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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

14 February 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, Dr M 
Gilmore, Professor I Greener, Dr A K Hughes, Professor J J Long, Professor S L Morris, 
Professor N D B Saul, Professor I Shennan, Dr P B Wilson with Professor T McLeish 
(Minute 63), Mr R Emborg (Minute 64), Mr A Rennie (Minute 65), Mrs M J King (Minutes 70 
and 71), Miss N D Brennan and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary); 
 
Apologies:  Professor S D Kunin, Dr J Imber, Dr N Mears, Professor J H F Meyer, Dr J 
Phoenix and Mr S Roseveare. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

 
63. Fostering Strategic Relationships with Key Business Partners 

 
Considered: a report on fostering strategic relationships between Durham University 
and key business partners; 

Document EC/10/83 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report proposed an approach to fostering strategic relationships between 

the University and key partners, with the aim of meeting the objectives outlined in 
the Durham University Strategy 2010-2020 with regard to external partnerships; 
 

(b) that the proposed approach had already been subject to consultation via 
consideration by Research Committee and University Executive Committee; 
 

(c) that the main message was that external partnerships were not peripheral but core 
to what the University aimed to achieve when planned; 

 
(d) that the proposal set out new ways in which the University could work in 

partnership with business and industry, outlined a fresh approach to a pattern of 
long-term partnerships between the University and a small number of industrial or 
commercial organisations that had strong potential, and laid out a programme to 
take this area of work forward, including communication internally and externally; 

 
(e) that the main objective of engagement with business and industry was to build 

long-term partnerships which would enable the University to undertake co-
produced research and collaborative education, as well as to develop exchange 
opportunities for both staff and students; 

 
(f) that examples of existing partnerships were outlined in the report and that the 

Durham Business School programme developed in collaboration with KPMG was 
an example of the University taking the lead nationally in the area of a balance 
between curricular content and employability and skills; 
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(g) that the arrangement with KPMG had been complex to set up but that the key to 
progressing this in a timely fashion had been the early communication between the 
Durham Business School and professional support services.  The importance of 
the early notification of relevant professional services, and partnership working 
between departments and professional services, in developing such partnerships 
was crucial, and this would be a useful message to be communicated at Faculty 
Education Committees in light of the increased emphasis on partnership activity; 

Action: Chairs of FECs 
 

(h) that the Faculty PVCs had been provided with information on the model used to 
develop the partnership with KPMG to determine whether there was interest from 
other departments in developing similar partnerships; 

 
(i) that the new Durham Business and Innovation Service would develop a record of 

existing partnerships, identifying links relating to both education and research 
activity, and that this would enable greater sharing of information across the 
University and the opportunity to create new links with existing partnerships as well 
as identifying new opportunities; 
 

(j) that the role of the Durham Business and Innovation Service in coordinating this 
area of work would enable existing expertise to be shared across faculties and the 
wider University community; 

 
(k) that the report was currently very focused on research aspects of potential 

collaboration, with the only mention of education being in the form of professional 
development activity; and further consideration should be given to the value of 
partnerships in educational activity in the report prior to circulation to the Faculty 
Education Committees; 

Action: TCBM 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that members should provide brief statements on any other examples of 
partnership development which could be usefully included in the report to the PVC 
(Research) via the Secretary; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that the report should be revised in line with the comments from Education 
Committee to give greater emphasis to the potential for education-based 
partnerships; 

Action: TCBM 
 

(c) that the revised report should be circulated to Faculty Education Committees and 
Faculty Boards for comment and that a request would be made for examples to be 
developed of existing and planned activity to inform opportunities at faculty and 
University level. 

Action: RDH 
 

64. Access Agreement 
 
Considered:  a report on the development of a revised University Access Agreement in 
response to revised guidance on Office for Fair Access (OFFA); 

Document EC/10/84 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report updated Education Committee on current developments in relation 

to the Access Agreement for 2012 entry in advance of the provision of final 
guidance from OFFA which would be published imminently; 
 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 3 of 12 
 14 February 2011 

(b) that in the absence of final guidance from OFFA it was only possible to identify 
themes for consideration at this time.  These were drawn from a number of 
published items, with the most useful summaries to date being a briefing note 
published by Universities UK at the end of January 2011, and the final guidance to 
the Director of Faith Access from the Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills which was published early in February 2011; 

