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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

16 March 2016 
 

A meeting of Education Committee will be held 9:15 am on Wednesday 16 March 2016, 
in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Dr A. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr. G. Love, Professor A. 
Darnell (until Minute 79), Dr N. Reissland, Professor J. Barclay, Dr. V. Kind, Mr B. Frost and 
Mr. D. Morgan-Thomas with Mr A. Pritchard (Minute 65 only), Mr J. McKim (Minute 68 and 
78 only), Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), and Miss A. Bird (Minute Secretary). 
 
Apologies: Professor G. Small, Dr C. Walker-Gleaves 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
65. Digital Learning  

 
Received: an oral update on the use of Office 365 and mobile devices to support 
learning and teaching;   
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that Mr Pritchard had been invited to deliver a presentation on the use of mobile 

devices and Office 365 by staff and students in support of learning and teaching and 
the student experience;  
 

(b) that Mr Pritchard was part of the New World Programme (NWP) Team  who provided 
and supported IT services in the University, specifically addressing weaknesses and 
potential vulnerabilities in the University infrastructure. The New World Programme 
also provided the skills and processes to support the delivery of University services 
and supported a structure and collaborative model for the development of the 
University services in the future;  
 

(c) that the NWP Collaborative Project was designed to provide a suite of technology 
based collaboration tools and services to support students and staff to interact in 
both physical and virtual space;  
 

(d) that the data and research in the presentation had drawn upon the results of the 
Pearson Student Mobile Device Survey and focus groups held by the Collaboration 
Project Team with support from the Students’ Union;  
 

(e) that laptop usage in students had fallen from 91% to 89%, whereas the use of 
smartphones and tablets had increased from 72% to 83% and 40% to 45% 
respectively;  
 

(f) that research indicated that the majority of students used their mobile to consume 
information and that the NWP Collaboration Project was investigating the possibility 
of developing and introducing a mobile platform that could be used by students to 
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enhance the student experience, before and whilst studying at Durham University. In 
particular, it was hoped that the platform app would integrate the library, student 
records, blackboard (DUO), timetable, directory, PC availability, campus map, 
finance, and CRM. It was noted by the committee that there would be value in 
incorporating the opportunity for students to make appointments with student facing 
services (for instance, Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre) through 
TargetConnect; 
 

(g) that research indicated that students felt that technology should enable and not 
dictate the mobile experience. The introduction of a single mobile platform would 
enable students to receive real-time push notifications, which could potentially be 
used instead of email communication. The committee was aware that students 
received a large amount of correspondence via emails from departments, colleges, 
central services and the Students’ Union. There was a need to investigate further the 
level of information received via email to establish if alternative methods of 
communication, such as push notifications, might be more appropriate. Furthermore, 
it was reported that students had indicated that the use of social media had become 
increasingly more prevalent to seek and digest information, as well as support 
collaborative working (e.g. group work). For instance, it was reported that students 
were often more likely to use social mediums such as Facebook to conduct group 
work because it was more integrated with their daily life;  
 

(h) that whilst it was recognised that email was relied upon to share information with 
students, it also was a key and secure method of communication. Students were 
regularly reminded of the importance of regularly checking their Durham email 
account and that it would be the primarily method of electronic communication;  
 

(i) that such mobile devices had been used to support students learning through tools 
such as ‘RefMe’, whereby students could scan the barcode of a book to create 
citations, reference lists and bibliographies in appropriate formats; and Microsoft 
OneNote where students were able to take, store, share and search notes 
electronically. The NWP Collaborative Project had highlighted that the use of 
OneNote had the potential to transform revision and group working;  
 

(j) that the mobile platform business case would offer advanced analytics, easier app 
management and integration of the services as outlined in Noted (e). Furthermore, 
the research had highlighted that this would likely increase student engagement and 
involvement;  
 

(k) that whilst it was proposed that the mobile platform would be used for the full student 
lifecycle, and tailored to groups of students to meet their needs (e.g. pre-enrolment, 
taught and research students), consideration would need to be given to the licensing 
requirements to offering the mobile platform to students who had not yet enrolled at 
the University;  
 

(l) that Microsoft Office 350 was free for all Durham University students and over 10,000 
downloads had been recorded since its introduction at the University. The Microsoft 
Office 365 package was different to packages that were available through retail 
outlets and was not available to students after they had graduated from the 
University; although this was made clear to students and the cloud based technology 
used ensured an easy and smooth migration to an alternative method of storage;  
 

(m) that further information on Microsoft Office 365 would be circulated to the committee;  
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Agreed:  
 
(a) that additional information on Microsoft Office 365 would be circulated to the 

committee, when available;  
Action: AB 

 
(b) that the Mobile Platform Business Case would be circulated to members of the 

committee;  
Action: AB 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the Mobile Platform Business Case was circulated to members of 
Education Committee following the meeting. Feedback was passed to Mr Pritchard on 
Friday 18 March in order to inform the proposal to UEC] 

 
66. QAA Higher Education Review 
 

Received: an oral update on the next steps of the QAA Higher Education Review 
following the review visit on Monday 29 February – Thursday 3 March;    
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the University had received the Key Finding Letter from the Quality Assurance 

Agency. The purpose of the Key Findings Letter was to provide the University with an 
early indication of the key findings of the draft report. Due to the indicative nature of 
the key findings, the information was treated as confidential and would be circulated 
to the committee separately. The Key Findings Letter did not preclude any other 
additional recommendations, affirmations or instances of good practice being 
identified in the preparation of the report by the Review Team;  
 

(b) that the draft report was expected by Thursday 14 April and that the University would 
be expected to check matters of factual accuracy and make any comments within 
three weeks of receipt of the draft report – this was by 5 May;  
 

(c) that colleagues involved in the Higher Education Review would be thanked for their 
involvement and contribution and informed of the outcome detailed within the Key 
Findings Letter in due course.  

 
67. Education Committee Terms of Reference  

 
Considered: 

 
a) a proposed amendment to the Terms of Reference for Education Committee, to 

include responsibility for endorsing (for Senate and Council’s approval in line with 
Joint Standing Order J8.2) changes to student regulations published in the University 
Calendar;  

Document EC/15/73a 
 

b) subsequent to the committees approval of the change in the committee’s Terms of 
Reference, the revised General Regulation XIII - Student Library Regulations;   

Document EC/15/73b 
 

Reported: that the University had established a Task and Finish Group to consider the 
University’s approach to ensure compliance with the Competition and Markets Authority 
guidance on Consumer Protection Legislation and found that enhancements could be 
made to the governance process for approving changes to the student regulations and 
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that the application of the IT and Library Regulations to both students and staff caused 
some confusion;  

