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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

03 February 2016 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 03 February 2016, 
in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Dr A. Fawcett, Professor G. Small, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr C. 
Walker-Gleaves, Dr. G. Love, Professor A. Darnell, Dr N. Reissland, Professor J. Barclay, 
Dr. V. Kind, Mr B. Frost and Mr. D. Morgan-Thomas with Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), and Miss 
A. Bird (Minute Secretary) 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
 
51. QAA Higher Education Review 
 

Considered: an update on progress for the Higher Education Review (HER) 2016;  
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the University had received requests for additional evidence on Monday 4 

January 2016 and that these had been provided by the Academic Support Office and 
Durham Students’ Union in advance of the deadline;  

 
(b) that the University was expected to receive details on the length and schedule for the 

Review Visit on Thursday 4 February 2016. The further information provided by the 
QAA would also detail the colleagues they wished to meet as part of the process, as 
well as any further evidence requests. Members of Education Committee would be 
contacted by the Academic Support Office regarding their involvement in the Review 
Visit upon receipt of the further information from the QAA;  
 

(c) that the University would also receive details of the key ‘lines of enquiry’ that would 
be pursued by the Review Team at the Review Visit. The ‘lines of enquiry’ would 
likely be broad and include areas for further clarification, potential areas of good 
practice and potential areas for recommendations, and therefore should not be read 
necessarily as negatives;  

 
(d) that the University had organised a briefing event, held on Monday 25 January,  with 

colleagues across the University who would likely be involved in the Review Visit. 
The process had been very valuable and had helped to inform further briefings for 
colleagues which would likely take place over the next few weeks. It had also been 
proposed that each meeting with the Review Team had a ‘University Chair’ whereby 
a colleague would field the questions initially to ensure that the most appropriate 
colleague had the opportunity to respond to the Review Teams questions. It would 
therefore be crucial to ensure that the chairswere aware of the expertise in the room. 

 
52. Review of Departmental Review 
 



Considered: the initial report and proposals from the Review of Departmental Reviews 
Working Group; 

Document EC/15/60 
Reported:  

 
(a) that in June 2015, Senate had agreed that a joint Working Group of Education 

Committee and Research Committee be convened to consider the current 
Departmental Review process. The Working Group had met once during Michaelmas 
Term 2015, and considered a range of key issues identified by Education and 
Research Committee, alongside a summary of current practice at a range of 
comparative Russell Group institutions and feedback on the current Departmental 
Review process;  

 
(b) that, whilst the Working Group was in the early stages of its consideration, the Group 

felt that there would be a benefit in consulting with key stakeholders on its initial 
findings. The report had also been shared with the Faculty Education Committees 
and QSSC and was presented to Education Committee for further consideration;   
 

(c) that the Working Group had requested a range of further information, including 
summaries of the recommendations and issues which arose from Departmental 
Reviews undertaken during the last cycle. Feedback on the initial consultation would 
inform future meetings of the Group and any proposals that would be subsequently 
considered through the committee structure;  
 

(d) that the previous Enhancement-led Review process had focused on the review of 
educational provision only. The Departmental Review process, however, considered 
both research and educational provision. The research element of the Departmental 
Review process had been removed for those Departments scheduled for a 
Departmental Review during the academic year 2015/16 only; this was to take 
account of the separate REF Reviews undertaken in light of the results of REF 2014; 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee supported the removal of University-wide recommendations that 

were addressed to the ‘the University’ and that instead, these should be directed at a 
specific committee, group or body;  
 

(b) that paragraph 17 of the report had referred to ‘non-academic staff’. This should be 
revised to read ‘professional support staff’ or similar;  
 

(c) that the Working Group had considered the Chair of the Departmental Review 
process and recommended that the Chair of the Review be from outside the Faculty 
under review. Under the current process, the Departmental Review was led by 
Department’s Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor. The committee noted that there was a 
tendency to use the Departmental Review process as an extension of the Planning 
Round; however the process was not designed for this. The committee emphasised 
the importance of externality in the process and supported the recommendation that 
the Chair should be from outside the Faculty under review;  
 

(d) that the Departmental Review process was not only used to review the education and 
research provision, but specifically to revalidate a Department’s programmes. The 
Working Group had suggested that Review Teams should be Chaired by current or 
former Deputy Heads of Faculty (Undergraduate or Postgraduate), or others with 
similar expertise and knowledge, with an education portfolio. It was highlighted that  
should programmes not be recommended for revalidation, or revalidated for a shorter 
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time period than the usual 6 years, there would be value in having a senior and 
authoritative colleague in the Chair (which might not be the case if staff with current, 
senior academic management roles were not Chairing);  
 

(e) that the Working Group had indicated their intention to explore the role of the Faculty 
Pro-Vice Chancellor in more detail at a future meeting. It was reported that other 
Institutions interviewed the Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor as part of the periodic review 
process, particularly within the context of how the Department operates within the 
Faculty, and that other Institutions had included the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor on 
the Review Team, but not as the Chair. These approaches allowed the Faculty Pro-
Vice Chancellor to provide a context but not lead the review process itself;  
 

