
S:\Academic Support Office\Committees\Education Committee\2011-
12\2012_03_14\2012_03_14_Minutes.docx 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

14 March 2012 
 

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

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
83. College Communities 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposals on the creation of college 
communities;  

Document EC/11/104 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper outlined proposals to encourage diversity in the process of college 

allocation, based on information known at the time of application. It was specifically 
proposed that applicants should be distributed across colleges with reference to a 
limited set of factors, namely subject, gender and nationality at undergraduate level 
and mode of study, gender and nationality at postgraduate level. Whilst the 
proposal to distribute by subject and mode of study was unproblematic, some 
concern was expressed with regard to the other two factors in relation to the 
expectations of the Equality Act 2010;  

 
(b) that, given the concerns outlined in Noted (a), paragraph 12 of the paper should be 

amended to read that ‘the information in the UCAS application is used to build 
diverse college communities, whilst also mindful of the applicant’s expressed 
preference’. References to balancing by gender and nationality should be removed 
from paragraphs 6 and 10 of the paper, which should be revised to state that 
applicants would be distributed across colleges by reference to subject (at 
undergraduate level) and mode of study (at postgraduate level), and that the 
information available in the UCAS form would be used to encourage diversity 
across colleges, after the applicants’ preference had been taken into account;  
 

(c) that paragraph 10 of the paper proposed that the profile of each college would be 
reviewed annually in light of a range of factors. It was felt that it was misleading to 
describe such factors as ‘criteria’, and the reference should thus be removed. 
Accordingly paragraph 10 should be revised to state merely that the review of 
college profiles would, amongst other things, examine the factors listed; 
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(d) that school type and socio-economic background would be monitored as part of the 
proposed annual review of college profiles. This would give an evidence-base 
which would indicate whether further action needed to be taken to encourage 
diversity during college allocation;  

 
(e) that college profiles should be reviewed annually by the Deputy Head of Colleges’ 

Division (Student Experience), who would be supported in this work by colleagues 
in the Division and relevant professional services;  

 
(f) that paragraph 11 of the paper should be revised to state that any 

recommendations on college allocation would be submitted by Student Experience 
Sub-Committee to Education Committee and, if necessary, Senate;   

 
(g) the importance of staff involved in contact with potential applicants being supplied 

with guidance on the college allocation process; 
 

(h) that the college allocation process would be designed to ensure that students who 
had declared a disability or medical condition were allocated to the college best 
suited to meet their needs, in a way mindful of their preferences. Colleges 
endeavoured to ensure that they were accessible for students with disabilities. The 
Deputy Academic Registrar was leading a group which had been provided with 
resources to make improvements to the University’s physical estate in respect of 
access, reflecting the adoption of a more proactive approach to this issue;      

 
Agreed: that the proposals be supported in principle, and that Document 104 should be 
amended to reflect the revisions set out in Noted (b) to (f), and considered for final 
approval under Chair’s action. The revised paper should be submitted to the Secretary 
as soon as possible; 

Action: AD  
 

Recommended: that, subject to the revisions set out in Noted (b) to (f), Senate 
approve the proposals on creating college communities.  

 
84. Graduate Qualities 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate a set of University-wide graduate 
qualities;  

Document EC/11/105 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed University-wide graduate qualities had been amended in the light 

of consultation with Faculty Education Committees, student focus groups and the 
Employer Advisory Forum. If approved by Senate, the qualities would form the 
basis of the Skills Audit from the start of the 2012/13 academic year; 
 

(b)  that students would develop the graduate qualities both through the curriculum and 
through wider, co-curricula activities. The ‘understanding disciplines’ section of the 
qualities would be developed through students’ programmes, but it was likely that 
these would also develop other skills (such as teamwork). It was thus not believed 
that the adoption of the graduate qualities would require significant additional work 
in departments. If departments wished to encourage their students to develop skills 
which did not fit into the proposed core, University-wide qualities, they would be 
able to do so; 
 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 3 of 14 
 14 March 2012 

