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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

FACULTY EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH SUB-COMMITTEE (POSTGRADUATE) 

 
2ND MARCH 2012 

 
Present: Prof. D. Donoghue (Chair), Prof. H. L. Ball, Ms H. Charnley, Prof. H. Fenwick, Mr 
N. Hoggard, Dr D. Kennet, Ms J. Lavery (vice Mrs J. Mulvey), Mrs J. McAloon, Dr S. 
Maxwell, Prof. G. Moore, Mr P. Nkhoma, Prof. L. Staeheli, Dr S. Taylor (vice Dr T. J. L. 
McComb), Dr K. Wall and Dr R. Wittlinger, with Miss E. Amies (Secretary) and Dr D. C. Gent 
(acting as Minute Secretary). 
 
In Attendance: Prof. T. Clark (Minutes 52 to 54).  
 
Apologies: Prof. C. Bagley, Prof. I. Greener, Dr T. J. L. McComb, Mrs J. Mulvey, Dr J. 
Phoenix, Mrs H. Robb and Dr C. Turner.  
 

 
MINUTES 

(Copies of documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

52. Interim Report on the development of a University strategy for master’s provision 
 
Considered:  an interim report on the development of a University strategy for master’s 
provision;                                                                                                               

ECSSHSC(PG)1145 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the report was designed to inform the development of the master’s strategy by 

the Dean of Graduate School. It outlined strengths and weaknesses in the 
University’s current taught postgraduate portfolio and also set out recommendations 
designed to aid the development of the portfolio (these had previously been 
approved by UEC and had been considered by Education Committee);  
 

(b) that the report had been written in the context of a number of external developments. 
These included uncertainties in relation to UKBA policy and thus the University’s 
recruitment of international students; the impact on postgraduate researcher training 
of the adoption of the Doctoral Training Centre model by a number of UK Research 
Councils; the uncertain impact on postgraduate recruitment from 2015 of the 
introduction of the new undergraduate fees regime; and the fact that the University’s 
undergraduate employability figures were influenced by a relatively high proportion of 
undergraduate students continuing to further study. The strategy would aim to assist 
departments in considering how to respond to these factors;  
 

(c) that the report used a three-fold typology to categorise postgraduate programmes in 
terms of risks and benefits, focusing particularly on their relative exposure to 
international or Home / EU recruitment; employability; and whether programmes 
supported conversion to study at research postgraduate level. The Dean of Graduate 
School was currently in the process of undertaking a detailed analysis of how 
individual programmes fitted into this typology. If approved by UEC, it was anticipated 
that this information would be shared with heads of department. It was important that 
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departments had a chance to respond to this risk analysis. The Dean of Graduate 
School envisaged that this process would be coordinated at faculty level;  
 

(d) that it was important that departments reflect strategically upon their postgraduate 
provision via the planning round. The strategy and risk analysis were designed to 
assist this process. A number of departments in the faculty (for instance the School 
of Education) had already undertaken a review of their provision along these lines, 
and it was felt that reflection upon the strategy could build upon this work;    

 
(e) that it was vital that, in reviewing the University’s taught postgraduate portfolio, due 

account was taken of the important role played by masters-level provision in 
supporting conversion to postgraduate research study. Some departments within the 
faculty had taught postgraduate programmes which, although not recruiting large 
numbers of students, produced high-levels of conversion to doctoral study or high 
employability levels. The Dean of Graduate School noted that the strategy supported 
such programmes, for which the strategic rationale was clear. The strategy was not 
simply concerned with student numbers, but with assisting departments to strengthen 
their taught provision in ways which were strategically and financially sound; 
 

(f) that it was necessary for the University to be able to develop programmes which 
responded to funding opportunities based around the DTC model. More broadly, it 
was important that departments reflected upon how their taught postgraduate 
provision met the training needs necessary to support study at research level;      
 

(g) that the Dean of Graduate School was currently working with colleagues to conduct 
an analysis of the strategic risks and benefits of integrated master’s programmes in 
non-Science disciplines. The Department of Geography was currently seeking 
approval of such a programme, and it was hoped that this work would inform the 
approval process for this proposal. It was important that the outcome of the risk 
analysis of such programmes was shared across all departments outside Science;  
 

