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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

11 October 2011 
 

Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair), Dr C Augarde, Professor E L Burd, Professor T Clark, 
Dr C G Crowder (vice Professor S D Kunin), Professor D N M Donoghue, Dr A Fawcett, Dr 
M Gilmore, Professor I Greener, Dr A K Hughes, Dr J Imber, Mr S Parker, Professor J 
Phoenix, Professor S F Ross, Professor I Shennan, Professor G Towl and Dr J Wright with 
Mr R Emborg (Minute 3), Dr D C Gent (Minute Secretary) and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Mr A Baker, Professor S D Kunin, Professor J J Long and Dr M Threlfall-
Holmes. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
1. National Student Survey 
 

Considered 
 
(a) an overview of the University’s NSS 2011 results;          Document EC/11/01 

 
 
(b) a quantitative analysis of the University’s NSS 2011 results; 

Document EC/11/02 
 

(c) a qualitative analysis of the University’s NSS 2011 results;      Document EC/11/03 
 

(d) an initial response to issues raised by the NSS 2011 results relating to learning 
resources;             Document EC/11/03a 

 
(e) a proposed strategy for NSS 2012;            Document EC/11/04 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there had been a significant improvement in the University’s overall NSS 

performance, and a number of departments had performed very strongly in both 
absolute terms and relative to national performance in their subject area (for 
example Academic Studies in Education, Business Studies, History and Theology).  
At the same time, the University overall had not met its target of being in the top 
five nationally for student satisfaction and in many subject areas performance fell 
short of the University’s aim of being in the top 10 or top 10% (whichever is the 
most challenging).  The latter had been represented in Annex 3 to Document 3 
through a traffic light system, and while it was the case that this categorisation did 
not take account of certain important issues (for example, whether performance in 
a subject area was improving year-on-year) it did provide a clear focus on the 
institutional targets set for performance in the NSS (targets that UEC had endorsed 
at its meeting earlier in the day); 
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(b) that Document 4 highlighted issues relating to the categorisation and identification 
of NSS results for Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes.  The 
challenge for the University was to agree codings that reflected the subjects most 
commonly taken by students undertaking these programmes (as these subject 
codings dictated the way in which NSS and DLHE data were presented on the 
UCAS course search, and would in future do so for the Key Information Set), while 
also allowing the University to isolate the quantitative results for these 
programmes.  Within the structure of the JACS coding scheme, the most 
appropriate way of reconciling these two objectives was to allocate Combined 
Honours and Natural Sciences programmes to two JACS codes that reflected the 
most popular subjects within the relevant programme and a further JACS code that 
reflected the programme content but which was also unique to that programme 
(when compared with the JACS codes allocated to other undergraduate 
programmes of the University); 

 
(c) that over recent years there had been, as confirmed in Document 1, significant 

improvements at University level in the scores obtained for feedback on assessed 
work, so that Durham was now above the sector average.  However, the scores 
remained below the level the University would want to achieve.  Moreover there 
were a number of subject areas where the scores achieved in relation to feedback 
were unacceptably low, falling below 50%.  There clearly remained much work to 
do to improve the feedback provided to students, particularly its effectiveness in 
allowing students to improve their work in future assessments.  Education 
Committee’s view was that the emphasis of this work needed to be taken forward 
at subject level, with faculties acting as a catalyst for developments at subject level 
and as a forum for the sharing of good practice in this area.  In doing this, faculties 
and departments could usefully draw on the evidence in Document 3 on what 
students regarded as helpful (for example recorded feedback) and unhelpful (for 
example illegible handwritten feedback, ‘checklist’ feedback) practice in providing 
feedback on assessed work; 

 
(d) that there was some anecdotal evidence that there was a link between the 

effectiveness of programme-level leadership and NSS scores, with departments 
that ensured continuity in programme leadership perhaps being able to create a 
stronger sense of academic community among undergraduate students.  
Arrangements such as shadowing of programme leaders were felt to represent 
good practice as they ensured that new programme leaders were already clearly 
aware of their role and responsibilities from the start of their term of office; 

