
  

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

13 December 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, Professor C M Gerrard, Dr M 
Gilmore, Dr A K Hughes, Dr J Imber, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long, Dr N Mears, 
Dr J Phoenix, Mr S Roseveare, Dr P B Wilson with Mr A Rennie (Minutes 32 and 35), Mr R 
Emborg (Minute 34), Mrs M J King (Minute39), Miss N D Brennan and Dr R D Harrison 
(Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Professor I Greener, Professor J H F Meyer, Professor S L Morris, Professor N 
D B Saul and Professor I Shennan.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

 
32. Graduate Strategy 
 

Considered: whether to recommend to Senate the University Graduate Strategy; 
Document EC/10/41 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there had been extensive consultation on the draft Graduate Strategy since 

the last version was received at the June meeting of Learning and Teaching 
Committee.  The revised strategy had been discussed at the November pre-
Council briefing session, and received positive feedback; 
 

(b) that the draft Strategy now included a more holistic and integrated approach to 
postgraduate training and that a mapping exercise would be undertaken of existing 
provision as an element of the implementation phase, including consideration of 
the role of the Training Needs Analysis, compulsory training and the embedding 
and sharing of good practice; 
 

(c) that the internationalisation elements of the draft Strategy were in alignment with 
the International Strategy approved by Senate; 

 
(d) that the Strategy should be revised to include a definition of the research-led 

education and that this linked with the ongoing discussion on communicating the 
University’s approach to research-led education which would be considered at the 
planned Education Committee Away Day; 

 
(e) that reference should be made to the involvement of the faculties in the 

development and enhancement of opportunities for postgraduate funding in the 
objectives outlined in Annex 1; 

 
(f) that the objectives which had implications on space for postgraduates had been in 

part addressed by a detailed piece of research which would be received at the 
meeting of Education Committee in January 2011; 
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Agreed:  that the Strategy document should be revised in light of the comments made 
by Education Committee and be recommended to Senate for approval; 
 
Recommended: that, subject to the revisions outlined above, the Graduate 
Strategy be approved by Senate. 

 
33. Vivas in Taught Programmes 
 

Considered:  a report on the role of vivas in taught programmes; 
Document EC/10/42 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University approved a new policy statement in 2009/10 outlining the 

circumstances and conditions in which students at undergraduate and taught 
postgraduate levels could be asked to undertake a viva as part of a taught 
programme; 
 

(b) that the University’s Chief Examiner had identified issues which had led to a 
reconsideration of whether vivas should be permitted as part of taught 
programmes, and that a paper on these issues had culminated in a 
recommendation that the use on taught programmes of vivas that form an 
assessment task outside the University’s modular structure be discontinued.  This 
paper and recommendation had been subject to consultation at Faculty Education 
Committees during Michaelmas Term 2010; 

 
(c) that the report outlined the results of the consultation and made recommendations 

for consideration by Education Committee; 
 

(d) that the evidence considered in making the recommendations had identified that 
only a small number of departments/schools were continuing to use vivas in taught 
programmes and that this raised issues of equity where students in certain 
departments/schools were given the opportunity of a viva whilst the vast majority 
were denied; 

 
(e) that the Faculty of Science had raised concerns with the proposal and provided 

support expressed by external examiners for vivas, and the way in which vivas 
could inform the use of discretion by boards of examiners.  The Committee did not 
feel, however, that the arguments put forward by the Faculty addressed the central 
issue of equity that had been raised by the Chief Examiner; 

 
(f) that the training made available for boards of examiners addressed the issue of 

discretion and that the University approach on this matter remained in place; 
 

(g) that the University had an established policy on the use of discretion by boards of 
examiners, together with guidance on the use of discretion contained within core 
regulations.  The issues raised by the Faculty of Science were not felt to be 
sufficiently significant to require the revisiting of this policy at this time, but it was 
noted that the University had robust processes for monitoring the way that boards 
of examiners used discretion (most notably the operation of the Chief Examiner 
system, an additional safeguard in place in few if any other HEIs).  The issue would 
therefore continue to be closely monitored, and any issues arising from this 
monitoring would be thoroughly and carefully considered; 