(h) that the University’s taught postgraduate recruitment was currently overly dependent 
on a small number of programmes within departments in the Faculty, particularly 
Law, the Business School and Education. It was desirable for the University to 
reduce this risk. The report recommended that the University develop programmes 
with strong employability and large international cohorts outside of these 
departments, which already had programmes which were strong in this regard. 
These programmes might be drawn upon as example of good practice;  
 

(i) that the report recommended that the University should explore the potential for the 
introduction of interdisciplinary taught postgraduate programmes which might cross 
departments or faculties. The Committee recognised the benefits of establishing such 
programmes;   
 

(j) that some of the University’s taught postgraduate programmes with large 
international cohorts were reliant on recruitment from a small number of countries, 
which made them vulnerable to external developments in those countries. It was 
desirable for the University to diversify its international recruitment base.   
 

Agreed: that a record of the Committee’s feedback on the interim report should be 
submitted to the Dean of Graduate School.  

Action: EA 
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53.  Final proposals from the Research Student Annual Report Process Task and 
Finish Group 
 
Considered: a final report from the Research Student Annual Report Process Task and 
Finish Group;   

ECSSHSC(PG)1146 
 

Reported (by the Dean of Graduate School):  
 

(a) that Document 1146 was still in preparation. This report would be submitted to the 
FEC for consideration when it was available;  
 

(b) that the University currently monitored research student progress through two 
processes: departmental reviews at nine, 21 and 33 months, and annual reports by 
the student and department via duo. Education Committee had previously supported 
a proposal to combine the departmental review process with elements of the duo 
system to create a single annual report system at nine months. This system would 
include statements by students and academic staff. Students’ progress would be 
monitored by a review panel (independent of the supervisory team) and assessed via 
the submission of a substantial piece of work with a clear pedagogic rationale; 
 

(c) that the Task and Finish Group was considering whether to propose that a similar 
structure be put in place at 21 and 33 months, or whether to propose either that such 
a structure be optional, or that a more light-touch system allowing for comment on 
generic and department specific issues (but not requiring an independent panel or 
submission of work) should be put in place;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Committee supported the system for review at nine months outlined in 
Reported (b). It was felt important for supervisors to be able to consider and reflect 
upon what students considered to be strengths and areas for improvement in their 
supervisory practice. The Task and Finish Group was considering how to accomplish 
this in a way which protected students’ anonymity. Students would have the option of 
submitting confidential comments to their Director of Postgraduate Research. It was 
further felt that good practice in relation to supervision ought to be incentivised, and 
that departments should be able to obtain metrics on supervision performance;  
 

(b) that the current duo-based reports often contained only a scanty amount of 
information. It was important that the new system provided a robust assessment of 
students’ performance in order to support progression and completion;   
 

(c) that currently practice in respect of 21 and 33 month reviews varied between 
departments. There was some support for retaining a degree of choice at 
departmental level in relation to these reviews, on the assumption that this would be 
informed by evidence of the effects of the model for the 9 month review. It was felt 
that, if an independent review panel was used at 33 months, this should not take the 
place of supervision in terms of commenting on the content of students’ work, but 
should be concerned with practical questions relating to progression and completion;  
 

(d) that the current duo-based system did not contain information on whether the student 
was funded and, if so, the funders’ requirements in relation to completion. The Dean 
of Graduate School reported that there would be a separate development (probably 
via Banner) which would provide such information to supervisors.  It was intended 
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that the new progress review system would require a confirmation of the student 
record (including projected completion date) at each review stage; 
 

(e) that at present only four departments in the faculty met the University’s benchmarks 
for completion. It was vital that departments worked to meet these benchmarks, as 
failure to do so risked jeopardising future RCUK funding;  
 

(f) that it was important that the University support students undertaking maternity leave 
or absence relating to sickness through the continuation period;   
 

54. Review of Visiting Student Research Fee  
 

Considered: a report on a review of the visiting student research fee; 
ECSSHSC(PG)1147 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the report contained useful recommendations designed to standardise the 

University’s approach to charging fees for visiting postgraduate research students 
(VPRs);  
 

(b) that the paper recommended that clearer and more accessible information on the 
progress for registering as a VPR student and associated fees was made available 
via University, faculty and departmental web-pages. The Committee supported this 
proposal, as at present the sources of guidance on this issue for both students and 
staff were unclear;  
 

(c) that some visiting postgraduate research students who used the University’s facilities 
did so as the result of links with collaborative partners. For instance, students might 
visit alongside staff members of their home institution to conduct research projects 
for which funding was already in place, or as part of a DTC-style partnership for 
which there might be some expectation of reciprocal rights in respect of the use of 
facilities. It was important that the proposed process and guidance on VPRs clearly 
distinguished between such visitors and other types of visiting students;    
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Committee supported the proposed recommendations, subject to the caveat 
outlined in Noted (c);  
 

(b) that the Committee’s feedback should be provided to the Director of the International 
Office.  

