
  

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

17 January 2011 
 

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, 
Professor I Greener, Dr A K Hughes, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long, Dr N Mears, 
Professor J H F Meyer, Professor S L Morris, Dr J Phoenix, Mr S Roseveare, Professor N D 
B Saul, Professor I Shennan, Dr P B Wilson with Ms C Hyde Wesson (Minute 58), Miss N D 
Brennan and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Dr M Gilmore and Dr J Imber. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
50. Curriculum Review 

 
Considered:  the interim report from the Curriculum Review Working Group; 

Document EC/10/68 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report proposed a final version of the principles developed by the 

Curriculum Review Working Group following a significant consultation exercise and 
took 60 pages of feedback into account; 
 

(b) that the issue of non-credit bearing options, such as languages, had been raised 
only by the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committee 
(Undergraduate) and that the main consideration of this aspect would fall under the 
implementation phase of the principles; 

 
(c) the University needed to be clear about what was “core” and thus should be an 

integral part of the curriculum and that was “optional” and this should lie outside the 
curriculum; 

 
(d) that the commitment that all degree programmes should include a major research 

project, dissertation or equivalent (at undergraduate level typically 40 credits and 
PGT typically 60 credits) could raise issues for certain departments but that there 
was provision for a clear and compelling case to be made if such a module was not 
to be made available but this would be the exception rather than the rule; 

 
(e) that the Working Group had consciously required that any proposed exceptions to 

the curriculum principles would require a clear and compelling case.  All such 
cases for exceptions would be scrutinised through Faculty Education Committees 
and compelling rationales would need to be presented for any proposed exceptions 
to be approved; 

 
(f) that the implications of the commitment to Inter- and cross-disciplinarity (Annex 1, 

Principle 5) would academically and practically be challenging.  The paragraph 
could usefully be made more explicit in stating that students would be offered the 
opportunity to undertake at least one of the thematic modules at some point in their 
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programme and that programme regulations would be put in place to guide 
students in their module options/requirements;  

 
(g) that there was a commitment to the principle that curricula would be designed to 

provide students with the opportunity to develop as international citizens (Annex 1, 
Principle 11) to support the internationalisation agenda.  It was highlighted that the 
phrase ‘inter-cultural’ could refer to developments such as the inclusion of 
international case studies in teaching.  More work would be required on the 
implementation of the internationalisation agenda, and this would be a key element 
of the next phase; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the principles would be supported and recommended to Senate for approval at 

the meeting on 1 March 2011, subject to the amendment in Noted (f) above; 
 

(b) that the follow-up work should commence in advance of the consideration by 
Senate of the principles and that the above points should be taken into account by 
the Working Group in the next phase of its work; 

Action: RDH 
 
Recommended: that the principles developed by the Curriculum Review 
Working Group be approved by Senate. 
 

51. Student Support 
 

Considered:  the interim report from the Review of Student Support Working Group; 
Document EC/10/69 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report proposed a final version of the principles developed by the Student 

Support Working Group following a significant consultation exercise and taking the 
feedback received into account; 
 

(b) that the reference to academic staff referenced in Annex 1 Principle 7 regarding 
the role of Academic Advisor covered staff on teaching-only and lecturer contracts; 
 

(c) that the view of the Working Group was that there was an expectation on academic 
staff to write references (cf. Annex 1 Principle 9).  There has been strong feedback 
from the student representatives that there was a lack of clarity in this area and 
that students had on occasion felt let down with references made to academic staff 
refusing to provide references; 

 
(d) that in implementing the principle in Paragraph 7 there was a need to ensure that 

full account was taken of the different needs of taught postgraduate students in 
relation to induction when compared to undergraduate students; 
 

(e) that while the current draft principles made it clear that both academic departments 
and colleges supported the personal development of students, this could helpfully 
be stressed by creating a separate section of the principles headed ‘Personal 
development’; drawing the existing text on personal development together under 
this heading;  and starting the section with a clear statement of the responsibilities 
of academic departments and colleges in this area.  This section could also 
usefully highlight the responsibility on students to take advantage of the personal 
development opportunities offered by the University; 
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(f) notwithstanding the clear statement that Student Experience Sub-Committee 
approve College models of pastoral support and personal development, some 
members felt that it would be helpful if the principles included definitions of both 
pastoral support and academic support guidance, to provide clarity for Colleges 
and departments in determining how to meet the principles under these headings;   

 
(g) that work should be accelerated to introduce a system to track student records and 

supervisions linked to a diary management system; 
 