 
(h) that it was acknowledged that in some disciplines the interviewing of students 

formed an important part of assessment and that external examiners could be 
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given the opportunity to interview students providing an opportunity to engage with 
the broader student community rather than individual students; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that recommendation (b) should be revised to read that the University would permit 

the use of interviews with students to allow external examiners an opportunity to 
assess the quality of the learning experiences of a given cohort of students; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that it should be recommended to Senate that, subject to the revision outlined in (a) 
above, the proposal should be approved and that the core regulations for taught 
programmes be amended so that for students entering the University from October 
2011 onwards vivas that form an assessment task outside of the University’s 
module structure would not be permitted and that the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook would be revised accordingly; 

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the revision to the core regulations for 
taught programmes so that for students entering the University from October 
2011 onwards vivas that form an assessment task outside of the University’s 
module structure would not be permitted. 

 
34. Review of Postgraduate Admissions 
 

Considered:  the initial proposals for a review of postgraduate admissions; 
Document EC/10/43 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report outlined the plan for the Postgraduate Admissions Review and listed 

the action taken so far.  The Review had been instigated as a result of the 
restructuring of the Graduate School function, and a desirable recommendation in 
the report on the QAA Institutional Audit 2009 that the current policy and 
procedures be reviewed.  The Review formed an objective in the draft Graduate 
Strategy; 
 

(b) that a formal review of postgraduate admissions had not been undertaken for a 
number of years, and that the University needed to be assured that postgraduate 
admissions was best organised to deliver on the strategic targets related to 
postgraduate admissions.  The Review would build upon existing improvements 
led by the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office since it inherited 
responsibility for postgraduate admissions in October 2008; 

 
(c) that the timetable for the review was split into two distinct periods, with a scoping 

period planned to start in September 2010 and the review itself to take place 
between February 2011 and February 2012.; 

 
(d) that the first meeting of the scoping period had taken place.  The remit and 

schedule of work for the review had been agreed and that the members had 
received the mapping of the postgraduate admissions process to identify key 
stages and stakeholders.  Further stages of the scoping period would involve 
consultation with key stakeholders to identify key areas of concern or interest and 
an evaluation of the merits of the current system; 

 
(e) that it was likely that the main focus of the review would be on the postgraduate 

admissions process itself, with a lesser emphasis on the policy aspect, and that it 
was intended to create a long-term strategy for any IT system developments that 
would assist in prompt delivery when required; 
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(f) that the review was intended to consider a number of options that would be 

assessed on the basis of their impact on meeting the University’s strategic targets 
for postgraduate recruitment; 

 
Agreed:  that Education Committee would receive a further update on progress at its 
meeting in May 2011. 

Action: RE 
 

35. Roles of Members of Supervisory Teams 
 

Considered:  University guidelines on the roles of members of supervisory teams; 
Document EC/10/44 

Noted: 
 
(a) that it had been agreed at the meeting of QSSC in December 2009 that 

consideration would be given to the development of role descriptors for 
supervisors.  Draft descriptors had been circulated for consultation at the Faculty 
Education Committees (Postgraduate) in Michaelmas Term 2010, but they had not 
been supported; 
 

(b) that it was instead proposed to revise the existing documentation on 
‘Responsibilities of the Supervisory Team’, and used as the basis of further work 
on good practice in the use of supervisory teams at a faculty level, for 
consideration at the meetings of Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) in 
Easter Term 2011; 

 
(c) that the proposal was intended to ensure clarity for both staff and students on the 

roles and expectations of the supervisory team; 
 

(d) that it was intended that the revised document would enable individual supervisory 
teams to identify responsibility for administrative aspects of the role and ensure the 
best use of the supervisory team; 

 
(e) that the University guidelines were intended to be for both staff and student 

audiences and that additional documentation would be developed and consulted 
on in respect of the administrative requirements of supervisory team members; 

 
Agreed: that the alternative proposal would be subject to consultation via the Easter 
Term 2011 meetings of Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate). 