Action: EA 
 
55. Diversity in the Curriculum 
 

Considered: an interim report of the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group;   
ECSSHSC(PG)1148 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the University was under a statutory obligation under the Equality Act 2010 to 

avoid discrimination in respect of policies, practices or criteria on the grounds of a 
range of protected characteristics, including race (which encompassed ethnicity and 
national origin) and disability. The Act also gave the University an anticipatory duty to 
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make adjustments to policies, practice or physical arrangements for students with 
disabilities. This applied to students who might not have declared a disability, and to 
students with complex conditions with non-obvious effects such as Asperger’s 
Syndrome or dyslexia. The report outlined key principles and recommendations 
designed to help support the University in meeting these obligations, whilst also 
taking a more proactive, inclusive approach to diversity in the curriculum;  

 
(b) that the Committee supported the key principles and recommendations outlined in 

the report, but would have welcomed further detail (including examples) on the 
implications of the paper’s recommendations and, more generally, the Equality Act 
2010 for departments in relation to their practice in teaching and assessment. For 
instance, it would be helpful for departments to receive guidance on good practice in 
the use of inclusive language and advice in relation to teaching on programmes with 
very large numbers of international students from a particular country;   
 

(c) that it was important for departments to share good practice in relation to diversity in 
the curriculum. This would be supported by some of the recommendations in the 
report, for instance the proposal to ‘mainstream’ consideration of diversity in 
University quality management processes such as annual review; 
 

(d) that the report was focused on the taught curriculum and thus did not address how 
diversity might be supported through issues which were more specific to 
postgraduate research students (such as fieldwork). The Committee would welcome 
the provision of additional support and guidance for departments in this area; 
 

(e) that the report and the Equality Act 2010 were thought to have implications for 
student activities, which played an important role in integrating students into the 
University’s community. Some student activities in colleges and departments 
involved the consumption of alcohol or took place in bars, which risked excluding 
students from certain backgrounds. The University’s approach to alcohol policy and 
induction was currently being reviewed by DSU’s Education and Welfare Officer, to 
whom the Committee’s thoughts on this issue should be submitted; 
 

(f) that college allocation played an important role in integrating international students 
into the University’s community. It was felt that, as far as was practical, the college 
allocation process should seek to balance international students from different 
countries across the colleges, taking due account of applicants’ preferences;  
 

(g) that, whilst the report recommended that diversity in the curriculum should become a 
key element of the PG CAP programme, it would also be useful if postgraduate 
research students had the option of undertaking training in diversity outside of this 
programme;   
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Committee’s comments on the implications for diversity of student activities 
involving alcohol should be forwarded to DSU’s Education and Welfare Officer;  

Action: EA 
 

(b) that the Committee’s comments should be fed back to the Task and Finish Group. 
Action: EA 
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56. Consultation Paper on the Development of Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 
Considered: a consultation paper on the development of Module Evaluation 
Questionnaires; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1149 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the paper proposed a number of recommendations designed to support the 

expectation (set out in the Government’s White Paper, ‘Students at the Heart of the 
System’) that by 2013/14 all universities should publish summary reports of their 
student evaluation surveys online. This required a greater degree of standardisation 
of content and format of module evaluation questionnaires (MEQs) across the 
University to enable comparability. The report specifically proposed to introduce a 
standard grading scale (based on the NSS grading scale) and a standard MEQ 
question set, to which departments could add a limited number of programme, 
subject or module specific questions. The Committee was broadly supportive of 
these proposals, which would provide useful comparative data for departments and 
would assist the University in the event of the introduction of a postgraduate NSS;  
 

(b) that it was unclear whether a single standard question set would be suitable for all 
postgraduate programmes. It was felt that consideration should be given as to 
whether it would be desirable to develop separate standard templates for distance-
taught programmes and collaborative provision, and whether different templates 
should be developed for professionally-oriented and more academic programmes; 
 

