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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

 
16 March 2011 

 
Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair), Mr A C Baker, Professor E L Burd, Professor T Clark, 
Dr A Fawcett, Dr M Gilmore, Dr A K Hughes, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long, Dr N 
Mears, Professor S L Morris, Mr S Roseveare, Professor N D B Saul, Professor I Shennan, 
and Dr P B Wilson with Mrs H A Osborne (Minute 76), Mr A Rennie (Minutes 78 and 79) and 
Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Professor J S Ashworth, Dr C E Augarde, Professor C M Gerrard, Professor I 
Greener, Dr J Imber, Professor J H F Meyer and Dr J B Phoenix. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

75. Strategic Development of the University’s Portfolio of Programmes 
 
Considered: a report on the developing mechanisms for the strategic development of 
the University’s portfolio of programmes; 

Document EC/10/96 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposals in Document 96 were intended to address the objective in the 

University Education Strategy of ‘putting in place structures and processes to allow 
the strategic development of the University's portfolio of taught programmes in 
response to the emergence at faculty and University levels of new research themes 
and strengths, interdisciplinary opportunities (including those associated with the 
University's research institutes) and evidence of strong market demand in areas 
aligned with the University's research expertise’.  The intention was to allow 
centrally-held strategic information about potential new programmes to more 
effectively inform the development of the taught portfolio; 
 

(b) that the proposals retained decision making on whether to initiate new programme 
proposals in faculties and departments, and decision making on whether to 
approve a proposed new programme within the established new programme 
approval process; 

 
(c) that there was general support for the proposals; 

 
(d) that paragraph 14 appeared to contrast the consideration of overall recruitment with 

analysis of diversity variables.  These two aspects of admissions data were not 
necessarily in tension, and it would therefore be appropriate to amend the phrase 
‘rather than’ in paragraph 14; 

 
(e) that there was scope for the development of multi- and inter-disciplinary 

programmes that cut across faculty boundaries.  As currently written the paper did 
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not acknowledge these opportunities sufficiently, or indicate how they might be 
addressed in the proposed new processes.  The paper would be strengthened if it 
addressed these issues; 

 
(f) that the resource allocation mechanism for taught postgraduate programmes had 

been amended in 2009 so that teaching income followed module load.  This 
represented a significant advance on the previous position.  It remained the case 
that there was no central mechanism to allow the sub-division of income relating to 
undergraduate or taught postgraduate modules taught by staff from different 
departments.  Previous discussions between ASO and SPA had indicated that it 
was technically possible to do this, but that resource would need to be identified to 
put in place a mechanism to achieve this; 

 
(g) that the additional admissions information that Document 96 proposed should be 

provided to departments would not be new information as such, but would be a 
single page document per department that collated key information on applications 
and admissions relative to agreed targets.  This information was already supplied 
to departments as part of annual review, but in a less focused format.  QSSC had 
identified that there was a need to review the data provided as part of annual 
review, and this would be addressed through the introduction of the University Data 
Warehouse in 2013; 

 
(h) that the proposals could usefully involve the Careers, Employability and Enterprise 

Centre in the assessment potential new programmes; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that subject to the amendments detailed in Noted (d) to (h) above, the proposals be 

supported and forwarded to UEC for consideration; 
Action:  RDH 

 
(b) that the Academic Registrar and Head of the Academic Support Office should 

consider further the issues identified in Noted (f) above, and bring forward a brief 
report on this issue. 

Action:  MG/RDH 
 

76. Policy on Provision of Lecture Notes 
 
Considered:  the draft policy on provision of lecture notes to students with disabilities; 

Document EC/10/97 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that there had been strong support for the proposals among members of FECs, 

and that this support was echoed by members of Education Committee; 
 

(b) that the guidance notes attached to the policy had been very helpful in providing 
illustrative information to support implementation of the policy.  The example of a 
lecture abstract for teaching sessions that did not involve the use of aids such as 
PowerPoint had been particularly useful in clarifying issues for members of FECs; 

 
(c) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had asked that consideration be given to 

the current, and potential future, inclusion of issues relating to disability and the 
delivery and assessment of curricula within the Postgraduate Certificate in 
Academic Practice.  This policy statement could usefully inform that discussion; 
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Action:  RDH 
 
Agreed:  that the policy be approved, and published on the DUSSD website and in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook. 

