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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

13 February 2012 
 

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

 
MINUTES  

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
73. Employability, Enterprise and Skills Strategy 
 

Considered: the interim report from the Employability, Enterprise and Skills Strategy 
Task and Finish Group;  

Document EC/11/88 
 

 Noted:  
 

(a) that the Task and Finish Group had been established to develop a new strategy, 
incorporating enterprise, to replace the existing employability and skills statement 
approved by Senate in 2009. This reflected the University’s ongoing commitment to 
supporting students’ employability, alongside a belief that the development of 
entrepreneurial skills was equally important. The draft strategy in Document 88 was 
based around both the curriculum and wider, co-curricula activities and work 
experience. It set out a commitment to developing a diverse set of skills for a range 
of students, with a view to supporting employability and entrepreneurship in a wide 
range of areas;  

 
(b) that the draft strategy had been developed in conjunction with representatives from 

DSU, and drew on the expertise of relevant academic and professional support 
staff within the University; 

 
(c) that the Task and Finish Group had developed a definition of enterprise education, 

drawing on a variety of statements on this topic within the higher education 
community. The definition emphasised that such skills were applicable to 
employment in any situation or sector, including research-oriented careers;  

 
(d) that the draft strategy stated the importance of ensuring that distinctions were 

made between opportunities for skills development at each level of study. This 
statement applied both to different levels of an undergraduate programme, and to 
the distinction between undergraduate, taught postgraduate and research degree 
programmes. This reflected the Task and Finish Group’s belief that, as the 
development of skills was an iterative process, students should be encouraged to 
engage with skills development at all stages of their career at the University; 
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(e) that CEEC currently ran a careers mentoring scheme made available to all 

undergraduate students, which was based around volunteer alumni mentors 
sourced through the Development and Alumni Relations Office. This scheme had 
proved very valuable in supporting employability. The draft strategy accordingly 
proposed to extend this scheme to taught postgraduates. This would rely upon the 
availability of additional volunteer resource, and as such it could not be guaranteed 
that every student would have a mentor. It was intended that the scheme would be 
developed beyond the traditional UK jobs market to embrace international 
employment opportunities, which were particularly important at postgraduate level; 

 
(f) that it would be useful if the final version of the strategy was accompanied by a 

clear statement of what was expected of departments in terms of its 
implementation. To avoid confusion, this should set out how the implementation of 
the strategy dovetailed with the expectations placed upon departments in respect 
of employability through other initiatives and University strategies (in particular the 
employability and skills section of the Principles for the Development of the Taught 
Curriculum);   

 
(g) that the final version of the strategy would have multiple audiences. In order to 

encourage engagement with the strategy, it was important that it was 
communicated to different groups of staff and students using terminology 
applicable to their given disciplinary area. Faculties and departments would play an 
important role in encouraging staff and students to engage with the strategy, and 
would need to assess how best to implement and communicate the strategy in 
ways which were relevant to their discipline;  

 
(h) that research by staff at Newcastle University had indicated that students in Arts 

and Humanities disciplines responded more positively to attempts to encourage the 
development of enterprise skills if these were described in terms of innovation and 
creativity, which were considered to be more relevant terms for their disciplines 
than ‘entrepreneurship’. It was thought that the draft strategy should be revised to 
refer more explicitly to the importance of innovation and creativity and to 
emphasise the contribution such skills made to the development of wider, 
entrepreneurial skills; 

 
(i) that careful consideration needed to be given to the use of the terms ‘Durham’ and 

‘the University’ within the strategy in order to make clear that it applied equally to 
Queen’s Campus and Durham City; 

 
(j) that language skills were highly valuable in supporting employability. It was felt that 

the draft strategy should be revised to more clearly state the importance of such 
skills in the context of the International Strategy, and developments underway 
under the auspices of the Language Provision Task and Finish Group;  

 
(k) that paragraph 7b of the draft strategy, which set out the aim of increasing 

opportunities for students to undertake co-curricula activities, should be revised to 
refer to the role of DSU and Experience Durham in offering such opportunities; 

 
(l) that paragraph 9d of the draft strategy should be revised to refer to ‘academic 

modules’ rather than ‘academic courses’; 
 

