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MINUTES 

 

Part A: Strategic Issues 
 

46.  Science Faculty Plan Challenge B Objective 1: skills development and employability  
 

Received: departmental summaries of current skills development and employability 
activities at undergraduate level;  

(Document ECSSCUG1057a-g)  
 

Considered: the current statues and examples of skills development and employability 
activities in all departments/ schools within the Faculty at undergraduate level; 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that there was significant variation in the approaches taken by departments/ 

schools to the audit of employability and skills, ranging from a narrative overview to 
a tick box exercise; 
 

(b) that as a minimum the audits should cover the support and advice on applying for 
jobs available to students at a departmental level and the key and transferable skills 
students would gain through completion of their degree programmes; 

 
(c) that the departmental employability and skills audit were intended to form the basis 

of student-facing documents on employability opportunities and skills development 
through undergraduate programmes; 

 
(d) that it was recognised that it would also be beneficial to share the employability and 

skills audits with academic staff, for example via a Faculty away day, departmental 
teaching away days or boards of studies; 

 
(e) that some uncertainty was expressed regarding the audience of the audit 

documents produced for consideration by FEC (UG), which in their current format 
were not appropriate as either staff- or student-facing documents; 

 
(f) that some members felt that the Committee should not produce documents for 

which there was no clear audience other than the Committee; 
 
(g) that it was recognised that students were unlikely to read a long document outlining 

employability and skills and that therefore student-facing documents should be a 
maximum of one side of A4 in length; 
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(h) that the student representative suggested that the student-facing document should 
focus on the aspects of most interest and relevance to students, such as 
employability activities offered by departments/ schools and the key skills students 
would gain at each level of their degree programme; 

 
(i) that there was strong support for the suggestion that a brief summary of 

employability activities and key skills could be included in the module descriptions 
provided to students prior to module registration in June; 

 
(j) that there was strong support for the proposal that information on employability and 

skills development opportunities within the departments/ school could also be 
communicated to students via an oral presentation or session during induction 
week; 

 
(k) that it was emphasised that departments/ schools were not being asked to replicate 

the support and services provided by the Careers, Employability and Enterprise 
Centre (CEEC), but rather to complement this support through the provision of 
subject-specific employability and skills activities; 

 
(l) that it was recognised that some departments/ schools provided services and 

support similar to CEEC, for example organising meetings between potential 
employers and students; 

 
(m) that the Department of Psychology had recently held an optional away weekend for 

Level 3 undergraduate students which had focussed on employability activities 
including practice interviews and CV advice and that feedback from participating 
students had been very positive; 

 
Agreed: that departmental representatives would produce a draft staff-facing document on 
employability and skills for consideration at the May meeting of FEC (UG) and that these 
documents should incorporate examples of good practice from other departmental audits. 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 
 

47.  Promotion Criteria and Module Evaluation Questionnaires  
 

Received:  
 
(a)  an extract from section 5.3.2 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook, covering the 

use of departmental/ school module and programme/ level questionnaires 
(available at http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/5/5/3/2/);  

(Document ECSSCUG1058)  
 

(b)  the University’s Evidence for Progression and Promotion pro-forma (available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/policies/promotion/);  

(Document ECSSCUG1059)  
 

(c)  example Module Evaluation Questionnaires (MEQs) from each department/ school 
within the Faculty;  

(Document ECSSCUG1060a-h) 
 

Considered: issues surrounding the apparent disparity between the 2010/11 promotion 
criteria, which required evidence of MEQ scores for individual members of staff, and the 
format of MEQs in most departments/ schools within the Faculty, which surveyed student 
opinions of teaching on a module as a whole; 
 
Noted: 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/5/5/3/2/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/policies/promotion/
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(a) that the University’s promotion criteria now required data on individual staff 
members’ performance from module evaluation questionnaires (MEQs), but that 
guidance in the Learning and Teaching Handbook clearly stated that MEQs were 
intended to gather data on individual modules rather than individual members of 
staff; 
 