 
Noted:  

 
i. that Education Committee had been asked to consider a proposed change to the 

Terms of Reference for Education Committee to include responsibility for endorsing, 
for Senate and Council’s approval in line with the Joint Standing Order of Senate and 
Council J8.2, changes to student regulations within the University Calendar;  
 

ii. that some General Regulations, such as General Regulation IV (Discipline), General 
Regulation VI (Suspension) and General Regulation VII (Academic Appeals) were 
already routinely considered by Education Committee, and amendments 
recommended to Senate and Council, as required. It was felt therefore that this 
proposal was appropriate, noting in particular that this would ensure consistency in 
approach;  
 

iii. that General Regulation XIII – Student Library Regulations had been amended to 
remove all content that applied to non-student users. The opportunity had also been 
taken to reflect revisions in other related General Regulations, policies or Codes of 
Practice, as appropriate;  
 

iv. that separate IT Regulations for students and staff had been developed and 
approved in 2015 and that it was felt appropriate to adopt the same approach for the 
Library Regulations. It was confirmed by the Head of Legal Services that there were 
no CMA compliance implications for the proposed changes. It was reported that 
Library Regulations for non-student users were in the process of being developed;  
 

v. that students were notified of the General Regulations through various stages of the 
application process, including when accepting an Offer from the University and at 
subsequent points in the student lifecycle;   
 

vi. that the committee considered the interaction between the General Regulation XII – 
Student Library Regulations and General Regulations IV – Discipline. It was 
suggested by a member of the committee that there would be value in incorporating 
the draft discipline element of the Student Library Regulations into Section 7 of the 
General Regulations XII, ‘Non-Major Offences’. It was suggested that, in most cases, 
an alleged offence that could be considered under the Student Library Regulations 
would likely be a ‘Non-Major Offence’ as it would likely have no serious affect or 
cause serious damage to the University, its academic reputation or its staff or 
students, as defined within the General Regulation IV – Discipline. It was however 
noted, that offences that could be considered under the Student Library Regulations 
would likely affect the student (or staff) academic experience;  
 

vii. that it was recognised that General Regulation XIII – Student Library Regulations 
included general information on the conditions under which Durham students were 
permitted to the Library and that this information was important to detail;  
 

viii. that there were some tensions between the proposed Student Library Regulations 
and the draft Discipline regulations, and there would be a need to reconsider the 
Student Library Regulations (and other regulations) as the Discipline Regulations 
were revised and developed. However, the revised the separation between 
student/non-student users within the Student Library Regulations was positive. It was 
suggested that the committee approve the proposed changes, recognising that there 
was a need to further consider the relationship between the General Regulation XII – 
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Student Library Regulations and General Regulations IV – Discipline (and, 
specifically, that the ongoing development of the latter would very likely require 
further changes to the former);  
 

ix. that it was clarified that should conflict arise, the General Regulations of the 
University specified in Volume I of the Calendar will take precedence over any other 
regulations, code of practice, policy, procedure, or guideline published by the 
University or by third parties recognised by the University. 
 

x. that Section IV had detailed the Penalties available to the University should students 
fail to observe the Library rules and Regulations when admitted to the Library. It was 
agreed that the reference to a ‘fine’ in sub-section (4) should be removed and read 
“Where an alleged offence is reported to the University Librarian by the other 
institution, the Librarian may impose a penalty appropriate to the gravity of the 
offence at their discretion”; and  “Infringements of the regulations or rules and 
offences against good behaviour in the Library shall render students liable to 
penalties, including exclusion from use of some or all Library services, which may be 
imposed by the Librarian, or, if appropriate, under the relevant University discipline 
procedure”, respectively;   
 

Agreed:  
 

i. that the proposed Terms of Reference for Education Committee be endorsed and 
recommended to Senate for approval;  
 

ii. that the proposed changes to the General Regulation XII – Student Library 
Regulations be endorsed, subject to the amendments in Noted (xi), and 
recommended to Senate for approval;  
 

iii. that further work should be undertaken to consider the relationship between the 
General Regulation XII – Student Library Regulations and General Regulations IV – 
Discipline, as outlined by the committee;  
 

Recommended: that Senate consider approving the revised Terms of Reference 
for Education Committee, to include responsibility for endorsing, for Senate and 
Council’s approval in line with the Joint Standing Order of Senate and Council 
J8.2, changes to student regulations within the University Calendar;  
 
Recommended: that Senate consider approving the proposed changes to the 
General Regulation XII – Student Library Regulations 
 

 
68. Consultation Report on proposed revisions to University General   
 Regulations IV – Discipline and General Regulations VI – Suspension 

 
Considered: a consultation report on the proposed revisions to University General 
Regulations IV – Discipline and General Regulations VI – Suspension; 

  Document EC/15/74 
 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the consultation report on 
the proposed revisions to the University General Regulations – Discipline and 
General Regulations VI – Suspension. SESC had endorsed that Education 
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Committee should consider the report and associated proposals. In particular, SESC 
had supported the definition detailed in Principle 1a, of the proposed General 
Regulations IV – Discipline, and agreed that the Assistant Registrar (Student 
Complaints and Appeals) should liaise with the Head of Legal Support to develop an 
appropriate form of words to clarify the  proposed parameters for ‘within and outwith 
the University’;  
 

(b) that the aforementioned definition had not yet been finalised; however, there 
remained a benefit in Education Committee considering the consultation report. 
Additional consultation was ongoing with the Discipline Review Group and following 
consideration at Education Committee, the report and proposals would be considered 
by College’s Board and Faculty Education Committees prior to further consideration 
at SESC and Education Committee in Easter Term 2016. Final approval of any 
proposals would be recommended to Senate and Council, as appropriate, following 
further consideration by Education Committee. It was also reported that an Equality 
Impact Assessment would be undertaken in advance of the final proposals being 
considered by SESC, Education Committee, Senate and Council; 

 
(c) that the proposed revisions had incorporated new external guidance and best 

practice from the QAA and OIA released in April 2013 and December 2014 
respectively, as requested by SESC. It was further reported that this guidance had 
already been implemented in Academic Appeal Regulations and the Complaints 
Procedure for Students, as revised last academic year;  

 
(d) that, as part of the review University General Regulations for Discipline, the Disciple 

Review Group had also considered the University Regulations for Suspension and 
had subsequently proposed revisions for consideration;   
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that a preliminary review of college regulations and discipline procedures, designed 
to enhance consistency and ensure a more effective link between these and the 
University General Regulations, was conducted by the Colleges Division as part of 
the Education Strategy Action Plan 2012/13. Work had been undertaken by several 
college-led groups since that point, and reports were presented for consideration by 
SESC in April 2013 and November 2014; a final report and recommendations were 
presented and considered by SESC in April 2015;  
 

(b) that the final report recommended that the College Discipline Regulations should no 
longer be separate from University General Regulations and instead should be 
subsumed within the University Regulations for Discipline under ‘other’ offences. This 
proposal was supported by SESC; however, it was agreed that further work would 
need to be undertaken in light of a planned review of the University Regulations for 
Discipline by the Academic Support Office (scheduled for 2015/16), and in light of  
Consumer Protection Legislation and guidance from the OIA and QAA;  
 

(c) that the committee felt that the proposed changes developed in response to the 
recommendations from the Colleges Division and the further work undertaken by the 
Discipline Review Group, had enhanced that the University Regulations;  
 

(d) that, the committee was also supportive of the definition within Principle 1a, but 
agreed that the further work should be undertaken to provide a more nuanced 
definition of what the University considers to be ‘within or without’ the University;  
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(e) that, with regards to the General Regulations VI – Suspension, the committee was 
supportive of the proposed changes;  
 

(f) that members of Education Committee were invited to provide further comments to 
the Assistant Registrar (Student Complaints and Appeals);  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the further work, as outlined in Noted (d), and recommended by SESC, should 

be included in future proposals;  
Action: JMK 

 
(b) that the final proposals for the University General Regulations – Discipline and 

General Regulations VI – Suspension would be considered a future meeting of 
Education Committee. 