(c) that the qualities were intended to apply both to undergraduate and to taught 
postgraduate programmes, and to all disciplines. It was recognised that different 
students would have different levels of skill in each area. The graduate qualities 
would provide a common framework for use across the University, which would 
support a more holistic approach to skills development and employability;  
 

(d) that the Skills Audit was designed as a self-reflective process, which aimed to 
prompt students to reflect on their strengths and weaknesses and identify particular 
skills areas they wished to develop. It was intended that students would then be 
offered advice and guidance on ways they might accomplish this goal, both through 
the online duo module which hosted the Skills Audit and by staff in colleges and 
departments. The Skills Audit Task and Finish Group would develop more detailed 
recommendations and guidance which would outline how the Audit related to 
initiatives such as PDPs and the Durham Award, and how the Audit was aligned to 
and would be supported by the work of colleges, departments, professional 
services, DSU and Experience Durham. It was also intended to amend the PDP 
(including its terminology) to make this more attractive to students; 

 
(e) the importance of the Skills Audit Task and Finish Group setting out how the 

graduate qualities and Audit would be implemented at taught postgraduate level, 
for distance learners, and for students on intensive short programmes;  

 
(f) that research students were required to undertake a training needs analysis. It was 

important that the paper recognised this, as the training needs analysis was 
compulsory, whilst engagement with the graduate qualities via the Skills Audit was 
optional but encouraged;   
   

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the paper should be revised to include a statement of the benefits of the 
adoption of a University-wide set of graduate qualities (as indicated in Noted (c) 
and (d)), and note that if departments wished to support the development of skills 
which lay outside of those core qualities, they would be able to do so; 

Action: ELB 
 

(b) that the paper should be revised to include a statement on the centrality of the 
training needs analysis to students undertaking doctoral programmes;  

Action: ELB 
 

(c) that further work should be undertaken on how the graduate qualities would be 
supported at taught postgraduate level, for distance learners, and for those on 
intensive short programmes. The paper should be revised to note that this work 
would take place;  

Action: ELB 
 

(d) that the Task and Finish Group should work with chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) to 
consider how the Skills Audit and graduate qualities would be supported and 
implemented at taught postgraduate level; 

Action: ELB 
 

(e) that, following the amendments set out in Agreed (a) to (c), the revised paper 
should be submitted to the Secretary as soon as possible; 

Action: ELB 
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Recommended: that, subject to the revisions outlined in Agreed (a) to (c), Senate 
approve the proposed University-wide graduate qualities. 

 
85. Research Student Continuation 
 

Considered:  a consultation paper on proposed revisions to the management of 
continuation for research degree students, and associated issues; 

Document EC/11/106 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the proposed revisions were designed to support a more robust and systematic 

approach to the continuation period for research degree students, with a view to 
improving submission and completion. The proposals dovetailed with the work of 
the Task and Finish Group on Research Student Annual Reports, which had put 
forward recommendations (outlined in paragraph 10 of Document 106) designed to 
encourage a stronger focus on submission deadlines during continuation;   
 

(b) that it was important for the University to encourage timely submission and 
completion in order to help students achieve the qualifications they sought within 
an appropriate timescale, reduce burdens on staff time and departmental resources 
associated with continuation, and meet external requirements set by funding 
bodies. It was important that the paper took into account the varying expectations 
of different funding bodies in relation to submission deadlines;   

 
(c) that the proposals appeared to be implicitly designed around a model of three 

years’ worth of funding plus one year of continuation. This was not appropriate for 
some disciplines and/or students supported by certain funding bodies. There was a 
pluralistic approach among funding bodies to periods of funding, which might range 
from three to four years. Further work was needed to clarify current practice within 
the University in relation to continuation for students in receipt of funding which 
lasted more than three years. The paper should be revised in light of this work; 