 
(c) that the report was primarily for information and that the views of Education 

Committee were sought concerning priorities that should be included within the 
2012 Access Agreement.  Issues for consideration included the balance between 
bursaries and highly targeted outreach activity, and the balance between support 
for outreach/recruitment and retention; 
 

(d) that in future the renewal of the Access Agreement was likely to require an annual 
review to be conducted as opposed to the current five year arrangement, although 
there was currently no indication that renewal would require revision of the Access 
Agreement. The key aim of an annual review would be to ensure that the 
Agreement remained fit for purpose; 

 
(e) that the Aimhigher funding would end in April 2011, but that the University planned 

to retain some of this activity under the current access agreement by identifying 
alternative resource.  The activity being retained was that which had the most 
impact on recruitment to Durham; 

 
(f) that the opportunity to direct resources to retention would enable the University to 

offer support in areas such as study skills which could be linked to both academic 
programmes and employability issues; 

 
(g) that the potential penalties for not achieving the targets in the Access Agreement 

were significant; 
 

(h) that the Communications Office had undertaken research on widening participation 
activity, including holding focus groups and issuing questionnaires, to determine 
what aspects would interest potential applicants.  This exercise had produced a 
significant amount of information which had been used to inform the University’s 
Marketing Strategy, and the Admissions Sub-Committee had worked on the 
decision making process for making offers involving such circumstances; 

 
(i) that a targeted approach to widening participation had been found to be a more 

effective use of resources, and this would continue to be the preferred option to 
ensure that the terms of the Access Agreement were met; 

 
(j) that the University intended to take a holistic view when setting fees and other 

charges, including consideration of accommodation charges and what were 
currently ad hoc charges such as fieldwork costs, to cover all aspects of the 
student experience; 

 
(k) that the University could usefully consider how it might increase the proportion of 

mature students it recruited.  One way of achieving this would be to give potential 
mature students the opportunities to attend some undergraduate modules as a 
‘taster’ for undertaking a full programme.  The University’s Occasional Student 
Scheme already permitted this, and consideration should be given to the 
introduction of a key performance indicator on access via this scheme; 

Action: MG/RE 
 

(l) that the Director of Human Resources and the Director of the Careers, 
Employability and Enterprise Centre was developing a policy on employment 
opportunities for students within the University and that this would come forward for 
consideration by Education Committee; 
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(m)that the publication of the final guidance from OFFA would provide further direction 

for the University’s approach to developing the final version of the Access 
Agreement; 

 
Agreed:  that information would be requested from the Communications Office on the 
research undertaken on widening participation and would be provided to the Director of 
the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office and made available to members on 
request from the Secretary. 

Action: NDB 
 

65. Durham Doctoral Training Centre Framework 
 
Considered: the proposals on the development of the Durham Doctoral Training Centre 
Framework; 

Document EC/10/85 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the report proposed the establishment of a Task and Finish Group to take 

forward the remaining actions within the Durham Doctoral Training Centre 
Framework Strategy paper approved by UEC in June 2009 and to address more 
recent issues arising from changes to external funding of doctoral training, and 
highlighted within the Postgraduate Strategy approved by Senate in January 2011; 
 

(b) that the Task and Finish Group would take forward the issues highlighted and 
develop proposals that would support the continuous improvement and review of 
doctoral training from 2011-12 onwards, with consultation undertaken via Faculty 
Education Committees prior to consideration by Education and Research 
Committees; 

 
(c) that the proposal followed on from a paper on doctoral training in the post-Roberts 

environment approved by UEC in December 2010 and built on work undertaken 
and implemented in 2009-10 to rebrand the University’s doctoral training provision; 
 

(d) that there was now a need to finalise activity ahead of the 2011-12 academic year, 
and an opportunity to consider how best to ensure that the University was well-
placed to respond to future developments in doctoral training; 

 
(e) that the DDTC framework aimed to support the development of individual DTCs, 

but that there was no requirement for departments and faculties to develop DTCs in 
all areas, and that the Task and Finish Group would be asked to consider a 
mechanism for the development of individual DTCs and DTC funding bids should 
be supported and approved which would retain oversight at University level; 

