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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

7 November 2011 
 

Present:  Professor A. Forster (Chair), Dr C. Augarde, Mr A. C. Baker, Professor E. L. Burd, 
Professor T. Clark, Professor D. Donoghue, Dr A. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Professor I. 
Greener, Dr A. K. Hughes, Professor S. Kunin, Professor J. J. Long, Mr S. Parker, Professor 
S. Ross, Professor I. Shennan, Revd Dr M. Threlfall-Holmes and Dr J. Wright, with Dr D. C. 
Gent (Minute Secretary), Mr A. Rennie (Minutes 23 and 24) and Dr R. D. Harrison 
(Secretary).  
 
Apologies:  Dr J. Imber, Professor J. Phoenix and Professor G. Towl.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
20. Admissions 
 

Considered:  the report on the outcomes of the 2010/11 admissions cycle and the key 
issues arising from this; 

Document EC/11/27 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/11/27 was strictly private and confidential for 
Education Committee members only] 

 
Noted : 
 
(a) that the University’s work on student recruitment in 2010/11 had been shaped by a 

number of requirements, including the ongoing HEFCE cap on student numbers 
and the need to avoid a detrimental impact on the student experience;  
 

(b) that there had been a rise in undergraduate conversion rates for the 2010/11 
admissions cycle, and that this would be one of the factors considered when setting 
offer factors for the 2011/12 admissions cycle; 
 

(c) that the decision to issue the UCAS offer before college allocation had clarified the 
admissions process for applicants, and had gone some way to satisfying student 
expectations in relation to turnaround times. These remained a strategically 
important feature of undergraduate admissions. The University’s turnaround times 
were on average longer than those of some of its competitors. Whilst it was 
acknowledged that this facilitated careful consideration of applications and was 
partly the product of aspects of the University’s decision-making processes, it was 
felt that attention might need to be given to making processes more efficient in 
some departments;  
 

(d) that it was a strategic priority for the University to make offers in proportion to the 
number of applicants from state school backgrounds. This formed a key part of the 
Access Agreement, and would help the University recruit the most talented 
students and obtain the benefits of a diverse student community;  
 

(e) that departments could make a proportion of offers to state school applicants above 
that required to meet the University’s institution-wide HESA benchmark;  
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(f) that the first cohort of students who had participated in the Supported Progression 

scheme had now entered the University. The scheme constituted a key part of the 
University’s outreach activity during 2010/11, and had proved successful in 
meetings its aims;    
 

(g) that it was University policy that academic staff should play a key role in the 
admissions process, but a number of comparator institutions had recently 
centralised aspects of their admissions processes. If the University’s current 
approach was not allowing it to meet its strategic objectives in admissions it may 
become necessary to reconsider admissions processes; 

 
(h) that the pre-application open days held in Durham City in June and July 2011 had 

proved successful, and that these would be repeated along with a third day in 
September in 2012. At least two of these events would continue to be held on 
weekends, as this tended to be preferred by potential applicants; 
 

(i) that departmental staff should actively encourage visits from school groups, and 
should direct these groups to the open days in order to best support their visit; 

 
(j) that UCAS was currently consulting the sector about the possibility of introducing 

post-qualification applications. The University was actively engaging with UCAS on 
this issue; 
 

(k) that during the 2011/12 admissions cycle more detailed statistics would be 
provided to college pool meetings to help support colleges in operating admissions 
pools in order to create balanced college communities;  
 

(l) that for postgraduate applications college allocation had been managed by Ustinov 
College on behalf of all the colleges. Whilst this had generally worked effectively, 
there had been a lack of clarity among some college staff about Ustinov’s role in 
the process. It was felt that it might be necessary to review these arrangements;  
 

(m) that there had been an increased demand for pre-sessional programmes. The 
English Language Centre had experienced problems in organising teaching space 
as a result of sharing rooms used for exams. It was believed that capacity might be 
broadened by implementing dedicated teaching rooms for the Centre, and through 
more effective coordination with Event Durham. The problems experienced by the 
Centre were also partly attributable to the need to organise short-term teaching in 
relation to expected student numbers, currently estimated using the previous year’s 
figures. It was felt that staffing requirements might be better ascertained by 
enhancing the process for the communication of likely student numbers by the 
Student Recruitment and Admissions Office to the Centre; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that consideration should be given to how best to structure college allocation for 

postgraduate applicants; 
Action: GT/RE 

 
(b) that consideration should be given to how best to notify the English Language 

Centre of likely student numbers, in order to allow appropriate staffing 
arrangements to be put in place; 

Action: RE 
 

(c) that further consideration should be given to the issues raised by the English 
Language Centre in relation to the provision of teaching accommodation; 

Action: MG 
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(d) that thanks were due to Student Recruitment and Admissions Office, Admissions 

Sub-Committee, the Academic Office and Colleges’ Division for their hard work and 
professionalism in managing the admissions process.  

