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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE EDUCATION COMMITTEE (UNDERGRADUATE) 

 
1 May 2013 

 
Present: Dr T Fawcett (Chair), Dr H Armstrong, Dr J Blowey, Dr P Bowcock, Prof J Gatehouse, Dr 
A Hughes, Prof G Love, Dr D Smith, Prof D Toll, and Miss N Brennan (Secretary)  
 
Apologies: Mr M Jelev 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Minutes 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 

61. Using assessment to support student learning 
 
Considered: a presentation on using assessment to support student learning and 
diversification of assessment methods; 

Document ECSSCUG1255 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that this item followed the presentation given at the recent Faculty of Science Teaching 

and Research Forum and that the PVC Education had asked FECs to consider this 
issue via the Deputy Heads of Faculty (Undergraduate) to inform a discussion across 
the University; 
 

(b) that departments had been reminded of the need to review their approach to 
assessment activity and to consider diversification of methods of assessment during 
the recent cycle of curriculum development; 

 
(c) that several departments in the Faculty had already started thinking about this and that 

it was recognised that such discussions offered an opportunity to identify disciplinary 
considerations rather than attempting to adopt a one-size fits all approach; 

 
(d) that it was believed that students in the Department of Mathematics  were comfortable 

with examination conditions because of their engagement throughout the programme 
with problem-solving formative assessments which prepared them for the summative 
assessment elements; 

 
(e) that the Department of Physics was assessing its breakdown of formative and 

summative assessment using the TESTA methodolody and that this would be 
completed after the examination period when students would be surveyed to seek their 
views on assessment.  The data collected would be presented at the Department’s 
Annual Review of Teaching for consideration before any further action would be taken; 

 
(f) that a number of departments in the Faculty of Science had set compulsory elements in 

terms of teaching activities and assessment elements which related directly to 
accreditation requirements or competency frameworks and that these provided a clear 
structure for students; 
 

(g) that the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences had reviewed the specific 
example included in the presentation by Professor Gibbs and had determined that 
regular use of duo for completion of problem sets at Level 1 was currently employed 
and that students engaged with this method of delivery in the initial stages of their 
programme but that this often reduced over time.  The School suggested that 
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consideration could be given to making completion of these exercises a course 
requirement, perhaps requiring them to complete the exercise in order to progress to 
an element of summative assessment, to ensure continued engagement; 

 
(h) that there could be a risk that the designation of online exercises as a course 

requirement could result in an entire cohort failing to engage and as a result fail that 
element of the module or programme, so would have to be introduced in a supportive 
way by departments; 

 
(i) that there remained a need to review the elements of both formative and summative 

assessment across individual levels of study and across programmes as a whole to 
ensure that there was a balance for the students and staff; 

 
(j) that the issue of the balance of assessment activities should be considered in light of 

the resources required to provide feedback to students as this formed a significant 
element of assessment; 

 
(k) that departments could considered the use of Peerwise, a free learning tool which 

allowed students to devise their own multiple choice questionnaires (MCQs) and 
upload them to a repository.  Peerwise had been utilised by the Department of 
Chemistry successfully and which involved students providing feedback to their peers 
and which had resulted in increased student involvement in self-learning and was 
recognised as a positive aspect for the student experience; 

 
(l) that members were supportive of the increased use of online assessment where the 

results were available for students instantaneously and students could follow up on 
these results in one-to-one sessions or group sessions with staff; 

 
(m) that the key message was that any consideration given to the use of assessment to 

support student learning and diversification of assessment methods should be 
undertaken with the aim of ensuring there was a consolidated approach across levels 
and programmes; 

 
Agreed: 

(a) that consideration could be given to a review of programme specifications to ensure 
that the learning outcomes mapped to learning and teaching activities clearly; 
 

(b) that a mapping exercise across levels and programmes could ensure that there was a 
balance of teaching and learning activities against formative and summative 
assessment elements which delivered the appropriate student experience but which 
also considered staff workloads; 

 
(c) that the Secretary would determine whether it was possible to use the online module 

outline system to produce a summary of the assessment methods utilised by 
departments, but that this would need to be undertaken once the system had been 
rolled forward for the 2013/14 academic year and would liaise with members outside of 
the meeting to take this forward; 

Action: NDB 
 

(d) that the Chair would feed the comments back to the PVC Education as part of the 
wider discussion involving this issue. 