 
(f) that the PVC (Research) was working with colleagues to embed research activity in 

the Colleges and that the Dean of Graduate School would liaise with the PVC 
(Research) to ensure that there was no replication of work and to cross-refer issues 
for consideration; 

 
(g) that the work of the Group would consider the implications of collaboration with 

partner institutions and the logistics of such arrangements; 
 

Agreed:   
 
(a) that the need to establish clear governance arrangements in this area should be 

made clear in the proposal and included in the terms of reference of the Task and 
Finish Group; 

Action:  AR 
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(b) that the membership of the Task and Finish Group should be revised to include a 
student representative; 

Action: AR 
 

(c) that the proposal should be revised in line with the comments above and circulated 
to the PVC (Research) and the members of Research Committee for comment; 

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the proposed membership, remit and reporting structure for the Task and 
Finish Group should be considered for approval by Chair’s action following 
consideration by Research Committee and that the work would be taken forward 
this academic year with a report expected at the June meeting of Education 
Committee. 

Action: TC/AR/AF 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 17 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/86 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 17 January 2011; 

Document EC/10/87 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 18 January 
2011, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of EC held 8 November 
2010. 

Document EC/10/88 
 
67. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/10/89 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information. 
Document EC/10/90 

68. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there no items of Chair’s business. 
 
69. Student Charter 
 

Considered:  a proposal to establish a task and finish group to develop a Student 
Charter; 

Document EC/10/91 
Noted: 
 
(a) that a joint working group of the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, 

Universities UK and the National Union of Students was established in 2010 to 
develop an outline for HEI Student Charters, and that it was likely that all HEIs 
would be obliged to have such a charter in place by 2012; 
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(b) that it was proposed to establish a small, time-limited Task and Finish Group to 
draft a Student Charter for the University, taking as its starting point the University’s 
commitment to students as active members of the academic community as 
articulated in the Education Strategy.  The Charter would articulate high level rights 
and responsibilities for both students and staff of the University, and consideration 
would need to be given by the Group as to whether Student Charter was the most 
appropriate title for the document; 

 
(c) that the proposed membership was small but that the consultation exercise would 

allow the Group to draw on views and expertise across the University.  There would 
also be cross-over between the membership of the Task and Finish Group and 
both the Student Support and Curriculum Review Working Groups to ensure that 
the draft Student Charter would reflect the developments in these areas; 

 
(d) that the approach of comparator institutions to student charters would be included 

as an element of the work of the Group and good practice from these examples 
would be used to inform the development of the draft Student Charter;  

 
(e) that the Department of Computer Sciences had previously a form of student charter 

in place and that investigations would be undertaken to locate the text used and 
that this would be shared with the Chair of the Task and Finish Group for reference; 

Action: ELB 
 

(f) that the Chair was intended to be the representative from the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Health, and the Chair be briefed on the various aspects of the work 
of the Group to ensure that the developments in this area at both faculty and 
University level, as well as the internationalisation agenda, were considered; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the membership of the Task and Finish Group should be revised to include a 

representative from the Colleges Division to reflect the broad nature of the 
proposed Student Charter; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that the proposal to establish the Task and Finish Group be approved, subject to 
the minor revision to the membership, and that the work should be taken forward in 
line with the outlined schedule. 

Action: RDH 
 
70. Timetabling  
 

Considered:  a report on timetabling policy issues; 
Document EC/10/92  

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report informed Education Committee of policy issues within the timetabling 

area and considered three key issues, specifically academic constraints on the 
timetable, teaching activity start times and the alignment of module outlines with 
the timetable; 

 
(b) that it was intended that the paper would be considered at the next cycle of FEC 

meetings in Epiphany Term, following which final recommendations would be made 
to the March 2011 meeting of Education Committee; 

 
(c) that the issues raised in relation to constraints on the University timetable and their 

consequences for space utilisation had been presented to UEC, and UEC approval 
had been given subject to changes incorporated into this version of the paper; 
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(d) that UEC had agreed to the implementation of the principles and their 
consequences for staff availability, including restrictions on change requests and 
adherence to the timetable, and that the issues outlined in relation to teaching 
activity start times and the alignment of module outlines with the timetable had 
arisen from a review of the 2009/10 timetable; 

