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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

8 November 2010 
 

Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair), Professor J S Ashworth, Dr C Augarde, Mr A C 
Baker, Professor E L Burd, Professor T Clark, Dr A Fawcett, Dr M Gilmore, Dr A K Hughes, 
Dr J Imber, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long, Professor S L Morris, Dr J Phoenix, Mr 
S Roseveare, Professor N D B Saul, Professor I Shennan, Dr P B Wilson with Mr R Emborg 
(Minute 17), Miss N D Brennan and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Professor C M Gerrard, Dr I Greener, Professor J H F Meyer and Dr N Mears. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

(Copies of all documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
17. Admissions 
 

Received: an oral report from the Director of the Student Recruitment and Admissions 
Office on key issues from the 2009/10 admissions cycle; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the management of student numbers remained an important issue at 

undergraduate level and that the monitoring of offers made was key.  The agreed 
head room of 3% had been retained and the conversion rate of offers to take up of 
places had increased by 4%; 
 

(b) that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office continued to work with 
departments/schools to ensure that offers at undergraduate level were made in an 
appropriate and timely fashion; 
 

(c) that there remained a challenge regarding applicants holding offers as an 
insurance and that this would continue to be monitored as part of the admissions 
cycle; 
 

(d) that students had been recruited in August 2010 as a result of the ASN bid and that 
this had involved both near-miss and clearing offers; 
 

(e) that the Chair of Admissions Sub-Committee and the Director of the Student 
Recruitment and Admissions Office would continue to work with 
departments/schools to meet the target time of 28 days to turnaround applications 
for places and making offers via UCAS; 
 

(f) that it was envisaged that the sharper tools being utilised to consider contextual 
information should be reflected in the University’s recruitment profile.  The action 
taken in respect of supported progression had been successful this year and that in 
future greater focus would be on the impact of supported progression.  The 
University was targeting the recruitment of 36 students under the supporting 
progressoin scheme; 
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(g) that work was ongoing with target schools who had highly qualified students who 
did not currently apply to Durham and that events had been arranged for specific 
groups to raise this issue; 
 

(h) that the pooling system set up to allocate Colleges to applicants had not functioned 
as well as had been hoped but that changes had been introduced in advance of the 
next admissions cycle to address these issues, including a requirement for 
appropriate staffing cover in both departments/schools and the Colleges; 

 
(i) that the Colleges had a positive view of the admissions cycle and that 

accommodation had been found for the additional students arriving.  The significant 
efforts of the the Colleges’ Division to identify additional bed spaces for these 
students was appreciated; 
 

(j) that the large volume of applications at postgraduate level continued to pose 
challenges, but that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office had taken a 
more active approach to managing this volume and would realign resources as 
required to meet the demand; 

 
(k) that the conversion rates of applications at postgraduate level to take up of places 

had fallen, and that this would be monitored.  Further work was required to embed 
the ownership of the recruitment processes at all levels, and the Student 
Recruitment and Admissions Office would work with departments/schools to 
achieve this; 
 

(l) that offers to applicants for postgraduate research programmes continued to be 
prioritised in line with the agreed University strategy; 
 

(m) that the system in place to deal with the Points Based Immigration requirements 
had functioned well and that there had been no issues experienced; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the agreed process and target times in place for postgraduate application 

turnaround should be clearly communicated to staff via the next cycle of Faculty 
Education Committees (Postgraduate) to encourage greater ownership of the 
admissions process; 

Action: JJL/CEA/CMG/AR/SG/EA 
 

(b) that the Admissions Sub-Committee would be asked to develop detailed 
implementation proposals pending Senate approval of the principle that there 
should be compulsory training for staff involved in the admissions process at 
postgraduate level in line with the requirements at undergraduate level and that this 
would need to review the operational issues for delivery of training offered for both 
undergraduate and postgraduate admissions; 

Action: LW 
 

(c) that a proposal should be developed for consideration by Education Committee on 
the model for training of admissions selectors across the University following the 
consideration  by Admissions Sub-Committee of the issues outlined in (b) above; 

Action: LW/RE 
 

(d) that thanks were due to the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office for their 
work; 
 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 3 of 12 
 8 November 2010 

Recommended: that Senate approve the principle that there should be 
compulsory training for staff involved in the admissions process at 
postgraduate level in line with the requirements at undergraduate level. 
 

