
S:\Academic Support Office\Committees\Education Committee\2011-
12\2012_05_16\2012_5_16_EC_Minutes.docx 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

16 May 2012 
 

Present: Professor A. Forster (Chair), Mr A. C. Baker, Professor T. Clark, Professor A. 
Darnell (vice Professor G. Towl), Professor D. Donoghue, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr 
P. Harrison, Dr A. K. Hughes, Mr M. King (vice Mr S. Parker), Professor J. J. Long, 
Professor J. Phoenix, Professor S. Ross, with Professor D. Cowling (Minute 101), Dr D. C. 
Gent (Minute Secretary), Dr R. D. Harrison (Secretary) and Mr A. Rennie (Minute 104).  
 
Apologies: Dr C. Augarde, Professor I. Greener, Dr J. Imber, Mr S. Kirk, Professor S. 
Kunin, Mr S. Parker, Revd Dr M. Threlfall-Holmes, 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 
 
98. Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the proposed University Employability 
and Enterprise Skills Strategy; 

Document EC/11/128 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy for 2012-2017 built 
on work undertaken under the current Employability Skills Strategy, and broadened 
the scope of this strategy to include enterprise. The Employability and Enterprise 
Skills Strategy Task and Finish Group had also produced an action plan for 
2012/13 setting out how the Strategy would be implemented, and the implications 
of this for departments and professional services; 

 
(b) that the proposed Strategy was very strongly endorsed by DSU, which had 

conducted market research that demonstrated that employability was a key 
concern among our students; 

 
(c) that paragraph nine of the Strategy should be amended to refer to the important 

role played by DSU in contributing to students’ personal and skills development; 
 

(d) that action four in the action plan for 2012/13 was to ‘embed new forms of 
entrepreneurial behaviour within mainstream academic programmes’. This was 
contingent upon the availability of funding. This action should thus be amended to 
state ‘Identify sources of funding to seek the means to embed entrepreneurial 
behaviour within mainstream academic programmes’; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee expressed its thanks to the Employability and Enterprise Skills 

Strategy Task and Finish Group for its work in producing the Strategy; 
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(b) that the Academic Registrar should consider the resource implications of the 
proposed Strategy, and work with the Registrar to ensure that sufficient resources 
were available within the Academic Office to deliver the proposed actions in 
respect of the Strategy for 2012/13; 

Action: MG 
 

(c) that the Strategy and the proposed action plan for 2012/13 should be amended as 
indicated in Noted (c) and (d), and was otherwise supported by the Committee; 

Action: CLR 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments outlined in Agreed (c), Senate 
approve the proposed Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy 2012-2017, 
and the action plan for the implementation of the Strategy in 2012/13.  

 
99. Diversity in the Curriculum 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the Diversity in 
the Curriculum Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/129 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that it was proposed to raise awareness of diversity issues relating to the 
curriculum by embedding this within the PG CAP programme; by developing a 
training programme on diversity in the curriculum via CARD; and by requiring that 
chairs of FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) and chairs of departmental 
Education Committees complete this training, which would provide a grounding in 
the legal and pedagogical issues around diversity in the curriculum;  

 
(b) that whilst the Task and Finish Group had previously recommended the 

appointment of an academic Diversity Champion or Dean of Diversity, this proposal 
had not been supported in consultation. The Task and Finish Group had 
nevertheless recommended appointing a Diversity Champion on the basis of 
broader issues that went beyond the curriculum. Education Committee were not 
persuaded by the arguments in relation to education issues but noted that it was a 
matter for UEC to consider the appointment of a Diversity Champion; 

 
(c) that the Task and Finish Group proposed that the consideration of diversity issues 

be mainstreamed in curriculum review and development processes. This would be 
supported by the development of specific content in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook relating to diversity and the curriculum, and by web resources to which 
these processes would refer. This would require modest amendments to policy, 
procedures and documentation relating to curriculum development and review. 
Some of these processes (such as programme approval) already contained 
requirements to address diversity issues. Whilst the Task and Finish Group had 
suggested that all curriculum review and development processes should 
demonstrate consideration of seven criteria relating to inclusive curriculum design 
developed by the Higher Education Academy, it was important that these were not 
simply added as additional criteria to existing processes, as this might prove overly 
burdensome. Rather, consideration of diversity issues should be streamlined with 
existing processes in a way that did not lead to departments being asked to reflect 
upon an excessive range of criteria. The paper should be revised to this effect; 
 