Action: JMK 
 
69.  Chief External Examiner  
 

Considered: the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of boards of 
examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2014/15; 

Document EC/15/75 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that QSSC had considered the Chief Examiner’s report at its 24 February 2016 
meeting and that the Chair of QSSC and the Head of the Academic Support Office 
had met with the Chief Examiner, in advance of the meeting of QSSC, to discuss the 
report. This was in line with the practice observed in previous years; 

(b) that the Chief Examiner had agreed to continue in their role for a fourth year and as a 
consequence, this report was Professor Feather’s last report. It was agreed that the 
process for recruiting a new Chief Examiner would be instigated following the 
outcome of the QAA Higher Education Review, recognising that there would be a 
value in seeking someone with specific expertise, or knowledge, if necessary, in light 
of any findings within the HER Report; 
 

(c) that QSSC had agreed that a number of actions should be taken forward as a result 
of considering the Chief External Examiner Report;  

Noted:  
 
(a) that further thanks should be extended to Professor Feather for his work as the Chief 

Examiner, on behalf of Education Committee. Professor Feather’s reports had been 
helpful in making enhancements to the University’s provision, policies and processes;   
 

(b) that, in line with previous years, the University Chief External Examiner had 
concluded that the University was providing a high standard of education. The report 
was a strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards. In particular, the 
Chief Examiner had concluded that the regulations, frameworks, structures and 
processes at the University were sound, in line with national and international 
expectations, and ensured that standards were maintained for the granting of 
degrees;  
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(c) that the Chief Examiner had raised the matter of examination errors and 
recommended that the University should ensure that it had clear guidelines on the 
procedures for proof reading and data verification, and that these were followed by 
departments and schools. Education Committee considered an annual Examination 
and Assessment Report, compiled by Student Registry, which provided an overview 
on the quality of examination papers, and the number of papers which included 
errors;  
 

(d) that QSSC had noted that in some cases, one examination error might be replicated 
in more than one examination paper (where one question was found in a number of 
different papers), which had led to the total number of errors being overstated (as 
one examination error which appeared in five papers had been reported as five 
errors). It was noted that the recent Examinations and Assessment Report had 
reported on this issue, and clarified within the data where this had likely occurred;  
 

(e) that there were policies and procedures in place, detailed within the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook, that outlined the expectations on departments and Boards of 
Examiners with respect to the accuracy of examination papers. It was reported that in 
the 2014/15 examination cycle that there was a decrease in the number of different 
errors; however, this was coupled with an increase in the number of exam papers 
with potential errors reported during the exam period. The committee felt that there 
would be a benefit in exploring the number of examination errors in other 
Universities, if this information was available, for comparative purposes. This could 
usefully inform any further discussion at FECs – as recommended by QSSC – and 
that discussion should be deferred until further information was known;  
 

(f) that the Chief Examiner had highlighted that the Boards of Examiners were typically 
conducted efficiently and purposefully. However, it was also reported that some 
Boards of Examiners meetings had been used to note other wide-ranging 
discussions that should have taken place in alternative fora. It was reported that 
some of these discussions had related to the use of discretion, and curriculum 
development matters. The committee agreed that this issue should be explored 
within the training for Chairs and Secretaries of Boards of Examiners;;  

(g) that it was reported that a recent Faculty College Partnership Panel had discussed 
the matter of Serious Adverse Circumstances (SACs) and the possibility of 
introducing a single institutional deadline for the receipt of SACs. Though there would 
be clear value in having one deadline, it was currently not possible given the short 
turn around between the examination period, Board of Examiner meetings and 
congregation. It was agreed that the Assessment Review Working Group would 
consider the possibility of introducing an institutional wide deadline for the 
submission of SAC requests, in the first instance; 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee endorsed the actions taken by Quality and Standards Sub-

Committee; 
 

(b) that further thanks should be extended to Professor Feather for his work as the Chief 
Examiner, on behalf of Education Committee;  

Action: TW/AR 
 

(c) that Student Registry would explore the matter of examination errors across the 
sector, and produce a report for consideration at Faculty Education Committees (if 
such information was available);  
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Action: MK 
 

(d) that Faculty Education Committees would be asked to consider their pre-assessment 
processes in the context of examination errors upon receipt of the report from 
Student Registry;  

Action: FECs 
(e) that the Assessment Review Working Group would consider the possibility, and 

implications, of the introduction of an institutional wide deadline for the submission of 
SAC request, and report to a future meeting of Education Committee;   

Action: Assessment Review Group 
70. Academic and Professional Development 

 
Considered: 

 
a) an progress report from the Academic and Professional Development 

Implementation Steering Group;  
Document EC/15/76a 

 
b) the business case for a student e-Portfolio Platform to support Academic and 

Professional Development;  
Document EC/15/76b 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the progress report from 

the Academic and Professional Development Implementation Steering Group at its 
15 February 2016 meeting and agreed that Education Committee should also 
consider the proposals outlined in the report, particularly in the context of the request 
that Education Committee considers a review of the Academic Advisor role;  
 

(b) that, it was proposed that the Durham Award would be reconfigured from its current 
structure and would be made up of three main components; the Academic Skills 
Certificate, the Professional Skills Certificate and the Durham Award. It was 
proposed that the components would be introduced to, and completed by, students in 
that order. Whilst the Academic Skills Certificate and the Professional Development 
Certificate could be completed in isolation, a student would be required to have first 
completed the Professional Development Certificate to receive the Durham Award; 
 

(c) that it was proposed that the Academic Skills Certificate, which would be introduced 
to first year students via departments in Michaelmas Term, would require students to 
successfully develop a key set of skills to be determined by the department. Students 
would be invited to submit an activity portfolio and a written reflection on their 
academic skills development in order to receive a digital Academic Skills Certificate. 
It was proposed that the Academic Advisors would have a role in the assessment of 
the activity portfolio and written reflection;  

 
(d) that the Professional Development Certificate was designed to build upon the 

foundation of the Academic Skills Certificate. Students would be invited to complete 
an online employability module covering key career information and would be 
expected to demonstrate that they have engaged in, and participated in activities that 
have helped them to develop skills in four key areas: ‘Interpersonal skills’, 
‘Entrepreneurial Behaviours’, ‘Personal Effectiveness’ and ‘Understanding the World 
Around You’. The role of the Colleges would be explored further to consider how they 
might support the assessment of the Professional Development Certificate;  
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(e) that the Durham Award was designed to provide students with the opportunity to 
demonstrate how their whole time at Durham had made them more employable. 
Whilst the Academic Skills Certificate and the Professional Skills Certificate were 
designed to recognise a student’s overall skills development and ability to reflect on 
this, the Durham Award would be used to recognise students who could successfully 
demonstrate and articulate how they had excelled in their extracurricular activities, 
whether that be through work experience, volunteering, community engagement or 
university involvement. The Durham Award would require students to give a five 
minute presentation reflecting on their personal development at Durham, and how 
they ‘stand out from the crowd’. Students would also be required to submit a 
professional LinkedIn profile which would be assessed by a university member of 
staff and an external graduate recruiter;  
 

(f) that Ben Frost was a member of the Academic and Professional Development 
Implementation Steering Group as the representative from the Students’ Union and 
had been erroneously excluded from the report;   