(f) that the committee had no desire to limit the number of review recommendations 
arising from the review; it was important that all issues were necessarily addressed 
through the periodic review process. The committee supported the notion of a clear 
distinction between core issues of assurance and matters of enhancement, as 
suggested by QSSC. The committee considered the benefit of limiting the number of 
enhancement related recommendations only so as to ensure that Departments 
remained focused on a number of key areas that could improve the student 
experience, as identified by the Review Team. The committee reinforced that all 
matters of assurance must be addressed through the periodic review process and 
that there should be no limit on recommendations related to assurance matters;  
 

(g) that there was a clear need to ensure that recommendations were specific and 
focused. It was suggested that in some instance, multiple related matters identified 
by the Review Team could be encapsulated into overarching recommendations to 
provide further clarify and focus of the department. The report proposed that there 
could be an extended role for the Chair, particularly in relation to discussing the 
review recommendations with the Department three months after the review. It was 
suggested by the committee that this extended role could also incorporate this 
nuancing of recommendations from individual matters to composite 
recommendations;  
 

(h) that consideration would need to be given to how the assurance and enhancement 
recommendations would be followed up. Currently, the Periodic Review and 
Accreditation Panel (PRAP) had responsibility for monitoring progress on the 
implementation of the recommendations and reporting this to QSSC. The committee 
considered the possibility of reflecting upon the enhancement recommendations 
through the Annual Review of Taught or Research Provision process. The 
recommendations related to core matters of assurance could be considered through 
the PRAP (or similar, depending upon how the follow up process might be revised) or 
through the Chair. The Working Group would be asked to consider this matter further 
at its future meetings;   
 

(i) that a representative from the Colleges was not included in the membership for 
Departmental Reviews. This matter had also been considered by the Working Group 
where it was noted that it would be particularly difficult to collect feedback on how the 
Department interacted with the 16 individual Colleges. The committee considered the 
possibility of collecting data from the Colleges, potentially via COSSAG, to feed a 
collective view into the Departmental Review process. A similar process could be 
implemented for departments to feed into the College Review process, potentially 
through the Faculty Education Committees. It was agreed that further consideration 
would be given to these matters by the respective Review Working Groups;  

 
Agreed:  

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 3 of 18 
 03 February 2016 



 
(a) that that committee’s discussions and suggestions should be shared with the 

Working Group; 
 

(b) that the Departmental Review Working Group would be asked to consider the 
matters of the follow up process (as outlined in Noted (h)) and how the collective 
view of the Colleges might be included within the review process (as outlined in 
Noted (i));  
 

(c) that the College Review Working Group would be asked to consider the matter of 
how the view of departments might be included within the review process (as outlined 
in Noted (i)).  
 

 
53. Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey 2016 

 
Considered: the plan for University engagement in Postgraduate Taught Experience 
Survey 2016;  

Document EC/15/61 
 

Reported: that Education Committee had considered the initial proposal to participate in 
the Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey at its Wednesday 16 December 2015 
meeting. It was agreed that further consideration would need to be given to the 
University’s capacity to run the survey, as well as the interaction with the National 
Student Survey, and which students should be eligible to complete the survey;  
 
Noted:  
 

 
(a) that the committee felt it was important to ensure that the survey was open for as 

long as possible, to ensure maximum response rates, and ensure that there was 
ample opportunity for those students who might be on placements to complete the 
survey. It was agreed that the survey would open on the first day of Easter Term. 
Whilst it was recognised that the Academic Support Office would be contacting 
departments and colleges to inform them of the launch of the survey, and their 
responsibilities for publicising the survey to their students, during the Easter Break, 
where it was likely that colleagues would not be at the University, it was felt that there 
was greater benefit in launching the survey as early as possible;  
 

(b) that it was proposed that the survey launched on Monday 25 April and closed on 
Thursday 16 June, which was the last day that the survey could be open, as 
determined by the Higher Education Academy. The proposed launch date dovetailed 
with the close of the NSS, as requested by Education Committee previously, and 
ensured sufficient time for students to have engaged with the dissertation element of 
their programme;  
 

(c) that the committee was asked to considered whether or not to include PGCE 
students in the survey. The rationale for their exclusion was the belief that these 
students were already heavily surveyed due to the professional nature of the 
programme. It was felt however, that PGCE students should be included as the 
University would receive useful, benchmark information through the results of the 
survey;  
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(d) that therefore all full postgraduate taught students would be eligible to complete the 
survey (however, students on a Common Awards programme would not be invited to 
complete the survey);  
 

(e) that the Students’ Union welcomed and supported the University’s participation in the 
survey, particularly as this was a bespoke survey for postgraduate taught students;  
 

(f) that the Colleges were erroneously excluded from the publicity plan and should be 
included within the Academic Support Office’s plan to publicise the survey and 
encourage student participation. If possible, the response rates would also be 
calculated and disseminated by College;  
 

(g) that colleagues were reminded of the importance of supporting the Academic 
Support Office in encouraging students to complete the survey. This was the first 
time that the University had participated in the survey, and a response rate 
comparable to other student surveys run was important;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the University’s participation in the Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey was 

approved;  
 

(b) that all postgraduate taught students, excluding students on a Common Awards 
programme, would be eligible to complete the survey;  
 

(c) that the survey should be launched on the first day of Easter Term 2016;  
Action: AB 

 
(d) that the operation plan would be shared with the Faculty Education Committees 

(Postgraduate) and Student Experience Sub-Committee, subject to including the 
College’s involvement in publicity of the survey. 