 
(d) the importance of clear guidance being supplied to research students and staff in 

relation to continuation. There was a lack of clarity within and across departments 
over what supervisory practice should be during the continuation period. It was also 
felt that research students sometimes falsely assumed that their standard period of 
study included the continuation period. It was important to manage students’ 
expectations in this respect to encourage timely completion.  The final 
recommendations would need to address both these issues;   

 
(e) that since 2007 the University had charged an annual continuation fee of 10% or 

15% of the home research fee (respectively for the first 12 months of continuation, 
and each 12 months thereafter). The paper proposed to revise the approach to 
continuation fees, and presented a number of options for this. These were 
designed both to recoup some of the costs associated with supervisory support 
during this period, and to encourage timely submission among students. The 
Committee felt that the former was a secondary consideration, as improving timely 
submission and completion should be prioritised; this priority should underpin the 
final recommendations on continuation fees. The paper should be amended to 
include recommendations on when revised continuation fees should be introduced; 

 
(f) that the Fees Advisory Board was shortly due to meet to set fees (including those 

for continuation) for the next academic year. The Board should be asked whether it 
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would be possible to advertise continuation fees as ‘To be confirmed’, pending the 
outcome of discussions on continuation;  

 
(g) that the continuation period had implications for college resources. It would be 

useful if the paper addressed the eligibility of students on continuation to apply for 
college accommodation; 

 
(h) that the decision to permit a research student to reside and study away from 

Durham currently rested with the student’s college, but might more properly be 
considered to be an academic decision. The paper proposed to amend the 
University’s Residence Regulations to allocate responsibility for such decisions to 
Chairs of Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate). As the proposed revisions 
to the residence regulations also had implications for undergraduate students, they 
would need to be subject to consultation at Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate); 

 
(i) that the paper proposed to develop central guidance for departments on support for 

students residing away from Durham, based on current examples of good practice. 
Whilst it was felt that such guidance would be useful, the paper should also 
explicitly consider the question of whether any changes to policy were required in 
this area; 

 
(j) that entering into continuation had certain implications for international students on 

visas, for instance in relation to the degree of contact required with supervisors 
required under UKBA policy. The author of the paper should liaise with the Student 
Immigration and Financial Support Office to ascertain such requirements, and take 
these into account when drawing up final recommendations on this topic; 

 
(k) the importance of effective coordination between final recommendations on 

continuation and those arising from the Research Student Annual Report Task and 
Finish Group. Given the overlap between these two areas of work, if practicable it 
would be desirable for both sets of recommendations to be contained in one paper; 
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the Fees Advisory Board should be asked to consider whether it would be 
possible to advertise continuation fees as ‘To be confirmed’, and that the author of 
the paper should be notified of the outcome of this discussion;  

Action: MG 
 

(b) that Education Committee’s feedback should be sent to the author of the paper and 
to the Research Student Annual Report Task and Finish Group.  

Action: DCG 
 

(c) that a consultation paper on the proposed amendments to the residence 
regulations that would affect undergraduate students should be prepared and 
submitted to the Easter Term meetings of FECs (Undergraduate). 

Action:  AD 
 

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

Confirmed:  
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(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 13 February 2012; 
Document EC/11/107 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 13 February 2012; 

Document EC/11/108 
 

Received:   an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 27 February 
2012, detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of Education Committee 
held 23 January 2012; 

Documents EC/11/109 
 
Reported:  that the minutes of the 13 February 2012 meeting of Education Committee 
would be considered by Senate at its meeting on 1 May 2012. The relevant minute 
extracts would be received by the 16 May 2012 meeting of Education Committee. 