Action: AR 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 8 November 2010; 
Document EC/10/45 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 8 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/46 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 9 November 
2010, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of EC held 11 October 
2010; 
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Document EC/10/47 
 
Reported: that the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 8 
November 2010 would be considered at the meeting of Senate on 18 January 2011.  

 
37. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/10/48 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the executive summary of the report on Greening Course Delivery would 

be discussed at the Epiphany Term 2011 cycle of Faculty Education Committee 
meetings to consult on the findings of the work already undertaken and to 
encourage discussion of the issues arising from the report (Minute 09/121 
refers); 
 

(ii) that the PVC Education had contacted all Heads of Departments and Schools 
to inform them of the Teaching-only Pathway for staff and that this had included 
reference to promotion criteria (Minute 09/137 refers); 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 

Document EC/10/49 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

Considered:  a report on proposed revisions to the Serious Adverse Circumstances 
Form (Minute LTC/09/122 refers); 

Document EC/10/50 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the review of the University’s’ approach to Serious Adverse 

Circumstances undertaken by the Mitigating Circumstances Working Group 
during the course of 2009/10 academic year and approved at the meeting of 
Learning and Teaching Committee in June 2010 had included revisions to the 
form used by students to notify the University of such circumstances; 

 
(ii) that during the course of delivering training to staff on the revised process it 

had become evident that the form did not fully reflect the University approach 
to notification of ‘in-year’ serious adverse circumstances and that it would be 
appropriate to consider further revisions to ensure the form was fit for purpose 
and sufficiently clear for both staff and students; 

 
(iii) that the proposed revisions to the form had been developed by the Deputy 

Academic Registrar, following feedback received at the training sessions, and 
the Deputy Chair of the Education Committee; 

 
(iv) that the revised form was intended to clarify the requirement to provide new 

evidence specific to adverse circumstances experienced during the 
examination period where in-year mitigation had already been granted and 
greater definition of the requirement for notification to be within five days of 
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the adverse circumstances being limited to five days from the final 
examination to allow a clearer timetable for submission of the completed form; 

 
(v) that a significant amount of contextual information had been removed from the 

form, the guidance remained available for students in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook, and that a very focused approach had been taken in the 
proposed revisions; 

 
(vi) that the guidance included with Table B explaining how to complete this table 

needed further revision and that this would be fed back to the Deputy 
Academic Registrar;  

 
Agreed:  that, subject to the amendment referred to in paragraph (vi) above, the 
revised form would be approved and would be made available to staff and students 
for immediate use. 

Action:  SD 
 
38. Chair’s business 

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

 
39. Examinations and Assessment Issues 
 

(a) Examinations and Assessment Report 
 
Considered:  the Examinations and Assessment Report from Student Planning and 
Assessment; 

Document EC/10/51 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report informed Education Committee of policy issues raised by 

departments/schools following the 2009/10 examinations cycle; 
 
(ii) that the policy issues raised in the paper had been considered by meetings of 

Faculty Education Committees in Michaelmas Term 2010 and that comments 
received at this meeting were included in the document; 

 
(iii) that the timing of the retake examination period in August had been identified 

as causing difficulties for undergraduate international students organising 
return flights to Durham once the results of their resit examinations were 
known.  A number of factors were considered in relation to the timing of the 
resit period, including the implications for both staff and students, and the 
conclusion was reached that the benefit to overseas students of moving the 
examination period earlier would be outweighed by the disadvantages to other 
students.  The Faculty Education Committees expressed no support for 
changing the timing of the resit period; 

 
(iv) that the number of students taking resit examinations abroad continued to 

require a significant logistical and administrative effort and showed an upward 
trend.  This had resulted in difficulty for the University to control the quality and 
standard of invigilation provided outside of the UK and other logistical issues, 
such as support for students and returning of scripts, had also arisen; 