(b) that paragraph 14 of section 5.3.2 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook outlined 
the key areas MEQs were required to cover and that all departments/ schools in the 
Faculty of Science covered these areas in their MEQs; 

 
(c) that Chemistry MEQs included the names of individual members of staff in 

questions on the lecture courses within each module, each of which were taught by 
a single member of staff; 

 
(d) that the purpose of MEQs was to gather feedback from students and to monitor and 

evaluate the quality of learning and teaching in order to improve it, and that some 
concerns were expressed regarding their use to support individual staff members’ 
applications for promotion; 

 
(e) that it was acknowledged that it would be useful to be able to use MEQ data to 

identify specific members of staff who could benefit from additional training and 
support in order to improve the quality of their teaching and that the current format 
of MEQs in a number of departments/ schools within the Faculty did not enable this 
function; 

 
(f) that it was emphasised that students would not and should not be asked to provide 

information on which members of academic staff should be promoted via the 
MEQs, but rather that information on the quality of modules gathered from MEQs 
would be used to support staff applications for promotion;  

 
(g) that Physics MEQs did not include individual staff members’ names but did include 

questions on specific courses within modules which, as in Chemistry, were 
delivered by specific lecturers and that MEQ data for individual members of staff 
could therefore be identified; 

 
(h) that Psychology MEQs included questions on the teaching quality and performance 

of specific named members of staff; 
 
(i) that Engineering operated Level rather than module evaluation questionnaires and 

that individual staff members were identified by name within these questionnaires; 
 
(j) that departments/ schools were strongly encouraged to include some questions on 

individual members of staff in MEQs in relation to the key areas identified in section 
5.3.2 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 

 
(k) that mirroring the format of closed response MEQ questions on NSS closed 

responses (e.g. ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’) as identified 
as good practice; 

 
(l) that Chemistry planned to include a question on overall student satisfaction (NSS 

question 22) in its MEQs from 2010/11 in order to familiarise students with this type 
of question and to gather additional data on student satisfaction within the 
academic year; 

 
(m) that it was suggested that it would also be useful to include a free text comments 

on student satisfaction within MEQs in order to identify any issues or concerns 
arising in-year; 
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(n) that a key issue was how MEQ data for the module as a whole should be 

extrapolated in order to provide evidence for an individual member of staff’s 
application for promotion; 

 
(o) that the Committee felt that it would be appropriate to provide data from both 

questions specifically related to an individual member of staff and to the module as 
a whole in the promotion proforma, and it was emphasised that MEQ for the 
module as a whole could not be separated from data for specific members of staff; 

 
Agreed: that departments/ schools would be strongly encouraged to include questions on 
individual members of staff in MEQs/ level questionnaires. 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 
  

48.  Curriculum Review Working Group: implementation of the principles for the 

development of the taught curriculum  
 

Considered: a report from the Curriculum Review Working Group outlining detailed 
proposals for the implementation of the principles for the development of the taught 
curriculum;  

(Document ECSSCUG1061) 

  
Reported:  
 
(a)  that departments/ schools and colleges could also provide feedback directly to the 

Working Group on an individual basis;  
 

(b)  that any feedback should be no longer than two pages of A4 in length and should 
be submitted to the Working Group by 18 March 2011; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that greater flexibility would be introduced to enable departments/ schools to offer 

short-fat modules at undergraduate level (paragraph 24 of document 61 refers); 
 

(b) that short-fat modules would be subject to timetabling constraints and could only be 
offered in pairs, with one ‘paired’ module being delivered in Michaelmas and the 
second paired module being delivered in the same timetabling slot in Epiphany; 

 

(c) that some concerns were expressed regarding principle 3, which stated that all 
undergraduate programmes would typically include a 40-credit research project, 
dissertation or equivalent, and the potential impact that this would have on Natural 
Sciences routes; 

 