 
21. Taught Postgraduate Portfolio 
 

Considered:  a progress report from the Dean of Graduate School on the risk analysis 
of the University’s taught postgraduate portfolio;  

Document EC/11/28 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 28 was designed to inform the development of a draft master’s 

strategy, which would make recommendations designed to strengthen the 
University’s taught postgraduate portfolio in the context of possible changes to 
demand for postgraduate programmes from 2015/16 following the impact of the 
new undergraduate fees regime. Following initial consultation with faculties, a draft 
strategy would be considered by University Executive Committee on 24 January 
2012 before future submission to Education Committee;  
 

(b) that the White Paper had invited HEFCE to monitor the impact of changes to 
undergraduate funding on demand for postgraduate courses, especially in relation 
to concerns over access;  
 

(c) that it was felt important that any assessment of thresholds for numbers on 
postgraduate programmes took into account the fact that some elements teaching 
on these programmes were sometimes shared with undergraduate modules 
(although with different assessment and learning outcomes); 
 

(d) that it was felt that consideration might need to given to the strategic rationale 
behind modules in which Level 3 and Level 4 students were taught together, in the 
context of potential changes to student expectations from 2015/16;  
 

(e) that whilst HEFCE had indicated that there were no plans to alter funding 
arrangements for integrated master’s provision up to 2013/14, it was prudent for 
the University to anticipate the potential for constraints in funding or alterations to 
the funding model beyond that. Any changes would have a particular impact on 
Science programmes;  
 

(f) that as integrated masters programmes in Science and Engineering were often vital 
components of standard routes to further professional qualifications, it was 
important that the University’s academic staff worked with colleagues in the sector 
to defend funding for these programmes. If necessary, Education Committee would 
be prepared to offer more formal institutional support for this purpose;  
 

(g) that it might be useful to analyse demographic information pertaining to students on 
the University’s taught postgraduate programmes, as it was possible that demand 
for postgraduate programmes beyond 2015/16 would vary by demographic group;  
 

(h) that it was intended that the draft master’s strategy would identify potential 
opportunities to fill gaps in the University’s postgraduate portfolio. One such 
opportunity was the potential to introduce more interdisciplinary programmes at 
master’s level, as the University had a small number of these relative to comparator 
institutions. Whilst it was possible that this was a result of concerns about how 
teaching income would be allocated between different departments, procedures 
were now in place to ensure that income followed student load. It was intended that 
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the review of the postgraduate portfolio would include an analysis of impediments 
(real or perceived) to the establishment of interdisciplinary programmes.    

 
22. Research Student Annual Report 
 

Considered:  an initial consultation paper from the Task and Finish Group considering 
the research student annual report process; 

Document EC/11/29 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the University currently monitored research student progress through two 

processes: departmental reviews at nine, 21 and 33 months, and annual reports by 
the student and department via duo. Whilst the duo report contained useful 
contextual information, the process was misunderstood by students and no clear 
feedback loop existed between the report and the department. The Committee 
accordingly expressed its support for the proposal set out in Document 29 that the 
duo report should be discontinued, and that aspects of this system be combined 
with the departmental review process to create a new single annual report system; 
 

(b) that the proposed system would include statements by both students and academic 
staff, but that it was intended that students would continue to have the opportunity 
to submit confidential comments to their Director of Postgraduate Research;  
 

(c) that further work would need to be undertaken to ascertain the role and feasibility of 
using Banner as part of the proposed system;  
 

(d) that it was proposed that a review panel (independent of the supervisory team) be 
used to monitor research student progress. At present students were not always 
clear in advance on which members of academic staff would review their work.  
The Committee expressed its support for the idea that, if implemented, timely 
communication should be made to students of the membership of the review panel. 
As this proposal had a resource implication, it was felt that consideration might 
need to be given to ensuring that participation in the review panel did not detract 
from the time academic staff were able to devote to supervisory activity;  
 

