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_________________________________________________________________________ 
 

MINUTES 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

34. First Year as Transition 
 
Considered:  
 
(a) the report from the working group in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities on first year as 

a transition; 
Document ECSSCUG1429a 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report outlined the outcome of discussions of a working group based in 

the Faculty of Arts and Humanities which convened to discuss the first year as 
transition and to seek views on the content.  The issue of first year as a transition 
and the need to develop an appropriate induction for incoming students had been 
discussed at previous meetings of the FEC and the important of this aspect of 
provision had long been recognised in the Faculty of Science; 
 

(ii) that there was a need to counter the attitude that the first year “did not matter” 
and that the first year was recognised as being crucial, formative and forming the 
foundation for success in higher levels of the degree programme and the whole 
University experience.  Induction Week was just the initial threshold into the first 
year, the whole of which could be construed as a period of transition into 
University styles of learning; 

 
(iii) that generic resources were in the process of being developed and coordinated 

by the Student Study Skills Coordinator based in the Careers, Employability and 
Enterprise Centre (CEEC) and that further information on the progress made and 
future schedule was available in Document ECSSCUG1429b.  The expectation 
was that departments would be encouraged to develop pre-sessional online 
induction into the skills and conventions relevant to their discipline where such 
material did not already exist; 

 
(iv) that Colleges could be encouraged to further develop their roles in enhancing 

academic skills, as well as personal and social skills, assisting in the delivery of 
generic skills taught in an interdisciplinary way by a combination of College 
Officers and University skill-specialists.  Colleges could also be the best context 
in which students were able to reflect on their progress in the development of 

Academic Support Office Faculty of Science Education Committee (UG) Page 1 of 19  
 25 February 2015 

 
 



personal, social and academic skills during the course of their University 
experience as a whole; 

 
(v) that departments could benefit from undertaking a review of the way in which 

programme learning outcomes, both at degree level and for individual modules, 
to reflect on how they were coordinated and communicated, and to ensure 
modes of teaching and assessment were well geared to enabling the transition to 
University styles of learning; 

 
(vi) that students were provided with a significant amount of information before they 

arrived at University and in the first few weeks and that the concept of a longer 
induction process could be beneficial, the provision of elements which could be 
used in-year was seen as a particular bonus; 

 
(vii) that it was important to consider induction in terms of what skills students would 

need by the end of Level 1, how these skills could be delivered and how they 
would be assessed; 

 
(viii) that there remained work to do to clarify what was expected of academic advisers 

in this process and whether they were intended to encourage students to reflect 
on their skills development or drive forward student engagement, but that this 
should be made clear in the departmental guidance for staff and students in 
recognition of the fact that there was no inform approach in this area and that 
departmental systems had been developed to best fit their agreed approach; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the proposal needed to be coordinated with the recommendations of the 

Working Group on Personal Development, but that there was support for the 
broad principles outlined in the report; 
 

(ii) that there was support for the need to change the terminology in use, to move 
away from the use of the term Freshers’ Week and towards Induction Week; 

 
(iii) that whilst it was important to recognise the benefits of an induction which lasted 

throughout the first year there was also a need for further consideration of 
induction as a continual process throughout the degree programme and beyond; 

 
(iv) that there had not previously been support for Level 1 performance to be 

considered in degree outcome classification and that this was not expected to 
change; 

 
(v) that the incentive to consider Level 1 performance in determining whether a 

student would be considered to undertake a year abroad or placement would 
only be of relevance to those who were planning to take advantage of such an 
opportunity and would do little to encourage those who were not considering 
such an option; 

 
(vi) that there was concern that Level 1 was an opportunity for students to explore 

new areas of learning and that they may not be aware of what pathway they 
would follow and so using performance at Level 1 as a factor in allowing access 
to modules at a higher level could be counter-productive; 

 
(vii) that the proposal to introduce a new discretionary criterion in determining degree 

classification to include consideration of performance in first year modules which 
are core to the learning outcomes of the degree could result in additional 
pressure being put on students and that this could affect them in later years of 
their programme; 

Academic Support Office Faculty of Science Education Committee (UG) Page 2 of 19  
 25 February 2015 

 
 



 
(viii) that changing the pass mark for Level 1 wouldn’t necessarily change the 

mentality of the students to progress, there could still be a culture of working 
towards a particular percentage point which could see Level 1 become more 
about rote learning rather than encouraging students to engage with University 
styles of learning and assessment; 

 
(ix) that feedback would be provided to the report author to be taken into account in 

proceeding with the draft policy. 
Action: NDB 

 
(b) a paper detailing a new pre-arrival skills development online course for all Durham 

Freshers’; 
Document ECSSCUG1429b 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report outlined a four week e-learning course, expected to launch in 

September 2015, to support incoming first year students before they arrived in 
Durham and that the course would focus on study skills and the generic skills 
required to make the transition into higher education; 
 

(ii) that the pan-University initiative included collaborators from all faculties, together 
with support services, the Students’ Union and colleges and that the objective 
was to develop a small private online course (SPOC) for incoming 
undergraduates which would be taken forward in partnership with current 
students to allow the opportunity to identify the areas which students struggle 
with and develop innovative and engaging solutions at an appropriate level.  It 
was expected that the project would exploit existing learning tools, including 
DUO, video-streaming and web-conferencing, to create an online community of 
learners prior to their arrival at Durham; 

 
(iii) that there had been a delay in the recruitment of a developer and that the 

schedule to roll out the content had been revised accordingly with the aim now 
being to roll out week 1 and elements of week 2, 3 and 4 content to a limited 
number of academic departments in Summer 2015, with the final full cohort roll 
out expected in Summer 2016; 

