
 

 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

01 February 2017 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 01 February 2017, 
in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor A. Houston (Chair), Professor M. Allen, Professor A. Darnell, Dr A. 
Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Miss A. Greenall, Professor P. Heslin, Dr. V. Kind, Professor G. 
Love, Professor S. Weeks, Miss L.Whiting. with Mr A. Rennie (Secretary) and Miss A. Bird 
(Minute Secretary) 
 
Apologies: Dr I. Whitfield  
 
The committee welcomed Professor Alan Houston as the new Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
(Education) at Durham University who would undertake the role of Chair of Education 
Committee. The committee also welcomed Professor Stuart Weeks to their first meeting of 
Education Committee as the new Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) for the Arts and 
Humanities Faculty.  
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
 
36. National Student Survey 2016: Response reports  

 
Considered:  

 
(a) a response to the NSS 2016 Open Comments from Durham Students’ Union 

Document EC/16/37a 
 

(b) a response to the NSS 2016 Open Text Comments from the Specialist Student 
Services; 

Document EC/16/37b 
 

(c) a response to the NSS 2016 Open Text Comments from the Colleges Division; 
Document EC/16/37c 

 
(d) a response to the NSS 2016 Open Text Comments from Student Registry; 

Document EC/16/37d 
 
 

Reported:  
 
(i) that the University had an established process for considering and responding to the 

student feedback gathered through the National Student Survey (NSS), the data from 
which contributed to the University’s quality assurance mechanisms. Results from the 
NSS were considered at departmental Student-Staff Consultative Committees 
(assured via the Annual Review of Taught Provision process), as well as being 
considered specifically as part of the Annual Review of Taught Provision in its own 
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right. NSS results informed Faculty level action plans, which were discussed with 
departmental representatives and students, and presented each year to Education 
Committee for consideration and approval. Education Committee and Senate also 
received institutional-level analyses of the data;  
 

(ii) that for NSS 2016, it was agreed that there would be a value in considering the open 
text comments that pertained to the student experience more broadly. Whilst the 
survey was exclusively focused on the academic student experience, experience of 
evaluating the open text comments from students had revealed that students used 
the NSS as an opportunity to provide feedback on their full student experience. Open 
text comments were subsequently provided to colleagues in the Student’s Union, the 
Specialist Student Services and the Colleges Division for consideration. It was 
agreed that the response reports would be considered by Student Experience Sub-
Committee in the first instance;  
 

(iii) that SESC had considered these reports at its 16 January 2016 meeting. The reports 
provided by the Students’ Union, Colleges Division and Specialist Student Services 
had identified the key themes arising from the open text comments, rather than 
respond to specific comments, which it was reported the committee had found helpful 
in focusing the committee’s attention;  
 

(iv) that SESC had agreed that minor changes would be made to the reports, before 
consideration at Education Committee, to reference the number of comments 
received against each theme identified within the reports, and to include additional 
contextual data, where available. For instance, the reports had naturally focused on 
the negative comments – which were important to consider and respond to – but had 
resulted in an overall negatively skewed student perspective when the committee 
were aware of other positive reports or data that would help to mitigate against these 
comments when considered in light of the full range of information available;  

 
Noted:  

 
(i) that a large number of Durham students provided open text comments. A total of 

2,240 students (80%) had provided one or more open text responses out of a total 
population of 2,784 students responding to the NSS;  
 

(ii) that the University had a policy on the use of University-wide questionnaires and 
required that the Chair of the Student Experience Sub-Committee approve the use of 
any such surveys to ensure that students did not experience survey fatigue. Further 
to this, it was also important that the University maintained a strong response rate to 
the NSS and therefore avoided running surveys to those eligible to complete the NSS 
at the same time;  
 

(iii) that the NSS had been useful in identifying key themes that spanned across the 
undergraduate provision at the University. For instance,  the University had increased 
its focus on Assessment and Feedback in response to previous NSS results, and 
ensured a concerted effort to change students’ misconceptions that the Careers 
Service only promoted certain careers;  
 