 
(e) that the weakest area of NSS results for the University was personal development:  

Durham’s performance was below the sector average, which relative to other HEIs 
placed it low in the third quartile for this area of the Survey.  The need to address 
this issue had been a key driver for the Review of Student Support, and new 
College Mentor systems had been put in place for 2011/12 with the aim of 
enhancing support to students for personal development.  The second key action to 
address this issue was the establishment of Academic Adviser schemes in all 
departments with effect from October 2012.  Earlier in the day UEC had reaffirmed 
its commitment to ensuring Academic Advisers were in place in all departments by 
October 2012, and the chairs of FECs and Head of the Academic Support Office 
would shortly be meeting to develop a number of models for departments to 
consider when developing their own systems.  These models would serve as 
reference points only, and not a list of prescribed models from which a department 
would need to select one.  The University would not prescribe the structure for 
departmental Academic Adviser systems, but would insist that all systems were 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 3 of 15 
 11 October 2011 

consistent with the outcomes for Academic Adviser systems detailed in the 
Principles for Student Support; 
 

(f) that it appeared from the results that the learning resources provided in colleges 
affected the views of some students on the overall learning resources provided by 
the University.  A College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group was being 
established to consider this area with a view to establishing minimum levels of 
provision that all colleges would be expected to meet, while allowing flexibility for 
how, and in what form, individual colleges provided learning resources; 

 
(g) that Document 3 demonstrated that a number of students expressed some concern 

about the English language abilities of some members of academic staff.  In part 
there was a need to communicate more effectively to students that the transition to 
university education at an international university would involve exposure to staff 
with a wider range of national backgrounds and a broader range of pedagogies.  At 
the same time, it was acknowledged that where academic staff needed support in 
effectively communicating with students one-to-one support was available within 
the University; 

 
(h) that there was evidence that some students were concerned about inconsistencies 

in the quality of teaching provided by staff.  In order to enhance its ability to 
address such issues, work on Module Evaluation Questionnaires was being 
undertaken during the current academic year with a view to developing greater 
consistency in the questions asked to allow more comparative analysis of results to 
identify where there were specific concerns that needed to be addressed.  Such a 
development would also address the potential requirement to publish MEQ results 
that might result from statements in the recent White Paper on higher education; 

 
(i) that the Deputy Warden and Head of ASO had discussed the way in which college 

NSS results should be considered, and these would be looked at by the Colleges’ 
Office alongside the results from the internal Student Experience Survey in order to 
triangulate the data from the two surveys.  The resulting report would be 
considered by Student Experience Sub-Committee; 

 
(j) that a clear message from Document 3 was the importance students placed on 

members of University staff being able to address their problems in a timely and 
effective way.  Students expected staff members to understand how key policies 
and processes operated so that they were able to deal with student issues as they 
were raised, rather than needing to pass students to others to address such issues.  
In order to support this, consideration might need to be given to providing staff 
working with students with flowcharts or some other type of summary information 
on policy and process relating to key issues; 

 
(k) that the previous issue was felt to link to the need for greater co-ordination across 

teaching teams.  The issue of programme leadership referred to above was one 
aspect of this.  Another was the role of the module leader, particularly where 
postgraduate students were delivering teaching and assessment.  This latter issue 
had been identified in the Thematic Review of Postgraduates Who Teach and 
Assess, the report of which was being considered by FECs this term prior to final 
recommendations being made to Education Committee on 12 December 2011; 

 
(l) that NSS 2012 would include an additional question on the effectiveness of 

students’ unions.  It was important that all those involved in communicating with 
students regarding the 2012 Survey emphasised that the question on students’ 
unions should also, in the Durham context, be taken to include the activities of 
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JCRs as these performed many functions that in other HEIs would be undertaken 
by the students’ union; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) be asked to progress within their faculties the 

issues identified in Documents 1 to 3, and those issues noted above, as part of the 
development of their 2011/12 NSS manifesto/action plan (due for submission to the 
January 2012 meeting of Education Committee);         Action:  SDK/AF/AB 

 
(b) that the strategy proposed in Document 4 for NSS 2012 be approved; 