 
(iv) that the anticipated deliverables under each week of content were outlined in the 

paper and that these could be supplemented by subject-specific departmental 
content which was either already available or which could be developed over 
time; 

 
(v) that the intention was to develop different aspects of the broad transition to 

University and that there would be a review committee comprised of students at 
various stages across a selection of degree programmes to consider the 
information produced and to determine which material was included, with focus 
groups being arranged for students to look at proposed content; 

 
(vi) that there would be an Advisory Group comprised of staff from across the 

University which would review the content and feedback on departmental and 
subject conventions which could be usefully referenced in the generic materials; 

 
(vii) that it was expected that students would receive an initial induction pack via 

colleges in advance of their arrival and that the information on the skills 
development course would be included in this documentation.  Students were 
given access to Durham University Online prior to their arrival in Durham and 

Academic Support Office Faculty of Science Education Committee (UG) Page 3 of 19  
 25 February 2015 

 
 



there would be no issues with accessing generic information and any material 
made available by departments; 

 
(viii) that approximately 50% of accepted students had taken advantage of the existing 

pre-arrival skills tool, the Durham Skills Audit, which was accessible via the 
Employability and Skills tab on DUO and that there were departments who 
requested that students complete this exercise prior to the first meeting with their 
Academic Adviser so that it could be used as the basis for the initial discussion; 

 
(ix) that whilst the skills development course would be made available to students in 

advance of their arrival at the University there was no reason why they could not 
be encouraged to revisit the course throughout their first year of studies and 
beyond that point should gaps in their knowledge be identified; 

 
(x) that the Foundation Centre had run a similar programme and that this had proved 

successful, noting that it had been run in conjunction with a discussion board 
accessible to both current and past students which had provided a further aspect 
of peer support; 

 
(ix) that it was also highlighted that students were provided with a long lead-in time to 

sign up to DUO following receipt of their pre-arrival information and that it would 
be important to publicise the availability of the skills development course in the 
welcome letter to ensure it was brought to their attention; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that departments could give further consideration to how the pre-arrival skills 

development course could be embedded into pre-arrival information and activities 
undertaken in the first year to further encourage students to complete the training 
elements; 

 
(ii) that members would discuss the proposal with appropriate colleagues in their 

department and encourage them to get in touch with the Student Study Skills 
Coordinator with further comments. 

Action: ALL 
 

35. Student Support: Confidentiality and Information Sharing Policy 
 
Considered: a consultation report on a draft Confidentiality and Information Sharing policy; 

Document ECSSCUG1430 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the policy had been drafted following a mapping exercise against Chapter B4 of the 

UK Quality Code: Enabling Student Development and Achievement which had identified 
the need to ensure that the principles of consistency, timeliness and confidentiality were 
applied when advising and guiding students, with particular stress placed on the need 
for confidentiality and consent within the Chapter; 
 

(b) that it was agreed that the University could usefully enhance its approach by producing 
guidance on confidentiality when supporting, advising and guiding students and that the 
draft policy had been developed following initial consultation with a range of 
stakeholders across the University when the key outcome of this consultation was a 
shared view that the issue of student confidentiality was so important that the University 
should develop formal policy in this area rather than guidance; 
 

(c) that the University’s previous approach to disability disclosure permitted students to 
inform a member of staff of a disability but then request that the information was kept 
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confidential by the person to whom the student had disclosed the information.  
Discussion with the Legal Support Office had identified the limitations of such an 
approach given the requirements of the Equality Act (2010).  The draft policy set out 
significant change to the way in which disability disclosure was handled by staff and 
that this new approach identified that if a student disclosed a disability then the 
University was deemed to have received that information and the student must be 
referred to Disability Support; 

 
(d) that the policy was intended to ensure that employees across the University who deal 

with confidential student support matters were consistent in the way individual cases 
were handled and that it also highlighted sources of advice and guidance for questions 
that may arise in relation to confidentiality.  The policy also set out what the University 
understands confidentiality to be in respect of student support and the limits of this; 

 
(e) that the policy indicated that employees to whom students had disclosed confidential 

information, or who have acquired information which they regard as confidential, may 
not always be sure whether they disclose this information and that in such 
circumstances it would be sensible for employees to seek advice from an appropriate 
person on whether the matter was sufficiently important to breach confidentiality, and, if 
so, to whom they should report their concerns and that this should be done without 
divulging the name of the student; 

 
(f) that there remained uncertainty over the need to keep a record of the consequences of 

disclosure where a student requested that the disclosure remain confidential to an 
individual member of staff and when it might be considered appropriate to ignore such a 
request for privacy, or who might be an appropriate person to approach for advice in 
such instances; 

 
(g) that it was anticipated that the policy would be approved before the end of the current 

academic year; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that, whilst there was support for the policy outlined in the document, members felt that 

it would be of benefit to have some frequently asked questions to sit alongside the 
formal policy and further support staff in this area; 
 

(b) that consideration could be given to the development of a generic paragraph for 
inclusion in programme handbooks or other published information on such disclosures 
and what the University might do, signposting the formal policy for reference to both 
staff and students; 
 

(c) that feedback would be provided to the report author to be taken into account in 
proceeding with the draft policy. 

Action: NDB 
 
[Secretary’s note: that the representative from the Department of Physics advised that 
detailed comments had been received from colleagues following circulation of the draft policy 
and that these would be sent separately so that they could be shared directly with the report 
author.] 

