
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

4th May 2016 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 14:00pm on Wednesday 4th May 2016, 
somewhere in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor G. Small, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr C. Walker-
Gleaves, Professor G. Love, Professor A. Darnell, Dr N. Reissland, Dr A. Fawcett, Professor 
J. Barclay, Dr. V. Kind, Mr. D. Morgan-Thomas and Mr B. Frost, with Mr A. Rennie 
(Secretary), Professor D. Donoghue, Mr. S. Dale (items 89-90) and Mr Josh Mckim (item 
91). 

 
 

MINUTES 
 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

87. Education Strategy 
 

Considered: the Education Strategy Green Paper, as considered b Senate on 26th April 
2016; 

Document EC/15/94 - CLOSED 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that the proposals had developed substantially since their last consideration at 

Education Committee, in terms of both format and scope, as part of the process of 
refreshing and revising the University’s overarching Academic Strategy. A detailed 
evidence base had been assembled – drawing, where appropriate, on existing 
information routinely considered by the committee – to support specific 
developments and proposals, and a number of additional objectives had been 
added around sustainability, technology, pedagogy and widening participation in 
particular; 
 

(b) that the paper had been considered as a ‘Green Paper’ discussion document by 
Senate, and would be considered by Council in the same format. It would 
subsequently be developed as a ‘White Paper’ for final review by Senate, and then 
approval by Council who were the ultimate owners of the strategy, at the end of the 
academic year. Once Council was satisfied with the strategy, action would be 
taken to implement it; 

 
(c) that it had been agreed that there would be value in offering Education Committee 

an opportunity to feed into the final drafting of the Education Strategy, particularly 
with regard to the objectives and actions; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that members were disappointed that the document had not been shared with the 

committee prior to its consideration by Senate, in light of Education Committee’s 
remit and governance, and the expertise of its membership. Members noted that, 
unlike previous iterations of the Education Strategy, the committee was not the 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 1 of 14 
 4 May March 2016 



owner of the document; however, members was felt that an opportunity for 
enhancement had nonetheless been missed; 
 

(b) that the clear commitment within the strategy to assembling an evidence base to 
inform policy was welcomed; however, it was not always clear how objectives and 
actions were themselves informed by such an evidence base; 

 
(c) that the work on transition undertaken to date – and the work on research-led 

education which preceded it (outlined in paragraph 3.4 of the strategy) – had 
emphasised academic communities of practice and disciplinary coherence at a 
departmental and programme level. Through the previous Education Strategy, 
academic departments had been tasked with ensuring that undergraduate 
programmes provided opportunities for students to engage with research, and to 
develop as researchers, as preparation for their work to undertake a final 
dissertation or project; 

 
(d) that the more recent work on transition aimed to place a greater emphasis on 

departmental learning and teaching before and during level 1 in the first instance, 
with a view to ensuring that programmes were developing within students the skills 
and knowledge necessary to succeed during their first year, and to prepare them 
for progression into their second and subsequent years of study. Departments had 
been tasked with reviewing programme learning outcomes, and subsequently with 
reviewing methods of learning teaching and assessment to support the 
achievement of those outcomes; 

 
(e) that the proposal for a critical thinking module represented a significant departure 

from the current model of programme design, with emphasis placed upon more 
generic skills development outside of the discipline, which did not sit easily with the 
ongoing work on transition. While the committee had welcomed the commitment to 
evidence within the strategy, it was uncertain of the evidence base for this proposal 
in particular. Existing research literature suggested that critical skills modules were 
of limited value in the first year of a degree, and the University’s previous 
experience of integrative modules – within the Combined Honours programmes – 
had been poor, with long-term negative student feedback leading to eventual 
module withdrawal; 

 
(f) that the committee was not supportive of the proposed development of a critical 

thinking module, and considered that it was not a good useful of University 
resources. There was stronger support for looking at embedding discipline-specific 
critical skills within individual programmes – particularly at later levels of study – 
building on the previous work undertaken in the context of research-led education 
and transition; 