Action:  HAO/RDH 
 

77. Timetabling Policy Proposals 
 
Considered: final proposals on timetabling policy issues; 

Document EC/10/98 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposals had been subject to consultation with FECs, and had been 

revised in the light of this consultation.  The major issues raised had related to 
clarifying the reason for not timetabling Wednesday afternoons, and acknowledging 
the potentially valid reasons for differences between data in module outlines and 
that provided in the timetable data collection tool.  Otherwise, there was broad 
acceptance of the proposals; 
 

(b) that the Faculty of Science continued to be concerned about the implications of the 
move to a 2.00 pm start for afternoon teaching for lunchtime departmental research 
seminars.  It was agreed that the paper should be amended to more clearly 
acknowledge this concern, and that there would be flexibility on this issue so that it 
remained possible for departments to continue holding lunchtime research 
seminars; 

 
(c) that where a member of staff had been appointed to a fractional contract, it was for 

the member of staff and the head of department to agree the periods when that 
member of staff was available to work through normal HR procedures.  Once this 
had been agreed, the staff member’s availability for teaching should be notified to 
SPA through the staff availability form; 

 
(d) that the proposals needed to make it clear that where individual members of staff 

wished to seek amendments to the timetable, they should do this through the 
departmental timetabling co-ordinator and not contact SPA directly; 

 
Agreed:  that subject to the amendments detailed in Noted (b) to (d) above, the 
proposals in Document 98 be approved. 

Action:  PB 
 

78. Framework for Doctoral Degree Awards 
 

(a) PhD by Published Works  
 
Considered:   proposals on the development of PhD by Published Works; 

Document EC/10/99 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the proposals had been developed following a request from Quality and 

Standards Sub-committee, following Senate’s approval of changes to the 
Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition to allow 
PhD candidates to incorporate within their theses work written and published 
during their period as registered students; 
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(ii) that Document 99 proposed that further work should be undertaken to 

develop detailed regulations for the introduction of the award of PhD by 
Published Works, which would only be available to members of University 
staff.  These regulations would be developed in line with educational 
principles detailed in Document 99, and in the light of comments to be sought 
from Human Resources and Fees Advisory Board on the staffing and fees 
issues relating to the introduction of such an award; 

 
(iii) that very careful consideration needed to be given to the definition of staff in 

any final proposal to create a PhD by Published Work.  Members identified 
several potentially significant problems if the current definition of ‘staff 
candidate’ in the Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Submission or 
Composition was applied to a PhD by Published Work, and stressed the need 
for very careful consideration of this issue, in conjunction with Human 
Resources, prior to a final proposal being brought to Education Committee; 

 
(iv) that the examination of a PhD by Published Works would include a viva, and 

that it was important that the final proposals stressed the high quality of work 
that would need to be submitted for this award; 

 
(v) that the final proposals would need to make it clear that the decision maker 

on whether to register a candidate for a PhD by Published Works would be 
the head of the relevant academic department; 

 
(vi) that it would be essential for the final proposals to incorporate a date at which 

a review of the implementation of a PhD by Published Works was undertaken; 
 

(vii) that Document 99 proposed allowing University staff as well as alumni to 
apply for higher doctorates, which would bring the University into line with key 
comparator institutions in this respect; 

 
(viii) that further work was required in relation to the fee level for higher doctorates, 

as the current fee was significantly below that levied by comparator HEIs.  
Consideration was being given to introducing separate application and 
examination fees for these awards, and a full proposal would be made to 
Fees Advisory Board in due course; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Dean of Graduate School should continue to develop proposals for a 

PhD by Published Work as outlined in Document 99, taking into account the 
issues detailed in Noted (iii) to (vi) above; 

