
 
 

 
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 

FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH EDUCATION 
COMMITTEE (UNDERGRADUATE) 

 
15 October 2012 

 
Present: Dr Claire Sutherland (Chair), Miss L Amies, Prof I Bailiff, Mrs M Dodd, Prof D Evans, Dr 
P Harrison, Prof I Leigh, Dr. T Moreira,  Mrs H Robb, Mrs J Mulvey, Dr J Stapleton, Dr U Strand 
Vidarsdottir (vice Dr M Smith), Mr I Whitfield, with Miss E Smith (Secretary). 
 
Apologies: Prof L Burd, Mr P Drummond, Dr S Forrest, Dr M Smith and Dr J Spence. 
 
In Attendance: Mrs J McAloon, Mrs M King and Mrs J Kenwright. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. Graduate Employment Comparison 

 
Considered: the annual report on graduate first destination statistics; 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1201) 
 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the report provided an overview of the current graduate market conditions at 

national level and set out how the University had performed in relation to graduate 
destinations, using data from both the Destination of Leavers of Higher Education 
(DLHE) Survey and the Times Good University Guide; 
 

(b) that in the 2013 Times Good University Guide the University had achieved a ranking of 
9th in terms of employability/graduate prospects with a score of 78.5% and that 21 
departments were ranked in the top five compared to 14 in the 2012 Guide; 

 
(c) that the number of Durham leavers entering all forms of employment had risen again by 

1% to reach 63%, the first consecutive rise since 2006. Between 2010 and 2011, first 
degree leaver employment had risen by 2%. First degree leaver unemployment levels 
had shown minimal change and at 7.6% remained below the national average of 9%;  
 

(d) that the University had set an ambitious target that by 2020 both the University and each 
of its departments were to be in the top five or top five percent when they were ranked 
by graduate prospects scores as published in the Time Good University Guide. The 
2013 Times Good University Guide had been published in June 2012 and the results for 
the University were very positive; 

 
(e) that the Chair reminded Faculty Education Committee members of the importance of 

continuing to focus on employability across all departments; 
 

(f) that increasing the level of student feedback was important as the information from the 
surveys would be fed into the Key Information Sets (KIS) data. In addition, it would give 
departments and the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre a better 
understanding of the University’s current position in terms of employability ranks; 
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(g) that statistics for international students would be included in the DLHE survey in 2012 for 
the first time, as a pilot. There would not be targets set for these figures and they would 
not be reported on; 

 
(h) that the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre was in a position to support 

departmental activity in this area and they were keen to increase the level of 
engagement with a view to improving the graduate first destination statistics and, as a 
consequence, the departmental and University ranking; 

 
(i) that there were resources available via the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre 

webpages which had been developed specifically for staff use (accessible with a 
Durham University username and password), including the Graduate Employment 
Market Statistics (GEMS) and Departmental Destination Summary Sheets;  

 
 

Agreed: 

 
(a) that members would disseminate this information to colleagues in their departments and 

that they would encourage their departmental employability representatives to engage 
with the support made available by the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre;  

Action: ALL 

 
(b) that the Secretary would circulate the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre the 

links to Graduate Employment Market Statistics (GEMS) and Departmental Destination 
Summary Sheets;  

Action: ES 
 

(c) that departments ranked outside of the top five or top five percent should work with the 
Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre and the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Undergraduate) to address the issues raised by the paper and to create an action plan. 

Action: ALL, CS, JM 
 

 
2. Preliminary Honours Boards of Examiners Processes 
 
Considered: a proposal to delegate to subject boards of examiners the authority to make 
progression decisions for students from Level 1 to Level 2 and a mechanism and timescales 
for the process to take place; 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1202) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in 2011-12 Senate had agreed to abolish Faculty Preliminary Honours Examination 

Boards, and to delegate to subject boards of examiners the authority to make 
progression decisions for students from Level 1 to Level 2, and that the paper proposed 
a mechanism and timescales for the process; 
 