(h) that the paragraph in Curriculum Review report regarding personal development 
could be cross-referenced in the report from Student Support Working Group; 

 
(i) that some departments had expressed a view that there should be maximum 

flexibility in how departments operated an academic advisor system.  The concern 
of the Working Group was that such an approach was a model that had not worked 
in the past, that it led to inequality of treatment of students across the University 
and did not have the support of our students; 

 
Agreed: 
 

(i) that Principle 5 under the heading of academic support and guidance should be 
redrafted to clarify the definition of academic support and guidance; 

 
(ii) that an additional heading of personal development should be introduced and 

appropriate principles relocated under this heading; 
 

(iii) that the report and principles should be revised to ensure the role of academic staff in 
the area of personal development was clear; 

 
(iv) that the role of the student in personal development should be recognised in the 

report and principles; 
 

(v) that Education Committee endorsed the revised approach to the academic advisor 
system set out in the draft principles; 

 
(vi) that the document should be revised in line with the comments outlined in (a) to (e) 

and the revised document would be circulated to members for comment with a view 
to a final version being agreed by Chair’s action on behalf of Education Committee 
and recommended to the Senate for consideration at the meeting on 1 March 2011; 

Action: RDH 
  

(vii) the follow-on work should commence in advance of consideration of the principles by 
Senate. 

Action: RDH 
 
Recommended: that, subject to the revisions outlined above, the principles 
developed by the Student Support Working Group be approved by Senate. 
 

52. Exploring Postgraduate Space Needs 
 
Considered:  a report on postgraduate space needs; 

Document EC/10/70 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report built on issues which had been flagged at the Capital Planning 

Group and discussed by the Space Management Group and was intended to 
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inform the University’s provision and development of space for postgraduate 
students; 
 

(b) that views were now being sought on the broad principles outlined in the report, 
dependent on space becoming available as a result of new build/relocation.  As 
part of these developments of the estate the provision of postgraduate space and 
hub areas would need to be considered; 

 
(c) that space was owned by the University and not sub-units of the University and 

there was a strategic need to allocate space at University level.  The Space 
Management Group was seeking guidance from Education Committee on the 
strategic use of existing space and the prioritisation of issues in capital spend; 

 
(d) that the needs of taught postgraduate students over the summer period was an 

issue for specific consideration and that thought could be given to using spaces 
differently in non-teaching and non-exam times; 

 
(e) that there should be conscious consideration of generating a community of 

students in the allocation of spaces and locations of hubs.  It was evident that 
research students wanted the opportunity to engage with other students and that 
identifying space specifically for these students would not contribute to this 
engagement; 

 
(f) that the Space Management Group had considered the issue of using existing 

spaces differently (Recommendation 12 refers) and that the document clearly set 
out that there was a need to look at the space held by departments and whether 
reallocation/revised use was an option.  A further issue for consideration was 
whether there was a need to move towards allocating space more clearly in 
relation to current space needs rather than historical occupancy; 

 
(g) that any principles agreed would need to recognise subject-specific space 

requirements, such as lab rooms and equipment requirements and that it could not 
just be a simple calculation or consideration of student/space ratio; 

 
(h) that the recommendation B4 should be revised to read that “postgraduate 

requirements must be considered in planning and scoping department moves”; 
 

(i) that recommendation B5 should be revised to read that “departments should share 
good practice regarding use of existing space through FECs (PG) and Faculty 
Boards”; 

 
(j) that the reference to Space Management Group and Capital Planning Group in 

recommendation C7 should be removed.  The requirements of the Annual Review 
of Research Degree Programmes and Departmental Review  should be revised to 
increase their focus on the provision of space for postgraduates (with any issues 
arising relating to the need for additional space being referred to the planning 
round for consideration); 

 
(k) that recommendation C8 would need to be revised to ensure that it explicitly 

referred to postgraduate study space; it was also highlighted that provision of 
postgraduate study space in colleges would also need to be looked at in a 
coordinated fashion along with departmental provision; 

 
(l) that point (b) of recommendation C9 should be removed and point (a) be revised to 

take reflect that the needs of different types of students would need to be taken 
into account.  Point (d) should be revised to specify that taught postgraduate 
students were ‘generally’ satisfied with central locations.  Point (d) would also need 
to take into account the implications of the ESRC DTC allocation and that AHRC 
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were also likely to follow this approach, and that this could lead to consideration of 
provision of faculty-level hubs; 

