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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

25 May 2016 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 14:00pm on Wednesday 25 May 2016, in 
the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), 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), Miss A. Bird (Minute Secretary), Mrs M. King (Minute 105) and Mrs C. Dower 
(Minute 114) 
____________________________________________________________________ 

MINUTES 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 

105. Initial Report on Examination Regulations and Timescales (ERT) 

Considered: an initial report from the ERT Task & Finish Group; 
Document EC/15/116 

Reported: 

(a) that the Examination Regulations and Timescales (ERT) Task and Finish Group, as 
convened by Education Committees in response to the Examinations and 
Assessment Report in December 2016, had met once to date and had considered 
initial proposals with respect to the University’s current approach to examination;  

(b) that the Task and Finish Group had considered the timing and duration of the current 
examination timetable, the timing of examinations for CFLS language modules, and 
the number of credits which students were currently permitted to resit at Level 1. To 
facilitate this, the Task and Finish Group considered a summary of the main 
challenges regarding the examination period, and a paper outlining the implications 
of making changes to the timing and schedule of the main examinations period in the 
short term. Comparator analysis of the term  structure of other Russell Group 
Institutions, internal data on the numbers of students resitting more than 60 credits at 
Level 1 during the resit period, and subject-level information – drawn from the KIS – 
on proportions of assessments within Durham programmes and comparative 
programmes at peer institutions, was also provided as background evidence;  

(c) that the Task and Finish Group had hoped to be able to make initial 
recommendations for action during 2016-17, for consideration by Faculty Education 
Committees and Education Committee during Easter Term 2016. However, the 
complexities of the examination period prevented a number of short-term actions, 
and it was concluded that the negative consequences of the remaining options 
outweighed the positive benefits in the short term. Although it was planned that the 
Task and Finish Group would meet further during 2016-17, it was agreed that the key 
issues should be flagged to Education Committee, given their significance;  

Noted: 
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(a) that, given the conclusion that there were no viable short-term mechanisms for 

improving the resit period for students and staff, as outlined in detail in the report, the 
Task and Finish Group had proposed a number of areas for further consideration;  
 

(b) that it was suggested that there would be a value in exploring the possibility of 
lengthening the time between the scheduling of Congregation and the end of the 
examination period, and thereby alleviating some of the pressure on marking.  It was 
recognised however that consideration would need to be given to the impact on 
Colleges and the booking of the ceremonies themselves as the Cathedral was 
booked several years in advance;  
 

(c) that it was suggested that extending the teaching year by a week, either at the start 
or end of Epiphany Term, or at the start of Easter Team, and extending the 
examination period by a week, be considered in more detail. This would not increase 
the gap between the end of the examination period and congregation, but would 
permit exams to be brought forward, improving exam scheduling (and therefore the 
student experience), and permit staff an extra week (in total) for marking and 
associated processes. It was recognised that this might have an impact on the 
activities organised by the University over the Easter holiday, such as conferences, 
and that the implications would need to be considered with the Colleges, Event 
Durham and Estates and Buildings and academic departments;  
 

(d) that whilst it was felt by the Group that deferring the release of results for continuing 
students could be  achievable in the short term, it was noted that this might have 
unintended consequences on the resit period that would require further 
consideration. It was also noted that consideration will be need to be given any 
potential impacts on the use of the adjacent year rule;  
 

(e) that it was further suggested that examination proportions be explored in more detail. 
The committee echoed the conclusions of the Group and emphasised that there was 
no desire to suggest that departments should not examine students; however, 
endorsed the suggestion to undertake a more detailed analysis of the comparative 
assessment data in the KIS, recognising the usefulness of the examples provided in 
Annex II. The committee further noted that the information provided in Annex II would 
support departments to consider assessment design within the context of transitions, 
particular at Level 1, given the increased focus on this within the Education Strategy 
2015-20;  

 

(f) that whilst it was felt by the committee that the aforementioned considerations would 
help alleviate some of the existing constraints in different ways, as outlined briefly 
above, it was emphasised that only a combination of these actions would likely have 
the desired impact;  
 

(g) that the Committee recognised that the examination period would need to change in 
order to facilitate student number growth and that the current examination period was 
challenging for staff and students;  
 

(h) that a member of the Committee suggested extending the examination period by two 
days, at the start of the examination period as a short term, interim solution. Whilst 
the suggestion was welcomed by Student Registry, it was confirmed that it would not 
be possible to organise the examination spaces in time for examinations to start on 
the Thursday, if teaching ceased on the Wednesday;  
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(i) that there would be a value in adding the resit period and confirmation of marks for 
Level 1 and 2 to the diagram in Annex I to support the further work of the Group; 
 

Agreed: that the Committee was supportive of the further work proposed by the Group 
and the suggestion that the Faculty Education Committees be consulted on any 
proposals subsequently developed by the Group, in the first instance;  

 
 

106. Convention de Stage 
 

Considered: a proposal from CEEC to for dealing with Convention de Stage agreements, 
which must be signed for students undertaking internships in parts of Europe. 

Document EC/15/117 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Convention de Stage (CdS) was a legal document signed by an employer, a 

student and a representative of the University for those students looking to secure an 
internship in France; under French law, any employer providing an internship to a 
registered student was required to secure a Convention de Stage;  
 

(b) that it was reported that Convention de Stage was used in other EU countries such 
as Spain ('Convenio de Colaboración') and an Eastern European county, in one 
case;  
 

(c) that, at present, students were advised to liaise with their academic department in the 
first instance if they intended on undertaking an ‘approved placement’ outside of the 
UK, as defined by the Learning and Teaching Handbook. It was ultimately the 
responsibility of the academic department to determine whether or not the University 
would assume liability for the student for the duration of the placement overseas. For 
those internships or placements outside the UK and outside the parameters outlined 
in the Learning and Teaching Handbook, the University was not permitted to assume 
liability for the student during the placement and would therefore not be an a position 
to check or sign any paperwork;  
 

(d) that it was reported that the committee’s consideration of the CdS had raised a 
number of other matters that had been referred to the Dean and Deputy PVC 
(Education). It was reported that one department had requested that Conventions de 
Stage be granted to students who had graduated from the University to support 
students in successfully securing necessary work experience. The report had 
proposed that a Convention de Stage could only be granted to a student who would 
be registered with the University during and upon return from the internship. It was 
felt that this was appropriate given that the University would no longer have a 
contract with a student who had graduated from the University; a current, registered 
student would still be required to abide by the University Regulations. In particular, it 
was highlighted that this would be essential should there be an incident that might be 
required to be investigated under Regulation IV – Discipline. Furthermore, it was 
confirmed that the CdS required the University to confirm that the student was 
currently registered with the University and that this would not be the case for 
students who had graduated from the University; 
 