(b) that in previous academic years Level 1 subject boards of examiners had met in week 
26 of the academic year, the week immediately following the examination period, and 
that preliminary honours boards of examiners had met in week 27 to confirm progression 
decisions.  Results had then been published in week 28, the final week of term; 
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(c) that in order to make progression decisions, subject boards of examiners would need to 
consider marks relating to modules taken in other departments and that it was therefore 
important that the new process ensured that marks for all subjects for all Level 1 
students were available in Banner in advance of subject boards scheduled meetings; 
 

(d) that the proposed process and timescales assumed that the overall timescales for the 
production of results would not change and that the reason for this was that the issue of 
timescales for preliminary honours boards of examiners was considered as part of the 
Examinations and Assessment Report by the Learning and Teaching Committee in 
December 2009 and that there was not support for any change to existing timescales; 

 

(e) that it was proposed that there should be a deadline at the end of week 26 for all 
provisional Level 1 marks to be entered into Banner and that this would allow Level 1 
subject boards of examiners to meet in week 27 to consider progression with a full 
complement of marks for every student. It was considred as poor in principle if Board of 
Examiners had to make decisions provisional on a student’s satisfactory performance 
elsewhere; 

 

(f) that the proposal would introduce a further deadline on the Wednesday of week 27 for all 
Level 1 marks to be confirmed in Banner, noting that any provisional mark that was 
changed  that could affect a student’s progression following the initial marks entry 
deadline should be notified to the appropriate board of examiners where the mark is in 
respect of a module taken from a different department to that of the degree programme 
for the candidate. This would then allow Chair’s action to be taken if necessary to amend 
a result before the results were released for pass list publication on the Thursday of 
week 27; 
 

(g) that the view was expressed that it would be problematic for departments to have the 
responsibility to chase marks from other departmarts and that it would not be acceptable 
for any Board of Examiners to make decisions based on material not in Banner.  

 

(h) that it was proposed that the production of pass lists would be by programme rather than 
by faculty.  Pass lists would be produced by Student Planning and Assessment from 
Thursday of week 27 and that publication to students would take place Monday to 
Wednesday of week 28, in line with the current timescales; 

 

(i) that the proposal had particular implications for the Combined Honours, Joint Honours 
and Natural Sciences programmes, as while there were final honours boards for these 
programmes there were currently no Level 1 boards of examiners.  There had been 
consultation with the faculty offices in relation to these implications and two options had 
emerged to establish Boards of Examiners to take the Level 1 progression decisions.  
The first option would be to establish a Level 1 Board of Examiners for each of the five 
sets of programmes.  The second option would be to establish a single Level 1 Board of 
Examiners for all multi-disciplinary programmes and that this would consider Level 1 
result, and progression to Level 2, for all of these programmes.   
 

(j) that it was stated that the second option would be preferable for Combined Honours as it 
would allow for the time necessary to collate information from the other department 
Boards of Examiners. This preference was felt by the majority of departments; 

 

(k) that there were concerns regarding the consideration of Serious Adverse Circumstances 
(SACs). The Social Sciences and Health Faculty Office felt that the proposed new 
process would be a positive change as activity would become more department based 
and thus more streamlined. There was concern however over where responsibility would 
lie for the proposed single Level 1 Board of Examiners for multi-disciplinary programmes. 
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This issue was raised by departments and the Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee; 
 

(l) that there were concerns raised by a department concerning Serious Adverse 
Circumstances, as Banner only codes ME, not the grades. Further work would thus be 
involved in obtaining and collating SAC gradings from other departments within the 
already strained timescale. The suggested changes to address this included introducing 
a University-wide deadline for students to submit SACs, not as currently (up to the day of 
the exam board). Further suggestions included introducing a deadline for all relevant 
SAC information to be circulated to other departments or ensuring that Banner would be 
upgraded to record M0-M3, thus improving information sharing and being a significant 
time-saver; 
 

(m) that there were serious concerns over how the proposed changes would fit into the 
current schedule, with Final Honours Boards of Examiners taking place in the same 
proposed week, thus causing a further strain on administrators and potentially limiting 
time with External Examiners. Revisions would involve holding the Boards for Levels 1, 2 
and 3 (and 4 for departments with Integrated Master’s) all in the same week. It was 
discussed whether the deadline for marks to be processed could be made earlier, the 
Wednesday/Thursday of Week 26 for example, allowing more time for Boards of 
Examiners. It was suggested that the Preliminary Board of Examiners could then meet 
on Friday of Week 26 or Monday of Week 27. It was felt by some departments that this 
would put too much of a strain on the time departments have for marking;  
 