(c) that a teachers’ performance could differ by teaching method. It was felt that the 
standard MEQ question set should capture such distinctions (for instance, by 
prompting reflection on both seminars and lectures when both were used in a 
module); 
 

(d) that, given the proposals on diversity in the curriculum outlined in Minute 55, it was 
felt that consideration might be given to including questions on this issue within the 
standard MEQ question set;  
 

(e) that some team-taught modules included only a very limited amount of teaching by 
given individuals (for instance, if a guest lecturer was used). If feedback was to be 
sought on individual members of the teaching team, careful consideration would 
need to be given as to the amount of teaching which should trigger a given teachers’ 
inclusion in an MEQ, in order to ensure that students were able to come to a useful 
judgment on their performance; 
 

(f) that it was felt that departments might wish to add multiple questions to the standard 
template set, and as such further consideration should be given as to what would 
constitute a reasonable limit on the number of such questions. It was important that 
the facility to add additional questions was flexible and easy to use, and allowed 
departments to react to specific issues arising from quality management processes;  

 
(g) that further clarification was required on recommendation 9d, which proposed the 

introduction of a central electronic system for administering, managing and analysing 
MEQs, particularly the implications of such a system for departments;  
 

(h) that it was important that the timing of any central system  relating to MEQs was 
appropriate for the postgraduate as well as undergraduate timetable;  
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Agreed: that the Committee’s feedback should be provided to the authors of the paper. 
Action: EA 

 
57.  Consultation Paper from the Employability, Enterprise and Skills Strategy Task 

and Finish Group 
 
Considered: an interim report and draft Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy 
2012-2017;  

 
ECSSHSC(PG)1150 

                                                                                                           
Noted:  

 
(a) that the Task and Finish Group had been established to develop a new strategy, 

incorporating enterprise, to replace the existing employability and skills statement. 
This reflected the University’s commitment to supporting students’ employability, 
alongside a belief in the importance of entrepreneurial skills. The draft strategy was 
based around both the curriculum and wider, co-curricula activities and work 
experience. It set out a commitment to supporting students in developing a diverse 
set of skills (taking into account the diversity of the student body) with a view to 
supporting employability and entrepreneurship in a wide range of areas, including 
employment overseas; 
 

(b) that the Committee was supportive of the strategy, but would welcome a clear 
statement of what was expected of departments, colleges and professional services 
in terms of its implementation. Such a statement should take into account the 
resource available in departments to fulfil the expectations set out in the  strategy; 

  
(c) that work-based experience was increasingly considered important by employers, 

and helped to support employability. It was important that such were communicated 
to students. It was felt that the strategy should distinguish between placements and 
internships. Departments within the faculty might help prepare students for 
internships and build on their experience of such opportunities within their practice. It 
was also felt important that the University considered the needs of disabled and 
international students when providing support on work-based experience;  
 

(d) that some research councils were placing increasing emphasis on the importance of 
funded postgraduate research students undertaking placements. It was nevertheless 
important that the University supported all postgraduate research students in 
accessing placements (regardless of funding status), recognising that those without 
funding might encounter practical and financial difficulties in undertaking placements;   
 

(e) that it was important for the University to consider potential partners for work-based 
experience opportunities in a strategic fashion, and to develop a clear position on the 
level of support which would be provided to students in respect of providing access to 
such opportunities;  

 
Agreed: that the Committee’s comments should be provided to the Task and Finish 
Group. 

Action: EA 
 
58. Consultation Paper from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 

 
Considered: an interim report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1151 
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Noted:  

 
(a) that the Task and Finish Group had proposed that all taught postgraduate 

programmes which offered students optional module choice should provide the 
opportunity to undertake at least one credit-bearing language module. The 
Committee was supportive of this proposal, provided that there was clear evidence 
that the level of language learning which might be undertaken within a single module 
would be sufficiently valued by both taught postgraduate students and employers; 
 

(b) that many departments were in the process of revising their programmes in response 
to the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum, and there was thus 
some concern that the proposals would require another review of programmes after 
this work had already been undertaken; 
 

(c) that the Task and Finish Group had asked for opinions on whether 10 credit 
language modules should be developed. It was noted that the introduction of 10 
credit language modules would require the development of additional 10 credit 
modules in some departments. It was important that the Group consider how its 
recommendations would fit with the current pattern of provision in departments; 
 

(d) that it was important that the University’s academic standards were maintained 
through careful and thorough pre-assessment of students prior to allowing them to 
undertake a credit-bearing language module, in order to ensure that this took into 
account students’ existing competence in the language covered by the module;    
 

Agreed: that the Committee’s feedback on the proposals should be submitted to the 
Task and Finish Group.  

