
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

26 April 2017 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 26 April 2017, in the 
Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Dr T Fawcett (Chair), Professor A Darnell, Dr M Gilmore, Professor P Heslin, Professor S 
Weeks, Dr I Whitfield,  Miss L Whiting, with Mr Niall O’Loughlin (Minute 64), Mr A Rennie 
(Secretary) and Miss A Bird (Minute Secretary). 
 
Apologies: Professor A Houston, Professor M Allen, Miss A Greenall, Dr V Kind and Professor G 
Love. 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 
 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

64. Research Policies  
 

Considered: a proposal to revise a series of student facing Research Policies; 
Document EC/16/66 

CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that these papers were closed to members of Education Committee only] 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the post REF2014 reviews identified that the University lacked clear, comprehensive 

policies and processes for all types of externally funded work. Gaps were identified across 
the full lifecycle, from application to delivery, follow-up and in the setting out of expected 
behavioural standards;  
 

(b) that the Research and Innovation Services had undertaken a review of the University’s 
research policies and had designed a robust policy and governance framework to support 
its activities. Five policies had already been presented to, and approved by, Senate in an 
initial tranche of policies that comprised the new framework;  
 

(c) that the six policies presented to Education Committee were the second tranche of key 
policies which would make up the policy framework. They were intended to apply to both 
students and staff and were therefore being presented to both Education and Research 
Committee for feedback. The comments from Education Committee and Research 
Committee would be incorporated into final proposals for consideration by UEC and 
Senate;  
 

(d) that the Academic Support Office had circulated a memo to members of Education 
Committee outlining the potential impact for students on the proposed changes;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that thanks were given to Mr Niall O’Loughlin for presenting the proposals at Education 
Committee;  
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(b) that the proposed Research Integrity Policy and Code of Good Practice had been 
developed from revising the existing combined Policy and Misconduct processes. The 
proposed document had involved a fundamental restructure of the existing content, 
mapping to the content areas in the RIO Code of Practice and organised by staff role, 
resulting a more concise and streamlined approach. The revised approach did not add any 
additional expectations on students. It was clarified within the policy that institutional 
responsibility rested with the PVC (Research);  

 
(c) that the proposed Research Misconduct Process was also a revision to the existing 

combined Policy and Misconduct Process. The proposed policy adopted best practice and 
ensured that the process was in line with University Disciplinary procedures at the latter 
stages. Allegations of research misconduct in respect of Research students would remain 
subject to the discipline procedure in the University’s General Regulations (IV) – Discipline;   
 

(d) that the Intellectual Property Policy was a new policy which bought together material from 
various strategies and webpages into one single comprehensive policy document and was 
designed to clearly set out the ownership, responsibilities and expectations for staff, 
students and non-employees. New guidance has been generated on software and research 
data and detailed guidance has been provided on commercialisation, spin outs, assignment 
and dispute resolution; 

 
(e) that the Research Data Management Policy was a revision to an existing policy which 

already covered students; 
 

(f) that the Policy on Institutional affiliation in connection with Durham University Research 
publications had been introduced to standardise the way in which Durham’s name should 
be recorded on outputs;  

 
(g) that the University Open Access Policy was an update to existing policy and included 

consideration of the recently updated thesis embargo policy; 
 

(h) that the committee considered the matter of intellectual property generated whilst students 
were studying at the University. The committee felt that careful consideration should be 
given to guidance from the Competition and Markets Authority and that guidance 
subsequently provided to students would need to be clear and transparent;  
 

(i) that the proposed policy stated the following:  
 

a. that the University recognised the student as the owner of any Intellectual Property 
they produce while a registered student at the University. This may, however, be 
subject to variation in cases where the work was externally sponsored or where the 
IP was assigned to the University or other partner by contract;  
 

b. that where either the University or student identifies that a student’s IP may have 
commercial potential, the University retained the right to require the student to 
assign his or her interests in the IP rights to the University in cases where students 
had utilised University resources (physical, technical or human) or existing 
University IP in the creation of such work. Students who were required to assign 
Intellectual Property would have the same rights as an employee inventor as set out 
in this policy;  

 
c. that where students created IP outside their course of study (for example through 

student enterprise activities), such IP was owned by the student, (except where 
ownership was otherwise vested e.g. by commercial contract, or where third party 
IP, including University IP, had been instrumental in the creation of the student IP);  