Action: TF 
 
62. Review of Academic Adviser Statements 

 
Considered:  
 
(a) an overview report on the review of academic adviser statements; 

Document ECSSCUG1256 

http://peerwise.cs.auckland.ac.nz/
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Noted: 
 
(i) that the report outlined the background to the introduction of the academic 

adviser system which was central to the Principles for Student Support and which 
was designed to improve the quality of academic support and guidance to 
students; 
 

(ii) that the faculty responses to the 2012 NSS results had identified the value of the 
academic adviser system in supporting student progress as a common theme 
across the faculties.  Education Committee noted in the consideration of the 
faculty responses the importance of departments promoting the education 
benefits of the system amongst their staff and students and that the best 
academic adviser systems appeared to be those which were designed to support 
student progression at specific key point sin the academic year and that this was 
embodied in their statements, with the statements produced by the Department of 
History and Durham Law School cited as examples of good practice by QSSC; 

 
(iii) that it had been agreed that the effectiveness of the academic adviser system 

and the existing statements should be reviewed and that good practice would be 
shared between departments, with a view to making any required revisions to the 
departmental academic adviser statements and implementing any changes for 
the 2013/14 academic year; 

 
(iv) that the majority of departments in the Faculty of Science had operated some 

form of academic adviser system prior to the introduction of the University 
requirement for such a system and that the implementation of the revised 
scheme had required largely minor changes to the existing arrangements; 

 
(v) that departments used the induction period at the start of the academic year to 

remind staff and students of the academic adviser system and the associated 
guidance, aiming to embed the system in the practice of both staff and students 
and some emailed the departmental statement at the start of Michaelmas term for 
reference; 

 
(vi) that some departments in the Faculty of Science had developed a standard 

question set for students to consider and reflect on in advance of the academic 
adviser sessions which were used as the basis for discussion and which seemed 
to be largely working well; 

 
(vii) that there remained some departments who experienced problems in getting 

students to attend the sessions, there were examples of departments who had 
set aside specific periods during which academic adviser meetings were 
scheduled and those who continued to email students to stress the value and 
importance of the meetings.  Some departments had taken the decision to link 
the timing of academic adviser meetings to key points in the academic year 
where, for example, feedback on assessment elements would be given or there 
were set times during tutorial sessions which had ensured that students would 
engage with their adviser; 

 
Agreed: that the comments would be fed back to the report author; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) a review of the Faculty of Science departmental academic adviser statements; 
Document ECSSCUG1257 

 
Noted: 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/2/principles_for_student_support/
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(i) that departments were being asked to review their academic adviser statements 
in light of the implementation and operation during the 2012/13 academic year 
and to revise them, if appropriate, for 2013/14; 
 

(ii) that there were a number of prompts which were outlined in Document 
ECSSCUG1256 and were intended to encourage departments to reflect on the 
operation of their academic adviser systems during the course of the academic 
year and that these were intended to review the implementation from both the 
staff (adviser) and student (advisee) perspective; 
 

(iii) that a number of departments had shared their academic adviser statements 
previously, including a discussion of the draft departmental statements at a 
meeting of FEC prior to their submission to Education Committee for approval, 
and that there were examples of good practice which had been shared across the 
faculty and elements of similarity in the guidance documentation produced for 
both staff and students; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that members would review their guidance documentation and confirm that their 

departmental academic adviser statements remained as approved or would 
provide the Secretary with any revisions to the statements, either student-facing 
or staff-facing guidance documentation, showing tracked changes for 
consideration by the Chair of FEC prior to submission to Education Committee; 

Action: ALL 
 

(ii) that the Secretary would circulate the academic adviser statements for the 
2013/14 academic year for all departments in the Faculty for information once 
any revised statements had been approved. 

