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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

23 January 2012 
 

Present: Professor A. Forster (Chair), Dr C. Augarde, Mr A. C. Baker, Professor E. Burd,  
Professor T. Clark, Professor D. Donoghue, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Professor I. 
Greener, Dr A. K. Hughes, Dr J. Imber, Mr S. Kirk, Professor S. Kunin, Professor J. J. Long, 
Mr S. Parker, Professor J. Phoenix, Professor S. Ross, Revd Dr M. Threlfall -Holmes, 
Professor G. Towl and Dr J. Wright, with Miss E. Amies (Minute 56), Mr S. Dale (Minute 58), 
Dr D. C. Gent (Minute Secretary), Mrs C. Richardson (Minute 58) and Dr R. D. Harrison 
(Secretary).  
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

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

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
56. Diversity in the Curriculum 
 

Considered:  the interim report from the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish 
Group; 

Document EC/11/70 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the report outlined key principles and made a number of recommendations 

aimed at embedding diversity in the curriculum. These were designed to help the 
University face the challenges posed by a diverse student body, which included 
increasing numbers of international students and students with complex disabilities, 
and a changing external environment; 
  

(b) that under the Equality Act 2010 the University had a duty to make reasonable 
adjustments for students with disabilities (including those who had not declared a 
disability). This duty was ‘anticipatory’ as well as reactive, requiring the University 
to make adjustments to any policies, criteria practice or physical arrangements 
which might foreseeably disadvantage disabled students;   

 
(c) that the Task and Finish Group proposed that the University should make a strong 

commitment to addressing the issue of diversity, above and beyond that needed to 
meet its legal requirements. Whilst there were numerous instances of good practice 
in the University, it was possible to take a more proactive approach. The Group 
believed that the curriculum might be made more inclusive in a way which 
organically met the needs of a diverse range of students, but nevertheless that 
continued support should be offered to students with legally protected 
characteristics. It was further felt that good practice on diversity could benefit all 
students and hence could be implemented across the University’s provision; 

 
(d) that it was important to raise awareness across the University of good practice and 

procedures in relation to diversity issues. To further this aim, it was proposed that a 
comprehensive and easy to use handbook be produced for this purpose; 
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(e) that it was proposed that the consideration of diversity issues should be embedded 
within the University’s curriculum development and review processes (for example 
the programme approval process);   

 
(f) that the Task and Finish Group proposed that an academic Diversity Champion be 

appointed to hold responsibility for providing advice and raising awareness of 
diversity issues, working in conjunction with relevant professional services and the 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor. Whilst the Committee supported the idea of providing 
departments with academic contacts who had responsibility for the provision of 
advice on diversity issues, it was thought that consideration should be given  to 
whether this aim might be more effectively achieved by introducing a cluster of staff 
for this purpose, perhaps based on the Liaison Librarian model; 

 
(g) that non-traditional groups of students typically took more time to adjust to higher 

education. To address this, the report proposed that the University consider 
introducing, as part of the first term of each programme, activities designed to 
introduce students to the community of academic practice, addressing issues such 
as disciplinary conventions, academic skills and assessment criteria. On this issue 
the Group needed to liaise and coordinate with the Academic Registrar, who was 
leading work on changes to the induction process, and revise the paper to make 
reference to this work;  

 
(h) that there was an opportunity to promote diversity through the content of the 

curriculum. Whilst it was thought that this might, for instance, be accomplished via 
the use of inclusive language or a range of examples or sources, it was thought 
important to avoid a tokenistic approach to diversity. Further recommendations 
should be made on this issue from the Task and Finish Group;  

 
(i) that some of the issues covered in the report had been addressed in the 

University’s Internationalisation Strategy. To ensure coordination between different 
strategic initiatives, the report should be revised to make reference to the Strategy;  

 
(j) that paragraph 25 of the report suggested that the University might consider 

introducing an ‘internationalisation requirement’, which would require each student 
to take either a language module or a module encouraging international or 
intercultural awareness. There needed to be further consideration of this issue (not 
least as the Committee felt that there was a substantive academic difference 
between languages modules and modules which encouraged students to develop 
intercultural perspectives), which should be done in conjunction with the Dean of 
Graduate School and Internationalisation and the Chair of the Language Provision 
Task and Finish Group. The Group should take into account students’ expectations 
of choice within their programme, alongside the question of whether such a 
requirement would be suitable for all programmes. It was felt that it was possible to 
embed diversity within a discipline rather than as an (optional or required) addition 
to a programme. The former approach offered a more holistic means of addressing 
this issue, whilst the latter risked detracting from the other means of embedding 
diversity in the curriculum outlined in the report. The consultation paper would need 
to be revised to reflect the outcomes of the Group’s consideration of these points; 
 