 
(c) that for the Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes, the JACS 

codings should be allocated on the basis of two codes that reflected the most 
popular subjects within the relevant programme and a further code that reflected 
the programme content but was also unique to that programme (when compared 
with the JACS codes allocated to other undergraduate programmes of the 
University).               Action:  MJK 

 
2. Graduate Employment 
 

Considered:  the results of the 2011 Destination of Leavers from Higher Education 
survey;                Document EC/11/05 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that over the last three years there had been a significant improvement in the 

University’s performance on undergraduate employability, relative to the target of 
all subject areas being in the top 10, or top 10%, nationally in terms of their 
Graduate Prospects score.  These improvements, together with the rise in NSS 
results, had played an important role in the recent rise of the University in national 
league tables; 
 

(b) the importance of FECs taking ownership of employability issues in order to 
promote further improvements in the rates of graduate employability.  While it was 
important that departments and CEEC worked together effectively, and that 
graduate employability was considered as a key performance indicator within the 
annual planning round, there was also a need for FECs to discuss common issues 
and share good practice in relation to enhancing employability; 

 
(c) that while the University currently had a clear benchmark for the employability of 

graduates of undergraduate programmes, no benchmark was in place for 
postgraduate employability.  It was agreed that this gap needed to be addressed, 
but that in order to do this there was a need to provide FECs (Postgraduate) with 
additional time series data and allow a longer period for discussion with 
departments; 

 
(d) that while it was recognised that it was important for departments who had not 

attained the benchmark for undergraduate employability to put in place action plans 
to address this, it was felt that a longer time scale than that proposed in Document 
5 would be appropriate; 

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that departments whose Graduate Prospects did not meet the University’s 
benchmark for their subject area be required to work with the chair of their FEC 
(Undergraduate) and CEEC to develop an action plan on how they will achieve the 
improvements required to position themselves within the top 10; 

Action:  SDK/AF/AB 
 

(b) that FECs (Postgraduate) should consider the development of employability 
benchmarks for postgraduate provision as outlined in Document 5; 

Action:  JJL/CA/DNMD 
 

(c) that the timescale for FEC chairs to report back to Education Committee on the 
issues identified in Agreed (a) and (b) should be discussed and agreed with the 
Secretary to Education Committee;            Action:  RDH 

 
(d) that CEEC should provide the chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) with time series data 

on postgraduate employability to inform the consideration outlined in Agreed (b) 
above;                Action:  CLR 

 
 

(e) that chairs of FECs should ensure that Document 5 is considered at their 
committees, in order to raise the profile of employability issues at their FECs. 

Action:  SDK/JJL/AF/CA/AB/DNMD 
 
3. Admissions 
 

Considered:  a report from the Director of the Student Recruitment and Admissions 
Office on key issues from the 2010/11 admissions cycle; 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that registration of students for 2011/12 was ongoing, so that admissions figures 

were still provisional and subject to change; 
 

(b) that Home/EU undergraduate recruitment was likely to slightly exceed the 
University’s target, but not the cap set by HEFCE.  Recruitment of overseas 
undergraduates was on target; 

 
(c) that it was expected that the University would fall slightly short of its target for the 

recruitment of full-time taught postgraduate students, and would slightly exceed its 
target for full time research students.  The recruitment of part-time taught 
postgraduate students and part-time research students was expected to be close to 
the agreed targets; 

 
(d) that it was expected that final numbers for students admitted would be available in 

the next two weeks.  A report on these, together with a review of the 2010/11 
admissions cycle, would be considered by Admissions Sub-Committee on 26 
October 2011 and reported to the 7 November meeting of Education Committee; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the University was currently considering the implications of the changes in the 

external environment for the setting of undergraduate quotas for October 2012 
entry.  These quotas would be agreed by UEC on 25 October 2011.  Offer factors 
would also be agreed for undergraduate programmes; 
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(b) that a combination of the move to A*AA for 22 undergraduate programmes, and the 
revised fee levels, might affect applicant behaviour in ways that could not be 
anticipated.  This would be monitored carefully, and if necessary consideration 
given to amending offer factors mid-cycle to address any issues arising from this 
monitoring.  Departmental undergraduate admissions quotas would not, however, 
be amended during the 2011/12 admissions cycle; 