 
(m) that it was recognised that there was an acute problem in the Faculty of Arts and 

Humanities which needed to be resolved but that this would need to be done in the 
context of strategic planning.  Recommendation C10 should be revised to reflect 
the strategic developments, for example Doctoral Training Centres, which would 
reflect the need for the Faculty of Arts and Humanities to be prioritised; 
 

(n) that the research showed that a number of key competitors have made significant 
progress in this area and that Durham is nowhere near where it needs to be.  It is 
an issue that could not be ignored; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Faculty Postgraduate Space Policies (Recommendation B6 refers) should 

be in place for next academic year and that they should then be used to inform the 
planning round (2011/12).  The proposed policies would need to come to 
Education Committee for approval at the 20 June 2011 meeting, following 
consideration at the May meetings of FECs (Postgraduate). The policies would be 
reviewed through the planning round in subsequent years.  These policies could be 
aspirational documents but would need to be the basis for planning whilst moving 
towards more ambitious elements; 

Action: JJL/CA/CMG 
 

(b) that the principles would be revised in line with the above comments prior to 
consideration by UEC. 

Action: TC/AR 
 

53. National Student Survey 2010 
 

Considered:  the reports and action plans from the faculties in response to NSS 2010 
results; 
 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

Documents EC/10/71 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that in 2010, Education Committee agreed that all faculties would organise a 

half-away day, or a meeting of their Faculty Education Committee 
(Undergraduate), in Michaelmas Term to discuss their NSS results and 
produce a faculty-level NSS Action Plan or equivalent document; 
 

(ii) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities NSS Agreement was developed 
following a meeting of the Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) in 
November 2010 and that it was produced by the Faculty with input from the 
Academic Support Office and had been approved by all Heads of 
Departments in the Faculty; 

 
(iii) that there were three main faculty-wide priorities outlined in the document as 

embedding the research-led education ethos, explaining teaching methods 
and contact hours, and personal development and employability; 

 
(iv) that the reference to learning communities would be better expressed as 

‘communities of academic practice’ to ensure consistent terminology was in 
use across the University; 
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(v) that the Faculty approach was informed by the ongoing work of the 
Curriculum Review Working Group and Student Support Working Group; 

 
(vi) that the priority to explain teaching methods and contact hours would need to 

have a clear rationale on contact hours and would need to be conscious of the 
development, referred to in the interim report by the Curriculum Review 
Working Group, of a University document which provided clarity on the rights 
and responsibilities of students; 

 
(vii) that the Faculty PVC would be requesting that departments consider the 

method of delivering modules and the reason for this approach as part of this 
Agreement; 

 
(b) Science 

Documents EC/10/72 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the NSS 2010 data was considered within departments and discussed at 

the departmental planning meetings held in November 2010.  The Faculty of 
Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) developed the overview 
policy on ‘Improving Students’ Experience’ during Michaelmas Term 2010, 
and discussions with departments were held in light of this development; 
 

(ii) that commitments had been identified at both faculty and departmental level 
and that these commitments were already being taken forward, particularly 
planning for the constructive use of teaching weeks; 

 
(iii) that it had been determined that it would be possible to identify a sample of 

students on the Natural Sciences programmes using the results at JACS 
Level 3 and that this data would be used to provide feedback to the students 
on the programme; 

 
(iv) that it should be recognised that the majority of questions on the NSS 

questionnaire related to experience and that only the final question sought to 
assess student satisfaction, and that it had become apparent that giving 
feedback to students on the NSS results had in some instances led to an 
improvement in the results for the satisfaction question; 

 
(v) that in addition to considering the influence of specific questions or question 

areas on overall satisfaction, the Faculty needed to ensure that it gave full 
weight to the importance of ensuring that all students felt valued members of 
academic communities within their departments as the detailed statistical 
analyses conducted for the University over the last four years had stressed 
the importance of this issue; 

 
(vi) that the free text comments from students had raised the issue of non-

academic interaction and the effect this could have on students’ responses, 
particularly the departmental administration, support services and cultural 
expectations of students; 

 
(vii) that the issues raised in the results in regard to library provision at Queen’s 

Campus would be addressed at a meeting of Education Committee later in 
the Epiphany Term; 

Action: JP 
 

(viii) that previous reports on issues raised in the NSS results with regard to IT 
provision at Queen’s Campus had indicated that the problem was largely one 
of perception (LTC 2007/8, Minute 82(b)(i) and Document LTC/07/150 refer), 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/ltc07/LTC.07.150.pdf�
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and that departments should communicate with students on changes to IT 
facilities; 
 