(d) that it was proposed that all programmes incorporate (or, where already present, 
map) into the first term of teaching instruction on disciplinary and generic academic 
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conventions, assessment criteria and academic and disciplinary skills. This could 
be incorporated into an existing module or in a single skills or introductory core 
module, and might also be partly delivered via e-learning tools. The Committee 
supported this proposal, but noted that it might cause specific problems in 
implementation for Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes. It was 
necessary to avoid a situation where students taking multiple subjects on such 
programmes were asked to do separate skills training in each department. 
Paragraph 25 of the paper should be amended to more explicitly state that this 
recommendation was for every programme, rather than every department; 

 
(e) that the proposals referred to in Noted (d) were consistent with principles on 

induction within the Principles for Development of the Taught Curriculum and the 
Principles for Student Support, and the Principles for Induction. The proposals in 
the report should sit in or alongside these existing principles, and be implemented 
as part of a broader, gradual process of induction within the first term of teaching, 
rather than in Induction Week itself; 

 
(f) that the paper erroneously referred to a ‘Diversity Adviser’ rather than the ‘Diversity 

Officer’, and should be amended accordingly;  
 

(g) that references within the paper to Deputy Heads of Faculty should be amended to 
refer to Chairs of FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate); 

 
(h) that the paper suggested that a sub-group of the Task and Finish Group would 

work with CARD, DUSSD and ASO to implement the proposals, if these were 
approved by Senate.  It was envisaged that all necessary actions would be 
complete by the start of the 2014-15 academic year. It was important that a 
schedule of work and reporting be developed for this sub-group, and an interim 
progress report should be made on this work to Education Committee during the 
Michaelmas Term 2012;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (b) to (h), and was 

otherwise supported by the Committee; 
Action: ACB 

 
(b) that the Task and Finish Group’s views on the appointment of a Diversity 

Champion should be submitted for consideration by UEC; 
Action: ACB 

 
(c) that a schedule of work and reporting should be developed for the implementation 

of the proposals as indicated in Noted (h), and that this should be incorporated into 
Education Committee’s schedule of business for 2012/13; 

Action: ACB / RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments indicated in Agreed (a), Senate 
approve the proposals of the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group. 

 
100. Strategic Management of the Taught Postgraduate Portfolio 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed principles for the strategic 
management of the taught postgraduate portfolio; 

Document EC/11/130 
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Noted:  
 

(a) that at the request of UEC the Dean of Graduate School had developed two 
principles to strengthen the strategic management of the taught postgraduate 
portfolio;  
 

(b) that at present the University had no clear mechanism for reviewing whether a 
programme had met the objectives of the business case made at the time the 
programme was approved. The first principle aimed to amend this, proposing that 
all new taught postgraduate programmes should be reviewed after a period of 
years against the business plan presented as part of Stage 1 of the programme 
approval process. This dovetailed with separate proposals to improve the 
programme approval process (Minute 112 below refers); 

 
(c) that the second principle proposed that any taught postgraduate programme 

identified within the planning process as experiencing a significant (i.e. greater than 
20%) shortfall of recruitment against target should be recommended for withdrawal 
through the University’s established process for withdrawing programmes, unless 
the department was able to make a case for retention of the programme and this 
case was accepted by the Faculty PVC. This principle was designed to strengthen 
the link between the programme withdrawal process and the planning round; 

 
(d) that at its meeting of 16 March 2011 Education Committee had considered 

proposals on the strategic development of the taught portfolio, designed to 
strengthen mechanisms for professional services (such as the International Office 
and Marketing) to suggest potential new taught postgraduate programmes in 
conversation with faculties and departments (2010/11, Minute 75 refers). These 
proposals had not yet been fully implemented. It was important that they were 
implemented in full prior to the 2012/13 academic year in order to feed into ongoing 
discussions at faculty and departmental level about the development of the taught 
postgraduate portfolio. Chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) constituted a useful conduit 
through which professional services could communicate potential opportunities for 
new programmes to departments; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee supported the proposed principles for the strategic 

management of the taught postgraduate portfolio; 
 

