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Present: Dr. T Fawcett (Chair), Dr. J Blowey, Prof. A Campbell, Mr. R Hall, Dr. J Gatehouse, Dr. 
A Hughes, Prof. S Morris, Prof. S Ross, Dr. D Toll, Dr. F Worrall, with Dr. E Chapman (Secretary). 
 

In Attendance: Miss M Sewell (item 28 only). 

 

 

MINUTES 
 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

28. Draft University Policy on the Provision of Lecture Notes for Students With 

Disabilities 

 
Received: a draft University policy on the provision of lecture notes for students with 
disabilities; 

(Document ECSSCUG1037) 
 

Considered: an oral presentation from Marie Sewell, Adviser, DUSSD; 
 
[Secretary’s note: that Dr. James Blowey was not present for the discussion of document 
37.] 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that academic departments received Recommended Reasonable Adjustments (RRA) 

reports for disabled students who had registered with DUSSD, and these reports 
typically made recommendations regarding the provision of lecture notes in advance; 
 

(b) that where such a recommendation was made, departments/ schools should ensure 
that students were provided in advance with a copy of any lecture materials that would 
normally be given out during a lecture, or a lecture outline providing a simple overview 
of the topic, how it linked to previous and forthcoming lectures, and any recommended 
reading; 

 
(c) that some concerns were expressed regarding the logistics of providing lecture notes 

or outlines in advance as some academic staff continued to work on lecture materials 
until the day before the lecture; 

 
(d) that the purpose of providing lecture notes or outlines in advance was to enable 

students with cognitive difficulties (e.g. dyslexia, dyspraxia, autistic spectrum, mental 
health issues) to familiarise themselves with the lecture material so that they were not 
disadvantaged in comparison to other students; 

 
(e) that the expectation was that lecture notes or outlines should be available to students 

in receipt of an RRA report no later than 24 hours in advance of a lecture; 
 
(f) that it was acknowledged that provision of lecture notes in advance was potentially 

more problematic for science subjects, which often used “chalk and talk” lectures 
rather than hand outs and powerpoint presentations; 
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(g) that in the case of lectures delivered in a “chalk and talk” format it would be 
appropriate to provide students in receipt of an RRA report with a lecture outline; 

 
(h) that it was best practice to provide lecture notes or outlines to students electronically 

via DUO as students could then print lecture materials in the format most appropriate 
to their needs; 

 
(i) that students with disabilities were encouraged to apply for a Disabled Student 

Allowance with support from DUSSD and that this included a consumables allowance 
to be spent on printing costs etc; 

 

29. Science Faculty Plan Objective 1: Research-led Education 

 
Received: a summary of current research-led education in departments/ schools within the 
Faculty of Science; 

(Documents ECSSCUG1038a-c) 
 
Considered: the current status and examples of research-led teaching in all departments/ 
schools at undergraduate, taught postgraduate and research postgraduate level; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that research-informed education was defined by the University as drawing 

“consciously on systematic inquiry into the teaching and learning process itself”; 
 

(b) that the meaning of this definition was ambiguous and there was some confusion as to 
whether research-informed education meant that lecturers should draw on research 
into learning and teaching methods, or that departments should conduct research into 
learning and teaching processes, or that students should be given the opportunity to 
reflect on their learning processes; 

 
(c) that the Committee acknowledged the importance and value of delivering research-

informed education, but felt that it was not a comfortable fit with subject-specific 
learning and teaching within departments in the same way that research-led, research-
oriented and research-based education were; 

 
(d) that it was emphasised that the way in which research-led education was delivered 

would differ for each level of the undergraduate curricula; 
 
(e) that every module and teaching activity should include at least one of the four types of 

research-led education identified, but did not need to address all four types; 
 

(f) that the summary of research-led teaching in Physics available via the departmental 
webpages was based on an older version of University guidance on research-led 
teaching and as such some of the terminology used was slightly out of date; 

 
(g) that the student representative reported that the majority of students understood 

research-led education as learning about academic staff members‟ current research; 
 
(h) that the importance of research-led education in terms of transferable skills and 

employability was emphasised and it was suggested that this could be the best way in 
which to communicate information on research-led education to students; 