(k) that the report should be revised to indicate how diversity issues might be 
addressed via staff training, such as that offered at induction for new staff and the 
training which led to the Postgraduate Certificate in Academic Practice;  
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(l) that the Deputy Academic Registrar was working with Estates and Buildings to 
consider improvements which might be made to the University’s estate to support 
students with disabilities. The report should make reference to this work;       

 

Agreed:  that subject to revisions in light of the discussion noted above, the report be 
approved as the basis for a University-wide consultation. 

Action:  ACB/EA 
 

57. National Student Survey 2011 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
 
Considered:  the faculty report and action plan in response to NSS 2011; 

Document EC/11/71 
 
Reported:  by the chair of FEC (Undergraduate); 
 
(i) that in response to NSS 2010 the faculty had focused on embedding a 

research-led education ethos (looking specifically at student dissertations);  
 
(ii) that the results for all departments in the faculty in NSS 2011 were above the 

University average. In response to NSS 2011, the faculty intended to focus on 
improving departmental cultures, student feedback, and induction into 
academic practice, drawing on and disseminating good practice within 
particular departments in the faculty in each instance;  

 

(b) Science 
 
Considered:  the faculty report and action plan in response to NSS 2011; 

Document EC/11/72 
 
Reported:  by the chair of FEC (Undergraduate); 

 
(i) that in response to NSS 2011 the faculty intended to focus on improving the 

experience of students undertaking Natural Sciences. The faculty was also 
keen to explore ways in which the Easter term might be used to benefit 
students’ learning;  

 
(ii) that the faculty had made considerable progress against targets set following 

NSS 2010. One instance of this was in the management of teaching quality, 
with mechanisms put in place to identify and support under-performing 
teaching staff;  

 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

Considered:  the faculty report and action plan in response to NSS 2011; 
Document EC/11/73 

 

Reported:  by the chair of FEC (Undergraduate); 
 

(i) that the faculty’s results in NSS 2011 for overall satisfaction, teaching, 
assessment and feedback and academic support were the highest it had 
achieved since the NSS began. Despite this improvement, most departments 
in the faculty did not satisfy the University’s strategic targets in relation to 
overall satisfaction for NSS: 
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(ii) that in response to NSS 2011 the faculty would focus on improving the first 

year of undergraduate programmes, the management of staff turnover and 
research leave, and clarifying assessment criteria for students;   

 
(d) Overarching Issues 

 

Noted: 
 

(i) that whilst the reports tended to focus on overall satisfaction, results for the 
more specific areas covered in the survey were also considered by the 
faculties and formed an important part of department and faculty planning;  

 
(ii) that whilst there had been a significant increase in the University’s NSS 

scores in relation to assessment and feedback over the past few years, it was 
thought that further consideration might be given on how to improve 
performance in this area; 

 
(iii) the importance of feedback on assessed work being legible.  It was 

suggested that this might be supported by amending the University’s 
Principles for Assessment. There were concerns that this might inadvertently 
militate against effective feedback in some circumstances (for example, 
annotation of summatively assessed coursework allowed students to consider 
feedback in its specific context, and there was significant evidence of the 
value of this to students).  Consequently it was felt that there was a need to 
consider this issue in more detail before a final decision was made;     

 
(iv) that the provision of facilities at Queen’s Campus had not featured 

significantly in free text comments in NSS 2011 when compared to NSS 
2010, suggesting that improvements at Queen’s had been appreciated by 
students;  

 
(v) that some departments had requested that the University impose targets for 

NSS based on absolute scores rather than relative scores, in order to 
incentivise and reward improved performance in those departments which fell 
short of meeting the current target of being in the top 10 departments 
nationally. However, targets for NSS needed to be based on relative 
performance to reflect the University’s long-term and interim strategic 
objectives, which were themselves relative in nature. Council had requested 
that a range of robust and challenging interim targets for NSS results be 
introduced, and this issue was being taken forward at UEC;  