 
87. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/110a 
 

Agreed: that, in respect of the action listed under Minute 57 relating to NSS results, 
the Minute Secretary should send clarification to the Chair of Social Sciences and 
Health FEC (Undergraduate) what was meant by ‘staff in middle management’, and 
provide information on how this action had been addressed in other faculties; 

Action: DCG 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received:   a report of matters arising for information; 
Document EC/11/110b 

 
(c) Matters for consideration 

 
(i) Minute 23 Professional Doctorates 

 
Considered: a report from chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) on professional 
doctorates; 

Document EC/11/110c 
 
Noted:  
 
A. that the paper set out a number of proposals designed to improve 

progression and completion on the University’s professional doctorate 
programmes (specifically, the DBA offered by the Business School, the EdD 
offered by the School of Education, and the DThM offered by the 
Department of Theology and Religion);   
 

B. that recommendation 1 of the paper proposed to amend the core 
regulations for all professional doctorate programmes to state that 
progression from the taught to the research phase would be conditional on 
students having achieved a mean weighted average of 60% across all 
modules, and to bring the progression criteria for Integrated PhD 
programmes into line with this proposal. It was felt that this 
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recommendation needed to be revised to clarify that this was not a proposal 
to change the pass mark for individual modules. Accordingly, the paper 
should be revised to consider how best to communicate to departments and 
students that a module pass would not guarantee progression, and also 
what exit qualification students who passed modules but did not achieve the 
threshold for progression would receive. The revised recommendation 
should then be submitted for consideration at FECs (Postgraduate); 
 

C. that the Committee supported all other proposals in the paper;  
 

Agreed: 
 
A. that the paper should be revised in line with the comments set out in Noted 

(B), prior to this recommendation being submitted to FECs (Postgraduate);  
Action: ELB/JJL/DNMD 

 
B. that all departments with professional doctorate programmes should review 

aims, objectives and assessment criteria for level 5 modules (if this had not 
already been done), to ensure that these provided a reliable guide to 
students’ suitability for doctoral research; 

Action: RS/RD/PBT 
 

C. that the Business School and School of Education should consider 
introducing the summer school model (as currently operated by the 
Department of Theology) on their professional doctorate programmes;  

Action: RD/PBT 
 

D. that the relevant departments should confirm that their professional 
doctorate programmes fully comply with the University’s policy on 
progression and monitoring for doctoral students as a matter of urgency; 

Action: RS/RD/PBT  
 

E. that the relevant departments should adopt a policy for their professional 
doctorate programmes whereby extensions to deadlines for the submission 
of assessed work would not be permitted because of students’ professional 
commitments, except in extreme, unforeseeable circumstances;  

Action: RS/RD/PBT/JJL/DNMD 
 

F. that programme design for professional doctorate programmes should be 
assessed at programme approval and periodic review to ensure that 
support structures effectively facilitated progression and completion;  

 
G. that submission, withdrawal and completion rates on professional doctorate 

programmes should be considered as part of periodic review; 
 

H. that progression and completion on the professional doctorate programmes 
should be reviewed as part of the relevant departments’ annual review in 
October 2012. A report on this should be made to the November 2012 
meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: RS/RD/PBT/JJL/DNMD 
 

(ii) Thematic Review: Use of Postgraduates in Teaching and Assessment 
 

Considered: an implementation plan for the Thematic Review on the use of 
postgraduates in teaching and assessment; 
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Document EC/11/110d 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that Document 110d outlined an implementation plan for the outcomes of 

the Thematic Review of the use of postgraduates in teaching and 
assessment, approved by Education Committee at its 12 December 2011 
meeting (Minute 41 refers). Annex 2 of the paper set out revisions to 
University policy in this area, which were central to the plan;  
 

B. that Education Committee had previously approved that taught 
postgraduate or integrated master’s students should only be used to deliver 
teaching or assessment in exceptional circumstances, subject to the 
approval of the chairs of the relevant FECs (Undergraduate and 
Postgraduate). All taught postgraduate or integrated master’s students 
involved in teaching or assessment should undertake the relevant central 
training;  

 
C. that as the training of taught postgraduate or integrated master’s students in 

teaching and assessment might pose resourcing issues for the Centre for 
Academic and Researcher Development (CARD), Annex 2 of the paper 
should be revised to state that, before granting approval of a request to 
allow such students to undertake teaching or assessment, the chairs of the 
relevant FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) should first discuss this 
with the Director of CARD. If such a request posed resourcing issues for 
CARD, then the request should be taken up by the appropriate Faculty PVC 
with the Academic Registrar prior to approval being granted;    