Action: AB 
 

54. Staff-Student Consultative Committees 
 

Considered: proposed Framework for the review of Student Academic Representation 
Document EC/15/62 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the proposed Framework for the review of Student Academic Representation 

had been developed in partnership between the Students’ Union and Academic 
Support Office. An initial draft had been shared with the Deputy Heads of Faculty, 
prior to consideration at the Faculty Education Committees;  
 

(b) that the feedback from the Faculty Education Committee had been broadly positive; 
however it was reported at the meeting that the Faculty of Science FEC (PG) had 
raised some concerns regarding the possible extension of the current system to 
postgraduate students; 
 

(c) that the Students’ Union had launched a survey to course representatives on Friday 
29 January and had received 102 responses to date. The survey had focused their 
experiences of the current system, including how course representatives perceive 
their role and how effective they feel SSCCs are. The survey also asked questions 
on how the elections, and the system more broadly, might be enhanced;  
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(d) that the survey for staff had been launched on Monday 1 February. This survey had 

also focused on the same aspects of the Student Academic Representative system 
to ensure that any proposals to enhance the course rep system are informed by 
feedback from all stakeholders. The survey had also asked questions on training, 
partnership, awareness and effectiveness of the system to inform any further 
proposals. These elements of the system would be explored with students through 
the student focus groups hosted by the Students’ Union. The staff survey had 
received 30 responses to date;  
 

(e) that the Deputy Heads of Faculty had organised meetings with the Students’ Union, 
and representatives from departments and student representatives, including SSCC 
co-Chairs, to examine the system in more depth. The meeting notes would be shared 
with the Students’ Union and the Academic Support Office after being confirmed by 
both the Deputy Head of Faculty and the Students’ Union;  
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Arts and Humanities and Science Faculties had already hosted their 

meetings with the Students’ Union and staff and student representatives. The Deputy 
Heads of Faculty reported that these were very positive meetings, conducted in the 
spirit of cooperation and partnership. The Students’ Union representative confirmed 
this and had welcomed the opportunity to have these meetings. The Social Science 
and Health Faculty meeting was scheduled for the week commencing 8 February 
2016;  
 

(b) that currently, returning students were elected to student academic representative 
positions in Easter Term. Training was provided to student representatives before the 
end of the academic year and students would undertake their duties from 
Michaelmas Term in the following academic year. Incoming students would be both 
elected and inducted into their position in Michaelmas Term. Currently, there was no 
formal ‘handover’ process from outgoing to incoming representatives;  
 

(c) that a member of the committee suggested that the ‘handover’ period for student 
academic representatives could be during in Michaelmas Term. It was felt that this 
might provide sufficient time for newly elected student representatives to become 
familiar with the representative and committee structures and be informed of any 
ongoing matters. The National Student Survey results were also considered at the 
first SSCC meeting of the academic year and it was thought that this delayed 
handover would ensure that students were present at the meetings, particularly in 
light of the difficulties with electing students to all available positions this academic 
year. The first meeting of the academic year was also particularly important for the 
annual review process. It was recognised that such an approach would not be 
applicable to postgraduate programmes; however, there would be a value in 
considering this suggestion as part of the development of the proposals for the 
Review of Student Academic Representation;  
 

(d) that the Review of Student Academic Representation had primarily focused on 
undergraduate representation; postgraduate representation was markedly different 
and required different considerations. It was felt however that once the 
Undergraduate representative system was operating effectively; there would be a 
value in translating this successful model to postgraduate representation. The staff 
survey had clarified that the review was primarily aimed at undergraduate 
representation and those colleagues had been asked to indicate when postgraduate 
representation was being evaluated through the survey;  
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(e) that the Students’ Union and Academic Support Office would develop proposals in 

partnership, and present these to the 16 March 2016 meeting of Education 
Committee. It was crucial that feedback was shared with both parties as early as 
possible. There was a meeting scheduled with the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Education), 
Dean and Deputy (PVC Education), Academic Registrar, Students’ Union and 
Deputy Heads of Faculty for the Tuesday 23 February to consider the headline 
results from the review, and the preliminary proposals;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed framework was appropriate and should be used to support the 

Review of Student Academic Representation;  
 

(b) that the Academic Support Office and Students’ Union would present joint-proposals 
to Education Committee at its 16 March 2016 meeting. 