 
(vi) that HEFCE analyses of national NSS results had identified a strong 

correlation between effective organisation and management and good NSS 
results, and that staff in departments responsible for programme 
management (programme leaders, directors of undergraduate studies etc.) 
played a crucial role in the organisation of programmes.  Education 
Committee had already highlighted this issue (Education Committee 2011/12, 
Minutes 1 and 4 refer), and consideration was being given as to how the staff 
development programme could support staff engaged in departmental 
leadership roles relating to learning and teaching;  

 
(vii) that NSS results reflected performance across the University, and thus it was 

important for all parts of the University (including colleges and professional 
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support services) to consider how they might contribute to improving the 
student experience;  

 
(viii) that it would be useful if guidance on the role of college mentors and 

academic advisors were reissued to departments and colleges, in order to 
clarify where responsibilities lay in relation to improving different aspects of 
the student experience;   

 
(ix) that many departments in the University employed postgraduates in teaching 

and assessment. It would be useful if, when departments responded to NSS, 
this embraced both postgraduates and staff as part of a wider teaching team; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that consideration should be given as to how staff in middle management 

roles in departments could support colleagues in improving NSS results;  
Action: SDK/TF/ACB 

 
(ii) that role descriptions for college mentors and academic advisors should be 

circulated to key members of staff in faculties and the Colleges’ Division; 
Action: DCG 

 

(iii) that further consideration should be given to how feedback on students’ 
summative assessments might be improved.  

Action: SCP/ELB/RDH 
 
58. Skills Audit Task and Finish Group 
 

Considered:  a consultation paper from the Skills Audit Task and Finish Group on the 
development of a list of Durham graduate attributes; 

Document EC/11/74 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Skills Audit had been piloted with incoming first year undergraduate 

students in October 2011, and it was intended to expand this to a full programme 
for all incoming undergraduates from October 2012. The Skills Audit was designed 
to help students identify, consider and acquire key skills, both inside and outside 
the curriculum. This was important work which would support students in 
developing both their employability and the skills needed in their academic 
programme; 
 

(b) that the Skills Audit was based around six graduate qualities, which were each 
divided into specific skills. These had been developed via consultation with 
students and the University Employer Advisory Forum, and reflected terminology 
commonly used in job advertisements. Resources to help students acquire these 
skills were available on the Employability and Skills module in duo, which hosted 
the Skills Audit; 

 
(c) that further definitions of the qualities and skills were available on the Skills Audit 

pages on duo, and members were invited to feedback comments on these 
definitions to the Task and Finish Group. It was important that the definitions were 
sufficiently clear so as to be easily understood by students. Further work should be 
undertaken to ensure this was the case;  
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(d) that the pilot Skills Audit had been completed by over a thousand incoming 
undergraduate students. This had been useful in identifying which skills these 
students considered to be a high priority for their development. The existing data 
from the pilot Skills Audit provided a useful resource upon which staff within the 
University might build in conversations with this group of students; 

 
(e) that the Skills Audit was one of several initiatives relating to skills which were 

available to students, including the planned week-long induction format, the college 
mentor and academic advisor systems, and PDPs. It was important that the Skills 
Audit be effectively coordinated with these and other initiatives. The paper should 
be revised to clearly indicate how this would be achieved and how the Skills Audit 
would work through in colleges, departments and other relevant areas in the 
University such as Experience Durham. This would help embed the Skills Audit as 
part of a systematic approach to employability and skills across the University, 
supported by the consistent use of the terminology contained in the Skills Audit;  

 
(f) that it was important that clear guidance was given to students on where to go for 

advice on development of their skills;  
 

(g) that the Skills Audit was primarily focused around generic skills, rather than 
subject-specific skills (such as those outlined in QAA subject benchmark 
statements). However, one of the graduate qualities was ‘Understanding my 
discipline’, and it was intended that departments might provide specific 
interpretations of the skills under this category in the final version of the Skills Audit; 

 
(h) that although the Skills Audit encompassed a wide range of different skills, 

consultation with students had not indicated that the length of the process was a 
problem. After initial completion of the Audit, students were only able to access 
resources relating to skills which they had identified as relevant to them. As such, 
the process was targeted to the needs of each student; 