Action:  TC/AR 
 

(ii) to recommend to Senate the amendment of the regulations for higher 
doctorates to allow University staff as well as alumni to apply for these 
degrees; 

 
(iii) that the issue of the fee level for higher doctorates should be considered by 

Fees Advisory Board; 
Action:  TC/AR 
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Recommended:  that Senate approve with immediate effect amendments to 
the regulations for higher doctorates to permit University staff members to 
apply for higher doctorates; 
 

(b) Core regulations for Professional Doctorates and for Modular Taught Masters 
Degrees, Postgraduate Diplomas and Certificates 
 
Considered:  a proposal on minor changes to the current core regulations for 
Professional Doctorates and for Modular Taught Masters Degrees, Postgraduate 
Diplomas and Certificates; 

Document EC/10/100 
 

Noted:  that the proposals were intended to recognise that the national credit 
framework set credit minima for postgraduate awards, and did not give a specific 
credit value for each type of award.  University practice had acknowledged this, by 
allowing individual programmes to exceed credit minima where appropriate, but it 
had not been explicitly referred to in the University’s regulations.  The proposed 
amendments to the core regulations would therefore acknowledge flexibility in the 
national framework, while maintaining the security of academic standards; 
 
Agreed:  to recommend the proposals to Senate for approval; 

 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the changes proposed in Document 100 
to the core regulation for Professional Doctorates and for Modular Taught 
Masters Degrees, Postgraduate Diplomas and Certificates. 

 
79. PGR Student Annual Report System 

 
Considered:  an interim report on the review of the annual report process for research 
students; 

Document EC/10/101 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that a number of issues had been identified regarding the current annual report 

process.  These related both to the technical management of the process within 
duo, and to the potential duplication between the annual report process and 
departmental progress reviews for research students.  Document 101 therefore 
proposed that a number of steps be taken immediately to address the technical 
issues that had been identified;  that the duo system be revised to permit a 
supervisor to upload the written record of a student’s annual departmental progress 
review, if they wished to do so;  and that a Task and Finish Group be established to 
undertake a more thorough review of the annual report process, with the Group 
undertaking extensive consultation with FECs (Postgraduate) and reporting back to 
Education Committee in Spring 2012; 
 

(b) that in reviewing the alignment between the annual report process and 
departmental progress reviews, care would need to be taken to ensure that the 
positive elements of both processes were retained; 

 
(c) that the Science FEC (Postgraduate) had expressed concerns that a revised 

annual report system could duplicate existing mechanisms and tools used in the 
Faculty.  This issue would be fully considered by the Task and Finish Group, and 
the Faculty of Science would be fully consulted on any proposals the Group 
brought forward; 
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(d) that one of the key elements of any revised process emerging from the Task and 

Finish Group should be to improve the feedback loop to students resulting from 
annual reports; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that for the 2010/11 annual reports the dataset to be used should be updated and 

amended by to ensure a reduction in the number of difficulties encountered by 
academic departments in using the annual report system; 

Action: SG 
 

(b) that for the 2010/11 annual reports the online duo report form should be revised to 
allow supervisors to upload the written record of a student’s departmental progress 
review; 

Action:  SG 
 

(c) that terms of reference for a Task and Finish Group to conduct a more extensive 
review of the annual report process, to report to Education Committee in Spring 
2012 following extensive consultation with FECs (Postgraduate), should be brought 
to an Easter Term meeting of Education Committee. 