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, as part of the Professional Development Certificate, students would be required 

to demonstrate that they had engaged with, and taken part in, a range of activities 
that have helped them to develop skills in key areas of ‘Interpersonal skills’, 
‘Entrepreneurial Behaviours’, ‘Personal Effectiveness’ and ‘Understanding the World 
Around You’. A member of the committee queried whether an understanding of 
equality and diversity matters would be required as part of the Professional 
Development Certificate. It was noted that departments and colleges also provided 
information on equality and diversity matters and whilst it was not explicit in the 
information provided to the committee, it was felt that equality and diversity would be 
considered within the ‘Understanding the World Around You’ element of the 
proposed Professional Development Certificate. Nonetheless, the committee felt that 
there would be a value in making this more explicit in future documentation that 
details the potential skills development within the four areas outlined;  
 

(b) that the four key areas outlined in Noted (a) had been developed in partnership with 
employers and were believed to represent the key skills required by a wide range of 
employers; however more importantly, support students employability more broadly;    
 

(c) that it was proposed that Academic Advisors would have a role in the assessment of 
the activity portfolio and written reflection for the Academic Skills Certificate and that 
Education Committee had been asked to review the role of the Academic Advisor to 
support this; 
 

(d) that, in consideration of how the Academic Advisor role might be used to support the 
assessment of the Academic Skills Certificate, Education committee noted the 
importance of ensuring that the evaluation remained on the students reflection of the 
skills developed, rather than the attainment of the skills themselves. There would be 
a need to provide detailed guidance, and potentially training, to Academic Advisors, 
to ensure consistency in their evaluation of students’ reflective submissions;  
 

(e) that Education Committee considered the impact of this additional responsibility on 
the core activity of an Academic Advisor. It was recognised that there would be a 
need to align this responsibility with existing activity as far as possible. It was 
reported that the Implementation Group had envisaged that the role of the Academic 
Advisor in the Academic Skills Certificate would become a core responsibility for 
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Academic Advisors more broadly and therefore recognised that this might require a 
redefining of the role;  
 

(f) that it was reported that the revised Education Strategy 2015-20 had included 
specific reference to Academic Advisor system supporting the development of 
communities of practice and enriching the academic experience of students, as well 
as specific reference to review of the Academic Advisor role;  
 

(g) that as part of the Academic Skills Certificate, departments would be expected to 
have compiled a list of key skills that students would need to have developed in order 
to succeed in their academic discipline and subsequently offer the chance for 
students to develop these skills through embedding them within modules and/or in 
additional workshops/sessions. It was further reported that that Directors of 
Education had already been asked by the Dean and Deputy to PVC Education to 
review the skills development opportunities at Level 1 within academic programmes.  
Whilst it was reported that good progress had already been made with this activity, it 
was unclear if this would be completed by the start of the next academic year;  
 

(h) that whilst it was recognised that this paper was designed to provide a progress 
report on the development of the scheme, members of the committee felt that some 
elements of the scheme were more fully developed than others. In light of the likely 
revisions to the Academic Advisor role and the work required by the departments, it 
was felt that consideration could be given to introducing the Professional 
Development Skills Certificate for the 2016/17 academic year, as opposed to the 
Academic Skills Certificate, as proposed. The committee had no desire to delay the 
launch of the scheme and felt that this would ensure that some elements of the 
scheme could be implemented;  
 

(a) that it was proposed that the ‘Durham Award’ brand would be used for the Academic 
and Professional Development scheme  as a whole, recognising the existing brand 
value with students, alumni and employers. Education Committee considered 
whether adopting an existing brand name would create confusion with colleagues 
and students who would be familiar with old, and alternative approach to the one 
proposed. It was agreed that further consideration would be given to this by the 
Implementation Steering Group;  

 
(i) that the Business Case presented had a wider application than supporting the 

Academic and Professional Development Scheme only. The proposed e-portfolio 
could be used to support placements, enhance postgraduate progression tracking 
across institutions, which was particularly helpful in the use of Doctoral Training 
Centres and co-supervision, as well supporting existing practice and activity within 
the University. Whilst the committee recognised that financial decisions were not 
within its remit, the committee endorsed the Business Case for consideration at UEC. 
It was noted that there would be a benefit in building the Business Case into the 
resources required to support the delivery of the Education Strategy 2015-20 and 
that this should be considered when submitting the Education Strategy 2015-20 to 
UEC for consideration;   
 

(j) that the committee felt that the Academic Skills Certificate, Professional Development 
Certificate and Durham Award could have a significant positive impact upon 
recruitment and retention and that this should be further emphasised within in the 
Business Case and consideration given to how this might impact upon the promotion 
of the scheme. Furthermore, the committee felt that the scheme would be particularly 
successful in supporting students from a widening participation background and that 
this should also be made explicit within the Business Case;  
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Agreed:  

 
(a) that consideration would be given to the implementation of the Professional Skills 

Certificate only for 2016/17, as outlined by the committee in Noted (h);  
Action: TF 

 
(b) that further consideration should be given to the ‘Durham Award’ brand;  

Action: TF 
 

(c) that the Deputy Heads of Faculty would liaise with departments regarding the review 
the skills development opportunities at Level 1 within academic programmes, and 
provide an update to the Implementation Steering Group to inform future discussions.  

Action: DHoF 
 

71. Student Academic Representation  
 

Considered: the final report detailing proposals for the operation of Student Academic 
Representation at Undergraduate level, developed in partnership between the Students’ 
Union and University;  

Document EC/15/77 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the Review of Student Academic Representation had been undertaken in 
partnership between the Students’ Union and University, as agreed previously by 
Education Committee. Following a detailed consultation exercise with staff and 
students, the report proposed changes to the election system for SSCC 
representatives, and to the systems for agreeing SSCC numbers and training in 
particular. The proposals were developed in partnership and all proposals were 
supported by the Students’ Union and Academic Support Office;  
 

(b) that the initial proposals were considered, and subsequently supported, by a small 
working group comprising of Education Committee members (PVC Education, Dean 
and Deputy to PVC Education, Academic Registrar, Academic Affairs Officer, DHoF 
(UG; Arts and Humanities) and the Head of the Academic Support Office);  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that a detailed overview of Education Committee’s consideration of matters, 

documents and proposals related to SSCCs and Student Academic Representation, 
over the past 18 months had been provided within the report;   
 

(b) that the recommendations were broadly related to enhancing the promotion of the 
system of academic representation; implementing a revised system for the election of 
students’ academic representatives; a revised approach to the identification and 
approval of the numbers of student representatives, and proposals to enhance the 
training of students and staff who had involvement in the academic representation 
system;  
 

(c) that the Students’ Union had collected 109 unique responses from the Course Rep 
Survey, designed for current student academic representatives, and undertook 24 
unstructured interviews with students. The staff survey, mirroring the core questions 
from the Course Rep Survey received 75 unique responses. These consultation 
exercises had helped inform the proposals and recommendations within the report; 
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(d) that it was proposed that student academic representative elections should be 

organised by departments. It was felt that this would enable departments to foster 
student engagement in the elections process at a local level and also support 
students in developing relationships with the department from the beginning. It was 
further proposed that these elections would be organised through DUO, and that 
there would be a single week across the University in which students could nominate 
themselves to stand for a student academic representative position and a further 
single week in which student academic representatives would be elected;  
 