 
(g) that it was reported that an alternative option had been proposed, which would 

involve offering a core credit-bearing critical skills module which would be 
compulsory at Level 1 within all undergraduate programmes. The committee was 
very concerned at the potential negative impact this would have on programmes’ 
disciplinary coherence, the quality of the student experience and student 
satisfaction (given student dissatisfaction with the value of previous integrative 
modules, and their oft-stated preference for wider choice of departmental modules 
within, for example, the Combined and Natural Sciences programmes). There were 
further concerns regarding the impact it might have on student diversity, and 
whether it would disadvantage students from widening participation or differing 
international backgrounds; 
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(h) that the committee acknowledged that it was not a decision-making body with 
regards to the Education Strategy, and it was reported that Heads of Department 
had not objected to the proposal at Senate. However, the committee felt it was 
important that the critical skills module be piloted in the first instance to help 
develop an evidence base for its benefit, if it was to be taken forward. Similarly, 
careful thought would need to be given to its relationship with both discipline-based 
work on transition, and with the more generic academic skills programme. It was 
suggested that there might be value in piloting it through the academic skills 
programme in the first instance, and that this could be considered as the content 
and delivery mechanisms were explored; 

 
(i) that the value of reviewing the curriculum to ensure that its content was 

internationally relevant was noted; 
 

(j) that the proposal to explore the benefits of, rather than simply implement, 
semesterisation was welcomed. Consideration of the benefits of semesterisation 
versus both the short and long-term costs would be crucial. Members expressed 
some concern at the KPIs built into objective 5.19, specifically that: if the University 
had to achieve the target of having 20% of graduates undertaking exchanges as 
part of their degree, would semesterisation be required regardless of its costs or 
disadvantages? Members were reassured that this was not the case; a 
reassurance which was welcomed, given the commitment to evidence-based 
decision making; 

 
(k) that the evidence base would be crucial when considering semesterisation. It had 

been suggested that 97% of international students looking for exchanges were 
looking for semester-based exchanges; however, this was a misrepresentation of 
the statistics. The statistics related to American students only, and actually showed 
that under than a third of students from the US who went on an exchange went for 
a semester, with the majority of students opting for summer school or very short 
exchange placements (8 weeks or fewer). These statistics were summarised in 
more detail within the Education Strategy itself (paragraph 3.13); 

 
(l) that summer school provision was an option to consider as a mechanism for 

increasing student exchanges. As with semesterisation, there were different costs 
– particularly in terms of staff time – and benefits to such an approach which would 
also need to explored; 

 
(m) that it was imperative that the University considered accurate data on student 

exchanges (in terms of what incoming and outgoing exchange students currently 
did and were looking for), and that this formed one aspect of the consideration of 
semesterisation, given the wider potential advantages (for example, increasing 
flexibility for research leave) and disadvantages of semesterisation, and the 
additional short and medium-term costs (such as IT developments, and extensive 
programme and module changes within departments) of moving to a semesterised 
system. It was also necessary to acknowledge that there was not one semester 
system: there was very significant variation in terms of the length and timing of 
semesters both in the UK (and even amongst Russell Group comparators) and 
internationally; 

 
(n) that the Examination Timescale and Regulations Task & Finish Group had 

considered a Russell Group comparator analysis of the academic year (teaching 
weeks, examination weeks, term-time holiday dates etc) which might usefully 
inform any future work on semesterisation;  
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(o) that the objective (5.13) and actions on assessment and feedback no longer linked 
effectively: the scope of the former was broad; the latter narrow and specific. 
Although Durham’s National Student Survey performance in relationship to 
assessment and feedback remained comparatively strong, the University had 
committed to significant work in this area in light of the concerns of the student 
body, and the actions should reflect this; 

 
(p) that the strategy included commitments to technological development, but not for 

enhanced training and support for staff in the context of both technology-enhanced 
learning and pedagogy more broadly. There was a need for cultural change to 
accompany IT developments, and the former could not be achieved without 
appropriate training and support; 

 
(q) that there was felt to be a need for an additional objective (between 5.14 and 5.15) 

focusing on the academic adviser system in particular. There were key issues to be 
explored in the context of the system  - the role of scholarship, critical thinking and 
mentorship – within the more fundamental questions of what the academic advisor 
system was for, and whether it remained fit for purpose;  