(d) that the potential introduction of 10 credit modules and the likely reduction of the 
number of credits from the level below students were permitted to take from 40 
credits to 20 credits (paragraph 23 of document 61 refers) would impact on Natural 
Sciences students, who made significant use of the ability to take up to 40 credits 
at the level below, and a number of integrated masters programmes, some of 
which currently required students to take up to 40 Level 2 credits in their third year;  

 

(e) that workshops would be held with each faculty in Easter term at which chair or 
deputy chair of Education Committee would outline the key elements of the 
approach to implementing the outcomes of the curriculum review working group to 
heads of department and departmental FEC representatives (UG and PG) 
(paragraph 10 of document 61 refers). The chairs of FEC (UG and PG) and 
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representatives from the Academic Staff Development Office and Academic 
Support Office would also attend these workshops; 

 

(f) that some concerns were expressed regarding the wording of paragraph 10a as it 
could be read as stating that heads of department and departmental FEC 
representatives  (UG and PG) would be required to deliver presentations on the key 
elements of the curriculum review approach, explain its rationale and identify key 
outputs from the process; 

 

(g) that further clarification was requested on the way in which action plans arising 
from the curriculum review process would be integrated into departmental 
Education Strategies; 

 

(h) that the Committee recognised the benefits of undertaking credit-bearing language 
modules (principle 12) and was in favour of strongly encouraging students to 
undertake an optional language module where their programme of study allowed, it 
was emphasised that accreditation requirements within some departments/ schools 
meant that there were no optional modules at Levels 1 and 2; 

 

(i) that it was suggested that students could also be encouraged to study a language 
outside the modular structure; 

 

(j) that students on European Studies routes within the Faculty were required to take 
an appropriate language module at Level 1 but that it was noted that co-requisites 
for French modules within the School of Modern Languages and Cultures meant 
that students could only take two Level 1 French modules and that this was 
impossible in most science programmes, which generally included five compulsory 
modules at Level 1; 

 

(k) that some concerns were expressed regarding the wording of  principle 11 and the 
implementation approach to be taken to this principle in order to ensure that all 
programmes of study were internationally relevant and incorporated intercultural 
competence in their curricula; 

 

(l) that some concerns were expressed regarding the logistics of implementing a 
faculty-/University-level journal for the publication of research papers by taught 
students (paragraph 15 of document 61 refers), for example the selection 
processes; 

 

(m) that the Committee supported the underlying principle behind this proposal that 
there should be formal and/ or external recognition of the research skills developed 
by undergraduate students; 

 

(n) that there were existing publication opportunities for taught students within the 
Faculty of Science, although it was noted that there was usually a significant 
timelag between the date of graduation and the publication of a paper based on a 
student’s Level 3 or Level 4 research project in an external journal; 

 

(o) that the Computer Science dissertation took the form of a 20 page research paper, 
several of which had been published in recent years, and that this format had been 
adopted for Engineering Level 3 and 4 research projects with effect from 2010/11; 

 

(p) that around 40-50% Level 4 research projects in Chemistry went on to be published 
externally in some format, such as journal articles or conference proceedings; 

 

(q) that the Committee supported the introduction of more clear and explicit 
communication with students flagging existing publication opportunities for 
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undergraduates and examples of previous students who had been published, in 
order to raise student expectations and emphasise the importance of research-led 
teaching; 

 

(r) that the Science Faculty student research symposium currently under development 
would provide another means through which to recognised undergraduate student 
research projects and that a volume of abstracts based on papers given at the 
symposium would be produced. 

 

49.  Timetabling Paper  
 

Considered: a report on policy issues within the timetabling area, including academic 
constraints on the timetable, teaching activity start times, and alignment of module outlines 
with the timetable.  

(Document ECSSCUG1062)  
  

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Committee expressed general support for the core timetable principles; 

 
(b) that the third core timetable principle (‘Wednesday afternoons should normally be 

kept free of undergraduate and postgraduate teaching’) was queried as it was the 
Committee’s understanding and opinion that Wednesday afternoons should always 
be kept free of teaching; 
 

(c) that in addition to enabling students to fulfil their sporting commitments, a large 
number of faculty- and departmental-/ school-level committees were held on 
Wednesday afternoons as it could be guaranteed that academic staff would be able 
to attend as they would not be involved in teaching; 

 

(d) that the importance of the continuing ability of departments/ schools to timetable 
research seminars under the new principles was emphasised; 

 

Agreed: that the Committee’s support for the continuing ability of departments/ schools to 
timetable research seminars would be reported to Education Committee. 