Action: EA 
 

59. Proposals to revise the University’s approach to research student continuation 
 
Considered: proposals to revise the University’s approach to research student 
continuation; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1152 
 

Noted: that Document 1152 was unavailable. It would be sent to members of the 
Committee by circulation as soon as it was prepared.  

Action: EA 
 

Part B: Routine Business 
 
 
60. Report on University completion and submission rates for research degrees 

 
Considered: a report on University completion and submission rates for research 
degrees; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1153 
 
Noted: that Document 1153 was unavailable owing to the need to check the robustness 
of statistical data on completion and submission rates within the Faculty. It would be 
circulated along with a synopsis of key issues as soon as possible.  

Action: EA 
 
61. Faculty Overview of taught postgraduate external examiner reports 
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Considered: the faculty overview report of taught postgraduate external examiner 
reports; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1154 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that some external examiners’ reports whilst not recording any issues regarding 
either quality or standards did have an accompanying commentary that was in some 
cases brief. It was important for boards of examiners to take action (such as the 
timely provision of documentation and minutes) which would assist external 
examiners in completing the report in that this could provide a clear written record of 
the oral report which would often reflect the comments an examiner would wish to 
include in the completion of the written report; 
 

(b) that a small number of external examiners had indicated that marking was only 
generally consistent with the assessment criteria. This had been followed up by the 
faculty as a matter of urgency. It was important for departments to provide their 
external examiners with full information on the assessment criteria used in the 
programme(s) they were examining, ensure appropriate staff training and mentoring 
for new staff was in place in respect of assessment practice and to ensure that 
feedback to students on their work could be clearly related to the assessment criteria 
for that work; 
 

(c) that boards of examiners should encourage their external examiners to comment on 
collaborative provision when appropriate and ensure that any examiners for 
collaborative provision were receiving appropriate information relating to the 
programmes and in a timely fashion;  

 
(d) that some departments had sent out outdated report forms to their external 

examiners. It was the responsibility of the Academic Support Office to send out such 
forms, and departments should not do this.  

 
62. Faculty Overview report on Concessions, Appeals and APNs 
 
Considered: the faculty overview report on concessions, appeals, and APNs; 

 ECSSHSC(PG)1155 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the overview report on concessions, appeals and APNs was unavailable as due 
to the substantial number of appeals received in the last academic year the data was 
being verified. This would be circulated to the committee for comment as soon as 
possible; 

Action: EA 
 

(b) that departments were encouraged to seek advice from the Academic Support Office 
when considering a concession request;  
 

(c) the associated importance of concessions being forwarded with a plan of completion 
and programme of study for the student to follow.  

 
63. Faculty overview of taught postgraduate board of examiners’ minutes 
 

Considered: the faculty overview of taught postgraduate boards of examiners’ minutes; 
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ECSSHSC(PG)1156 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) the importance of boards of examiners’ minutes being submitted in a timely fashion;  
 

(b) that staff in many departments had not attended the mandatory training on the 
operation of boards of examiners. A workshop for new chairs and secretaries of 
boards of examiners were available on 15 March 2012 between 2.00 and 4.30 pm, 
whilst refresher training for chairs and secretaries of undergraduate boards of 
examiners were available on 9 May 2012 at 12.00 pm and 15 May 2012 at 12.00 pm;   
 

Agreed: that relevant staff should be encouraged to attend training for boards of 
examiners.  

Action: EA 
 
64. Key Information Set 
 

Received: for information, an update on the Key Information Sets; 
ECSSHSC(PG)1157 

 
Noted:  
 

(a) that the first Key Information Sets (KIS) would be published for all undergraduate 
programmes in 2012 for programmes admitting students in autumn 2013. It was likely 
that the KIS would be extended to taught postgraduate programmes in future;  
 

(b) that module outlines and programme specifications were student-facing documents. 
As such it was important that all departments reviewed this information and ensured 
that it contained up-to-date information and was suited to a student audience.   