(e) that the University required full-time research students to submit a substantial piece 
of work for review at nine months (21 months for part-time students). It was felt that 
students sometimes believed that the nature of the submission required could 
detract from their studies, and as such the Committee supported the proposals (set 
out in Document 29) that it should be a requirement that this work demonstrate 
appropriate progression and should be underpinned by a clear pedagogical 
rationale, to be provided in the student handbook;  
 

(f) that as annual reviews were important for progression and completion, it was felt 
desirable that there be a standardised model setting out requirements for work to 
be submitted for review. This should be robust enough to support progress, whilst 
remaining fair to the student;   
 

(g) that it was important to assess and clarify the processes and content of reviews at 
21 and 33 months (or their part-time equivalent), and that these processes should 
allow academic staff to identify problems which might prevent completion and offer 
appropriate support to the student;  

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that Education Committee’s comments on the proposals should be submitted to the 
Research Student Annual Report Task and Finish Group for consideration; 

Action: TC 
 

(b) that the Academic Registrar should work with Computing and Information Services 
to clarify technical issues in relation to the use of IT in the proposed system. 

Action: MG 
 
23. Professional Doctorates 
 

Considered:  proposals on the University’s approach to professional doctorates; 
Document EC/11/30 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the University’s completion rates for its three professional doctorates were 

unacceptably low. Whilst a recent report published by the UK Council for Graduate 
Education had suggested that the distinctive nature of professional doctorates 
made it questionable whether success on these programmes should be assessed 
using conventional indicators, Document 30 demonstrated that rates of qualification 
were low relative to those for part-time research students, the most appropriate 
comparator. The University would need to consider re-evaluating the place of 
professional doctorates in its provision if completion on these programmes did not 
improve;       
 

(b) that the vast majority of those undertaking professional doctorates studied part-
time, and that as such the relatively low levels of completion on these programmes 
had a negative impact on the University’s overall published rates of qualification for 
part-time doctoral students (as the completion rates published by HEFCE did not 
distinguish between types of doctoral degree);  
 

(c) that the University’s core regulations currently did not specify the duration of a 
professional doctorate. Whilst other institutions had developed more intensive 
professional doctorates which were delivered over the equivalent of 12 to 18 
months of full-time study, it was felt that this would be too challenging for students 
and might have a negative effect on completion;  
 

(d) that it was not believed appropriate to require students who wished to undertake a 
professional doctorate to first register for a lower award, as it was likely that this 
would have a detrimental impact on recruitment to these programmes; 
 

(e) that consideration should be given to how best to support students during the 
transition between the taught and research phases of professional doctorates. As 
performance was not reviewed during the taught phase it was difficult for 
supervisors to identify issues which might later prevent completion, and students 
were not always clear about what was expected of them during the research 
phase. These issues were compounded by complications arising from the fact that 
many students undertaking professional doctorates were supervised at a distance;   
 

(f) that examination boards in the taught phase of professional doctorates provided a 
means to identify problems with performance on these programmes, and if 
necessary offer students the opportunity to register for a lower degree;  
 

(g) that it was felt important to review the recruitment processes of the professional 
doctorate programmes, in order to ensure that students were of the requisite ability 
to undertake the programme and understood what was involved at the outset;  
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(h) that it was felt that when new professional doctorate programmes were considered 
for approval, attention should be given to assessing whether the programme’s 
design and support structures would facilitate progression and completion. Similarly 
when existing professional doctorates were considered for reapproval careful 
consideration should be given to the relative completion rates of the programme;  
 

(i) that it was important that departments offering professional doctorates assess the 
strategic value to them of including professional doctorate programmes within their 
portfolios, and that this assessment included consideration of the opportunity costs 
(in terms of staff time and resources) of including such programmes within a 
department’s portfolio;  
 

Agreed:  that the relevant departments should review their professional doctorate 
programmes to ensure that there was a clear rationale for the programme in respect of 
profile and the use of resource; that effective support and supervisory structures were 
available for students; that recruitment and selection procedures were robust; that 
examination boards during the taught phase were used to monitor performance; and 
that there were procedures in place to support the transition between the taught and 
research phases. Reports should be made on this issue via chairs of FECs 
(Postgraduate) to Education Committee in Epiphany Term 2012. 