(m) that it was important that the strategy be effectively cross-referenced to the 
Education Strategy and the Experience Durham Strategy;  
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(n) that paragraph 10 of the draft strategy outlined the importance of work-based 
learning in developing employability and enterprise skills, and set out the 
University’s commitment to offering such opportunities. Although the Committee 
was strongly supportive of this commitment, it was felt that the Task and Finish 
Group should revise the wording of this section of the draft strategy, in particular 
the statement that the University considered work-based learning to be 
‘fundamental’, as it was feared this might create the misleading impression that 
placements would be offered as a core part of every student’s programme;  

 
(o) that the strategy embodied a distinctive approach to embedding employability and 

enterprise skills within the curriculum in that, unlike some other institutions, the 
University did not intend to support these skills via specific modules on careers 
development and skills acquisition within its programmes. Rather, such skills would 
be developed through academic modules. This approach was grounded in the 
belief that research-led and research-oriented education would help students to 
develop research skills, which would support their employability and 
entrepreneurship. The final version of the strategy needed to ensure that the 
importance of research skills, and the rationale behind the University’s approach, 
was clearly stated. More particularly, it was also thought that paragraph 9b of the 
draft strategy should be amended to refer to current activity within departments in 
relation to students’ employability and induction into academic practice;   

 
(p) that the graduate attributes being developed as part of the Skills Audit would form a 

vital framework for the implementation of the strategy. As such the draft strategy 
should be revised to include a statement on the role played by these attributes; 

 
Agreed: that Education Committee’s feedback should be passed to the Task and 
Finish Group. 

Action: DCG 
 
74. Taught Postgraduate Portfolio 
 

Considered: the interim report from the Dean of Graduate School on the development 
of the University’s portfolio of taught postgraduate programmes;  

Document EC/11/89 - CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/11/89 was strictly private and confidential for 
Education Committee members only] 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 89 was designed to inform the development of the master’s strategy 

by the Dean of Graduate School. It outlined strengths and weaknesses in the 
University’s current taught postgraduate portfolio and set out recommendations 
designed to aid the development of the portfolio (these had previously been 
approved by UEC). An amended version of Document 89 would be submitted to 
FECs (Postgraduate) for consultation. Following this the draft master’s strategy 
would be developed for consideration by UEC in April 2012 and thereafter by 
Education Committee and Senate, which would consider whether to approve the 
strategy. It was intended to implement the agreed strategy from 2012/13 onwards; 
 

(b) that the strategy was written in the context of a number of external developments, 
including the uncertain impact on postgraduate recruitment from 2015 of the new 
undergraduate fees regime; uncertainties in UKBA policy and the consequences 
this might have for international recruitment; the impact on postgraduate researcher 
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training of the adoption of the Doctoral Training Centre model by an increasing 
number of UK Research Councils; and the need for the University to anticipate 
potential alterations to funding with respect to integrated master’s programmes; 

 
(c) that the report used a three-fold typology to categorise postgraduate programmes. 

The Dean of Graduate School was working with Deputy Heads of Faculty to 
develop an understanding of how individual programmes related to this typology in 
order to more fully assess the strengths and risks associated with the University’s 
current postgraduate portfolio; 

 
(d) that recruitment on programmes with proportionately large numbers of international 

students was vulnerable to changes in political and economic circumstances 
abroad and to UK immigration policy. The master’s strategy would aim to develop 
the postgraduate portfolio in a way which spread the risks associated with 
international recruitment across the University in a planned fashion; 

 
(e) that at present the University’s fees for taught postgraduate programmes were 

largely based on competitor analysis. The approval process for fees was felt to be 
reactive rather than proactive. Given the substantial changes in the sector, it was 
important that the strategy should address the issue of whether the University’s 
fee-setting processes should be amended in order for the University to be able to 
respond flexibly and quickly to changes in supply and demand for taught 
postgraduate provision. More generally, it was felt vital that the work of the Fees 
Advisory Board be coordinated with the final version of the strategy; 

 
(f) that the paper underlined the need to ensure that only those master’s programmes 

for which there was a sufficient demand among students were established in the 
University. Support was available to departments via the Communications Office to 
conduct a limited amount of market testing of potential programmes; 