(Action: TF, EC) 

 

50.  DUO Plagiarism Training Package Proposal  
 

Considered: a proposal that all students should be strongly recommended to undertake an 
online module on plagiarism with effect from the 2011/12 academic year.  

(Document ECSSCUG1063)  
  

Tabled: a proposal by the Academic Liaison Librarian and Faculty Learning Technologist 
(Arts and Humanities) to develop an optional University-wide DUO course designed to 
promote, encourage and develop academic writing skills; 

(Document ECSSCUG1072) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there was strong support for the development of the plagiarism training 

package outlined in document 63; 
 

(b) that some concerns were expressed regarding the number of students who would 
choose to complete an optional training package; 
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(c) that it was suggested that completion could be made compulsory, for example by 
embedding the training package within a specific module within degree 
programmes, and that there was some support for this suggestion; 

 

(d) that embedding the training package in a specific module offered by each 
department/ school could be problematic for those Natural Sciences and single 
honours students who did not take that module, and the need to ensure the training 
package was available to all students was emphasised; 

 

(e) that it would appropriate for students to complete a plagiarism training package at 
Level 1 and that this training could be delivered as part of the extended induction 
week proposed for introduction from October 2012; 

 

(f) that plagiarism was not a systemic problem within the Faculty and that 
departments/ schools typically experienced one or two cases of plagiarism per 
academic year across all levels; 

 

(g) that the proposal to develop an academic writing training course outlined in 
document 72 had arisen separately from the plagiarism training package proposed 
by Senate Discipline, and was currently a draft document; 

 

(h) that the final version of this proposal would be circulated to all departments/ 
schools for consultation; 

 

(i) that the proposed academic writing course was intended to provide generic training 
in identifying and avoiding plagiarism, guidance on formal and informal writing, and 
different styles of academic writing in different disciplines; 

 

(j) that additional training for students in relation to academic writing would be 
particularly beneficial in supporting the transition from A-level to university-level 
styles of writing and that it would therefore be appropriate for students to complete 
this training at Level 1 as part of the extended induction week proposed for 
introduction from October 2012; 

 

(k) that some concerns were expressed regarding the delivery of generic training in 
academic writing, given the discipline-specific differences in the format and 
structure of academic writing, and the Committee felt that training in this area would 
be most effectively delivered at departmental-/ school-level; 

 

(l) that there was strong support for the delivery of additional training in academic 
writing skills at a discipline-specific level within departments/ schools. 

 

51.  Departmental Student Engagement Policies  
 

Received: departmental policies on obtaining and using student feedback;  

(Document ECSSSCUG1064a-e)  
 

Considered: whether there were any areas of good/ effective practice in the departmental 
policies for wider dissemination within the Faculty/ University;  

 
Reported: that departments/ schools were required to develop student-facing policies on 
obtaining and using student feedback as part of the new policies on student engagement 
introduced in October 2010 (see section 5.3.2 of the Learning & Teaching Handbook for 
further information); 
 
Noted: 
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(a) that there was significant variation in the approach taken by departments/ schools 
to the content and format of their student engagement policies; 
 

(b) that section 5.3.2 of the Learning & Teaching Handbook listed a number of ways in 
which student feedback could be obtained and used, and departments/ schools 
were encouraged to include all of these ways in their policies; 

 

(c) that departmental student engagement policies were intended to be student-facing 
documents and as such should translate University policy in this area into a concise 
clear policy statement with a maximum length of one side of A4; 

 

(d) that the Department of Chemistry’s draft policy comprised a staff-facing policy 
statement and a half page summary of that statement to be included in student 
handbooks, and that this approach was recognised as an example of good 
practice; 