Action: RDH 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/102 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 14 February 2011; 

Document EC/10/103 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 1 March 2011, 
detailing consideration of the reports from the meetings of EC held 13 November 2010 
and 17 January 2011; 

Document EC/10/104  
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that Senate had approved the interim report from the Curriculum Review.  It had 

been noted that further work needed to be undertaken in relation to the issues of 
interdisciplinarity and the principle that students should be strongly encouraged to 
undertake optional language modules.  A proposal for a working group to consider 
the latter issue would be submitted to a future meeting of Education Committee, 
with a view to it reporting in the Michaelmas Term 2011; 
 

(b) that final recommendations for the implementation of the Curriculum Review 
principles would be made to the next meeting of Education Committee; 
 

(c) that Senate had approved the interim report from the Review of Student Support.  
An essential element of this report was the requirement that all departments 
establish academic adviser systems.  In implementing this requirement, the 
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emphasis would be on departments ensuring that their provision of academic 
support and guidance clearly met the relevant principles approved by Senate.  
Departments would have flexibility in terms of the structures they employed, 
provided that they could demonstrate that they would deliver all the outcomes 
detailed in the relevant student support principles.  The Student Support Working 
Group was currently developing final proposals for implementation of the principles, 
and the intention was that both the new academic adviser and college mentor 
systems should be introduced for the 2011/12 academic year. 

 
81. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/10/105 
 

Noted:  that chair’s action had been taken to approve the terms of reference and 
membership of the Durham Doctoral Training Framework Task and Finish Group; 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 

Document EC/10/106 
 

(c) Matters for further consideration 
 

(i) Minute 53(b) National Student Survey 2010 
 

Considered:  a report on the issues raised in the NSS 2010 results with 
regard to library provision at Queen’s Campus; 

Document EC/10/107 
 

Noted:  that the action being taken to address these issues was appropriate. 
 
82. Chair’s business 
 

(a) Student Charter Task and Finish Group 
 

Reported:  that the Group had held its first meeting.  Good progress had been 
made in outlining the key issues, and the Group hoped to have a first draft of the 
Charter by late April.  The Group had carefully considered the schedule initially 
approved by Education Committee, and had concluded that given the importance 
of the Charter it was essential that there was a full and inclusive consultation 
process prior to its consideration for approval by Education Committee and Senate.  
The Group had therefore agreed that rather than bring forward a draft Charter for 
consideration at the May meeting of Education Committee and June Senate, it 
would do so in the Michaelmas Term 2011 following an extended consultation 
period; 

 
(b) Skills Audit Working Group 

 
Reported:  that the Group had been working on the development of graduate 
attributes, and an online skills assessment that students could complete shortly 
before or on arrival at the University.  It had also been mapping current skills 
support provision against the graduate attributes.  This had identified a small 
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number of gaps, and consideration would need to be given on how best to fill 
these.  The Group was considering such issues as when the test might be made 
available, to who it would be available and whether it would be optional or 
compulsory.  Final recommendations on all these issues would be come through 
Student Experience Sub-Committee for consideration by Education Committee and 
Senate; 
 
Agreed:  that Professor Burd should forward to members the link to, and enrolment 
details for, the online skills assessments being considered by the Working Group; 

Action:  ELB 
 

(c) Learning Resources in Colleges 
 
Reported:  that a proposal to establish a working group to consider learning 
resources and spaces in colleges (including college libraries) would be brought to 
Education Committee in the Easter Term.  The key driver for this review was to 
ensure that there was an appropriate level of equity in the provision of these 
resources, at the same time that diversity in provision was maintained.  The 
working group would be chaired by a member of academic staff; 
 
Noted:  that in relation to college libraries the review would need to consider such 
issues as the role of these libraries, how they were funded and what activities they 
were funded for.  However, these issues would be considered within the broader 
context of the provision of learning resources in colleges, in relation to their 
contribution to the overall student experience. 