 
(i) that the final versions of departmental statements on research-led education could be 

communicated to students via DUO and/or departmental webpages; 
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(j) that there was detailed discussion regarding the best way in which to raise awareness 
and understanding of research-led education amongst academic staff within 
departments, and a number of potential methods of delivery were identified, including  
a faculty-level workshop, or departmental training sessions facilitated by the Academic 
Staff Development Office; 

 
(k) that a number of departments/ schools planned to include a seminar on research-led 

education as part of their annual review away days for 2010/11; 
 

(l) that there was general support for the delivery of seminars or workshops on research-
led education within individual departments/ schools via a teaching away day or board 
of studies meeting; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that Chemistry and Earth Sciences would submit an audit of current research-led 

education within their departments to the chair and secretary by 18 March 2011; 

(Action: AH, FW) 

 
(b) that Physics would update the summary of research-led education available via the 

departmental webpages to bring it in line with current University terminology; 

(Action: SM) 

 
(c) that clarification on the definition of research-informed education would be requested 

from Education Committee; 

(Action: TF, EC) 
 

30. Level 2 Progression Threshold 
 
Received: a summary of final degree outcomes for students on integrated masters 
programmes within the achieving an AMW of 50-55% and/or 55-60% at Level 2; 

(Document ECSSCUG1039a-d) 
 

Considered: issues related to the Level 2 progression threshold for integrated masters 
programmes; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the possibility of increasing the Level 2 progression threshold for integrated 

masters‟ programmes from 50% to 55-60% had been raised several times by the 
Department of Physics; 
 

(b) that Level 4 of the department‟s MPhys programmes included a research project 
module that accounted for 50% of the overall marks for that level, and as such these 
programmes were intended to train students who intended to go on to research 
postgraduate study in physics; 

 
(c) that the department felt that its BSc programmes, which also included a research 

project as a smaller proportion of the Level 3 marks, were more appropriate for 
students who did not intend to go on to research postgraduate study or who were 
unlikely to be awarded a final degree classification that would enable them to do so; 

 
(d) that a number of comparator institutions in physics had a Level 2 progression 

threshold of 60%; 
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(e) that analysis of the 54 students achieving 50-55% at Level 2 of the MPhys 
programmes between 2003/04 and 2007/08 showed that 2 went on to be awarded a 
2:1 at the end of Level 4; 

 
(f) that the Department of Physics strongly encouraged all MPhys students with a mark of 

50-55% at Level 2 were encouraged to transfer to the BSc programmes; 
 
(g) that within the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences, 52 students had 

achieved a mark of 50-55% at Level 2 of the MEng programmes between 2005/06 and 
2007/08, of which 21 had been awarded a 2:1 at the end of Level 4; 

 
(h) that it was emphasised that the award of an MEng degree was a minimum 

requirement for professional accreditation and was not only intended as a route to a 
research postgraduate programme; 

 
(i) that within the Department of Earth Sciences the 2009/10 MSci Geoscience included 

two students who had achieved a mark of 50-55% at Level 2 and who were awarded a 
2:2 as the end of Level 4 and two students who had achieved a mark of 55-60% at 
Level 2 and who were awarded a 2:1 at the end of Level 4; 

 
(j) that within the Department of Chemistry, 39 students had achieved a mark of 50-55% 

at Level 2 of the MChem programmes between 2005/06 and 2007/08, of which 6 had 
been awarded a 2:1 and 19 a 2:2 at the end of Level 4; 

 
(k) that it was emphasised that the majority of MChem students with  a mark of 50-55% at 

Level 2 went on to achieve a 2:2 and that there was a clear career path for graduates 
with 2:2 MChem degrees; 

 
(l) that there appeared to be no significant differences between the final degree 

outcomes of students achieving a mark of 50-55% or 55-60% on MMath programmes 
within the Department of Mathematical Sciences (of the 8 students who achieved a 
mark of 50-55% at Level 2 between 2005/06 and 2007/08, 1 had been awarded a 2:1 
and 5 a 2:2 at the end of Level 4, in comparison to the 23 students who achieved a 
mark of 55-60% in the same period, 5 of whom had been awarded a 2:1 and 7 a 2:2 at 
the end of Level 4); 

 
(m) that the Natural Sciences scatter plot indicated that MSci students with a mark of 55-

60% at Level 2 were more likely to achieve a final degree outcome of a 2:1 than 
students with a mark of 50-55% at Level 2; 

 
(n) that it was emphasised that only very small numbers of students exited the University 

with a 3
rd
 class integrated masters degree and that within the period 2005/06 to 