(iv) that the representative from the Students’ Union noted that the comments collected 
through the NSS were useful but that they were small in number. Nonetheless, the 
Union had agreed to use the information collected through the survey in the context 
of their strategy development;  
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(v) that the Deputy Head of Colleges (Student Experience) had also noted that whilst 
reviewing the student feedback collected through the NSS was a useful exercise, it 
had highlighted that the NSS as a tool for the colleges specifically had limited value. 
The NSS was exclusively focused on the student academic experience, and whilst 
students could provide feedback on the colleges via the open text comments should 
they so desire - and as students had done so - there was no scope within the core 
survey to encourage students to provide feedback on the colleges experience 
specifically;  
 

(vi) that the University had previously issued a college specific survey which was 
subsequently transformed into a broader survey asking for feedback on the extra-
curricular elements of the student experience at the University (which included 
specific questions on the college experience). Following the receipt of similar 
feedback for a period of three years, it was agreed that the Durham Student 
Experience Survey would be disbanded in 2013. The University subsequently 
participated in the Student Barometer from 2014 which asked questions across a 
broader range of matters on the student lifecycle and allowed the results to be 
benchmarked against other participating institutions, both nationally and 
internationally. In the Student Barometer 2015, the University included specific 
questions related to the colleges to support the development of the University 
strategy;  
 

(vii)that the Student Barometer Survey had been a useful and effective tool in affecting 
positive change. For instance, the results from the survey had supported the 
rationale for the CIS New World programme and supported enhancements to the 
Registration and Induction process for all students;  
 

(viii) that SESC had also considered the value of introducing a college specific 
student survey and requested that Education Committee specifically consider this 
recommendation. Education Committee considered the value of introducing a 
stratified random sample approach, or the use of interviews and focus groups to seek 
student feedback in this area. The committee felt that there would be a value in 
reviewing the most appropriate method for seeking student views in the context of 
the existing mechanisms  used by the University (Minute 36xi refers) and that this 
information should be presented to a future meeting of Education Committee to 
support this discussion;  

 
(ix) that the University was also in the process of reviewing its approach to Module 

Evaluation Questionnaires (MEQs). A pilot was currently being undertaken in the 
Business School to trial a new software package and that the MEQ Task and Finish 
Group felt that the software would allow a hierarchical approach to the structure of 
questionnaires, with University, department, and module level questions providing 
scope to seek feedback on a range of issues;  
 

(x) that in addition to the NSS, the Student Barometer and MEQs, the University had 
also utilised the Higher Education Academy surveys to evaluate the postgraduate 
student experience (Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) and the 
Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES)). The University had participated 
in PTES for the first time in 2016 and would do so again in 2017. The committee was 
reminded that the results of the PTES 2016 had not yet been disseminated due to 
the Strategic Planning Office’s involvement with the University Strategy development 
but that this work would be undertaken in due course;  
 

(xi) that it was clear that the University made use of a wide range of student surveys to 
collect student feedback, but that there was a wealth of student feedback collected 
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via a broader variety of mechanisms including course representatives and student-
staff consultative committees, academic advisors, and the annual and periodic review 
processes (i.e. departmental review);  
 

(xii)that the committee was supportive of a report of these opportunities being presented 
to a future meeting of Education Committee to ensure that these remained 
appropriate and to inform the committee’s consideration of how the student voice on 
the colleges should be captured (Minute 36viii refers);  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that a report outlining the mechanisms used by the University to collect student 

feedback would be presented to a future meeting of Education Committee to support 
the consideration the committee’s comments in Noted (viii) and (xii);  

Action: AB 
 

(b) that the Chair of the MEQ Group would meet with the PVC Education and Dean and 
Deputy PVC Education to discuss;  

Action: GL 
 
 
37. National Student Survey 2016: Faculty Action Plans 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 
 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities in 
response to the results of the National Student Survey 2016; 

Document EC/16/38a 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that performance on the whole within the Faculty was positive, with only three 

departments below target. The Faculty was broadly aligned with University trends 
across the six specific categories within the NSS and that departments within the 
Faculty continued to demonstrate strengths in the Teaching domain and in regards to 
Assessment and Feedback where overall scores were typically lower across the 
University;  
 