(e) that there remained opportunities for departments to integrate internships into their 
programmes, so that an internship of this nature could be completed prior to a 
student graduating from the University; such programmes were already successful in 
the Business School;  
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(f) that the committee felt that there remained a value in requiring students to secure 

their own individual insurance;  
 

(g) that it was felt by the Committee that the Deputy Heads of Faculty should be required 
to sign Convention de Stage agreements, or equivalent (for instance the 'Convenio 
de Colaboración') on behalf of the University;  
 

(h) that it was appropriate for the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre (CEEC) 
to draft guidelines to accompany the Convention de Stage (CdS) and equivalent 
document templates, as outlined in paragraph 3.3 of the proposals;  
 

(i) that the matter of Convention de Stage might need to be monitored in light of the 
outcome of the EU Referendum on 23 June 2016;  
 

Agreed: 
  
(a) that the University should recognise the internships through Convention de Stage, or 

equivalent, whilst students were registered with the University;  
 

(b) that the Deputy Heads of Faculty (as a representative of the University) would be 
required to sign Convention de Stage agreements, or equivalent, on behalf of the 
University; 
 

(c) that students would be required to obtain their own individual insurance to undertake 
internships through Convention de Stage, or equivalent;  
 

(d) that the University insurers should be made aware that such internships in France, 
Spain and Italy would be signed by the appropriate Deputy Head of Faculty (as a 
representative of the University) and that the students will be required to obtain their 
own individual insurance;  

Action: CLR 
 

107. Higher Education White Paper & Teaching Excellence Framework 
 

Considered: a summary report on the Higher Education White Paper, Teaching Excellent 
Framework (TEF) and related documents. 

Document EC/15/118 
CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: This paper is confidential to members of Education Committee and 
should not be made publically available] 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the paper presented Education Committee with a summary of the key points 

contained within the Higher Education White Paper, and the Teaching Excellence 
Framework (TEF) technical consultation and calls for evidence which were released 
alongside it. The paper also summarised these documents within the context of both 
the Higher Education and Research Bill (HERB), which was released shortly after the 
White Paper, and the outcome of the tenders for activities associated with HEFCE’s 
revised operating model for quality assessment, which HEFCE had released directly 
prior to the publication of the White Paper; 
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(b) that the paper highlighted some of the initial considerations and possible risks the 
policy documents presented to the University and outlined initial proposed actions 
which Education Committee was asked to consider in the first instance;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee thanked Mr Andy Rennie for the work undertaken to pull together 

a detailed and comprehensive overview of the policy documents released to the 
sector over the past ten days; 
 

(b) that the White Paper had argued that there were a number of problems that required 
Government intervention and that to address these perceived problems the White 
Paper aimed to:  
 

i. increase competition by making it easier for new private providers to enter the 
Higher Education sector and to award degrees with immediate effect 
regardless of previous experience;  

ii. reduce and simplify the number of regulatory bodies. With regard to teaching, 
combining OFFA and Hefce to create a ‘single market regulator’, the Office 
for Students (OfS); 

iii. improve the information available to students, particularly in relation to 
teaching quality, to be achieved by introducing the Teaching Excellence 
Framework (TEF). 

(c) that the TEF would be introduced gradually over at least four years. Data 
requirements would be introduced incrementally, and whilst initial iterations of the 
TEF would focus on undergraduate students and at provider level, subject level 
awards would be piloted in Year Three (for introduction in Year Four), and the 
expansion to taught postgraduate provision would be considered from Year Four. At 
present, there were no plans to include doctoral awards in the TEF. The OfS would 
ultimately deliver the TEF; however, the work was currently being taken forward by 
HEFCE and the QAA in absence of the OfS;  

(d) that the requirements of the TEF Year One were already in place and that in fact, the 
assessment for TEF Year One had already taken place; a positive outcome in the 
most recent QAA review undertaken at an institution would permit that institution to 
maintain their fees in line with entry for 2017 entry. Following the positive outcome of 
the recent QAA Higher Education Review, it was noted that the University would 
have the opportunity to increase fees in line with inflation, should the University 
chose to do so; however, in line with CMA requirements, the University would need 
to ensure caveats within the current prospectuses (giving the University the right to 
vary fees in line with inflation), in order to enact this inflationary rise; 
 

(e) that in the second year of operation, the TEF would be trialled on a voluntary basis 
and that the Government had released a Technical Consultation in support of its 
future development. The TEF Year Two would be assessed in three main areas: 
Teaching Quality, Learning Environment and Student Outcomes and Learning Gain, 
and rely upon a series of core metrics to make a judgement as to whether the 
Institution ‘Meets Expectations’, or was considered to be ‘Excellent’ or ‘Outstanding’;  
 

(f) that the report provided an overview of the proposed core metrics to be used in the 
TEF assessment and confirmed that these would be averaged over three years, and 
benchmarked in light of the student body. The metrics provided as part of the TEF 
assessment would be presented alongside contextual information which would 
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consist of the number and proportion of full-time/part-time students, averaged over 
three years and further broken down into the categories outlined in paragraph 53 of 
the report. It was reported that the University would be given the opportunity to 
submit additional evidence to contextualise these metrics and provide additional 
information to evidence excellent teaching. At present, it was proposed that this 
additional evidence be limited to 15 pages;  
 

(g) that prior to consideration by the TEF Panel itself, submissions would be reviewed by 
expert TEF assessors, defined within the proposals as experts in teaching and 
learning in a higher education setting, including students. The responsibility of TEF 
assessors would be to assess TEF applications and agree provisional outcomes. The 
committee felt that there would be a value in encouraging suitability qualified staff to 
apply for positions as TEF assessors, following the release of the recruitment criteria. 
It was expected that this information would be published in late May;  
 

(h) that applications for TEF Year Two would open in October 2016, the assessments 
would take place between January and March 2017 and the TEF ratings would be 
announced in April 2017; 
 

(i) that should the University chose to participate in the TEF Year Two, there would be a 
value in ensuring that the University was well prepared. It was recognised that the 
majority of data sets were within the remit of the Academic Office and that this would 
have likely workload implications. The report had suggested that the University might 
wish to consider the identification of a key ‘TEF contact’ and most likely a Working 
Group to take forward the planning for TEF Year Two (and subsequent years); 
 

(j) that TEF Year Three would be the first year in which fees would be differentiated 
based on TEF outcomes, with ‘Meets Expectations’ meaning a lower fee uplift at half 
the rate of inflation; only teaching quality deemed to be ‘Excellent’ or ‘Outstanding’ 
would receive the full inflationary increase. Full compliance with the requirements of 
the CMA would also be brought into the assessment process at this point. Pilots for 
the TEF at a subject level would also be introduced at TEF Year Three; however, 
subject level TEF awards and outcomes would not be introduced before Year Four at 
the earliest; 