2007/08 only 2 students within the Faculty with a mark of 50-55% at Level 2 were 
awarded 3

rd
 class degrees (one in Chemistry and one in Engineering); 

 
(o) that while there was some support within the Committee for increasing the Level 2 

progression threshold to 55%, several representatives reported that there was no 
consensus in relation to this proposal within their respective boards of studies; 

 
(p) that in the absence of faculty-wide support for the proposal, the Committee‟s position 

was that departments/ schools should be permitted to explore ways in which to 
increase the Level 2 progression threshold on an individual basis; 

 
(q) that a number of potential alternatives to increasing the Level 2 progression threshold 

were discussed, for example introducing different entry requirements for MSci and 
BSc programmes, increasing the Level 3 progression threshold to 55%, and reviewing 
BSc programmes in order to make them more attractive to students; 
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(r) that it was noted that the Department of Physics was unable to increase the entry 

requirement for its MPhys programmes as the current entry requirement for its BSc 
programmes was AAA at A-level; 

 
(s) that there was no support for increasing the Level 3 progression threshold to 55% and 

significant issues were identified in relation to this proposal, including whether students 
failing Level 3 of an integrated masters‟ programme would have fulfilled the 
prerequisites to be awarded a BSc degree, the potential negative impact on 
employability statistics and the financial impact on students who would have signed 
housing contracts for a fourth year; 

 
Agreed: that the Department of Physics would discuss the potential to raise the Level 2 
progression threshold for MPhys programmes to 60% with the Head of Academic Support 
Office and the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education). 

(Action: SM) 
 

31. Draft University Guidelines on the Use of Scaling by Boards of Examiners 

 
Considered: a report on draft University guidelines on the use of scaling by boards of 
examiners. 

(Document ECSSCUG1040 – to follow) 
 

[Secretary’s note: that the report on the use of scaling by boards of examiners would be 
considered at the 2 March 2011 meeting of FEC (UG).] 

 

32. Proposed Role Descriptors for FEC Members and Directors of Undergraduate and 

Postgraduate Studies 
 
Considered: a report on the proposed role descriptors for FEC members and directors of 
undergraduate and postgraduate studies. 

(Document ECSSCUG1041 – to follow) 

 
[Secretary’s note: that the report on proposed role descriptors for FEC members and 
directors of undergraduate and postgraduate studies would be considered at the 4 May 
2011 meeting of FEC (UG).] 

 

33. Greening Course Delivery 
 
Considered: a report on “greening” course delivery, investigating the environmental impact 
of Durham‟s course delivery; 

(Document ECSSCUG1042) 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that a student undertaking fieldwork overseas could double the climate change impact 
of their course in that academic year; 
 

(b) that 85% of the energy use associated with learning and teaching was in relation to 
the use of buildings, for example the heat and light used in classrooms and 
laboratories; 

 
(c) that  it was suggested that a more flexible timetable could help to address the climate 

change impact of the energy used in buildings by reducing the amount of heat and 
light used for rooms or buildings when not in use or only in use for a short period of 
time per day or week; 
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(d) that technical equipment required significant energy to run and was often in use 24 
hours a day for long periods of time, producing large amounts of heat as waste, and 
that systems could be put in place to minimise the amount of waste heat produced;  

 
(e) that an energy audit of each department and division within the University would be 

produced in the near future; 
 
(f) that photocopying, fieldtrips and recycling were three areas where the faculty and 

departments/ schools could take simple measures to reduce the climate impact of their 
courses. 

 

34. National Student Survey 2010 Faculty Report and Action Plan 

 
Received:  
 
(a) the Science Faculty overview report on the National Student Survey (NSS) 2010 

results; 

 (Document ECSSCUG1043) 

 
(b) the Science Faculty policy on improving the student experience, incorporating an 

action plan in response to the NSS 2010 results; 

 (Document ECSSCUG1044) 
 
(c) a report on Durham‟s Response to the NSS 2010 Results 

(Document ECSSCUG1045) 
 

Considered: any issues arising from the Faculty overview report and action plan; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that most departments/ schools fell within +/-0.1 of the faculty median for the majority 

of questions in the NSS 2010 results and as such there were no significant areas of 
concern; 
 

(b) that the faculty median allowed departments/ schools falling significantly below that 
level for specific questions or more generally to be easily identified and action taken to 
address these issues; 