(e) that it was important that departments communicated the details of the students 
elected to the Students’ Union and Academic Support Office to ensure that those 
elected could be trained appropriately and supported throughout the year;  
 

(f) that it was proposed that student academic representatives would be elected in 
October, and hold their position from November – November, and that 
representatives who wished to continue their roles would need to be re-elected. It 
was thought that electing students to hold their position from November - November 
would ensure that at least two cohorts of student representatives would be present at 
the first SSCC meeting of the year (usually October), where matters such as the NSS 
and curriculum development were discussed with students; 
 

(g) that it was proposed that the Students’ Union should liaise with the Academic 
Support Office and University Marketing and Communications Office to explore how 
the student academic representative system could be promoted by the University, 
drawing upon the existing brand for student academic representatives. Whilst there 
would be an expectation on departments to publicise the elections, and the academic 
representative system at a local level, it was felt that there would be a value in 
organising a university-wide publicity campaign to raise student and staff awareness 
of the student academic representation system and the importance and benefit of 
engaging;  
 

(h) that, for the 2015/16 elections, there had been three online election cycles for 
returning students; two in Easter Term 2015 and one in Michaelmas Term 2015. 
Level 1 students were also elected to positions via the election held in Michaelmas 
Term. Following limited success in recruiting to all available positions, the Students’ 
Union had attended some lectures in a further attempt to elect students to any 
remaining positions. Following this process, the student co-chair and academic co-
chair had elected students to remaining unfilled positions;  
 

(i) that, for 2016/17, it was proposed that any student academic representative positions  
unfilled following the online elections through DUO, remaining positions would be 
elected through co-option by the co-chairs of SSCCs. The Students’ Union clarified 
the preference for an alternative election process to be implemented before the 
process of co-option. It was agreed that departments would be able to organise in-
lecture elections; however, these must also be organised in line with the Principles of 
Student Academic Representation, and ensure that the process remained 
transparent and democratic, and subsequently reported to their Faculty Education 
Committee;  
 

(j) that it was important to liaise with CIS to ensure that student academic representative 
elections could be successfully hosted through the DUO platform;  
 

(k) that, subject to being able to use the DUO platform to host the elections, the 
committee felt that the proposals to implement a revised system for the election of 
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students’ academic representatives, organised by departments were appropriate, 
and should be adopted for 2016/17;  
 

(l) that, it was proposed that a minimum of two representatives, per level, per 
department would be elected for 2016/17. It was further proposed that additional 
representatives could be elected, however these would need to be negotiated by the 
department, Students’ Union and Deputy Head of Faculty, and in advance of the 
elections;  
 

(m) that it was unclear to the committee whether departments would be expected to re-
negotiate the number of student academic representatives annually, or whether 
departments could provide an annual assurance that the number of representatives 
for their department remained appropriate. The committee agreed that further 
consideration would need to be given to this as it was not clear at this stage how 
many departments would likely wish to negotiate the number of student 
representative positions. It was suggested that SSCCs could be asked to consider 
this at their Easter SSCCs, in the first instance;  
 

(n) that it remained important to monitor the implementation of the proposals for 
2016/17. It was further proposed that departments would be expected to provide 
assurances to the University that the elections process had been undertaken 
appropriately and that this could be provided to a meeting of Faculty Education 
Committee in Michaelmas Term, following the completion of the election cycle. It was 
noted that should include information on any further elections processes utilised to fill 
positions, prior to co-option, as outlined in Noted (i). A subsequent overview report 
would be presented to Education Committee; 
 

(o) that the report had also made a number of proposals related to the training of student 
academic representatives. The committee felt that these were appropriate, noting in 
particular the proposal for the Students’ Union to review the training delivered with 
the Academic Support Office, and in advance of the next academic year. The 
Academic Support Office would also develop training for SSCC academic Co-Chairs 
and Secretaries, and that this was in line with existing training for Chairs and 
Secretaries for Boards of Examiners; 
 

(p) that a member of Education Committee queried the opportunity for departments to 
contribute to the training of student academic representatives. It was reported that as 
part of the Staff Survey colleagues had been invited to outline any ways in which 
departments might be able to contribute student academic representative training. It 
was noted within the report that colleagues had found it difficult to respond to this 
question as it was not always clear what was provided to students as part of training. 
It was agreed that there would be a benefit in the Students’ Union sharing this 
information to departments in support of departments and Academic Co-Chairs  
providing department-specific information. It was further noted that a member of 
Education Committee would be invited to attend the training of student academic 
representatives from 2016/17 onwards;  
 

(q) that the report had summarised the key roles and responsibilities for the key 
stakeholders. It was noted that the summary pertaining to the roles and 
responsibilities of department should be expanded to include an expectation to 
engage with the central promotion and publicity of the student academic 
representative system, as well as organising appropriate departmental specific 
publicity. It was important to ensure a consistent message to students via all 
communication channels;  
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(r) that all other proposals, summarised in paragraphs 30, 58, 64, 82, 98 and 99 of the 
report, were appropriate and should be adopted for 2016/17;  
 

(s) that it was clarified that the proposals adopted were applicable to Undergraduate 
student academic representation only. It was hoped that some of the enhancements 
made to Undergraduate representation could be translated to Postgraduate 
representation, where possible;  

 
(t) that it was important to recognise that some departments might be unable to 

organise the student academic representative elections in line with proposals 
adopted by Education Committee. Such cases might include the School of Education 
where students might be on placements at the time of the elections and thus, to 
organise the elections in October might negatively affect student engagement with 
the process. It was agreed that the Academic Support Office would liaise with 
departments to explore which departments might be affected;  
 

(u) that it was proposed that the Principles for Student Academic Representation, 
approved at a previous meeting of Education Committee, should be published in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook, Section 5. It was recognised that there was a 
need to reflect the changes approved by Education Committee within the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook and that these changes should be proposed to a future 
meeting of Education Committee;  
 

(v) that it was noted that any matters arising from the QAA Higher Education Review 
should be taken into account before any final recommendations are adopted;  

 
Agreed: that the student academic representative system for 2016/17 be implemented, 
as outlined in Noted (d) – (v). 

 
72. Transitions into Higher Education 

 
Considered: a report on the pre-arrival induction pilot; 

Document EC/15/78 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the report at its 15 February 

2016 meeting and recommended that Education Committee consider approving the 
implementation of the Transitions into Higher Education pre-arrival induction 
programme across the University;  
 

(b) that members of Education Committee had been added to the DUO site where the 
programme was delivered;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Transitions into Higher Education Pilot had been supported by an ‘Enhancing 

the Student Learning Experience Award’. The Transitions into Higher Education 
project was designed to support incoming students develop study skills before they 
arrived at Durham and successfully make the transition to higher education. The 
project was delivered via a small private online course (SPOC) and focused on four 
key areas: preparing for Academic Study; Independent Learning; Digital Literacy and 
Preparing for Arrival;  
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(b) that departments would have the opportunity to incorporate departmental specific 
materials into the course, or incorporate parts of the course into existing 
departmental pre-arrival online induction. As a minimum, departments would be 
expected to offer the course, as piloted, to their incoming students;   
 

(c) that there was the potential to align the proposed Academic and Professional 
Development scheme with the pre-arrival transitions programme, particularly in the 
fourth week of the programme;  
 

(d) that SESC would monitor the implementation and future success of the pre-arrival 
Transitions into Higher Education programme, across the University;  
 

Agreed: that the Transitions into Higher Education programme should be implemented 
across departments and schools for 2016/17.  