 
D. that the English Language Centre had offered its support to CARD in 

delivering training in teaching and assessment to postgraduate students. All 
central training should, nevertheless, be coordinated via CARD;  

   
Agreed: 
 
A. that the implementation plan be approved and should be taken forward as 

set out in Annex 1 of Document 110d; 
Action: TC/RDH  

 
B. that Annex 2 of Document 110d should be revised as indicated in Noted 

(C); 
Action: RDH 

 
C.  that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (B), the revisions to University 

policy set out in Annex 2 were approved and should be published in the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook for implementation in 2012/13. 

Action: RDH 
 

88. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:   
 
(a) that a preliminary discussion had taken place at UEC about the desirability and 

timeliness of undertaking a systematic review of the University’s current approach 
to undergraduate admissions. The Chair would inform Senate of these discussions 
at its next meeting;  
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(b) that the outcome of the review had not been predetermined. The review would 

involve wide consultation across the University and with key external stakeholders 
in the admissions process. It was considered highly important to build consensus 
for any changes decided upon as a result of the review, which were likely to be 
implemented in the long-term rather than the short-term; 

 
(c) that the review would not involve postgraduate admissions, which was being 

addressed via the Postgraduate Admissions Review. It was important that both this 
work and any proposals influencing undergraduate admissions or college allocation 
were implemented to the schedule which had been agreed; 

 
Noted: that the proposed review of undergraduate admissions was felt to be desirable 
for a number of reasons. 

 
89. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held 22 
February 2012;  

Document EC/11/111 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that University admissions policy currently allowed admissions selectors to make 

offers of one grade below their standard offer to applicants who could demonstrate 
exceptional merit and potential. However, there was a lack of clarity and 
inconsistency across departments about when this discretion might be applied. 
Attachment II of Document 111 usefully proposed to limit this discretion to 
applicants who could demonstrate the highest levels of merit and potential, but who 
were not predicted to receive the standard entry requirement;  
 

(b) that there was some anecdotal evidence to suggest that some schools routinely 
over-predicted their applicants’ performance. It was not desirable or practicable for 
the University to compensate for this via merit and potential offers. If a department 
felt that a given school was not providing accurate predictions of their applicants’ 
performance, then this should be notified to the Student Recruitment and 
Admissions Office in order that these concerns might be fed back to the school;  

 
(c) that guidance on University admissions policy was provided to schools and 

applicants online and via talks for schools and teachers;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed approach to merit and potential offers be approved, and 
should be communicated to admissions selectors as soon as was practicable.  

Action: RE 
 

90. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
held 27 February 2012;  

Document EC/11/112 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC had recommended that the University participate in the Higher 

Education Academy’s Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) in 2013, 
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which it was felt would supply useful data on the experience of postgraduate 
research students. Whilst Education Committee endorsed this proposal, it was 
important that the University achieved high response rates in order to generate 
useful data. A plan should be drawn up outlining how this was to be achieved; 

 
(b) the recommendation that University policy be revised to require data arising from 

module evaluation questionnaires (MEQs) to be considered by a staff member 
independent of that module’s teaching team. This was felt to be a useful 
suggestion, which reflected established practice in most departments;  

 
(c) that the Committee endorsed the proposals on revisions to the annual review 

process for taught programmes set out in Attachment II of Document 112. Detailed 
recommendations would now be drawn up for the consideration of QSSC. It was 
important that the revised process continued to support a clear audit trail for quality 
management processes in departments;  

 
(d) QSSC’s concerns regarding delays in the submission of departmental responses to 

accreditation reports to PRAPs. The Committee supported QSSC’s 
recommendation that the University’s procedure on consideration of accreditation 
reports should be revised so that the chair and secretary of the PRAP offered a 
meeting with the relevant department six months after the initial consideration of 
the report by the PRAP, and so that (if needed) reminders were issued regarding 
the need to develop departmental responses to the accreditation report at three 
and nine months after the initial consideration of the report by the PRAP;  