 
(c) that the changed fees and funding environment for undergraduate provision was 

likely to have a significant impact on the market for taught postgraduate provision 
from 2016 onwards.  The Dean of Graduate School had therefore been asked by 
UEC to conduct a risk analysis of the University’s taught postgraduate portfolio.  
This would include issues related to integrated master’s programmes (in relation to 
which it was noted that there was a question as to whether the government would 
continue to support through the Student Loans Company students undertaking the 
final year of integrated master’s programmes). 

 
4. Directors of Undergraduate and Postgraduate Studies 
 

Considered:  whether to approve role descriptions for directors of undergraduate and 
postgraduate studies;              Document EC/11/06 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that during the Easter Term 2011 FECs had been consulted on a proposal to 

establish generic role descriptions for directors of undergraduate and postgraduate 
studies, in order to ensure clear lines of responsibility and communication were in 
place between FECs and departments; 
 

(b) that while the proposal submitted to FECs received a significant amount of support, 
some FECs expressed concerns that despite the flexibility built into the proposed 
model it would still be overly prescriptive given the structures that already existed in 
departments.  Consequently it had been agreed with the chairs of FECs that rather 
than propose role descriptors for directors of undergraduate and postgraduate 
studies, the role descriptors should apply to departmental representatives to FECs 
(with a clear understanding that a departmental representative to FEC would not be 
required to undertake all the responsibilities listed, but would be the responsible for 
the activities and be the first point of contact for the relevant FEC chair in these 
areas).  This would ensure the necessary clarity of lines of responsibility and 
communication without cutting across existing departmental structures; 
 

(c) that the proposals outlined in Document 6 appropriately balanced the need for clear 
lines of accountability, with sensitivity to the structures that already existed in 
departments; 

 
(d) that the roles as outlined in Document 6 amounted to departmental leadership in 

the areas outlined, and this should be made explicit in the role descriptions; 
 

(e) that as noted in the discussion of NSS results, departmental leadership in relation 
to learning and teaching played an important part in delivering a high quality 
student experience.  Discussions were currently taking place about developing a 
‘Leadership in Learning and Teaching’ module for delivery in the Postgraduate 
Certificate in Academic Practice.  However, consideration could also be given to 
developing staff development workshops, drawing on the role descriptions in 
Document 6, for staff new to learning and teaching leadership roles in departments; 

 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 7 of 15 
 11 October 2011 

(f) that the reference to responsibilities for FEC (Postgraduate) members in relation to 
admissions, while no reference was made to admissions in the role description for 
FEC (Undergraduate) members, reflected historic differences in the patterns of 
business for undergraduate and postgraduate faculty-level committees.  The 
rationale for these differences was unclear, and it was felt that the role description 
for members of FECs (Undergraduate) should include admissions issues and that 
the business of FECs (Undergraduate) should include the receipt of admissions 
information; 

 
(g) that the role descriptions could usefully include specific reference to responsibilities 

for assessment; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that subject to the amendments detailed in Noted (d), (f) and (g) above, the role 

descriptors in Document 6 be approved and published in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook;             Action:  RDH 
 

(b) that consideration be given as to how to provide support through the staff 
development programme for staff engaged in departmental leadership roles 
relating to learning and teaching;               Action:  AF 

 
(c) that FECs (Undergraduate) should receive similar admissions information for 

undergraduate and integrated master’s admissions to that considered by FECs 
(Postgraduate).                 Action:  RE 

 
5. Placement Learning 
 

Considered:  whether to approve proposed revisions to the University’s placement 
learning policies;              Document EC/11/07 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposed revisions resulted from the Thematic Review of Placement 

Learning, and had been subject to consultation with FECs during the Easter Term 
2011; 
 

(b) that the most significant issue raised during the consultation had been the need for 
further guidance on Intellectual Property Rights in relation to placements.  The 
heads of ASO and the Legal Support Unit had considered this, and had proposed 
that Education Committee approve a general statement clarifying IPR issues in 
relation to all students, including within this statement information regarding 
students on placement and asking departments to contact the Legal Support Unit in 
relation to placements that raised IPR issues; 

 
(c) that a number of other minor changes had been made to the proposed revisions, in 

the light of feedback received from FECs. 
 