 
(c) that it was recognised that small changes in students‟ overall satisfaction (Question 

22) could have a dramatic effect on subject rankings; 
 
(d) that the Faculty NSS action plan was incorporated into the Faculty policy on improving 

student experience, which identified a number of principles and faculty-/department-
level commitments designed to address overall student satisfaction; 

 
(e) that concerns were expressed that the University‟s NSS results were now coded by 

college rather than by department/ school and as no longer included a category for 
Natural Sciences and Combined Honours programmes; 

 
(f) that Natural Sciences student response data and free text comments were randomly 

allocated in varying proportions to Physics, Mathematical Sciences, Chemistry and 
Biological and Biomedical Sciences; 

 
(g) that a proportion of Combined Honours student response data and free text comments 

were randomly allocated to Psychology; 
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(h) that it was possible to identify the Natural Sciences student response data allocated to 
the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences as they were all coded as “other”; 

 
(i) that the Director of Natural Sciences reported that the end of term survey would be 

adapted so that it could be used to investigate students‟ opinions in relation to the key 
areas used in the NSS (the teaching on my course, assessment and feedback, etc); 

 
(j) that significant concerns were expressed regarding the random allocation of Natural 

Sciences and Combined Honours students and the fact that departments were unable 
to differentiate the response data and free text comments of Natural Science students 
from those of single honours students; 

 
(k) that in particular the random allocation of Natural Sciences/ Combined Honours 

students meant that it was extremely likely that departments would be assigned 
response data and free text comments from students who had never studied modules 
belonging to those departments, skewing their NSS results; 

 
(l) that actions taken by departments/ schools to improve NSS scores in a particular area 

or overall student satisfaction could be negated by this random allocation of Natural 
Sciences/ Combined Honours students; 

 
(m) that the impact of the random allocation of Natural Sciences/ Combined Honours 

students on departmental NSS results and consequently on external rankings was 
unacceptable; 

 
(n) that the Committee felt that there should be more explicit acknowledgement by the 

University that externally published NSS results and departmental rankings were 
skewed by the random allocation of Natural Sciences/ Combined Honours students; 

 
(o) that the Committee was strongly in favour of a return to coding NSS results by 

department/ school rather than college; 
 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Committee‟s request for more explicit acknowledgement by the University of 

the impact of the random allocation of Natural Sciences/ Combined Honours students 
to departmental NSS data on externally published NSS results and departmental 
rankings would be reported to Education Committee; 

(Action: TF, EC) 

 
(b) that the Committee‟s strong support for a return to coding NSS results by department/ 

school rather than college would be reported to Education Committee; 

(Action: TF, EC) 

 

Part B: Routine Business 
 

35. Minutes of the Last Meeting 

 
Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting held on 10 November 2010; 

(Document ECSSCUG1046) 

 
Received: LTC Minute 45(a), detailing discussion of the minutes of the meeting of the 
Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) held 10 November 2010; 

(Document ECSSCUG1047) 
 
 Noted: 
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(a) Minute 7: Examination and Assessment Report 
 
(i) that to date Physics had not received a response from SPA in relation to the issues 

the department had flagged in relation to examination and assessment issues in 
2009/10; 
 

(ii) that the EAR highlighted issues SPA wished to raise with departments/ schools but 
did not include any issues departments/ schools wished to raise with SPA; 

 
(iii) that there was general support for FEC (UG) to consider examination and 

assessment issues flagged by departments/ school at the same time as it 
considered the annual EAR; 

 
Agreed: that departments/ schools would submit an annual report on examination and 
assessment issues to the FEC (UG) secretary in addition to SPA in order to enable 
these reports to be discussed at the Michaelmas meeting of FEC (UG); 

(Action: all departmental representatives, EC) 
 

36. Matters Arising from the Minutes 

 
(a) Matters of report 

 
(i) Minute 50 (b) (iii): Foundation Centre Report on Progression Trends by Year and 

Route; 
 
Received: a report from the Foundation Centre on progression trends by year and 
route; 

(Document ECSSCUG1048) 
 
Reported: that this report was requested by Education Committee in response to 
concerns raised by the Science FLTC in February 2010 regarding progression and 
achievement on the Biomedical Sciences and Applied Psychology programmes; 
 
Noted: 
 
A. that the report from the Foundation Centre focussed on students failing Level 

1, but students who withdrew from their degree programmes during Level 1 
were also an issue of significant concern for the Applied Psychology 
programme; 
 

