
 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

08 March 2017 
 
A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 08 March 2017, in the 
Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor A Houston (Chair), Professor MB Allen, Dr T Fawcett, Dr M Gilmore, Professor 
P Heslin, Dr V Kind, Professor GD Love, Professor S Weeks, Dr I Whitfield, Ms M Marlow (vice 
Professor A Darnell), Miss L Whiting, with Mrs C Dower (Minute 48, Minute 49 and Minute 50), Mrs 
C Humphreys (Minute 48, Minute 49 and Minute 50), Mr J McKim (Minute 48, Minute 49 and 
Minute 50), Dr E Loughlin (Minute 53), Mr A. Rennie (Secretary) and Ms ND Brennan (Minute 
Secretary, vice Miss A Bird) 
 
Apologies: Professor A Darnell, Miss A Greenall, and Miss A Bird 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 
(Copies of documents filed with the minutes) 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
 
48. Fitness to Study  
 

Considered: a proposed University policy on evaluating students’ ability to study at the 
University; 

Document EC/16/50 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that this was a new draft policy which would add clarity and transparency to situations 

which already arose, and would bring Durham into line with practice at other 
institutions.  The policy was intended to apply only in exceptional circumstances, where 
a student was reluctant to acknowledge the impact of a condition or to engage with 
support services and/or treatment.  The cases which would be expected under this 
policy would tend to involve mental health issues but may also involve long-term but 
poorly managed physical health conditions; 
 

(b) that the policy had been taken to meetings of Student Experience Sub-Committee and 
Faculty Education Committees for consultation and that the key issues to date had 
been the guidance on medical evidence and the proposed introduction of the Fitness to 
Study Standing Group which had been universally welcomed; 

 
(c) that the policy identified three key areas in terms of the function of the Fitness to Study 

Policy: 
 

(i) Fitness to engage in academic studies, assessment or a work placement 
without compromising the academic progress or ordinary activities of 
themselves, those of their peers or their employer; 
 

(ii) Fitness to maintain an appropriate level of conduct, health and wellbeing, such 
that they are not a risk to themselves, their peers or University staff; 
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(iii) Fitness to reside or engage in College communities as non-familial independent 
living environments without adversely impacting their College peers and 
College staff; 

 
(d) that Appendix 2 provided a flowchart to indicate the intersection of the Mental Health 

and Fitness to Study policies; 
 
Noted: 
 

 
(a) that there remained a question over how membership of the proposed Fitness to Study 

Standing Committee would be determined and that the guidance would need to include 
clear reference to quoracy for completeness; 

 
(b) that the expectation was that the Fitness to Study policy would largely consider mental 

health issues and that there was a clear intersection between this policy and the 
revised Mental Health Policy; 

 
(c) that the situation currently was that staff would routinely sign off concessions which 

required students to confirm they were fit to return to Durham and resume their studies 
but that there was no clear independent mechanism for such confirmation to be 
considered.  The two policies – the Fitness to Study and the Mental Health Policy – 
were intended to ensure that staff would have appropriate guidance available to them 
and would largely codify existing practice; 

 
(d) that the Fitness to Study Policy could result in a student being temporarily excluded 

from the University. It was therefore essential that a clear process was in place, with 
procedures which would ensure that students were dealt with fairly in challenging 
circumstances; 

 
(e) that it was not clear from the documentation that consultation had been undertaken 

with the University’s Legal Services office, and it was not clear what the legal 
implications of the policy might be if, for example, a student was to challenge a 
decision to temporarily exclude them under the policy. Such action should be taken 
prior to formal consideration of the proposed policy; 

 
(f) that the Fitness to Study Policy process was being introduced to address extreme 

cases; however, thought should be given to the scope of that aim. Deputy Heads of 
Faculty dealt with students under the Academic Progress Procedure which often had, 
or appeared to have, a mental health dimension, and there could be a large number of 
cases referred on that basis; 
 

(g) that academic progress issues could be dealt with under the existing Mental Health 
Policy, and with support from central services such as Counselling. The Fitness to 
Study Policy was one part of a framework which included, and built upon, the Mental 
Health Policy. There would be a need, however, with the Academic Progress 
Procedure, for issues to be triaged to ensure that the correct support mechanism was 
activated.  There would be instances where the Academic Progress Procedure was not 
the correct process and in such instances the student would be supported via the 
Mental Health Policy; 

 
(h) that the additional dimension of behaviour in colleges was a further consideration to 

issues affecting academic commitments.  The issue appeared to return to 
consideration of disability legislation and reasonable adjustments, but that the 
threshold for the College community might be reached sooner than those for academic 
commitments in terms of what reasonable adjustments might be available.  The Fitness 
to Study Policy included reference to residential/community and educational but extra-
curricular aspects of time spent at the University and that it was not just about 
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academic commitments.  There might be value in reviewing guidance documentation to 
acknowledge college-specific aspects; 

 
(i) that guidance and support mechanisms for staff was crucial to the success of the 

policy.  There was a need to ensure that staff across the University were appropriately 
trained on sensitive issues such as disclosure of a disability and able to point students 
to support mechanisms; 

 
(j) that there was a perception that academic departments, colleges and professional 

support services could, at times, operate in isolation. Guidance to the available policies 
and processes would be welcomed; 

 
(k) that there was a need to consider the issue specifically in relation to Postgraduate 

Research students where the main relationship was with the supervisor; 
 