Action: JJL/DNMD/RS/RD/PBT 
 
24. Postgraduate Student Experience Surveys 
 

Considered:  proposals on the future participation of the University in the Postgraduate 
Taught Experience Survey and the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey, run by 
the Higher Education Academy; 

Document EC/11/31 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that it was felt that there would be minimal value in engaging with the Postgraduate 

Taught Experience Survey, as the response rates for this were very low, the 
findings broadly mirrored those of the National Student Survey (NSS), and it was 
likely that the survey would be overtaken by a postgraduate NSS;  
 

(b) that both the White Paper and the response to Adrian Smith’s report One Step 
Beyond supported the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES); 
 

(c) that it was felt there might be a value in participating in PRES 2013, as it would 
provide fuller feedback from research degree students and generate overview data 
which would help the University to support completion and submission. It would, 
however, need to be demonstrated what value PRES 2013 would add to the 
information available internally on the experience of research degree students; 
 

(d) that when the University had participated in PRES in 2007 and 2008 it had 
encountered low response rates. Whilst some institutions had achieved higher 
response rates using the revised version of the survey in 2011, it would be 
necessary to assess the effort which would likely be required to generate 
acceptable rates when considering the feasibility of participating in PRES 2013;   
   

(e) that in the event that the University were to engage in PRES 2013 care would need 
to be taken to communicate the difference between this survey and the annual 
report system to students in order to avoid confusion between the two systems;  
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(f) that, whilst the price of engaging with PRES is minimal, it would be important to 
consider the possibility of incurring other costs (such as those which might be 
necessary to increase response rates) when assessing whether to participate;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the University should not engage with the Postgraduate Taught Experience 

Survey 2012; 
 

(b) that further consideration should be given to the feasibility and potential benefits of 
participating in PRES 2013, and that a report and recommendations on this issue 
should be provided to Education Committee in spring 2012. 

Action: TC/AR 
   
25. QAA Institutional Review 
 

Considered: a briefing paper on the new QAA Institutional Review process; 
Document EC/11/32 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that while there were many similarities between Institutional Review and 

Institutional Audit, there were significant differences between the two processes. 
Institutional Review would result in institutions receiving graded judgements across 
four key areas: academic standards, quality of learning opportunities, published 
information regarding educational provision, and quality enhancement. The grades 
for academic standards will be ‘meets / does not meet UK expectations for 
threshold standards’. For the other three areas there will be four potential grades: 
‘commended’, ‘meets UK expectations’, ‘requires improvement to meet UK 
expectations’ and ‘does not meet UK expectations’. This represented a significant 
change from the current system, which made it much more likely that Institutional 
Review outcomes would be included in future league tables;  
 

(b) that the new process placed an increased emphasis on the role of students. In 
order to achieve a ‘commended’ judgment in any area, it was necessary to 
demonstrate that student engagement in the management of that area was 
widespread and supported. The University would be asked to name a lead student 
representative (to be selected by DSU), who would play a key role in the review 
process. The review team would meet with an increased number of students, who 
would now be selected by the lead student representative;  
 

(c) that unlike many other HEIs the University had embedded quality enhancement 
within its broader quality management structures and its Education Strategy, 
believing that this was the most effective way to enhance its provision. It was felt 
that this approach allowed the University to demonstrate the strategic and planned 
nature of its activity in relation to quality enhancement.  As the Institutional Review 
process would give a distinct judgement on quality enhancement, it was important 
that the University clearly articulated the rationale for its distinctive approach, the 
full range of its activity in this area, and the effectiveness of this approach.  It was 
also essential that the University effectively and demonstrably implemented the 
Education Strategy;  
 

(d) that one significant change between institutional audit and Institutional Review was 
that the self-evaluation document (SED) had been significantly reduced in size, so 
that it would no longer be possible to use the SED to provide a narrative to explain 
the broader context of the documentation provided to the review team. This placed 
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much greater emphasis on the need for institutional documentation to capture 
explicitly the strategic and evaluative approach of the University’s core processes;  
 

(e) that HEFCE was currently working with QAA to consider how to implement the 
government’s desire to move towards a risk-based approach to quality assurance.  
Two possibilities appeared to be under consideration:  varying the gap between 
Institutional Reviews in line with the level of assessed risk  and/or varying the 
intensity of reviews; 

 
Agreed: that the Academic Registrar should work with the Registrar and the Assistant 
Director of Human Resources (Training and Development), to consider whether and 
how training and development opportunities relating to writing minutes should be 
enhanced.  