 
36. Academic Representation 

 
Considered: a report from the Students’ Union on academic representation; 

Document ECSSCUG1431 
Noted: 
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(a) that the report outlined a review of the new academic representation election 
procedures with the elections having been held centrally for the first time in 2014-15.  
Feedback was sought from key stakeholders on a broad range of elements within the 
academic representation system and the report outlined the key findings of the 
evaluation of the recruitment and election process specifically; 
 

(b) that communication had been identified as a key issue and that, in the ten departments 
who highlighted this area, the points that needed to be addressed related to four 
aspects and that these were the identification and responsibilities of the departmental 
contact, the timeliness of communication, lack of consistency over the level of detail 
required to participate in the process, and the alignment of expectation and 
responsibilities of the Students’ Union and academic departments; 
 

(c) that the identification of a departmental contact was crucial to the development of 
partnership and key to clear, effective and efficient communication between the 
Students’ Union and departments; 
 

(d) that there remained issues in relation to representation for the Natural Sciences 
programmes, both in terms of how the process could operate for Natural Sciences and 
for the departments delivering provision which contributed to these programmes.  The 
system in place would need to ensure effective student representation from both 
perspectives and the number of student representatives and how they would operate 
would require further discussion; 

 
(e) that departments who delivered provision to students on the Natural Sciences 

programmes had indicated that the absence of student representatives had resulted in 
difficulties and that further consideration should be given to how this area of 
representation could work for both Natural Sciences and the individual departments; 

 
(f) that there had been problems with the online election system and that there were 

issues with the identification of electorates for some areas resulting in the need to run 
multiple elections; 

 
(g) that there had been concerns expressed about the election timelines not being aligned 

with the schedules of business and calendar of departmental meetings; 
 

(h) that departments continued to raise the issue of the number of student representatives 
proposed as being either too many or too few, and that further discussion was required 
between the individual academic departments and the Students’ Union to negotiate a 
revision to the number to be elected; 

 
(i) that there had been mixed reviews from departments on the usefulness of the 

marketing support materials provided by the Union and a lack of clarity over the role of 
academic departments in publicising the elections given that they were being run by the 
Students’ Union; 

 
(j) that there had been mixed reports on the impact of the changes introduced and that the 

negative aspects were focused on the following areas: integration issues with cross-
departmental representatives, too many or too few course reps to be ‘representative’, 
prolonged organisational process, delays to meeting dates and a decrease in course 
rep meeting attendance and contribution; 

 
(k) that the election process was the largest scale central election of academic course 

representatives on record at Durham but that the practical issues requiring further 
consideration were around communication and process; 

 
(l) that it had been agreed by Education Committee that continuing students should be 

elected in Easter Term in preparation for the following year and that hosting elections in 
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Easter Term would alleviate the pressures on departments and the Students’ Union at 
the start of Michaelmas term with only elections for Level 1 students required.  
Departments were very supportive of this approach; 

 
(m) that the Students’ Union was talking about student representation in the wider sense 

but that the focus of much discussion had been on the operation of Staff Student 
Consultative Committees exclusively and that there remained work to do for the 
Students’ Union in clarifying their role in student engagement and representation; 
 

(n) that the proposal to elect / re-elect student representatives annually was welcomed by 
departments and could help to ensure that student representation operated more 
effectively, with an incentive to undertake duties efficiently if wanting to be re-elected 
and providing a mechanism for students to remove representatives where the role was 
not functioning well; 

 
(o) that the new approach put the election process into the hands of the students and was 

an opportunity for increased interest and engagement in the process and how it 
subsequently operated; 

 
(p) that departments would welcome updates on the election process in terms of turnout so 

that they could encourage students to engage with the activity if it was low; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that there was support for the election of returning students to take place in Easter term 

and that this would ensure that student representatives were in place to participate in 
the Annual Review of Taught Programmes and enable a meeting of the Staff Student 
Consultative Committee to be held early in Michaelmas term to consider MEQ and NSS 
results from the preceding academic year and any action to be taken as a 
consequence; 
 

(b) that the circulation of election information to departments at the earliest opportunity was 
key and that this should include clear information for individual departments in terms of 
student eligibility to stand in the election and the student cohort eligible to vote.  The 
information should also state clearly the number of representatives to be elected, and 
the breakdown across programme/levels where possible, so that staff and students 
were aware of the coverage of representation and how it was expected to work; 

 
(c) that departments would inform the Secretary to Faculty Education Committee of a 

nominated member of staff to liaise with the Students’ Union on academic 
representation and the election process on an annual basis so that this information 
could be held on record and forwarded to the Academic Representation Coordinator; 

Action: ALL 
 

(d) that the Academic Representation Coordinator would meet with nominated individuals 
from departments on request to discuss issues around the number of student 
representatives and negotiate revisions to the agreed number as appropriate; 

Action: AS 
 

(e) that the Academic Representation Coordinator would meet with the Director of Natural 
Sciences and the Chair of FEC (Undergraduate) to discuss how representation could 
work for the Natural Sciences programmes; 

Action: TF / JFB / AS 
 

(f) that election materials and information should be sent to departments at least two 
weeks in advance of the opening of nominations and that the information would outline 
how the materials should be utilised in respect of targeted groups based on the student 
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eligibility data provided by the Students’ Union, with the Students’ Union to undertake 
mass marketing and departments to forward materials to targeted groups; 
 

(g) that a review of the academic representative election process should be undertaken in 
Epiphany term 2016. 

