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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

(UNDERGRADUATE) 
 

19 October 2011 
 

Present: Dr. T Fawcett (chair), Professor R Abram, Dr J Blowey, Mr T Brook, Professor A 
Campbell, Dr J Gatehouse, Dr A Hughes, Professor S Ross, Dr D Toll, Dr F Worrall, with 
Mrs S J Graham (secretary). 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. Terms of Reference and Membership 

 
Received: 
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s Terms of Reference; 

Document ECSSCUG1101 
 

(b) the membership of the Sub-Committee for 2011/12; 
Document ECSSCUG1102 

 
Welcomed: new members of the Faculty of Science Education Sub-Committee 
(Undergraduate). 

 
Reported: that Education Committee at its meeting on 11 October 2011 had agreed that 
FECs (Undergraduate) should receive similar admissions information for undergraduate and 
integrated master’s admissions to that considered by FECs (Postgraduate). 

 
2. Interim Report from the Student Charter Task and Finish Group 

 
Considered: the proposed statement of responsibilities of University membership set out in 
Annex 1 of the interim report from the Student Charter Task and Finish Group; 

Document ECSSCUG1103 
 

Reported: that two Student Charter consultation workshops would be held on 2 and 10 
November 2011 (one at Durham and one at Queen’s) at which FEC chairs and 
representatives from Academic Support Office would be available to discuss the interim 
report. All members of staff from all departments/ schools were invited to attend. 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that while there was no significant opposition to the statement of responsibilities of 

University membership, concern was expressed over the use of the word ‘will’ which 
implied a strong command.  The Committee felt it would be difficult to compel a 
student to engage in some of the opportunities outlined in the statement;  

 
(b) that the UUK/NUS Principles for the development, design and use of Student 

Charters indicated that they should be as short as possible with a suggestion of a 
maximum of 2 pages.  The current statement with references was over 3 pages and 
the Committee felt that the statement could be more succinct and closer to two 
pages; 
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(c) that while the statement included reference to Diversity and Equality in section 4 
Further information, the statement did not explicitly cover Diversity, Respect and 
Communication in the responsibilities of community membership. It was suggested 
that the charter was strengthened by the inclusion of a statement along the lines of 
‘respect the diversity and range of thinking in the University community’. There was 
also support for the inclusion of academic, religious and racial tolerance; 

 
(d) that some concern was expressed over the use of the generic term ‘staff’. Although it 

was accepted that ‘university’ was inappropriate as this was generally accepted to 
mean students and staff. It was suggested that a note could be added to the 
statement clarifying that staff applied to the appropriate person and not all staff;  

 
(e) that while accepting that the roles of staff in the University were more diverse than 

those of students, there was support for consideration to be given to a more equal 
balance between the number of staff responsibilities and the number of student 
responsibilities; 

 
(f) that concern was expressed over whether it was realistic to use the word full 

(paragraph 6f) and fully (paragraph 7b). In both cases it was unclear what was meant 
by full or fully or how this would be defined. In the absence of this, the Committee 
would welcome the removal of both terms;  

 
(g) that some concern was expressed regarding the use of the word ‘will’ in the 

statement that the wide range of skills will provide graduates for further study and/or 
future employment (paragraph 8(a). This was felt to be too strong and could lead to 
unrealistic student expectations. The Committee would support the removal of the 
word ‘will’;  

 
(h) that the Committee would welcome clarification on the division of responsibility 

between Colleges and academic departments in relation to personal development 
(paragraph 8b). This was of particular concern in relation to providing opportunities to 
record skills and abilities;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that there was broad support for the approach taken by the Task and Finish Group, 

however the Committee was concerned at the language used in the statement. In 
addition, the Committee would welcome clarification on the division of responsibility 
between departments and colleges in the provision of skills training and 
development.  

 
(b) that these views would be reported to the Task and Finish group. 