 
(k) that the TEF assessors would be able to award ‘commendations’ as part of the brief 

statement of findings. It was reported that these would likely be rare and would only 
be awarded to the top-performing institutions. Commendations were proposed for the 
following areas: excellence in research-led teaching; excellence in business 
engagement; excellence in achieving positive outcomes for students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds; excellence in innovative teaching methods; excellence 
in delivering part-time and/or distance learning; and excellence in the support, reward 
and recognition available for teaching staff. The Committee was surprised that the 
area of ‘student support’ was not recognised within the proposed areas of 
commendations, noting that this appeared to be inconsistent with the focus given to 
supporting student retention elsewhere within the proposals;  
 

(l) that TEF outcomes would be made available via Unistats, UCAS and other central 
sources, and the University would be expected to make use of the outcomes (and, 
where achieved, commendations) on our website and within student recruitment 
information, to inform the student decision-making process. A copy of the University’s 
metrics and a copy of the submission would also be published;  
 

(m) that it was expected that students would be involved in the TEF submission, and that 
the University would be expected to outline how students had been involved. It was 
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further reported within the White Paper that providers would not be penalised where 
students and/or the Students’ Union had refused to engage in the process;  
 

(n) that the Students’ Union representative confirmed the Students’ Union commitment 
to engaging with the expected TEF submission;  
 

(o) that the White Paper had made little reference to Students’ Union, other than to 
announce that further work would be undertaken to consider how to improve the 
transparency and accountability of Students’ Unions and ensure that there was a 
robust scrutiny of how funding was used;  
 

(p) that the White Paper had outlined that providers closing and withdrawing from higher 
education was considered to be a crucial part of healthy, competitive and well-
functioning market, and that the Government would not prevent exit as a matter of 
policy. The Government was seeking evidence on accelerated courses and switching 
between University and degree to this end. The rationale for simplifying transfers was 
in recognition of the fact that transfers would be necessary if the aim of provider exit 
is realised, and to protect students’ interests;  
 

(q) that the creation of a credit transfer system – with students moving between 
programmes and providers more – had significant implications for Durham, where the 
focus had been on disciplinary and programme coherence, with academic 
departments encouraged to ensure that each level of undergraduate study was a 
clear pre-requisite for the next;  
 

(r) that the homogeneity that would be required across programmes in the sector, in 
order to successfully support credit transfer in this way, was felt by the committee to 
be in direct conflict with the premise of creating a competitive market, as outlined as 
an aim of the White Paper. Whilst the committee had highlighted its concerns with 
this principle, it was also recognised that there were potential opportunities that 
should be explored in full;  
 

(s) that, in claims to further protect students, the Government would, in future, require all 
providers to have a clear student protection plan in place which would outline how a 
provider intended to protect the interests of its students in the event that a 
programme, department, campus or University closed; 
 

(t) that, as outlined in the Higher Education and Research Bill, the OfS would have the 
power to require a provider to offer to enter into validation arrangements with another 
registered provider. It was recognised that whilst this principle was felt to intrude 
upon institutional autonomy, there were potential opportunities that should be 
explored in full;  
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that representations regarding the Higher Education and Research Bill should made 
by the PVC Education and Academic Registrar, drawing upon the discussion at 
Education Committee;  

Action: TW/MG 
 

(b) that a draft response to the call for evidence on credit transfer and accelerated 
degrees, led by the PVC Education and Academic Registrar, should be brought 
forward for review at the 22 June 2016 meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: TW/MG 
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(c) that a draft response to the TEF Technical Consultation, led by the PVC Education 
and Academic Registrar, should be brought forward for review at the 22 June 2016 
meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: TW/MG 
 

(d) that work, led by the PVC Education and Academic Registrar, should be undertaken 
to begin preparations for an expected TEF Year Two submission in Autumn 2016, 
focusing on the metrics, contextual, qualitative submission;  

Action: TW/MG 
 

(e) that the Students’ Union had confirmed their commitment to engage with the 
expected TEF submission;  
 

(f) that suitably qualified staff should be encouraged to apply for positions as TEF 
assessors, once the recruitment criteria and information for these roles have been 
released;  
 

 
108. External Examiner Reports   

 
Considered: 

 
a) Executive Summary of University overview of reports from external examiners for 

undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2014/15 
Document EC/15/119a 

 
b) Executive Summary of University overview of reports from external examiners for 

taught postgraduate programmes, 2014/15 
Document EC/15/119b 

 
Noted: 

 
i. that that executive summaries were provided to Education Committee to support 

oversight of academic standards and provide assurances that the external examining 
processes were undertaken appropriately and effectively. The reports presented an 
executive summary of the University overview of all external examiners’ reports for 
2014/15 relating to undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, and 
postgraduate taught programmes, summarising key issues of University policy arising 
from the reports and action taken in response by QSSC. 

 
ii. that it was queried by a member of the committee why the response to the question 

“Was the marking consistent with the assessment criteria?” was lower in 2014/15 
than in 2013/14 for the postgraduate taught programmes. It was reported that the 
scores of ‘2’, which had contributed to the lower overall average in 2014/15 
compared to previous years had been cross-referenced with the qualitative 
comments provided by External Examiners and it was confirmed that these 
represented isolated events within the programme, more often relating to a particular 
module and were therefore not felt to be widespread and a matter of concern. 
Nonetheless, it was suggested that including key phases from the marking criteria 
within the feedback could help students, and external examiners understand the 
rationale for a particular mark;  
 

iii. that it was further reported that the matter of feedback had been one of the three 
most commonly raised issues for many years; however, this had significantly reduced 
in the 2014/15 external examiner responses. Historically, concerns emphasised 
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either a need for more detailed feedback (specifically, which better outlined students’ 
strengths and weaknesses with clear attention to where they might improve), or 
commented on inconsistent levels of detail in feedback. Conversely, the focus for 
2014/15 was exclusively on the latter: depth of feedback was not raised as an issue, 
except to the extent that it was not present in all modules or assessments;  
 

iv. that overall, the results detailed within the executive summaries could be seen as a 
strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards and should be 
recommended to Senate to support its oversight of academic standards;  
 

Agreed: that the executive summary should be recommended to Senate for 
consideration in support of its oversight of academic standards;  

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Senate consider the executive summaries for the University 
overview reports from external examiners for undergraduate and integrated 
masters’ and postgraduate taught programmes 2014/15 in support of its oversight 
of academic standards  
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the executive summary reports were submitted to Senate for 
consideration at its 21 June 2016 meeting] 
 