  
37. Assessment Arrangements for Incoming Visiting / Erasmus Students 

 
Considered: a report from Student Registry on assessment arrangements for incoming 
Visiting / Erasmus students; 

Document ECSSCUG1432 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that anecdotal evidence indicated that there was currently some variance in 

departmental approaches to the assessment of Visiting/Erasmus students and, in 
particular, the recording of the assessments taken.  The International Office and 
Student Registry had been working with academic departments to review existing 
mechanisms for supporting these students, in light of increasing student numbers, 
student and staff feedback, and the revised Erasmus charter; 
 

(b) that recent changes in external guidance, specifically the revised Erasmus charter, 
along with issues arising from recent assessment rounds had resulted in this paper 
being developed as a means to provide clearer and more consistent guidance for 
academic departments on the assessment, and the recording of assessment, for 
Visiting / Erasmus students; 

 
(c) that assessment had been highlighted as an area where further guidance would be 

beneficial and that variance in departmental approaches made it difficult to identify 
precisely what a Visiting/Erasmus student had completed without asking individual 
departments to provide additional information for each student, creating work for 
academic departments and within the International Office; 

 
(d) that Visiting/Erasmus students who were registered as students in Durham and taking 

Durham modules would be studying for, and assessed against, the same learning 
outcomes as Durham students registered on taught programmes and that the 
University’s default position was that, wherever practicable, Visiting/Erasmus students 
should undertake the same assessment as non-Visiting students.  However, it was 
recognised that not all visiting students would study at Durham for a full academic year 
and that some students take modules on a standalone basis, neither as a result of prior 
study at Durham, not as preparation for further study at Durham, and it was accepted 
that some variation in assessment for Visiting/Erasmus students may be appropriate 
but that any such variation should be clearly agreed and recorded; 

 
(e) that alternative assessment arrangements may be provided for incoming students who 

needed to return to their home institution before the end of the academic year or who 
missed the start of an academic year, such alternative forms of assessment must 
assess the same intended learning outcomes as the normal assessment (either all of 
the learning outcomes associated with the module or a subset of those outcomes with 
the material assessed reflecting that which has been covered whilst the student was 
registered in Durham) and be of the same standard, with the same approval process 
undertaken through standard departmental procedures; 

 
(f) that it was proposed that existing Banner screens, the concessions and appeals screen, 

would be used to record non-standard assessments for individual Visiting/Erasmus 
students and that academic departments would be required to update these screens, 
but that departments would no longer be required to provide additional transcript 
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information to the International Office and that, as a result of this shift in approach, the 
proposals should not increase workload overall; 
 

(g) that the assessment arrangements must be agreed at the start of the student’s study 
period in Durham and it must be clear in advance which pieces of assessment were to 
be included in the student’s final assessment; 

 
(h) that it was important that the marks recorded in Banner were an accurate 

representation of the student’s academic history and that the student’s official transcript 
would report the overall module mark using the standard assessment structure and 
confirm the credit gained.  Where a student completed an alternative or formative 
assessment, these confirmed marks should be added to the concession record.  The 
International Office would then use this information to prepare a transcript appendix to 
provide an explanation of the special assessment arrangements made for the student; 

 
(i) that the absence of programme regulations for Erasmus/visiting students meant that 

there was no formal mechanism to grant a resit opportunity and that, as most students 
would have left Durham before the resit period, the expectation was that such visiting 
students would not be required to resit examinations.  Should the home institution 
require the student to resit any failed assessment, this must be identified by the 
department and notification should be sent to the Exams Teams in Student Registry 
before the beginning of July to ensure that the exam was included in the timetable and 
the Visiting student would be expected to return to Durham for resit exams; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(d) that there was support for the principles outlined in the report; 

 
(e) that there was support for the principles and guidance in the paper to be adapted and 

published within Section 6 of the University’s Learning and Teaching Handbook, with the 
expectation this the approach outlined would take effect from 2015/16 onwards; 

 
(f) that feedback would be provided to the report author to be taken into account in 

proceeding with the proposal. 
Action: NDB 

 
[Secretary’s note: that the representative from the Department of Physics advised that 
detailed comments had been received from colleagues following circulation of the draft policy 
and that these would be sent separately so that they could be shared directly with the report 
author.] 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
38. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of the Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) held 21 January 2015; 

Document ECSSCUG1433 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 21 January 2015. 
Document ECSSCUG1434 

 
39. Matters Arising 
 

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

Document ECSSCUG1435 
 

(b) Matters Arising 
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information. 
Document ECSSCUG1436 

 
40. Faculty Overview of Annual Reviews of Undergraduate Programmes, 2013/14 

 
Received: the faculty overview report on Annual Reviews of Taught Programmes 
(Undergraduate provision), 2013/14; 

Document ECSSCUG1437 
Noted: 
 
(a) that annual review report forms had been received from all departments and schools in 

the Faculty;  
 

(b) that all departments and schools had confirmed the direct involvement of students in 
the annual review process.  Four departments (Biological and Biomedical Sciences, 
Mathematical Sciences, Physics, and Psychology) had indicated the use of a phased 
approach to annual review in which students were directly involved through 
departmental Education Committees, SSCCs, Board of Studies, and other forms of 
consultation which included focus groups.  The reports from the remaining departments 
(Chemistry, Earth Sciences, Engineering and Computing Sciences, and Natural 
Sciences) highlighted that students had been included in the membership of forums at 
which the various elements feeding into the annual review were considered, including 
departmental Education Committees, SSCCs and Boards of Studies; 

 
(c) that all departments indicated that a research-led approach to learning and teaching 

activity was a key strength and that this was supported by responses from external 
examiners and students on provision; 