[Action: SG] 
 

3. Draft Principles for Student Induction – second consultation 
 

Considered:  the second draft of the principles for student induction. 
Document ECSSCUG1104 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the intention is that once agreed the eventual final version of these principles will 

inform the detailed planning of the new week-long induction programme which will be 
put in place of the start of the 2012/13 academic year; 

 
(b) that there was strong support for development of a clear timetable for the week-long 

induction programme in order to avoid clashes between registration, departmental 
induction, faculty induction and college induction.  Academic departments would 
need a significant amount of time to meet the revised requirements and the 
Committee felt departments would need at least 2 consecutive days to cover the 
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departmental aspects of induction. Members expressed a preference for Thursday 
and Friday to be allocated to departmental induction. In addition, the timetable would 
need to include the need for students to choose modules at the beginning of the 
induction week so that work to organise laboratories etc, can be ongoing during the 
induction week to ensure a smooth start from the first day of teaching; 
 

(c) that it was imperative that the induction timetable took into account the specific needs 
of Natural Science and Combined Honours students to ensure that they had access 
to all the relevant induction sessions; 
 

(d) that some concern was expressed over the workload associated with the requirement 
for academic departments to offer events and activities which provide new students 
with opportunities to interact with each other and with other current students and 
academic staff in both formal and informal settings;   
 

(e) that there should be continuity in the use of the term ‘Academic Adviser’ which 
appeared as ‘Academic Advisor’ in principle 9;  
 

(f) that principle 13 should also include reference to Joint honours in the Faculties of 
Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences and Health;  
 

(g) that clarification was requested as to whether the specific induction events provided 
by the international office (principle 20) would form part of the standard induction 
week or whether they would be delivered separately as is currently the case. The 
Committee was concerned that if these were integrated into the standard week long 
induction it would be lead to significant pressure on the timetabling of induction 
events;   
 

(h) that clarification was requested on the division of responsibility between academic 
departments and specialist students services in the provision of guidance on study 
skills, transferable skills and induction activities and in the evaluation of and 
development of generic study skills (principle 10 and principles 21/22); 
 

(j) that concern was expressed over the resource and timetabling implications of 
academic departments providing induction activities related to the University’s 
learning infrastructure (paragraph 11). The Committee would welcome clarification on 
what this would involve and the division of responsibilities between academic 
departments and the key providers involved such as the library; 
 

Agreed: that the views of the faculty would be fed back to the authors of the paper. 
  
 
4. Report of the Thematic Review of Postgraduates who Teach and Assess 
 
Considered:  the report and recommendations of the Thematic Review of postgraduates who 
teach and assess, prior to its submission to Education Committee. 

 
Document ECSSCUG1105 

Noted: 
 

(a) that there was little support for the revisions to the University policy on managing and 
supporting postgraduates who teach; 

 
(b) that one department made use of integrated masters students in the marking of 

formative assessment and was concerned that the recommendation that the 
opportunity to deliver teaching and marking of assessment should be restricted to 
research students.  In this particular department, there was no evidence that the 
timetables for these students could not accommodate this work.  In addition, there 
was there any evidence that undergraduate students were unhappy with the 
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arrangements.  The department felt that by providing such opportunities improved 
their students’ employability and skills development; 

 
[Secretary’s note: that the Director of Undergraduate Studies in Mathematical 
Sciences had provided a statement confirming that this was a positive experience for 
the integrated masters students] 

ATTACHMENT I to the Minutes 
 

(e) that there was support for the principle that it was not appropriate for research 
students to be compelled to participate in undergraduate teaching and assessment 
(including demonstrating).  In one department, students were invited to apply for a 
number of teaching/demonstrating sessions which were approved by their supervisor 
and in other departments demand by PGR students for teaching/demonstrating 
opportunities often outstripped the availability of such work;  

 
(f) that the Committee would welcome clarification over the status of demonstrating in 

relation to the report which seemed to focus heavily on teaching and assessment. In 
particular the committee would welcome clarification on how far the principles applied 
to demonstrating; 

 
(g) that concern was expressed regarding the work load associated with the role of 

module leader in managing and supporting the teaching and assessment of 
postgraduates supporting the delivery of the module.  The structure of a number of 
science modules were such that a module could involve a significant number of 
tutorials or a demonstration could involve multiple demonstrators, this would leave 
the module leader with a hig workload. The Committee would welcome confirmation 
that although the module leader would have overall responsibility for the module, 
other academic staff could be involved in managing and supporting postgraduate 
teachers in order to spread the workload; 