Action: NDB 
 

63. Statement of Responsibilities of University Membership 
 
Considered: the annual review of the Statement of Responsibilities of University members; 

Document ECSSCUG1258 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that in January 2012 a Statement of responsibilities of University membership had 

been approved by Senate.  This statement was produced following an extensive 
consultation exercise and was intended to embody a distinctive approach to 
responding to the expectation that all HEIs should have in place a student charter.  The 
approach was based on the belief that all members of the University are part of an 
academic community, and that membership of this community confers responsibilities 
on both staff and students as its members; 
 

(b) it was agreed that the Statement should be embedded primarily via the induction 
process and is published on the University website (accessible via the Welcome to 
Durham webpages), and would be reviewed annually in order to maintain its currency 
and validity, no comments had been received on the Statement during the course of 
the academic year and so comments are being sought via FECs and other colleagues 
across the University, including Durham Students’ Union; 

 
(c) that there was a significant amount of information contained in the Statement and that 

as a result it was a lengthy student-facing document but that it was recognised that it 
was addressed to the full spectrum of the academic community and not just students; 
 

(d) that there remained an issue with students checking their Durham email accounts and 
that this had proved particularly problematic for some departments when emails were 
circulated to students and a response was required.  Members believed that it would 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/welcome/statementofresponsibilities/#acdemiccommunity
http://www.dur.ac.uk/welcome/statementofresponsibilities/#acdemiccommunity
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not be unreasonable to require students to use their Durham email address when 
contacting the University about academic matters and that this would also mean that 
they could review the messages received and respond when required; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that consideration should be given to an additional responsibility for inclusion in the 

Statement which required students to use their Durham email address when 
communicating with the University on academic matters and that this would ensure that 
they checked their email account regularly and did not miss important messages 
imparting information or which required a response from them; 
 

(b) that the comments would be fed back to the report author to feed into the review 
process. 

Action: NDB 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
held 20 February 2013; 

Document ECSSCUG1259 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 20 February 2013. 
Document ECSSCUG1260 

 
65. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

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

Document ECSSCUG1261 
 

(b) Matters Arising 
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information. 
Document ECSSCUG1262 

 
66. Chair’s Business 

 
(a) Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

 
Considered: the process for administering module evaluation questionnaires and 
whether to introduce a generic reporting scale for quantifying questionnaire marks 
across the faculty; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that at the meeting of Faculty Board in January 2013 it had been noted that a 

variety of models for quantifying questionnaire marks were deployed throughout 
the university and that quantification could be aided if a generic reporting scale 
was implemented.  It was agreed that Science FEC (Undergraduate) would 
consider the feasibility of introducing a generic reporting scale; 
 

(ii) that Education Committee had agreed during 2011/12 that the University’s 
approach to MEQs needed to be reviewed and that a consultation paper on this 
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subject containing a number of proposals had been circulated to FECs during 
Epiphany Term 2012 (Document ECSSCUG1147 and Science FEC 
(Undergraduate) Minute 11/54 refer).  A report considering the feedback from this 
consultation exercise and making recommendations on this subject was 
considered by Education Committee at its meeting on 16 May 2012 (Document 
EC/11/132 and EC Minute 11/102 refer) and was endorsed, subject to minor 
revisions, at the meeting of Senate on 19 June 2012 (Document S/11/100 and 
Senate Minute 11/91); 

 
(iii) that it had been proposed that the development of a standard question set and 

consideration of the options for the delivery of standard MEQs would be taken 
forward in Summer 2012 with a view to final recommendations being considered 
in January 2013 to enable revised MEQs to be delivered in Spring 2013 but that it 
had not been possible to progress this matter in line with the agreed timescale; 

 
(iv) that it was recognised that the data collated from MEQs was used by academic 

staff in the University’s probation and promotion procedures and that 
consideration should be given to developing a standard set of specific questions 
required for this purpose but that departments should be free to design the 
remainder of the questionnaire to ensure that the feedback received could be 
used to assess module quality and to give direction to develop modules were 
appropriate; 

 
(v) that there was evidence to suggest that it was also useful for evaluation 

questionnaires at course and programme level to be administered to ensure there 
was oversight across all elements of learning and teaching delivered, providing 
data on how modules work together across a programme of study as well as on 
the quality of individual modules; 