(ii) that the analysis with the Faculty had illustrated that scores for Assessment and 
Feedback tended to be higher if overall student satisfaction (Q 22) was higher. The 
Faculty was aware that poor performance in one module could have a significant 
effect on the overall scores received within the NSS and had therefore encouraged 
departments to mitigate for such instances in year; the open text comments had 
suggested that students continued to reflect upon their full three years at Durham 
and that it was therefore not sufficient to focus on maintaining student satisfaction in 
the final year of the programme only;  
 

(iii) that further investigation into the NSS scores at departmental level had demonstrated 
that students appeared to appreciate a close or strong relationship with their 
department. It was recognised that it would not be possible to replicate this in all 
cases, particularly with large cohorts of students, but that it was possible to set and 
maintain student expectations;  
 

(iv) that the committee was content with the Faculty NSS agreement for 2016/17 as 
outlined in attachment II;  
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(b) Science 
 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Science in response to the 
results of the National Student Survey 2016; 

Document EC/16/38b 
 
Noted:  

 
(i) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) had requested clarification on how 

the timeliness of the return of feedback would be monitored. A recommendation 
arising from the University’s QAA Higher Education Review had stated that the 
University should establish, consistently apply and monitor a University-wide policy 
for the timeliness of feedback on assessment. The University’s action plan, available 
online, had outlined the ways in which the University would address this 
recommendation. Members of the committee were reminded that Education 
Committee had approved a new policy on the timeliness of feedback on assessment 
and that departmental student-facing feedback statements had been updated to 
reflect this. Departments were expected to monitor through SSCCs and departmental 
Education Committees any instances where feedback on assessed work was not 
returned within the published timeframes to students. For 2016/17 (the first year of 
the procedure), it was agreed that this process would be overseen by Faculty 
Education Committees. It was agreed that Faculty Education Committees would be 
reminded of their responsibility in relation to this procedure at their February 2017 
meetings;  
 

(ii) that the Dead and Deputy to the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) had met with the 
departments identified within the report to discuss in detail their individual NSS 
results. The Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) was also working closing with 
the colleagues in Engineering with respect to student satisfaction with the BEng 
programme particularly where students had changed from the MEng programme;  
 

(iii) that the Faculty had also noted the importance of setting and maintaining student 
expectations and that ensuring effective  communication with students;  
 

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health in 
response to the results of the National Student Survey 2016; 

Document EC/16/38c 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Postgraduate) reported on the report and action 

plan from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health in the absence of the Deputy 
Head of Faculty (Undergraduate);  
 

(ii) some programmes within the Faculty had received low response rates in comparison 
to previous years and that it was hypothesised that this might be a result of the high 
proportion of international students studying these programmes and that ensuring 
international student engagement with the survey would be a focus for NSS 2017;  
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(iii) that the Faculty had considered the impact of the transition from Queen’s campus to 
Durham City on student satisfaction in the future, particularly in light of access to 
facilities;  
 

(iv) that for combined honours students, it appeared that assessment deadline clashes 
and different Serious Adverse Circumstances (SAC) deadlines had caused 
dissatisfaction. It was noted that assessment schedules should be made available to 
students at the start of the academic year and that there was an expectation that 
students managed their time effectively to meet assessment deadlines;  
 

(v) that with regards to SACs, the committee noted that the deadline for the submission 
of SACs was dependent upon the timing of Board of Examiners meetings and the 
Examination timetable itself. The committee felt that to create one single deadline for 
the submission of SACs would disadvantage some students. The committee 
reinforced the importance of ensuring that students sought support as early as 
possible and this should be the consistent message provided by departments;  
 

 
38. Teaching Excellence Framework 
 

Considered: a report on the Teaching Excellence Framework  
Document EC/16/39 

CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: This paper is CLOSED to members of Education Committee only and 
should not be circulated] 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the University had submitted its Provider Submission to HEFCE by the Thursday 

26 January 2017 deadline;  
 

(b) that the work on the Provider Submission was supported by a small working group, 
led by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education). The final Provider Submission was 
developed by contributions from Senate, Education Committee and QSSC, the 
Colleges Division, the Students’ Union and the Professional Support Services. Draft 
versions of the Provider Submission had been circulated to members of the 
committee for consultation; 
 