 
(j) that the committee felt the caveat noted in Noted (i)c. should be reflected in the previous 

statements Noted (i)a and Noted (i)b, for consistency;  
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(k) that it was suggested that the policy should also include a statement that clarified that the 

University’s involvement in the marking and moderation processes validated the 
University’s claim on the IP where IP was generated and submitted as part of the 
assessment or examination processes at the University;  
 

(l) that there was a need to define the holder of the ‘Principal Investigator’ role for taught 
students and research students. The committee suggested that all students should act with 
integrity and ethically and thus the behaviour explicitly requested of the Principal 
Investigator, but that the role holder should be clarified for all instances;  
 

(m) that there was a value in defining the term ‘research’ within the documentation to clarify 
there instances where this specifically related Phd programmes only;  
 

(n) that Senate had ultimate responsibility for Research Data Management in the University. 
Practical responsibility for research data was devolved to the Research Data Service. It 
was proposed that this information be shared with both Research Committee and 
Education Committee. The committee felt that there would be a greater value in having one 
sub-committee of Senate responsible for this information for good governance. It was 
therefore suggested that this information be reported to Education Committee on an annual 
basis for information;  

(o) that the committee felt that there would be a benefit of informing students of the final 
approved changes at induction and through information on webpages that could be linked 
from the University Calendar;  
 

(p) that Chair’s Action could be taken to approve any changes to the proposals made by 
Education Committee, following consideration at Research Committee;  

 
Agreed: that the committee’s comments would be shared with the author of the policies to 
inform future proposals to UEC and Senate;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Noted: that the committee’s comments were shared with the author of the policies 
shortly after the meeting] 

 
65. Quality Assessment: European Standard and Guidelines  
 

Considered: a report on the European Standard and Guidelines, including a mapping of 
Durham practice against the European Standards and Guidelines; 

Document EC/16/67 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that Education Committee had previously considered reports on Hefce’s proposals for the 

future management of Quality Assessment arrangements (e.g. Document EC/15/100 and 
Minute EC/15/93 refers). This report provided a summary of the most up to date information 
available on the Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment  with respect to 
assurances required from the 2016/17 academic year onwards;  
 

(b) that the Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment  included a new Annual Provider 
Review (APR) process, through which Durham University was expected to provide quality-
related assurances to Hefce from University Council for the 2015/16 academic year 
onwards. These assurances were provided to Hefce by the 1st December 2016 deadline; 
 

(c) that for the 2016/17 academic year and thereafter, Hefce had confirmed that they would 
seek assurances that “the governing body has received a report that confirms that the 
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provider continues to meet the standards of Part 1 of the European Standards and 
Guidelines (2015)”, via the Annual Provider Review;  
 

(d) that the QAA had committed to undertaking its own mapping of the UK Quality Code 
against the European Standards and Guidelines, with a view to demonstrating that any 
provider who complied with the UK Quality Code would automatically comply with the 
European Standards and Guidelines. As Durham’s own policies and processes were 
mapped against the UK Quality Code, it was expected that the University would be fully 
compliant with the Europeans Standards and Guidelines;  
 

(e) that notwithstanding this, Education Committee had commissioned an additional report to 
enable Council to provide the assurances required to Hefce. The first assurance report 
would be due 1st December 2017. Document EC/16/67 was presented to Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee in the first instance, and subsequently recommended to 
Education Committee for consideration;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the mapping exercise undertaken was detailed and demonstrated that the University 

was compliant with the European Standards and Guidelines; no further action was required 
by the University;  
 

(b) that the committee was supportive of the recommendation to ensure that any major policy 
development should be accompanied by an assessment of impact on the University’s 
compliance with the European Standards and Guidelines. This was particularly important 
as the University Council would be required to provide assurance on an annual basis and 
that the committee was confident that this would allow the University to ensure continued 
compliance with the requirements of the European Standards and Guidelines;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the committee was satisfied with the mapping undertaken and with the statement that 

Durham University meets the standards of Part 1 of the European Standards and 
Guidelines;  
 

(b) that, in future, major policy developments should be accompanied by an assessment of 
impact on the University’s compliance with the European Standards and Guidelines;  
 