 
(d) that the majority of departments indicated that the flexibility and choice offered through 

their programme structures was a strength of the provision delivered, offering students 
varied pathways and contributing to high-quality student engagement.  Significant 
student choice was particularly prevalent at Levels 3 and 4, generated through 
capstone projects, team projects, work placement options, and a range of dissertation 
topics; 

 
(e) that across the faculty there was a record of action being taken, and progress made, 

against previously identified aims and objectives.  Departments demonstrated the use 
of a range of indicators to identify specific areas of concern and that the use of various 
review methods -  such as peer review of teaching, mentoring, annual review, and 
student focus groups – as well as data from NSS responses, were helping departments 
to identify specific programmes or modules which were not performing to expected 
levels; 

 
(f) that a strong focus on employability was evident, with some departments reporting 

robust outcome data.  A range of methods were used to enhance employability 
including developing careers and employability support at each level of study, working 
directly with CEEC, and programme accreditation.  The reports had been shared with 
CEEC to further highlight the employability and skills activity undertaken; 

 
(g) that subject specific strengths continued to be demonstrated through strong recruitment 

profiles with increases in tariffs noted in four departments; in the provision of academic 
advice and guidance, the development of new opportunities for work placements and 
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study abroad; the successful operation of programmes with international universities; 
and increased support and opportunities for postgraduate students; 
 

(h) that a number of subject-specific weaknesses had been identified which pointed to 
variability in student experience between departments and that these inconsistencies 
included elements in relation to learning and teaching, levels of student support, and 
opportunities for skills development; 

 
(i) that significant action had been taken across departments to develop provision in line 

with research-led objectives and the principles for the development of the taught 
curriculum, with Departments highlighting the opportunity to further define their 
programme pathways, particularly in relation to popular module combinations, in aiming 
to reduce logistical issues currently experienced and ensuring student choice was aided 
through the presentation of clear routes from level 1 through to completion of the 
programme of study and a need to ensure appropriate the mechanisms were in place to 
facilitate communication between interdisciplinary programmes; 

 
(j) that departments had noted the opportunity for ongoing action to address issues 

highlighted in relation to the scheduling of assessment and feedback activity; 
 

(k) that there was support to promote and enable students’ independent study skills and to 
encourage an approach to ‘year-round’ study as opposed to concentration on the 
examination period; 

 
(l) that departments had identified opportunities to develop relationships with outside 

agencies for the purposes of programme accreditation and the development of student 
placements; 

 
(m) that several departments had drawn attention to issues arising from student transition to 

level 1 and that the discussion under a separate item on the agenda (Minute 34 refers) 
could aid departments in identifying appropriate action which could be taken in this 
area; 

 
(n) that there were ongoing concerns over resources expressed by a number of 

departments, notably in relation to physical limitations but also in terms of the resources 
necessary to sustain the delivery of programmes with high levels of flexibility and choice 
but that this was outside of the remit of FEC and would be taken forward in the normal 
planning cycle; 

 
(o)  that departments had highlighted an ongoing need to ensure staffing levels remained 

appropriate given the teaching demand from increasing student numbers and the 
current concerns over high student-staff ratios, specifically noting the growing number 
of level 3 and level 4 projects which place increasing pressure on staff time; 

 
(p) that there remained concern over the operation of the Principles of Student 

Engagement, particularly the recruitment of student representatives, but that it was 
hoped that the activity being undertaken by the Students’ Union as discussed under a 
separate item on the agenda (Minute 36 refers), would result in action being identified 
to address the issues arising; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that it was suggested that recent work on developing workload models in departments 

and schools would ensure there was appropriate recognition of the administrative 
activity undertaken by academic staff; 
 

(b) that the Secretary would report back to FEC on any action taken to review published 
programme documentation in seeking to reduce areas of duplication. 
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Action: NDB 
 

 
41. Faculty Overview of Operation of Boards of Examiners, 2013/14 

 
Received: the faculty overview report on the operation of boards of examiners, 2013/14; 

Document ECSSCUG1438 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report outlined key issues identified following a review of the minutes from the 

meetings of Boards of Examiners in the 2013/14 examination and assessment cycle; 
 

(b) that examples of good practice had been identified across the Faculty and included 
clear minuting on the use of discretion, reference to comments of external examiners 
and the clear minuting on the award of prizes; 
 

(c) that it was noted that the production of anonymised documentation for Boards of 
Examiners was undertaken across the Faculty, but that there had been instances where 
student names/IDs had appeared in supporting documentation, for example in 
consideration of SACs at the Scrutiny Sub-Committee prior to the Board of Examiners 
meeting.  The departments in question, Engineering and Psychology, indicated that all 
discussions at the Board of Examiners meetings were anonymised and that the 
supporting documentation did not go forward with any names/IDs but only the grading 
outcome against the anonymised record; 
 

(d) that there had been instances where the student name was recorded where a prize was 
awarded and departments were reminded of the need to ensure that there was a 
reason for the student to be named or that the prize should be recorded using the 
anonymous code; 
 

(e) that departments were reminded that the continued existence of the Faculty Preliminary 
Honours Board of Examiners meant that responsibility for the ratification and 
confirmation of marks and progression decisions for Level 1 candidates remained with 
the Faculty-level Board and that any issues arising in respect of Preliminary Honours 
students should be flagged to the Secretary to the Faculty-level Board; 