 
(i) that many of the skills within the Audit overlapped with the training requirements of 

research councils. It would be useful to consider in the future whether, and if so 
how, elements of the Skills Audit work (for example the systems development for 
the online tools) could be used to enhance skills development for research degree 
students; 

 
(j) that a final report from the Group would be submitted to Education Committee in 

the Easter Term, following consultation with departments through FECs; 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that links to detailed definitions of the graduate qualities and skills on duo should be 
circulated to members of the Committee for feedback to the Skills Audit Task and 
Finish Group; 

Action: CLR/DCG 
 

(b) that the Task and Finish Group should check that the definitions of the qualities and 
skills on duo were easily understood by students, and revise these if necessary; 

Action: ELB 
 

(c) that the paper should be revised to clearly indicate how the Skills Audit would be 
implemented across the University and coordinated with other relevant initiatives, 
prior to consultation with FECs. 

Action: ELB 
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59. Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 

Considered:  initial proposals on potential revisions to the University policy on module 
evaluation questionnaires; 

Document EC/11/75 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposals were intended to address both external drivers (such as the 

expectation in the recent Higher Education White Paper that by 2013/14 all 
universities would publish summary reports of student evaluation surveys online) 
and internal needs (such as providing consistent information on teaching quality to 
inform quality management and promotion processes for academic staff);  
 

(b) that to this end Document 75 proposed the introduction of a common core of 
questions for all MEQs (to which departments could add a small number of 
additional, subject- or department-specific questions), with a single scoring scale 
for use in all MEQs.  It was also proposed that MEQs should continue to be 
analysed and considered at departmental level, but that a central electronic system 
should be made available to support the administration and analysis of MEQs and 
that the management of the publication of MEQ results for external audiences 
should be the responsibility of professional support services;  

 

Agreed: that the proposals should be submitted to FECs for consideration.  
 

60. Scaling by Boards of Examiners 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate a University policy on the use of scaling 
by boards of examiners;  

Document EC/11/76 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 76 proposed a University policy, and provided guidance, on when 

scaling should be applied by boards of examiners. This was designed to ensure 
that scaling took place only in exceptional circumstances, i.e. where there were 
acknowledged problems in the assessment process which affected an entire 
student cohort. It was not the aim of the guidance to encourage scaling. The policy 
was also explicitly not designed to ensure that the marks for a given module had a 
certain average, as it was vital that marks issued to students were appropriate to 
the intended learning outcomes and criteria for the assessment; 
 

(b) that external examiners were central to the monitoring and (where necessary) 
adjustment of student marks. The guidance was designed to support external 
examiners in their work by clarifying University policy on scaling;  

 
(c) that the proposals had been subject to consultation with FECs and revised 

accordingly. Whilst the Science FEC (Undergraduate) had suggested that 
departments should be allowed to develop individual scaling policies, this was not 
thought desirable as it would lead to inappropriate local variation; 

 
(d) that, if approved, it was intended both to implement the revised policy and to 

include guidance on scaling in the University training for chairs and secretaries of 
boards of examiners in academic year 2012/13; 
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(e) that paragraph 11 of Document 76 outlined conditions under which scaling might 

be considered. It was thought that scaling could be a useful tool in such situations. 
To avoid ambiguity, the paper should be revised to make clear that only one of the 
conditions outlined in paragraph 11 need apply for scaling to be considered; 

 
(f) that the paper should be amended to correct a typographical error in paragraph 

22(a), which should read ‘paragraph 11’ rather than ‘paragraph 10’;  
 

Agreed: that, subject to the amendments outlined in Noted (e) and (f), the proposals be 
recommended to Senate for approval; 

Action: ELB  
 
Recommended: that Senate approve the procedures outlined in the paper and 
add the guidance on scaling to the University training for chairs and secretaries 
for boards of examiners, for implementation with effect from 2012/13.   