 
73. Concessions Procedure for Formal University Examinations 
 

Considered: a proposed revision to the concession procedure for formal university 
examinations, proposed by Disability Support;  
  Document EC/15/79 

 
Reported: 

 
(a) that Quality and Standards Sub-Committee had considered the proposal to revise the 

concessions procedure for formal university examinations at its 24 February 2016 
meeting; however had agreed that further information should be requested from 
Disability Support to further support the committee’s consideration of the proposal;  
 

(b) that QSSC had requested further information on the potential impact of different 
lengths of examinations concessions on Student Registry;  
 

(c) that QSSC had requested further information on the proposed timescales for 
implementation and whether consideration had been given to Consumer Protection 
Legislation;  
 

(d) that QSSC had suggested that the same phrasing be used in paragraphs 11.a and 
11.c.i, with respect to the additional time of up to 25% of the duration of the 
examination. It was not clear to the committee the rationale for automatically granting 
the 25% extra time to those students with specific learning difficulties (SpLD) only, 
and that other students, such as those with hearing and sight disabilities, would be 
granted anything up to 25%;  
 

(e) that Disability Support had supported the suggestion to extend that automatic 25% 
extra time to all eligible students, such their circumstances dictate; 
 

(f) that QSSC had further suggested that there would be value in cross referring to 
section 2.4.5 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook within Section 6.2.8 to provide 
clarify on where support for more complex situations can be found within the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that it was not clear to the committee whether the proposal would be applicable to 

assessments such as in-class tests and that Disability Support should be asked to 
clarify this;  
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(b) that, the committee was supportive of the proposal; however felt that the information 

requested by QSSC should be circulated to members of Education Committee to 
clarify the outstanding queries;  
 

Agreed: that, once received, the additional information requested from QSSC and 
Education Committee would be circulated to the committee. Chair’s Action would be 
taken, as appropriate, following further consideration by electronic circulation.  
 

 
74. Access Agreement  

 
Considered:  
 
a) the proposed Terms of Reference for the Access Agreement Task and Finish Group;  

Document EC/15/80a 
 

b) the guidance provided by OFFA on the development of the University Access 
Agreement;  

Document EC/15/80b 
 

c) the University Access Agreement for 2016 entry, as previously approved by 
Education Committee;  

Document EC/15/80c 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the University was required to submit its Access Agreement to OFFA by noon on 
Wednesday 27 April 2016. The guidance provided by OFFA outlined OFFA’s 
strategic priorities for 2017/18 Access Agreements and clarified that institutional 
Access Agreements should address these. In broad terms, there were higher 
demands placed on institutions with respect to outreach activity and that a lower 
priority was given to bursaries. It was noted however, that this would need to be 
balanced with institutional priorities and there was a recognition that the student body 
had recently protested on student bursaries;  
 

(b) that the committee felt that the Terms of Reference for the Access Agreement Task 
and Finish Group was appropriate; however noted that there would be value in 
including a representative from the Colleges and clarified that the representative from 
the Students’ Union should be a full time officer;  
 

(c) that views would be welcome from the local schools, colleges and sixth form centres, 
and likely sought via departmental links with such organisations; however there was 
limited scope to include external colleagues on the Task and Finish Group given the 
time constraints for drafting and submitting the Access Agreement to OFFA;  
 

(d) that it was expected that the Access Agreement would be submitted to Senate and 
Council for consideration prior to submission to OFFA;   
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Terms of Reference for the Access Agreement Task and Finish Group be 

approved;  
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[Secretary’s Note: That a representative from the Colleges and the Durham Students’ 
Union Development Officer was included in the membership of the Task and Finish 
Group] 
 

(b) that members of Education Committee were invited to send feedback to the 
Academic Registrar;  
 

(c) that the Access Agreement 2017/18 submitted to OFFA would be presented to a 
future meeting of Education Committee, for information;  

Action: AB 
 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
75. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

To confirm: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 3 February 2016; 

Document EC/15/81 
To receive:  
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 3 February 2016; 

Document EC/15/82a 
 

(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 23 February, detailing the 
consideration of the report from the 26 November 2015 and 16 December 2015 
meetings of Education Committee;  

Document EC/15/82b 
 

To report: that the report from the 3 February 2016 meeting of Education Committee will 
be considered at the 26 April 2016 meeting of Senate. A minute extract outlining this 
discussion will be submitted to the 04 May 2016 Education Committee. 
 

 
76. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received:  the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/15/83a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  

 
a) a report of matters arising for information; 

Document EC/15/83b 
 

b) the Terms of Reference for the Inclusive Teaching Task and Finish Group, 
approved by the Chair of Education Committee;  

Document EC/15/83c 
 

77. Chair’s business 
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Reported: that the Education Strategy 2015-20 had been amended to ensure alignment 
with the emerging University Strategy and Workstreams, as agreed by Education 
Committee previously, and in light of feedback provided by the University Strategy 
Project Board, which was overseeing all aspects of the overall University Strategy. 
Additional work undertaken included a gap analysis and additional evidence to support 
the aims and objectives within the revised Education Strategy. Once the Project Board 
had confirmed its satisfaction with the Strategy, it would be submitted for consideration 
by Senate.  

 
78. Issues arising from an OIA Complaint Outcome 

 

Considered: a report on the issues arising from a partly justified complaint outcome from 
the Office of Independent Adjudicators;   

Document EC/15/84 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/15/84 should remain confidential to members of 
Education Committee only] 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that Education Committee considered annual reports on complaints and appeals and 

had where necessary also considered issues of policy and process arising from the 
consideration of individual complaints and/or appeals; 
 

(b) that the University had received a partly justified complaint from the OIA which had 
related to a part-time research degree student who had been dissatisfied with the 
support they had received from the University. The complaint, in line with most 
complaints submitted to the OIA, was particularly complex, including a wide range of 
issues which broadly related to a lack of induction, direction and planning at the 
beginning of their PhD; a lack of clarity regarding responsibilities outside of study 
(personal circumstances); the negative affect of changes to supervision; the slow 
response of the department, as well as the reactive, rather than proactive action 
taken by the department, and the loss of time, money and potential loss of earnings 
as the student had remained on a programme where little to no progress was being 
made;  
 

(c) that, in response to the complaint, the OIA had recommended that the University 
consider the issue of version control and records management of departmental 
policies and processes specifically. In addition to the specific issue of version control, 
the complaint outcome had also raised matters of policy and practice that warranted 
further consideration, and as such were presented to Education Committee;  

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that, in relation to the OIA recommendation to review University records management 

policy, to ensure that copies of all processes and procedures were retained prior to 
being updated, clarification was sought from the University’s Information and Data 
Protection Manager that the University’s current Record’s Retention Schedule did not 
provide explicit guidance on versioning of departmental procedures, nor did it 
explicitly reference programme handbooks. However, the committee agreed that 
there would be value in ensuring that there was a clear approach to keeping records 
of student handbooks, and potentially departmental policies;  
 