Agreed:  to approve the revised policies with immediate effect, and that these should 
be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook. 

Action:  RDH 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
6. Membership and Terms of Reference 
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Received: 
 
(a) the membership and terms of reference of Education Committee, and its sub-

committees, for 2011/12;     Documents EC/11/08-09 
 

(b) the 2011/12 business schedules for Education Committee and its sub-committees; 
Document EC/11/10 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Deputy Warden was currently reviewing structures within the Colleges’ 

Division, and had proposed the establishment of four Deputy Heads of Division 
posts to cover the following areas:  research;  student experience;  recruitment and 
admissions;  and estates and facilities.  The intention was that the Deputy Heads 
would both take a lead on these issues on behalf of the Deputy Warden within the 
Division, and act as a key point of contact between the Division and other areas of 
the University in their respective areas.  If this was approved, the Deputy Warden 
would propose amendments to the Division’s representation on Education 
Committee and its sub-committees that reflected the Division’s new structure; 
 

(b) that if proposals were brought forward to revise the representation of the Colleges’ 
Division on Education Committee and its sub-committees, consideration should be 
given to the position of the Principal of Ustinov College on Education Committee.  
The Principal had been included in the membership of LTC, and subsequently 
Education Committee, at the point when Graduate School Committee was 
abolished, in order to ensure that full consideration of postgraduate issues was 
maintained.  While this had been valuable over the last two academic years, 
postgraduate business had been very effectively embedded into the schedule of 
Education Committee business so that it may no longer be necessary for the 
Principal of Ustinov College to sit on the Committee.  Additionally, it was felt that 
the move to increase the number of postgraduate students in colleges other than 
Ustinov meant that it may be more appropriate for postgraduate college issues to 
be represented at divisional level rather than by the Principal of Ustinov; 

 
Agreed:  that the Deputy Warden would bring forward proposals on the representation 
of Colleges’ Division on Education Committee in light of the issues noted above. 

Action:  GT 
 
7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14June 2011; 
Document EC/11/11 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 14 June 2011;         Document EC/11/12 

 
Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 21 June 2011, 
detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of Education Committee held 18 
May 2011.               Document EC/11/13 

 
Noted:  that the members of the Committee who had received the summary of the key 
policy changes to take effect in 2011/12 circulated by the Head of ASO in August 2011 
had found it to be a very helpful document.  In light of this, it would be useful to 
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consider whether greater clarity could be provided for members of Education 
Committee and FECs on when and how to feedback (to their FECs and departments 
respectively) on decisions taken at Education Committee and Senate; 

 
Agreed:  that the Head of ASO should consider, and report back to Education 
Committee on, the issue noted above.            Action:  RDH 

 
8. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/14 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that in relation to Minute 90, the allocation of responsibility for the University’s 

website had moved from Professor Kunin to the Registrar, and Document 14 
should be updated to reflect this; 
 

(ii) that references to Professor Gerrard in Document 14 should be updated to 
refer to Professor Donoghue; 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received:  a report of matters arising for information.         Document EC/11/15 

 
9. Chair’s Business 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that the University has been informed by QAA that the Mid-Cycle Follow-up report 

from the 2009 Institutional Audit of the University should be submitted to the 
Agency by the University no later than 16 April 2012.  The draft of this report would 
be considered by QSSC on 27 February 2012, and it would be submitted to the 14 
March 2012 meeting of Education Committee for consideration for approval; 
 