(b) that the proposals for the initiation of new taught postgraduate programme 
proposals referred to in Noted (d) and outlined in document EC/10/96 should be 
implemented over the summer 2012; 

Action: TC/SP/AB 
 

(c) that the outcome of the process for initiating new taught postgraduate programmes 
referred to in Noted (d) should be discussed at the first meetings of FECs 
(Postgraduate) in Michaelmas Term 2012; 

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD   
 

Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed principles for the strategic 
management of the taught postgraduate portfolio.  
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101. Language Provision 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the Language 
Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/131 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum, approved by 
Senate in 2011, included the Principle that ‘all students will be strongly encouraged 
to undertake credit-bearing languages as optional modules within their programme 
of study, and will be given the opportunity to undertake such modules at some point 
during their programme of study’. The Task and Finish Group had developed 
proposals to address this Principle, designed to remove barriers to language 
learning whilst not making this compulsory for students. This would help to support 
the University’s strategic priorities around employability and internationalisation; 
 

(b) that the proposals referred specifically to language provision within the curriculum. 
Language provision outside programmes would continue to be accessible via the 
Languages for All scheme; 
 

(c) that the references to credit-bearing language modules within the Group’s 
proposals referred exclusively to those offered by the Centre for Foreign Language 
Study (CFLS) and not to modules offered by the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures within the BA Modern Languages. The explanatory note to this effect on 
page four of the paper should be incorporated into the main body of the text to 
provide greater clarity on this matter; 

 
(d) that the Task and Finish Group had proposed that credit-bearing language modules 

should be offered outside of standard timetabled hours, in addition to the current 
provision of such modules within standard hours. Although the Group had not set 
out precise options for when credit-bearing language modules should be offered 
outside the standard timetable, it was felt that Wednesday afternoons should be 
avoided if possible in order to avoid clashes with University and college sport; 

 
(e) that the proposals would apply to students undertaking Natural Sciences and 

Combined Social Sciences, and to those students undertaking Combined Arts who 
were not undertaking language modules offered within the BA in Modern 
Languages as an integral part of their programme. The Task and Finish Group was 
aware that this might pose specific issues in relation to implementing its proposals 
in Combined Arts, and that this required further discussion with Combined Arts; 

 
(f) that the proposals did not encompass Level 0 programmes. Students would be 

given the opportunity to take up to 40 credits of language modules at Levels 1 to 3 
once they had progressed from the Foundation Centre to their major department; 

 
(g) that the CFLS currently offered modules in British Sign Language. The paper 

should be revised to indicate that such modules were included in the proposals;  
 

(h) the importance of offering credit-bearing language modules at post A-Level 
standard, in order to allow students to progress from previous language learning. 
The CFLS currently offered a number of post A-Level modules, and it was 
anticipated that its provision in this area would expand. The Task and Finish Group 
had recommended that the CFLS work with colleagues in departments to identify 
how to prioritise developments in its provision in relation to student needs;  
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(i) that it was anticipated that the additional resources needed to implement the 

Group’s proposals would be funded via the additional income that would result from 
increased student take-up of CFLS modules, and possibly also via a bid from the 
CFLS for increased funding in the 2012/13 planning round. The Director of the 
CFLS was confident that these mechanisms would provide the necessary 
resources. This should, however, be confirmed with the Faculty PVC for Arts and 
Humanities; 

 
(j) that it was envisaged that the Group’s proposals would be implemented for the 

start of the 2013/14 academic year. This timescale was necessary given the 
changes that would be required to programme regulations;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Committee expressed its thanks to the Language Provision Task and 

Finish Group for its work on this important issue; 
 

(b) that the Task and Finish Group should liaise with the Director of Combined 
Honours to discuss the implementation of its proposals within Combined Arts; 

Action: DC/RDH/CC 
 

(c) that the Task and Finish Group should liaise with the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Arts and 
Humanities) to confirm its understanding of the resourcing issues set out in Noted 
(i); 

Action: DC/RDH 
 

(d) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (c) and (g), and was 
otherwise supported by the Committee; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments outlined in Agreed (d), Senate 
approve the proposals from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group.  