 
(h) that some members were keen to preserve the distinction between staff and students 

and would like the use of the term ‘peer’ in relation to observation of teaching to be 
removed when the observation is of a postgraduate student by an academic member 
of staff; 

 
(i ) that some concern was expressed regarding the requirement that departments issue 

all postgraduates employed to deliver teaching or carry out assessment with a letter 
of appointment setting out key terms and conditions (3f, paragraph 13).  Whilst 
generally the Committee was supportive of this, in some cases it was not always 
possible, for example, on occasion it was necessary due to illness or other 
circumstances,  to ‘appoint’ someone to undertake demonstrating at the  last minute, 
in such cases it would be difficult to fulfil this principle; 

 
(j) that there was support for a review of the current structure for central and subject 

specific training to ensure a more effective integration of the two (3h).  However the 
Committee would like to preserve subject specific training at departmental level 
especially where it had been well received by students;  

 
Agreed: that the views of the faculty would be fed back to Education Committee. 

 
  

5. Science Faculty Transfer Policy 
 

Received: the following Transfer Policies: 
 

(a) Natural Sciences: 
Document ECSSCUG1106a  

(b) Social Sciences and Health; 
Document ECSSCUG1106b 
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Considered: the development of a Faculty policy on programme transfers which would take 
effect, and be publicly available and published, from 2011/12. 

 
Reported: 

 
(a) that Education Committee at its meeting on 18 May 2011 had agreed that the Chair 

of FEC (Undergraduate) in Science should work with colleagues in the Faculty to 
develop an agreed faculty policy on programme transfers;  

 
(b) that a statement from Social Science and Health and Natural Sciences had been 

provided to facilitate a discussion on the possible principles which could underpin a 
Science Faculty Transfer policy; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Science Faculty was supportive of transfers between programmes and whilst 

there was support for an agreed Faculty transfer policy, underpinned by a number of 
principles there was support for ensuring the policy permitted departmental flexibility 
in certain cases; 

 
(b) that at level one, pre-arrival concessions should only be considered in exceptional 

circumstances; 
 

(c) that a student should not normally be permitted automatic transfer to another level of 
one programme if they do not meet the standard entry requirements to that 
programme; 

 
(d) that at level one, transfers between programmes within one department should be 

processed via a change of registration form, approved at departmental level. If the 
transfer is between departments and/or Faculty, Faculty level approval must also be 
granted; 

 
(e) that a student who wishes to transfer to another programme at level 2, should be in 

good standing and also meet any pre-requisites for level 2 of the new programme.  A 
student transferring into a level 2 programme would not normally be required to meet 
the standard entry (Admission) requirements; 

 
(f) that a student completing level two and who requests transfer to a new programme at 

level one should be treated in the same way as a level one student transferring to 
another level one programme; 

 
(g) that there should be no specific Faculty deadline for transfer requests which should 

be considered on a case by case basis, dependent on a student’s circumstances and  
the nature of the programme of study, bit that receiving departments should ensure 
that students can reasonably catch up any missed work;  

 
(h) that at level three and four, there is a clear distinction between transfers and 

progression, with progression rules defined in the Regulations and  therefore an 
automatic right, and transfers considered on an individual case by case basis; 

 
(i ) that one department reported concern at the ease by which students could transfer 

between departmental Integrated masters programmes at level 4 provided they met 
the standard progression rules defined in the Core Regulations.  Although such 
transfers required the BoS approval, as stated in the Programme regulations, it was 
difficult to reject any requests if the progression rules had been met. The only 
programme specific progression rules were linked to accreditation by an external 
body; however there was some support for consideration to be given to permitting 
departmental and/or faculty progression requirements where there were external 
accreditation issues. The possibility of increasing the progression pass mark was 
suggested. 
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Agreed: that on the basis of the points made, the Chair would prepare a draft Science 
Faculty Transfer policy which would be circulated to members for comment; 