 
(e) that the paper proposed a set of core timetabling principles which should bring 

greater equality to the working practices within the University and increase flexibility 
within the timetable.  This would in turn lead to improved utilisation of the 
University’s estate as the timetable would make more efficient use of the teaching 
space available; 

 
(f) that the assumption would be made that staff are available to teach at any time 

within standard University hours, unless advised that the member of staff had 
arrangements approved for flexible working and that such arrangements would be 
requested via the Head of Department, who would consult with Human Resources 
and the Timetabling Manager in accordance with the statutory procedure and 
criteria set out in the University’s flexible working policy; 

 
(g) that requests for changes to the published timetable must be justified and that 

principles outlining valid reasons had been collated by the Timetabling Team.  All 
requests that did not fit with the listed principles would be considered on their own 
merits, and would be implemented if a compelling case could be made and that the 
consideration of change requests was based on the consequences for the 
timetable as a whole; 

 
(h) that there were two aspects of the teaching week which were highlighted for 

consideration, the issue of Michaelmas Term starting on a Thursday was being 
considered by the Student Support Working Group and the second issue was a 
difference in the start time of afternoon teaching at Durham City locations being 
different to that in the morning and to all teaching at Queen’s Campus; 

 
(i) that reference could also be made to the differences in term start dates, such as 

the earlier start date for postgraduate students, but that this issue would be 
considered as an element of the review of induction which would also look at the 
length of terms; 

Action: MG 
 

(j) that departments were asked for details on their teaching patterns twice, with 
information requested for inclusion in the Faculty Handbook and for timetabling 
purposes, the latter requiring significantly more detail than provided in the module 
outline for the Handbook to enable the timetable to be populated correctly; 
 

(k) that in previous years it had been highlighted that the alignment of data in the 
Faculty Handbook and in the timetable varied significantly and that, with the 
increased publication of this information, it was essential that consistent data was 
made available; 

 
(l) that the introduction of on-line module registration would make students more 

aware of University publications such as the Faculty Handbook and that 
discrepancies in available data should be minimised, with module outlines giving 
students an indication of the time commitments required and the more detailed 
information to allow the Timetabling Team to schedule teaching activity; 

 
(m) that it would be necessary to contact departments to request that they review 

module outlines to ensure that the correct information was recorded and that this 
may need to happen after the agreed curriculum development deadline; 
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(n) that where departments made requests for timetable slots over and above the 
contact hours the department delivered for a module, this introduced a further 
constraint on the timetabling process, and therefore impacted negatively on the 
timetabling process; 

 
(o) that the Student Enrolment Project would result in the integration of module 

outlines and timetabling activity and that programme regulations were scheduled to 
be built into the on-line system by 2012/13 academic year and that by 2015 the 
system would allow students to check timetabling constraints when choosing 
modules; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(a) that the proposal should include reference to the process for managing conflicts 

where requests to change the timetable proved contentious and that the Academic 
Registrar would arbitrate in the first instance; 

Action: MJK/MG 
 

(b) that the role of the Timetabling Coordinators in departments should be made clear 
in the proposal and that the different roles of the Timetabling Team and the room 
booking function for non-teaching related activity should be referenced; 

Action: MJK 
 

(c) that it was sufficient for the paper to identify that the difference between start times 
at Durham City and Queen’s Campus was historical and that paragraph 2.2 should 
be revised accordingly; 

Action: MJK 
 

(d) that the proposal should include reference to the need to ensure that consistent 
information was made available by departments in respect to contact hours as this 
was already made publicly available in module outlines and its public profile would 
rise with the introduction by HEFCE of the requirement to publish a Key Information 
Set for each programme, and would need to correspond to the data collected for 
the timetable; 

Action: MJK 
 

(e) that the proposal should be revised in line with the comments made by EC and 
would be circulated to the next cycle of FECs for consultation; 

Action: MJK 
 

(f) that the Chairs of FECs would be asked to encourage departments to review and 
revise module outlines and that they should refer to the outline in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook in relation to what changes could be made outside of the 
curriculum development schedule and liaise with the appropriate Faculty Support 
Officer to take this matter forward. 