(c) that thanks were given to the Head of the Academic Support Office who had 
coordinated the drafting of the Provider Submission. Thanks were also extended to 
colleagues who had provided data or examples to support the statements within the 
Submission;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the assessment process would be undertaken in three main stages: assessors 

would first review the core and split metrics to form an initial hypothesis of a Gold, 
Silver or Bronze rating based on performance against the metrics; secondly, 
assessors would review the Provider Submission and test against the initial 
hypothesis to consider whether any information within the Provider Submission led 
the assessor to amend their initial rating; finally, assessors would then consider their 
judgement holistically, reviewing performance against the assessment criteria 
demonstrated by the metrics and the Provider Submission to decide upon a final 
rating of Gold, Silver or Bronze;  
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(b) that each TEF application would  be reviewed independently by three individuals; two 

academic assessors and one student session, of which at least one would be a panel 
member. All panel members and assessors would meet together in a single location 
for one week following the individual assessments to further consider the TEF 
applications. The individual three assessors would seek to jointly agree a rating of 
Bronze, Silver or Gold, or identify the case as borderline. Following consideration by 
the three individuals, groups of nine would then consider the full set of applications 
reviewed by that group of nine individuals and form recommendations to the TEF 
Panel. The TEF Panel would meet collectively in a single location for one week to 
review the recommendations made by the group of nine and agree on the final 
award, accompanied by a statement of findings. The awards would be announced in 
May 2017; 
 

(c) that it had been announced that 299 providers had submitted a TEF Year 2 
application: 134 Higher Education Institutions; 94 Further Education Colleges; and 6 
Alternative providers. The duration of the award for these providers would be three 
years. 65 providers had opted-in for a provisional award. The duration of the award 
for these providers would vary dependent upon the availability of metric data. It was 
understood that all English Russell Group institutions had made an application to 
TEF year 2;  
 

(d) that a ‘lessons learned’ exercise would be undertaken after the completion of TEF 
Year 2 to support the development of future iterations of TEF and that the metrics 
and Provider Submissions of applicants to the TEF Year 2 would be made publicity 
available;  
 

(e) that the Department for Education had released consultations on TEF at subject level 
which had sought sector consultation on two proposed models of operation. In 
general, feedback was being sought on how subjects might be grouped in order to 
make appropriate comparisons across the sector; on a proposal to split the metrics 
by institution or subject grouping; and to seek views on how a Provider Submission 
might be constituted at subject level. It was understood that subject level TEF would 
be piloted with a sample of providers in TEF Year 3, with a full sector introduction in 
TEF Year 4;   
 

(f) that notwithstanding this ongoing development of subject level TEF, there was a 
need to ensure that appropriate preparations for subject level TEF were undertaken 
by departments and the University. Further to this, it was understood that additional 
metrics might be included in future iterations of the TEF such as data on learning 
gain, longitudinal education outcomes (LEO) data and staff teaching qualification 
statistics;  
 

(g) that whilst one of the key drivers for the introduction of the TEF was to better inform 
students’ choices about what and where to study, it was not clear how students 
would be supported to understand that the TEF awards were made relative to 
benchmarked performance;  
 

(h) that it remained to been seen what impact the introduction of the Teaching 
Excellence Framework would have on the sector. The committee reinforced that, 
similar to the NSS, the TEF was one tool with which to evaluate the University’s 
performance and that the University would remain committed to its culture of 
excellence in teaching and research and the student experience;  
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(i) that there would be a value in consideration  the opportunities that had been 
identified whilst developing the University TEF submission, at a future meeting of 
Education Committee;  
 

Agreed: that a report on the opportunities identified whilst developing the University TEF 
submission would be presented to the next meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: AR 
 

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

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 December 2016; 
Document EC/16/40a 

 
Received:  
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 14 December 2016;   

Document EC/16/40b 
 

(b) the extract of the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 29 November 2016, detailing 
the consideration of the report from the 26 October 2016 meeting of Education 
Committee;   