Action: ASO/DSU 
 
55. National Student Survey 2015: Faculty Action Plans 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities in 
response to the results of the National Student Survey 2015; 

Document EC/15/63 
Noted: 

 
i. that whilst Table 1 within the report had noted that only the Department of 

Classics had remained in the Top 10, compared to four departments in NSS 
2014, the overall picture within the Arts and Humanities Faculty was positive;  
 

ii. that the Arts and Humanities action plan had outlined guiding ‘principles’ for 
improving the student experience. The ‘Faculty NSS Agreement’ had committed 
departments to emphasising the rationale behind contact hours, and clearly 
communicating the wide range of opportunities and resources available for 
learning outside of formal contact hours. It was noted that this was specifically 
related to the negative free texts comments which broadly related to ‘value for 
money’ and the perception that contact hours were too low;  

 
iii. that the Key Information Sets (KIS), published on Unistats were not particularly 

helpful in this area and that the HEFCE Review of information about learning and 
teaching, and the student experience had proposed that the responsibility for 
publishing data would be transferred to institutions rather than being sent for 
publication on Unistats; the focus would change from the publication of ‘data’ to 
the publication of ‘information’, permitting institutions to provide important 
contextual information. Final proposals following sector-wide consultation had not 
yet been published. It was also not clear at this point in time, what impact the 
proposed Teaching Excellence Framework might have on such published 
information;  

 
iv. that the University had published ‘Learning and Teaching Statements’ to support 

students understanding of the rationale for the number of contact hours. The 
University recognised that there was, and still remains a necessary variation in 
contact hours across individual programmes based upon the needs of different 
disciplines, and the specific approaches adopted by departments. Individual 
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departments were therefore required to articulate the academic rationale for why 
curricula were designed and delivered in a particular way, communicating the 
quality of the student experience with reference to the underlying academic 
rationale which underpins the design of their programmes, and to the wider 
education context in which those programmes were delivered;  

 
v. that one area of focus within the Faculty of Arts and Humanities NSS Action Plan 

was ‘feedback’. Students continued to appreciate feedback that clearly and legibly 
identified strengths and areas for improvement, as indicated by students’ free text 
comments. The matter of feedback within the NSS was not unique to the Arts and 
Humanities Faculty and the Students’ Union reported that a motion was passed 
through the Students’ Union Assembly which resolved to mandate the Academic 
Affairs Office to lobby the University to review its current policy on the Provision of 
Feedback on Assessed Work and incorporate a requirement for the provision of 
exam feedback;  

 
vi. that some departments had varied approaches to encouraging students to 

become familiar with, and use feedback appropriately. For instance, the 
Department of Classics and Ancient History encouraged peer marking, whereby 
students would become both familiar with, and fully understand the assessment 
criteria in order to mark their peer’s work;  

 
vii. that was recognised that the Transitions theme within the Education Strategy 

2015-20 and the Academic and Professional Development scheme would embed 
such principles across programmes more widely. For instance, work was being 
undertaken to explore the possibility of introducing the concept of feedback and 
the opportunity to mark an assessment as part of the pre-enrolment activity 
through the ‘Transitions into HE’ scheme;  

 
viii. that it was also noted that the Faculty had committed to sharing practice from 

within the Department and Classics and Ancient History in aligning comments on 
feedback forms with the assessment criteria to enhance student understanding of 
feedback;  

 
ix. that whilst it was helpful to capture student feedback through the NSS, the 

committee noted the benefit of undertaking focus groups to further understand 
what students felt was missing from their feedback in order to explore the 
possibility of incorporating this within assessment feedback;  

 
x. that the A level reforms introduced by the Government might effect students’ 

expectations in relation to feedback. Previously, students would have been 
familiar with a modular approach, with regular feedback; however, the A Level 
reforms have resulted in one, end-of-year-exam which limits the opportunity for 
feedback;  

 
xi. that the Faculty had also noted their intention to explore the use of electronic 

means of providing feedback to students. Hand written feedback was felt to be 
acceptable, providing that this was clear and legible to students. The committee  
recognised that providing feedback electronically was more economically friendly; 
however there was a need to ensure that the process of providing feedback 
electronically was not onerous and that there was an alignment with existing 
electronic programmes used by departments, such as ‘Gradebook’;  

 
xii. that whilst electronic feedback would be helpful, there was a greater benefit in 

ensuring that typed feedback was provided to students. Many departments used 
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feedback proformas that were returned to students and there was no desire to 
impose a process that would require departments to provide feedback through an 
alternative electronic mechanism. It was also recognised that in some instance, 
verbal or annotated feedback would be more appropriate, and more beneficial to 
students and that this practice should not be lost;  

 
xiii. that, notwithstanding this, there would be a benefit in consulting with FECs on the 

principle of providing typed/word processed feedback. It would be made clear 
that there would be no expectation that, where appropriate, alternative methods, 
that were valued by students, would be replaced;  
 

xiv. that all degree programmes at the University included a major research project, 
dissertation or equivalent, where students were expected to demonstrate the 
development of their own research and independent study skills, as well as their 
experience in a chosen field of study. As the ‘capstone’ of their Durham 
education, the research project was deliberately designed to allow students to 
demonstrate their ability as independent learners and researchers. Whilst 
students are encouraged to develop as independent learners, and that feedback 
received at Level 1 and Level 2 was designed to support students development, it 
was recognised that student expectations with regards to feedback might 
increase, given that the research project was a significant element of the 
undergraduate programme; 

 
xv. that student expectations were managed in this area as departments were 

required to publicise the level of feedback that would be provided by the 
dissertation supervisor, on the dissertation element of the programme. It was 
noted however that appeals were received on the basis of supervisor support. 
There would be a value in examining departmental policies in this area to assure 
that departments publicised the minimum and maximum levels of support 
provided by dissertation supervisors;  

 
xvi. that the Transitions theme within the Education Strategy 2015-20 focused on 

transitions to, within and out of higher education and, in that respect, students 
would be supported throughout their programme to recognise that the activities 
undertaken at Level 1 and Level 2 would support their independent learning in 
the research project;  

 
xvii. that the Faculty had agreed to review the Academic Advisor system, with 

specific consideration of the process for students on Joint and Combined 
Honours  programmes. The Students’ Union welcomed the commitment from the 
Faculty to review this, noting the opportunity to share best practice;  