(b) that it was recommended that the standard duration for retention be the student 
lifecycle duration plus six years. For research degrees this would be extensive, and 
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would amount to keeping versioned copies of handbooks for at least 13 years (as a 
standard part-time research degree was seven years in duration). Taught 
postgraduate and undergraduate handbooks would need to be kept for at least 7 and 
9 years respectively (longer for some programmes). It was recognised that further 
consideration would need to be given where handbooks were provided as part of 
webpages or DUO pages. Education Committee agreed that the proposed retention 
length was appropriate, noting that this would satisfy legal requirements;  
 

(c) that the committee was aware that a proposed approach for the retention of IT-based 
learning and teaching materials was currently under consideration at Faculty 
Education Committees. This had been developed in light of the recognition that the 
University did not routinely purge retention of IT-based learning and teaching 
materials from DUO. It was agreed that the IT retention policy would need to be 
further considered in light of committee’s approval to retain departmental handbooks 
for the student lifecycle duration plus six years;  

 
(d) that it was proposed that the Academic Support Office should take responsibility for 

collecting departmental student handbooks (for undergraduate, taught postgraduate 
and postgraduate research) on an annual basis. Education Committee felt that this 
was appropriate and that departments should be required to submit these to ASO 
before the start of each academic year;  
 

(e) that Education Committee felt that there would be value in exploring which 
departmental policies might be usefully collected and retained by the Academic 
Support Office, in line with the process for receiving departmental handbooks, as 
agreed in Noted (d). It was agreed that the Academic Support Office would consider 
this in the first instance and develop proposals to a future meeting of Education 
Committee;  
 

(f) that the University had a clear process for keeping records of any revised policy 
detailed within the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
 

(g) that students were encouraged to pursue informal resolution before submitting a 
formal Stage 2 complaint. For instance, the University’s Mediation Service provided 
the University with an opportunity to resolve conflict as an early stage, as well as 
providing students the opportunity to conclude appeals and complaints informally, 
whilst raising maters formally. This approach regularly resolved complaints without 
the need for a formal investigation to take place and around a quarter of all 
complaints continued to be resolved informally; 
 

(h) that students were required to complete the Complaints Form (Stage 2), within 28 
days of the events complained about (if informal resolution was not appropriate), or 
following the conclusion of the informal complaints process. As part of the Stage 2 
Complaint Form, students were required to provide details of what informal resolution 
was sought, and any reasons for why this was not acceptable. Furthermore, the 
University policy stated that complaints that were made more than 28 days after the 
event(s) complained about would not be considered, unless students were able to 
provide a clear rationale and evidence for why they did not complain, or could not, do 
so, within the timescales; 
 

(i) that whilst the student had not detailed a rationale explaining why they did not raise 
concerns about their  induction, or about support at the start of their PhD, at an 
earlier point in their studies, the University had nonetheless agreed to consider the 
students’ concerns in the context of the complaint investigation; 
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(j) that whilst the OIA had felt that the University was generous in considering these 
contemporaneous issues, by doing so the University had opened the full complaint to 
the scrutiny of the OIA. The OIA did not take account of the non-contemporaneous 
nature of the complaint, and therefore expected that the University should have 
detailed records relating to issues that affected the student from 2011 onwards 
(including full supervision records, training needs records, and details of all induction 
sessions which the student had attended); 
 

(k) that it had been recognised within the report that the complaint investigator had 
considered the full range of issues by the student because they felt that it was 
appropriate to do so; however it had raised a broader matter with respect to 
University guidance. Whilst the University had clear guidance on non-
contemporaneous complaints, it did not have guidance on the consideration of non-
contemporaneous aspects of otherwise contemporaneous complaints. The University 
would have been within its rights to consider more recent supervisory aspects the 
student’s, but to reject the historical concerns relating to the start of their studies;  
 

(l) that Education Committee felt it was appropriate to provide more explicit guidance to 
complaint investigators on the non-consideration of some aspects of complaints (by, 
for example, deciding very clearly what was and what was not ‘in scope’ at the outset 
of any complaint investigation). Education Committee agreed that the Academic 
Support Office would develop such guidance in the first instance;  
 

(m) that University had made significant revisions to induction activities since 2011;  
 

(n) that the report had highlighted that, while the University was able to provide 
statements from the student confirming that they had assessed their needs in 
conjunction with their supervisory team, and examples of training which the student 
had attended, the OIA did not accept that this provided evidence that the department 
had effectively assisted the student in assessing their training needs, as the 
University was not able to provide a copy of the original Training Needs Analysis 
form; 
 

(o) that University policy detailed that supervisory teams were responsible for keeping 
agreed written records of progress and a projection of activity resulting from 
supervision. However, the format of those records was not dictated, nor was specific 
guidance provided on how those records should be stored and monitored. It was 
therefore recommended that departments should be reminded of the need to ensure 
that supervisory and TNA records were maintained in accordance with the 
University’s policy on the ‘Responsibilities of the Supervisory Team’, and made 
available (in such circumstances where supervisors leave the University, for 
example). Furthermore, the report had highlighted the value in a centralised record-
keeping system for supervisory records. The e-portfolio proposed as part of the 
Academic and Professional Development scheme had a wider application than that 
of the Academic and Professional Development scheme alone and could support 
postgraduate progression tracking (minute 70 refers). Education Committee noted 
the benefit of having a single platform to support multiple processes;   
 

(p) that the OIA had found that the University had taken sufficient action to provide the 
student with support of their personal issues and that this aspect of the complaint had 
not been upheld by the OIA. However, the OIA had criticised the University for failing 
to follow up on a statement within the student’s progress review which, in view of the 
OIA, should have been responded to by the Department. The statement alluded to an 
issue which the student did not wish to discuss within the progress report. The 
committee noted that the University had processes to support students who wished 



 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 22 of 27 
 16 March 2016 

to make confidential matters known to the University, and that the progress review 
form itself explicitly gave students the opportunity to raise issues directly (and 
confidentially), via the ‘confidential report’ option. The committee did not feel that i 
would be unreasonable to expect departments to review all progress reports with the 
specific aim of seeking out such allusions to possible issues which students did not 
wish to discuss. In this case, the statement was made within an otherwise broadly 
positive progress report. The committee agreed that no further action was required;   

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Academic Support Office should take responsibility for collecting 

departmental student handbooks (for undergraduate, taught postgraduate and 
postgraduate research) on an annual basis, and for ensuring that these were stored 
and retained for the student lifecycle duration plus six years;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the Academic Support Office would undertake an initial scoping exercise to 
ascertain the range of departmental policies which might be usefully collected an 
retained for the student lifecycle duration plus six years. Proposals would be made as 
appropriate to a future meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: AR 
 

(c) that complaints investigators should be given more explicit guidance on non-
consideration of some aspects of complaints, as outlined in Noted (l). The Academic 
Support Office would develop such guidance;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that departments, via Faculty Education Committees, would be reminded of the need 
to ensure that supervisory and TNA records are maintained in accordance with the 
University’s policy on the Responsibilities of the Supervisory Team, and that these 
records are accessible should individual supervisors leave the University.  