 
102. Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed principles for the use of 
MEQs; 

Document EC/11/132 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed principles for the use of MEQs had been developed in light of 
consultation with FECs. It was proposed to introduce a standard question set and a 
common grading scale, which would allow greater comparability of MEQ results 
within and across departments. If the principles were approved, further work would 
need to take place on the implementation of the proposals. It was important that 
CIS were consulted as part of this work; 
 

(b) that it was proposed that the standard grading scale for use in all MEQs should be 
based on that used in the National Student Survey. The Committee supported this 
proposal, but felt that a ‘no opinion’ option should also be introduced. This would 
help to provide higher quality data for departments;  

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that CIS should be consulted on the implementation of the proposals; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (b), and was otherwise 
supported by the Committee; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (b), Senate approve 
the proposed principles for the use of MEQs. 

 
103. College Learning Resources 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the College 
Learning Resources Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/133 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that learning resources in colleges provided a very important means of supporting 
the broad educational experience of students, and underlined the importance of 
colleges to the University’s academic community;  
 

(b) that at present the standard and extent of college learning resources varied across 
the colleges, and were funded through a combination of central and private 
resources (for instance, alumni donations). The paper proposed to establish a 
common core and standard of learning resources across all colleges, which when 
articulated would help to inform students about the resources available and 
manage expectations in respect of those resources. The paper further proposed 
that this common core should be centrally resourced and not subject to college 
income such as alumni donations, which was inherently variable;  

 
(c) that students had requested that the mechanism for accessing books held in 

colleges libraries be improved. The Task and Finish Group was confident that this 
could be established across all colleges (including independent colleges);  

 
(d) that if approved further work would be needed on the implementation of the 

proposals, including discussions with CIS and Estates and Buildings; 
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Committee supported the proposals; 

 
(b) that the resourcing implications of the proposals should be discussed with CIS and 

Estates and Buildings; 
Action: GT/AD  

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposals on College Learning 
Resources. 

 
104. University Code of Practice on Research Degree Programmes 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed revisions to the University’s 
Code of Practice on Research Degree Programmes, and associated regulation 
changes;  
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Document EC/11/134 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that it was proposed to amend the University’s residence regulations to move 
responsibility for granting permission for a postgraduate student to live at a 
distance from the student’s college to the chair of the relevant FEC (Postgraduate); 
and to change the locus of responsibility for approving requests for a leave of 
absence for undergraduate students from colleges to departments. This reflected 
that these decisions were primarily academic matters;  
 

(b) that it was proposed to amend the Code of Practice for Research Degree 
Programmes to provide clearer guidance for progress reviews beyond those 
conducted at nine months, and to strengthen the requirements of such reviews in 
respect of completion and submission. This had also been suggested by the 
Research Student Annual Report Task and Finish Group, which would make 
separate recommendations to the June 2012 meeting of Education Committee; 

 
(c) that the paper set out proposals to strengthen policy on submission deadlines for 

research students who entered into the continuation period; for the process for 
dealing with requests to extend submission deadlines; and for instigating 
withdrawal when students did not submit before the final deadline. The paper also 
proposed to introduce more explicit guidance on the process for dealing with 
requests from students who withdrew during continuation and wished to return; 

 
(d) that it was intended that further proposals on issues relating to continuation would 

be submitted to a future meeting of Education Committee. There was a need to 
clarify terminology around continuation; to review the fees charged during 
continuation; and to review arrangements for student support in this period. Action 
on this issue had been deferred until 2012/13 in light of the fact that HEFCE had 
significantly changed the methodology used for calculating completion rates;  

 
(e) that it was proposed to amend the Core Regulations for Professional Doctorates 

and Integrated PhDs to make progression from the taught to the research phase on 
these programmes conditional on having an average weighted mean of 60% 
across all modules (with individual module pass marks at 50%). These proposals 
had previously been considered at Education Committee (Minute 87(c)(i) refers), 
and were designed to support progression and completion on these programmes;   

 
Agreed: that the Committee supported the proposals outlined in the paper; 

 
Recommended:  

 
(a) that Senate approve the recommended changes to the Code of Practice for 

research degrees set out in Annex 1 of Document 134; 
 

(b) that Senate and Council approve the proposed changes to residence 
regulations set out in Annex 2 of Document 134; 

 
(c) that Senate approve the proposed revisions the Core Regulations for 

Integrated PhDs and Professional Doctorates set out in Annex 3 of Document 
134.  