 
(r) that global citizenship, social engagement and equality and diversity were not 

mentioned explicitly within the objectives and actions; this could be addressed by 
reconsider the scope of objective 5.20 and/or the accompanying actions; 

 
(s) that one member felt that the strategy should be more explicit about the specific 

student groups which the University would seek to engage in the context of 
Strategic Aim 1 (for example, underrepresented groups such as veterans and 
young carers); however, it was recognised that this might be considered more 
appropriately through the KPIs which were being developed separately; 

 
(t) that the strategy made reference to the fact that undergraduate students were 

required to meet a threshold of just 40% to pass the first year of their degree in 
paragraph 3.17; however, 40% was a simply a number assigned to the agreed 
minimum requirement for continuation to honours level study. What mattered was 
that they developed the skills and knowledge needed for continued study, not the 
number of marks which they gained; 

 
(u) that, with regard to paragraph 3.23, significant use was already made of alumni as 

mentors within Colleges (with appropriate reference to and support from CEEC); 
 

(v) that pursuit of the objectives noted in 5.15 would require the University to review 
and revise mechanisms for allocating students to colleges, as there would need to 
be sufficient critical mass of students from given departments in the same college 
for the actions to be achieved; 

 
(w) that there was substantial opposition to the proposed actions in 5.15, particularly 

from student representatives. It was not clear whether the actions – which would 
reduce inter-departmental student activity – would achieve the objective of 
enriching the student experience, and could have negative consequences for 
individual students if, for example, students did not find it easy to work with 
students in their College (with whom they already lived). The proposals would 
potentially limit student interactions more broadly. There would be value in 
reconsidering the specificity of the proposed actions, and in piloting activity in the 
first instance (as some departments – such as Maths – already made use of 
departmental/college links in this way, existing practice could be used as a starting 
point for further work); 
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(x) that there remained strong support for objective 5.15 in principle: the University 

should build stronger links between departments and colleges to enrich the student 
learning experience. The objective and actions would need to be considered in 
light of the development of the University estate and any potential increase in 
College accommodation; 

 
(y) that Strategic Aim 4 referenced Learning Gain specifically; however, the objectives 

and outcomes which followed considered student benefit more broadly. There 
would be value in considering whether Learning Gain could be replaced with 
Student Outcomes or similar; 

 
(z) that there would be value in considering whether objective 5.23 could be enhanced 

by looking at the opportunities for Research Centres and Institutes to support 
research students with studentships and bursaries; 

 
Agreed: that the views of Education Committee would be fed back to the authors of the 
strategy, where they could be considered in the context of feedback from other bodies 
and groups within the University. 

Action: AR, MG, TW 
 

88. Retention of IT 
 

Considered: a proposal from CIS for the retention of IT-based Learning and Teaching 
Materials within Durham University; 

Document EC/15/95 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University currently held ten years’ worth of data on duo, and did not have a 

policy plan for archiving, reviewing and deleting content. The paper proposing 
moving to a default retention plan of five years followed by deletion, except in those 
instances where items had been marked for longer retention; 
 

(b) that a significant amount of content within duo was not currently coded to a specific 
year. This issue had been raised through some FECs and through LRMG. There was 
some concern that it had not been explicitly addressed within the proposals; 
however, it was noted that the paper did state that non-coded content would be 
reviewed separately. There would be value in seeking a specific assurance from CIS 
regardless; 

 
Agreed: that Education Committee approved the proposal, subject to confirmation that 
non-year coded items would not be deleted, and that there would be a clear schedule for 
their review. 