 
(f) that there had been instances where SAC consideration of respect of students taking 

modules form more than one department had not resulted in the SAC recommendation 
being reconciled and that, whilst there could be instances where reconciliation was not 
suitable, it would be appropriate to ensure that the departments involved had 
undertaken discussion to consider the recommendation and the implication where there 
may be differences; 

 
(g) that there had been instances where students who were registered for, or about to 

enter, the fourth year of an undergraduate integrated master’s degree programme and 
who wished to exit with a classified Bachelor degree having completed three years of 
study.  Approved concessions for such an exist should not ask the relevant Board of 
Examiners to consider the degree classification to be awarded to the student at an 
extraordinary meeting rather than waiting for the next regularly scheduled meeting of 
the Board which would normally consider exit qualifications.  The exception to this 
would be such concessions approved at Easter or during the summer vacation when it 
would be reasonable to expect the June or September Board to consider those 
outcomes.  Departments would need to ensure that appropriate exit qualifications could 
be identified on the basis of the existing programme documentation for reference in 
such instances, either confirming the achievement of the learning outcomes for the 
award of a BSc or BEng qualification or identifying an alternative qualification; 
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Agreed:  
 
(a) that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the need to ensure that the 

Secretary to the Faculty Preliminary Honours Board of Examiners was informed of any 
issues arising in respect of Level 1 candidates so that the Faculty-level Board could 
confirm the outcome and it would be recorded accordingly; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the need to liaise with colleagues 
in other departments where a student had submitted SACs to more than one 
department to review differences in recommendations and to consider the implications 
of such differences in advance of the meeting of the individual subject Board of 
Examiners; 

Action: ALL 
 

(c) that colleagues in departments would be reminded of the need to review programme 
regulations and programme specifications for integrated master’s programmes to 
ensure that the learning outcomes for an appropriate exit qualification would be met 
should a student wish to exit having completed three years of study. 

Action: ALL 
 

42. Faculty Overview of External Examiner Reports, 2013/14 
 
Received: the faculty overview report on the reports received from external examiners, 
2013/14; 

Document ECSSCUG1439 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that reports had been received from all external examiners with five of these reports 

being entirely positive and 23 requiring a departmental response.  There were nine 
reports which raised issues of University policy or processes and the Chair of FEC had 
provided a response to the external examiners; 
 

(b) that the external examiners delivered positive reports on the management of the 
assessment process across the faculty’s departments and were keen to praise the 
efficiency of the operation of the Boards of Examiners and the support provided by both 
academic and administrative staff for the assessment process; 
 

(c) that a number of external examiners had noted the value of opportunities to meet and 
discuss programmes with current students; 
 

(d) that all external examiners had confirmed that the standards of the programmes they 
reviewed were fully consistent with the requirements of the FHEQ and that the aims and 
learning outcomes were fully aligned with the relevant QAA subject benchmarks.  The 
reports also indicated that the external examiners were content that the curriculum 
design fully enabled the intended learning outcomes of the programme to be met and 
that the programmes reviewed were comparable with provision at other HEIs; 
 

(e) that that all external examiners had confirmed receipt of the documentation required 
and a number commented on the usefulness of the breadth of documentation provided 
before their visit and highlighted the presentation of, and access to, documentation and 
further information during the course of their visit as being beneficial to effective and 
efficient scrutiny;   

 
(f) that there remained comments regarding two areas of concern with regard to the 

documentation considered with one external examiner noting that it was not clear 
whether comments and recommendations made on draft examination papers had been 
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duly considered and three external examiners noting the lack of coursework made 
available;   

 
(g) that, in respect of the availability of coursework for review, it had been noted that the 

lack of availability was not seen as a limitation to effective scrutiny but rather that the 
role of the external examiner might be enhanced by the ability to take account of a full 
range of assessments being used by departments.  The external examiners noted the 
practical difficulties that provision of coursework samples might entail and departments 
responded to indicate that were practical they had made efforts to enable external 
examiners to review a sample of coursework and that further information on what could 
be made available and how it could be accessed would be given to external examiners 
as appropriate; 

 
(h) that a number of external examiners had commented on the high quality of the 

programmes offer, noting in particular the balance attained between providing a broad 
curriculum which enabled students to develop a wide range of interests and skills – and 
opportunities for specialisation which allowed students to develop significant depth and 
focus of knowledge; 

 
(i) that external examiners had noted a small number of subject-specific concerns in 

relation to the clarity of programme pathways and that departmental responses to these 
concerns indicated that the result of increasing choice and flexibility between 
programmes had been an inevitable lack of distinction between programmes at specific 
levels, but that this was considered to be a strength rather than a weakness.  The 
respective departments noted that distinguishing features remained, for example the 
distinction between the Bachelor degree route and an integrated master’s programme, 
or highlighted opportunities to increase programme distinction, through core module 
content for instance, such that the degrees awarded reflected an appropriate field of 
knowledge and skills; 

 
(j) that the external examiners were generally satisfied with the methods and balance of 

assessment in use, noting that comments drew instances of both praise and concern in 
respect of the use of a wide range of assessment methods.  There was strong support 
for the use of wide-ranging assessment methods with external examiners noting that 
this approach provided an effective means of monitoring and recording students’ 
acquired skills and range of understanding which would further enhance their 
employability.   A small number of subject-specific comments highlighted external 
examiners; concerns that the assessment techniques used should fully reflect the skills 
developed within teaching and learning programmes; 

 
(k) that the reports received indicated that the assessment criteria were appropriate and 

that marking was consistent with the assessment criteria.  A number of external 
examiners made reference to the use of the marking scale in the first class range and 
markers were encouraged not to be reluctant in using the full sale of marks to reward 
high level achievement; 