 
65. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Considered: the minutes of the meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
Education Committee (Postgraduate) held 1st February 2012; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1158 
 

Noted: that the record of the discussion on the pilot of Academic Advisers within the 
Business School in Minute 42 should be amended to state that feedback on this system 
for the MBA programme had been moderately positive rather than positive, and this 
claim should be decoupled from discussion of the pilot for undergraduate students;  
 
Agreed: that, subject to the amendment to Minute 42 as noted above, the minutes of the 
meeting of 1st February 2012 were confirmed.  

Action: EA 
 
66. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

Considered: a matters arising report and action log for the Committee;  
ECSSHSC(PG)1159 

 
Noted: that the Chair of the FEC had met with the University Librarian to discuss how 
library services could be improved for postgraduate students, particularly in respect of 
the provision of study space and opening hours. The Librarian was aware of the 
importance of meeting the needs of postgraduate students. The development of the 
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library would result in an increase in study space. Whilst the Librarian operated under 
constraints in relation to opening hours, the Chair would keep this dialogue open and 
would continue to press for extended opening hours to suit postgraduate students. 

 
67. Chair’s Business 
 

To consider: any items of Chair’s business;     
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the AHRC BGP2 bid had been submitted on schedule on 27 February 2012. The 

outcome of this submission was likely to be known in May 2012;  
 

(b) that the NERC DTP document on allocation and delivery mechanisms review and 
recommendations would need to be implemented by academic year 2014/15; 
 

(c) that staff in the faculty were invited to attend the free conference on ‘Riding the 
Rapids in Higher Education’ at Teeside University, Middlesbrough campus on 29 
March 2012. This conference will include a keynote lecture from Professor Graham 
Gibbs on ‘How will an ‘HE market’ affect the way teaching is developed’. A coach will 
be provided between Durham and Middlesborough. Staff interested in attending the 
conference should contact CARD. The deadline for booking was 15 March.  

                                                          
68. Postgraduate Admissions 
 

Considered: any admissions matters arising that are not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda.             

                                                                                  ECSSHSC(PG)1160 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that comparison of entry data for taught postgraduate and research postgraduate 
programmes as of 16 February 2012 with the same point in the previous cycle 
showed that applications received and offers made had increased across the faculty. 
Applications from overseas students had also increased, although (in line with 
national trends) those from Home / EU students had declined;   
 

(b) that Durham Business School had not been included on the table in Document 1160, 
but was reported to be positive in terms of the number of applications received.  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
69. Education Committee 
 

Considered:  the following reports from the meetings of Education Committee: 
 

23 January 2012; 
                                                                                  ECSSHSC(PG)1161 

 
13 February 2012 

                                                                                  ECSSHSC(PG)1162 
 

 [Secretary’s note:  the full documentation for these meetings can be found at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/
2011_12/ ] 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2011_12/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2011_12/
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Agreed: that all committee members would ensure that the action required of 
departments/schools recorded in documents ECSSHSC(PG)1161 and 
ECSSHSC(PG)1162 would be taken forward as appropriate.                          Action: All 

 
70. Any Other Business 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the representative from the Business School reported frustration with the mid-
year change on rules on the use of calculators in examinations, which had caused 
confusion for students. Such changes would be better implemented at the start of the 
academic year, as they were difficult to implement in the midst of a year;  
 

(b) that the Business School had recently had a student who withdrew following an 
allegation of plagiarism, but was awarded a Postgraduate Certificate as they had 
completed the requisite number of credits. Although this particular student was not 
found guilty of an offence, the School would welcome clarification on what (if any) 
award students found guilty of disciplinary offences should receive in such 
circumstances; 
 

Agreed: that the Business School’s query regarding the granting of awards in the 
context of disciplinary offences should be remitted to the Academic Support Office. 

Action: EA  
 
71. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that the next meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Sub-Committee (Postgraduate) would be held at 2.15 pm on 9 May 2012 in the Seminar 
Room, Wolfson Building, Queen’s Campus. However, the Committee should meet at 
12noon  at Queen’s Campus to undertake a tour of its postgraduate facilities. The 
Committee would then have a working lunch, during which it would hear presentations 
from each departmental representative on their department’s vision for of its taught 
postgraduate provision. These should be timed to last no longer than five minutes.  
 
Agreed: that the Secretary should liaise with colleagues to work out timings for the 
presentations for the next meeting.  

Action: EA 
 
  