(c) that the report, and mapping document, should be recommended to Senate – and 
ultimately Council – in support of Council providing the required assurances to Hefce;  
 

Recommended: that Senate should consider recommending the report, and mapping 
document, to Council in support of the University Council providing the required 
assurances to Hefce via the Annual Provider Review process  

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
66. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 08 March 2017; 
Document EC/16/68 

 
Received:   
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 08 March 2017;   

Document EC/16/69a 
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(b) the extract of the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 14 March 2017, detailing the 
consideration by Senate of the report from the 01 February 2017 meeting of Education 
Committee 

Document EC/16/69b 
 

67. Matters arising from the Last Meeting 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received: the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/16/70a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received: a report of matters arising from previous meetings of Education Committee;    

Document EC/16/70b 
 

Reported: that the Dean and Deputy Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education) and Academic 
Registrar had met with the departments as identified via the analysis of the results of the 
National Student Survey 2016 to discuss their results in more depth, as outlined by the 
committee;  
 
Agreed: that the action log would be updated to reflect this update and circulated to 
members for information;  

Action: AB  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the action log was updated shortly following the meeting and 
circulated to members of the committee for information] 
 

68. Chair’s business 
 

Considered: an update on the proposals with respect to revising the Academic Year;  
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that Heads of Departments and College had been contacted directly by Professor Alan 

Houston and invited to review the proposed changes to the academic year. Departmental 
responses were required by 1st May 2017. It was intended that the comments would be 
used to inform discussions at Faculty Education Committees to be held between 9-12 May;  
 

(b) that Senate and UEC had recommended that, with effect from 2018-19, the University 
should move to an academic year with had two 11 week teaching teams and one 
assessment term, with congregation being held in the same week as was currently the 
case;  
 

(c) that the PVC Education had requested that specific consideration be given to: 
 

a. the length of the Easter break, and the potential impact on research, fieldwork and 
revision activity if this period was to be reduced;  
 

b. the post examination period and how these weeks are currently used by students 
and staff and the potential impact on reducing these weeks by up to two weeks;  

 
c. the Easter Term revision weeks and what the appropriate expectations for staff and 

students are during this period and how much time should be set aside for this 
activity (proposed as one or two weeks);  
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d. any other unintended consequences or impact on the delivery, assessment or 
administration of programmes;  

 
(d) that these proposals had been circulated to members of Education Committee in advance 

of the meeting to facilitate discussion;  
 

(e) that the feedback from Heads of Departments, Heads of College, Faculty Education 
Committees and Education Committee would be used to inform future thinking before final 
proposals were made to UEC and Senate in June 2017;  
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that members of the committee had welcomed the opportunity to feedback on the proposals 

before approval;  
 

(b) that the structure of the Academic Year had already been agreed for 2017-18 which was to 
be an interim year before the full proposals were adopted for 2018-19 onwards;  
 

(c) that thanks were given to the Students’ Union for the support provided in seeking and 
collecting student views on the proposals. The proposed model had been developed in light 
of the student feedback provided. It was reported that the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education) 
would be meeting with JCR Presidents again in the near future to discuss the proposals 
further;  
 

(d) that, in summary, the proposed model retained the overall number of teaching weeks (22) 
and the post examination period in full; this would ensure that there was no reduction in the 
time for marking. Summer congregation would be held in the same week as was currently 
the case. The proposal introduced two pre-examination revisions weeks and reduced the 
in-year non-term time holidays by one week in each instance (Christmas and Easter). The 
overall academic year had been increased by only one week, minimising the impact on 
accommodation costs and research activity;  
 

(e) that critically, departments would not be required to increase the amount of teaching 
undertaken in the first two terms, but instead restructure existing teaching to fit the new 
model. Students would need to be cognisant of any resultant changes to ‘traditional’ 
assessment deadlines and plan their time accordingly. It was important to clearly 
communicate the University’s expectations for the ‘revision weeks’, for both students and 
staff. For instance, students should be made aware that they should not expect any 
timetabled sessions during the course of these weeks;  
 

(f) that the creation of the ‘revision weeks’ between the completion of teaching and the 
examination period was regarded as a positive introduction for both students and staff. It 
was also highlighted that, in exceptional cases, these revision weeks could also be used to 
support the delivery of the examination period should the four week period be insufficient; 
 