 
105. Education and Postgraduate Strategies 2012/13 Action Plan 
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Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the proposed 2012/13 action plan for 
the implementation of the Education and Postgraduate strategies;  

Document EC/11/135 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that Document 135 set out an action plan based on key strategic priorities for 
2012/13, which had been identified in the context of the Education and 
Postgraduate strategies and the University Strategy; 
 

(b) that the Dean of Queen’s Campus had developed a Queen’s Campus action plan 
for 2012/13, which would be submitted for consideration by Council. Consideration 
should be given as to whether the Education Strategy action plan needed to be 
amended in light of the Queen’s Campus action plan; 

Action: RDH / JP 
 

Agreed: that, subject to the caveat in Noted (b), the Committee supported the action 
plan; 
 
Recommended: that, subject to any amendments necessary as a result of the 
issue identified in Noted (b), Senate approve the 2012/13 action plan.   

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
106. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 March 2012; 
Document EC/11/136 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 14 March 2012; 

Document EC/11/137 
 

Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 1 May 2012, 
detailing consideration of the report from the meetings of Education Committee held 13 
February and 14 March 2012; 

Documents EC/11/138 
 

Noted: that Senate had approved the proposals on graduate qualities and (subject to a 
minor amendment) college communities recommended by Education Committee.  

 
107. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/139a 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  
Document EC/11/139b 

 
108. Chair’s Business 
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Reported: 
 
(a) that the University had achieved a response rate of 79.6% in the National Student 

Survey 2012, the highest of any university of significant size. The Committee 
expressed its gratitude to colleagues in departments, colleges and DSU for their 
work in encouraging participation in the NSS;  

 
(b) that the revised Student Experience Survey had been launched with the assistance 

of DSU and Marketing. Student participation had thus far exceeded expectations.  
 

109. Appeals, Complaints and Discipline 
 

(a) Senate Academic Appeals Committee 
 
Considered: the annual report from Senate Academic Appeals Committee; 

Document EC/11/140 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that responsibility for managing academic appeals had moved from the 

Governance Support Unit to the Academic Support Office in November 2011, 
alongside responsibility for managing student complaints and supporting 
Senate Discipline Committee. This would support the University in enhancing 
consistency in responding to these three types of student cases; 
 

(ii) that it was proposed to amend the University’s Academic Appeals Regulations 
to remove a paragraph stating that students should use the University’s 
complaints procedure to make complaints about a concession decision. This 
would help produce clarity for students, as some concession decisions (being 
academic matters) would come under appeals regulations. The question of 
whether to address cases involving concession decisions via the complaints or 
appeals procedures needed to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis; 

 
(iii) that it was suggested that a section on the academic appeals process should 

be included in the training for chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners; 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this had already been incorporated into the training for chairs 
and secretaries of boards of examiners by the Academic Support Office] 

 
Agreed: that the Committee supported the proposed amendment to the University’s 
Academic Appeals Regulations; 

 
Recommended: that Senate and Council approve the proposed amendment 
to section 5 of General Regulation VII - Academic Appeals for 2012/13; 

 
(b) Student Complaints 

 
Considered: the annual report on student complaints; 

Document EC/11/141 
 

Noted: that the number of formal complaints received by the University in 2010/11 
was relatively low, both in comparison to the sector average and in comparison to 
the number of complaints received in 2008/09. The University sought, where 
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possible, to resolve student complaints informally, and was committed to 
implementing alternative dispute resolution methodologies when appropriate;  