(b) that during 2011 and 2012 the QAA was conducting a Review of Trans-National 
Education delivered by UK HEIs in China.  As part of this the University’s 
partnership with Fudan University for the delivery in China of a DBA had been 
selected to be the subject of a desk-based study.  The chair of the Social Sciences 
and Health FEC (Postgraduate) and Head of ASO were working with the Durham 
Business School on preparing this submission, which needed to be submitted to 
QAA by 25 November 2011.  QAA had requested similar information from a 
number of UK HEIs with collaborative partnerships in China, and once the Agency 
had all the desk-based studies it would select a sub-set of these partnerships to be 
subject to a visit to the Chinese partner institutions by a QAA review team.  These 
visits would take place in November 2012, but the date on which QAA would inform 
HEIs if they had been selected for such a visit had not yet been confirmed; 

 
(c) that at its meeting earlier in the day UEC had approved a proposal to establish the 

post of Dean of Undergraduate Education.  The purpose of this role was to support 
the Deputy Vice-Chancellor in the implementation of the Education Strategy as it 
relatds to undergraduate issues, provide leadership for the University in this area 
and to support and champion the strategic development of the undergraduate 
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curriculum.  The post would be fixed-term, and would report to the Deputy Vice-
Chancellor.  It would not have performance or line management responsibilities for 
undergraduate education, which would continue to be located within the faculty 
structure.  Professor Burd would shortly be interviewed for this post. 

 
10. University’s Modular Framework 
 

Considered:  proposed guidelines for the implementation of 10 credit modules and 
short-fat undergraduate modules in 2012/13;           Document EC/11/16 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Document 16 set out a number of principles for implementing the additional 

flexibility in the delivery of undergraduate modules that had been agreed as part of 
the Curriculum Review.  The intention was not to unnecessarily restrict this 
flexibility, but to ensure that the additional timetabling complexity that would result 
from the changes could be managed appropriately during the first year of 
implementation; 
 

(b) that since Document 16 had been circulated, the Academic Registrar had had 
further discussions with the directors of Combined Honours and Natural Sciences, 
and had agreed that recommendations e. and f. in Document 16 should be 
amended to read as follows: 

 
‘e. Since no guarantees can be made for the compatibility between modules 
of different levels, the adjacent year rule should only be used in conjunction 
with short modules where it is necessary for student progression. 
f. If a module which is currently popular with Natural Sciences and Combined 
Honours students is converted into ‘short’ equivalents, the resulting pair of 
modules should be scheduled in the same timeslot’. 

 
(c) that the proposals in Document 16, together with the changes to the adjacent level 

rule that would reduce the number of credits students could take from the level 
below which they were studying, would have significant implications for Combined 
Honours and Natural Sciences.  It would be likely, for example, that the there would 
have to be greater focus on pathways through the programme that were more 
defined and limited than was currently the case, and ensuring that student module 
choice at any given level took full account of the implications of this for module 
availability at the next level of study; 
 

(d) that the proposals in Document 16 would support the delivery of a teaching 
timetable for 2012/13, but in the medium term thought would need to be given to 
how the new flexibility arising from 10 credit and short/fat undergraduate modules 
could be used to support the strategic aim of encouraging incoming and outgoing 
student exchanges; 

 
(e) that in relation to both timetabling and online module registration, there was a need 

for departments to review the pre- and co-requisites included in module outlines to 
ensure that these were only being used where there was a clear academic 
rationale and need for them to be in place.  It was not clear that all current module 
pre-requisites had been established in line with the rationale for naming a pre-
requisite, i.e. that in order to be academically prepared to undertake the module in 
question a student module must have taken and passed the pre-requisite for that 
module; 
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Agreed: 
 
(a) that the recommendations outlined in Document 16 be approved and implemented 

in the preparation during 2011/12 of the timetable for 2012/13, subject to the 
amendments detailed in Noted (b) above;           Action:  MJK 
 

(b) that whenever a department sought through curriculum development to nominate a 
pre-requisite for a module, the department should specify for the relevant FEC 
chair and secretary which of the pre-requisite module’s learning outcomes were 
essential for the student to be academically prepared to undertake the module 
being created or amended;             Action:  RDH 

 
(c) that chairs and secretaries of FECs should work with departments during the 

2011/12 curriculum development round to review all existing pre-requisites to 
ensure that pre-requisites are only in place where there was a clear academic 
rationale and need for them. 