(l) that it was recognised that a larger piece of work was needed, looking at the interaction 
between APNs, extensions, concessions, serious adverse circumstances and the 
evidence required, but that there was a sense of urgency around the need to put a 
Fitness to Study policy in place which would codify existing practice and which could 
then be reviewed and refined in light of other existing support mechanisms; 

 
(m) that greater clarity on the support available from the Counselling Service would be 

useful for colleagues across the University given the restructure which had been 
completed; 

 
(n) that the coverage of the Policy in terms of students who were on distance learning 

programmes or away from Durham on a placement or field trip activity should be 
clarified, noting that it would not be practical or reasonable to expect University support 
to be available in all circumstances and particularly if the student was not physically in 
Durham or the immediate surrounding area; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that there was support for the proposed Fitness to Study Policy; 

 
(b) that the process for determining membership of the Fitness to Study Standing 

Committee should be outlined in the guidance, including reference to quoracy for 
completeness; 

 
(c) that there should be consultation with colleagues in Legal Services and that this should 

be referenced within the covering report as appropriate; 
 

(d) that the flowchart in the document should be reviewed and revised to include reference 
to the University’s Academic Progress Notice policy and procedure, and to provide 
clarity about how and when issues might be referred and dealt with outside of the new 
Fitness to Study Policy; 

 
(e) that consideration should be given to the development of clear guidance to ensure that 

colleagues across academic departments, colleges and Professional Support Services 
were aware of how and when to share information with others; 

 
(f) that there would be value in undertaking a wider review of Academic Progress 

Procedure policy in light of the developments and changes within the sector, but that 
this should not delay the introduction of the Fitness to Study Policy and revisions to the 
existing Mental Health Policy; 

 

(g) that the policy should be reviewed and revised to clarify geographical limitations which 
might affect the support which could be made available; 
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(h) that the comments would be fed back to the report author for action prior to further 

consideration of the proposed policy. 
Action: Secretary / CD 

 
49. Mental Health Policy 

 
Considered: proposed revisions to the University policy on supporting students’ mental 
health; 

Document EC/16/51 
Reported: 
 
(a) that this was a revision of an existing policy that set out the principles and procedures 

for University support for students with mental health difficulties.  The revision had an 
improved structure and had been updated to reflect the working practices of moving 
from informal to more formal support procedures; 
 

(b) that a key consultation issue had been the procedural interaction between the Mental 
Health Policy and the Fitness to Study Policy.  The revised Mental Health Policy 
contained procedures for informal and formal Student Support Meetings and that the 
intention was to retain the capacity for a formal meeting, maintaining the aspiration 
towards student support rather than escalating to a full Fitness to Study Meeting; 

 

(c) that there was a recognition that the cost of getting doctors letters and the level of 
information contained in these letters was proving challenging in terms of determining 
whether students were getting the correct support, and whether they were in a position 
to be at the University; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the questionnaires included as Appendix 6 and Appendix 7 had been developed in 

consultation with medical practitioners.  The expectation was that the Wellbeing 
questionnaire was likely to be used more frequently and that the more detailed Return 
to Study Questionnaire was based on Mental Health Advisor views and would likely be 
utilised when a concession was granted; 
 

(b) that there remained an issue of confidentiality in terms of what information a medical 
practitioner could make available to the University and that the onus was on the 
student to get the right information and ensure that the appropriate level of detail was 
provided; 

 
(c) that both the Mental Health Policy and the Fitness to Study Policy had been considered 

by the University’s Equality and Diversity Team and that specific confirmation would be 
sought that neither policy raised issues in relation to the University’s obligations under 
the Equalities Act; 

 
(d) that consideration could be given to a minimum training requirements for staff on the 

Mental Health and Fitness to Study Policies (e.g. whether they should be referenced in 
the PGCAP;  whether the University should introduce specific training events for staff 
across the University.  There was a recognised programme, Mental Health First Aid, 
which could provide a starting point for a specific training event in this area; 

 
(e) that clear signposting and guidance for staff was essential. This should support staff 

and students in challenging situations; 
 
Agreed: 
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(a) that there was support for the proposed revisions to the University’s Mental Health 
Policy; 
 

(b) that specific confirmation would be sought from the University’s Equality and Diversity 
Team that neither the Mental Health Policy or the Fitness to Study Policy raised issues 
in relation to the University’s obligations under the Equalities Act; 

Action: CD 
 

(c) that consideration would be given to the inclusion of training on the Mental Health and 
Fitness to Study Policies as an element of the review which was currently being 
undertaken; 

Action: CD / SN 
 

(d) that there would be consideration of training events for staff across the University when 
the revised policy was in place; 
 

(e) that the comments would be fed back to the report author for action. 
 

Action: Secretary / CD 
 

50. Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy  
 

Considered: Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy and Procedure Consultation Draft; 
Document EC/16/52 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the Sexual Violence Task Force (SVTF) had been established in July 2015 in 

response to increasing national and international concerns around sexual violence at 
universities.  The primary aim of the SFTV was to review policy and practice with a final 
report having been published in July 2016 which had included recommendations in 
seven key areas: policy development, procedures for the investigation of incidents, 
support, generating cultural change, reporting, disclosure training, and publicity of 
services; 
 

(b) that the SVTF recommended that the University have specialist policies and practices 
in place for addressing reports of sexual violence which tested against the organizing 
principle of empowering those who make such reports.  A bespoke Sexual Violence 
and Misconduct Policy and Procedure had been developed which followed the SVTF 
recommendations and principles.  The document had been through extensive scrutiny 
and comment by student and staff members of the SVTF and SVMOG, incorporating 
detailed advice and guidance provided by the University’s Legal Services and Pinsent 
Masons LLP, the University’s external legal advisors; 