 
(c) Senate Discipline Committee 

 
Considered: the annual report from Senate Discipline Committee; 

Document EC/11/142 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that Senate Discipline Committee (SDC) had recommended that consideration 

be given to requiring all incoming students to complete the online Epigeum 
tutorial on plagiarism. This issue had been considered by the Induction 
Implementation Working Group, which felt that the difficulties of monitoring such 
a requirement made this impractical. Nevertheless, as was currently the case 
students would be strongly encouraged to complete the tutorial. This would be 
promoted to departments by the Induction Implementation Working Group;  
 

(ii) that SDC was working to resolve three discipline cases referred to it prior to 
2010/11. This was a result of the complexity of the issues. The University’s 
ability to effectively respond to discipline cases would be enhanced by the fact 
that responsibility for this was now located alongside that for complaints and 
appeals within the Academic Support Office;  

 
(iii) the importance of communicating to students the seriousness of disciplinary 

offences and the possible outcomes resulting from such offences. It was felt 
that consideration should be given to whether it would be possible, if a student 
was proved guilty of a disciplinary offence (whether at college or department 
level or via Senate Discipline Committee), of publicising the (anonymized) 
outcome to other students as a means of encouraging good behaviour; 

 
(iv) that it was intended that the University’s approach to assessment regularities 

and college discipline procedures would be reviewed during the 2012/13 
academic year;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that consideration should be given as to whether proven disciplinary offences 

could and should be publicised to other students, if anonymized; 
Action: MG 

 
(ii) that the amendments to the membership of Senate Discipline Committee and 

Council Students Appeals Committee proposed in Document 142 be supported;  
 

Recommended: that Senate and Council approve the recommended 
amendments to the memberships of Senate Discipline Committee and 
Council Student Appeals Committee. 

 
110. Term Dates 

 
Considered: proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 2017/18; 

Document EC/11/143 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the paper proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 2017/18, in the light of 
discussions at UEC over the shape and length of the academic year. UEC had 
agreed that the University should maintain its current term structure and the current 
duration of term-time, and not revisit this issue for at least a three year period, but 
that departments should be encouraged to develop ways of making better use of 
the three weeks of the Easter term post examinations for learning and teaching; 
 

(b) that the issue of how the post-examination period in the Easter term should be 
used was felt to be a matter for departments to decide upon in discussion with 
faculties. Differences between subject areas meant that it would be inappropriate to 
set rigid central requirements in this area. The paper suggested that the period 
after the summer examinations might be used for undergraduate students moving 
into Level 3 to begin work on dissertations or projects. There was also a need for 
departments to ascertain how this period might be best used for the teaching of 
undergraduate students entering into Level 2;   

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed term dates be supported by the Committee; 

 
(b) that chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) should consult departments on the use of the 

post-examination period of the Epiphany term for teaching, and discuss this issue 
and examples of current good practice at FECs (Undergraduate). The outcome of 
this consultation should be reported to Education Committee by the end of the 
Michaelmas Term 2012; 

Action: SDK/ACB/TF     
 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 
2017/18.  

 
111. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held 25 
April 2012; 

Document EC/11/144 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that following discussion at UEC there had been a small number of changes to the 

proposals contained in Document 144 relating to admissions requirements.  
Education Committee noted these, and the importance of ensuring that all 
proposals submitted to Senate were checked to ensure that they reflected these 
changes;  
 

(b) that UEC had encouraged all departments in the University to raise their standard 
entry requirements. Proposals to increase entry requirements from AAA to A*AA 
were currently subject to approval at Senate. This mechanism had been designed 
when the grade of A* was first introduced, reflecting the uncertainty at that time 
regarding its operation. However, the A* grade was now well-established, and it 
would be appropriate for consideration to be given as to whether Senate, rather 
than UEC, should continue to approve such proposals; 