 
 

(b) Science 
 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Science in response to the 
results of the National Student Survey 2015; 

Document EC/15/64 
 

Noted:  
 
i. that the Faculty of Science had highlighted the need to monitor academic staff 

performance and identify staff who were not delivering high quality, discipline 
specific content and encourage improvement through a variety of 
mechanisms; 
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ii. that the University had a mechanism for offering teaching support to individual 

members of staff, where issues had been identified (either through the NSS, 
MEQ scores or alternative mechanisms). This was primarily delivered through 
Centre for Academic, Researcher and Organisational Development (CAROD). 
Heads of Department were also responsible for reviewing performance 
through ASR;  

 
iii. that the report highlighted that the School of Engineering and Computing 

Sciences had already developed such mechanisms within the School to 
identify staff requiring support in their teaching, with the assistance of 
CAROD. The system had been implemented for the 2015/16 academic year 
and would be used to assess teaching performance and provide management 
information to the Head of School and Director of Education with the 
outcomes being monitored in future student feedback exercises.  The School 
of Social Sciences had developed an internal ‘MEQ league table’;  

 
iv. that Peer Review was an institutional requirement; however, policies were 

held at departmental level. The committee felt that there would be a value in 
considering how best to support departments in the monitoring of Peer 
Review, and considered whether the Annual Review report could be amended 
to support this. There was also useful guidance in this area provided by the 
Higher Education Academy; 

 
v. that Education Committee felt that there would be a value in requesting that 

the People Strategy, Workstream 5 of the Academic Strategy (University 
Strategy) be shared with Education Committee to ensure that such 
considerations were included within the Strategy; 

 
vi. that the Faculty of Science had also highlighted the importance of 

constructive feedback;    
 
vii. that the Faculty had discovered that there was a difference in satisfaction for 

Level 3 (BSc) and Level 4 (MSci) students, and that Level 4 students reported 
higher levels of satisfaction and that there would be a value in exploring why 
this might be;  

 
viii. that Disability Support Notification (DSN) was supported by the Disability 

Support Service were circulated to relevant staff. The personalised DSN 
detailed the reasonable adjustments required to support student learning. 
One member of the committee reported that this was not always followed. 
The committee felt that there would be a value in ensuring that this was 
monitored in the first instance through the Inclusive Teaching Group. The 
Annual Review process would be used to monitor adherence to the Minimum 
Standards on DUO;  

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
Considered: the report and action plan from the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health in response to the results of the National Student Survey 2015. 

Document EC/15/65 
 

Noted:  
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i. that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty NSS Action Plan also recognised 
some of the key themes that had been discussed by the committee in relation 
to the Science and Arts and Humanities NSS Action Plans;  
 

ii. that within the Faculty there were three departments that were within the top 
10 and top 10% nationally (Business; Education; SASS) and two departments 
within the top 10 nationally (Archaeology; Combined Social Sciences);  

 
iii. that the Faculty felt that the six NSS ‘categories’ were unhelpful as each 

‘category’ was not mutually exclusive from another and that, in practice, it was 
felt that enhancements were best achieved when considering activity across 
the department as a whole;  

 
iv. that the Faculty had used the term ‘relationship capitol’ to describe the 

important relationships that students developed with their departments and 
staff. For instance, SASS was undertaking a review to ensure consistency in 
the student experience across all programmes and in particular opportunities 
for staff to support student experience issues, such as responding promptly to 
student emails; early interaction with Academic Advisors and clear and timely 
responses to student feedback;  

 
v. that the Faculty had also considered the relationship between research and 

teaching and recognised that there  might be an opportunity to share practice 
from Department of Geography, as the department had achieved high scores 
in the NSS and performed well in the NSS. More broadly, it was recognised 
that there was an opportunity to share practice between departments at 
Faculty events, and the University at Faculty events;  

 
(d) General Discussion 

 
Noted:  
 
i. that the departmental level agreements which responded to the subject 

specific results were supported by a Faculty level agreement considered and 
approved by their Faculty Education Committee (undergraduate);  
 

ii. that a number of the targets within the Faculty action plans had referred to ‘to 
consider’ or ‘to review’ and that Faculties should review this to ensure that 
this remains appropriate;  

 
iii. that the Deputy Heads of Faculty (UG and PG) offered their attendance at 

sharing best practice events at Faculty and Departmental level, noting that 
this might help further support the sharing of practice across the institution;  

 
iv. that there would be value in encouraging departments to make use of student 

peer review, to encourage students to improve their familiarity with, and 
deepen their understanding of, assessment criteria; 

 
v. that the Committee felt that, while it remained appropriate to annotate 

essays/exercises with comments, all feedback should otherwise be provided 
in a typed format; 

 
Agreed: 
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i. that Deputy Heads of Faculty (UG and PG) would attend Faculty and 
Departmental level sharing best practice events, where possible;  
 

ii. that the People Strategy should be considered at a future meeting of 
Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
iii. that the role of student peer review should be considered in the context of the 

Review of Assessment; 
Action: TF, AR 

iv. that FECs would be asked to ensure that handwritten feedback was replaced 
by typed feedback from 2016-17 onwards. 