 
(vi) that there were also issues relating to the timing of the questionnaires given that 

departments could address issues arising at the earliest opportunity, asking 
students to complete the MEQ towards the end of Michaelmas term with a view 
to making changes for those students as well as allowing departments to plan for 
revisions to be undertaken during the curriculum development cycle in Epiphany 
term for the following academic year; 

 
(vii) that there could be benefits in considering the introduction of a generic reporting 

scale and that the use of the scale employed by the National Student Survey 
could offer an opportunity for students to become familiar with this scale prior to 
completing the NSS in their final year; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the comments would be fed back to QSSC and that the issue of progress in 

the development of a standard question set for MEQs would be queried; 
 

(ii) that QSSC would specifically be asked to consider the feasibility of introducing a 
generic reporting scale for module evaluation questionnaires, proposing that the 
scale used in the National Student Survey could be adopted as a University 
norm; 

Action: NDB 
 

(b) Return of Feedback 
 

Considered: the timescale for the return of feedback and the requirement for all 
departments to publish assessment deadlines and associated key dates at the start of 
each academic year with effect from October 2013; 
 
Noted: 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/ECSSCUG1147.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/FEC/SC/Minutes29.2.12.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_132.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_132.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/minutes/education-committee/2012-05-16m.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/minutes/senate/2012-06-19m.pdf
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(i) that there was no formal University policy on the timescale for the return of marks 
and feedback on assessed work to students but that this issue had been 
discussed on a number of occasions and that departments in the Faculty of 
Science had generally recognised that a maximum period of three weeks 
turnaround from the hand-in date was not unreasonable in terms of staff 
commitments and student expectations; 
 

(ii) that the University had introduced a requirement for all departments to publish 
assessment deadlines and associated key dates at the start of each academic 
year and that this was intended to ensure that departments considered the 
spread of assessment activity across the academic year and determine whether 
there were any issues in relation to the timing of submission or the return of 
marks and feedback which would benefit from further consideration; 

 
(iii) that consideration of the timing of feedback should be undertaken in a manner 

which would also manage student expectation of what they would receive and 
when it would be available.  The School of Engineering and Computing Sciences 
had introduced a system of notifying students of when they would receive marks 
and feedback and that this had led to a conclusion that students did not appear to 
complain about the timescale involved as long as they were informed of the date 
on which the feedback would be available and that there was sufficient time for 
this feedback to be considered prior to any deadline for a subsequent 
assessment activity; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that departments should specifically consider the distribution of assessment and 

feedback activity across the academic year from the perspective of both students 
and staff involved in marking and feedback, reflecting on the impact of vacation 
dates and pressure points during the course of the academic year; 
 

(ii) that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the requirement to publish 
assessment deadlines and associated key dates, such as the deadline by which 
students could expect to receive marks and feedback, at the start of each 
academic year with effect from October 2013; 

Action: ALL 
 

(c) Curriculum Development 
 

Received: a progress report on the recent cycle of curriculum development, including 
the implementation of the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum in 
undergraduate programmes; 

Document ECSSCUG1263 – Not received 
 
Reported: that this report would be circulated electronically following the meeting of 
FEC to give departments an opportunity to review and comment on their progress.  
Minor elements of curriculum development were still being submitted to the Academic 
Support Office by departments along with revised regulations which remained to be 
considered and the report would be finalised once these had been resolved; 

Action: NDB 
 

(d) Marks Transfer 
 

Reported: that the International Office was in the process of collating information to 
develop grade transfer guidance for specified overseas universities to share across the 
University and that a report on this activity would be received at a future meeting of 
QSSC; 
 



Academic Support Office  Page 8 of 13 

  

Noted: that departments were encouraged to provide any information on record in 
relation to such arrangements to the International Office to feed into the report to 
QSSC; 

Action: ALL 
 

(e) Faculty Transfer Policy for Undergraduate Students 
 

Reported: that members were reminded of the Faculty of Science Transfer Policy for 
Undergraduate Students which was first issued in November 2011 and that this 
document had been circulated by the Faculty Office to administrative colleagues in 
departments to confirm the requirements and arrangements for any student wishing to 
transfer between degree programmes; 
 