Action:  FEC chairs and secretaries 
 
11. Implementation of the Higher Education Achievement Record 
 

Considered:  a report on preparations for the implementation of the HEAR; 
Document EC/11/17 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Document 17 updated members of the Committee on developments in 

relation to the HEAR.  Currently the expectation was that HEIs would introduce the 
HEAR for students commencing their studies in October 2012, but the chair of the 
national HEAR implementation group had written to all HEIs inviting them to start 
issuing the HEAR from summer 2012 graduation; 
 

(b) that while it was important that the University prepare for the publication of the 
HEAR in relation to the timescales originally proposed, the value of the HEAR had 
not yet been demonstrated and it was not therefore appropriate to bring forward the 
date at which the University would start to issues HEARs; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that Durham should not bring forward implementation of the HEAR to students 

graduating in summer 2012, and thereafter; 
 

(b) that the HEAR should not contain a breakdown of assessment component marks 
and their weightings, and that the HEAR should instead show the overall split 
between examination and coursework for each student; 

 
(c) that in order to ensure that the information included in HEAR was recognised and 

verifiable, the additional information published in the University’s HEAR should be 
limited to prizes, the Durham Award, membership of University-level committees 
and any sabbatical position(s) held by a student. 

 
12. Library Reading Lists 
 

Considered:  a report on the submission to the Library of reading lists for 2011/12; 
Document EC/11/18 

 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 12 of 15 
 11 October 2011 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Head of ASO had agreed with the chairs of FECs that in future years data 

on the submission of reading lists to the Library would be generated in August, and 
circulated to the chairs of FECs so that it was possible for them to raise any 
concerns about low return rates directly with departments prior to an overall report 
being made to the first Education Committee of the academic year; 
 

(b) that while many departments had submitted all or almost all of their reading lists to 
the Library, there were a number of departments where response rates were 
unacceptably low and chairs of FECs would need to raise directly with these 
departments Education Committee’s significant concerns at the failure to submit 
reading lists to the Library; 

 
(c) the importance of reading lists submitted to the Library identifying essential and 

desirable material.  There had been some confusion in some quarters as to 
whether academic departments should do this, or whether the Library wished to do 
this on the basis of user statistics from previous years.  Education Committee’s 
view was that the former was more appropriate; 

 
(d) that some colleagues had reported that the duo-based tool for submitting reading 

lists had not always operated in the way that they understood it was intended to.  
This needed to be investigated and if necessary clarification provided for staff; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the chairs of FECs should as a matter of urgency contact departments who 

had not submitted all their reading lists to the Library to ensure that this was 
progressed immediately, and report on progress in this respect to the Secretary by 
21 October 2011;          Action:  SDK/JJL/AF/CA/AB/DNMD 
 

(b) that Professor Burd should raise with the Library the issues identified in Noted (c) 
and (d) above, and report back to the Committee on the outcome of this. 

Action:  ELB 
 
13. Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards 
 

Considered:  a report on the 2010/11 Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards 
scheme;                Document EC/11/19 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the outcomes of the 2010/11 Awards, and the developments to the scheme that 

would be put in place for the next round of Awards; 
 

(b) that some academic colleagues who had been nominated by students for these 
awards had reported to members of the Committee that while they had welcomed 
the nomination, due to other commitments they had not been able to provide the 
supporting documentation that all nominees were required to produce themselves 
(for example the reflective statement on their approach to supervision).  It was 
suggested that consideration might be given to considering academic staff for 
these awards solely on the basis of the nomination documentation submitted by 
research students; 
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Agreed:  that consideration should be given as to whether it would be appropriate to 
consider nominees for the Excellence in Doctoral Supervision Awards based solely on 
the nomination documentation submitted by students without requiring student-
nominated staff to prepare an additional submission.     Action:  TC/SET 