Document EC/16/40c 
 

(c) the extract of the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 17 January 2017, detailing 
the consideration by Senate of the report from the 14 December 2016 meeting of 
Education Committee;   

Document EC/16/40d 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the extract of the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 17 
January 2017, detailing the consideration by Senate of the report from the 14 
December 2016 meeting of Education Committee was not available and would be 
considered at the 08 March 2017 meeting of Education Committee] 

 
 
40. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received: the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/16/41 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Reported: that there are no matters arising for information that are not reported 
elsewhere on the agenda;       

 
 

41. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the Chair was looking forward to working with colleagues over his term to ensure 
the successful delivery of the Education Strategy;  
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(b) that the Chair reminded members of the committee that the University had supported 

the introduction of lecture capture and that a business case was expected at UEC for 
consideration in due course; 

 
42. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report to Education Committee from the meeting of Student Experience 
Sub-Committee held 14 November 2016; 

 Document EC/16/42 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that there were no items that required discussion by the committee; Education 

Committee had considered the substantive items at its 14 December 2016 meeting;  
 

(b) that a member of the committee requested clarification on the services included 
within the ‘Specialist Student Services’. It was clarified that this included the Careers, 
Employability and Enterprise Centre (CEEC); Disability Support; Counselling Service; 
and the Student Immigration and Funding Office. It was reported that the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor Education was leading on a review on learning support across the life 
cycle at Durham University that would report to SESC and Education Committee in 
due course;  

 
43. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report to Education Committee from the meeting of Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee held 30 November 2016; 

 Document EC/16/43 
 

Noted: that there were no items that required discussion by the committee; Education 
Committee had considered the substantive items at its 14 December 2016 meeting;  

 
44. Faculty Education Committee 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 10 November 2016 

 Document EC/16/44 
 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that the operation of the elections process for course representatives in 2016/17 
had felt to be successful within the faculty and that this in turn had had a positive 
impact on the effectiveness of the Student-Staff Consultative Committees;  
 

B. that the committee had considered the review of the Academic Advisor system, 
undertaken by the previous Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) in the 
Faculty of Social Sciences and Health. It was reported by the Dean and Deputy to 
the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) that a Working Group would be established, 
as agreed previously by Education Committee, to consider possible models of 
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Academic Advising for implementation in 2017/18. The report had highlighted 
good practice across the faculty but that there was a variation in practice at 
departmental level. It was agreed that the review would take a holistic view of 
practice across the University to develop a series of best practice models that 
could be adopted consistently across the University. It was also agreed 
previously by Education Committee that the review would also consider the 
provision of support offered within the Colleges to ensure clarity in responsibility 
across the University. Alignment with the ongoing work with transitions, and the 
reconstituted Durham Award, would also be a key consideration for the Group;  

 
C. that the Terms of Reference for the Working Group would be presented to the 

next meeting of Education Committee;  
 
D. that a member of the Faculty Education Committee had raised a concern 

regarding the ongoing rationale for the University’s policy of allowing resits of 
examinations as first attempts, noting the impact of these upon the examination 
schedule. It was understood that this comment had been made in the context of 
the discussion of the proposals to revise the Academic Year structure. Whilst a 
key consideration for the proposals was the need to alleviate pressure on the 
main examination timetable – as the transfer of students from Queen’s campus 
and a planned increase in student numbers would constrict the timetable for 
examinations – this was not the only consideration. Notwithstanding this, resit 
examinations were held outside of the main examination period and that it was 
felt by the committee that two separate matters had been unintentionally 
conflated;  

 
E. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items;  

 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 08 November 2016 

 Document EC/16/45 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that the Faculty Education Committee had considered a discussion  paper on 
postgraduate research development programme outlining a number of proposed 
changes to restructure research training, including the use of PebblePad. The 
Chair of the FEC raised concerns that it was important to ensure that the use of 
PebblePad integrated effectively with existing software used to monitor annual 
PGR progression, as well as Banner;  

B. that it was reported that user testing would be undertaken to ensure integration 
and that the discussion  paper on postgraduate research development 
programme would be presented to Education Committee in due course, following 
the consultation at FECs;  
 