 
(l) that a number of external examiners highlighted inconsistencies in the language used 

between grade descriptors, report marking sheets, and markers’ comments.  It was 
noted that markers should ensure that they were using the same terminology on 
marking and/or feedback sheets and that the language on these sheets should reflect 
the final mark awarded; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that relevant colleagues in departments would be reminded of the need to respond to 

comments made by external examiners on draft examinations papers, indicating 
whether action had been taken in response to the comments and recommendations 
received; 
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Action: ALL 
 
(b) that colleagues would continue to be encouraged to use the full scale of marks; 

Action: ALL 
 
(c) that the elements of good practice identified by external examiners would be extracted 

from the report and circulated to FEC members to disseminate in their department; 
Action: NDB 

 
(d) that the Secretary would confirm the details of external examiners due to complete their 

term in 2014/15 directly to the relevant departments. 
Action: NDB 

 
 

43. University Award Schemes 2015 
 
Received: details of the three University award schemes for 2015 from the Centre for 
Researcher and Academic Development: 
 
(a) Excellence in Learning and Teaching; 

Document ECSSCUG1440 
(b) Enhancing the Student Learning Experience Awards; 

Document ECSSCUG1441 
(c) Excellence in Doctoral Supervision; 

Document ECSSCUG1442 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the awards were coordinated by the Centre for Researcher and Academic 

Development and that further information could be sought from the Programme 
Administrator or Director as indicated in the information on the individual webpage for 
each Award; 
 

(b) that the deadlines for receipt of applications for each Award was as follows: 
 
(i) Excellence in Learning and Teaching: 6 March 2015; 

 
(ii) Enhancing the Student Learning Experience Awards: 27 March 2015; 

 
(iii) Excellence in Doctoral Supervision: 15 May 2015; 
 
Agreed: that members would disseminate information on the University award schemes 
for 2015 in their departments. 

Action: ALL   
 

44. Chair’s Business 
 

(a) Rising Stars Symposium 
 
Reported: that the Rising Stars Symposium, the Faculty of Science's student research 
conference, celebrating excellence and originality amongst the University's 
undergraduate scientists, would take place on Monday 15 June 2015 and that further 
information was available on the Faculty of Science webpage; 
 

(b) Minimum Standards in DUO 
 
Noted:  
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(i) that feedback from FECs on the consultation document on minimum standards in 

DUO had been considered at the December meeting of Education Committee and 
that this feedback was positive; however the committee agreed that there would be 
value in considering a summary report of this feedback (Minute 25 refers).  The 
summary report was considered at the meeting of Education Committee in January 
2015 (Document EC/14/46 and Minute 34 refers) and it was many departments 
would already meet and, in some cases exceed, these minimum expectations; 
 

(ii) that whilst Education Committee appreciated that programme information might be 
available and accessible via other sources, such as the departmental website, there 
was value in having relevant information in one central repository. Those items 
included within the minimum standards list should be included within DUO. 
Departments should be encouraged to populate information in DUO and avoid using 
links to the website. The committee noted that it was important to remind colleagues 
of copyright regulations when using webpages to disseminate materials; 

 
(iii) that the LTT would take forward the implementation of the minimum standards in 

partnership with departments and that further guidance would be issued in due 
course; 

 
(c) Induction Implementation Group 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that departments were reminded of the need to book sessions during induction week 

with colleagues from support departments (Library, English Language Centre, 
Centre for Foreign Language Studies, CEEC, etc.) to provide an early introduction to 
these services; 
 

(ii) that departments were to be encouraged to prompt students to choose their 
modules by the end of Easter term and to complete the module registration process 
by an agreed deadline (likely to be the last full week in June) and that colleagues in 
Student Registry had advised they would be contacting departments directly about 
the proposed deadline prior to any communication with students;  

 
Agreed: that colleagues would consider what could be done to support this proposed 
timetable and report back to the April meeting of FEC;   

Action: ALL 
 

(d) National Student Survey Response Rates 
 
Noted: that the NSS response rates were noticeably lower at this point than in the 
previous year and that departments were reminded of the need to encourage students to 
complete the Survey, and to do so during the online period if possible.  The Survey 
opened for Durham students on 26 January 2015 and would close on 30 April 2015. The 
response rates are circulated on a weekly basis to colleagues in departments and the 
most recent response rates are available from the Secretary on request. 

 
45. Departmental Business: Placement Start Date 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Department of Mathematics was in the process of setting up arrangements for 

students to go on placement as an element of the BSc Mathematics with Placement 
(G108) degree programme for the first time and that clarification was sought as to the 
earliest point at which such a placement could commence following a query from one 
of the placement providers; 
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(b) that the guidance in the Learning and Teaching Handbook allowed flexibility for 

departments, placement providers and students in setting start dates and that, as long 
as it was possible to complete the term of placement set (normally 40 weeks for a year-
long placement) in sufficient time to return to the University, the start date could be set 
as soon as the outcome of the preceding year of study had been confirmed (i.e. after 
the student marks were ratified by the subject Board of Examiners and students had 
been notified); 

 
(c) that other departments and schools in the Faculty who had experience of setting up 

placement arrangements advised that the flexibility in start date meant that students 
had been able to commence placement arrangements as early as 1 July and that this 
had caused no issues. 