(ix) that departments had raised an issue regarding appropriate promotion of the 
survey and requested clarification from the University on the guidelines issued 
by Ipsos MORI for the provision of such information;  

Action: RDH 
 

(x) DSU and College representatives had made additional comments to students 
on the NSS and its uses and that DSU would be asked to identify any other 
ways in which a contribution could be made to promoting the NSS to students; 

Action: SR/NDB 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
Documents EC/10/73 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health had held a Faculty Away Day 

in November 2010 which included consideration of the overview of the 
departmental responses and action plans in relation to NSS 2010; 
 

(ii) that the analysis of the free text comments had indicated that the most 
common theme raised was the quality of teaching and responsiveness and 
accessibility of staff and that this linked back to previous comments on the 
student experience, raising the issue of making commitments to students and 
ensuring that action was taken to address these commitments; 

 
(iii) that the work being undertaken as an element of the Curriculum Review 

Working Group would need to ensure there was sufficient clarity on the role 
and responsibilities of academic advisors; 

 
(iv) that this process had been put in place for this year and that it was expected 

that a mechanism would be put in place to enable Education Committee to 
monitor the action taken to address the commitments made by faculties and 
departments;   

 
(v) that this was the second year that Social Sciences and Health had developed 

an NSS document and that the action points encompassed in this document 
had been reviewed at the cycle of annual Learning and Teaching meetings 
held by the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) with departments in the 
Michaelmas Term to monitor progress made and the timeline for specific 
actions.  The NSS Manifesto would also be considered as an element of the 
Annual Review of Teaching; 

 
(d) Overarching issues 
 

Noted: 
 

(i) that the revised process for considering the NSS results embodied in the 
faculty reports had been a significantly more reflective and helpful exercise 
than the department and proforma based approach adopted in the past; 

 
(ii) that there was a need to ensure that progress was made against the 

commitments given in the faculty plans, and for Education Committee to 
oversee and monitor this progress.  This could be most effectively achieved 
by requiring chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) to include an additional section 
in their future reports and action plans which would identify action taken in 
response to the results in previous years; 
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Agreed:  that with effect from the consideration of the results of NSS 2011, all 
faculty reports and action plans must include a review of progress in meeting the 
objectives set in the previous year’s reports and action plans. 

Action:  SDK/TF/ACB 
 

54. QAA Institutional Audit 
 
Considered:  a report on progress in implementing the QAA Institutional Audit action 
plan; 

Document EC/10/74 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Quality and Standards Sub-Committee had been charged by Learning and 

Teaching Committee with the responsibility of monitoring and coordinating the 
University’s action plan for addressing the issues raised in the report of its 2009 
QAA Institutional Audit and that the update report received by Quality and 
Standards Sub-Committee in April 2010 and by Learning and Teaching Committee 
in May 2010 noted that significant progress had been made in the majority of areas 
since the first update report, but that further progress was required.  This report 
was received at the December 2010 meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee provided Education Committee with an update on this further progress; 
 

(b) that the QAA’s process for following up the Audit remained unchanged and that 
follow-up would take place through a process the Agency described as Mid-cycle 
Follow Up; 

 
(c) that good progress had been made in completing the agreed action points, with six 

having been completed by April 2010 and a further nine completed since that time, 
leaving eight action points remaining and only two of those where final completion 
was unlikely before 2011/12; 

 
(d) that the agreed action point in relation to the desirable recommendation regarding 

the adoption of a more systematic approach to the recoding of annual staff review 
had been taken forward with an agreement that departments were expected to 
prepare training plans based on ASR and submit them to the Academic Staff 
Development Officer and Human Resources but that there had been issues with 
non-submission for the 2010/11 academic year; 

 
(e) that the University’s Chief External Examiner had met with the Head of the 

Academic Support Office to discus the external examiners process and the reports 
received and that access to all required documentation had been facilitated with a 
report to be received by Education Committee in due course; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a) that the Chair and Secretary would meet with the Chair of Quality and Standards 

Sub-Committee to discuss further the issue of a systematic approach to the 
recording of Annual Staff Review prior to referring the matter to the Director of 
Human Resources; 

Action: AF/RDH/ELB 
 

(b) that the progress to date in addressing the issues raised in the Audit report was 
appropriate. 
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Part B:  Routine Business 
 
55. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 13 December 2010; 
Document EC/10/75 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 13 December  2010; 

Document EC/10/76 
 
Noted:  that the minute on interviewing of students (Minute 33(h) refers) was intended 
to refer to external examiners getting an insight into the student experience rather than 
forming an element of assessment. 