18. Curriculum Review Working Group 
 

Considered:  the initial consultation report from the Curriculum Review Working Group; 
Document EC/10/25 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the review had been established as part of the implementation of the University 

Education Strategy.  The report outlined a number of proposed principles and 
characteristics that the Group believed should underpin the future development of 
the curriculum for taught programmes; 
 

(b) that consultation on the proposed principles would be undertaken with colleagues 
across the University with a view to establishing agreed principles and 
characteristics that would then inform the development of detailed proposals by the 
Working Group.  A further round of consultation would be undertaken in respect of 
the detailed proposals developed by the Working Group prior to recommendations 
being made to Education Committee and Senate; 
 

(c) that the Working Group had concluded that large-scale, centrally-dictated reform in 
the model undertaken by a number of prominent international HEIs would not be 
appropriate, but that there was a need to revise and develop the taught curriculum 
in order to ensure that the ambitions contained in the University Strategy and the 
Education Strategy would be delivered; 
 

(d) that the Dean of the Graduate School was leading a project to develop strategically 
the portfolio of taught programmes in response to new research themes and 
strengths, interdisciplinary opportunities and evidence of strong market demand 
and that the principles of the Curriculum Review would inform that separate project; 

 
(e) that the consultation period had been extended to 3 December 2010 to ensure 

maximum time for engagement and that this had been communicated to 
colleagues; 

 
(f) that the intention was to utilise existing mechanisms in place to action the outcome 

of the review, including annual review and the University’s curriculum development 
processes; 

 
(g) that the references to research-led teaching, internationalisation and employability 

aspects of the review were positive but that consideration should be given to 
whether the proposal was sufficiently ambitious and that it would benefit members 
to have the opportunity to review the background information considered by the 
Working Group in proposing the remit of review through an Education Committee 
away half-day; 

 
(h) that it would be crucial to seek the views of current students on any proposals and 

that it would be ensured that the student representative could attend the planned 
away day; 

Action: RDH 
 

(i) that there were differing views regarding the proposals relating to multi- and inter-
disciplinarity.  While some members of the Committee felt that the proposals lacked 
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ambition in this area and that a more fundamental rethinking of the curriculum 
should be considered (for example requiring all students to undertake a language 
module), moving more towards a liberal arts model, others felt that the current 
proposals in this area went too far and were not supportive of compelling students 
to take modules outside their main subject of study; 
 

(j) that there was a lack of clarity on internationalisation and that the proposal sought 
to capture a variety of issues in a generic statement which needed further 
consideration and refinement; 

 
(k) that the Department of Geography had encountered reluctance from students to 

moving between the BSc and BA programmes offered and that evidence of this 
issue would be provided to the Secretary of the Working Group.  It was also noted 
that the data considered by the Working Group showed that the proportion of Level 
1 single honours students undertaking a module outside their home 
department/school had fallen from 12% in 1999/2000 to 8% in 2009/10; and that 
over this period the proportion of Level 2 single honours students doing this had 
remained steady at 2%; 

Action: IS 
 

(l) that consideration would need to be given to student on taught postgraduate 
programmes given the period of study and that this may not give sufficient 
opportunity to encourage inter-disciplinarity across all programmes.  In relation to 
multi- and inter-disciplinarity at the taught postgraduate level, it was suggested that 
much greater emphasis should be given to the development of cross-
department/school multi- and inter-disciplinary programmes, reflecting the incresing 
inter-disciplinary of the University’s research, rather than allowing students the 
opportunity to undertake an optional module in a department/school other than their 
home department/school; 
 