 
83. Workshops on Avoiding Plagiarism 
 

Considered:  proposals for workshops on avoiding plagiarism; 
Document EC/10/108 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there had been broad support among FECs for the proposal that all 

departments should strongly encourage all students to undertake the online 
Epigeum tutorial relating to plagiarism at the start of 2011/12, and that the work on 
the extended induction process for 2012/13 onwards should include considering 
whether this tutorial should be integrated as a compulsory induction activity form 
October 2012 onwards.  There had been some support for making the tutorial 
compulsory in 2011/12, but the logistical problems resulting from this were 
significant.  It had therefore been recommended to make the tutorial optional in 
2011/12, with action taken during 2011/12 to address the logistical problems; 
 

(b) that while the wider use of the online tutorial would be helpful in addressing issues 
relating to plagiarism, it was as if not more important that students were effectively 
informed about good academic practice as part of induction processes, and that 
feedback on assessed work further supported and promoted increased student 
awareness of good academic practice; 
 

(c) that the work on the revised induction process would consider whether it was 
feasible and appropriate to make the online tutorial compulsory from October 2012 
ownwards, and that a recommendation on whether to do this would be made to 
Education Committee during 2012/13; 

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that from October 2011, all departments should strongly encourage their students 

to complete the online Epigeum tutorial relating to plagiarism; 
Action:  RDH 

 
(b) that the development of the extended induction period for 2012/13 onwards should 

consider whether completion of the online tutorial should become a compulsory 
part of induction. 

Action:  MG 
 
84. Publication of Module Information 
 

Considered:  a proposal to publish the module outlines approved by FECs within duo; 
Document EC/10/109 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposal was intended to reduce the inconsistency between information 

about modules published centrally, and that available to students and staff via duo, 
at the same time that it would reduce the workload resulting from professional 
services and departments maintaining two versions of the same information; 
 

(b) that it should be made clear that once the centrally-held module was automatically 
published in duo, departments should cease all e-publication of their own module 
outlines in duo.  This did not mean that departments would not be permitted to 
continue to publish information and resources that supplemented the centrally-held 
module outline;  only that departments should not publish a different version of the 
core module outline; 

 
(c) that it had not been thought necessary to consult with departments on this proposal 

as it was consistent with the approach to the use and reuse of central management 
information agreed by the University.  The proposal did state, however, that if 
Education Committee approved the approach in Document 109 there would be 
consultation with departments on the implementation of the publication of centrally-
held module outlines in duo; 

 
(d) that the proposal was for implementation in 2011/12 if this was possible given the 

other demands on ITS, and in 2012/13 if it was not.  The current demands on the 
Learning Technologies Team were such that 2012/13 was the more likely date for 
implementation; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposal for the publication of centrally-held module outlines in duo be 

approved; 
Action:  RDH 

 
(b) that the rationale for the proposal, the implications of this for departments, and the 

consultation that would take place with departments on implementation should be 
clearly communicated to departments. 

Action:  RDH 
 
85. Greening Course Delivery 
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Considered:  recommendations relating to the Greening Course Delivery report, 
following its consideration by FECs; 

Document EC/10/110 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) the key issues raised by the Greening Course Delivery report, and the views of 

FECs on these issues; 
 

(b) that in response to student demand there had been a move in many departments 
towards the provision of increased information in electronic rather than hard copy.  
At the same time, students in some departments continued to have a preference 
for receiving at least some documentation in hard copy.  Document 110 therefore 
proposed that departments should consult with their students through SSCCs on 
which information should be provided in hard copy and which in an electronic 
format, and be permitted to develop their approaches in the light of this feedback.  
There would be no University-level requirement that all information for students 
should be provided solely in an electronic format; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that Education Committee and its sub-committees, and faculty and departmental 

committees, be asked reduce paper use, either by printing 2 pages on 1 or allowing 
members to opt to receive documentation in electronic format only for meetings; 

Action:  RDH/members of FECs 
 

(b) that departments work with their SSCC to identify course materials that could be 
provided in electronic format only to reduce the production of hard copy 
documents, with departments deciding which documentation to provide in which 
format in the light of this consultation; 

Action:  Members of FECs 
 

(c) that the Chair raise with the Treasurer whether approved University travel suppliers 
could be encouraged to offer environmentally friendly options for international trips, 
including consideration of overland options for near-European destinations; 

Action:  AF 
 

(d) that the Chair raise with the Director of University IT whether the issues raised in 
the report relating to the use of computer equipment could be considered by ITS. 