Action: MG 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 11 October 2011; 
Document EC/11/33 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 11 October 2011; 

Document EC/11/34 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 10 October 
2011, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of Education Committee 
held 14 June 2011; 

Document EC/11/35 
 
Reported: that the report from the 11 October 2011 meeting of Education Committee to 
Senate will be considered at the 8 November 2011 meeting of Senate. 

 
27. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/36 
 
Agreed: that, in relation to Minute 130, the Academic Support Office should provide 
the relevant FEC Chairs with a list of departments which had not yet put student 
engagement policies in place and that this should then be taken forward by the 
relevant FEC chairs as a matter of urgency;   

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document EC/11/37 

 
(c) Matters Arising for Consideration 

 
(i) Minute 133(a) Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee - Undergraduate 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 9 of 13 
 7 November 2011 

 
Considered:   a report from the TEL group on the submission of electronic and 
paper copies of course work;  

Document EC/11/38 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that concerns had been expressed by some departments that students 

were forgetting to submit an electronic or paper copy of course work 
when both were required. This led to a mark of zero under University 
policy; 

 
B. that it was not thought appropriate to institute separate deadlines for the 

submission of electronic and paper copies, as this would create 
additional confusion; 

 
C. that some departments had instituted a flexible approach for the first 

assessment of an academic session, whereby an extension was offered 
if only one of the electronic or paper copies was submitted on time, and 
this was used as an opportunity to remind students of their dual 
submission requirements. This was reported to have had a positive 
effect in increasing timely submission in future assessment; 

 
D. that the recommendation in paragraph 7 of Document 38 regarding 

flexibility for the first assessment of an academic session was felt to be 
ambiguous. This should be amended to make clear that flexibility should 
only be offered if the student had already submitted one of the required 
copies (electronic or paper) of the course work. Deadlines should not be 
extended if neither of the copies had been received, and the penalties 
for late submission remained the same;    

 
Agreed:  
 
A. that the University retain its existing policy regarding dual submission, 

but that this be made clearer to students in handbooks and websites; 
Action: ACB/TF/SDK/JJL/CA/DNMD 

 
B. that, where feasible, departments should declare a dedicated hand-in 

time or day (within office hours) to remind students of their 
commitments; 

Action: ACB/TF/SDK/JJL/CA/DNMD 
 

C. that paragraph 7 of Document 38 should be revised in line with 
Education Committee’s comments, and thereafter be submitted for 
consideration under Chair’s action; 

Action: ELB 
 

(ii) Minute 12 Library Reading Lists 
 

Considered:  a report from Professor Burd on concerns raised in relation to library 
reading lists; 

Document EC/11/39 
 

Noted:  
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A. that the paper clarified the Library’s procedures regarding the 
identification of items for the short-loan collection and the purchase of 
books;  

 
B. that the final decision as to which items were contained in the short-loan 

collection rested with departments;  
 
C. that some departments in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities had 

encountered problems in the processing of their submitted reading lists. 
This issue would be considered at the FEC Arts and Humanities 
(Undergraduate) meeting on 11 November 2011.   

 
28. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that Professor Burd had been appointed as Dean for Undergraduate 
Education with effect from 1 November 2011. 

 
29. Key Information Sets 
 

Considered:  a report on preparations for the publication of Key Information Sets in 
autumn 2012 (including an update on the development of contact hours statements by 
departments); 

Document EC/11/40 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the first round of KIS would be published in 2012 for programmes admitting 

students in Autumn 2013; 
 

(b) that since Document 40 had been written, it had emerged that it should be possible 
for the University to present its assessment methods using the three-fold typology 
(written exams, practical exams and coursework) suggested in the HESA guidance 
on this categorisation.  The recommendation in paragraph 9b had therefore been 
superseded by this development; 
 

(c) that Quality and Standards Sub-Committee would receive for consideration a 
proposed core list of teaching and assessment methods to support the 
development of new modules and programme specifications, which would map to 
the typology used in the KIS;  
 