 
(g) that Stage 1 of the programme approval process required both Head of Department 

and faculty-level approval of the viability of a potential programme in terms of 
demand, and it was important that departments and faculties engage effectively 
with this process.  A review of this process had been undertaken during the 
Michaelmas Term 2011, and this would result in recommendations being brought to 
a spring meeting of Education Committee that would increase clarity around 
decision making points at departmental and faculty level to support effective 
decision making business cases for new programmes during the Stage 1 process;  

 
(h) that it was felt important that, in developing the master’s’ strategy, consideration 

was given to the long-term and wider strategic benefits as well as short-term 
financial viability of particular taught postgraduate programmes. For instance, some 
master’s programmes had relatively small numbers of students but were necessary 
for accreditation, which had the potential to lead to additional funding;     

 
(i) that it was vital that the University, as far as possible, should be able to take 

advantage of new types of funding for postgraduate study designed around the 
DTC model. These sometimes required specific programmes that the University, 
while being in a position to deliver such provision, had not already approved as a 
programme of study.  Where this was the case such new programmes must be 
subject to the programme approval process, but through effective and early liaison 
between programme proposers and staff in the Academic Support Office it was 
possible to establish programmes in response to such demands.  The importance 
of early contact with ASO could usefully be emphasised to departments by chairs 
of FECs (Postgraduate);   
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Action:  JJL/CEA/DNMD 
 

(j) that the paper recommended that further work should be undertaken to establish 
the strategic merits and risks of expanding integrated master’s programmes 
beyond the Faculty of Science. It was important that this work be done as soon as 
possible and in advance of the development of the strategy, as there were 
proposals for integrated master’s programmes within the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Health which were currently going through the programme approval process; 

 
(k) that the report stated that there was a case for establishing greater clarity of 

responsibility within departments for marketing activity. The Committee supported 
this view and noted that marketing applied both to attracting applicants and to 
encouraging conversion, which (in the case of postgraduate programmes) were 
both the responsibility of postgraduate admissions selectors within departments. 
The degree to which staff members engaged with conversion activity had a notable 
impact on recruitment. The Postgraduate Admissions Review would consider how 
levels of conversion might be improved. It was felt that responsibility for conversion 
should be underlined through training for postgraduate admissions selectors. It 
was, however, necessary to ensure that the level of communication to applicants 
designed to encourage conversion was appropriate and did not deter the applicant; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that consideration should be given to the issue of fee-setting for taught 

postgraduate programmes within the draft master’s strategy, which (if appropriate) 
should make recommendations on this issue; 

Action: TC 
 

(b) that the responsibility of postgraduate admissions selectors for supporting 
conversion should be emphasised within the University training for those selectors; 

Action: RE 
 

(c) that SPCU should be asked to support a small group, chaired by the Dean of 
Graduate School and including representatives from each faculty and from ASO, to 
consider the strategic benefits and risks associated with integrated master’s 
programmes in non-Science disciplines and provide guidance to support decision-
making on such proposals in the Stage 1 programme approval process. 

Action: SC 
 

75. QAA Institutional Audit 2009:  Mid-Cycle Follow-Up 
 

Considered: whether to approve the University’s submission to the Quality Assurance 
Agency;  

Document EC/11/90 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the University had been given no advisable recommendations and only four 

desirable recommendations in the 2009 Institutional Audit. QSSC had looked 
closely at the 2009 Audit report the recommendations it contained, and the more 
detailed comments in the text which had suggested areas for consideration but 
which had not led to recommendations, and was satisfied with the University’s 
progress in addressing the relevant areas; 
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(b) that once submitted the mid-cycle response to the University’s 2009 Institutional 
Audit report would result in a written report from the QAA prepared by QAA officers 
(i.e. it would not be a peer review process). This would form part of the evidence 
base for the University’s next QAA Institutional Review, which was likely to take 
place in 2014 or 2015. As a follow-up to the report resulting from the submission of 
the mid-cycle response, the QAA could also ask for periodic review reports for 
those departments which had been reviewed since the 2009 Audit;   