 
(c) that Pinsent Masons LLP and Universities UK had published Guidance for Higher 

Education Institutions: How to handle alleged student misconduct which may also 
constitute a criminal offence; 

 
(d) that the aim was to implement the new Policy and Procedure for the 2017/18 academic 

year and that relevant and related policies which may be impacted by this new Policy 
would be reviewed and updated with existing policy owners as an element of the 
implementation process following consultation; 

 
(e) that the draft policy and procedure proposed that the University would actively respond 

to all reports of sexual violence and misconduct and, whilst recognising, that some 
experiences may constitute a criminal offence, the University will ensure that in all 
cases reports are carefully and thoughtfully addressed through a process that is 
transparent and clearly communicated to all individuals involved.  The University would 
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response the right of the individual reporting an experience to choose how to take 
forward a disclosure; 

 
(f) that the draft policy and procedure proposed that where a criminal investigation or 

judicial proceedings was ongoing or  likely to commence in respect of a disclosure, the 
University would not investigate a report of sexual violence and misconduct, and would 
suspend any ongoing investigation, for the duration of those criminal proceedings, The 
University would still take any necessary precautionary action; 

 
(g) that the draft policy and procedure proposed that the University could investigate 

allegations under this process if the Reporting Party chose note to report the matter to 
the Police.  However, it recognised that the University did not have the legal 
investigatory powers of the Police and could not make determination on criminal guilt.  
Implementation of the policy and procedure would see the Reporting Party be advised 
that the process could not be regarded as a substitute for a Police investigation: an 
internal investigation would be focused exclusively on whether a breach of the 
University’s Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy had occurred; 

 
(h) that the draft policy and procedure proposed that the University could investigate an 

allegation of a bread of its Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy (SVMP) after the 
conclusion of a Police investigation or judicial proceedings.  A Police or Crown 
Prosecution Service decision to take no further action in relation to a criminal matter or 
an acquittal at trial did not preclude the University from taking action under this Policy 
and procedure; 

 
(i) that the draft policy and procedure had been considered at the meeting of Student 

Experience Sub-Committee in February 2017 and that a minute extract detailing the 
discussion had been provided as Attachment I to the report; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the draft policy and procedure largely clarified and codified the University’s existing 

practice  when dealing with issues of sexual violence; however, the revised policy 
provided much clear guidance for both staff and students; 
 

(b) that the proposal would enable the University to consider whether there had been a 
breach of the SVMP where no action had been taken by the Police, or at the 
conclusion of the judicial process, regardless of the outcome of that process. This did 
mean that, in principle, a student could be investigated twice: initially through criminal 
proceedings in respect of an alleged crime; subsequently by the University in respect of 
a potential breach of the SVMP; 

 
(c) that some members expressed concern that this created a ‘double jeopardy’ situation; 

however, the legal process and SVMP processes were distinct and separate, with 
distinct requirements for determining whether a law/the policy had been breached. The 
University’s policy and procedures would ensure that students were held to an 
appropriately high standard in terms of their position as members of the University 
community; 

 
(d) that the Students’ Union was strongly supportive of the policy. It was needed, and 

represented a significant step forward in the way such situations might be dealt with.  
The policy and procedure clearly communicated to students that sexual violence and 
misconduct was treated as a serious issue by the University; 

 
(e) that Durham Police had been involved in developing the documentation and had been 

supportive of the proposed policy and procedure, offering to help deliver the training 
across the University; 
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(f) that each case would be dealt with individually and it was not expected that all 
concluded Police or Crown Prosecution Service proceedings would then be considered 
under this policy. It was an option for the University, where appropriate, to ensure that 
the University was a safe environment; 

 
(g) that the University already took action, under its suspension regulation, to suspend 

students from the University where it felt it necessary to do so.  Suspension in such 
circumstances was non-judgmental. The Police was supportive of the University’s 
approach, which in some cases supported students to meet bail conditions (for 
example where it was specified that they had to stay away from other individuals or 
from specific premises); 

 
(h) that the key issue to be addressed was behaviour which was inconsistent with 

membership of the University. The University had a distinct code of conduct; this policy 
was a way for the University to ensure that clear guidance and processes were in place 
to deal with any issues as they arose; 

 
(i) that appropriate guidance and training should provide reassurance in terms of how the 

policy and procedure was expected to work in practice; 
 

(j) that the University was not in a position to combine the policy and procedure outlined in 
this document with any Police or Crown Prosecution Service activity and that there was 
a need to ensure that the two remained distinct; 

 

(k) that it was recognised that there was a continuing need to support both the Reporting 
Party and the Accused Party as the policy and procedure was implemented, and that 
the documentation should be clear on what mechanisms were in place for all parties; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that there was general support for the proposed policy and procedure; 

 
(b) that there would be value in clearly referencing the support available to students under 

the policy and procedure, both in terms of the Reporting Party and the Accused Party; 
 

(c) that members of the Committee with any specific concerns about the proposed policy 
and procedure could speak with the Deputy Academic Registrar outside of the meeting; 

 

(d) that the comments would be fed back to the report author for consideration in advance 
of the policy and procedure progressing to Senate for consideration. 