(d) that, as it was unlikely that the KIS itself would provide much scope for the 
inclusion of contextual information, it was important for the University to give careful 
consideration to the information which would be provided to support the KIS on the 
University’s website and in the proposed Wider Information Set;  
 

(e) that in order to ensure consistency it would be important that the data supplied in 
the KIS be treated as authoritative, and that this data should not be replicated by 
other processes within the University. In order to support this, consideration might 
need to be given to how the relevant data was generated in the University;  
 

(f) that the White Paper indicated that it was likely that an equivalent of the KIS for 
postgraduate taught programmes would be introduced in future. The University was 
in the process of collecting information (such as contact hours statements) which 
would support such an eventuality, but was also useful in and of itself;  

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that, when providing information on the percentage of student time spent on 
different types of learning and teaching activity for the KIS, the University would 
use a combination of the programme of study information held for the teaching 
timetable and the data on contact hours contained in module outlines;  
 

(b) that when supplying information on assessment methods for the KIS the University 
would use the tripartite categorisation suggested in the HESA guidance;  
 

(c) that a Task and Finish Group should be established to consider the contextual 
information which would accompany the KIS and relevant wider published 
information, and that draft terms of reference and membership for this Group 
should be submitted for consideration under Chair’s action.  

Action: RDH 
 
30. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held on 26 
October 2011; 

Document EC/11/41 
 

Noted: the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the following issues: pre-application 
campus-wide open days; undergraduate and postgraduate registrations; and activity in 
relation to access and student recruitment.  

 
31. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
held on 19 October 2011; 

Document EC/11/42 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the following issues: the new QAA 

Institutional Review process; the scaling of marks by boards of examiners; short 
credit-bearing placements; the annual report from the Centre for Academic and 
Researcher Development; collaborative provision; accredited provision; attendance 
at boards of examiners; and the accreditation report for Cranmer Hall and the 
Wesley Study Centre;  
 

(b) the Sub-Committee’s discussion of the interim review of the MA Theology and 
Ministry, and its agreement to revalidate the Postgraduate Certificate in Theology 
and Ministry, the Postgraduate Diploma in Theology and Ministry and the Masters 
in Theology and Ministry until 2012/13;  
 

(c) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the Enhancement-Led Review of English 
Studies be signed off as satisfactorily completed;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s approval of new student exchange agreements with the 
University of Calgary, McMaster University, Peking University, the University of 
Western Australia, the University of Sao Paolo, the University of Campinas, and the 
Federal University of Rio Grande de Sol;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the extension to the partnership between the School of Education and 

International School of Geneva be approved, and that this be reported to the 
School of Education;  
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Action: EC/RDH 
 

(b) that the inclusion of additional centres of delivery for the BSc Accounting be 
approved, and that this be reported to the Business School.  

Action: EC 
 
32. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Student Experience Sub-Committee 
held on 18 October 2011; 

Document EC/11/43 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that thanks were due to DSU’s current sabbatical officers and their predecessors 

for an excellent annual report; 
 

(b) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the following issues: course and faculty 
student representation systems; the annual report from DSU, reports from the 
specialist student services; balanced college communities; and the skills audit;  
 

(c) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the University’s policy and practice is aligned 
to Precepts 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9 and 10 of Section 8 of the QAA Code of Practice, and 
that alignment to one precept remained to be demonstrated;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the University’s policy and practice is aligned 
to Precepts 10 and 11 of Section 3 of the QAA Code of Practice, and that 
alignment to seven precepts remained to be demonstrated; 

 
Agreed: that the revised schedule for college reviews be approved, and that this be 
published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook. 

Action:  DCG 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
33. Consultation responses 

 
Received:  the University response to the QAA’s consultation on its guidance on 
international students studying in the UK. 

Document EC/11/44 
  

34. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee.  
Document EC/11/45 

 
35. UK Quality Code for Higher Education 

 
Reported: that the QAA had published plans for the new UK Quality Code for Higher 
Education. The final report on changes to the Academic Infrastructure was available at: 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Documents/qualitycode.pdf. 

 
36. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Documents/qualitycode.pdf�
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Date Time 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 

 


	MINUTES
	Part B:  Routine Business

	Date
	Monday 12 December 2011
	Monday 23 January 2012
	Monday 13 February 2012
	Wednesday 14 March 2012
	Wednesday 16 May 2012
	Monday 18 June 2012