Action:  AF 
 
86. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting held on 23 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/111 

 
Noted:  the Sub-Committee’s discussion of the University’s Access Agreement, and the 
establishment of a Balanced College Communities Working Group. 

 
87. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the report from the meeting held on 28 February 2011; 

Document EC/10/112 – not received 
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(b) a recommendation that Education Committee recommend to Senate a proposed 

collaborative partnership with KPMG and the Institute of Chartered Accountants of 
England and Wales; 

Document EC/10/112a – tabled (confidential to Committee members) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the minutes of the meeting of the Sub-Committee held on 28 February 2011 

were not available, and would be considered at the May meeting of Education 
Committee; 
 

(b) that the 28 February 2011 meeting of the Sub-Committee had agreed to 
recommend to Education Committee a proposed collaborative partnership with 
KPMG and the Institute of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales, and 
Document 112a gave full details of the proposed partnership.  As this paper had 
been tabled, it would be appropriate to give members time to consider the proposal 
prior to any decision being made; 

 
(c) that Fees Advisory Board had identified a potential issue regarding the proposed 

fee level for the first cohort on the BSc Accounting to be offered under the 
proposed partnership.  The Director of SPCU and the Academic Registrar were 
taking this issue forward, and if necessary minor amendments would be made to 
one of the annexes of the draft memorandum of agreement; 

 
(d) that the programme to be offered through the proposed partnership was highly 

innovative in nature, and therefore raised a number of challenges in relation to the 
practical arrangements for implementation.  Steps were being taken to ensure 
effective implementation, but given the risks associated with such an innovative 
and high profile programme it would be appropriate for the Durham Business 
School to make a further report during the Easter Term on the progress in making 
arrangements to deliver the new programme; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that members should pass any comments on Document 112a to the Secretary by 

5.00 pm on Wednesday 23 March 2011.  These comments would then be 
considered by the Chair, and if appropriate Chair’s action should be taken to 
recommend the proposed partnership to Senate for approval; 

Action:  all members 
 

(b) that any approval of the proposed partnership should be conditional on the Durham 
Business School making a report on implementation of the proposed partnership 
and programme to the 31 May 2011 meeting of QSSC. 

Action:  RD 
 
88. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report from the meeting held on 12 January 2011; 

Document EC/10/113 
 

(b) the report from the meeting held on 21 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/114 – not received 
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Noted: 
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s discussion of Section 3 of the QAA Code:  student 

communications;  the annual report from the Health Centre;  and College Review 
reports; 
 

(b) the Sub-Committee’s discussion of the first draft of the Experience Durham 
Strategy.  The Sub-Committee had been clear about the need for further work on 
this draft, in order to ensure full consultation with relevant groups including students 
and ensure that the Strategy was clearly aligned with the objectives of the 
University Strategy and Education Strategy; 

 
(c) that the Experience Durham Strategy would be considered for approval by Student 

Experience Sub-Committee, Education Committee and Senate, and the Strategy 
would clearly locate the governance responsibility for the oversight of the 
implementation of the Strategy (including progress reports on implementation) in 
these three committees; 

 
(d) that the minutes of the meeting of the Sub-Committee held on 21 February 2011 

were not available, and would be considered at the May meeting of Education 
Committee. 

 
89. Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: 
 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committee 

(Undergraduate) held on 28 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/115 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committee 

(Undergraduate) held on 25 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/116 

 
Noted:  that there were no items requiring further consideration; 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: 
 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committee 

(Postgraduate) held on 31 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/117 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities Education Committee 

(Postgraduate) held on 28 February 2011. 
Document EC/10/118 

 
Noted:  that the FEC (Postgraduate) had made a recommendation to Education 
Committee on the amendment of marks by external examiners.  This issue had 
also been considered at length by the 28 February 2011 meeting of Quality and 
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Standards Sub-Committee and a specific recommendation would be made to the 
18 May 2011 meeting of Education Committee; 