 
(e) QSSC’s recommendation that the partnership between Durham Business School 

and Fudan University for the delivery of a DBA should be extended for one year 
(subject to certain conditions, which had been notified to the Business School and 
confirmed by the School); and the agreement that further renewal of the 
partnership would be subject to progress being made in respect of issues identified 
by the Partnership Renewal Panel, as set out in Attachment III of Document 112; 

 
(f) QSSC’s consideration of overview reports for 2010/11 on the annual review of 

research degree programmes; the annual review of undergraduate and integrated 
master’s programmes; external examiners’ reports for undergraduate and 
integrated master’s programmes; and the operation of boards of examiners for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes;   
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that an implementation plan detailing how the University would seek to achieve 
high responses if it participated in PRES should be developed, for consideration at 
the 18 June 2012 meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the proposed revision to University policy on the consideration of MEQ data set 
out in Noted (b) be approved with immediate effect, and that this revision should be 
published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 

Action: RDH 
 

(c) to endorse the underlying principles and approach for revising the annual review of 
learning and teaching; 

Action:  RDH 
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(d) that the proposed revisions to University procedure on the consideration of 
accreditation reports set out in Noted (d) be approved and should be implemented 
as soon as possible; 

Action: RDH 
 

(e) that the Committee supported the proposed extension to the partnership between 
Durham Business School and Fudan University for the delivery of a DBA;  
 

Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed extension to the partnership 
between Durham Business School and Fudan University for the delivery of a 
DBA.  

 
91. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee held 
24 January 2012;  

Document EC/11/113 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) the Sub-Committee’s recommendation of proposals from DSU on revisions to 

course and faculty student representation systems;  
  

(b) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the results of the 2011 Student Experience 
Survey and approval of an action plan for the implementation of the revised survey; 

 
(c) the Sub-Committee’s agreement to rename Chaplains’ Management Committee as 

the Chaplaincy and Faith Steering Group, and its approval of terms of reference, 
membership and governance structure for the Group;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that University policy and practice was aligned to 
all precepts of section 8 of the QAA Code of Practice on careers education, 
information, advice and guidance, and also to all precepts in section 3 of the QAA 
Code of Practice on students with disabilities; 

 
(e) the Sub-Committee’s approval of a biennial review process of college mentor 

systems, to be implemented from Easter Term 2013; 
 

(f) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the review of St. Chad’s College should be 
signed off as satisfactorily completed;  

 
Agreed: that the proposals on changes to course and faculty representation systems 
be approved and should be implemented.  

Action: SCP  
 
92. Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: reports from the meetings of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 27 January and 24 February 2012; 

Documents EC/11/114 - EC/11/115  
 

Noted:  
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(i) that the concerns expressed in Document 114 about the documentation 
received by the FEC from Education Committee had been addressed via 
revisions to the reporting process from Education Committee to FECs; 
 

(ii) that the FEC had raised concerns in Document 114 regarding the ease with 
which students could access books held in other college libraries. This would be 
addressed via the College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group; 

 
(iii) the FEC’s request for training in minute-writing to be provided to administrative 

staff in departments;  
 

(iv) that, further to the request in Document 114, SPA had been asked to include 
data on degree classification by gender within the KPIs for the next round of 
annual reviews and the reports to FECs and QSSC on degree classification in 
2011/12; 

 
(v) that, further to the request in Document 115, it was intended that outcomes and 

actions resulting from the work of curriculum-related Task and Finish groups 
would be embedded in the annual review process and departmental action 
plans arising from this, in order to provide clarity for departments;   
 

Agreed: 
 
(i) that the College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group should formalise 

the procedure for requests to access resources held in other college libraries 
and investigate how to communicate this procedure to students;  

Action: ELB 
 

(ii) that the Chair of Education Committee should liaise with the Registrar to clarify 
progress in respect of the request to provide training in minute-writing to 
administrative staff in departments;  

Action: AF 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 30 January and 8 March 2012;  

Documents EC/11/116 - EC/11/117 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education Committee 
which had not been discussed as a result of items elsewhere on the agenda;  
 

(ii) the problems experienced by departments in the faculty as a result of recent 
Banner downtime, which had temporarily disabled the online postgraduate 
application form at a critical period; and the need for improved communication 
between CIS, the Academic Office, and faculty offices and departments to 
minimise the impact of future instances of Banner downtime.  