   
109. Annual Review of Taught Provision  

 
Considered: 

 
a) Executive Summary of University overview of departmental reports on the annual 

review of taught programmes 2014/15 
Document EC/15/120a 

 
b) Executive Summary of University overview of departmental reports on the annual 

review of research degree provision 2014/15 
Document EC/15/120b 

 
Noted:  
 
i. that that executive summaries were provided to Education Committee to support 

oversight of academic standards and provide assurances that the annual review of 
taught provision and the annual review of research provision processes were 
undertaken appropriately by departments. The reports presented an analysis of all 
departmental reports on annual reviews, and were based on a consideration of all of 
the original reports. The report identified key generic issues arising from these 
reports, and also any issues of University policy raised by departments; 
 

ii. that QSSC had recommended proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook with respect to the PG APN and departmental warning processes and 
agreed that this would be further considered by the FEC's in the first instance, prior to 
consideration at Education Committee. Faculty Education Committees had provided 
their support for the recommendations;  
 

iii. that it was proposed that the Learning and Teaching Handbook be revised to confirm 
that the reported outcome of an annual progress review would constitute a 
departmental warning (to avoid the need for departments to write separately); and to 
extend possible outcomes of the APN beyond the requirement to withdraw and to 
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include suspension of studies or the transfer to a Masters-level award (e.g. MPhil, 
MLitt);  
 

iv.  that the option to suspend a student’s programme of study would likely be used in 
instances where a student had a medical condition that prevented them engaging 
appropriately with their studies. The transfer to a Masters-level award (e.g. MPhil, 
MLitt) would likely be used in instances where a student had fulfilled their academic 
commitments, including the submission of work – but where the work remained below 
that expected at doctoral-level - and where there was little expectation that a student 
was ultimately likely to achieve a doctoral degree upon examination; 
 

v. that the transfer to a Master-level award would likely be used in relatively few 
situations (e.g. where a concession on medical or other grounds was not appropriate) 
and complemented the existing provision for students to request transfer to a lower 
award. A student may subsequently transfer back to the doctoral programme through 
a concession that was supported by the department. Transfer to a Masters-level 
programme was already a possible outcome of the 9 month Progression Review. 
Locating this within the APN process provided for a judgement to be made on work 
required to be submitted in fulfilment of the APN and provided the student with a 
defined period for this to be completed, which in turn could be evaluated by the 
supervisory team, DPGR and Deputy Head of Faculty. Education Committee was 
supportive of the proposed changes;  
 

vi. that the Senate Review had recommended that the Senate should receive additional 
information from Education Committee to further support its oversight of academic 
standards. Whilst the Senate Review Implementation Group had not yet 
recommended how this would be achieved, there was a need to consider whether the 
executive summaries for external examiners and annual review processes should be 
submitted to Senate separately, as was currently the case, or as part of the annual 
report from Education Committee to Senate that would now be required;  
 

vii. that a member of the committee queried how the specific questions asked to 
departments through the annual review report were decided upon; it was clarified that 
QSSC currently had responsibility for this. Education Committee considered whether 
there would be a value in requiring departments to reflect upon the timeliness of 
returning feedback to students through the annual review process. It was noted that 
the University had received a recommendation in this area in its recent QAA Higher 
Education Review, the details of which remained confidential to the University until 
the report was published on Thursday 26 May;  
 

viii. that it was proposed that departments be asked to reflect upon those assessments 
(and feedback) which had not been returned to students within the timeframe 
specified to students, as determined by the department, as was permitted by the 
University policy on the provision of feedback on assessed work, via the annual 
review report form.  It was further suggested that the Faculty Education Committees 
could review departmental assessment and feedback schedules at the first meeting 
of FECs (usually October) and then monitor the extent to which modules, 
programmes and departments were meeting these commitments; a final report would 
be made to the last FEC meeting of the academic year (usually May), which could 
also be consider by QSSC or Education Committee;  
 

ix. that the QAA Higher Education Review report and a draft action plan would be 
considered at the next meeting of Education Committee – the recommendations 
made within the report were required to be addressed by the University by 
September 2016; 
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Agreed:  

 
i. that the proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook with respect to 

the PGR APN and departmental warning processes, be approved and that this 
should be reflected in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AB 
 

ii. that the executive summary should be recommended to Senate for consideration in 
support of its oversight of academic standards;  

Action: AB   
 

iii. that the committee’s suggestions for the matter of monitoring the timelines of 
feedback should be considered as part of the development of the QAA Higher 
Education Review action plan, to be considered at the next meeting of Education 
Committee;  

Action: AR 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Higher Education Review Action Plan will be considered by 
Education Committee at its 22 June 2016 meeting] 

 
Recommended: that Senate consider the executive summaries for the University 
overview reports of the annual review of taught provision and research provision 
2014/15 in support of its oversight of academic standards  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the executive summary reports were submitted to Senate for 
consideration at its 21 June 2016 meeting] 

 
 

110. Appeals, Complaints & Discipline  
 

Considered: 
 
(a)  the annual report from Senate Academic Appeals Committee 2014/15; 

Document EC/15/121a 
 

Reported: that the report had outlined the number and nature of academic appeals 
investigated by the University in accordance with the General Regulation VII - Academic 
Appeals during the 2014/15 academic year. It also reported on strategic issues emerging 
from the appeals process and made proposals to enhance the operation of the appeals 
process in light of the OIA Good Practice Framework for Handling Complaints and 
Academic Appeals;  
 
Noted:  
 
i. that the number of faculty academic appeals in 2014/15 had increased compared to 

these recorded in 2013/14, rising from 170 to 188, but that the overall trend had 
remained consistent for the past three years. The number of Senate academic 
appeals had also remained consistent with the numbers recorded for previous years;  

 
ii. that the report had highlighted that there had been an increase in the complexity of 

student academic appeals over the past three years and that these had often been 
received later than usual as a result of additional complexities in the appeals 
themselves or the decisions reached. In addition, there was also the potential for 
conflicts of interest to arise for the Chair, or Deputy Chair, of Senate Academic 
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Appeals Committee (SAAC) which would create additional complications in the 
process. The report had therefore recommended that an additional Deputy Chair of 
Senate Academic Appeals Committee be nominated. It was felt that an additional 
Deputy Chair would increase availability, spread administrative responsibilities 
equitably, build experience and familiarity and ensure that student academic appeals 
were considered promptly and within the given timeframes. It was further noted that  
the current Chair and Deputy Chair of SAAC also had other responsibilities within the 
University, including being research active members of staff and that the introduction 
of a second Deputy Chair would relieve pressures on their time and availability;  
 

iii. that Education Committee was supportive of the introduction of a second Deputy 
Chair of Senate Academic Appeals Committee. The position would be advertised and 
appointed through the normal University nomination processes;  
 