(m) that the issue of induction was complex, that it could not alone be a single event 
and that it was recognised that there should be ongoing structured academic 
induction throughout the first year; 

 
(n) that caution needed to be exercised in citing examples of curriculum review at other 

HEIs.  A recent HEFCE-funded research project on curriculum review had 
conducted a comprehensive review of curriculum reviews internationally, and this 
had suggested that published accounts of curriculum review, and the actual 
experience of the reviews in the HEIs concerned, were not always aligned; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the background information and detailed research considered by the Working 

Group in developing the proposal and the underlying principles would be made 
available to members; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that a half-day away day would be arranged for members to consider further the 
consultation paper. 

Action: RDH 
 
 

19. Student Support Working Group 
 

Considered:  the initial consultation report from the Student Support Working Group; 
Document EC/10/26 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that the review had been established as part of the implementation of the new 

University Education Strategy.  The report outlined a number of proposed principles 
and characteristics that the Group believed should underpin the future development 
of the curriculum for taught programmes; 
 

(b) that consultation on the proposed principles would be undertaken with colleagues 
across the University with a view to establishing agreed principles and 
characteristics that would then inform the development of detailed proposals by the 
Working Group.  A further round of consultation would be undertaken in respect of 
the detailed proposals developed by the Working Group prior to recommendations 
being made to Education Committee and Senate; 

 
(c) that the consultation period had been extended to 3 December 2010 and that this 

had been communicated to colleagues; 
 

(d) that one of the key elements of the proposals was a confirmation and strengthening 
of the principle that academic departments/ schools being responsible for academic 
support and guidance with colleges bearing responsibility for some elements of 
personal development; 

 
(e) that there were specific issues with respect to the Combined Honours and Natural 

Sciences programmes which would need to be given consideration to ensure that 
appropriate support mechanisms were implemented and maintained; 

 
(f) that the proposal to appoint an Academic Advisor formed an important element of 

the review and could address issues regarding feedback and provision of 
references but that the operation of this role would need further consideration; 

 
(g) that there would need to be recognition of the differences between undergraduate 

and postgraduate considerations given that these would not be identical and that 
the proposal would need to disaggregate the two groups of students; 

 
(h) that the proposal to establish an induction week outlined in Annex 1 would be an 

add-on to the existing term rather than seeing a reduction in teaching weeks but 
that the consultation exercise should recognise that there would be elements of 
induction which should be incorporated into the academic skills taught in modules; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that staff responsible for the Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes 

would be consulted with on the issues arising with respect to the proposal; 
Action: RDH 

 
(b) that the DSU President would coordinate an exercise to seek the views of a 

representative sample of students on the existing arrangements and that proposal 
from the Working Group; 

Action: SR/RDH 
 

(c) that the review would need to consider which elements of induction should be in 
the first week and what should be incorporated into the curriculum and that there 
was a need to avoid repetition as far as was possible. 
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20. Pre-application Campus-wide Open Days in Durham City 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate a proposal for pre-application, campus-
wide open days in Durham City in 2011; 

Document EC/10/27 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposal to introduce pre-application, campus wide open days would bring 

the University into line with other institutions, and that the intention of this approach 
was to replace the current ad hoc activity; 
 

(b) in a limited number of areas that there may be departmental specific requirements 
which meant it could be appropriate to continue some elements of 
department/school or subject-specific activity, but that this would be in exceptional 
circumstances and by approval from the PVC Education; 

 
(c) that the proposal was specific to undergraduate provision and that this would be 

made clear in the report circulated for consultation via Faculty Boards and Senior 
Tutors, prior to a final recommendation being made to Senate; 

 
(d) that the University would expect to host approximately 5,000 visitors across the two 

dates, including 2,000 potential applicants, and that there would be a strategic 
marketing plan based around current recruitment networks and marketing 
collateral; 