 
46. Student Business 

 
Reported: that there were no items of student business not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 
 

47. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 10 December 2014; 

Document ECSSCUG1443 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) the discussion of the suggested objectives and outcomes for the Education 

Strategy 2015-20; 
 

(ii) the discussion of the activity for access and student recruitment in 2014/15 and 
endorsement of the planned activities for 2015/16.  The University had recent 
The University had recently joined the North East Raising Aspirations Partnership 
and the Russell Group Widening Participation Association in order to support the 
University’s collaborative work. The Insight programme would not be offered in 
the future, and that the resources would be redirected to other projects and 
activities to strengthen the impact of pre-application engagement with students 
outside of University delivered access and recruitment activities. The Supported 
Progression Pre 16 Programme was no longer sustainable in its current form and 
had been reorganised to focus on collaborative partnership activity; 

 
(iii) confirmation that the QAA Higher Education Review was scheduled for the week 

commencing 29 February 2016. The thematic element had been confirmed as 
either ‘Digital Literacy’ or ‘Student Employability’ and together the Self Evaluation 
Document and Student Submission would be expected to explore one of these. 
The Institutional Facilitator and Lead Student Representative had been confirmed 
as the Head of the Academic Support Office and the Academic Affairs Officer; 

 
(iv) the discussion of the proposals to amend the core regulations to integrate current 

pre-sessional provision within main academic programmes of study from 2015-16 
entry and by extension, remove the requirement for two separate visas and two 
separate CAS. This had been recommended to Senate; 

 
(v) the approval of the following proposals: 

 
(A) that the red cover sheet to examination papers would not be removed; 
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(B) that that Erasmus students, who join the University part way through the 
academic year, would be permitted to sit four consecutive exams in 
exceptional circumstances. However consideration should be given to 
alternative assessments where possible; 
  

(C) that CIS field teams should check examination rooms either the day of or 
the day before the exam, following a patch. CIS should also schedule a 
member of the field team to be on hand for the first 15 minutes of an exam 
and on stand-by thereafter; 

 
(D) removal of the requirement for a signed annotated BoE attendance list; 

 
(vi) the discussion of the unacceptable level of errors found in examination papers 

and the late submission of 66% of the examination papers. FECs were reminded 
of the policy and guidance in this area (see in particular Section 6.3.5 of the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook); 
 

(vii) that FECs were asked to note the departments with the highest number of errors 
in examination papers:  

 

(A) Business School; 9 errors, 3 typographical, 6 content; 

(B) Medicine; 7 errors, 2 typographical, 5 errors in rubric; 

(C) Engineering; 4 errors, 2 typographical, 2 content; 

(D) Modern Languages; 4 errors, 3 typographical, 1 error in rubric; 

(E) Mathematics; 2 errors, 2 content error; 
 

(viii) that FECs were also asked to note the most common types of errors: 
 

(A) Papers/materials with content errors; 27 errors; 

(B) Incorrect exam code on paper; 25 errors; 

(C) Errors in Rubric; 18 errors; 

(D) Handwritten notes on paper; 3 errors; 

(E) Poor Image quality; 3 errors; 
  

(ix) that Education Committee noted the concern raised by FECs regarding the lack 
of student representation on Staff-Student Consultative Committees (SSCCs).  
The Students’ Union was in the process of undertaking a review of the elections 
process for student representatives and that the report had been considered 
elsewhere on the agenda (Document ECSSCUG31 and Minute 36 refer); 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that members would ensure that appropriate action was taken to address the 

approval of the proposal that the duration of examinations should be limited to 
multiples of 30 minutes between one and three hours, both for existing modules 
and new modules proposed for introduction going forward, and that action would 
be taken as part of the curriculum development process for 2015/16 as required; 
 
[Secretary’s note: the departments required to review and revise module outlines 
for existing provision had been contacted separately and had provided updated 
module outlines with revised examination lengths with the exception of two 
modules in Mathematics which were still outstanding (MATH3361 and 
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MATH4071) but which had been highlighted to the representative from the 
Department to ensure that action was taken forthwith.] 
 

(ii) that whilst it was recognised that the Centre for Foreign Language Study was 
responsible for the production of the majority of such published information, 
members would ensure that action was taken to review information provided to 
students on language electives within their department, with a particular focus on 
the information available online.  Departments should direct students to the 
information on the CFLS website specifically regarding credit bearing language 
modules; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 28 January 2015; 
Document ECSSCUG1444 

Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items requiring action by departments which were not itemised 

elsewhere on the agenda; 
 

(ii) the approval of the minimum standards on DUO policy previously considered by 
FECs and that a series of new templates would be developed by LTT to support 
the implementation of the minimum standards. Support and guidance on this 
process would be disseminated by LTT to departments in the future; 

 
(iii) consideration of the Academic Strategy 2015-20 in relation to the development of 

the Education Strategy 2015-20, in particular work stream 2: Enhancing the 
Quality of Education;  

 
(iv) consideration of further analysis on the destination of postgraduate study for 

Durham University graduates;   
 

(v) consideration of the discussion document on the future of quality assessment 
arrangements in higher education, released by HEFCE in January 2015. The 
Head of the Academic Support Office is coordinating the institutional response to 
the consultation;  

 
(vi) consideration of the faculty reports and action plans in response to the NSS 2014 

results;  
 

(vii) discussion of the Academic Representative Elections Review.  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
48. Report of Chair’s Action 

 
Received: a report listing items taken under Chair’s action on behalf of FEC since the last 
meeting. 

Document ECSSCUG1445 
 

49. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that the final meeting of the Committee would be held on the following date in the 
2014/15 academic year: 
 
Date Time Room 
Wednesday 29 April 2015 2.00pm PC003, Palatine Centre 
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