 
(c) that the changes to student number controls, alongside the revisions to University 

funding, had altered the parameters within which the University’s admissions 
process took place. The University needed to review some aspects of its 
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admissions procedures (including associated documentation) and make revisions 
as necessary to reflect this change (for example the nature of the paperwork 
required when departments wished to amend their entry requirements). This work 
should take into account the need to support departments and the University’s 
commitments around the diversity of its student intake;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of proposals designed to improve the 
undergraduate admissions process; of a report on feedback from the post-
application Open Days held in March 2012; the fact that refresher training for 
postgraduate admissions selectors had been scheduled; and the fact that the 
University needed to submit an updated Access Agreement for 2013 entry;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the changes to entry requirements set out in Document 144, as amended by 

UEC, were supported by the Committee; 
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that a final check should be performed to ensure that the documentation on entry 

requirements was fully accurate in light of the changes described in Noted (a); 
Action: RE 

 
(c) that the University’s admissions procedures should be reviewed as indicated in 

Noted (b) and (c), prior to the start of the 2012/13 academic year.  
Action: MG/ RE/AKH 

 
Recommended: that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (a), Senate approve 
the proposed increases in entry requirements for the MEng Computer Science 
and MEng Engineering programmes.  

 
112. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the reports from the meetings of the Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee held 26 March and 2 May 2012; 

Documents EC/11/145-146 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that QSSC had identified serious concerns with the management of assessment 

processes in respect of taught postgraduate provision within the Durham Business 
School, and had recommended that additional mandatory training be provided on 
such processes to the School. The Committee supported this proposal. It was 
important that quality management processes within the University were robust. In 
addition to participating in this training, the School should produce an action plan to 
address QSSC’s concerns, and implement this prior to the start of the 2012/13 
academic year. The Dean of the Business School should provide an assurance 
report to a meeting of Education Committee via QSSC on this issue after this action 
plan had been implemented; 
 

(b) that QSSC had recommended that University policy be revised to state that 
external examiners should have the right to be involved in the setting of summative 
coursework assignments if they requested such involvement; and that external 
examiners should be involved in setting a sample of summatively-assessed 
coursework on modules entirely assessed by coursework. These recommendations 
applied to both undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision (excepting 
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dissertation or major project modules). New QAA guidance on external examining 
had emphasised the utility of external examiner oversight of summative coursework 
assignments; 

 
(c) that the Committee supported QSSC’s recommendation that the movement of 

programmes between boards of examiners should be subject to approval by the 
chair of the relevant FEC. This would help ensure that similar programmes were 
considered at the same board of examiners, facilitating comparison;   

 
(d) that QSSC had recommended a revision to Stage 1 of the new programme 

approval process. This proposal resulted from a LEAN review, and in effect 
proposed to split the existing Stage 1 process in two to require a short, initial 
proposal justifying why time should be devoted to developing a full business case, 
which would only be permitted if faculty approval was given. This would save time 
in both departments and professional services by identifying weak cases at an 
earlier stage. The Committee supported the proposals, which also sought to 
strengthen the role of relevant professional services in the new programme 
approval process by ensuring that they were consulted on the initial proposal; 

 
(e) that QSSC had recommended revisions to the annual review process for taught 

and research degree programmes, based on the principles endorsed by Education 
Committee at its 14 March 2012 meeting (Minute 90 refers). The processes would 
rationalise the annual review process and encourage a more evaluative and 
forward-looking approach that was focused on key strategic issues; 

 
(f) that QSSC had proposed revisions to the University’s policy and procedure on 

external examining, designed to align these more fully against the new chapter of 
the UK Quality Code on external examining; 
 

(g) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of overview reports on external examiners’ 
reports and board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes; 

 
(h) that QSSC had approved new BSc in Physics (Shandong) and MPhys (Shandong) 

programmes;  
 

(i) that QSSC had approved of a range of postgraduate programmes within the School 
of Education; 

 
(j) that QSSC had agreed that the Enhancement-Led Review of Theology and 

Religion should be signed off as satisfactorily completed; 
 

(k) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of reports on research student progression, 
submission and completion, and of action taken to address issues raised at Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panels; 

 
(l) that Professor John Feather of Loughborough University, an experienced QAA 

auditor, had been appointed as the replacement for Professor Eric Evans as the 
University’s Chief Examiner; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Chair of Education Committee should write to the Dean of the Business 