[Action: TF]  
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
6. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Science Education Committee 

(Undergraduate) held 4 May 2011; 
Document ECSSCUG1107 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 4 May 2011; 
 

Document ECSSCUG1108 
 
7. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 
(a) Action Log 

 
Reported:  that the action log from the previous meetings of Faculty of Science 
Education Committee (Undergraduate) was not available; 

 
Document ECSSCUG1109  

(b) Matters of report 
 

Reported:  that a report of matters arising for information was not available; 
 

Document ECSSCUG1110 
 
8. Report from Education Committee 
 
Considered:   

 
(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 18 May 2011. 

Document ECSSCUG1111 
 

(b) the report from the meetings of Education Committee held on 14 June 2011. 
Document ECSSCUG1112 

 
Noted: 

 
Minute 113: Quality and Standards Sub-Committee: Use of Discretion 
 
(a) that a zone of discretion and a University-defined list of reasons for exercising 

academic discretion to promote students from one degree classification to another 
had been approved with effect from 2011/12 for all taught programmes; 

 
(b) those members of FECs (Undergraduate) should ensure that that appropriate follow 

up action is taken in their departments in relation to the use of discretion. 
[Action: FEC (UG) members] 

Minute 99: Curriculum Review 
 

(c) that Education Committee had approved, on the recommendation of the Curriculum 
Review Working Group, a plan for the implementation of the Principles for the 
Development of the taught Curriculum.   As part of the this plan, departments are 
required as part of this year’s annual review, to reflect on their taught provision and 
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develop a three year action plan to ensure that all their programmes are aligned with 
the Principles 1 to 3, 6 to 9 and 11.  These action plans will replace the previous 
requirement for departments to develop departmental education strategies. 

 
(d) that principle 3 required all degree programmes to include a major research project, 

dissertation or equivalent (40 credits UG). In a number of departments, there was 
little support for a compulsory 40 credit dissertation for all level 3 students and a 
portfolio approach allowing studentschoice from a number of 20 credit modules had 
been adopted; 

 
(e) that it had been reported at the meeting of Education Committee on 11 October 2011 

that there was a question as to whether the government would continue to support 
through the Student Loans Company students undertaking the final year of integrated 
master’s programmes; 

 
Minute 100: Student Support 

 
(f) that Education Committee had approved, on the recommendation of the Review of 

Student Support Working Group, a plan for the implementation of the Principles for 
Student Support approved by Senate; 

 
(f) that full implementation of academic advisers had been delayed to October 2012 to 

ensure that appropriate resource was available to support the implementation. It had 
been hoped that confirmation of the resource would be made available to 
departments ahead of Michaelmas 2011, however the issue of resource was still 
under review by UEC and had not yet been resolved;  

 
Minute 123(b) Education and Postgraduate Strategies: e-learning Strategy 

 
(h) that Education Committee had considered a report on progress against the 2010/11 

action plan for the e-Learning Strategy.  It was noted by Education Committees that 
further activity was being undertaken on technologies to support feedback and that 
further information on this issue would be provided to the developer.  Any 
developments with the system to be built would be shared with colleagues at the 
earliest opportunity; 

 
Minute 128: Quality and Standards Sub-Committee: Revisions to Policies and Procedures 
for external examiners 
 
(i) that Education Committee had approved the revisions to the University’s policies and 

procedures for external examiners to be implemented with effect from 2011/12. The 
changes included a change in the standard appointment term to four years and 
clarification that external examiners should not be appointed in cases where potential 
conflicts of interest might arise such as the proposed external examiner being a near 
relative of a member of staff student involved with the programme of study; 

 
(j) that departments would need to ensure when nominating an external examiner for 

approval that there were no potential conflicts of interest; 
 
(k) that members of FECs (Undergraduate) should ensure that that appropriate follow up 

action is taken in departments in relation to the appointment of external examiners. 
[Action: FEC (UG) members] 

Minute 117 Student Charter 
 

(l)  the discussion of the interim report form the Student Charter task and Finish Group 
and the action agreed by Education Committee (sf minute 2); 