 
(e) that the cost of the proposed open day programme would be met within current 

budget, notably resource currently earmarked for outreach and recruitment 
activities; 

 
(f) that consideration had already been given to the logistics for planning an event in 

2011 and that much of the planning for the open day provision would revolve 
around Event Durham’s current booking system; 

 
(g) that the proposed timetable had been designed to allow visitors to experience as 

much of Durham as practicable, to enable access to key areas of the University 
including the Library and sport facilities, and to allow a series of specialised talks to 
be arranged; 

 
(h) that the proposed dates had been set to ensure that there would be sufficient 

numbers of current students to act as ambassadors with responsibility for staffing 
much of the open days programme; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that it would need to be clearly communicated that revised approach would be 

intended to concentrate activity and was intended to replace the ad hoc approach 
currently in place and that this would need to be clearly communicated to all 
departments/schools when consulting on the proposal (paragraph 3.4 refers); 

Action: LW 
 

(b) that the proposal would be revised to indicate all colleges were expected to provide 
accommodation (unless not available) and that paragraph 11.2 would be amended 
regarding accommodation to read that accommodation would be provided for the 
night before the open day; 

Action: LW 
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(c) that the proposal would be the subject of a consultation exercise with appropriate 

staff across the institution; 
 

 
(d) that the proposal be supported, subject to the amendments noted above, and that 

the PVC – Education be given authority to take chair’s action to recommend to 
Senate a final version of the proposal revised as appropriate in the light of 
consultation with Faculty Boards. 

 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 11 October 2010; 
Document EC/10/28 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 11 October 2010; 

Document EC/10/29 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 12 October 
2010, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of LTC held 22 June 2010; 

Document EC/10/30 
 
Noted: that the last meeting of Senate had been largely focused on the implications of 
the findings of the Browne Report and the Comprehensive Spending Review and that 
the forthcoming meeting would include a significant proportion of items centred on 
learning and teaching issues.  The PVC Education would take forward a number of 
items for consideration at the meeting of Senate and this would be reflected in the 
report received at the next meeting of Education Committee. 

 
22. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/10/31 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document EC/10/32 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Academic Registrar had undertaken further investigation of whether 

more detailed information on programme transfers could be provided within 
the KPIs to departments/schools for annual review (Minute LTC/09/96(a) 
refers) and that it had been established that this would not be practicable until 
such time as the data warehouse project was in place and that the issue 
would be revisited at that time; 
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(ii) that the Department of History had raised an issue with the Faculty PVC Arts 
and Humanities in respect of the implications of the use of JACS Level 3 
codes to report the NSS results to departments/schools (Minute 1 refers), due 
to the way in which students were allocated to these codes on the Combined 
Honours programmes.  Contact would be made with the Department of 
History to explain the University’s approach to this matter. 

Action: NDB 
 

23. Chair’s business 
 

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

 
Considered: a proposal to undertake a thematic review of postgraduate students who 
teach; 

Document EC/10/33 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that LTC had agreed at its meeting in May 2010 that the University’s policies and 

provision for training and supporting postgraduates involved in teaching and 
assessment should be the subject of a thematic review in 2010/11 and that this 
report outlined a proposed scope and methodology for such a review; 

 
(b) that previously consideration of this issue had been split across two committees, 

with LTC being concerned with issues of the quality of teaching and assessment 
and GSC with the development opportunities that teaching and assessment 
provided for postgraduate students.  The creation of unified structure with 
Education Committee being responsible for all educational provision therefore 
offered the opportunity to take a holistic view of this issue; 
 

(c) that issues had been raised in relation to attendance at training by PDRAs and 
whether this formed part of their contractual obligations and that further information 
would be sought from HR; 

Action: RDH 
 

(d) that the remit of the review could include consideration of the perceived credibility 
issues for postgraduate students who teach, and that the review team could 
usefully hold a focus group with undergraduate students to consider this issue; 

Action: RDH 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that further consideration would be given to whether PDRAs could be included in 

the remit of the review or whether there were alternative options to raise the issue 
of attendance at training for PDR’s; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that, subject to the issue noted in Agreed (a) and the revision to the review methodl 
detailed in Noted (d), the proposed scope, evidence base and methodology for the 
thematic review of training for postgraduates who teach and assess would be 
approved and that arrangements would be made for the membership and meetings 
of the Review Team to be confirmed. 