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
61. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 12 December 2011; 
Document EC/11/77 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 12 December 2011; 

Document EC/11/78 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that Senate had approved the principles for the induction of students considered at 

the 12 December 2011 meeting of Education Committee. The Academic Registrar 
would take forward the implementation of the principles via a Task and Finish 
Group. Proposals on the membership of this Group would be submitted for 
consideration under Chair’s action;  

Action:  MG 
 

(b) that Senate had approved the development of a portfolio of modules designed to 
support international exchange activity. This work would be taken forward by 
Chairs of FECs in conjunction with the Dean of Graduate School and 
Internationalisation;  

Action:  TC 
 
Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 8 November 
2011, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of Education Committee 
held 11 October 2011; 

Document EC/11/79 
 
Reported:  that the minutes of the 7 November and 12 December 2011 meetings of 
Education Committee would be considered by Senate at its meeting on 17 January 
2012, and the relevant minute extracts would be received by the 13 February 2012 
meeting of Education Committee. 
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62. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/80a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  
Document EC/11/80b 

 
63. Chair’s business 
 

Noted: that the 2012 National Student Survey had started for Durham students on 23 
January 2012. It was important that Chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) work with 
departments to encourage students to participate in the NSS. Whilst the University had 
historically enjoyed high response rates in the survey, this relied upon hard work in 
departments and colleges. To incentivise completion of the survey a £500 prize would 
be awarded to both the department and college with the highest response rate, whilst a 
£200 prize would be given to the college with the second highest response rate.  
 

64. Curriculum Development  
 

Considered:  proposed revisions to the University’s curriculum development process; 
Document EC/11/81 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Academic Support Office had conducted a process review of the 

curriculum development process for the approval of new and revised modules. 
Document 81 proposed revisions to this process, designed to ensure that the level 
of authority (i.e. faculty or department) for given types of changes was appropriate;  
 

(b) that one of the proposed revisions was that authority for changes to the SLAT 
hours of a module should move from faculty to department level, provided that the 
change did not affect the overall contact hours for the module. If the total contact 
hours for the module changed, faculty-level approval would still be required;  

 
(c) that Document 81 also suggested a revision of the requirement that changes to a 

module outline occurring after students had registered on the module should be 
approved by both the chair of the relevant FEC and by Education Committee. It 
was proposed to delegate authority for such changes entirely to faculty level;  

 
(d) that students used the module outlines provided in Online Faculty Handbooks as a 

source of information, and it was thus important that departments ensured that 
these outlines were correct in advance of the publication of the handbook; 

 
Agreed: that the proposed revisions to the curriculum development process were 
approved with immediate effect, and that the Learning and Teaching Handbook should 
be updated accordingly.  

Action: RDH  
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65. Publication of Module Outlines in duo 
 

Considered:  a progress report on the implementation of the publication of modules 
outlines in duo; 

Document EC/11/82 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report provided an update on the project to publish official module outlines 

in the relevant pages for that module in duo. This project arose because some 
departments published a summary of the module on duo which differed from the 
official module outline; 
 

(b) that the project would increase the visibility of official module outlines to students. 
The frequency with which students consulted this information was therefore very 
likely to increase significantly from 2012/13; 
 

(c) that the project team would now work in conjunction with key stakeholders to 
provide a pilot for the project. It was intended that the module outlines would be 
available in duo in advance of the 2012/13 academic year; 
 

(d) that the planned Key Information Sets (KIS), which would be published in autumn 
2012, would link to programme specifications on the University website. While the 
University had published programme specifications on its public-facing website for 
a number of years, the inclusion of links to the specifications in the KIS was likely to 
significantly increase their visibility.  It was therefore important that departments 
ensured that, when they reviewed programme specifications as part of the annual 
review of learning and teaching, they passed updated specifications to the 
Academic Support Office to allow the online specification to be updated;   

 
(e) that the quality of the University’s published information would be subject to a 

graded judgment in the QAA’s new Institutional Review process. It was thus 
important that this was consistent in content; 

 
Agreed: that Chairs of FECs should inform departments that the KIS would link to 
programme specifications on the University website, and remind them of the 
importance of ensuring that programme specifications are reviewed as part of the 
annual review of learning and teaching and to pass revisions to existing specifications 
to the Academic Support Office. 

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

66. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held 14 
December 2011; 

Document EC/11/83 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee;  

 
(b) the Sub-Committee’s discussion of changes to the administration of Vice-

Chancellor’s Scholarships, a consultation from UCAS on a review of the 
admissions process, and changes made to the process for similarity detection in 
personal statements for the current admissions cycle;  
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(c) that as of 15 January 2012 undergraduate applications to the University were 

slightly ahead of those received at the same time in 2011, and that in the 
processing of offers the University was in advance of the equivalent position in 
2011 and the national average. Applications for postgraduate taught programmes 
were also thought to have increased relative to the equivalent time last year.  