Agreed: that the report, and Education Committee’s endorsement of the 
recommendation to introduce a second Deputy Chair of Senate Academic Appeals 
Committee, should be recommended to Senate for consideration;  

Action: JMK/AB 
 

Recommended: that Senate consider the annual report from Senate Academic 
Appeals Committee 2014/15, including the recommendation to introduce a second 
Deputy Chair of Senate Academic Appeals Committee 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the annual report was submitted to Senate for consideration at its 
21 June 2016 meeting] 

 
(b) the annual report on student complaints; 

Document EC/15/121b 
 

Reported: that the report had been considered by Student Experience Sub-Committee  
and provided an overview of the number and nature of student complaints acted upon 
informally or in accordance with the ‘Complaints Procedure for Students’ during the 
2014/15 academic year and complaints made under the ‘Respect at Work and Study: 
Policy, Code of Practice and Procedures for Staff and Students to make a Complaint 
about Harassment’. The report also highlighted general issues raised through the 
complaints process; 
 
Noted:  
 

i. that the number of formal complaints for 2014/15 (21) had remained in line with formal 
complaints raised in 2013/14 (23), with an decrease in the number of formal complaints 
investigated under the Complaint Procedure for Students, falling to 10 from 14 the 
previous year; the majority of complaints continued to be resolved informally; 

 
ii. that the OIA had recently revised its Rule on the time limit for bringing a complaint to 

the attention of the OIA from three months to 12 months. This change reflected 
compliance with legal requirements arising from UK implementation of a new EU 
Directive on Alternative Dispute Resolution; the new Consumer Rights Act 2015; and 
an internal review of OIA processes. This, and a series of other substantive changes to 
the Rules, came into effect on 9 July 2015. It was not clear whether this change would 
have an effect on the number of complaints made to the OIA; however it would likely 
increase the timescales for achieving final resolution of complaints by an additional 
nine months;  
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iii. that whilst the annual report on student complaints  had cross referred to the work 
being undertaken in the area of sexual violence complaints, detailed within the annual 
report from Senate Discipline Committee (Document EC/15/121c refers), it was likely 
that in most cases, an allegation in this area would be dealt with under the University 
General Regulation IV – Discipline;   

  
Agreed: that a summary report should be submitted to the Senate for consideration;  

Action: JMK 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the summary report was submitted to Senate for consideration at 
its 21 June 2016 meeting] 
 
(c) the annual report from Senate Discipline Committee; 

Document EC/15/121c 
 

Reported: that the annual report had been considered by Student Experience Sub-
Committee and provided an overview of the operation of the Discipline Regulations and 
cases referred to the Senate Discipline Committee during 2014/15. Senate Discipline 
Committee (SDC) operated in the context of General Regulations IV – Discipline. This 
included, but was not limited to, serious academic offences such as cheating in 
examinations and plagiarism. The report did not incorporate minor or other discipline 
issues dealt with at department or college levels; 
 
Noted:  
 

i. that there had been a slight increase in the number of discipline cases referred to a 
hearing by the SDC in 2014/15, rising from 7 cases to 11. Previous data had 
indicated that the number of SDC cases fluctuated from year to year and the past 
year (as with 2010/11) was higher than the average. There were three cases referred 
to CSAC by SDC in 2014/15, which remained in line with the number referred in 
previous years;  
 

ii. that certain demographics of students appeared to be over represented within the 
academic misconduct data and that this was likely a result of cultural differences. 
The committee recognised that departments often approached the matter of 
informing students about plagiarism in different ways – which was appropriate to do 
so, in order to take account of disciplinary differences  -  however, it was reported 
that some departments had had particular success in raising awareness with 
students by highlighting the impact on the student of committing an academic 
misconduct offence and that cases studies had been helpful in support this;  
 

Agreed: that a summary report should be submitted to the Senate for consideration;  
Action: JMK 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the summary report was submitted to Senate for consideration at 
its 21 June 2016 meeting] 

 
111. Review of Departmental Assessment Policies  
 

Considered: proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook following the 
review of department assessment policies conducted earlier in the year; 

Document EC/15/122 
 

Reported: that QSSC had previously considered the proposed changes to the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook at its October 2015, following a detailed review of department 
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assessment policies conducted over Summer 2015. QSSC agreed that there would be a 
value in seeking further consultation from the Faculty Education Committees in Epiphany 
Term 2016. QSSC subsequently reconsidered the proposed changes to the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook and agreed that these were appropriate and should be 
considered by Education Committee in the context of the new Education Strategy and 
the focus on assessment and feedback;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that Education Committee was supportive of the proposed changes to the Learning 

and Teaching Handbook following detailed consideration from QSSC and FECs. It 
was noted that the amendment to paragraph 22 (Annex I), which had been 
recommended by QSSC to read “statistical tools and techniques may be used to 
identify systematic defect in assessment practices by numerical analysis” had not 
been made in the proposals to Education Committee, and that subject to this 
amendment being made, Education Committee was supportive of the proposals; 
 

(b) that Education Committee was pleased note that QSSC had highlighted the 
commitment of departments in ensuring the accuracy of examination scripts and that 
there would be a value in sharing this good practice. Education Committee endorsed 
the sharing of good practice in this area, particularly in light of the information within 
the annual Examinations and Regulations report which indicated that the accuracy of 
examination papers remained an issue for some departments;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook, subject to 
amendment in paragraph 22, as outlined in Noted (a), be approved and reflected in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AB  
 

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

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 04 May 2016, 
subject to one minor typographical error; 

Document EC/15/123 
 

Received: the extract from the meeting of Senate held 26 April 2016 detailing 
consideration of the reports from the 03 February 2016 and 16 March 2016 meetings of 
Education Committee; 

Document EC/15/124 
 

Reported: that the report to Senate from the 04 May 2016 meeting of Education 
Committee would be presented to Senate together with the report from the 25 May 2016 
meeting of Education Committee, and considered by Senate at its 21 June 2016 
meeting.  
 
Noted: that Senate had requested a combined report from Education Committee where 
two meetings of Education Committee would be reporting into a single meeting of 
Senate. It was noted that the committee had considered the information that should be 
provided to Senate from Education Committee as part of the discussion of an earlier 
agenda item (Minute 109vi. refers).  
 

113. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
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(a) Action Log 
 

Received:  the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/15/125 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Considered: an update on the consultation of the proposal to introduce typed 
feedback from 2016/17;  

Document EC/15/126 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that, in consideration of the National Student Survey (NSS) Faculty Action Plans, 

and the emerging discussion on feedback, the committee felt that whilst it 
remained appropriate to annotate essays/exercises with comments, all feedback 
should otherwise be provided in a typed format, and as a result, agreed that the 
Faculty Education Committees would be asked to ensure that handwritten 
feedback was replaced by typed feedback from 2016-17 onwards (Minute 55 
refers);  
 

(b) that it was subsequently reported to the Faculty Education Committees the 
agreement from Education Committee to ensure that handwritten feedback was 
replaced by typed feedback from 2016-17 onwards. Deputy Heads of Faculty 
were invited by the Chair to report on the discussions at their respective Faculty 
Education Committees;    

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Deputy Heads of Faculty were invited by the Chair to provide a summary 

of the discussion at their respective Faculty Education Committees. It was noted 
that there was broad support from all FECs regarding the principle of ensuring 
that all departments replaced handwritten feedback with typed feedback from 
2016/17; however there were a number of specific considerations that were 
bought to the attention of the committee: effective and sufficient technology 
support,  an inclusive disability awareness, and the clarification of whether the 
policy would be applicable to summative and formative assessments;   

 
(b) that it was clarified that the provision of typed feedback was different to what 

might be otherwise be known as ‘electronic feedback’. It was noted that electronic 
marking approaches, such as via ‘Gradebook’, ‘TurnItIn, or similar, were not used 
routinely across the University, nor was there an expectation that they should be; 
however it was recognised that there would be a value in supporting departments 
to ensure that their functionality was used appropriately and effectively should 
departments elect to provide typed feedback via these mechanisms;  

 
(c) that it was further clarified that the provision of typed feedback related to 

feedback provided via formal feedback proformas, or similar, and that 
handwritten notes on scripts would continue to be acceptable; 
 

(d) that there was a consensus that the principle of typed feedback was positive for 
pedagogic reasons, however it was made explicit that there was no desire to 
restrict innovative approaches to providing feedback;  
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(e) that, it was felt that typed feedback should be a requirement for summative 
assessments only;  

 
(f) that there remained a benefit in monitoring the implementation of typed feedback 

via FECs and that the same monitoring process to that outlined in Noted 109 viii 
could be adopted;  
 

(g) that there would be a value in presenting proposals to amend the University 
policy on the provision of feedback on assessed work (Section 6.1.5 of the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook) at the next meeting of Education Committee;  

 
Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Academic Support Office would develop proposals to amend the 
University policy on the provision of feedback on assessed work to include the 
provision of typed feedback; 

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the proposal to amend the University policy on the provision of 
feedback on assessed work to include the provision of typed feedback will be 
considered by the committee at its 22 June 2016 meeting] 

 
(b) that it remained the responsibility of the FECs to ensure that departments had 

implemented typed feedback in place of handwritten feedback from 2016/17 and 
there would be a value in implementing the process as outlined in Noted 109viii, 
in support of this;  

Action: DHoF 
114. Chair’s business 
 

(a) UCU strike action 
 
Reported:  
 

i. that members of the University and College Union (UCU) had voted in favour of 
industrial action, in the form of a national strike on Wednesday 25 May and Thursday 
26 May and an instruction to work to contract with effect from Wednesday 25 May, in 
response to ongoing disputes regarding pay and perceived inequalities; as a result, 
some members of staff had exercised their rights to strike;  
 

ii. that the UCU had appealed to members of the Union to resign from any external 
examiner posts currently held, and to not apply for, or accept, offers for new external 
examiner posts. The University had an existing position on such matters, in response 
to the proposed marking boycott of 2014 and that Senate would be asked to consider 
and approve a proposed contingency plan to address this matter, drawing upon the 
existing plan previous approved by Senate in 2014;  
 

iii. that, at present, a very small number of external examiners had resigned from their 
post;  
 

(b) Proposed changes to the Counselling Service 
 
Reported:  
 

i. that the proposed changes had initially been circulated electronically to members of 
Education Committee and Student Experience Sub-Committee for consideration due 
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to an impending deadline for the finalisation of the proposals. Members of the 
committees had provided detailed comments and questions on the proposals and it 
was therefore felt to be appropriate to address these at Education Committee. The 
Head of the Counselling Service was invited to present the proposals and respond to 
the questions and comments already received by the Secretary;  

 
ii. that the Head of the Counselling Service had welcomed the detailed comments 

provided by members of the committee and the opportunity to respond;  
 

iii. that the Head of the Counselling Service had taken up the position in December 2015 
and had undertaken a review of the Counselling Service, broadly identifying the need 
to restructure the Service and with this, improve the governance and flexibility of the 
Service;  
 

iv. that significant changes were proposed to the staffing structure within the Counselling 
Service. The current Counselling Team consisted of 2 full time staff, 22 members of 
part time staff and full time Mental Health Advisor seconded from the NHS, equating 
to an overall FTE of 6.91. It was recommended that the team be restructured into an 
FTE of 7.6 but with 15 members of staff. It was explicitly clarified that the proposals 
would not reduce the overall service provision or the hours in which students could 
access the service, but that the revised, smaller staffing structure would facilitate 
improved continuity of care, greater institutional knowledge, improved governance 
and the ability to offer more flexible methods of care to meet students’ needs;  
 

v. the proposed restructure of the Counselling Service was in response to the changing 
needs of the University and would facilitate a greater focus of resources on 
supporting students’ mental health, and consolidate the sessional counselling into a 
smaller number of roles for individuals working a larger part the work, resulting in 
being able to better support students by offering more flexible support sessions, 
which were currently restricted by small number of hours worked by part-time staff;  
 

vi. that it had been proposed that the Counselling Service be rebranded as the 
Counselling and Wellbeing Service. It was reported however that following 
consultation with the Colleges Division, it was thought that the addition of the 
‘Wellbeing’ element to the Counselling Service’s name could potentially overlap with 
the role of the Colleges in providing wellbeing support for students, and cause 
potential confusion for students and felt that this matter would require further 
consideration by the Counselling Service. It was further noted that in many cases the 
Colleges referred students to the Counselling Service, which was felt by the Colleges 
Division to reinforce the initial role of the Colleges in providing pastoral support;  
 

vii. that it was reported that the inclusion of the ‘Wellbeing’ element in the name of the 
Service was designed to make clear to students that the service was not solely for 
those students might require counselling, but that the Service could support students’ 
general wellbeing;  
 

viii. that it was recognised by the committee that the Counselling Service could have an 
important role to play in supporting those students who might not have a strong 
affinity with their college, or particular groups of students such as commuter students 
or those students living out from College, and that the ‘Wellbeing’ element of the 
Counselling Service could be important in signposting potential support services 
available to these students. Nonetheless, it was thought that the rebranding of the 
Service would likely be delayed to take account of the feedback from the 
consultation;  
 