Action: Chairs of FECs 
 

71. Early Registration 
 

Considered:  proposed revisions to the early registration process; 
Document EC/10/93 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the next stage of the Student Enrolment Project aimed to deliver a simple on-

line module registration system for introduction in May 2011 and that the delivery of 
this process on-line would mean that the current Early Registration permission 
process may no longer apply; 
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(b) that the report recommended a way forward until the implementation of full on-line 
module registration with programme regulations checking which was expected to 
be introduced in May 2013; 

 
(c) that a consultation document on this issue was circulated to departments and 

colleges in December 2010 which outlined the new on-line module registration 
process and asked for feedback on the process and the potential consequences for 
early registration; 

 
(d) that the Director of Sport had been consulted and had given feedback on how the 

current process affected students representing the University at sporting events at 
the end of the Easter Term; 

 
(e) that the current process emphasised the need for students to be present in Durham 

until the end of term and that it was important for the University to have as much 
information as possible about student module choices before the summer vacation 
to inform the organisation of tutorial and seminar groups and teaching 
accommodation requirements; 

 
(f) that the current process required students to apply for permission to register early 

by the end of the first week of the Easter Term and that the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook defined the grounds on which permission would normally be granted by 
either the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee or the Director of 
Sport where the request related to sporting reasons; 

 
(g) the introduction of the new on-line module registration process would mean that 

students on programmes where all the modules were core would not be required to 
seek authorisation from their departments in person, nor would they be required to 
hand in a hard-copy form in person; 

 
(h) that the scope for change to the current process was limited as the module 

registration process still assumed that the authorisation and advice elements of the 
process should be carried out face to face, and students had started enquiring 
about early registration with some cases already having been granted permission; 

 
(i) that whilst it was necessary to change the process, it was recognised that it may 

not be possible to implement a significant change within the timescales of this 
academic year and that the key issues for consideration were whether to retain the 
central faculty and sport level permissions and how the process of module 
registration should be managed for those with permission to register early and for 
those who choose not to register in due time without permission; 

 
(j) that three options for managing the early registration process had been developed, 

with each outlining the advantages and disadvantages, and that the preferred 
option was to retain the faculty level permission process this year, with the caveat 
that faculty officers should agree a consistent approach, and that the process 
should be reviewed as part of the ongoing Student Enrolment Project in October 
2011; 

 
(k) that whilst the Committee agreed that it was appropriate for chairs of FECs 

(Undergraduate) to develop a proposed consistent approach, this should be 
approved at University level by Education Committee as it would become 
University policy in the area; 

 
(l) that departmental staff managed the module registration process in departments 

and that this happened in a variety of ways with departments managing the 
process in a way that would fit with their method of giving academic advice and that 
this would continue to be the case; 
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(m) that departments would also need to consider how to manage the authorisation and 
advice processes for students who had permission to register early and that, given 
students would be making a provisional choice of optional modules on-line, advice 
may be given by communication with students in person or via email and that it was 
therefore necessary to consider the timescales for early registration, specifically 
how early to open the system and start the process; 

 
(n) that two options for opening the stream for module registration in the Easter Term 

had been considered and that the preferred option was to open the on-line module 
registration system as early in the Easter Term as the implementation timescales 
would allow and that this would give students ample time for students to register 
provisionally for modules and would allow departments flexibility to manage the 
advice and authorisation process in a way which would suit their methods of 
operation; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the relevant faculty officers would outline a set of principles in relation to the 

criteria for consideration in determining the outcome of early registration requests 
and these would be circulated to EC members for consideration.  A decision would 
be made under Chair’s action on behalf of EC to approve a University-wide 
approach to ensure consistency across the faculties; 

Action: SDK/ACB/TF 
 

(b) that, subject to the agreement of principles by Education Committee, the 
recommendations outlined in (j) and (m) above would be approved for 
implementation this academic year and that the process should be reviewed as 
part of the ongoing Student Enrolment Project in October 2011. 

Action: MJK 
 

[Secretary’s note: a set of principles from relevant faculty officers was circulated to 
members for consideration and approved by Chair’s action on behalf of Education 
Committee as agreed.  These principles have been shared with appropriate 
colleagues, including in Student Planning and Assessment, to ensure there is a 
consistent, University-wide approach.] 
 

72. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting held on 12 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/94 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the draft Memorandum of Agreement to govern the partnership with Macquarie 

University, Australia, was still subject to minor revisions.  It was therefore being 
requested that Education Committee approve the partnership in principle, but that 
permission be given for the final detailed approval to be given by Chair’s action on 
behalf of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee and Education Committee unless 
there were substantive changes proposed which would require the proposal to be 
referred back to Education Committee; 
 

(b) that the use of video-conferencing equipment in PhD vivas had been raised, and 
the use of such resources was currently prohibited by the University’s regulations.  
However, these regulations had been developed some time ago and did not reflect 
the advances made in technology or the increased availability of such equipment, 
which could prove advantageous in terms of savings in staff time and financial 
resource implications of conducting vivas in person while maintaining the integrity 
of the assessment process; 
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(c) that it would be appropriate to conduct a pilot exercise on the use of video-
conferencing equipment to conduct vivas, and that the submission of the 
appointment of examiners form could be used to identify students to trial this 
approach or the Chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) could approve this approach where 
the appointment of examiners had already been approved; 

 
(d) that principles would need to be developed to outline why Chairs of FECs 

(Postgraduate) would agree to a request from a student for a virtual viva and that 
this would include issues such as timing constraints, visa implications and the use 
of academic expertise of colleagues based outside the UK who were unable to 
attend the viva in person; 

Action: ELB 
 

(e) that the University also currently prohibited the holding of virtual boards of 
examiners for taught programmes, a decision that dated to the same period as that 
regarding research degree vivas.  The same developments referred to in Noted (b) 
above also applied, although it was recognised that holding a virtual board of 
examiners for taught programmes raised different issues (most notably the number 
of people involved in a taught board of examiners was significantly greater than the 
number involved in a research degree viva).  Nevertheless it was felt that the 
current University policy on virtual boards of examiners should be reviewed to 
ensure that it remained appropriate, with any proposed amendments being brought 
to Education Committee; 
 

(f) the consideration of the reports from the meetings of Collaborative Provision 
Panels in the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health held in 
December 2010; 
 

(g) the consideration of the report from the Enhancement-led Review of the Durham 
Business School held in March 2010 and the agreed action; 

 
(h) the consideration of the report from the meeting of the Joint Management 

Committee for NPIA and the conclusion of the partnership with the University; 
 

(i) the consideration of the reports from the Joint Management Committees for the 
Theological Colleges and the Newcastle Cognitive and Behavioural Therapies 
Centre; 

 
(j) the consideration and approval of a suite of Master of Anthropology programmes in 

the Department of Anthropology and the Master of Accounting programme in the 
Durham Business School; 

 
(k) the discussion and approval of placement provider arrangements with the National 

University of Singapore and Korea University; 
 

(l) the discussion of the proposed placement provider arrangement with Queen’s 
University, Canada, and the agreed action; 

 
(m) the consideration of the report of the Peer Review Team visit to the Durham 

Business School by the European Quality Improvement System (EQUIS) and the 
agreed action; 

 
(n) the approval of an initial proposal to establish a collaborative partnership with 

KPMG and the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales for the 
delivery of a BA Accounting degree; 
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Agreed: 
 

(a) that a proposal to conduct a pilot on the use of video-conferencing equipment to 
conduct vivas should be developed, including an Independent Chair on the Panel, 
with a sample of five vivas from up to 10 departments, with at least one candidate 
from each faculty; 

Action: ELB 
 

(b) that guidance outlining the proposed approach to virtual vivas would be produced 
and circulated to students to ask them to consider submitting to such an 
examination and circulated to departments to raise awareness of the pilot of virtual 
vivas; 

Action: ELB 
 

(c) that a report evaluating the pilot would be received by Education Committee to 
determine the outcome of the exercise and identify whether the approach would be 
adopted for introduction;  

Action: ELB 
 

(d) that a review of the current University policy on the holding of virtual boards of 
examiners for taught programmes should be undertaken; 

Action:  ELB/RDH 
 

(e) that, subject to minor revision to the Memorandum of Agreement in line with the 
comments noted in (a) above, the proposed collaborative provision partnership with 
Macquarie University, Australia, would be approved. 

Action: ELB/NDB 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
73. UK Professional Standards Framework 

 
Received: the University response submitted to the consultation exercise for HEA on 
the UK Professional Standards Framework. 

Document EC/10/95 
 
74. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time 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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