 
(v) that Faculty Education Committees had expressed broad support for the 

proposal to restrict the venues used for students sitting examinations abroad to 
British Council venues only, but that further analysis would be required to 
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determine whether to restrict to a limited number of regularly used British 
Council venues; 

 
(vi) that Student Planning and Assessment would undertake a review of the 

number of venues used, any issues of irregularity, script return speeds and the 
impact on students to inform a decision of whether to reduce the number of 
British Councils further; 

Action: MJK 
 

(vii)  that there remained issues pertaining to errors of question papers and that it 
would be useful for future EARs to identify not only the number of errors but to 
note how many papers were involved for each department/school and the total 
number of papers produced.  Time series data on the number of errors in 
question papers should also be included to provide additional contextual 
information; 

Action: MJK 
 

(viii) that the issue of errors on question papers in the Faculty of Science was partly 
due to issues of disciplinarity and that it would be of merit for the Faculty 
Education Committees to consider whether action could be taken to improve 
the situation; 

Action: SG/EC 
 

(ix) that the difficulties experienced by Student Planning and Assessment during 
the main examination period when contacting departments/schools with queries 
raised by candidates about examination periods and the main contact on the 
cover sheet often being unavailable suggested that an alternative method for 
managing this issue should be considered; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that there would be no change to the timing of the resit period; 

 
(ii) that students would be restricted to sitting examinations abroad in British 

Council venues only; 
Action: MJK 

 
(iii) that the marks sheet showing only anonymous codes would have the college 

name removed, but that the college name would be retained on versions of the 
reports which contained student names; 

Action: MJK 
 

(iv) that Student Planning and Assessment would record the details of 
departments/schools who did not respond to calls during the examination 
period.  This information should be reported to Education Committee in future 
EARs on a department/school basis, but the names of individuals who had not 
responded should be passed to Faculty PVCs to follow up with relevant 
individuals; 

Action: MJK 
 

(b) Significant Adverse Circumstances 
 
Considered:  a report on the consideration of Significant Adverse Circumstances in 
relation to Combined Honours, Natural Sciences and Joint Honours programmes; 

Document EC/10/52 
 
Noted: 
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(i) that following the introduction of the University’s single scale and process for 

considering claims of mitigating circumstances (now known as Significant 
Adverse Circumstances) by students, it had become clear that the 
implementation of this policy has not been consistent in respect of faculty-level 
boards of examiners; 
 

(ii) that a paper setting out these issues, and identifying potential courses of action 
to address them, was considered by Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
and Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate) earlier in the Michaelmas 
Term.  This paper summarised the results of this consultation, and made 
recommendations for consideration for approval; 

 
(iii) that the view of QSSC was to endorse the recommendation that all faculty-level 

boards of examiners should receive the SAC gradings approved by the relevant 
subject board of examiners, and consider progression, award and classification 
in the light of these; 

 
(iv) that the consultation with Faculty Education Committees had identified the 

difficulty in reaching consensus across the University and that agreement on 
the proposals had not been reached.  The aim of any proposal would be to 
achieve consistency of practice against a given set of principles; 

 
(v) that an alternative proposal had been received from the Faculty of Social 

Sciences and Health, suggesting that with the introduction of the distinction 
between in-year SACs (which should where possible be mitigated by action at 
the time the SACs were identified), and SACs relating to the examination period 
(which would be considered by scrutiny sub-committees) all SACs considered 
by scrutiny sub-committees would henceforth relate to a single mode of 
assessment, examination.  Consequently the concerns expressed in the 
consultation paper regarding the lack of detailed knowledge of assessments if 
SACs were considered at faculty level would be removed; 

 
(vi) that in the light of this suggestion it was felt to be appropriate to review the 

issue of SACs and faculty-level boards of examiners after the 2010/11 boards 
of examiners to consider whether the new SAC process had resulted in the 
types of development anticipated by Social Sciences and Health; 