(f) FEC Membership 2013/14 
 

Reported: that members were asked to confirm whether they would be remaining on 
FEC next academic year or advise of a proposed replacement as soon as possible.  It 
was noted that the only member currently anticipating the end of their term was the 
representative from the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences and that an 
alternative representative would be identified to the Secretary at the earliest 
opportunity; 

Action: DT 
 

(g) Induction Timetable 
 

Reported: that members were reminded of the need to return the template for 
departments’ induction period activities as requested by the Induction Implementation 
Group to Student Planning and Assessment by the deadline of Friday 3 May 2013; 
 

(h) HEA STEM: Lectures without Lecturing 
 

Reported: that the HEA STEM event in February 2013 which representatives from the 
University had attended had been a workshop showcasing examples of best practice in 
using lecture time effectively and provided a forum for considering ways in which more 
innovative approaches to lectures could be developed; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that several presentations had raised points for discussion and that copies of the 

PowerPoint slides were available on the HEA Academy website with the 
presentation given by Dr Galloway from the University of Edinburgh highlighted 
as being of specific interest; 

 
(b) that there were ongoing discussions about the use and role of multimedia 

applications in Higher Education and these could also be rolled into consideration 
of innovative ways to engage students in lecture slots; 

 
(c) that there were examples of existing practice within the Faculty of Science which 

showed ways in which different approaches could be implemented to engage and 
enthuse students and that there could be an opportunity to arrange a Faculty of 
Science Education Discussion Forum to further explore this issue next academic 
year; 

Action: TF 
 

67. Departmental Business 
 
Considered:  the schedule and processes for the preparation of examination papers; 

Document ECSSCUG1264 
 
Noted: 

http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/events/detail/2013/21_Feb_HEA_STEM_Lecturing_Sheffield_2013
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/assets/documents/disciplines/physical-sciences/Lectures_without_lecturing/Galloway.ppt
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(a) that Student Planning and Assessment had provided a document detailing the 

processes which took place following the submission of examination papers by 
departments in preparation for the examination period, primarily concerned with the 
preparation of examination papers but also referencing related processes in 
coordinating the exam period; 
 

(b) that each year there were more than 1,000 exams held in the three week examination 
period which starts in the middle of May.  On average, about 70 exams were held each 
day and that in addition to exams held in the main room there were students sitting 
exams in concessions room who required individual examination packs for each of their 
exams which could result in more than 3,000 additional hard copy packs being 
prepared; 

 
(c) that the papers for concession candidates were packed individually with information 

about additional time / facilities / location included in each pack as appropriate, 
following the receipt and processing of the concessions and that this process was 
ongoing from the middle of April and took some eight weeks to complete; 
 

(d) that there was some concern at the number of times during the process when the 
examination papers submitted by departments were checked by staff in Student 
Planning and Assessment and that departments should acknowledge their role in 
ensuring that the documents submitted were correct, both in terms of content and 
format, perhaps by completing a checklist which specified that they had undertaken 
perfunctory quality checks and requiring a signature prior to submission; 

 
(e) that most departments began the process of developing exam papers during the 

course of Michaelmas term and that there were examples of Student Planning and 
Assessment working with individual departments to accommodate specific issues 
which had impacted on their ability to meet the deadline which had been welcomed; 

 
(f) that several departments had introduced mechanisms to check examination papers 

prior to submission, for example a departmental meeting had been introduced by the 
Department of Earth Sciences where numerous staff members reviewed exam papers 
often lasting a full day; 

 
(g)  that the copying process commenced as soon as papers were received at the end of 

February and that this was a complex process due to the volume of copying required 
and the logistics of maintaining security; 

 
(h) that there were currently only two approved low volume printers in the University’s 

Communications Framework Agreement, neither of which were located in Durham City, 
and that a decision had reluctantly been made to cease the use of one of these printers 
when problems had been experienced and this had made the printing process more 
challenging; 