Action: Secretary / SD / CH 
 
51. International Study Centre: Undergraduate Pathways 
 

Considered:  
 

(a) a background document summarising action undertaken to date regarding the 
development of the Durham University International Study Centre (ISC); 

Document EC/16/53a 
 
(b) proposed pathways to undergraduate programmes at Durham, developed by Study 

Group (ISC Partner) in collaboration with Durham academic staff; 
Document EC/16/53b 

Reported: 
 
(a) that the report presented an update on progress in developing pathways within the new 

ISC and outlined the schedule for the final approval of the proposed routes into 
undergraduate and postgraduate programmes; 
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(b) that the partnership, following the module of an embedded college, would introduce a 

new foundation year for international students which would be delivered by the partner 
organisation and, if successfully completed to an agreed standard determined by the 
University, would permit students to enter Level 1 (FHEQ Level 4) of an undergraduate 
programme at Durham; 

 

(c) that in addition to this undergraduate foundation year, Study Group were developing 
Pre-Masters Provision (PMP), which would similarly provide entry to postgraduate 
provision at Durham; 
 

(d) that Durham would not validate the foundation provision and students completing 
programmes with Study Group would receive no Durham credit or award. ISC students 
would not be registered students of the University, though they would have agreed 
access to some services via a Service Level Agreement; 

 
(e) that, whilst the proposed partnership was explicitly classified as a collaborative activity 

by the QAA, it was considered collaborative in that regard primarily from Study Group’s 
perspective (i.e. Durham was collaborating with Study Group on a Study Group 
programme). The proposal therefore did not meet the specific definition of collaborative 
provision outlined within the University’s Learning and Teaching Handbook (Section 
9.1) as the partnership would not result in any award of credit by Durham; 

 
(f) that the University had signed an overarching agreement with Study Group at 

Christmas and that the first intakes of students to the ISC would be in September 2017 
at undergraduate level and January 2018 for postgraduate provision.  Broad pathways 
for access to Durham programmes had been agreed at an institutional level, and the 
process for developing curricula for the ISC programmes was in progress; 
 

(g) that the University would have responsibility for determining the threshold required to 
permit a student to transfer to Durham, and that Education Committee would have a 
role in approving pathway proposals, both directly and via QSSC, and in monitoring 
and oversight of the partnership arrangement; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Study Group’s academic lead for the programme had been working with Faculty 

Link tutors, and through those tutors with departmental link tutors, on the development 
of initial modules and pathways.  Study Group had scheduled approval events 21st 
March 2017 for the consideration of undergraduate pathways and an initial draft of the 
centre handbook and in late May 2017 for the postgraduate pathways and a final draft 
of the centre handbook.  Input and approval from the University would take place prior 
to Study Group approval; 

 
(b) that the pathways were not formal Durham programmes and there was no Durham 

credit associated with this provision.  The responsibility of academic standards of the 
awards would rest with Study Group.  However, the University had a need to ensure 
that the provision was appropriate and that it would provide suitable entry to Durham 
programmes at an undergraduate and postgraduate taught level.  For this reason, it 
was suggested that QSSC and Education Committee would undertake formal roles in 
the consideration and endorsement of the curriculum for these pathways, prior to their 
approval by Study Group; 

 
(c) that PMP provision would be more bespoke and that pathway-level documentation 

would be considered by QSSC at the meeting in May 2017 alongside a final version of 
the centre handbook, which would include information for students and key quality 
assurance arrangements, and final educational governance arrangements; 
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(d) that members of QSSC had considered the proposals by circulation ahead of the 
meeting of Education Committee. Members stressed the need to ensure that 
appropriate academic staff at Durham were engaged in the process of curriculum 
development and setting progression thresholds, and, subsequently, of reviewing 
content and assessment once students began to progress through to the University. 
However, no specific concerns were raised regarding the proposals; 

 
(e) that, while admission to the ISC pathways was primarily an issue for Study Group, the 

academic content of the programmes, and the subsequent standards of achievement 
required for admission to Durham, were clearly important to the University. It was 
crucial that the pathways enabled prospective students to develop the skills and 
knowledge required for study on a Durham degree, and that the thresholds for 
progression from the ISC to Durham robustly measured the attainment of the skills and 
knowledge;  

 

(f) that faculty link tutors reported positive engagement with Study Group, and between 
departmental link tutors and Study Group. While some departments had expressed 
concern regarding a perceived lack of consultation as the overarching proposals and 
contracts had been developed, appointed departmental link tutors had been engaged 
from January with the process of more specific curriculum design. Staff had contributed 
to discussions on the pathways structures, and initial proposals for progression 
thresholds; 

 
(g) that progression thresholds would be discussed by Study Group with faculty and 

departmental link tutors in the first instance. Thresholds set by the Foundation Centre, 
and those used by Study Group elsewhere in the sector, would be useful reference 
points. Recommendation for thresholds would be signed off on behalf of the University 
by the Chairs of QSSC and Education Committee; 

 
(h) that the proposed undergraduate pathways drew upon Study Group’s expertise in 

delivering comparable provision with comparable partners, but also on existing 
Foundation Centre provision at Durham. The latter had been utilised, in part, as it 
provided a base which had previously been developed in collaboration with academic 
departments, which had been approved by departments previously, and which 
therefore provided a solid starting point for subsequent developments; 

 
(i) that, while senior staff within the Foundation Centre had been involved in the 

development of the overarching contract with Study Group, the Centre had reported 
some concern that its members had not been more directly involved in recent 
discussions between Study Group and the University. For example, there were no 
Foundation Centre link tutors. However, it would not be appropriate to have 
departmental link tutors from the Foundation Centre, as no ISC students would 
progress through to Foundation Centre programmes; 