C. that the use of the 9 month review process for PGR programmes was important 
for both students and supervisors as it ensured an early opportunity to evaluate 
whether students were making satisfactory progress with their work. The 
University was required to return student completion rates and regular review with 
students ensured that the University was assured that students could complete 
their studies;  
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D. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items;  
 
 

(b) Science 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) held 
09 November 2016 

 Document EC/16/46 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that the Faculty Education Committee had discussed the implementation of the 
policy requiring the provision of typed feedback to students and how it would be 
monitored and requested clarification from Education Committee on these 
matters. It was clarified that the Chair of relevant FEC should ensure the 
implementation of the policy;  
 

B. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items;  
 

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
(i) Undergraduate  
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 08 November 2016 

 Document EC/16/47 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that the Faculty Education Committee had considered in detail the results of the 

National Student Survey 2016 and the new questions for NSS 2017. The FEC 
had particularly focused on the potential impact of the transfer of Queen’s 
students to Durham City on the NSS 2017 results;  
 

B. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items;  
 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 10 
November 2016 

 Document EC/16/48 
 

Noted:  
 

A. that the Faculty Education Committee had found the PGT fee benchmarking and 
fee setting exercise particularly useful;  
 

B. that the Chair of the FEC raised the matter of postgraduate conversion rates and 
its relationship to the quality of course information. The Chair presented 
examples of course information (such as prospectuses or online recruitment 
materials) that she felt were effective in recruiting students. It was agreed that the 
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Deputy Head of Faculty (PG) would liaise with the Director of Marketing and 
Communications directly to discuss this matter in more detail. The committee 
recognised the importance of ensuring compliance with the guidance provided by 
the Competition and Markets Authority with regards to course information;  

 
C. that the review of the MA Research Methods was ongoing. QSSC had revalidated 

the programme for a period of two years only and it was expected that further 
information on the progress of this review would be presented to QSSC in due 
course;  

 
D. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items;  

 
 

45. Terms of Reference: Education Committee 
 
Considered: proposed Terms of Reference for Education Committee to reflect a 
recommendation arising from the Senate Review; 

 Document EC/16/49 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that at its 14 December 2016 meeting Education Committee considered a report on 
the implementation of recommendations arising from the Senate Review related to 
Education Committee and its sub-committees. One recommendation had related to 
the need to recognise the importance of matters pertaining to innovations in 
technology for enhanced teaching and learning with an explicit reference within the 
Terms of Reference for Education Committee. The committee reinforced its 
commitment to reflecting this matter within its Terms of Reference and subsequently 
agreed that this would be implemented with immediate effect. The more substantial 
consideration of the Terms of Reference, in light of the Academic Strategy, would be 
reviewed in Epiphany and Easter Term for  implementation for the start of the 
2017/18 academic year; 
 

(b) that the committee felt that the proposal revision to the Terms of Reference for 
Education Committee had appropriately reflected the need to reference the 
importance of matters pertaining to innovations in technology for enhanced teaching 
and learning with the committee’s was appropriate and was therefore supportive of 
the proposed amendment;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed revision to the Terms of Reference for Education Committee 
was appropriate and that this should be recommended to Senate for approval; 

 
Recommended: that Senate consider approving the revised Terms of Reference 
for Education Committee to reflect the importance of matters pertaining to 
innovations in technology for enhanced teaching and learning, as recommended 
by the Senate Review. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
46. Matters of Report 
 

Reported: 
  



 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 13 of 13 
 01 February 2017 

(a) that Professor A. Houston assumed the role of Chair of the Committee on Thursday 5 
January 2017 and took Chair’s Action on behalf of the committee to approve the 
following; 
 

(b) that Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of the committee to approve the partnership 
proposal with Newcastle University for the delivery of the MPharm Pharmacy 
programme as part of the transfer of Durham University’s School of Medicine, 
Pharmacy and Health (SMPH) to Newcastle University with effect from the 2017/18 
academic year, as approved by University Senate and Council.  

 
47. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 08 March 2017 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 26 April 2017 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 31 May 2017 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 21 June 2017 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

 
 