 
(i) that Student Planning and Assessment could be asked to consider whether staggering 

the deadlines for submission of examination papers by departments and the printing 
schedule could be implemented and whether this could ease the pressure on 
departments, recognising that departments would need to commit to meet any such 
schedule so that there were no delays in the subsequent processes which would still 
be required, and the printer firm used; 

 
(j) that the change in the submission process to allow electronic .pdf format documents to 

be provided to Student Planning and Assessment could reduce the number of times 
when the examination papers would need to be checked and that the process in 
relation to both submission and preparation of hard copy could be reviewed following 
the implementation of this change; 
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(k) that this could be an opportunity to approach the University’s Procurement Service to 
determine whether alternative printer options could be explored given that there was 
currently only one such printer firm which was being utilised; 

 
Agreed:  that the detail of the processes undertaken following the submission of examination 
papers by departments had been extremely informative, providing significant background 
and context to the timescale and activities involved, and that the comments would be fed 
back to Student Planning and Assessment for consideration. 

Action: NDB 
 
68. Student Issues 

 
Reported:  that there were no student issues which were notified to the Chair or Secretary in 
advance of the meeting and that the student representative was not in attendance at the 
meeting. 
 

69. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 13 March 2013; 
Document ECSSCUG1265 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no items for consideration or requiring action by FEC; 
 
(b) the discussion of proposed revisions to the University’s Access Agreement; 
 
(c) the discussion of a consultation paper on proposed revisions to the academic appeals 

process; 
 

(d) the approval of a set of Principles for Learning Resources and discussion of proposals 
on the implementation of these Principles via a management group; 

 
(e) the approval of departmental action plans on undergraduate employability and skills; 

 
(f) discussion of the implementation of the proposals on Language Provision and the 

agreement that faculties would inform students of the available options to undertake 
language modules and exceptions to this proposal based on a common email template 
which would be agreed between the Deputy Heads of Faculty (Undergraduate) and 
informed by ASO guidance; 

Action: TF 
 

(g) the discussion of the report from the meeting of Science Faculty Education Committee 
held on 23 January 2013; 
 

(h) the recommendation to Senate that the proposed collaborative provision arrangement 
between the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences and Dalian University for 
the delivery of the MEng Mechanical Engineering and BEng Mechanical Engineering 
be approved; 

 
(i) the recommendation to Senate that the proposed collaborative provision arrangement 

between the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences and Shandong University 
for the delivery of the MEng New and Renewable Energy, the MEng Civil Engineering 
and BEng Civil Engineering programmes be approved; 

 
(j) the recommendation to Senate that the proposed collaborative arrangement between 

the Department of Chemistry and Peking University for the delivery of the MChem and 
MChem (Industrial Route) programmes be approved; 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/7/5.5/


Academic Support Office  Page 11 of 13 

  

(k) that, in respect of the above collaborative provision arrangements, Education 
Committee had asked that the Chair of Senate be asked to consider exercising Chair’s 
action to approve these articulation agreements so that they could proceed to formal 
agreement and recruitment.  These agreements had been subject to scrutiny by 
partnership panels, Quality and Standards Sub-committee and Education Committee 
prior to this recommendation being made to Senate for approval. 

 
70. Report from Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee held on 27 

February 2013; 
Document ECSSCUG1266 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items arising for consideration or action by FEC; 

 
(ii) the consideration of the University and faculty overviews on external examiners’ 

reports for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes; 
 

(iii) the comments made by a small number of external examiners regarding the 
abolition of the use of vivas in taught programmes and that the University 
encouraged external examiners to meet students outside of the context of a viva; 

 
(iv) that the application of the regulations on the exercise of discretion would be 

reviewed during the 2013/14 academic year, taking into account the outcome of 
the summer 2013 examination boards and issues raised by external examiners; 
 

(v) the consideration of the University overview, faculty overviews and a report on 
attendance at undergraduate and integrated master’s boards of examiners and the 
agreed actions in relation to the recording and reporting on boards of examiners 
and the training for secretaries of boards of examiners; 

 
(vi) the discussion of the proposal to review the University’s current requirements for 

attendance at Boards of Examiner meetings; 
 