Document EC/15/143 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 18 of 24 
 25 May 2016 

ix. that it was clarified that the Counselling Service was not designed to be an 
emergency service and that an alternative intervention would be more appropriate for 
students who require immediate support. The Counselling Service would continue to 
have a Duty Senior available during the Counselling Service’s open hours for 
consultation purposes for University staff with concerns about students or staff, and 
also to support colleagues with dealing with complex cases during the day;  
 

x. that it was felt that there was a clear recognition across the University that the 
professional support that is sometimes required by students was available within the 
in the Counselling Service and often not within Colleges or departments. It was felt 
however that there would be a value in the Counselling Service providing support and 
training for colleagues to identify the warning sign or triggers that might mean that a 
referral to the Counselling Service would be appropriate. It was reported that the 
Counselling Service was in the process of developing such proposals, recognising 
that supporting staff to support students was also an important part of the work of the 
Counselling Service, and had already delivered sessions to sport coaches in support 
this. The Deputy Heads of Faculty welcomed the opportunity to attend such 
workshops in the future;  
 

xi. that it was queried whether the Counselling Service had any plans to introduce 
workshops for specific student needs (e.g. autism). It was reported that the 
Counselling Service was introducing a programme of workshops designed to support 
students to navigate university life, in partnership with the NHS, and would be 
available from October 2016. It was also recognised by the Counselling Service that 
some students were best supported via group session, however it was also noted 
that some students were reluctant to disclose personal information during these 
sessions. It was also reported that it was hoped that any training sessions or 
workshops would be delivered in partnership with the colleges and departments to 
support student and staff engagement;  
 

xii. that, if the boarder recommendations detailed within the proposal were approved and 
adopted, more detailed proposals on the operation of the Counselling Service would 
be developed in partnership with members of staff within the Counselling Service;  
 

xiii. that it was recognised by the committee that careful consideration would need to be 
given to the way in which any changes to the Counselling Service were 
communicated to students and that there would be a value in liaising closely with the 
Students’ Union to achieve this;  
 

(c) Education Strategy  
 

i. that Education Committee had considered the Education Strategy Green Paper, as 
considered by Senate on 26 April 2016 at its 04 May 2016 meeting. It was reported 
that Council had reviewed the Education Strategy on 24 May 2016;  

 
 
115. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  
 
a) the report from the 11 May 2016 meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-

Committee. 
Document EC/15/127a 
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b) the minutes from the 11 May 2016 meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee; 

Document EC/15/127b 
 

Noted: that there were no substantive issues not itemised for discussion elsewhere 
on the agenda. The committee noted the discussion of all other items by QSSC;  

 
 

c) proposed changes to Postgraduate Entry Requirements for 2017 entry; 
Document EC/15/128 

 
Reported: that QSSC had recommended the approval of the proposed changes to 
postgraduate entry requirements for 2017 entry for the Department of Music, School 
of Engineering and Computer Sciences, the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and 
Health and Cranmer Hall;  
 
Noted:  
 

ii. that the proposed changes to postgraduate entry requirements had been developed in 
consultation with the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office and the academic 
departments concerned;  
 

iii. that the proposed changes had a clear rationale and were therefore felt to be 
appropriate by Education Committee;  

 
Agreed:  
 

i. that the proposed changes to postgraduate entry requirements for 2017 entry for the 
Department of Music, School of Engineering and Computer Sciences, the School of 
Medicine, Pharmacy and Health and Cranmer Hall, be approved and that this should 
be reflected in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AB  
 

ii. that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office should work with Departments to 
ensure that the revised entry requirements were published in the appropriate fora;  

Action: SC 
 

d) proposed changes to the undergraduate core regulations for Common Awards; 
Document EC/15/129 

 
Reported: that an issue had arisen at the overarching Board of Examiners in relation to 
progression and the application of compensation in the Diploma. This 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. QSSC considered the proposed changes to be appropriate 
and recommended these to Education Committee for approval; 
 
Noted:  

 
i. that the core regulations stipulated that a student must achieve 120 credits to 

progress from Level 4 to Level 5 of the BA Honours degree, but permitted students 
to transfer to the BA Ordinary degree if they achieved 100 credits. This was because 
(a) a student needs only 300 credits to gain a BA Ordinary degree; (b) a student 
may achieve an Honours degree if they achieve at least 340 credits, including at 
least 240 at Levels 5-6. i.e. a student can achieve an Ordinary degree or an 
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Honours degree even if they only pass 100 credits at Level 4. However, the core 
regulations require a student to achieve 120 credits to progress from Level 4 to 
Level 5 of the Diploma. A student who achieves 100 credits may not proceed, and 
would be required to withdraw;  

 
ii. that a student required 240 credits for a Diploma. The core regulations stated that, in 

respect of the award of a Diploma, up to 40 credits may be gained by compensation 
provided that a mark of not less than 30% has been obtained in the module(s) to be 
compensated; the overall average for the modules taken during Level 5 is at least 
40%. However, compensation is applied at the conclusion of a qualification, e.g. for 
the Diploma it would be applied at the end of Level 5. Compensation cannot 
normally be applied in the context of progression decisions;  

 
iii. that the current wording of the Core Regulations for Common Awards Undergraduate 

programmes prohibited a student from proceeding from Level 4 to Level 5 of the 
Diploma if they failed one 20 credit module with a mark of 30 even though they 
would still have been able to achieve a Diploma under the regulations for 
compensation; and that a BA Honours student in the same position would be 
permitted to continue onto an Ordinary degree;  

 
iv. that although compensation was not normally applied at the point of progression, the 

University’s core regulations for Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s did permit 
compensation within progression between FHEQ Levels 6 and 7 (Durham Levels 3 
and 4). This ensured that Integrated Master’s students were not disadvantaged 
when compared to BA students. Adopting similar wording for the Common Awards 
Diploma would be an extension of this existing principle which would similarly 
ensure equity between Diploma and BA students;  

 
v. that QSSC had recommended that the proposed changes to the Common Awards 

Core Regulations (Annex I) and specifically that compensation be applied at the end 
of Level 4 for students progressing onto Level 5 of the Diploma, be approved. 
Education Committee agreed that this was appropriate;  

 
vi. that Education Committee also agreed that the proposal to remove references to the 

normal timing of resit opportunities was appropriate, noting the varied timings across 
TEIs, was appropriate. It was noted that QSSC had recommended to retain the 
reference to not permitting the deferral of resits to a subsequent year of study at the 
same level, to ensure comparability with the University Undergraduate Core 
Regulations (paragraph 56, Annex I);  

 
vii. that as an interim arrangement when the Common Awards Framework was 

introduced, the University accepted Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) of between 
one half and two-thirds of the credits for undergraduate awards. It was agreed that 
the same principle would be applied to exit awards (e.g. students who entered Level 
3 directly with 240 credits could not be awarded a Diploma as an exit qualification 
without completing at least 80 credits, nor a certificate without 40 credits). The 
Common Awards Management Board had noted that, in such circumstances, 
students would have completed at least 40-80 credits of study at Level 3, and that 
therefore a Level 3 qualification (Graduate Certificate or Graduate Diploma) would 
be more appropriate instead. It was reported that this was common practice at other 
HEIs where direct entry to Level 3 was permitted. The committee felt that this was 
appropriate;  