B. that the Department of Psychology reported an 8% failure rate and 17% 
withdrawal rate at Level 1 in 2008/09, a high proportion of which were 
Foundation programme students; 

 
C. that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences had experienced 

similar issues in relation to failure or withdrawal at Level 1 of the Biomedical 
Sciences programme, but reported that the failure/ withdrawal rate had 
decreased over the 12 years that the Foundation route to this programme had 
been running, and that the introduction of a Gateway module had played a 
significant role in this; 

 
D. that the 50% pass mark required for progression from Foundation 

programmes to Level 1 was not felt to be equivalent to the entry requirements 
for direct entry to Level 1; 
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E. that several departments were in favour of increasing the pass mark required 
for progression to Level 1 to 70%, either for the Foundation programme as a 
whole or for a Gateway module; 

 
Agreed: that the Committee supported a request to increase the pass mark to 70% 
for specific modules on Foundation programmes leading to specific degree 
programmes within the Faculty, and that this request would be reported to 
Education Committee; 

(Action: TF, EC) 
 

(ii) Minute 1: Terms of Reference and Membership 
 
Reported: that the Science FEC (UG) membership list in the online Calendar 
(Volume 2) had been updated; 
  

(iii) Minute 11 (a) (i): Assessment Criteria for Undergraduate Programmes 
 
Received: an oral update from the Secretary on the revised timescales for the 
central provision of core material for student handbooks; 
 
Noted: that timescales for the central provision of core material for student 
handbooks were currently under discussion and an outcome was expected in the 
near future; 
 

(iv) Minute 16: Annual Report on Degree Classification 
 
Received: an oral update from the Secretary on the final degree classification data 
included in paragraph 4h of the report; 
 
Noted: that the data in paragraph 4h of the report referred to degree classifications 
awarded for Computer Science programmes within the School of Engineering and 
Computing Sciences, which had reported a significant change in the percentages of 
1

st
 and 2:2 class degrees awarded in 2009 and 2010 (e.g. 30.19% 1

st
 class degrees 

awarded in 2010 compared to 12% in 2009); 
 

(b) Matters for further consideration 
 
(i) Minute 11 (b) (i): Reasonable Adjustment for Disabled Students 

 
Received: oral updates from Psychology, Physics and Engineering and Computing 
Sciences on the way in which information on students with reasonable adjustments 
was communicated to academic staff. 

 

37. Education Committee 

 
Considered: 
 
(a) the report from the Education Committee held on 8 November 2010; 

(Document ECSSCUG1049) 
 

(b) the report from the Education Committee held on 13 December 2010; 

(Document ECSSCUG1050) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that permission to run departmental activities in addition to the centrally-organised pre-

application open days should be sought from the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education); 
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 in addition to centrally-organised pre-application open days, departments/ schools 
could continue to run additional  

(b) that the revised Serious Adverse Circumstances (SACs) form was not yet available 
online; 
 

(c) that there was an error in the minutes of the 13 December 2010 meeting of Education 
Committee, which stated that vivas that formed an assessment task outside the 
University‟s module structure would not be permitted for students entering the 
University from October 2011 onwards (minute 33 refers); 

 
(d) that it was the Committee‟s understanding that vivas as a form of assessment outside 

the University‟s modular structure would not be permitted for all students with effect 
from October 2011; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that an update on when the revised SACs form would be made available online would 

be requested from Education Committee; 

(Action: EC) 

 
(b) that the error in Minute 33 of the 13 December meeting of Education Committee, 

outlining the withdrawal of vivas as a form of assessment outside the modular 
structure would be reported to Education Committee; 

(Action: EC) 
 

38. Chair’s Business 

 
(a) Science Faculty Plan 2010-2015 

 
Received: the final version of the Science Faculty Plan 2010-2015; 

(Document ECSSCUG1051) 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that Challenge B Objective 3 (“Embed skills development and employability in all 

programmes”) would be discussed at the 2 March 2011 meeting of FEC (UG); 
 

(ii) that all FEC representatives were requested to submit a report on the current 
status of skills development and employability in their departments/ schools at 
undergraduate, taught postgraduate and research postgraduate levels;  

 
(iii) that FEC (UG) representatives were not necessarily also the employability 

representatives for their department/ school; 
 