 
90. Faculty of Science Education Committees 

 
(a) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: 
 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) 

held on 26 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/119 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate) 

held on 2 March 2011; 
Document EC/10/120 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the FEC had asked for further guidance on the definition of ‘research-

informed’ education.  Education Committee felt that this was the use of 
pedagogic research to inform programme design and delivery, but agreed 
that further guidance should be provided to the chair of FEC outside of 
Education Committee; 
 

(ii) that concerns had been raised regarding what the FEC referred to as ‘the 
random allocation of Natural Sciences and Combined Honours students to 
departments/ schools’.  This characterisation of the situation was misleading, 
as the results for these programmes were allocated on a strict pro rata basis 
to the JACS subject codes identified in the HESA return as the ‘subject of the 
destination qualification’ for these programmes.  The number of subject areas 
that could be defined was strictly limited by HESA, and the subject areas that 
the University had selected reflected the most popular subjects taken by 
students on these programmes.  The NSS results for these students were 
then allocated to the overall results for each of the nominated JACS subject 
areas on an equal basis; 

 
(iii) that for both Combined Honours in Arts and Natural Sciences the Academic 

Office had confirmed that there were JACS subject codes that only contained 
students from these two programmes (Secretary’s note:  for Natural Sciences 
the JACS subject code is Others in Biological Sciences;  for Combined Arts it 
is Others in Classics, Linguistics and related subjects).  As the results for 
students on these programmes were allocated to JACS subject areas on an 
equal basis, the results in these JACS subject codes equated to those for the 
programmes.  There was no single JACS subject code relating to Combined 
Social Sciences; 

 
(iv) that while the FEC was concerned at the way that results from Combined 

Honours and Natural Sciences impacted on departmental NSS results, the 
way in which the NSS was administered and managed meant that it was not 
possible for the publicly available NSS data to reflect Durham’s departmental 
structure.  All publicly available NSS results had always been published on 
the basis of the JACS subject groupings, and had therefore combined the 
results of Combined Honours and Natural Sciences students with those of the 
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subjects nominated as the ‘subject destination qualification’ for these 
programmes; 

 
(v) that when the University had used its optional code within the NSS structure 

to detail Durham departments rather than colleges, this departmental 
breakdown had only ever been available internally.  The current NSS was the 
second year in which the University had used its optional code to record 
college rather than department, and once the 2011 NSS had closed the 
University would review whether to continue with the college coding or 
whether an alternative use should be made of this in 2012; 

 
(vi) the concerns of FEC that data on sporting concessions was not entered into 

Banner, and was not therefore routinely available to departments; 
 

(vii) that the concerns expressed by students regarding the redesign of the 
University website’s homepage related to the lack of a link from the 
homepage to the Student Gateway.  This had already been identified to the 
Chair of Web Steering Group by other sources, and there were potential ways 
of addressing these concerns; 

 
(viii) that Document 120 stated that the revised promotion criteria for academic 

staff required staff to submit MEQ data.  This was not the case.  Instead, the 
criteria asked staff for MEQ data where this was available, but acknowledged 
that this might not be available for valid reasons and suggested alternative 
sources of evidence of teaching excellence where staff did not have MEQ 
data; 

 
(ix) that the FEC had discussed a number of approaches to this issue, and had 

identified good practice in the Department of Psychology in the structuring of 
MEQs to obtain feedback on individual teachers as well as the module as a 
whole; 

 
(x) that the University’s current approach to MEQs specified a number of core 

areas that all MEQs needed to address, and beyond that gave significant 
scope to departments to design their own MEQs.  This meant that it was not 
possible to look at MEQ evidence across departments, and consideration 
would need to be given as to whether a greater degree of consistency was 
required; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the chair and deputy chair of Education Committee, and the chair of the 

Social Sciences and Health FEC (Undergraduate), would provide the chair of 
the Science FEC (Undergraduate) with additional guidance on the definition 
of research-informed education; 

Action:  AF/ELB/AB/TF 
 

(ii) that a brief note outlining the subject allocation of NSS results for Combined 
Honours and Natural Sciences students should be circulated to FECs; 