(g) that there was a recognition of the potential increase in costs for students given that 
students would be expected to be in Durham for an extra week, and particularly those 
students who resided in Colleges where it would increase the total number of weeks of 
accommodation required. It was acknowledged however, that only graduating students 
might wish to remain in Durham for the full academic year and that the third post 
examination week prior to Graduation could be used for alumni specific events. It was 
stressed by members of the committee that the full three weeks post examination period 
should be retained for marking and Boards of Examiners processes, regardless of whether 
the expectations on students with respect to the post examination weeks changed as a 
result of further consultation;  
 

(h) that the Students’ Union representative noted their concerns regarding a potential increase 
in accommodation costs being passed on to students. The Academic Affairs Officer was 
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concerned that whilst the proposed model had been based on student feedback – which 
was positive – that students would likely not have been fully aware of, or understood, the 
unintended consequence of increasing College accommodation costs. The Academic 
Affairs Officer asked that consideration be given to the University subsuming these 
additional College accommodation costs. It was not clear to members of the committee 
whether UEC had taken a position on this matter and that this should be flagged for the 
attention of UEC in support of future consideration of the proposals; 
 

(i) that the Academic Affairs Officer further queried whether such an increase in College 
accommodation costs could potentially impact upon the University’s aim to have over 50% 
of its students reside in Colleges;   
 

(j) that there was a need to ensure that thought would be given to the impact of amending  
existing external commitments as secured through Event Durham (either during the Easter 
or Summer vacation periods) such conferences and events. It was also reported that some 
college staff contracts were for ‘term-time’ only and that consideration would need be given 
to the impact of extending these to cover the additional weeks as indicated by the 
proposals;  
 

(k) that the approval of the proposals, in whatever final form, should be communicated to 
Departments as soon as possible to support curriculum development processes, as 
required. It was felt that there would be a value in reporting to Faculty Education 
Committee’s the immediacy with which some actions might require to be taken following the 
approval of the proposals in order to set expectations. There was reluctance from members 
to anticipate what the final proposals might look like in order to undertake any possible 
preparatory work; the committee wished to avoid instances where departments undertook 
unnecessary work. Instead, it was reiterated that clear communication of the final proposals 
and what would be required of key stakeholders thereafter would be more beneficial;  

 
(l) that there was a understanding that a number of other dependencies would be required to 

support the successful implementation of the revised Academic Year structure. For 
instance, the need for additional exam accommodation to support the examination period 
would rely upon the suitable use of the new sports hall and tennis centre expected through 
the Wider Student Experience Strategy. The ability to deliver examinations in a 4-week 
period would require the expected work on curriculum simplification and efficiency and the 
reconsideration of the adjacent level rule to be undertaken, as outlined within the Academic 
Strategy, and for any changes to be in place for the 2018-19 academic year;  
 

(m) that it was acknowledged that the current structure was not sustainable, particularly in 
respect of the examination period, and the impact of the relocation of Queen’s Campus to 
Durham City. The proposals offered an opportunity to remove inefficiencies and 
inconsistencies and create new opportunities, as explored in Noted (m);   
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that Deputy Heads of Faculty would be briefed on the committee’s discussion in support of 

the discussions at Faculty Education Committee meetings to be held between 9-12th May, 
including Noted (k);  

Action: AR 
 
[Secretary’s Note: that the Head of the Academic Support Office attended Faculty Education 
Committees to provide additional context to the discussions at Faculty Education Committees] 

 
(b) that the committee’s comments would be shared with the Head of the Academic Support 

Office and the PVC (Education), with attention drawn to the committee’s comments in 
Noted (h);  

Action: AB 
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[Secretary’s Noted: that the committee’s comments were shared with the Head of the 
Academic Support Office and PVC (Education) shortly after the meeting] 

 
 
69. Postgraduate Admissions  

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

Document EC/16/71 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that the report provided an annual overview on the implementation of the training 
requirements for postgraduate admissions tutors. The report made specific reference to the 
UK Quality Code for Higher Education, specifically Chapter B2: Recruitment, Selection and 
Admission to higher education and Chapter B11: Research Degrees;  

