the discussion at the session 
arranged to discuss NSS results for departments in the Faculty of Science on 
Monday 3 December 2012; 

Action: ALL 
 

(c) that members would provide a detailed list of key contacts to whom colleagues in 
colleges may need to refer students, including email addresses, to the Secretary; 

Action: ALL 
 

(d) that members would ensure that the revision to University policy on membership 
and standing orders of boards of examiners was communicated to appropriate 
colleagues in their department and would specifically ensure that where a 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_12_05.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/
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programme routinely incorporated a module from another department, then the 
department offering that module should have a representative on the relevant 
board of examiners; 

Action: ALL 
 

(e) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken to revise practice 
in light of Education Committee’s decision that programme directors should not 
chair the board of examiners that consider their programme. 

Action: ALL 
 
29. Undergraduate Admissions 
 

Considered:  an Undergraduate Admissions Monthly Statistics Summary as at 1 
November 2012. 

Document ECSSCUG1226 – CLOSED PAPER 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Members were asked to note that this is a closed paper restricted to 
the membership of Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate).] 

 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

30. Learning and Teaching Handbook: Section 3 
 

Reported: that the guidance available to departments on curriculum design in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook had been reviewed and revised.  The revised 
guidance notes for designing modules and information on potential modes of teaching, 
learning and assessment were now available in Section 3 of the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook and the guidance notes in the programme specification templates 
would also be updated to include links to these sections of the Handbook.  
Departments were reminded that the deadline for the curriculum development cycle is 
Friday 25 January 2013. 

 
31. 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 

23 January 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

20 February 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

1 May 2013 2.00pm PC005, Palatine Centre 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/4/3.4.5/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/4/6/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/4/6/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/