 
Minutes 118: Experience Durham Strategy 

 
(m) that Education Committee had approved the Experience Durham Strategy; 
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Minute 119 Principles for the Induction of Students 
 
(n) the discussion of the proposed principles for the induction of Students and the action 

agreed by Education Committee (sf minute 3); 
 

Minute 120 Strategies for Learning Resources 
 

(o) the discussion of the report on the University strategies for learning resources and 
the agreed action to establish a Learning Resources Group; 

(p) that in relation to resources in academic departments, some concern was expressed 
over the methodology employed in the annual room utilisation assessment which 
seemed to lead to widely inaccurate figures;  

 
(q) that a number of laboratories in Physics had recently been refurbished and were now 

centrally bookable. This had resulted in Physics having little control over the usage of 
the lab which raised a number of safety and security issues.  The department would 
welcome consideration of a Code of Practice for the use of Laboratories especially in 
cases where they had been designated as dual purpose and were centrally 
bookable;   

 
Agreed: that these issues would be forwarded to the secretary of the Learning Resources 

group. 
[Action:SG] 

 
Minute 129 Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
(r) that Education Committee had approved a pilot skills audit with undergraduate 

students to run in 2011/12; 
 

Minute 130 Student Engagement 
 
(s) the discussion of an assurance report on the implementation of the new student 

Engagement policies at departmental level and  the agreed action. 
 

9. Student Enrolment Processes 
 

Considered:  a consultation report on student enrolment processes. 
Document ECSSCUG1113 

Noted: 
 

(a) that there was support for the move to an online module registration system but more 
co-ordination and communication was required across the University.  There seemed 
to be a lack of understanding amongst students on when they could expect modules 
to be approved.  This was further exacerbated by departments operating to slightly 
different timetable and left departments feeling that they had to spend a lot of time 
dealing with individual student queries; this did little to enhance students’ experience; 

 
Early registration 

 
(b) that the Committee supported the removal of the early registration process 

(paragraph 1.3.3). However concern was expressed at the proposed alternative 
whereby departments could decide whether or not they wish to allow students to 
register early and when such school activity should take place; 

 
(c) that this proposal would seem impossible to operate effectively or efficiently in cases 

where students take one or more modules from another department. If one 
department started to approve modules early, the students would immediately chase 
the next department for approval. If this department had set a later early registration 
date, departments risked being swamped by students’ queries; 
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(d) that the Committee felt it would be more appropriate to operate a coordinated 

approach with an agreed timetable at either Faculty or university level. This would 
avoid confusion and frustration amongst staff and students and lead to a more 
consistent experience for students; 

 
(e) that in terms of June registration there was some support for opening registration in 

early May but advising students that module registrations would not be confirmed 
until the end of term/mid July;  

 
Capped Modules and Wait Lists 

 
(f) that there were few level 2 or level 3 capped modules in the faculty of Science, with 

most at level 1; 
 
(g)  that in cases where there were capped modules, departments normally operated a 

system outside banner which involved interviewing L2 or L3 students; 
 

(h) that with regard to all students having equal access to modules (paragraph 2.1.3), 
there was support for an approach whereby single honours students would-be given 
priority, followed by Natural Science and then other students; 

 
Pre-Registration  

 
(i) that the Committee would welcome clarification on which departments constituted the 

‘ many’ departments that collected pre-registration information as there was evidence 
of pre-registration activity in the faculty of Science; 

 
(j) that there was no support for the a University wide schedule for pre-registration 

activity (3.3.2); 
 

The Registration Period and Students Remaining on Campus 
 

(k) that there was strong support for the requirement that students remain in University 
until the end of term (paragraph 4.3.3); 

 
(l) that the Committee suggested a number of different academic activities which 

students could be required to participate in including putting the exams back by 3 
weeks and using that time for further revision sessions or adjusting the timetabling to 
stretching the curriculum over a longer period.  This would be beneficial not only in 
terms of timetabling but also provide students with a longer period of study without 
any additional staff resource; 

 
Agreed: that these issues would be forwarded to the authors of the report. 