 
(b) that it was proposed that the structure of the initial training, and the formal for annual 

refresher training, for postgraduate admissions selectors and postgraduate admissions 
administrative and support staff remain largely unchanged, and continued to be delivered in 
the same successful format. QSSC had felt that this was appropriate and subsequently 
recommended the approval of the training programme to Education Committee;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee commended the use of the online training module via DUO and 

particularly the flexibility that this permitted;  
 

(b) that the committee felt that there would be a value in offering an online training module for 
undergraduate admissions selectors;    
 

[Secretary’s Note: that it was clarified following the meeting that an online training module was 
also available for undergraduate admissions selectors] 
 
(c) that whilst there was a varied number of trained admissions selectors for each Department 

or School, it was believed that this reflected the complexity and breadth of the programmes 
offered within departments;  
 

(d) that the implementation of the training requirements for postgraduate admissions tutors had 
been appropriately carried out;  
 

(e) that the proposed training, and refresher training, programmes for 2017/18 were 
appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed training, and refresher training, programmes for 2017/18 were 
approved and that this should be communicated to the Student Recruitment and Admissions 
Office; 

Action: AB  
[Secretary’s Note: that the approval of the training, and refresher training, programme was 
communicated to the Student Admissions and Admissions Office shortly after the meeting] 

 
70. Pre-application Open Days Terms of Reference 

 
Considered: proposed pre-application open day increasing capacity working group Terms of 
Reference and proposed membership; 

Document EC/16/72 
 
Reported:  
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(a) that Education Committee had considered a report on the operation of the pre-application 

open days 2016, at its meeting held 14 December 2017 (Document EC/16/20c and Minute 
EC/16/18 refer) and had recommended the establishment of a Working Group to consider 
the implications of introducing an additional pre-application open day in Durham City;  
 

(b) that currently, five pre-application days were offered by the University: three were held in 
Durham City and two at Stockton. As a result of the relocation of Queen’s campus, there 
would no longer be a need to host the open days in Stockton, thereby reducing the number 
of pre-application open days to three from 2018;  
 

(c) that it was proposed that an extra pre-application open day be introduced at Durham City 
for 2018 (taking the overall total to 4). The recommendation to introduce a forth pre-
application day had been developed with consideration to the relocation of the Queen’s 
campus, the University’s planned student number growth and the increased demand from 
potential applicants, as outlined within the report;  

 
Noted: that the committee felt that there was no longer a need to establish a working group for 
this purpose; the committee felt that there would be greater value in the Pro-Vice Chancellor 
(Education) and Pro-Vice Chancellor (Colleges and Student Experience) liaising to consider 
the best option for when to host the pre-application day for those who were involved in 
supporting the delivery of the open days;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education) and Pro-Vice Chancellor (Colleges and Student 

Experience) would be asked to consider the best option for hosting an additional pre-
application open day from 2018;  

Action: AB/AH/OA 
 

(b) that the author of the paper would be informed of the committee’s discussion and decision;  
Action: AB 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the author of the paper was informed of the committee’s discussion and 
decision shortly after the meeting] 
 

71. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report to Education Committee from the extraordinary meeting of Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee held 15 February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/73a 
 

Considered: the report to Education Committee from the extraordinary meeting of Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee held 15 March 2017; 

 Document EC/16/73b 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Head of the Academic Support Office provided members of the committee with an 

update on the progress with respect to the International Study Centre, noting that the 
proposals for the pre-masters pathways would be presented to the 18th May meeting of 
QSSC;   
 

(b) that the committee noted the discussion of all other items at the meetings of the Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee held on the 15 February and 15 March 2017;  

 
72. Faculty Education Committee 
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(a) Arts and Humanities 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 23 February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/74a 
 

Reported:  
 
A. that the Faculty Education Committee had discussed departmental practice with respect 

to the use of module caps. It was felt that module caps were used inconsistently across 
the Faculty and that the rationale for their use also varied. The Deputy Head of Faculty 
had felt that whilst certain practical issues, for instance staff or space availability, placed 
limits on student numbers, in such circumstances it was requisite upon departments to 
assess the extent to which demand outweighed supply and, where appropriate, 
consider changes to the curriculum in response;  
 