 
(vii) that it was felt that while it remained appropriate for the grading of SACs to take 

place at subject level, but that there also needed to be a more effective method 
of identifying and addressing any potential discrepancies between two or more 
subject boards in grading an individual SAC.  This could be achieved by 
ensuring that once all SACs had been graded at subject level, those relating to 
students to be considered at faculty-level boards of examiners were submitted 
in a timely way to the chairs and secretaries of the relevant faculty-level board.  
This would allow any variations in the grading of an individual SAC to be 
identified and the relevant subjects to be asked to provide a structured 
response to support the generic grading definition they had allocated.  A 
scrutiny sub-committee of the faculty- level board (this sub-committee being 
required to operate in accordance with University policy for all scrutiny sub-
committees) would then consider whether there was any justification for the 
differences in grading, and if necessary  reclassify the grading if appropriate; 
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(viii) that it would be appropriate to boards of examiners to identify any issues 
requiring resolution in advance of their meeting and to request an explanation 
so that the matter could be dealt with by the board; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) the adoption of Option A that all faculty-level boards of examiners should 

receive the SAC gradings approved by the relevant subject board of examiners, 
and consider progression, award and classification in the light of these would 
be approved for 2010/11, together with the additional process outlined in Noted 
(vii) above; 

Action:  RDH 
 

(ii) that a review of the revised approach would be undertaken in the summer of 
2011 with a view to appraising the viability of moving to the revised approach 
outlined in (vii) above; 

Action:  RDH 
 
(c) Level 3 and Level 4 Resits 

 
Considered:  a report on resits at Level 3 and 4 of Undergraduate and Integrated 
Masters Programmes; 

Document EC/10/53 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that issues had been raised during 2009/10 regarding concerns about the 

University’s current policy relating to resitting failed Level 3 and Level 4 
modules in undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes; 
 

(ii) that a paper setting out these issues, and identifying potential courses of action 
to address them, had been considered by QSSC and Faculty Education 
Committees (Undergraduate) in the Michaelmas Term 2010 and the results of 
this consultation were attached; 
 

(iii) that the motivation for reviewing this area was a concern that for students who 
fail non-compensatable modules at Level 3 or Level 4 the consequences were 
particularly significant with no entitlement to an honours degree and no 
opportunity to redeem their initial failure, that there was inconsistency across 
the University in the treatment of incoming exchange students and study 
abroad students, and there had been implications arising from the lack of Level 
3 and Level 4 resits in relation to students at these levels who for good cause 
had been given concessions to undertake a retake of a Level 3 or Level 4 
module as a first sit; 

 
(iv) that the view of QSSC was that a University policy should be established 

incorporating the requirement that Level 3 and Level 4 students undertaking a 
first sit by concession should be offered the opportunity to do so in the August 
resit period; but that otherwise resits would not be permitted at Levels 3 and 4.  
Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate) had been presented a number 
of options for consideration, and those in Science and Social Sciences and 
Health endorsed the view of QSSC; 

 
(v) that the Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) 

had indicated a preference for the introduction of resits up to the value of 40 
credits at Level 3, and up to the value of 20 credits and Level 4, for all students 
on undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes who had not gained an 
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honours or integrated master’s degree (as appropriate) as of right (including 
through the exercise of compensation) or through exercise of a board of 
examiner’s discretion; 

 
(vi) that the primary impacts of implementing the preferred option of allowing Level 

3 and Level 4 students undertaking a resit by concession to be offered the 
opportunity to do so in the August resit period would be the need for staff in 
departments/schools to carry out additional assessments, but that the number 
of students involved would likely be sufficiently small that the additional 
workload results would be manageable and would be counter-balanced by the 
detrimental impact to the student experience where undergraduates in this 
position were required to take a year out of residence before taking their first sit; 

 
(vii) that while one member felt that there was a need for a wider review of the issue 

of resits at Levels 3 and 4 of undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes, the Committee felt that there had been sufficient opportunity to 
consider all such issues as part of the recent consultation and there was no 
need to revisit this issue in the near future; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that the University’s current policy that resit opportunities would not be offered 

at Levels 3 and 4 of undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes be 
confirmed, and that this would apply to students registered on Durham 
programmes and incoming exchange students; 
 

(ii) that a policy would be approved whereby students who were granted a first sit 
by concession would be given the opportunity to undertake that first sit in the 
August resit period, and that consequential changes would be made to relevant 
policy statements in the Learning and Teaching Handbook.  