(iv) that the reports to be submitted to FEC (UG) should provide an audit of skills 
development and employability activities in relation to undergraduate programmes 
only. Similar reports on taught and research postgraduate programmes would be 
considered by FEC (PG); 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that an email summarising the above information would be sent to all FEC (UG) 

representatives; 

(Action: EC) 
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(ii) that employability audit reports from all departments/ schools would be submitted 
for consideration at the next meeting of FEC (UG); 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 
 
(b) Undergraduate Research Symposia 

 
Considered: a report on the proposed undergraduate student final year research 
symposia within the Faculty of Science; 

(Document ECSSCUG1052) 

 
 Noted: 
 

(i) that the report had been circulated to all heads of department via the Faculty 
Leadership Group and that amendments had been made to the proposal 
subsequent to the version circulated to FEC (UG); 

 
(ii) that the proposal was not intended to be as prescriptive as the version circulated to 

FEC (UG) might suggest, for example the symposia could take place via two half-
day sessions over a period of two weeks, or could include parallel sessions; 

 
(iii) that similar types of event to the research symposia suggested in the proposal 

were already held by most departments within the Faculty, and some uncertainty 
was expressed as to the purpose and added-value of introducing an additional 
faculty-level event; 

 
(iv) that the intention of the faculty-level symposium was to raise the profile of 

undergraduate research and formally recognise the importance of research done 
by undergraduate students; 

 
(v) that it was now intended to hold a single faculty-level undergraduate research 

symposium (rather than individual departmental symposia) in 2011/1, at which one 
undergraduate student and one postgraduate student from each department 
would be invited to give a presentation on their research projects; 

 
(vi) that some concerns were expressed that this proposal had not followed the 

standard consultation process and that this was the first information FEC (UG) 
had received regarding the proposal; 

 
(vii) that concerns were expressed regarding the timing of a faculty research 

symposium, which would need to be timetabled to fit with departmental 
assessment timetables; 

 
(viii) that final year undergraduate students‟ oral presentations on their research 

projects were not assessed until May/ June and that consequently it was 
suggested that the timing of the faculty research symposium, provisionally set for 
April 2011, could be better placed to take place after the June exam period or 
after graduation; 

 
(ix) that the introduction of summatively assessed oral presentations for departments 

which did not currently carry out this type of assessment had a number of logistic 
issues associated with it and would require significant changes to module 
proformas, assessment criteria and student timetables; 

 
(x) that concerns were expressed regarding the intended audience for the faculty 

research symposium, and whether the introduction of such an event would be 
popular with undergraduate students; 
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(xi) that it was emphasised that formal mechanisms for departments/ schools to 
identify and select an undergraduate and postgraduate student to present at the 
faculty research symposium would need to be developed and considered and 
approved by the appropriate faculty- and departmental-level committees; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that while the Committee recognised the potential benefits of the proposed faculty 

research symposia, it was strongly in favour of the full consideration of the proposal 
and the issues and practicalities associated with it via the appropriate faculty and 
departmental-level committee structures before it was implemented, and that this 
would be reported to the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor; 

 (Action: TF) 

 
(ii) that the Committee‟s concerns regarding the proposed faculty research symposium 

would be reported to the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor; 

(Action: TF) 
 

(c) Traffic Light System to Monitor Quality of Teaching  
 
Considered: a proposal to introduce a traffic light system to monitor teaching quality on 
an individual staff basis; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Faculty had recently introduced a traffic light system to assess individual 

research performance in preparation for the Research Excellence Framework 
(REF); 
 

(ii) that following the January departmental planning meetings it had been suggested 
that a similar system could be introduced to assess teaching ability and 
performance on an individual staff basis; 

 
(iii) that while there was support for the introduction of a faculty-wide formal 

mechanism to identify weak teaching and implement actions to address this, no 
consensus was reached as to whether a traffic light system was the best way to 
achieve this; 

 
(iv) that the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences had used the results of 

its 2009/10 MEQs to identify poor teaching performance. The four lecturers with 
the lowest scores would participate in training facilitated by the Academic Staff 
Development Office, and could be considered to represent a „red band‟ in the 
traffic light system. The School had also identified a further grouping who could 
improve their teaching, equivalent to an „amber band‟ in the traffic light system; 

 
(v) that a number of departments used MEQ results to assess poor teaching 

performance by identifying an MEQ median score in order to further consider 
teaching staff on modules falling below that median; 