Action: AB, CB 
 
89. Recording of Lectures and other teaching sessions 

 
Considered: a revised policy on the recording of lectures and other teaching sessions; 

Document EC/15/96 
 

Noted: 
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(a) that the development of the policy had been driven by the Inclusive Learning Task & 
Finish Group. The main principle of the revised policy was to move to a position 
where lectures could be recorded as standard rather than by exception; 
 

(b) that the proposals had been received relatively positively by FECs. It was felt that the 
revisions would be beneficial to students with some disabilities, and also potentially 
to international students, and others from non-traditional backgrounds. The most 
substantive objection was a concern over IP/copyright, in relation to an additional 
paragraph; however, the additional text had been taken from another HEI’s policy, 
and was not an attempt to change the University’s position regarding IP/copyright. 
The paragraph had been deleted in the revised version; 
 

(c) that the policy included provisions to ensure that recordings could be stopped during 
interactive discussions, and gave staff permission to require that recordings not be 
made where sensitive topics were discussed; 
 

(d) that the policy stated that inappropriate use of recordings by students would be 
considered a major disciplinary offence, and this should therefore be reflected within 
the General Regulations on Discipline. It was important that the University had a 
clear course of action should recorded sessions be misused; 
 

(e) that there was a need to ensure that there were clear mechanisms for dissemination 
of the revised policy – and the potential action to be taken if recordings were misused 
to both students and staff; 
 

(f) that the revised policy and guidance would be published within the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook; however, Senate should be asked to approve its introduction in 
the first instance; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that references to the policy, and to the fact that misuse of recorded materials would 

be a major disciplinary offence, would be added to the Student Welcome Guide and 
Postgraduate Welcome Guide presented to all new students; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the Discipline regulations should be updated to include reference to the fact that 
inappropriate use of recordings by students would be considered a major disciplinary 
offence; 

Action: JMcK 
 

(c) that a memo would be drafted to be sent from the Chair of Education Committee to 
Heads of Department – copied to departmental administrators and undergraduate 
FEC reps – confirming that the policy had been introduced, if approved by Senate; 

Action: AB, TW 
 
(d) that departments would be asked to include this information within student 

handbooks; 
Action: GDL, CWG, JB, VK, NR, GS 

 
(e) that consideration would be given to highlighting this information on the landing page 

to which students were directed when accessing the University Calendar; 
Action: AR 
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(f) that information on the new policy would be included in the annual summary of key 
educational changes provided to Academic Departments over the summer period; 

Action: AR 
 
Recommended: that Senate approved the revised policy and guidance for 2016-17. 
 

90. Freedom of Expression 
 

Considered: a policy statement on Freedom of Expression and Revised Code of Practice 
on Freedom of Expression in Relation to Meetings or Other Activities-Consultation Draft;  

Document EC/15/97 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Policy Statement had been drafted to present the University’s overarching 

commitment to upholding freedom of expression within the law, in support of the 
separate Code of Practice. This statement set out the University’s position; namely, 
that the University recognises the fundamental right of freedom of expression, 
promotes and values academic freedom, and encourages the pursuit of knowledge 
and exchange of ideas within the University in a tolerant manner; 
 

(b) that the statement also set out the legal parameters within which freedom of 
expression can lawfully be sanctioned or prevented, in order to protect the human 
rights and freedoms of others. This statement would act as the overarching, 
University-wide position, providing assurance of the University’s compliance with the 
most up to date legal requirements, under which the more specific, pre-existing Code 
of Practice on Freedom of Expression in Relation to Meetings or Other Activities 
applied. In practice, provisions were very rarely exercised and, where exercised, 
were used to protect the freedoms and safety of participants in meetings or other 
activities; 
 

(c) that the guidance applied not only to student societies, but also to external speakers 
invited to academic conferences. SESC had recognised the additional complexities 
where relationships between the University and third parties (such as the common 
rooms within private colleges of the University) were less straightforward; however, it 
was clear that where activity was taking place on University premises, the University 
reserves the right to stop that activity; 
 

(d) that procedures and practice would need to be adapted to ensure that the policy was 
enacted; however, Event Durham were already aware of the proposals, and were 
well placed to ensure that proposers of external events adhered to the principles 
outlined within the document. There might, however, be value in recognising the role 
of Event Durham within the document; 
 

(e) that the proposals had been benchmarked against good practice within the sector, 
and external guidance and regulation; 
 