Action: RDH 
 

40. Annual Review of Timetabling 
 

Received:  the report on the annual review of the teaching timetable process; 
Document EC/10/54 

 
Reported:  that the report required further work and that it would be considered at a 
meeting of Education Committee in Epiphany Term 2011. 

 
41. OIA Pathways Working Group 
 

Considered:  the interim report from the OIA Pathways Working Group; 
Document EC/10/55 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report advised Education Committee of the University’s response to 

recommendations from the Pathways report of February 2010, reviewing the 
operation of the OIA; 
 

(b) that the report was an interim response, pending clarification of the extent to which 
the Government intends to implement Browne’s recommendations; 

 
(c) that the University Offices responsible for administering student disputes would 

continue to work collaboratively to monitor the work of OIA. 
 
42. Admissions Sub-Committee 
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Considered: the report from the meeting held 25 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/56 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(b) that a report had been received on the Review of Admissions 2009/10 

(Undergraduate and Postgraduate), and that the key issues identified would be 
monitored in the next admissions cycle; 

 
(c) that the Postgraduate Admissions Review would begin imminently with a scoping 

exercise, planned to last until March 2011, with the review planned to be 
completed by March 2012; 

 
(d) that the monthly statistics on undergraduate applications indicated there had been 

a small increase in applications since the previous cycle which was mainly driven 
by overseas applications, that the proportion of state school applications appeared 
to have decreased which may have been a result of the change in timing of 
statistics generation, and that there an increase in applications at Queen’s 
Campus; 

 
(e) that the University had not met its recruitment targets for research student 

admissions, and that performance in this area would be continued to be monitored; 
 

(f) that there had been requests from four departments/schools to make changes to 
the initial offer factors, of which three were granted, and that a further request was 
received from one college which absorbed the requests of the three 
departmental/school changes; 

 
(g) that in the previous admissions cycle some departments/schools had not achieved 

their overseas targets due to the conversion of applicants and that the estimated 
entry for international recruitment would be refined in the next cycle to account for 
this. 

 
43. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

(a) Meeting of 19 October 2010 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting held on 19 October 2010;             

Document EC/10/57 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 
 
(ii) that SESC had considered a report on current University practice in relation to 

provision for career education information, advice and guidance against the 
precepts of the revised Section 8 of the QAA Code of Practice, and confirmed 
that University practice was in alignment with these precepts or had approved 
action to bring practice into line with them; 

 
(iii) that the results of the Summer 2010 International Student Barometer had 

been considered and an action plan had been agreed; 
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(iv) that the terms of reference for the Faith Advisory Working Group on facilities 
for religious worship had been agreed and this work would now be taken 
forward; 

 
(v) that SESC had considered and approved a mechanism for the central 

management of University-wide questionnaires in line with the 
recommendations of the Student Engagement Working Group; 

 
(vi) that annual reports from the Careers Advisory Service, the Counselling 

Service, DUSSD, Student Financial Support and Team Durham had been 
received and considered; 

 
(vii) that a report on the ways in which the international taught postgraduate 

student experience  could be enhanced had been received and action had  
been agreed to take this work forward; 

 
(b) Meeting of 15 November 2010 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting held on 15 November 2010;         

Document EC/10/58 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 
 
(ii) that SESC had considered the initial consultation paper from the Review of 

Student Support Working Group and the Curriculum Review Working Group 
and that feedback had been provided to the Secretary of the Working Groups; 

 
(iii) that the results of the College Student Experience Survey 2009/10 had been 

considered and that it had been agreed that the Deputy Warden would review 
the questionnaire and that it would be administered for a final time in 2010/11 
with an agreement that a review of the Survey would be undertaken with a 
revised Survey to be implemented in the 2011/12 academic year.  