Action: AB 
 

79. Graduate Market 2016 
 

Considered: a report on the current graduate market conditions at the national level and 
how the University has performed in relation to graduate destinations; 

Document EC/15/85 
 

Noted: the discussions of Student Experience Sub-Committee and the Faculty Education 
Committees of the Graduate Market 2016 and noted that a significant proportion (32%) 
of entry-level positions were predicted to be filled by graduates who had already worked 
in those organisations, either through internships, placements or vacation work; 
 

80. Partnership Approval: KPMG and ICAEW 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Education Committee the proposed renewal of 
the partnership between KMPG, ICAEW and Durham University Business School; 

Document EC/15/86 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that QSSC had recommended that Education Committee consider approving the 
proposed partnership renewal between KPMG, ICAEW and Durham University 
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Business School, to deliver the BSc Accounting programme, to commence in August 
2016; 
 

(b) that in consideration of the proposed partnership renewal, QSSC had requested that 
further information be requested on the rationale for the short duration of the 
agreement proposed and that assurances be provided that the Business School had 
consulted Student Registry with regards to the timetabling of the proposed revised 
programme. QSSC also queried why the reference to declaring details of any 
criminal convictions in the online application form had been removed from the revised 
Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix 1, page 36); 
 

(c) that the proposed revised programme was also considered and approved by QSSC 
at its 24 February 2016 meeting;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that Durham University Business School had confirmed the rationale for the reduced 
agreement duration;  
 

(b) that the Timetabling Team within Student Registry had been consulted on the 
proposed revised programme and that no issues or concerns had been identified. A 
provisional timetable was already in place to support the revised programme;  
 

(c) that the reference to declaring any criminal convictions was erroneously removed 
and had been reinserted into the MoA, albeit in an alternative section of the MoA;  
 

(d) that the partnership between KPMG, ICAEW and the Business School had been 
successful and remained a strategically important partnership for the University;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed partnership renewal between KPMG, ICAEW and Durham 
University Business School, be approved.  

 
 

81. Partnership Approval: Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour 
 

Considered: proposed partnership between Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour 
and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences; 

Document EC/15/87 
 

Reported: that QSSC had recommended that Education Committee consider approving 
the proposed partnership approval between  Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour 
and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences, to deliver a dual award PhD, to 
commence 2016; 
 
Noted: that the proposed partnership between Universite de Pau at des Pays de L’Adour 
and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences was appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that the collaborative partnership between Universite de Pau at des Pays de 
L’Adour and the School of Engineering and Computing Sciences, be approved;  

 
 

82. Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
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(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 22 January 2016;            

Document EC/15/88a 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 19 January 2016; 

Document EC/15/88b 
 

(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meetings of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 20 January 2016;         

Document EC/15/89a 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
20 January 2016;           

Document EC/15/89b 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) 19 January 2016;                  

Document EC/15/90a 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 22 January 2016 

Document EC/15/90b 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Science; UG) had requested that departments 
consider the skills and attributes required in each level and how these were met and 
assessed, in preparation for the Academic Skills Certificate element of the Academic 
and Professional Development scheme;  
 

(b) that, in consideration of this, there was support from members of the committee for 
making elements of Level 1 count toward the degree. The FEC discussed the 
possibility of combining the best marks from Levels 1 and 2, using either the average 
of Level 1 and Level 2 marks or Level 2 marks only, whichever is the highest. 
Conversely, other members had expressed concern that the making elements of 
Level 1 count, would perpetuate the belief that learning was only worthwhile if credit 
was given, whereas there should be a greater focus on articulating the benefits of 
learning and development of key skills;  
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(c) that whilst Level 1 module marks did not currently contribute to the degree 

classification or progression rules, the module marks did appear on the student 
transcript; 
 

(d) that there would be value in referring the matter of level marks contributing the final 
classification as part of the Assessment Review, and in the wider context of the 
transitions theme in the Education Strategy 2015-20;  
 

(e) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Arts and Humanities; UG) reported that members of 
the FEC had noted concerns regarding the proposed policy for the recording of 
lectures. In particular, the FEC was uncomfortable with the implications for 
Intellectual Property and the potential for the recording of lectures to inhibit student 
engagement. It was noted by the FEC that many lectures include periods of class 
discussion which often considered controversial political or religious matters and that 
the recording of these discussions might result in students being reluctant to 
contribute;  
 

(f) that the draft proposed policy had been developed from other examples in the sector, 
tailored to a Durham University context;  

  
(g) that the minute extracts from the discussions at FECs would be shared with Inclusive 

Teaching Task and Finish Group and that future drafts of the policy would be shared 
with FECs, and Education Committee for further consideration.  

 
 
83. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 27 January meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee;   

Document EC/15/91 
 

Noted: 
 

(a) that Education Committee was not required to consider any matters arising from the 
meeting of QSSC held on 27 January 2016; 
 

(b) that QSSC had considered the initial report and proposals from the Review of 
Departmental Reviews Working Group. Education Committee had also considered 
the report at its 3 February 2016 meeting; 
 

(c) that QSSC considered the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
concessions and appeals and APNs; 
 

(d) that QSSC had considered the Student Written Submission (SWS) authored by the 
Students’ Union on behalf of the student body and as part of the QAA Higher 
Education Review process. Education Committee had also considered the SWS at its 
3 February 2016 meeting;  
 

(e) that QSSC considered the Qualifications Involving More Than One Degree-Awarding 
Body Characteristics Statement released by the QAA. It was agreed that further 
consideration would need be given to the implications for the University in light of the 
emerging Academic Strategy, particularly the Workstream on Internationalisation, 
and the broader need to ensure that the proposals to enhance guidance for 
collaborative developments did not conflict with anything under active consideration 
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within the strategy documents. Furthermore, it was recognised that the QAA Higher 
Education Review process would review the University’s approach to collaborative 
provision and that any matters, or outcomes, arising from the HER process should be 
taken into account before any final recommendations were made on enhancing the 
guidance for collaborative developments. QSSC agreed that these considerations, 
and others identified by the committee, would be taken forward via focus groups in 
the first instance, and that subsequent proposals would be presented to QSSC, as 
required;  
 

(f) that QSSC had considered the report from the Common Awards Management Board 
and had approved the overarching entry requirements for the Common Awards 
Framework;  
 

(g) that an issue identified at the overarching Board of Examiners, in relation to 
progression and the application of compensation in the Diploma, had been reported 
to QSSC from the Management Board. Education Committee noted that the issue 
had highlighted a potential disparity in the Core Regulations for the Undergraduate 
Common Awards Programmes with regards to the ability of students to progress 
carrying failed modules. The Management Board had agreed that the Common 
Awards core regulations should be amended to modify and clarify the use of 
compensation, particularly for students progressing from Level 4 to Level 5 of the 
Diploma. The proposed amendments to the Common Awards Core Regulations for 
Undergraduate programmes would be considered at a future meeting of QSSC; 
 

(h) that QSSC had considered the Departmental Review Report from the School of 
Biological and Biomedical Sciences and agreed that the programmes in the School 
should be revalidated for a period of 6 years. Education Committee considered a 
summary report of the Departmental Review at its 3 February 2016 meeting.  

 
 

84. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 15 February 2016 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee; 

Document EC/15/92 
Not available 

 
[Secretary’s Note: the report from the 15 February 2016 meeting of Student Experience 
Sub-Committee was not available and would be considered at the 4 May 2016 meeting 
of Education Committee] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
85. Matters of Report 

 
Received: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee.   

Document EC/15/93  
 

86. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that further meetings of Education Committee will be held; 
 

Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 04 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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Wednesday 25 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 22 June 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

 
 