 
(j) that, while it was clear that undergraduate pathways drew on the overall structure and 

content of current Foundation Centre provision, it was up to Study Group to decide 
whether to make use of more detailed modules and teaching materials which 
supported those structures;  

 
(k) that the English Language proficiency requirements for the pathways were defined 

within the contract between the University and Study Group, and had been shared with 
the University’s English Language Centre;  

 
(l) that it was noticeable, however, that those requirements were below the level currently 

required for admittance to Durham’s own International Foundation Year. Study Group 
had considerable expertise in delivering foundation provision for international 
prospective undergraduates, and Durham had admitted a number of students who had 
undertaken study at existing Study Group colleges. Nonetheless, there was a clear 
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need to monitor the success of students transitioning from the ISC to Durham, given 
the lower IELTs entry levels. While Education Committee would not expect concerns to 
arise if lower IELTs scores were an exception (with a majority of students entering with 
higher than minimum IELTs), this might not be the case if students entered with lower 
IELTs as standard. There would be value in considering IELTs proficiency specifically 
as part of the initial annual monitoring of the centre; 

 
(m) that academic departments would need to continue to engage with Study Group if the 

ISC was to be successful, with departmental link tutors continuing to play a crucial role 
once the centre was up and running; 

 
(n) that the pathway specifications included (Section 15: Support for Learning) information 

on institutional-level student support services offered to ISC students by Durham. This 
information should be amended to ensure that it was reflective of the services specified 
within the overarching contract between Durham and Study Group; 

 
(o) that members had identified a small number of typographical errors which would be 

collated and fed back to Study Group; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that further information would be sought to determine whether (and, if so, which) 

existing materials would be used in the delivery of the pathways; 
Action: AR 

 
(b) that Education Committee was satisfied with the proposals for further consideration of 

ISC developments, with PMP provision and a full Centre Handbook being considered 
by QSSC in May (with documents available to individual Education Committee 
members for comment); 
 

(c) that Education Committee endorsed the undergraduate pathway proposals, subject to 
the  ahead of their consideration by Study Group on 21st March;  
 

(d) that there would be value in considering IELTs proficiency specifically as part of the 
initial annual monitoring of the centre; 

 
(e) that the comments would be fed back to Study Group. 

Action: AR 

 
52. Core Teaching Quality Metrics: 2010-16 

 
Considered: an overview report on Core Teaching Quality Metrics: 2010-16; 

Document EC/16/54 
CLOSED 

[Secretary’s Note: this paper was CLOSED and confidential to members of Education 
Committee only] 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that, when considering the completion of the objectives associated with the Education 

Strategy 2010-2015, Education Committee agreed that there would be value in 
reviewing NSS performance over that timeframe during 2016-17, with reference to the 
performance of comparator HEIs.  In Michaelmas Term 2016, as the University began 
to prepare its TEF2 Submission, it was agreed that this exercise should be extended to 
cover brief consideration of other core metrics relating to the TEF, specifically DLHE 
and Retention.  This report covers the areas requested and has been completed in the 
context of an initial review of Durham’s approach to TEF2 and its TEF2 Metrics, as 
discussed at Education Committee in February 2017; 
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(b) that the paper represented the first opportunity for a lessons learned exercise following 

the recent TEF submission, based on the process followed and the metrics Durham 
received.  Thanks were expressed to the author for a useful and interesting paper; 

 
(c) that the paper summarised Durham’s NSS performance between 2010 and 2016, with 

reference to performance within the sector and at comparators over the same time 
period.  It briefly reviewed recent performance with regard to DLHE and HESA rates of 
continuation, and summarised some of the key issues arising from both the TEF 
Metrics and the process of drafting the TEF submission; 

 
(d) that at an institutional level, Durham’s performance over the last six years in the NSS 

had been largely positive in terms of raw satisfaction scores. All but one of the major 
NSS domains was higher in 2016 than in 2010as was overall satisfaction.  Personal 
Development, Academic Support and Assessment and Feedback had increased year-
on-year, while the Teaching on my course, Organisation and Management and Overall 
Satisfaction had peaked in 2014; 

 
(e) that improvements were similarly reflected with individual questions.  All had increased, 

with the exception of Question 17 (I have been able to access general IT resources 
when I needed to) where the scores had remained the same, and Question 23 (I am 
satisfied with the Students’ Union at my institution), where scores had declined 
significantly year-on-year since 2012 when the question was first introduced (however, 
this was true for all three collegiate universities); 

 
(f) that there were three NSS domains used in the TEF – Teaching on my course, 

Assessment and Feedback and Academic Support. Within the NSS, Durham 
performed consistently above the median of the Russell Group for those domains when 
looking at comparative performance. Indeed, Durham was ranked 1st in the Russell 
Group in NSS2016 for the Assessment and Feedback domain. For the same domain 
within the TEF, however, Durham was still not far enough above its benchmark to 
achieve a positive TEF Flag: being the best of the Russell Group was not necessarily 
good enough to be deemed ‘outstanding’ within the TEF; 

 

(g) that the fact that comparative strength did not translate to positive TEF flags was driven 
by the approach to benchmarking within the TEF.  Benchmarks were derived from the 
profile of the students at the institution and the typical performance of those students 
within the sector.  Factors taken into account were published by HEFCE, and included 
things like: subject split, qualifications on entry, gender, disability, ethnicity and age.  
This meant that Durham could end up with the factors that feed the benchmarks being 
determined by a much wider comparator group (including all 400+ providers – all 
universities, FE colleges and alternative providers – on factors such as gender), and 
more focussed comparisons would include a broader comparator group of similar 
institutions (in terms of subject mix and entry profiles). The context of a true comparator 
within TEF was not straightforward; 