B. that the Deputy Head of Faculty had therefore felt it would be appropriate for all 
requests for module caps to be accompanied by a clear rationale and supporting 
evidence and that an annual report on the effect of the cap be presented for evaluation, 
and also in support of any future requests for maintaining the cap;  

 
C. that the Faculty Education Committee had recommended that the matter be referred to 

Education Committee to consider whether a university-wide position was required;  
 
D. the Faculty Education Committee had also reported that there were specific issues for 

Joint and Combined Honours students who often had to navigate different departmental 
systems in regards to module registration. These systems were seen to operate in 
different ways and to different timescales;  

 
Noted:  
 
A. that the committee recognised that there were circumstances where module caps were 

required for health and safety reasons (for instance, to ensure safety within 
laboratories) or pedagogical reasons, and that in such circumstances this was 
appropriate;  
 

B. that there was a need to ensure fairness of opportunity for students to undertake 
modules that were reasonably linked to their pathway;  
 

C. that a number of departments within the University operated pre-registration systems, 
ahead of formal registration. The reasons for pre-registration varied by department; 
however, they were typically used to either manage student choice for popular or 
complex module combinations or to organise and plan for fieldwork, placements and 
other related activities;  

 
D. that that pre-registration was an important tool for supporting departments and 

students, but that there was a need to ensure that joint and combined honours were not 
disadvantaged by any pre-registration processes, and that the process was equitable 
for all students. The committee therefore felt that there would be a value in publishing 
the module registration and any pre-registration processes used by departments on the 
central university and departmental webpages;  

 
E. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items at the meeting of the Arts and 

Humanities FEC (undergraduate);  
 
Agreed: 
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A. that details of the operation of the module registration process within departments, 

including deadlines, should be publicised to students on departmental and University 
webpages. It was agreed that the Directors of Combined Honours and the Head of 
Student Registry would co-ordinate this work;  

Action: Directors of Combined Honours / MK 
 

B. that departments would be requested to provide a report to Faculty Education 
Committee’s on the use of module caps within departments and detail the rationale for 
their use. The report should also evaluate the effect of cap on capacity and latent use;   

Action: FEC Chairs 
 

 
(ii) Postgraduate  

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 21 February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/74b 
 

Noted: that the committee noted the discussion of all items at the meeting of the Arts and 
Humanities FEC (postgraduate) held 21 February 2017;  

 
 

(b) Science 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) held 24 
February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/75a 
 

Reported:  
 
A. that the Education Committee was asked to consider the discussion of issues arising in 

respect of software development proposals and whether any action at University level 
was required. It was reported that the proposed electronic system for the submission of 
Serious Adverse Circumstances had been put on hold and that the Faculty Education 
Committee had subsequently requested a discussion on the process for prioritisation of 
system developments;  
 

B. that the Education Committee was also asked to consider the discussion on the 
available system for provision of electronic feedback and whether any action at 
University level was required. It was reported that departments would welcome 
guidance on how to use the existing electronic systems, primarily GradeMark and DUO, 
to provide electronic feedback to students and to share best practice;  
 

Noted:  
 
A. that the priorities for software development was reviewed by a University Student 

Systems Advisory Group, with included representatives from the Faculties. The 
committee recognised that major IT developments would take precedence and that it 
was not possible to progress every project, as initial hoped;  
 

B. that the committee felt there would be a greater value in departments liaising directly 
with the Learning Technologies Team to discuss the capabilities of existing electronic 
systems;  

 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 12 of 12 
 26 April 2017 

C. that the committee noted the discussion of all other items at the meeting of the Science 
FEC (undergraduate) held 24 February 2017;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 27 
February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/75b 
 

Noted: that the committee noted the discussion of all items at the meeting of the Science 
FEC (postgraduate) held 27 February 2017;  

 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate  
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 21 February 2017; 

 Document EC/16/76a 
 

Noted: that the committee noted the discussion of all items at the meeting of the Social 
Sciences and Health FEC (undergraduate) held 21 February 2017;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 02 March 
2017. 

 Document EC/16/76b 
 

Noted: that the committee noted the discussion of all items at the meeting of the Social 
Sciences and Health FEC (postgraduate) held 02 March 2017;  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
85. Matters of Report 
 

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

 
86. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
 Reported: that future meetings of Education Committee would be held on the following dates; 

 
Date 
 

Time Room 

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

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

 
 