[Action:SG] 
10. Chair’s business 
 
Considered:  any items of Chair’s business. 

 
(a) Reading Lists 

 
Reported: that Education Committee at its meeting on 11 October 2011 considered a report 
on the submission to the Library of reading lists for 2011/12 and agreed that the chairs of 
FECs should as a matter of urgency contact departments who had not submitted all their 
reading lists to the Library to ensure that this was progressed immediately. The chair had 
contacted the departments of Psychology and Earth Sciences about this; 

 
(b) Module Prerequisites 

 
Reported: 
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(i) that having academically appropriate module pre-requisites was essential with 

respect to the on-line module registration system and departments should review 
existing modules pre-requisites as part of the next round of curriculum development; 

[Action: FEC (UG) members] 
 
(ii) that all requests through curriculum development for new or additional pre-requisites 

needed to be accompanied by something that specifies which of the learning 
outcomes in the pre-requisite module are essential for a student to take the module 
in question. 

 
(iii) that pre-requisites were also relevant when considering progression.  At the 

preliminary Honours Board, a number of students were required to withdraw from the 
University following failure of a module which was a pre-requisite for a compulsory 
module at the next level of the programme;    

 
(iv) also that, at the preliminary Honours Board, a number of students were required to 

withdraw from the University following failure of a double module as they were not 
permitted to progress to the ordinary route carrying a fail in a double module; 

 
(v) that departments were therefore encouraged to consider existing double modules as 

part of the next round of curriculum development and ensure students were fully 
aware the consequences of failure in a double module. 

[Action: FEC (UG) members] 
(c) Employability 

 
Reported:  

 
(i) that Education Committee at its meeting on 11 October 2011 considered the results 

of the 2011 Destination of Leavers from Higher Education survey and agreed that 
departments whose Graduate Prospects did not meet the University’s benchmark for 
their subject area be required to work with the chair of their FEC (Undergraduate) 
and CEEC to develop an action plan on how they will achieve the improvements 
required to position themselves within the top 10;  
 

(ii) that members were reminded that these action plans should be embedded within the 
annual review of taught programmes.  The chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) would 
discuss this section of the annual review with CEEC and if the judgement of the FEC 
(Chair) is that the action plan will not deliver the improvement needed these will be 
referred back. 

(Action: FEC (UG) members in Biomedical Sciences, General Engineering and 
Computer Science) 

(iii) that the results of the 2011 Destination of Leavers from Higher Education survey 
would be considered by this committee at its next meeting. 

 
(d) Academic Advisers 
 
Reported: that members were reminded of the requirement for departmental schemes for 
Academic Advisers to be approved for implementation in October 2012 (cf minute 8e).  

[Action: FEC (UG) members] 
 

11. Departmental Business 
 

Reported:   
 
(a) that concern was expressed that following the move to lectures starting on the hour, 

a number of students had reported that they had no scheduled time for lunch 
It had been reported to Education Committee in 2010/11 that the Timetable Team 
would endeavour to ensure that staff and students have a reasonable schedule 
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whenever possible with at least an hour for lunch between the times of 12pm and 
3.00pm; 

 
(b) that it was understood that the function within the timetabling package to ensure 

that students had a period for lunch was not available.  The Committee would 
therefore seek clarification from the Timetabling team as to the extent of the 
problem. 

[Action: SG] 
 
12. Student Issues 

 
Noted:  that there were no student issues not itemised elsewhere on the agenda.  
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
13. Matters of Report 
 
Noted:  that a report of action taken by the chair on behalf of the Committee since its last 
meeting was not available. 

Document ECSSCUG1114  
 
14. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported:  that further meetings of the Committee will be held on the following dates in the 
2011/12 academic year; 

 

Date Time Room 

Wednesday 25 January 2012 2.00pm CLC407 (Kingsley Barrett, Calman 
Learning Centre) 

Wednesday 29 February 2012 2.00pm CLC407 (Kingsley Barrett, Calman 
Learning Centre) 

Wednesday 2 May 2012 2.00pm CLC407 (Kingsley Barrett, Calman 
Learning Centre) 

 