 
(c) that in response to a recommendation in the 2009 Audit, the mid-cycle response 

outlined how the University’s new Departmental Review process drew on the 
expertise of professional support staff. This process allowed review teams to meet 
with representatives of a range of professional services (including, but not limited 
to, the Library and Computing and Information Services) as was appropriate to the 
department under review. It was felt that the documentation supplied to review 
teams prior to the review visit should include a brief report from each professional 
service outlining any issues pertaining to the department in question. This would 
help the review team to identify which professional services it needed to meet; 

 
(d) that paragraph 6 of the draft mid-cycle response should be amended to state that 

the new Departmental Review process would be kept under review and amended 
as necessary in the light of experience of its operation; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that, subject to the amendment in Noted (d), the mid-cycle response was approved 

and should be submitted to the QAA; 
Action: RDH 

 
(b) that the Head of the Academic Support Office should remind chairs and secretaries 

of Departmental Review teams of the opportunity to meet with representatives from 
a range of professional services as part of the review process; 

Action: RDH 
 

(c) that the Departmental Review process should be amended so that, as part of the 
pre-visit documentation, the review team received a brief report from relevant 
professional services identifying issues pertaining to the department in question.  

Action: RDH 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 23 January 2012; 
Document EC/11/91 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 23 January 2012; 

Document EC/11/92 
 

Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 17 January 2012, 
detailing consideration of the report from the meetings of Education Committee held 7 
November and 12 December 2011; 

Documents EC/11/93 
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Reported: that the report from the 23 January 2012 meeting of Education Committee 
would be considered at the 28 February 2012 meeting of Senate. The relevant minute 
extract would be received by the 14 March 2012 meeting of Education Committee. 

 
77. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/94 
 

Noted: the importance of notifying the Secretary when actions were completed; 
 
Agreed: that the Minute Secretary should work with relevant colleagues to update 
the action log before the next meeting;  

Action: DCG  
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document EC/11/95 

 
Noted: that a presentation on internationalisation would be provided to the 13 
March 2012 meeting of Council;   

 
(c) Matters for consideration 

 
(i) Minute 2 Graduate Employment  

 
Considered: reports from the chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) on the 
development of action plans for departments whose Graduate Prospects 
score fell below the University’s benchmark; 

Documents EC/11/96 – 98 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that the Department of History had asked for advice on the likely impact 

of the new undergraduate fees regime on the numbers of students 
continuing to postgraduate study. This issue would be addressed via the 
development of the master’s strategy by the Dean of Graduate School. As 
the University had a relatively high number of students continuing to 
postgraduate study (compared to other universities), it was possible that, 
if the new undergraduate fees regime had a detrimental impact on 
postgraduate recruitment, this would disproportionately effect the 
University’s position in league tables based on graduate destination data;  

 
B. that all departments in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities had developed 

employability action plans, regardless of their Graduate Prospects score. 
It was felt that this was a useful format which should be rolled out across 
the other faculties for the 2012/13 academic year, with care being taken 
to ensure that the approach aligned with the University’s annual review 
process;  

 
C. that the reports highlighted a number of instances of good practice within 

the University in supporting employability. These included, but were not 
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limited to, the School of Engineering and Computer Sciences’ links with 
recruiters; skills mapping carried out for Biomedical Sciences 
programmes; and the work of the Director of External Relations within the 
School of Law. It was felt that the reports and action plans should be 
communicated to CEEC and to the Employability and Skills Steering 
Group in order to allow reflection on examples of good practice and 
consideration of any pan-University issues arising from the reports;   

 
Agreed:  
 
A. that the reports and action plans should be sent to CEEC for 

consideration; 
Action: DCG 

 
B. that the reports and action plans should be considered by the 

Employability and Skills Steering Group, which should identify pan-
University issues arising from the reports;  

Action: ELB 
 

C. that a template action plan on employability, drawing on best practice 
within the reports, should be developed for use by all departments in 
2012/13 (noting the need to align this with the requirements of annual 
review);  

Action: ELB 
 

(ii) Minute 2 Graduate Employment 
 
Considered: a report from CEEC on developing University employability 
benchmarks for postgraduate students; 