(f) that gender segregation was permitted in the context of religious worship, but not 
beyond that; however, there might be tension with regard to the interpretation of 
when an activity was religious and when it was not. These were issues which could 
only be resolved on a case by case basis. This was similarly true of references to 
ethical concerns or related issues (however, it was noted that Council – whose 
membership included the Chair of the University Ethics Committee – would 
subsequently consider this policy); 
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(g) that authority and power were invested within the Chief Operating Office (COO); 
however, the document lacked a clear scheme for delegation should the COO be 
absent. Similarly, it was not clear who would take on the role of “controlling officer” 
referred to in paragraph 17; 
 

(h) that the reference in paragraph 18 to ‘may require’ could be usefully amended to 
state ‘will normally require’ to reflect the expectation that organisers would normally 
be required to meet any costs associated with their activities. Not requiring these 
costs to be met would be by exception;  
 

Agreed: that Education Committee was supported of the proposals, subject to the 
considerations noted in paragraphs (d) and (g)-(h), above. 
 
Recommended: that Senate approve the revised policy and guidance for 2016-17. 

 
91. 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/15/98 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the paper provided an update on the proposals, following their earlier 

consideration by Education Committee, and subsequent amendment and 
consultation through SESC, Colleges Board and other bodies; 
 

(b) that further consultation was taking place through FECs. Should any substantive 
issues arise through that consultation, Education Committee would have the 
opportunity to reconsider the proposals a final time, before recommending those 
changes to Senate; 
 

(c) that the main changes had focussed on a more specific definition of the scope of the 
discipline regulations. Other changes were highlighted within the documents; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that given the overlap between suspension and discipline it was felt important to 

consider the two sets of general regulations at the same. It would subsequently be 
necessary to review other policies, procedures and guidance notes which referenced 
discipline, to ensure consistency with the revised Discipline regulations; 
 

(b) that the guidance did not make reference to collaborative arrangements other than 
validation; however, this was a conscious decision, as other types of collaboration 
already had clearly defined responsibilities for  dealing with issues of misconduct; 
 

(c) that, currently, applicants were required to declare criminal convictions to the 
University but there was no such mechanism for students who had already begun 
their studies with the University. There would be value in developing a policy which 
would require students to declare some or all convictions; however, this would be 
taken forward as a separate piece of work, and should not delay approval of the 
revised discipline regulations; 
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(d) that the proposals indicated that disciplinary activities should not take place except 
where sanctioned by a University Officer (or their nominee). It would only be possible 
to delegate responsibility for disciplinary activities to other University staff (e.g. a 
Head of Department would likely wish to delegate initial responsibility to a member of 
staff who was leading a field trip);  
 

(e) that the it was queried whether the regulations would be clear to international 
students; however, it was confirmed that all students would continue to be directed to 
the Discipline regulations via the University Calendar landing page (which was 
referenced in pre- and post-offer communications from the University), and 
handbooks such as the Student Welcome Guide (which included a summary of key 
issues relating to discipline); 
 

(f) that there was a need to ensure that there was appropriate linkage between the 
discipline regulations and the revised policy on recording lectures and other teaching 
sessions, given the latter document’s definition of misuse of recorded material as a 
major offence (cf. 89 agreed (b)); 
 

(g) that, if the revised proposals were introduced, the University would need to ensure 
that there was clarity as to when the new procedures were to take effect, and that all 
current and prospective students were notified of the changes; however, the revised 
proposals did not disadvantage students, and therefore it was felt that they could be 
introduced for all students, as long as students were clearly informed. This could be 
coupled with a general reminder of some of the key disciplinary rules (e.g. for 
plagiarism and cheating in examinations); 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee was satisfied with the revised regulations, subject to the minor 

modification noted in (f), and would recommend the policies to Senate and Council, 
unless substantive issues arose during the scheduled further consultation with FECs; 

Action: AR/AB 
[Secretary’s note: no substantive concerns were flagged by FECs] 
 

(b) that there would need to be a clear plan for disseminating the revised regulations to 
students once introduced; 

Action: JMcK 
 

(c) that further work should be undertaken with regard to the requirement for students to 
declare convictions after the beginning of their studies with the University; 

Action: MG 
 

Recommended: that Senate approve the revised regulations for 2016-17. 
 