 

(e) that a one-off focus group delivered by a speaker from the University Training 
Team had recently been held for all Level 3 students on Computer Science 
programmes at which students were encouraged to write feedback on the 
programmes on to tablecloths. The School was in the process of reviewing this 
feedback and would respond to the students on all points raised; 

 

(f) that the benefits of focus groups as a means of obtaining student feedback, 
particularly in relation to significant changes to degree programmes, were 
recognised as an example of good practice; 

 
(g) that departmental student engagement policy statements should cover 

undergraduate and postgraduate students, but that the draft policy statements 
received from departments/ schools currently covered undergraduate students 
only; 

 

(h) that ways in which to encourage students to read the student engagement policies 
were discussed and it was emphasised that it was important to provide these 
policies to students at a appropriate time, for example when departments/ schools 
announced the elections for SSCC representatives, and to clearly explain the 
relevance of the policies to students; 

 

(i) that it would also be appropriate to include student engagement policies in student 
handbooks and induction material or presentations, but it was recognised that 
students received a large volume of documentation at induction; 

 

(j) that some concerns were expressed regarding the perceived proliferation of policy 
documents departments/ schools were asked to produce and the mechanisms for 
publishing, monitoring and implementing these policies; 

 

(k) that it was suggested that these multiple policy documents could be consolidated 
into a single documents by incorporating more information from the various policy 
documents departments/ schools were currently required to produce and/ or update 
on an annual basis into the programme specifications, which were reviewed and 
updated annually as part of the annual review process; 

 

(l) that this proposal would require the online publication of updated programme 
specifications on an annual basis and that departments/ schools would need to 
ensure that students were clearly informed of the location of this information via 
departmental handbooks, induction presentations etc. 
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52.  Examination and Assessment Report: errors in question papers  
 

Received: Education Committee Minute 39(a) detailing discussion of the Examination and 
Assessment Report (EAR) and comments received from FECs on that report;  

(Document ECSSCUG1065)  
 
Considered: the issue of errors on question papers in the Faculty of Science and whether 
any action could be taken to improve the situation; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that all departments/ schools carried out appropriate checking procedures on all 

examination papers and were committed to minimising the incidence of errors in 
examinations papers; 
 

(b) that the checking procedures used by Computer Science were recognised as an 
example of good practice and had been adopted by Engineering following the 
merger of these two departments/ schools; 

 

(c) that, in addition to the standard checking procedures common to all departments/ 
schools, Computer Science module teams (comprising all staff contributing to 
teaching on a module) carried out a ‘walk through’ of the examination papers for 
each module in order to identify any errors, which were then corrected by the 
module leader; 

 

(d) that there was a significant degree of variation in the volume of examination papers 
departments/ schools were required to produce for each examination period based 
on numbers of undergraduate students per department/ school; 

 

(e) that the incidence of errors in examination papers was consequently larger in those 
departments/ schools required to produce a larger number of papers each year; 

 

(f) that examination papers in science disciplines were generally longer than papers in 
arts, humanities and social science disciplines, and contained a greater number of 
characters and words; 

 

(g) that it would therefore be useful to consider statistics on the number of examination 
paper errors per character or per word across the three faculties. 

 

Part B: Routine Business 
 

53.  Minutes of the Last Meeting  
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting held on 26 January 2011;  

(Document ECSSCUG1066)  
 

(a) Minute 29: Science Faculty Plan Challenge B Objective 1: Research-led Education 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that agreed (b) currently stated that Physics would update its summary of 

research-led education; 
 

(ii) that this summary was not out of date but was based on a different paper on 
research-led education which referred to research-tutored learning rather 
than research-informed education; 
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Agreed: that Minute 29 agreed (b) would be amended to state that there was a 
need for consistency of terminology across the University and that Physics would 
therefore revise its summary of research-led education to include research-
informed education; 

 
(b) Action Log 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that an action log was circulated to committee members following each 

meeting together with the approved minutes of that meeting; 
 

(ii) that it would be appropriate to include this action log in the agenda of the 
following meeting so that completed actions could be checked off and any 
outstanding actions identified; 

 
Agreed: that the action log of the previous meeting would be included in the 
agendas of future meetings of the FEC (UG) under Minutes of the Last Meeting. 