 
(h) that the report had therefore provided an alternative comparison against other pre-92 

institutions (primarily former members of the 1994 Group: smaller research-intensive 
institutions such as Royal Holloway, St. Andrews and Lancaster). While positive, 
Durham’s current Assessment and Feedback scores were closer to the median 
performance of that group; 

 
(i) that there would also be comparators at the conclusion of the process, in the context of 

institutions which achieved a similar TEF grade to Durham. Once TEF results were 
published, there would be value in considering TEF outcomes for comparative 
institutions, particularly for any institutions which performed very well. The available 
metrics (NSS, DLHE, Retention) suggested a number of institutions likely to achieve a 
large number of positive TEF flags; 
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(j) that a key question for consideration was the kind of institution Durham wanted to be, 

and who it viewed as its comparators and competitors on that basis.  This was not a 
simple question with a  simple answer, but  the starting point for any discussions on a 
potential educational comparator / competitor group was that using the Russell Group 
alone would not be sufficient; 

 
(k) that the report included useful information. Having something comparable at a 

departmental level would be valued and appreciated. The database which had been 
developed by Marketing and Communications in respect of the PG fee setting activity 
could provide a useful starting point for considering how feasible a development would 
be; 

 
(l) that there was a need to consider elements of the data which could be changed and 

those which may be cultural and therefore unlikely to move significantly.  Further 
consideration could be given to which of the benchmarks could be influenced and 
which were likely to remain similar year on year; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that there would be value in considering historic performance in Question 23 (I am 

satisfied with the Students’ Union at my institution) with performance in the new 
Student Voice questions available from NSS 2017, which potentially improve the 
underlying Students’ Union question, while providing context for how student feedback 
is treated in relation to individual programmes; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) that further discussion was needed on the issues around selection of a comparator 
group given the complexity of the factors involved. This would be taken forward outside 
of the meeting; 

Action: AR 
 

(c) that the proposals for further action and investigation highlighted within the paper were 
otherwise supported by the Committee: performance in relation to Highly Skilled 
Employability within DLHE should be considered in future; TEF Split Metrics data 
should be referred to the Equality and Diversity Unit for further analysis; webpages 
pulling together general information on the TEF for staff and students should be 
developed, with further TEF information made available to academic departments; that 
an analysis of Provider Submissions and metrics be provided to the June meeting of 
Education Committee (potentially followed by more detailed analysis undertaken over 
the summer if necessary, alongside any useful information arising from the DfE’s 
formal Lessons Learned review of TEF2 in Michaelmas 2017). 

Action: AR 
 

53. Transitions into Higher Education 
 

Considered: a further report on the Transitions into Higher Education pre-arrival programme;  
Document EC/16/55 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Transition to HE, a pre-arrival course for incoming students, was launched across 

the University in September 2016. 95% of students had engaged with the course; 
however, that engagement varied in terms of breadth and depth, with different students 
focusing on different aspects of the provision offered. This report drew on available 
data to gauge the level and types of engagement with the material and student 
reactions to the course.  An interim report was considered at the meeting of Student 
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Experience Sub-Committee in December 2016 and this full report was submitted once 
the review of the recent cycle of activity had been completed; 
 

(b) that that a pilot had been undertaken with seven departments in September 2015 and 
that feedback had been sought on this exercise which had resulted in the replacement 
of the generic staff videos with faculty-specific staff videos and finance related 
resources were added; 

 
(c) that the Student Study Skills Coordinator was now responsible for the ongoing 

management of the course and that work was being undertaken on a further ELSE-
funded project to develop a similar pre-arrival course for incoming postgraduate taught 
students; 

 
(d) that statistical data was available via the course delivery system, DUO, and an end of 

course questionnaire to seek feedback from the incoming students who had accessed 
the course.  A follow-up survey had been conducted in November 2016 to seek further 
insight into whether, in retrospect, students had further views or comments about the 
course and if they had continued to sue the course once they arrived in Durham; 

 
(e) that the discussion boards had not been used at all and that incoming students had 

instead sent enquiries to the generic Transition to HE email address and that the 
discussion boards would not be included in 2017; 

 
(f) that the intention was to tie the course into induction materials and that the Student 

Study Skills Coordinator was working with the Induction Implementation Group to take 
this forward, although it was referenced that the intention was not to replicate or 
replace materials which were currently circulated by academic departments, colleges 
or societies; 

 
(g) that there was a need to bridge the gap between visiting the course content and 

meaningful engagement and that work was being done to make some elements more 
interactive, for example the finance related materials.  The data available indicated that 
students continued to access the course once they had arrived in Durham and this had 
been during Michaelmas and Epiphany terms; 

 
(h) that there was a need to review and revise the content to ensure that the information 

made available was relevant to all incoming students and to move away from the 
assumption that it was primarily for first year students; 

 
(i) that this report had been considered via the February cycle of FEC meetings and that 

departmental representatives had been advised that there was a specific element of 
the ELSE fund which had been given over for departments to apply for money to 
employ students to produce department-specific material to add to the Transition to HE 
course; 

 
Agreed: that Education Committee endorsed the proposed developments in respect of the 
course format and content for September 2017. 
 