 



Document EC/15/143 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 21 of 24 
 25 May 2016 

Agreed: that the proposed changes to the Core Regulations for Undergraduate 
Programmes in Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and Mission, as detailed in Annex 
1, be recommended to Senate; 

Action: AB  
 

Recommended: that that the Senate approved the proposed changes to the Core 
Regulations for Undergraduate Programmes in Common Awards in Theology, 
Ministry and Mission, as detailed in Annex 1 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the proposed changes to the Core Regulations for Undergraduate 
Programmes in Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and Missions were recommended 
to Senate] 

  
e) proposal for a partnership change with LCTP; 

Document EC/15/130 
 

Reported: that QSSC had recommended the proposed extension to the validation 
contract with the Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) for the 
remainder of the Initial Term in the Service Contract between Durham University and 
Ministry Division – that was until 31 August 2019.  
 
Noted:  
 

viii. that Education Committee had previously approved the partnership with the 
Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) for a period of two years 
(up to and included the 2015/16 academic year) with the option of extending the 
partnership;  

 
ix. that at the time of the partnership approval with Lancashire and Cumbria Theological 

Partnership (LCTP), the LCTP was jointly owned by the Dioceses of Carlisle and 
Blackburn and the University of Cumbria, and was in the process of reviewing its 
governance arrangements in light of the intention of the University of Cumbria and 
the Dioceses of Blackburn to withdraw from the partnership with LCTP. The TEI had 
confirmed at the time that any substantial changes to governance were unlikely to 
take effect for at least eighteen months. In light of this, Education Committee had 
approved the partnership, with the option of extending the partnership, subject to the 
satisfactory review of LCTP’s governance arrangements;  

 
x. that the review had subsequently been undertaken at Rydal Hall, a delivery site of 

LCTP, following the receipt of the notification to the University of a proposed 
partnership change;  

 
xi. that it had been clarified that it was the intention of LCTP to continue to operate as a 

company owned by the Carlisle Diocese, integrated (but not merged) with Carlisle’s 
MTD, and trading as ‘Cumbria Christian Learning’ and that this proposed change to 
the trading name only had not affected the ability of the TEI to contact legally with 
the University;  

 
Agreed: that the committee felt that the proposal to extend the validation contract with 
Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership (LCTP) until 31 August 2019 was 
appropriate and be approved. This should be reported to Senate and communicated to 
the Common Awards Team.  

Action: AB  
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[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the proposal to extend the validation contract with 
the LCTP until 31 August 2019 was reported to Senate and communicated to the 
Common Awards Team shortly after the meeting] 

 
f) proposals for a new partnership with the Scottish Episcopal Institute, and 

several new programmes; 
Document EC/15/131 

 
Reported: that QSSC had recommended the proposed partnership with the Scottish 
Episcopal Institute and had approved the proposed delivery of the Diploma of Higher 
Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission, and BA Theology, Ministry and Mission to 
commence in September 2016, subject to approval of the partnership, and the 
satisfactory competition of the outstanding conditions;  
 
Noted: 
 

xii. that the proposed partnership had operated with new staff and a revised governance 
structure for the last two years. The TEI had appropriate arrangements in place to 
support students’ access to library resources and the outstanding conditions with 
respect to the proposed programmes would be monitored by QSSC;  

 
xiii. that the committee felt that the proposed partnership was appropriate and should be 

approved;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed partnership with the Scottish Episcopal Institute was 
appropriate and be approved. This should be reported to Senate and communicated to 
the Common Awards Team.  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the partnership with the Scottish Episcopal 
Institute was reported to Senate and the Common Awards Team shortly after the 
meeting] 

 
 

g) summary of the departmental review of Archaeology; 
Document EC/15/132 

 
Noted:  
 

iii. that the programmes within the Department of Archaeology had been re-validated for 
a period of six years;  
 

iv. that QSSC had referred the University recommendations to the Postgraduate 
Coordination Group and CIS, respectively. Education Committee endorsed the 
referrals as made by QSSC;  

 
 
116. MBBS Partnership Renewal 
 

Considered: a proposal from the School for Medicine, Pharmacy & Health to extend the 
current MBBS partnership with Newcastle University for one year only in the first 
instance.  

Document EC/15/133 
 
Reported 
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(a) that it was proposed that a 12 month extension to the current Memorandum of 

Agreement for the existing MBBS partnership with Newcastle University be approved 
by Education Committee, subject to confirmation that QSSC was also satisfied with 
the proposal;  
 

(b) that the MBBS partnership was due to expire in Summer 2016. The request for a 12 
month extension to the Memorandum of Agreement had been proposed by the 
School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health in order to permit further negotiations to 
take account of the outcome of the structural review of Durham’s School of Medicine, 
Pharmacy and Health, and the ongoing consultation on its future location;  
 

(c) that Legal Services had confirmed that it would be possible to draw up a brief 
addendum to the existing Memorandum, in line with models used for previous 
agreements;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the partnership was considered to be low risk, as identified by the University’s risk 

template and that no changes were proposed to management structures or 
procedures;  
 

(b) that the programme was subject to a periodic review in 2014, where the programme 
was revalidated for a period of 6 years. The programme and partnership were 
considered annually by the School, Faculty and through the University Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panel;  
 

(c) that the committee felt that the proposed extension for 12 months was appropriate, 
recognising that the review of the School and consultation on its location could have 
a significant impact on the operation and management of the programme, and that 
the Memorandum and partnership would be further considered in due course;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposed partnership extension would be considered at the 01 June 2016 

meeting of QSSC;  
Action: AB  

 
(b) that, subject to QSSC’s satisfaction with the proposals, the proposed 12 month 

extension to the MBBS partnership with Newcastle University was appropriate and 
be approved;  
 

(c) that the approval of the proposed extension be reported to Senate;  
Action: AB  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that QSSC considered the proposed 12 month extension to the MBBS 
partnership with Newcastle University at its 01 June 2016 meeting and agreed that this 
was appropriate. The partnership extension was subsequently reported to Senate] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
 

117. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Time Room 

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

 
 