(Action: EC) 

 

54.  Matters Arising from the Minutes  
 

(a)  Matters of report  
 

(i)  Minute 31: draft University guidelines on the use of scaling by boards of 
examiners  

 
Reported: that the report on the use of scaling by boards of examiners had 
been delayed and would now be considered at the meeting of FEC (UG) on 
4 May 2011;  
 

(ii)  Minute 37: Education Committee  
 

Reported: that the revised Serious Adverse Circumstances form was now 
available online via the Learning and Teaching Handbook and could be 
accessed at: 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/a6.
11.docx  
 

(b)  Matters for further consideration  
 

Reported: that there were no matters for further consideration arising from the 
minutes of the meeting of FEC (UG) on 26 January 2011 not itemised elsewhere 
on the agenda.  
 

55.  Education Committee  
 

Considered: the report from the Education Committee held on 17 January 2011.  

(Document ECSSCUG1067)  
 

56.  Chair’s Business  
 

(a)  Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice  
 

Considered: the suitability of the current Postgraduate Certificate in Academic 
Practice (PGCAP) and potential areas for improvement;  

(Document ECSSCUG1068)  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/a6.11.docx
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/a6.11.docx
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 Noted: 
 

(i) that the Head of Chemistry had raised concerns about the PGCAP and the 
Department had conducted a survey of academic staff who had recently 
completed the course; 
 

(ii) that the Faculty Management Group had agreed that it would be appropriate 
to survey other departments/ schools to gather comments and feedback on 
the PGCAP; 

 

(iii) that there was a feeling that the PGCAP was perhaps overly focussed on 
pedagogy and would be more effective if it included more practical advice on 
how to structure and deliver different modes of teaching; 

 

(iv) that temporary teaching positions in other institutions held by new members 
of academic staff prior to their employment by Durham University were not 
recognised by the PGCAP, in contrast to the Fellowship of the Higher 
Education Academy (HEA) and that some new members of academic staff 
therefore preferred the Fellowship; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that a short series of questions on the PGCAP would be developed and 

circulated to departments/ schools for comment; 

(Action: TF, CA) 

 
(ii) that departmental/ school comments on the PGCAP would be submitted to 

the chairs of FEC (UG) and (PG) by 17 March 2011; 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 

 
(b)  Improving Teaching Quality  

 
To consider: a paper on improving teaching quality through active monitoring and 
mentoring;  

(Document ECSSCUG1069 – to follow)  
 

Reported: that the paper on improving teaching quality through active monitoring 
and mentoring would be considered at the 4 May meeting of FEC (UG); 

 
(c)  Curriculum Development: new modules and resource implications  

 
Reported:  
 
(i)  that question 3 (resource implications) on the module outline submission 

page (available: http://www.dur.ac.uk/module.outlines/ 
password/change_request/?action=newmodule) must be completed for all 
new modules and significant changes to existing modules;  

 
(ii)  that departments/ schools are asked to ensure that modules with no 

resource implications are identified and modules with resource implications 
clearly flagged, and a summary of how those implications would be 
addressed included;  

 
(iii)  that any modules where question 3 had not been completed would be 

referred back to departments/ schools before they could be considered for 
approval;  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/module.outlines/%20password/change_request/?action=newmodule
http://www.dur.ac.uk/module.outlines/%20password/change_request/?action=newmodule
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(d)  NSS 2011 Response Rates 

 
Received: an overview of NSS response rates as at Monday 28 February 2011; 

(Document ECSSCUG1071) 
 
Considered: ways in which to encourage students to complete the NSS; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that personal contact with students was recognised as good practice and an 

effective means in which to encourage students to complete the NSS, for 
example a short presentation at the beginning of L3/ L4 lectures or one-on-
one encouragement by final year project supervisors; 
 