(n) that it was suggested by a department that the proposed deadline of Friday 5pm of week 
26 be changed to 5pm Thursday or 9am Friday. The slight shift ealier would help in 
terms of getting reports printed and checked on the Friday, making it possible to hold the 
Level 1 Board of Examiners meeting on Monday of week 27. The Board could not be 
held later than this date, due to the arrival of External Advisers on the morning of 
Tuesday of week 27 followed by the concentration of work on levels 2 and 3 and the 
imminent addition of level 4. The department expressed concern that staff are already 
working the weekend between week 26 and week 27 and that an even heavier, more 
pressurised workload was not a reasonable expectation and was something that the 
University should be addressing; 
 

(o) that departments requested further guidance from Student Planning and Assessment to 
ensure clarity of the process. This should be supplied both during the Boards of 
Examiners training and prior to the Boards of Examiners meeting; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a)  that Student Planning and Assessment would provide further guidance on the process 

and timescales involved, during the Board of Examiners training and prior to the Board 
of Examiners meeting; 

Action: JK, MK 
 

(b)  that it was generally agreed across departments that option 2 was preferable; 
 
(c)  that the comments would be fed back to Student Planning and Assessment for 

consideration in the production of a final report to be taken to Education Committee. 
Action: ES 

 
3. Late Submission of Assessed Work 
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Considered: proposed revisions to the University’s policy on the late submission of assessed 
work; 

(Document ECSSCUG1203) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that in June 2012 Education Committee were informed of the concerns of the Faculty of 

Social Sciences and Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) regarding the 
University’s current policy on the late submission of assessed work.  Education 
Committee agreed that the policy should be reviewed in light of these concerns and that 
the views of all departments on this issue should be sought through FECs; 

 

(b) that there was no distinction made in the current University policy between the penalty 
for work submitted only slightly late and work that was significantly late. The current 
policy of awarding an automatic mark of 0% was felt to be too draconian by the majority 
of departments, but no consensus was reached on what the policy should be changed to 
or when the proposed changes should be implemented;  

 
(c) that the proposal did not address the current regulations on dual submission, and that 

timely submission of one copy and late submission of the other was the most frequent 
reason for the high incidence of students being awarded a mark of 0% in the Business 
School; 

 
(d) that some departments were more flexible than others in rigorously enforcing dual 

submission and granting retroactive extensions for students judged to have good reason 
for late submission. Departments that were strictly enforcing penalties for late 
submission were thus more in favour of the proposed changes; 
 

(e) that departments that had no problem with the current system were against any 
changes, fearing that they might actively encourage students to miss deadlines and 
prioritise other assignments. The possibility was raised of students using the policy to 
buy more time to complete work, particularly at Level 1 where they only need 40% to 
pass and progress. Weaker students at higher levels may also be tempted to buy more 
time in this way as they will not be losing out as significantly as a stronger student. The 
current position was preferred by some as it was viewed as promoting good time 
management skills, which were a key graduate quality that students should be expected 
to demonstrate; 

 
(f) that the view was expressed that it was not good use of limited staff time to have to mark 

an assessment that, due to being handed in late, could only achieve a capped mark of 
40%; 

 
(g) that the policy should specify a cap at the pass mark, rather than at 40%, so as to 

include the Foundation Centre’s pass mark of 50%; 
 

(h) that there was some confusion as to whether the module component or the module itself 
would be capped at the pass mark;  

 
(i) that there was greater support for introducing any policy changes in the next academic 

year rather than in-year, so as to give students sufficient notice and to allow for 
consultation with external examiners; 

 

(j) that there was little support for managing late submissions with a sliding scale of 
penalties, due to the added administrative burden and potential for error in recording 
marks. It was suggested that the cap approach proposed would restore proportionality to 
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the penalties for late submission but would not create the additional work in managing 
late submissions that a full sliding scale would be likely to create; 

 
(k) that it was felt by a department that the comparator practice information should not be 

relied on, as there was no information regarding the number of appeals that resulted due 
to the late submission policies; 