Action: CW-G; VK; JB; GS; NR; GL 
 
56. Student Written Submission 
 

Considered: 
 

(a) Durham Students’ Union Student Written Submission for the QAA Higher Education 
Review 

Document EC/15/66a 
CLOSED 

 
(b) minute extracts from meetings of QSSC and SESC detailing the discussion of the 

Student Written Submission; 
Document EC/15/66b 

 
(c) a proposed Implementation Plan for recommendations within the Student Written 

Submission;  
Document EC/15/66c 

CLOSED 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that as part of the QAA Higher Education Review, the Students’ Union was required 
to submit a Student Written Submission (SWS) on behalf of the study body. The 
SWS had been submitted to the QAA alongside the Self-Evaluation Document and 
supporting evidence in December 2015. The SWS had been considered at Student 
Experience Sub-Committee and Quality and Standards Sub-Committee in the first 
instance; however, there was a value in considering the SWS at Education 
Committee to further consider the recommendations made by the Students’ Union 
throughout the SWS;   
 

(b) that the Students’ Union representative had highlighted that the Students’ Union had 
taken a ‘snapshot’ approach to the SWS, drawing upon data and information from 
survey reports (NSS; PRES and ISBSB) and a bespoke survey for the SWS, as well 
as SSCC minutes and other reports presented to University committee meetings;  
 

(c) that the Students’ Union representative had highlighted ‘assessment and feedback’, 
‘teaching’ and ‘employability’ as key themes within the document. The report also 
considered the differences in experiences for home and international students and 
the importance of managing student expectations with respect to workload and the 
pressure of studying degree programmes at University;    
 

Noted:  
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(a) that both Quality and Standards Sub-Committee and Student Experience Sub-
Committee had noted their support for a similar activity to be undertaken on an 
annual basis by the Students’ Union. The committee felt that there was significant 
benefit in the University considering a regular annual report from the Students’ Union 
on matters that had been raised by the student body. In particular, it would be a 
helpful source of evidence to triangle with other reports. It was suggested that the 
report should focus on a few key matters, rather than the wide-range of matters 
considered through the Higher Education Review. It would be important that the 
University and Students’ Union worked together to feedback to the student body on 
any actions taken in response to the student feedback;  
 

(b) that the SWS had made little specific reference to postgraduate taught students. The 
Students’ Union confirmed that postgraduate taught students had responded to the 
Durham Students’ Union survey, which had been launched specifically to support the 
development of the SWS, however, the number was significantly smaller than 
undergraduate student participation. There were also no specific postgraduate taught 
focus groups;  
 

(c) that the use of technology to support teaching had been embedded within the 
Education Strategy 2015-2020;  
 

(d) that the recommendations related to assessment should be fed into the Review of 
Assessment. The recommendations were also considered as part of the committees 
consideration of the Faculty NSS Actions Plan (Minute 55 refers);  
 

(e) that the committee noted the benefit in the Student Experience Sub-Committee 
considering an initial brief overview of the Student Barometer 2015 results, focusing 
specifically on the identification of any significant differences between Durham and 
comparator groups in relation to satisfaction with ‘good teaching’, ‘Academic English’ 
and research student access to teaching, IT facilities, and Careers and Employability 
support, as recommended by the Students’ Union through the SWS;  
 

(f) that the committee felt there was little benefit in undertaking further analysis to 
ascertain whether there might be a relationship between ‘good’ teaching’ and the 
factors identified within the SWS, noting that the Implementation Plan had outlined 
the research already undertaken by the Academic Support Office to examine these 
potential relationships in the first instance. It was noted however, that the initial brief 
overview of the Student Barometer 2015 results would include further information on 
this matter. This report was due to be presented to SESC at its 15 February 2016 
meeting;  
 

(g) that the University had existing mechanisms to support academic staff with their 
teaching practice. These included sessions delivered by CAROD to which academic 
staff had been referred following MEQ responses and/or following their Annual Staff 
Review; 
 

(h) that the SWS reported that students had felt the careers fairs organised by the 
Careers Centre had focused too much on law, finance, business and accounting 
recruitment. The committee felt that this was a result of students’ perceptions, rather 
than an accurate representation of broad offering from CEEC. The Careers Centre 
delivered a significant number of activities under the department or college brand, in 
order to further embed these into departmental and college activity, and as a result, it 
was felt that students did not always recognise these as CEEC events. Furthermore, 
each department had an ‘Employability Champion’ to support students across the 
University in employability related activities. The committee recognised that there 
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was a need to continue to challenge this misconception; a challenge that the Careers 
Centre were already working to address;  
 