Document EC/11/99 
 
Noted: that the report proposed targets on employability levels for taught 
postgraduates and postgraduate research students in each faculty. These 
had been developed by each FEC (Postgraduate) in conjunction with CEEC;  
 
Agreed: that the proposed targets be approved, and that this should be 
reported to FECs (Postgraduate) and CEEC; 

Action: AR/SG/EA/DCG  
 

(iii) Minute 109 (Learning and Teaching Committee 2009/10) Annual Reports 
on Appeals, Complaints and Discipline Cases  
 
Considered: a proposed standard format for faculty appeal reports;  

Document EC/11/100 
 

Noted: that the proposed standard format for faculty appeal reports was 
designed as an interim measure. The Academic Support Office intended to 
undertake a comprehensive review of the reporting process in respect of 
appeals, student complaints and discipline, with a view to streamlining these 
reports and improving their effectiveness and clarity; 
 
Agreed: that the proposed standard format for faculty appeal reports be 
approved and should be implemented in the next review of academic appeals 
in Michaelmas 2012.   

Action: JMK   
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78. Chair’s business 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the importance of University documentation recording the proper locus of authority 

for decision-making, for instance referring to a given staff member as ‘Chair of FEC 
(Undergraduate)’ rather than ‘Deputy Head of Faculty’ when that person held both 
roles but a decision was taken in respect of the authority given by the former;  
 

(b) that thanks were due to colleagues in departments and colleges for their efforts  in 
promoting the National Student Survey (NSS) thus far. As of 10 February 2012 the 
University’s response rate for the NSS stood at 41%, compared to 26% at the 
equivalent time in 2011. It was important that colleges and departments continue to 
encourage eligible final year undergraduate students to complete the survey.  

 
79. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held 1 
February 2012;  

Document EC/11/101 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of a proposal on college communities and 

discussion of the operation of Colleges Postgraduate Office;  
 

(b) that the entrance requirements for Biological and Biomedical Sciences had been 
changed from AAB to AAA; 

 
(c) that the University’s response to the UCAS consultation on Admissions Process 

Review had been submitted.  
 
80. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
held 11 January 2012;  

Document EC/11/102 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the introduction of the new UK Quality Code for Higher Education by the QAA 

represented a significant expansion in the number of external reference points. The 
University would be required to demonstrate that its policy and practice was aligned 
to the UK Quality Code by its next Institutional Review. This was likely to represent 
a significant amount of additional work for Education Committee, QSSC and the 
Academic Support Office; 
 

(b) that, in order to ensure effective coordination and timely completion of follow-up 
action resulting from the new Departmental Review process, QSSC had 
recommended that responsibility for ensuring that a department responded to the 
recommendations in the review report should rest with the head of department. 
QSSC had further recommended that three months after the receipt of their review 
report departments should submit an action plan to the Academic Support Office, 
outlining how the department would respond to the recommendations in the report 
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and setting out responsibilities and deadlines for the resulting actions. The 
Committee supported these proposals (which would also need to be approved by 
Research Committee), on the proviso that they be accompanied by a statement 
that the head of department could delegate authority but not responsibility for 
ensuring that actions arising from departmental review were implemented;   
 

(c) QSSC’s agreement to publish guidance notes on module design and a list of 
potential methods of learning, teaching and assessment in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook;  
 

(d) QSSC’s concern regarding delays in organising the required annual review 
meetings for the DBS’s partnerships with Fudan University and the Government of 
Gibraltar. The Chair of QSSC had written to the Dean of the Business School 
expressing this concern and requesting that the documentation relating to these 
meetings be submitted at the next Faculty Collaborative Provision Panel, which 
was due to be held on 7 March 2012;  

 
(e) QSSC’s discussion of an assurance report on the BSc Accounting programme with 

KPMG and ICAEW; 
 

(f) QSSC’s agreement that the Enhancement-led review of Music should be signed off 
as satisfactorily completed;  

 
(g) QSSC’s approval of a new Postgraduate Certificate in Research Methods 

programme in the School of Applied Social Sciences;  
 

Agreed: that QSSC’s proposals on revisions to the departmental review process be 
approved, subject to the amendment in Noted (b) and consideration and approval by 
Research Committee.  

Action: DCG 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
81. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/11/103 
 

82. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time 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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