Action: RDH 
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25. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 27 October 2010; 
Document EC/10/34 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(b) that the Sub-Committee had considered options for the operationalisation of the 

approach agreed by Education Committee for the College Allocation Process at 
postgraduate level. and that this would be implemented in advance of the next 
admissions cycle; 

 
(c) that the Sub-Committee was concerned that there was not the same level of 

ownership with regard to postgraduate admissions targets within departments as 
there was at undergraduate level and that Chairs of Faculty Education Committees 
(Postgraduate) could be tasked to encourage greater departmental/school 
engagement; 

 
(d) that whilst the Deputy Director of Communications (Strategic Marketing) was the 

contact for approval of departmental webpages it should be noted that any dispute 
in this area would be referred to the PVC -Education who had the authority to grant 
final approval for such content; 
 

(e) that any template for E-newsletters provided by the Communications Office for use 
by departments/schools in disseminating information should be the same one that 
had been purchased for use by the University in relation to the Gateway Project; 

Action: AB 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that Chairs of Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) would be contacted to 

request that they encourage greater departmental/should engagement with regard 
to postgraduate admissions targets; 

Action: LW 
 

(b) that the issue of final approval for all departmental webpages (Minute ASC/10 
refers) would be referred to the Chair of Web Steering Group for approval of this 
process. 

Action: LW 
 

26. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 26 October 2010; 
Document EC/10/35 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there had been a noticeable reduction in the numbers of staff attending the 

annual refresher training for chairs and secretaries to Boards of Examiners.  While 
Senate had agreed that all new chairs and secretaries should attend an initial 
training session, the annual refresher session was option.  It was agreed that it 
would be beneficial to make the refresher training compulsory, to ensure that 
colleagues performing essential roles were provided with ongoing training and 
support; 
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(b) that the proposed renewal of the collaborative provision arrangement with HKU 

SPACE would be an extension to an existing agreement to cover teach-out during 
the thesis phase of the EdD programme only, and that the School of Education had 
provided a full proposal for providing support to students during the teach-out which 
was considered to be low risk; 

 
(c) that a policy on the provision of lecture notes for disabled students would be 

considered by the January cycle of Faculty Education Committees and would be 
brought to Education Committee for consideration in Epiphany Term to consult on 
the proposed approach; 
 

(d) that the report on the consideration of Significant Adverse Circumstances in 
relation to Combined Honours, Natural Sciences and Joint Honours programmes 
would be discussed at the November cycle of Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate) to consult on the proposal; 
 

(e) that a report on resits at Levels 3 and 4 of undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes had been considered and that consultation on the proposals would be 
undertaken at the November cycle of Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate) prior to a recommendation being made to Education Committee; 

 
(f) that the Sub-Committee had received a report on the potential closure of Ushaw 

College and that action would be taken to ensure that students undertaking the 
programme were supported appropriately if this closure were to occur; 

 
Agreed: that the renewal of the collaborative provision partnership with HKU SPACE 
would be approved. 

Action: NDB 
 

Recommended:  that Senate approve the proposal that that annual refresher 
training for chairs and secretaries to Boards of Examiners be made compulsory. 

 
27. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 19 October 2010; 
Document EC/10/36 – not received 

 
Reported: that the report from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee was 
not yet available and that it would be received at the December meeting of Education 
Committee. 
 

28. Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committees 
 
Considered: 
 
(a) Undergraduate 

 
Considered:  the report from the Faculty of Social Science and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held on 18 October 2010; 

Document EC/10/37 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Foundation Centre and the School of Medicine and Health had raised 

the issue of availability of NSS data for their students.  Previous advice to the 
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School of Medicine and Health had been that there would be no barrier to them 
running the questionnaire internally for the students on the programmes which 
were not currently included in the NSS exercise conducted by Ipsos MORI; 
 

(ii) that members had raised issues surrounding the procurement systems which 
were felt to have an adverse effect on teaching within the Faculty, and that 
these issues should be raised directly with the Procurement Service; 
 

(iii) that the University policy agreed by LTC as a result of the recommendations 
from the Concessions Working Group required faculty-level approval of all 
programme transfers that involved a student moving between 
departments/schools and/or faculties.  This was outlined in the guidance in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook and had formed an element of the training 
recently delivered to departments/schools on concessions.  It appeared, 
however, that at an earlier stage there had been a miscommunication on this 
issue; 
 

(iv) that module outlines were not intended to be a specific timetabling device, but 
that when the Timetabling Team did compare the infomration in module outlines 
with that returned annually via the data collection tool.  This allowed any 
apparent discrepancies to be discussed with the department/school, in order to 
agree appropriate follow up action; 
 

(v) that the cross-referencing exercise could be helpful encouraging 
departments/schools to ensure that module outlines were fully up-to-date and 
accurate in respeact of SLAT hours; 
 

(vi) that alternative methods of delivery should be highlighted to the Timetabling 
Team where required to enable appropriate and practical action to be taken to 
ensure appropriate resource allocation; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that contact would be made with Newcastle University to determine whether 

data could be made available to the School of Medicine and Health in relation 
to NSS responses from students on the MBBS programme; 

Action: RDH 
 

(ii) that the Foundation Centre and the School of Medicine and Health had EC 
approval to run the NSS internally subject to approval by the Chair of SESC; 

Action: ACB/NDB/JA 
 

(iii) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) would raise the issues 
highlighted by the Sub-Committee with the Director of Procurement; 

Action: ACB 
 

(iv) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) would forward the issues 
raised by staff following attendance at the training session on concessions to 
the Head of the Academic Support Office and that this issue would be taken 
forward outside of this meeting; 

Action: ACB/RDH 
 

(v) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) would discuss the issues 
regarding module outlines and the timetable with the Head of the Academic 
Support Office to resolve the matter; 

Action: ACB/RDH 
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(b) Postgraduate 

 
Considered:  the report from the Faculty of Social Science and Health Education 
Committee (Postgraduate) held on 20 October 2010; 

Document EC/10/38 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(ii) that a draft version of the Graduate Strategy had been considered.  Key issues 

surrounding the postgraduate experience had been discussed, and 
representatives had been asked to discuss the strategy at School/Departmental 
level Education Committees and report back to the Faculty Sub-Committee; 

 
(iii) that a report comparing school/department employability data for 2009 graduate 

had been considered and that a representative from the Careers Advisory 
Service would attend the next meeting of the Sub-Committee to discuss 
feedback from employers. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
29. QAA Consultation on Institutional Audit Method 

 
Reported: that the QAA had published a consultation paper in relation to a new method 
for reviewing higher education institutions and that further information was available at  
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/news/consultation/reviewconsultation.asp.  Members would have 
an opportunity to comment on the draft response to this consultation exercise by 
circulation in advance of its submission to QAA by the deadline of 26 November 2010. 
 

30. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 
Document EC/10/39 

 
31. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Monday 13 December 2010 2.15pm Council Room 
Monday 17 January 2011  2.15pm Council Room 
Monday 14 February 2011 2.15pm Council Room 
Wednesday 16 March 2011 2.15pm Council Room 
Wednesday 18 May 2011 9.15am Council Room 
Tuesday 14 June 2011 9.15am Council Room 

 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/news/consultation/reviewconsultation.asp�
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