(i) that the SWS had highlighted the importance of exploring the difference in home and 
international student satisfaction, and particularly in the context of the University’s 
commitment to increasing internationalisation, widening participation and greater 
diversity; a conclusion drawn from the results of the Student Barometer 2014. The 
Implementation Plan had highlighted that one area of dissatisfaction was a known 
challenge to the University. The number of prayer rooms/ multi-faith spaces available 
to the student body had been an ongoing matter; however progress had been made 
in ensuring that the multi-faith spaces available better reflected the demographic of 
students studying at the University. In fact, Trevelyan College was now a multi-faith 
space, and located in close proximity to the Science Site. The Chaplaincy and Faith 
Steering Group also regularly monitored this matter. The Steering Group had also 
made a commitment to improve publicity of the work of Chaplains and Faith Advisors 
in 2015/16 across the University to further awareness of the facilities available. 
However, the committee recognised that more could be done to promote the 
existence of such spaces at the University and that this communication should be 
dovetailed with any existing publicity;  
 

(j) that committee was aware of the ongoing matter of the Prayer Room at Elvet 
Riverside. The matter had first been considered by University Council and referred to 
the University Executive Committee (UEC). UEC had subsequently tasked Estates 
and Buildings to consider this as part of the redevelopment of Elvet Riverside, via the 
New Elvet Programme Board. The matter was subsequently referred to the Deputy 
Academic Registrar following the disbanding of the Programme Board within Estates 
and Buildings, and consideration at the Space Management Group; 
 

(k) that the committee felt that there would be value in considering student support, and 
support for mental health, more explicitly in the context of the Transition into Higher 
Education aspect of the Education Strategy; however  the committee also reinforced 
that the increase in mental ill-health was a national trend and that there was no 
evidence to suggest that Durham University was out of line with this national trend; 
 

(l) that the SWS had considered information and data from a range of different sources, 
including external surveys, such as the NSS, Student Barometer and PRES.  The 
University considered analyses of each survey individually, primarily as a result of the 
timings of the survey, and the relatively recent engagement with the Student 
Barometer and PRES. The SWS however, had highlighted the benefit in considering 
the results of student surveys holistically. Whilst each survey had a different focus, 
there was nonetheless a similarity across the questions and Education Committee 
agreed that there would be a value in considering an annual report on the 
commonalities within the NSS, Student Barometer, PRES and PTES. Consideration 
should be given to when would be best to undertake this exercise and present the 
report to Education Committee, noting that it would likely be considered at the 
beginning or end of an academic year;  
 

(m) that there would be a value in working with the Students’ Union on their evidence 
base for the SWS to explore whether any further information could be identified to 
support institutional developments;  
 

(n) that the SWS had noted that there were a number of Faculty Representatives who 
were members of Faculty Education Committees, one of whom attended Education 
Committee alongside the Union’s Academic Affairs Committee;  
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(o) that it was clarified that the Academic Affairs Committee within the Students’ Union 
was constituted of the Academic Affairs Officer and the 9 student Faculty 
Representatives who attended Faculty Education Committees. The Terms of 
Reference for Education Committee included the Chair of Durham Students’ Union 
Academic Affairs Committee (UG) or Academic Affairs Committee (PG). In fact, there 
was only one Academic Affairs Committee within the Students’ Union governance 
structures, and that the Chair of the Committee would always be a Faculty 
Representative. As a consequence, there was a need to reflect this within Education 
Committee’s Terms of Reference;  
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that the Secretary would liaise with the Deputy Academic Registrar and Colleges 
Office on the promotion of the multi-faith spaces at the University;  

Action: AB 
 

(b) that a meta-analysis of the commonalities within the NSS, PRES, PTES and Student 
Barometer would be undertaken and presented to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

(c) that the Terms of Reference be updated to reflect the governance structures in the 
Students’ Union and recommended to Senate for 2016/17;  

Action: AB 
 

(d) that the Students’ Union would produce an annual report, as outlined in Noted (a), for 
consideration within the University deliberative committee structures; 

Action: Students’ Union  
 

(e) that the Academic Support Office should work with the Students’ Union on their 
evidence base for the SWS to explore whether any further information could be 
identified to support institutional developments;  

Action: ASO 
 

(f) that the recommendations related to assessment would be considered within the 
Review of Assessment. 

Action: TF, AR 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
57. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held Thursday 16 December 
2015; 

Document EC/15/67 
 

(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 15 December 2015, 
detailing the consideration of the report from the 28 October 2015 meeting of 
Education Committee. 

Document EC/15/68 
 

 
58. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
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Received:  the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 

Document EC/15/69 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Reported: that no matters have been acted upon that have not been reported 
elsewhere on the agenda. 
 

59. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that Volume I of the University Calendar contained the core governance information 
of the University, including the General Regulations, Codes of Practice and Policies 
and Strategies. There was no one consistent approach to reviewing and approving 
the Regulations, Codes or Policies detailed within Volume I of the Calendar. This 
issue had been considered within the context of the Consumer Protection Legislation 
and it had been suggested that any revisions to documents detailed within the 
University Calendar be considered and approved at Education Committee. A full 
proposal would be presented to a future meeting of Education Committee;   

 
(b) that a Postgraduate Open Evening had been organised for Monday 8 February and 

Monday 15 February. The Open Evening was open to all and would offer current 
students and prospective Durham University students the chance to find out more 
about the Postgraduate Taught and Research opportunities available to them at 
Durham University. A range of departments from across the Faculties, as we as 
Student Support Services and the Students’ Union would be represented at the 
evenings' Information Fair alongside a programme of talks including Careers and 
Student Finance. Thanks were given to the support provided in organising the Open 
Evening;  

 
(c) that the Education Strategy 2015-20 had been approved by Education Committee, 

subject to any further revisions that might be required to ensure alignment with the 
emerging Academic Strategy 2015-20. The core goal of the University remained the 
same; the delivery of world class research, education and a wider student 
experience; however it had been recognised that the delivery of these goals could 
not be achieved without improving the University estate, operations and finances and 
that the Academic Strategy had developed into a broader University Strategy;  
 

(d) that the development of University Strategy, rather than a new Academic Strategy, 
had implications for the Education Strategy 2015-2020, in particular, the alignment 
with the University Strategy 2010-20 would need to be refined, given the 
development of a new University Strategy, as well as ensuring alignment with the 
other Workstreams within the University Strategy. Furthermore, there was a need to 
incorporate the vision of the new Vice-Chancellor, particularly around the use of 
technology to support and enhance learning and widening participation;  
 

(e) that the use of technology to support and enhance learning had already been 
considered by Education Committee, and in particular, the use of lecture capture. 
Education Committee had endorsed the use of lecture capture, following the final 
report from the Business School pilot and agreed that the Inclusive Teaching Group 
would take this work forward, before making final proposals to Education Committee. 
The Learning Resources Management Group had also considered ‘bring your own 
device’ initiatives;   
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(f) that issues of Widening Participation were already considered on annual basis, and 

proposals relating to the new Access Agreement would be brought to the March 
meeting of Education Committee. 

 
60. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 02 December 2015 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;   

Document EC/15/70 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that QSSC had considered a review report of the Common Awards Framework. The 

review report had been delayed due to the receipt of additional KPIs provided by the 
Ministry Division; the initial report had been expected to be considered at the October 
meeting of QSSC. The KPIs provided by Ministry Division outlined information 
additional to that which was specified within the review section of the current 
contract. The review report was subsequently revised to include consideration of the 
KPIs for initial consideration by the Ministry Council. This consideration was also 
subsequently deferred until February. As a result, the review report was considered 
by QSSC at its December meeting in the first instance, prior to the Common Awards 
Management Board and Ministry Council; 
 

(b) that QSSC was satisfied with the initial review of the Common Awards partnership, 
the initial consideration of the Service Contract and with the KPIs and agreed a 
number of actions detailed within the report to Education Committee;  
 

(c) that a number of recommendations would also be considered by the Common 
Awards Management Board;  
 

(d) that QSSC had considered an analysis of the implementation of the 
recommendations arising from the University’s thematic review of postgraduate 
research students who teach and assess. QSSC had concluded that in general, 
University policy on the use of postgraduates for teaching and assessment is being 
implemented appropriately by departments. Faculty Education Committee’s (PG) 
would also be asked to consider the report and disseminate good practice. It was 
also noted that Faculty Education Committee (UG) would also be provided with an 
assurance that postgraduate research students who teach and assess on 
undergraduate programmes were trained and supported appropriately;  
 

(e) that QSSC had considered and approved student exchange agreements with Fudan 
University and China and East China Normal University, China, subject to the 
approval of the Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellors;  
 

(f) that QSSC had approved an amendment to the University concessions request form 
to more explicitly consider English Language concessions requests. The supporting 
guidance was also amended to support colleagues.  
 

61. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 18 January 2016 meeting Student Experience Sub-
Committee; 

Document EC/15/71 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that SESC had considered the Student Written Submission, authored by the 

Students’ Union on behalf of the student body, and as part of the QAA Higher 
Education Review. Education Committee considered the SWS as Minute 56 refers; 
 

(b) that SESC had considered a proposed mechanism for reviewing the College Review 
process, drawing upon a parallel process for the review of Departmental Review. The 
proposal had been circulated to Education Committee for information. It was agreed 
that the Deputy Head of the Colleges (Student Experience) would share a list of 
colleagues who had represented departments on College Reviews with the 
Secretary, in order to approach colleagues to act as members of the Working Group;  
 

(c) that SESC had received an update on the NUS Alcohol Impact Project. The 
University and Students’ Union had been selected to take part in the project that 
could run for up to three years. The project is designed to embed social norms of 
responsible drinking on campus, change attitudes towards alcohol and build 
healthier, safer and more productive student communities; 
 

Agreed: that the Deputy Head of the Colleges (Student Experience) would liaise with the 
Secretary regarding a list of colleagues in departments with experience of College 
Reviews.  

Action: AD 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
62. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: there have been no instances of chairs action since the last meeting. 

 
63. HE Green Paper: Fulfilling our Potential: Teaching Excellence, Social Mobility and 

Student Choice  
 
Received: the institutional response to the HE Green Paper, submitted by the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor (Education) on 15 January 2016.   

Document EC/15/72 
CLOSED 

  
[Secretary’s Note: The institutional response to the HE Green Paper is confidential and 
for members of Education Committee only. This paper should not be shared outside of 
the University or made public] 
 

64. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 16 March 2016 9:15am Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 04 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
   Wednesday 25 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 22 June 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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