54. Access Initiatives and the 2018 Access Agreement 
 

Considered: a report on access initiatives and the 2018 Access Agreement; 
Documents EC/16/55b-c - CLOSED 

 
[Secretary’s Note: this paper was CLOSED and confidential to members of Education 
Committee only] 

 
Noted: 
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(a) that the University’s Academic Strategy set out objectives relating to Widening 
Participation in the student body, and identified a need to improve access from under-
represented groups, particularly through the greater use of contextual data.  The need 
for the actions identified in the Academic Strategy was reinforced by the recently 
received guidance from the Office for Fair Access (OFFA) on completing the 2018 
Access Agreement. The deadline for submission of this document was 26 April 2017; 

 
(b) that OFFA’s guidance offered new themes that it would like universities to focus on in 

addition to demonstrating a continuation of previous activity and investment.  The new 
themes centred around raising school attainment, increased investment, collaborative 
working, evaluation of impact, use of multiple measures of disadvantage and new 
groups to prioritise.  The recommendations outlined in the paper had been developed 
in light of this guidance; 

 
(c) that the University had a strong narrative in terms of its work on access, student 

success and progression, but its measured performance remained less successful, 
with a low proportion of students coming from underrepresented and disadvantaged 
groups; 

 
(d) that there was support for the proposal to create a working group to explore whether to 

establish Durham’s own university school or whether to create a research school in 
partnership with Schools North East.  There were examples of existing activity, such as 
the Birmingham Model and the London Centre of Excellence, which had been focused 
on Post-16 activity which might usefully be highlighted to the Working Group for 
consideration; 

 
(e) that the key issue was to consider additionality in terms of what is already being done, 

locally and nationally, and to draw on expertise across the University to inform the 
proceedings of the working group and to determine what opportunities might be 
available; 

 
(f) that the University was in the process of commencing a consultation on 

accommodation costs for the 2018/19 academic year. It was reported that UEC had 
considered the principle that any increase should remain in line with RPI, noting that 
discussion would need to be undertaken how RPI would be defined. The Colleges and 
Student Experience Office would facilitate consultation with the Students Union and 
JCRs/MCRs, which would in turn inform discussions on future costs; 

 
(g) that there were existing projects to encourage increased levels of engagement 

between Durham departments and schools in the region but that there was a need to 
look at the external profile of the University and consider the social implications of the 
institutional reputation; 

 

(h) that using existing students to act as ambassadors for the University was already an 
element of the Widening Participation and Supported Progression activity; 

 
Agreed:  that there was support for the direction of travel outlined in the paper. 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
55. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 01 February 2017; 
Document EC/16/56 

 
Received:  

 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 01 February 2017;   
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Document EC/16/57 
 
(b) 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/16/58 
 
56. Matters arising from the Last Meeting 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received: the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/16/59 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Reported:  

 
(i) that the Chair of the MEQ Task and Finish Group had met with the PVC 

(Education) and the Dean and Deputy PVC (Education) to discuss the work of the 
Group to date and to identify issues requiring further consideration.  The Group 
would be meeting again on 24 March 2017 to finalise a report for consideration 
by Education Committee and Learning Resources Management Group; 

 
(ii) that there were no matters arising for information that were not reported 

elsewhere on the agenda.       
 
57. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s business. 
 

58. Graduate Market 2017 
 

Considered: update report on the Graduate Market in 2017; 
 Document EC/16/60 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the paper provided an update on the graduate recruitment market in 2017 based 

on the recent High Fliers research; 
 

(b) that there was no data relating to postgraduate students. The University might wish to 
consider what postgraduate data might be available elsewhere, or whether it could 
collect its own data in this area; 
 

(c) that the number of graduates hired by organisations featured in The Times Top 100 
Graduate Employers rose by 1.6% in 2016 which had been a smaller annual increase 
than had been expected; 

 
(d) that there had been a noticeable rise in the number of graduates turning down or 

reneging on job offers that they had previously accepted and that this meant that over 
800 graduate positions were left unfulfilled last year, reducing the graduate intake at 
over a quarter of the UK’s leading employers; 

 
(e) that the country’s top employers planned to increase their graduate recruitment by a 

further 4.3% in 2017 and that the largest growth in vacancies was expected at public 
sector organisations and high street and online retailers which together intended to 
recruit over 1,200 extra graduates in 2017; 
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(f) that graduate starting salaries at the UK’s leading graduate employers were expected 

to remain unchanged in 2017, at a median starting salary of £30,000; 
 

(g) that 90% of the UK’s leading graduate employers were offering paid work experience 
programmes for students and recent graduates during 2016/17.  A substantial number 
of employers now also had work experience places for first year undergraduates with 
over a quarter of organisations offering paid internships and two-fifths of employers ran 
introductory courses, pen days and other taster experiences for first year students.  
Marketing initiatives that once targeted final year students were now also aimed at first 
years and that this increased activity put more pressure on students to start thinking 
much earlier about their careers and researching what employers might look for in their 
particular chosen field.  This ‘pipeline recruitment’ was an increasing trend and one 
which CEEC was taking steps to actively promote to Durham students; 

 
(h) that over a third of recruiters who took part in the research repeated the warning from 

previous years that graduates who had no work experience were unlikely to be 
successful during the selection process and would have little or no chance of receiving 
a job offer for their organisations’ graduate programmes; 

 
(i) that Durham remained in the top ten universities most often targeted by Britain’s top 

graduate employers in 2016/17 alongside Manchester, Nottingham, Warwick, Bristol, 
Cambridge, Oxford, Bath, Birmingham and Leeds.  Few organisations, if any, had the 
resources to target all institutions to promote their opportunities so most employers 
would focus their recruitment activity at a more limited number.  The Careers Centre 
was proactively promoting Durham so that it was a targeted institution and worked 
closely with graduate employers to ensure that students were gaining the necessary 
employability skills to be successful in their chosen careers; 

 
(j) that CEEC had organised 162 employer events, more than 83 skills development 

events and had 182 individual organisations attending fairs during 2016/17. 
 

59. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-

Committee held 16 January 2017; 
Document EC/16/61a 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(ii) that the consideration of response reports to the open text comments from the 

NSS 2016 had been considered at the February 2017 meeting of Education; 
 

(iii) the consideration of a proposed approach to the use of Module Evaluation 
Questionnaires, including an initial report from the Task and Finish Group; 

 
(iv) the consideration of a report detailing the University and College profiles of the 

2016 entry; 
 

(v) the consideration of the operational plans for the University’s participation in the 
Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey 2017, the Postgraduate Research 
Experience Survey 2017, and the Global Education Profiler Survey 2017; 
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(vi) the consideration of the annual report from the Colleges Division and that there 
would be an opportunity to review the format and content of the report with the 
arrival of the incoming PVC Colleges and Student Experience; 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-

Committee held 13 February 2017; 
 Document EC/16/61b 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items requiring consideration by Education Committee which 

were not itemised on the agenda for this meeting; 
 

(ii) the consideration of an update report on the use of the Mediation Service and 
that, to date, there had been 20 cases referred to the Service, the majority of 
which were between two members of staff (staff / staff).  The majority of cases 
had led to a positive outcome; 

 
(iii) the consideration of the College Review of St Cuthbert’s Society. 

 
60. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report to Education Committee from the extraordinary meeting of Quality 
and Standards Sub-Committee held 16 December 2016; 

 Document EC/16/62 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(b) the consideration of a review process undertaken by the International Office in 

partnership with academic departments to review the suite of existing Erasmus+ 
partnerships.  The committee considered and approved the renewal or termination of 
partnerships as outlined within the minutes. 

 
61. Faculty Education Committee 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 26 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/63a 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the discussion of the update report on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
 

(C) the discussion of the overview report of Annual Reviews of Undergraduate 
provision in the 2015/16 academic year, noting the areas of strength and 
weakness identified across the Faculty; 
 

(D) the discussion of the overview of External Examiner reports for undergraduate 
programmes in 2015/16, noting the high quality of student work evidenced and 
the examples of good practice highlighted across the Faculty; 
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(E) receipt of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee held in 

October 2016 and December 2016; 
 

(ii) Postgraduate  
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
24 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/63b 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the consideration of the update report on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
 

(C) the discussion of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee held 
in May 2016, June 2016, October 2016 and December 2016; 

 
(b) Science 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) held 
25 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/64a 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the consideration of the update report on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
 

(C) the receipt of the report from the meeting of Education Committee held in 
October 2016 and the request that departments be advised of the 
arrangements for any revision to the academic year structure in 2018/19 
onwards at the earliest opportunity and that this should include reference to 
any changes to cyclical activity and key deadlines wherever possible; 

 
(D) the receipt of the report from the meeting of Education Committee held in 

December 2016; 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
25 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/64b 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the consideration of the faculty overview report on Annual Reviews of 

Postgraduate Research Degree provision and Postgraduate Taught provision 
in the 2015/16 academic year; 

 
(C) the consideration of the update report on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
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(D) the discussion of the report on graduate destinations from CEEC; 
 

(E) the discussion of the application procedure for visiting postgraduate students 
and the issues arising; 

 
(F) the discussion of a report on departmental postgraduate representation Best 

Practice Guidelines; 
 

(G) the discussion of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee held 
in May 2016, June 2016, October 2016 and December 2016; 

 
(H) the receipt of the operation plan for the Postgraduate Research Student 

Experience Survey and the agreed action; 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate  
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 24 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/65a 
 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the discussion of the update on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
 

(C) the consideration of the faculty overview report on Annual Reviews of 
Undergraduate provision in the 2015/16 academic year; 

 
(D) the consideration of the faculty overview of the reports received from external 

examiners in respect of the 2015/16 examination and assessment cycle; 
 

(E) the discussion of the report of the review of Academic Advisor systems across 
the Faculty and the agreed actions; 

 
(F) the update on student recruitment and conversation activity carried out within 

the School of Applied Social Sciences under the item on access initiatives; 
 

(G) the consideration of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee 
held in October 2016 and December 2016; 

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
26 January 2017; 

 Document EC/16/65b 
Noted: 

 
(A) that there were no issues requiring consideration by Education Committee; 
 
(B) the discussion with the Dean and Deputy to the PVC (Education) on 

postgraduate mattes and the current issues; 
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(C) the consideration of the faculty overview report on Annual Reviews of 
Postgraduate Research Degree provision and Annual Reviews of Taught 
Postgraduate Programmes in the 2015/16 academic year; 

 
(D) the discussion of the update on the work of the Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire Task and Finish Group; 
 

(E) the consideration of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee 
held in May 2016, June 2016, October 2016 and December 2016. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
62. Matters of Report 
 

Reported: that no instances of Chair’s Action had been taken since the last meeting of 
Education Committee.   

 
63. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date 
 

Time Room 

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 

 
 