92. Principles of Student Induction 
 

Considered: revised Principles of Student Induction.  
Document EC/15/99 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Principles had been explicitly reviewed by the Induction Group, with 

amendments proposed in light of developing practice within the University. The 
amendments, which had been considered and endorsed by SESC, included 
strengthening the role of academic advisers, emphasising the role of the Colleges in 
promoting student safety, and broadening the role of Professional Support Services; 
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(b) that amendments had been made to paragraph 9 to be more explicit about 

requirements for academic advisers to meet with students during induction or early in 
the Michaelmas Term. Education Committee was supportive, in principle, of further 
consideration of this principle to strengthen the role of the academic adviser more 
significantly; however, it was mindful of the need to cast this in the context of a 
broader consideration of the academic adviser system. Departmental approaches to 
the system currently varied – something which had been permitted and encouraged 
by the University – but work was being undertaken to look at the value of using best 
practice to shape the role of the academic adviser more prescriptively. Paragraph 9 
could usefully be revisited once that work had been completed;  
 

(c) that Durham Student’s Union had queried whether promotion of the Union and the 
course representative system should be made an explicit requirement of academic 
departments at induction; however, Education Committee felt that a broader 
requirement – to outline departmental and institutional mechanisms for student 
engagement – would be of benefit. This should be included as an additional 
paragraph; 
 

(d) that paragraph 27 could be usefully split into two separate parts, to differentiate pre- 
and post-arrival activity;  
 

(e) that paragraph 19 should be amended to reference external bodies involved in these 
activities, and to state explicitly that induction would be undertaken in full partnership 
with those bodies; 
 

(f) that there was support for referencing Foundation Centre students specifically within 
paragraphs 3 and 22, given their distinct needs: during their foundation year they 
would receive a full induction to the University and, while they would not necessarily 
need to repeat that full induction once they transferred to their main academic 
department they would, however, need to undertake the academic induction with that 
department. This could usefully be considered by the working group during 2016-17; 
 

(g) that it was queried whether the Induction Principles took full account of the differing 
needs of international students. It was confirmed that they were referenced 
specifically and separately within the Principles (e.g. paragraph 22), that they 
received additional – and highly regarded as evidence by International Student 
Barometer feedback – induction support, and that they were represented on the 
Induction working group through the International Office; 
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the revised Principles were approved for publication within the Learning and 

Teaching Handbook, subject to the amendments in paragraphs (c)-(f) above; 
Action: SD, AR 

 
(b) that the Induction working group should revisit the issue of the role of the academic 

adviser during 2016-17. 
Action: SD 

 
93. Hefce’s Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment 

 
Considered: a summary of Hefce’s revised operating model for Quality Assessment. 
Hefce’s full proposals are available online; 

Document EC/15/100 
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Reported: that it remained to be seen how (and whether) the operating model would 
dovetail with the expected Government White Paper on Higher Education, and the 
subsequent Higher Education Bill; however, the proposals nonetheless represented 
Hefce’s intended plan for quality assessment over the coming years; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposal to move responsibility for academic standards to governing bodies 

– even if that responsibility was for oversight rather than more detailed and involved 
monitoring – represented a significant shift in responsibility, with a resulting need to 
ensure that Council was given additional and appropriate information, and support as 
necessary, to ensure that it could discharge its new responsibilities effectively. The 
paper indicated that the Academic Support Office would work with Governance and 
Executive Support to identify what information and support might be required; 
 

(b) that, while the proposals made Durham’s recent QAA HER seem redundant, the 
HER was nonetheless preferable to the proposed pilot of the new QA system which 
would affect those HEIs which had been scheduled for QAA review during 2016-17; 
 

(c) that, given Hefce’s proposal to review institutional periodic review processes – which 
was assumed to mean Durham’s Departmental Review process and sector 
equivalents, but which could encompass other review processes (such as annual 
review and regular consideration of, for example, NSS results and external examiner 
overviews) – it was appropriate to request that the internal working group considering 
Departmental Review defer any amendments until 2016-17; 
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Academic Support Office should work with Governance and Executive 

Support to identify what information and support might be required in light of 
Council’s new responsibilities; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that relevant information from the model should be shared with the group responsible 
for reviewing Departmental Review, who would be asked to defer any proposed 
amendments until 2016-17, in light of the Hefce proposals. 