 
93. Science Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 13 of 14 
 14 March 2012 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of Science FEC (Undergraduate) held 
25 January and 29 February 2012; 

Documents EC/11/118 - EC/11/119  
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that there were no items arising for consideration by Education Committee that 
were not itemised elsewhere on Education Committee’s agenda; 
 

(ii) that at the FEC’s meeting on 29 February 2012 the Department of Mathematics 
had raised a concern that some of its integrated master’s students were leaving 
with a seemingly lower degree qualification than they would have done had 
they sought a concession to exit the programme at the end of Level 3 with a 
lower award. The department had requested clarification on whether it would be 
possible to classify both at the end of Level 3 and at the end of the programme, 
or otherwise provide some summary of students’ achievement up to Level 3; 

 
Agreed: that the issue raised by the Department of Mathematics in respect of the 
classification of students on integrated master’s programmes should be 
investigated; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 31 
January and 28 February 2012; 

Documents EC/11/120 - EC/11/121 
 

Noted: that there were no items arising for consideration by Education Committee 
which were not itemised elsewhere on Education Committee’s agenda.  

 
94. Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 23 January and 27 February 2012; 

Document EC/11/122 - EC/11/123  
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that the Committee did not support the FEC’s proposal (in Document 122) that 
the current target that all departments should achieve NSS overall student 
satisfaction scores which were in the top ten or top 10% for their discipline 
should be replaced by, or expanded to include, a target to achieve 90% overall 
satisfaction. The current target was itself an interim target, designed to support 
the University’s strategic objective of being in the top five multi-subject 
universities for student satisfaction. It was important that targets for NSS were 
based on relative performance in order to reflect the relative nature of this 
objective; the fact that NSS results were known to be subject to a priori 
variation by subject; and the fact that NSS was designed to compare teaching 
in the same subject at different universities, rather than across subjects;  
 

(ii) that Council had requested that the University’s targets in respect of NSS be 
reviewed, and this issue was being taken forward at UEC. The University was 
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committed to making a judgment on departments’ performance on the basis of 
NSS results. The current target in respect of NSS overall student satisfaction 
was designed to encourage (and measure) a continuing process of improved 
performance in teaching, and should not be seen as an end in itself;   
 

(iii) that the recommendations in Document 123 in respect of module evaluation 
questionnaires (MEQs) would be as part of the current review of the 
University’s approach to MEQs.  This work would draw upon the expertise of 
staff at the Centre for Evaluation and Monitoring, as well as that of other staff in 
the University, when developing the question set for the revised MEQ; 

 
(iv) that the FEC had proposed that the deadline for the submission of module 

outlines which did not require faculty approval should be extended. The recent 
revisions on the process of module approval provided the flexibility to do this;  
 

Agreed:  that the deadline for the submission of module outlines which did not 
require faculty approval should be extended, and the Head of the Academic 
Support Office should write to departments outlining this as soon as possible; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 1 February and 2 March 2012; 

Document EC/11/124 - EC/11/125 
 

Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education 
Committee which were not itemised elsewhere on Education Committee’s agenda.  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
95. Response to QAA Consultation on Part C of the UK Quality Code 
 

Received:  the University’s response to the consultation on the draft Part C of the UK 
Quality Code, relating to published information. 

Document EC/11/126 
 
96. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/11/127 
 

97. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Wednesday 16 May 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
Monday 18 June 2012 2:00pm Council Room 
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