Action:  RDH 
 

(iii) that the Academic Registrar should take forward the incorporation of sporting 
concessions as part of the Banner student record; 

Action:  MG 
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(iv) that the Chair of Web Steering Group would consider the issue identified by 
students relating to the University website; 

Action:  SDK 
 

(v) that the Chair of Education Committee would consider establishing a review 
of the University’s guidelines on MEQs as a workstream within the Education 
Strategy Action Plan for 2011/12; 

Action:  AF/RDH 
 
(b) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: 

 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee (Postgraduate) 

held on 1 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/121 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Science Education Committee (Postgraduate) 

held on 1 March 2011; 
Document EC/10/122 

 
Noted:  that there were no items requiring further consideration. 

 
91. Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education Committees 

 
(a) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: 
 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Undergraduate) held on 24 January 2011; 
Document EC/10/123 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Undergraduate) held on 21 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/124 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) the view of the student representative on the FEC that the role of colleges in 

encouraging student completion of the NSS might be encouraging students to 
think that the Survey related solely to their college experience, but that this 
view had been expressed in January before departmental promotion of the 
NSS had started in earnest; 

 
(ii) the issues identified regarding ‘contract cheating’, which were echoed by the 

Faculty’s FEC (Postgraduate) in Document 126.  The University had clear 
mechanisms for addressing assessment irregularities, but it was recognised 
that it had been some time since these had been the subject of an extensive 
review and that in the intervening period there had been significant research 
conducted into this issue by the higher education sector; 

 
(iii) the concerns expressed relating to the provision of separate assessments for 

students who spent time out of residence.  Education Committee felt that it 
was not appropriate to assess students on material that they had not been 
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taught, but agreed that there needed to be limits on the periods of time 
students could spend out of residence by concession before returning to take 
an assessment without retaking the year;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that a review of the University’s assessment irregularities procedures should 

be undertaken in 2011/12 as a workstream within the Education Strategy 
Action Plan for 2011/12; 

Action:  AF/RDH 
 

(ii) that the Learning and Teaching Handbook be revised to indicate that 
concessions for students to spend time out of residence by concession before 
returning to take an assessment should normally not exceed 12 months;  that 
in exceptional circumstances these concessions may be extended for a 
further 12 months;  and that if a student sought a further extension beyond 
two years this should not be granted.  In the final two cases, if a request from 
a student was refused the faculty senior officer would decide whether it was 
appropriate to consider a concession to allow the student to return when fit to 
do so and resit the year; 

Action:  RDH 
 
(b) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: 
 
(i) the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Postgraduate) held on 2 February 2011; 
Document EC/10/125 

 
(ii) the report from the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Postgraduate) held on 2 March 2011; 
Document EC/10/126 

 
Noted:  that there were no items requiring further consideration. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
92. HEFCE Consultation on Published Information 
 

Received:  the University response to the HEFCE consultation on published 
information for students. 

Document EC/10/127 
 
93. QAA Consultation on Revisions to the Academic Infrastructure 

 
Received: the University response to the QAA consultation on the revision and 
restructuring of the Academic Infrastructure. 

Document EC/10/128 
 
94. OIA Consultation on the Pathway Report 

 
Received: the University response to the second round of consultation on the OIA 
Pathway Report. 

Document EC/10/129 
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95. Widening Participation Strategic Assessment 

 
Received: the summary of the 2011 Widening Participation Strategic Assessment and 
Access Agreement monitoring return. 

Document EC/10/130 
 

96. QAA Institutional Review 
 

To report:  that Professors T Clark and L Fox-O’Mahony, and Dr D P Halliday, had 
been appointed to the  panel of reviewers for the forthcoming new QAA Institutional 
Review process.  Dr R D Harrison had also been appointed to the panel for review 
secretaries. 

 
97. Matters of Report 

 
Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 

Document EC/10/131 
 

98. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Wednesday 18 May 2011 9.15am Council Room 
Tuesday 14 June 2011 2.00pm Council Room 
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