(vii) that recommendations regarding the recording and reporting of Serious Adverse 
Circumstances (SAC), along with the scrutiny sub-committee, and the issue of 
gradings of SACs at Natural Sciences and Combined Honours boards would be 
passed to the Deputy Academic Registrar to feed into the review of the SAC 
process which was in progress; 
 

(viii) the agreement that no further action should be taken on the issue of classification 
at Level 1; 

 
(b) the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee held on 27 March 

2013. 
Document ECSSCUG1267  

 
Noted: 
 
(i)  the consideration of the University and faculty overviews on the annual reviews of 

taught programmes and the agreed actions, including discussion of the need for an 
improved dataset at annual review; 
 

(ii)  that departments had been asked to review key skills in programme specifications 
with the University’s graduate attributes to ensure consistent terminology was used 
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and that in the future it would be useful if assessment tasks could be more clearly 
mapped to the graduate attributes via a matrix; 

   
(iii)  that the issue raised in the overview report from the Faculty of Science on the 

annual review of undergraduate and integrated taught master’s programmes in 
relation to the importance of providing adequate support to teaching staff for whom 
English was not a first language had been referred to the HR Steering Group for 
further consideration; 

 
(iv)  that clarification had been provided to QSSC in relation to the issues raised by the 

Department of Chemistry and School of Engineering and Computing Sciences in 
part D of the faculty overview report on the annual review of undergraduate and 
integrated taught master’s programmes, and that the Secretary would follow this 
up and report back to FEC when a response was received from QSSC; 

Action: NDB 
 

(v)  the approval of a new institution-wide exchange agreement at undergraduate level 
with the State University of Campinas (UNICAMP), Brazil; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Secretary would liaise with departments to coordinate the review of the 

keys skills in programme specifications with the University’s graduate attributes; 
Action: NDB 

 
(ii) that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the need to provide a formal 

response in writing to external examiners who raised comments or suggestions in 
their reports, even if that included a rationale for not acting on or carrying out the 
examiner’s suggestions; 

Action: ALL 
 

(iii)  that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the fact that University policy 
now allowed departments a greater degree of flexibility, at least compared to 
previous years, to choose specific marking and moderation processes, within the 
parameters set by the policy.  The University policy on moderation and marking 
was located in the Learning and Teaching Handbook (Section 6.1.1); 

Action: ALL 
 

(iv)  that departments were asked to consider possible options for creating 
opportunities for informal interactions between external examiners and academic 
staff, for example over a lunchtime session; 

Action: ALL 
 

(v)  that the reports from external examiners in the Faculty of Science also raised the 
issue of the low number of students who had met with them and that departments 
had previously been encouraged to identify ways in which the number of students 
interacting with external examiners could be increased. 

Action: ALL 
 
71. Undergraduate Admissions 
 

Considered:  an Undergraduate Admissions Monthly Statistics Summary as at 1 April 2013. 
Document ECSSCUG1268 

CLOSED PAPER 
 
 [Secretary’s Note: Members are asked to note that this is a closed paper restricted to the 
membership of Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate).] 
 
Noted: that the lack of context provided with the monthly statistics resulted in members being 
unclear as to what was being asked of them to consider and that discussions were ongoing 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/1/1/
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as to whether the FEC should continue to receive the undergraduate admissions monthly 
statistics summary given the limited involvement of the majority of members in admissions 
activity; 
 
 
Agreed: that this comment would be reported to QSSC for further consideration. 

Action: NDB 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

72. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the chair on behalf of the Committee since its last 
meeting. 

Document ECSSCUG1269 
 
73. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 

Wednesday 16 October 2013 2.00pm To be confirmed 

Wednesday 13 November 2013 2.00pm To be confirmed 

Wednesday 5 February 2014 2.00pm To be confirmed 

Wednesday 26 February 2014 2.00pm To be confirmed 

Wednesday 7 May 2014 2.00pm To be confirmed 

 
Reported:   
 
(a) that the date of the first meeting scheduled in February 2014 would be corrected and that 

it would take place on Wednesday 5 February 2013; 
 

(b) that an additional meeting of FEC would be convened in late October or early November 
2013 to consider the NSS 2013 results and prepare the Faculty overview report. 

Action: NDB 