 
56. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/10/77 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 
Document EC/10/78 

 
57. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Chair’s business. 
 
58. Progression from the Foundation Programme 
 

(a) Direct Progression Routes 
 
Considered: an update report on progress against the objective in the 
Undergraduate Admissions Strategy that direct progression routes should be in 
place from the Foundation Centre into every department in the University; 

Document EC/10/79 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the report updated Education Committee on the progress made to meet 

the strategic aim of the University to increase access via the Foundation 
Programme by ensuring that there was a direct progression route from the 
Programme to all departments; 
 

(ii) that progress had been slower than hoped and that it had been intended that 
all departments would offer direct progression from the Foundation 
Programme, unless specifically exempted by Education Committee, by 
October 2010; 

 
(iii) that the final raft of approvals would be received from Boards of Studies 

during the course of Epiphany Term 2011 following which approval would be 
sought from FECs (Undergraduate), and that the Foundation Centre would 
have all progression routes in place for the 2011/12 academic year; 
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(iv) that difficulties related to prior-entry requirements, particularly in the 
Department of Music and the School of Modern Languages and Cultures, 
were being addressed; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(i) that minute extracts would be requested from all Boards of Studies outlining 

the consideration of the proposed direct progression routes; 
Action: NDB 

 
(ii) that Education Committee would receive a report on progress in establishing 

direct progression routes at its June 2011 meeting;  
Action: CHW 

 
(b) Progression Rates 

 
Considered: a report from the Foundation Centre on progression rates for students 
moving from the Foundation Programme into Level 1; 

Document EC/10/80 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report had been produced as a result of issues noted at the meeting 

of LTC on 17 March 2010 raised by the Science FLTC (Undergraduate) 
regarding the progression of students who had completed the Foundation 
Programme once they had entered the main department for their degree; 
 

(ii) that Student Planning and Assessment had provided data on the issue for 
consideration by the Foundation Centre and that the report addressed the 
specific issues raised by the Science FLTC (Undergraduate) and provided 
analysis of the tracking data of Foundation students; 

 
(iii) that gateway modules had been introduced to ensure that students were 

supported to gain the skills required for the Biomedical Sciences programme 
where difficulties had been experienced, and that the progression and 
completion figures since 2004 demonstrated a noticeable improvement; 
 

(iv) that the situation with regard to Applied Psychology had been more complex 
as no clear pattern had emerged from the analysis of the data produced by 
Student Planning and Assessment but that the module ‘Introduction to 
Statistics’ had been flagged as particularly problematic and steps had been 
taken to improve the preparation for future study in statistics to ensure that 
students progressing from the Foundation Centre had appropriate skills levels 
in both statistics and numerical application; 
 

(v) that the Foundation Centre had replaced the ‘Numerical Skills and Research 
Methods for Scientists’ by two separate modules titled ‘Numerical Skills for 
Scientists’ and ‘Foundations of Statistics’ for the 2009/10 cohort and that the 
impact of this replacement could not be evaluated until the cohort had 
completed their first year; 
 

(vi) that the project assignment and instructions for students progressing to 
Applied Psychology had been changed to ensure a greater emphasis on the 
design and methodology of a survey and in their interpretation of results to 
increase the skills required for the Psychology statistics module; 

 
(vii) the effectiveness of gateway modules in supporting student progression from 

Level 0 to Level 1.  Such developments placed a particular importance on the 
ongoing engagement of departments with Centre once progression routes 
had been established.  The effectiveness of this relationship was vital in many 
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other ways to supporting successful progression routes, and it was important 
that departments ensured that they maintained close links with the Centre; 
 

(viii) that the Foundation Centre was working to differentiate between withdrawals 
for non-academic reasons and those for failing; 
 

(ix) that there was no comparator data currently available regarding progression 
from foundation programmes but that there had recently been a University 
Foundation Year Network established which could be asked to approach HEA 
to look at this issue and that this would be taken forward by the Director of the 
Foundation; 

Action: CHW 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that action had been taken to address the issues raised by the Science FLTC 

(Undergraduate) and that the gateway modules introduced had led to a 
noticeable improvement in progression on the Biomedical Sciences 
programme; 
 

(ii) that the Director of the Foundation Centre would monitor the impact of the 
replacement modules ‘Numerical Skills for Scientists’ and ‘Foundations of 
Statistics’ when the 2009/10 cohort completed their first year. 