 

 

Agreed:  
 

          (a)  that the Committee were not in agreement over whether the policy should be changed,     
with departments being split between support for the implementation of the cap of 40% 
and those that would prefer the policy to remain unchanged. There was little support for 
the sliding scale of penalties system; 

 
          (b)  that due to the late submission of this paper, further comments could be sent to the 

Chair  and Secretary by 18th October 2012; 
Action: ALL 

 
 (c)  that the comments would be fed back to contribute to the development of a report to 

Education Committee. 
Action: ES 

 
4. Use of Easter Term  

 
Considered: the potential use of the final three weeks of the Easter Term for learning and 
teaching; 

 
Noted: 
 

(a) that details of current practice had been requested from all departments to collate a 
University-wide view of existing activities; 

 
(b) that the departments in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health scheduled a 

significant amount of learning and activity in the final three weeks of the Easter term, 
including: sessions for students to develop skills which would lead into modules at the 
next level, fieldwork opportunities, opportunities to explore employability options, 
meetings with academic advisers, feedback sessions and internships/placements; 

 
(c) that in addition to the activity already taking place in departments, it was a key period for 

marking and so the introduction of further mandatory activities would not be welcomed 
by some departments; 

 
(d) that the introduction of mandatory activities would be potentially damaging to students 

from departments such as Law and the Business School, being a key period for 
internships and placements to take place in; 

 
           Agreed: 
 

(a) that departments would continue to consider further opportunities to utilise the final three 
weeks of the Easter term for learning and teaching activities; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that Combined Honours requested that departments ensure that their students be fully 
integrated onto activities, as occasionally in the past students had been excluded; 
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Action: ALL 
 
(c) that the comments would be fed back to Education Committee. 

Action: ES 
 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 

5. Membership and Terms of Reference 
 

Confirmed: the membership and terms of reference of Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
Education Committee (UG) for 2012/13. 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1204-5) 
 

6. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
          Confirmed: 
 

(a)  the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education   
Committee (UG) held 30 April 2012; 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1206) 
 

(b)  the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 30 April 2012. 
(Document ECSSHSCUG1207) 

 
7. Chair’s Business 

 
         Received: the report proposing to review the procedure for calculating undergraduate offer 

factors to include faculty-level input; 
(Document ECSSHSCUG1208) 

         Noted:  
 

(a) that the Report was the result of frustration expressed by some departments over last 
year’s offer factors and the lack of Faculty input in the decisions made; 

 
(b) that from mid-January each year, after the close of UCAS applications, Faculty and 

SRAO would hold discussions on how any additional offers to the pre-set offer factor 
should be distributed across the Faculty. After this point the situation would be reviewed 
by the Faculty and SRAO on a monthly basis from January to July; 

 
(c) that the deadline for setting offer factors in 2012/13 was set as the end of October and  

that Heads of Departments had been notified; 
 
Agreed: 
 

(a) that all departments were in favour of the recommendations outlined in the paper, 
regarding further input into the offer factor process by the Faculty. 

Action: CS 
 

8. Departmental Business 
 
Noted:  that over the summer the Library had been rearranged and that Social Sciences and 
Health books could now be found on Level 4. There had been a delay in the work being 
completed but the Library staff were happy to help with any queries. 
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9. Report from Education Committee 

 
         Considered:  
 

(a) the report and minutes from the meeting of Education Committee held on 16 May 2012; 
(Document ECSSHSCUG1209) 

 
(b) the report and minutes from the meeting of Education Committee held on 18 June 2012. 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1210) 
 
 

10. Undergraduate Admissions 
 
Considered: an Undergraduate Admissions Monthly Statistics Summary as at 1st August 
2012. 

(Document ECSSHSCUG1211) 
 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
11. Matters of Report 
 

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

(Document ECSSHSCUG1212) 
 
12. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that further meetings of the Committee would be held on the following dates in the 
2012/13 academic year; 
 

Date Time Room 

8 November 2012 9.30am Stephenson Central Room, Queen’s Campus 

21 January 2013 9.30am Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

18 February 2013 9.30am Stephenson Central Room, Queen’s Campus 

29 April 2013 9.30am Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

 