Action: TF 
 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
94. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 16 March 2016; 

Document EC/15/101a 
Received:  
 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 16 March 2016; 

Document EC/15/101b 
  

95. Chair’s business 
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(a) QAA HER March 2016 
 

Reported: 
 
i) that the University would now return its comments on the draft report provided by 

QAA. The response concerned matters of factual accuracy only, and would 
combine track changes with a more detailed commentary where appropriate; 
 

ii) that the final report would be published in late May 2016, either just before or just 
after the next scheduled meeting of Education Committee; 

 
iii) that once published the University would need to respond to the report. While the 

report did not contain substantive recommendations (the recommendations made 
mirrored existing work proposed under the new Education Strategy), the timeline 
for responses would be over summer 2016, which meant that consultation with 
FECs would not be possible.  

 
96. Postgraduate Admissions 
 

Considered: an assurance report on the implementation of training requirements for 
postgraduate admissions selectors; 

Document EC/15/102 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report outlined the mechanisms undertaken for the delivery of training of staff 

involved in postgraduate admissions within the institution, and for the assurance and 
oversight of that training; 
 

(b) that the report proposed extending the current training arrangements – including 
refresher training through duo for continuing staff – to support staff, following the 
successful implementation of changes to academic staff training; 

 
Agreed: that Education Committee support the proposed changes to training. 

Action: AB 
 

97. Terms of Reference 
 

Received: the approved terms of reference for the Review of Assessment: Examinations 
Timescale and Regulations Task & Finish Group;  

Document EC/15/103 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) proposed terms of reference for Module Evaluation Questionnaire Task & Finish 

Group;  
Document EC/15/104 

 
(b) proposed terms of reference for an Articulation Task & Finish Group; 

Document EC/15/105 
 

Noted: that the Examinations Timescale and Regulations Task & Finish Group had met 
once, and an initial report from the group would be presented to the next meeting of 
Education Committee. If approved, the groups looking at Articulation Arrangements and 
MEQs would report to Education Committee during 2016-17; 
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Agreed: that the Terms of Reference for the two groups be approved, and the work 
associated with those groups taken forward as indicated in the proposed schedules of 
business. 

Action: AB 
 

98. Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 26 February 2016;            

Document EC/15/106 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 23 February 2016; 

Document EC/15/107 
 
Noted: that the FECs would welcome further updates on PTES; however, it was 
noted that PTES had only just launched. Updates would be provided as per the 
publicity plan previous considered and approved by Education Committee; 

 
(b) Science 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meetings of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 24 February 2016;         

Document EC/15/108 
 

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

Document EC/15/109 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 23 February 2016;                  

Document EC/15/110 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 25 February 2016; 

Document EC/15/111 
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Noted: that the FEC would welcome more activity on postgraduate recruitment 
activity. It had been agreed that initial work would be considered through the 
Postgraduate Co-ordination Group. 

 
99. Departmental Review: DUBS 
 

Considered: a summary report from the Departmental Review of Durham Business 
School; 

Document EC/15/112 
 

Noted: that the programmes had been re-approved for a period of six year. QSSC had 
identified owners for all of the University and Faculty recommendations raised by the 
Review Team. 

 
100. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 24 February 2016 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;  

Document EC/15/113 
 

Noted: that there were no substantive issues not itemised for discussion elsewhere on 
the agenda. 
 

101. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 15 February and 25 April 2016 meetings of Student 
Experience Sub-Committee; 

Document EC/15/114a-b 
 

Noted: that there were no substantive issues not itemised for discussion elsewhere on 
the agenda. 

 
102. Access Agreement 

 
Received: the University’s Access Agreement, for information. 

Document EC/15/115 - CLOSED 
 

Noted: that the development of the agreement had been led by the working group 
convened by Education Committee. The agreement had been considered by Senate, 
Council and UEC, and the comments of those committees taken into account. An 
additional section on the role of Colleges had been inserted specifically, given their 
importance to the University The document had been submitted to OFFA, and would 
also go to Council for formal ratification. 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

104. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date 
 

Time Room 

   Wednesday 25 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 22 June 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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