 
14. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the reports from the meetings of the Admissions Sub-Committee held on 
22 June, 20 July and 21 September 2011;   Documents EC/11/20-22 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the following issues:  application turnaround 

times;  Postgraduate Admissions Review;  postgraduate deposits;  raising 
undergraduate entry requirements for 2012 entry;  International Baccalaureate 
requirements;  English language requirements;  supported progression;  offer 
factors;  feedback on the Durham City pre-application open days;  forecast 
undergraduate and postgraduate recruitment for 2011 entry;  and summer 
residential programmes; 
 

(b) that Attachment II to Document 22, a list of undergraduate admissions teams for 
the 2011/12 admissions cycle, was not available as a number of teams had not 
been finalised due to the failure of some staff to complete the required training.  
Further sessions were being organised to ensure that all teams were finalised as 
soon as possible; 

 
(c) the concern that the unwillingness of staff to prioritise attendance at the admissions 

training sessions was putting an excessive burden on those involved in delivering 
these sessions.  Staff involved in admissions needed to prioritise completion of the 
relevant training; 

 
(d) that to date the University’s view had been that it should continue to involve 

academic staff in admissions decision making.  However, if staff involved in this 
process did not engage appropriately with all aspects of this process, including 
attendance at training sessions, then this undermined the argument for the 
continued involvement of academic staff in admissions.  A number of comparator 
HEIs had recently centralised their admissions processes, so that academic staff 
set the parameters for decision making but were not routinely involved in decision 
making itself, and this was an option the University would need to consider if not all 
aspects of the current process were fully implemented; 

 
(e) that earlier in the year Senate had resolved that all postgraduate admissions 

selectors should undertake compulsory training, and that an assurance report on 
this issue would be forthcoming to a future meeting of Education Committee; 

Action:  RE 
 

(f) that the postgraduate admissions turnaround data received by ASC had been 
circulated to departments and faculties via FECs (Postgraduate).  The issues 
raised by the data, and issues raised about the data itself, were being considered 
by the Postgraduate Admissions Review; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the finalisation of undergraduate admissions teams should be taken forward as 

a matter of urgency;                 Action:  RE 
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(b) that the total number of training sessions for undergraduate admissions selectors 

should be reduced in future years.               Action:  RE 
 
15. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Student Experience Sub-Committee 
held on 6 July 2011;              Document EC/11/23 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the following issues:  the Faith Facilities 

Working Group;  college membership for part-time postgraduate students (and the 
subsequent approval of this by Chair’s action);  College mentor systems;  student 
financial support;  the role of DSU;  the development of the Student Experience 
Survey;  the Chair’s action on behalf of Education Committee to approve 
recommendations from Senate Discipline Committee;  and College Review reports; 
 

(b) that the statement about the introduction of the HEAR from October 2012 related to 
the start of data collection for the production of HEARs, not the date at which 
HEARs would start to be issued. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
16. Consultation responses 

 
Received:  the University responses submitted to the following consultation exercises: 
 
(a) the future of teacher training;            Document EC/11/24 

 
(b) a draft new chapter of the UK Quality Code on external examining. 

Document EC/11/25 
 

Noted:  that the draft University response to the current consultation on QAA’s draft 
International students studying in the UK:  Guidance for HEIs had been circulated to 
members of Education Committee for comment, and would be submitted to QAA later 
in the week. 
 

17. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 
Document EC/11/26 

 
18. QAA Outcomes from Institutional Audit reports  
 

Reported:  that the QAA had published Outcomes papers in relation to programme 
student engagement and support 
(http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Outcomes-
from-audit-Student-engagement.pdf ), and academic standards 
(http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Outcomes-
from-audit-Managing-academic-standards.pdf ).  The reports would be considered, 
and any relevant issues taken forward, by members of the Academic Office and, 
where relevant, Education Committee and its sub-committees. 

 
19. Dates of Future Meetings 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Outcomes-from-audit-Student-engagement.pdf�
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Reported:  that further meetings of Education Committee would be held; 

 
Date Time Room 
Monday 7 November 2011 2:00pm Council Room 
Monday 12 December 2011 2:00pm Council Room 
Monday 23 January 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
Monday 13 February 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
Wednesday 14 March 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
Wednesday 16 May 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
Monday 18 June 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
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