Action: CHW 
 

59. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 
Considered: the report from meeting held on 15 December 2010; 

Document EC/10/81 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the principle of compulsory training for postgraduate admissions selectors 

would be considered at the meeting of Senate on 18 January 2011, but that 
approval of the proposed implementation plan for this training was being sought 
subject to the approval by Senate of the principle; 
 

(b) the discussion of the report on postgraduate application turnaround times in the 
2009/10 admissions cycle and the agreed actions; 

 
(c) the discussion of the undergraduate application turnaround times for the current 

admissions cycle and the action to be taken; 
 

(d) that the report on English language requirements of applicants had been 
developed by staff in the Language Centre and that it had been established that 
many departments did not currently require a score of 6.5; 

 
(e) that in some cases the English language requirements for departments currently 

set a higher score for taught programmes compared to research programmes.  
While there was a clear rationale for this in respect of doctoral studies, it was less 
clear in relation to research master’s of only one year’s duration.  This could benefit 
from further consideration as part of the annual review and approval of 
departmental English language requirements in the summer and autumn of 2011; 

Action:  LW 
 

(f) that the requirements outlined in the Policy for the Acceptance of English-Medium 
Qualifications in the proposed Section 1.3.5 would be refined further by the 
Language Centre; 

 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 12 of 13 
 17 January 2011 

(g) that the Language Centre held a training session on the issue of English language 
requirements and that this had been well received by departments; 

 
(h) that the report identified some differences in English language requirements 

between departments and that Admissions Sub-Committee would be asked to 
ensure that clear rationales were in place for such anomalies; 

Action: LW 
 

(i) that the proposed revisions to English language requirements would need to be 
clearly communicated to departments; 
 

(j) that the Admissions Sub-Committee would look at the relative balance of language 
requirements between different types of programmes and by faculty; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that, subject to consideration and approval of the principles by Senate, the 

implementation plan for compulsory training for postgraduate admissions selectors 
would be approved; 
 

(b) that the revised guidance on English language requirements of applicants would be 
approved but that the issues outlined in (e) to (j) would be referred to Admissions 
Sub-Committee for consideration. 

Action: LW 
 
60. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 9 December 2010; 
Document EC/10/82 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the annual update on activity in relation to the University’s collaborative 

partnerships during the past academic year, and anticipated activity during the 
forthcoming year, had been considered; 
 

(b) the consideration of the annual reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
degree classification and on undergraduate and integrated master’s progression 
and completion rates and the agreed actions; 
 

(c) the consideration of the annual faculty overviews of undergraduate and integrated 
master’s concessions, academic progress notices and appeals from Arts and 
Humanities and Science; 

 
(d) that the report on the HEFCE Research Degree Qualification Rates (RDQRs) had 

highlighted a number of issues which required further consideration.  The Dean of 
the Graduate School was immersed in the issue of submission and completion and 
would be giving further consideration to developing benchmarks for submission 
and completion rates, bringing recommendations to the May 2011 meeting of 
Education Committee following consideration at the meetings of Faculty Education 
Committees (Postgraduate) in March 2011; 

 
(e) that procedures have been instigated to highlight the issues in relation to 

progression and submission to departments and that the Chairs of FECs (PG) had 
been asked to encourage all departments to monitor such data and that it be 
thoroughly considered in the annual review process; 
 

(f) the discussion and approval of the MSc Defence, Development and Diplomacy and 
the MSc Conflict Prevention, Sustainable Peace and Security in the School of 
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Government and International Affairs and the approval of the MSc Criminology and 
Criminal Justice programme in the School of Applied Social Sciences; 

 
(g) the approval of a placement provider arrangement with the Tokyo Institute of 

Technology, Japan; 
 

(h) the consideration of the final decision on the accreditation of some Computer 
Sciences programmes by the British Computer Society (BCS) and that the 
specified action would be monitored via the Faculty of Science Periodic Review 
and Accreditation Panels, to ensure that the requirements were completed; 

 
Agreed:  that the Dean of Graduate School would consider the development of 
benchmarks/KPIs for research degree submission and completion. 

Action: TC 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
61. Matters of Report 

 
Reported:  that the PVC (Education) had taken Chair’s action on behalf of Education 
Committee to approve revisions to the draft Graduate Strategy prior to consideration by 
Senate. 

 
62. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time 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 2.00pm Council Room 
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