School, copied to the Social Sciences and Health Faculty PVC and the Chair of the 
Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate), outlining QSSC’s concerns with 
the School’s management of taught postgraduate assessment processes, and 
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setting out the need for action to address these concerns prior to the start of the 
2012/13 academic year; 

Action: RDH / AF 
 

(b) that the Dean of the Business School should provide an assurance report to 
Education Committee via QSSC on how QSSC’s concerns with the School’s quality 
management processes had been addressed; 

Action: RD   
 

(c) that additional training on the management of assessment processes at taught 
postgraduate level should be delivered to the Durham Business School; 

Action: RDH 
 

(d) that the proposed revisions to University policy on external examiner involvement in 
summative coursework assignments be approved with effect from 2012/13; 

Action: RDH 
 

(e) that the proposal that the movement of programmes between boards of examiners 
should be subject to approval by the chair of the relevant FEC be approved with 
immediate effect; 

Action: RDH 
 

(f) that the proposed collaborative partnership between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Rennes 1 be approved, and that this should be 
reported to the Department of Archaeology; 

Action: EA 
 

(g) that the revisions to the Stage 1 programme approval process be approved and 
should be implemented for any Stage 1 proposal submitted for consideration at 
faculty level after 1 June 2012; 

Action: RDH 
 

(h) that the proposed revisions to the annual review process for taught and research 
degree programmes be approved and should be implemented with effect for the 
reports on 2011/12 due for completion in the summer and autumn 2012; 

Action: RDH 
 

(i) that the proposed revisions to University policy and procedure on external 
examining be approved and should be implemented for the 2012/13 academic 
year.  

Action: RDH 
 
113. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee held 
23 April 2012; 

Document EC/11/147 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the pilot Skills Audit had proved highly successful and had been appreciated 
by students. Student Experience Sub-Committee had recommended the full 
implementation of the Skills Audit for all incoming taught students from 2012/13, 
based around the set of graduate qualities approved by Senate on 1 May 2012. 
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This would encourage a systematic approach to employability and skills across the 
University, supported by consistent use of the terminology of the graduate qualities; 
 

(b) the importance of clear guidance being supplied to departments on how they might 
support students in the use of the Skills Audit through the academic adviser 
system; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Skills Audit should be implemented in full for incoming taught students in 

2012/13, as outlined in Document 147; 
Action: CLR 

 
(b) that further guidance should be developed for departments on the role of academic 

advisers in the Skills Audit, prior to implementation. 
Action: HS  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
114. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/11/148 
 

115. Publication of Module Outlines in duo 
 
Received: an update on the publication of module outlines in duo.  

Document EC/11/149 
 

116. Responses to QAA Consultation on the UK Quality Code 
 

Received:  the University’s responses to the consultations on the draft Chapters B5 
(Student and Engagement) and B11 (research degree programmes) of the UK Quality 
Code. 

Documents EC/11/150-151 
 

Noted: that the views of DSU had been factored into the University’s response on the 
draft Chapter B5 of the UK Quality Code.  

 
117. QAA Publications on Research Degree Programmes 
 

Reported:  that QAA had issued two publications relating to research degree 
programmes:  Doctoral degree characteristics (available at 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctoral_Char
acteristics.pdf ) and The UK doctorate:  a guide for current students and prospective 
doctoral candidates (available at 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctorate_Gui
de.pdf ).  These had been considered by the Dean of Graduate School and Assistant 
Registrar – Postgraduate Policy Support, who had confirmed that no action was 
necessary by the University in light of the contents of these documents. 

 
118. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported: 
 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctoral_Characteristics.pdf�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctoral_Characteristics.pdf�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctorate_Guide.pdf�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctorate_Guide.pdf�
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(a) that the remaining meeting of Education Committee would be held; 
 
Date Time Room 
Monday 18 June 2012 2:00pm Council Room 

 
(b) that in 2012/13 Education Committee meetings would be held as follows: 

 
Date Time Room 
Monday 8 October 2012 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 5 November 2012 2:00 To be confirmed 
Monday 10 December 2012 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 28 January 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Wednesday 13 March 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 22 May 2013 9.15am To be confirmed 
Monday 17 June 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 
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