 
44. Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
  
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held on 12 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/59 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Department of Theology and Religion had expressed concern with 

regard to the dual capping of modules in one department and that whilst there 
were many potentially appropriate reasons for introducing module caps it would 
be appropriate to review the decision to determine if an amicable solution could 
be reached; 
 

(ii) that the issue of restrictive practices in module capping would be considered by 
the Curriculum Review Working Group, along with the situation in regard to co- 
and pre-requisites; 

 
(iii) the receipt and consideration of a report on the graduate employment 

comparison and an oral report from the Employer Relations and New Business 
Manager in the Careers Advisory Service; 
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(iv) that the Department of History had raised issues with regard to the decision to 
request that NSS data be made available by College and the implications of this 
but that Education Committee would continue to use this format for the NSS 
2011 with a review of the practice to be undertaken for future years; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that it was not appropriate for there to be dual module caps approved; 

 
(ii) that the Head of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities would liaise with the  

Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) in Social Sciences and Health outside 
of this meeting to seek a resolution to the issue raised in regard to module 
capping; 

Action: SDK/ACB 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education 
Committee (Postgraduate) held on 1 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/60 
 
Noted:  that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee that 
were not itemised elsewhere on the EC agenda. 

 
45. Faculty of Science Education Committees 

 
(a) Undergraduate  

 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) held on 10 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/61 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the issues raised in respect of the use of vivas in taught programmes had 

been addressed earlier in the meeting (Minute 33 refers); 
 

(ii) that current University policy outlined that students spending time in schools 
would constitute a placement and that this would therefore apply to the 
Sciences into Schools and Mathematics Teaching III modules.  The Science 
Outreach Coordinator in the Department of Earth Sciences could be contacted 
to outline the approach taken in that department to similar placement 
opportunities; 
 

(iii) that issues raised by departments in relation to the Level 2 progression 
threshold would be considered at the January 2011 meeting of the Science 
FEC (UG); 

 
(b) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee 
(Postgraduate) held on 2 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/62 
 
Noted:  that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee that 
were not itemised elsewhere on the EC agenda. 

 
46. Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committees 
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(a) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held on 15 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/63 
 
Noted:  that the issues raised in relation to the streamlining of Foundation 
Pathways were being revisited and that the matter would be discussed at the 
January meeting of Social Sciences and Health FEC (UG).  Following this 
discussion, a paper would be forthcoming to a meeting of QSSC on streamlining 
provision via curriculum development and that it was acknowledged that 
departmental admissions targets would need to be considered as an element of 
any proposals brought forward; 

 
Agreed: that the purchase of an annual license for ‘Cite Them Right’ should be 
referred to the University Librarian for consideration, with a discussion at Library 
Committee potentially required; 

AB/SDK 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Postgraduate) held on 17 November 2010; 

Document EC/10/64 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(ii) that the introduction of compensation at taught postgraduate level had been 

raised by the Durham Business School and that it was acknowledged that there 
would be no such introduction in 2010/11 but that this issue would be 
considered during the 2011/12 academic year. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
47. University Response to the QAA consultation on Institutional 

 
Received: the University response submitted to the consultation exercise for QAA on 
the operational description for institutional review of higher education institutions in 
England and Northern Ireland. 

Document EC/10/65 
 

48. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 
Document EC/10/66 

 
49. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Monday 17 January 2011  2:00pm  Council Room 
Monday 14 February 2011 2:15pm Council Room 
Wednesday 16 March 2011 2:15pm Council Room 
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Wednesday 18 May 2011 9:15am Council Room 
Tuesday 14 June 2011 2;:00pm Council Room 

 