 
(vi) that MEQs could also be used to assess poor teaching performance through the 

inclusion of individual questions on each lecturer who delivered teaching on a 
module; 

 
(vii) that the need to maintain an element of subjectivity in any such system was 

emphasised, for example new lecturers sometimes received low MEQ results in 
their first year of teaching but were already participating in training and mentoring 
activities; 
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Agreed: that a draft proposal for the introduction of a traffic light system to monitor 
teaching performance would be presented to the next meeting of FEC (UG); 

(Action: TF)  

 
(d) Excellence in Learning and Teaching Awards 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that departments/ schools were encouraged to submit applications to the 2010/11 

Excellence in Learning and Teaching Awards (ELTA); 
 

(ii) that the deadline for submission of applications was 18 March 2011; 
 

(iii) that in addition to self-nomination and nomination by colleagues, nominations 
could now also be made by students who had been taught by the staff member in 
the previous four years; 

 
(iv) that communication issues associated with raising student awareness of the ELTA 

and their ability to submit nominations was raised.  

 

39. Departmental Issues 

 
(a) Promotion criteria and Module Evaluation Questionnaires (MEQs) 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that there was 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 Science departments/ schools, which survey student opinions of 
teaching on the module as a whole rather than by each member of teaching staff; 
 

(ii) that issues related to this apparent disparity would be discussed at the next meeting 
of FEC (UG) on 2 March 2011; 

 
Agreed: that all departments/ schools would submit example MEQs for consideration 
against the 2010/11 promotion criteria at the next meeting of FEC (UG). 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 
 

40. Student Issues 

 
(a) Training for SSCC student representatives 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that following the new training sessions for Staff-Student Consultative Committee 

(SSCC) student representatives, it had been agreed that all representatives would 
email the relevant Faculty Education Committee (FEC) student representative a 
summary of issues discussed at departmental SSCCs; 
 

(ii) that an overview of general student issues arising within the Faculty would therefore 
be presented to the next meeting of FEC (UG); 

 
Agreed: that it would be appropriate for any general student issues requiring 
consultation by FEC (UG) to be submitted to the Secretary before each committee 
meeting for circulation to and consideration by departments/ schools; 

(Action: RH, EC) 
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41. Faculty Overview Report of Annual Review of Taught Programmes 
 
Considered: the faculty overview report on the annual review of taught programmes. 

(Document ECSSCUG1053) 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that some of the information given in the overview report was out of date, for example 

the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences had now submitted a response to its 
external examiners‟ reports; 
 

(b) that the delay in submission of this response had been caused by a delay in circulating 
the external examiners‟ reports to the School; 

 
Agreed: that document 53 would be updated prior to its submission to Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee and Education Committee for consideration. 

(Action: EC) 
 

42. Faculty Overview Report of Undergraduate External Examiners’ Reports 

 
Considered: the faculty overview report on the annual review of undergraduate external 
examiners‟ reports. 

(Document ECSSCUG1054) 

 
Noted: that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences had now submitted a 
response to the issues raised by its external examiners in their reports to Academic 
Support Office; 
 
Agreed: that document 54 would be updated to reflect this fact prior to its submission to 
Quality and Standards Sub-Committee and Education Committee for consideration. 

(Action: EC) 

 

43. Faculty Overview Report of Undergraduate Boards of Examiners Minutes 

 
Considered: the faculty overview report on the annual review of undergraduate boards of 
examiners minutes; 

(Document ECSSCUG1055) 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that no faculty-wide matters of concern were identified in the annual review of 

undergraduate boards of studies minutes; 
 

(b) that issues identified in relation to individual departments/ schools would be discussed 
with those departments/ schools via the Learning and Teaching meetings to be held 
24-31 January 2011. 

 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

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

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

(Document ECSSCUG1056) 
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Reported: that departments/ schools are reminded that the deadline for submission of 
undergraduate curriculum development to Academic Support Office was Monday 24 
January 2011; 
 
Noted: that a large volume of additional undergraduate curriculum development for 
2011/12 had been received by the Academic Support Office since document 56 was 
produced on 19 January 2011. 
 

45. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Wednesday 2 March 2011 
 
 
Wednesday 4 May 2011 

2.15pm 
 
 
2.15pm 

Room E360, Engineering & 
Computing Sciences 
 
Teaching Room 6, Earth 
Sciences 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