 
67. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
held 13 December 2011; 

Document EC/11/84 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s recommendation that the annual faculty overview reports on 

concessions, academic progress notices and appeals be replaced by a central 
University-level report, upon which Chairs of FECs would be able to comment. It 
was thought that this would usefully facilitate comparison between faculties and 
reduce the demands made on departments and faculties. It was important that 
concessions approved at department level were captured in the central report; 
 

(b) the Sub-Committee’s concern that sporting concessions were not being adequately 
requested or recorded on Banner. Staff at Team Durham had been supplied with 
training on how to record concessions and had also been provided with a contact in 
SPA to help with this process. It was anticipated that this would improve the 
recording of sporting concessions, but this should be checked at the end of the 
academic year. If sporting concessions were more fully recorded, this would create 
a solid evidence base upon which to investigate the issue of whether such 
concessions were being requested in all cases in which they were necessary; 

 
(c) that as Experience Durham embraced music, arts and volunteering, it might be 

useful if concessions could be facilitated for these activities as well as sport;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s discussion of module evaluation questionnaires, student 
exchange activity, and annual reports on research degree student progress 
(including the Sub-Committee’s concern that the report from Social Sciences and 
Health had not been received), undergraduate and integrated master’s degree 
classification, and undergraduate and integrated master’s progression and 
completion rates; 

 
(e) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the Enhancement-Led Reviews of Geography 

and Medicine and Health should be signed off as satisfactorily completed;  
 

(f) the Sub-Committee’s approval of a new integrated PhD in Theology and Religion 
programme;  

 
(g) the Sub-Committee’s approval of a placement learning agreement with the 

Université de Nice;    
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the annual faculty overview reports on concessions, academic progress 

notices and appeals should be replaced by a central, University-level report;  
Action: RDH 
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(b) that the recording of sporting concessions on Banner should be reviewed at the 

end of academic year 2011/12; 
Action: MG 

 
(c) that the proposed partnership between the Department of Archaeology and the 

University of Aberdeen be approved, and that this should be reported to the 
Department of Archaeology; 

Action: RDH/EC 
 

(d) that the proposed extension to the partnership between Durham Business School 
and the Caribbean Management Education Centre be approved, and that this 
should be reported to the Business School.  

Action: RDH/EC 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
68. QAA Institutional Audit:  Outcomes publications 

 
Reported:  that QAA had published a number of reports in it Outcomes from Audit 
series, and these would be taken forward in the following ways: 
 
(a) Assessment and feedback:  the Academic Support Office would undertake an initial 

review of this report during 2011/12 to identify any good practice that might be 
applicable to the University.  A more systematic review of the report would take 
place in 2012/13 when the University considers its assessment policies and 
regulations in light of the scheduled publication of the chapter of the UK Quality 
Code addressing assessment issues; 
 

(b) Management of learning opportunities:  this would be considered as part of the 
review of the University’s Quality Management Framework, which would take place 
during Spring 2012; 

 
(c) Published information:  this would be considered by the Task and Finish Group 

Education Committee would shortly be establishing to consider the University’s 
published information on its educational provision.  

 
69. Office of the Independent Adjudicator Consultation  

 
Received: the University’s response to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator’s 
‘Pathway 3 Consultation’ on complaints, appeals and case-handling in universities.  

Document EC/11/85 
 
70. University Fieldwork: Interim Guidance 

 
Considered: an update on interim guidance for University fieldwork; 

Document EC/11/86 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the update on interim guidance for fieldwork had been circulated to heads of 

department. This arose from a broader, long-term review of the University’s 
processes for off-site activities, which was being taken forward by the Deputy 
Academic Registrar and the University’s Health and Safety Committee. It was 
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possible that this work might lead to a short-notice update of the guidance on 
placement learning in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  
 

(b) that it would be useful if a clear definition of what constituted fieldwork under 
University policy could be provided (for instance, whether fieldwork included off-site 
activities such as attendance at conferences by research students);  

 
Agreed: that guidance should be provided to departments on what activities were 
classified as fieldwork. 

Action: SD 
 

71. Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 
Document EC/11/87 

 
72. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time 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 

 