(ii) that uncertainty was expressed regarding the cause(s) of the current low 
response rate; 

 
(iii) that weekly updates on NSS response rates were circulated to heads of 

department and departmental senior administrators, and copied to the chairs 
and secretaries of FECs (UG); 
 

(iv) that it would be appropriate for these updates to also be circulated to FEC 
(UG) representatives as they played a key role in encouraging students to 
complete the survey; 

 
(v) that some students who had originally registered for a four year 

undergraduate degree programme but had since transferred to a three year 
programme had not been able to access the online survey and that 
concerns were expressed in relation to the potential negative impact of this; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Committee’s request that weekly updates on NSS response rates 

should also be circulated to FEC (UG) representatives would be reported to 
the Support Administrator (Governance and Policy Support) in ASO; 

 
(ii) that the Secretary would forward weekly updates on NSS response rates to 

FEC (UG) representatives. 

(Action: EC) 
 

57.  Departmental Issues  
 

(a) Sporting Concessions 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that sporting concessions were not recorded on Banner and that 

departments/ schools were therefore unable to track students who had been 
granted such concessions; 
 

(ii) that the application for and approval of sporting concessions was a paper-
based process and that departments/ schools did not receive copies of fully 
completed and approved concessions; 
 

(iii) that it was necessary for departments/ schools to be able to identify and 
track students who had been granted sporting concessions as adverse 
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circumstances affecting assessment performance were now mitigated in-
year; 

 
Agreed: that issues arising from the current process for the monitoring and 
approval of sporting concessions, and the Committee’s request for clarification and 
resolution of these issues, would be reported to Education Committee. 

 (Action: TF, EC) 
 

58.  Student Issues  
 

(a) DUO Student Forum 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that a new student forum to consider feedback from students on DUO had 

been established; 
 

(ii) that there was significant student dissatisfaction with the new DUO format 
and that it was hoped that changes would potentially be made as a result of 
consultation with students via this forum; 

 
(b) University-level strategies and working groups and the implementation of actions 

arising 
 
Noted: 
 

(i) that students had expressed some concerns regarding the large volume of 
changes arising from actions from the University Strategy, Education 
Strategy and University-level working groups that were currently in the 
implementation or planning stages and the speed with which these changes 
were being implemented; 
 

(ii) that it was reported that there was some discontent as some students felt 
that the changes were focussed on attracting future applicants rather than 
the needs of current students, for example the usability of the new 
University website for current students was flagged as an area of concern; 

 

(iii) that the importance of considering current students’ need and the potential 
impact on current departmental working practices in relation to the large 
volume of changes currently coming forward from University-level 
committees and strategies was emphasised. 

 

Part C: Items for Information 
 

59.  Action Taken on Behalf of Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate)  
 

Received: a report on action taken on behalf of FEC (UG);  

(Document ECSSCUG1070)  
 

Reported: that any outstanding undergraduate curriculum development for 2011/12 (e.g. 
updated programme regulations, new modules, changes to modules, module withdrawals) 
should be submitted to Academic Support Office as soon as possible; 
 
Noted:  
 
(c) that departments were asked to consider the impact of module changes, module 

withdrawals and new modules on Natural Sciences routes; 
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(d) that the Department of Physics had revised its Level 2 curricula as part of the 

ongoing Teaching Review but had been unable to upload the new Level 2 module 
proformas to the Module Outlines system in January 2011 due to IT problems; 

 

(e) that these problems had been resolved and the new module proformas could now 
be uploaded to the Module Outlines system; 

 
Agreed: that the Department of Physics would upload the new Level 2 module proformas 
to the Module Outlines system for approval. 

(Action: SM) 
 

60.  Dates of Future Meetings  

 
 Reported: that further meetings of the Committee would be held: 
 

Wednesday 4 May 2011 2.15pm Teaching Room 6, Earth Sciences 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 


