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MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
119. Academic Advisers 
 

Considered:   whether to approve the academic adviser statements proposed by 
departments to come into effect in 2012/13; 

Documents EC/11/152-154 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed departmental academic adviser statements in Documents 
EC/152 to 154 had been developed in light of discussion at FEC meetings and had 
been approved by FEC chairs.  The introduction of the academic adviser system 
would make a key contribution to the experience of the University’s students;  
 

(b) that Documents 152 to 154 contained a summary table of academic adviser 
statements in each faculty, outlining how each statement conformed to key 
principles of the academic adviser system.  Whilst all departments in Science had 
produced their statements in light of these principles, this was not explicitly 
recognised in all instances within some of the statements produced by departments 
in the Faculty.  These should be checked and amended  as necessary;   

 
(c) that Science had agreed that students undertaking programmes in Natural 

Sciences should have an academic adviser within each department where they 
were taking 40 credits or more, rather than a single adviser from Natural Sciences.  
This was in order to ensure that Natural Sciences students had access to the full 
range of subject-level advice relevant to their programme; 

 
(d) that the Law School (in respect of taught postgraduate programmes), Geography 

(in respect of undergraduate programmes) and Combined Honours  had been 
asked by FEC Chairs to revise their statements.  These were therefore not 
submitted with Documents 152 and 154; 
 

(e) that Social Sciences and Health had spent a considerable amount of time working 
with departments to ensure that for each department the ratio of advisers to 
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advisees was such that all advisees were known  individually to their advisers, and 
statements had been revised to ensure that this was the case; 

 
(f) that Social Sciences and Health had agreed with Geography that the dissertation 

supervisor appointed to undergraduate students at Level 2 should thereafter act as 
their academic adviser, and thus that students in the Department would not receive 
the same academic adviser throughout their programme.  This had been agreed on 
research-led learning grounds; 

 
(g) that the faculties of Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences and Health had 

agreed that students undertaking Combined Honours should, as far as possible, 
receive an academic adviser from within the department that reflected the dominant 
subject on their programme, taking into account student numbers and workload 
within departments.  In addition to their academic adviser, Combined Honours 
students would also be directed to other sources of advice in order to ensure that 
they had access to a full range of expertise for all subjects on their programme; 

 
(h) the importance of academic advisers communicating with colleges if they referred 

students to colleges for pastoral advice.  To support this, Colleges should develop 
a guidance document for academic advisers identifying which member of staff was 
responsible for the provision of pastoral advice in each college and therefore the 
point of contact for this purpose; 

 
(i) the need to monitor the new academic adviser system to ensure its effectiveness;  

  
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the statements for departments within Science should be checked and (if 

necessary) amended to ensure that these fully reflected the key principles of the 
academic adviser system, and that these statements should thereafter be 
submitted to the Secretary for consideration by the Chair; 

Action: TF 
 

(b) that the outstanding statements from the Law School, Geography and Combined 
Honours should be submitted to the Secretary for consideration by the Chair;  

Action: ACB/SDK 
 

(c) that the academic adviser statement for Anthropology should be amended to reflect 
the arrangements agreed for Combined Honours, and should thereafter be 
submitted to the Secretary for consideration by the Chair;  

Action: ACB   
 

(d) that, other than those listed in Agreed (b) and (c), the proposed statements for 
departments in the faculties of Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences and 
Health be approved, and that this should be communicated to those departments;  

Action: EA/AR 
 

(e) that a guidance document should be developed for academic advisers outlining the 
arrangements within colleges for pastoral advice, and who was responsible for the 
provision of such advice in each college and therefore the point of contact for this;  

Action: AD 
 

(f) that arrangements should be made for monitoring the academic adviser system.   
Action: RDH 
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120. Research Student Annual Reports 
 

Considered:   the final report from the Research Student Annual Report Task and 
Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/155 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the University currently operated two processes for monitoring research 
student progress: departmental reviews at nine, 21 and 33 months for full-time 
students, and annual reports by the student and department via duo.  It was 
proposed to combine these processes into a single, integrated annual progress 
review system.  This would help to improve the effectiveness of the review process;  
 

(b) that the report set out a proposed structure and format of progression, confirmation 
and completion reviews (respectively held at approximately 9, 21 and 33 months 
for full-time research degree students).  The progression review would involve the 
submission of a substantial piece of work, which demonstrated appropriate 
progression, and would have an appropriate and clearly-articulated pedagogical 
rationale.  Students and their supervisory teams would also be asked to complete 
an independent report structured around a set of generic questions, set out in 
Annex 2 of Document 155.  The review would also confirm the accuracy of the 
student record.  Confirmation reviews would be based on a similar structure to 
progression reviews, but would not involve the submission of a substantial piece of 
work unless this was required by departmental policy.  Completion reviews would 
involve the submission of a detail plan for completion, and, if necessary, a 
recommendation for the level and period of supervisory entitlement within the 
continuation period;  

 
(c) that it was also proposed to introduce a formal continuation review approximately 

three months prior to the date for completion, to ensure that student progress was 
in line with the agreed plan for completion.  This recommendation and those 
outlined in Noted (b) dovetailed with the proposals set out in the consultation on the 
continuation period in Document 156 (Minute 121 below refers).  The 
implementation of the new annual progress review system in relation to the 
continuation period would need to take into account the requirements of research 
degree students undertaking programmes with non-standard timeframes 
[Secretary’s note: this issue had been addressed via the action in Agreed in Minute 
121 below]  
 

(d) that one of the generic questions for use within the report asked students to grade 
their supervisory team on a scale from 1 to 5.  This should be amended to clarify 
which was the higher end of this scale.  Another of the generic questions asked 
students whether there was any advice they wished to give to their supervisors on 
their supervisory style.  This question was unhelpfully phrased, and should be 
amended to instead ask how the student’s supervision could be enhanced.  It 
would also be helpful to add a question to ask students to confirm what they 
understood to be the constitution of their supervisory team;  

 
(e) that the contextual information provided with the annual progress review should 

include detail about the structure and role of the supervisory team, in order to 
clarify this for students;    
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(f) that the implementation of the proposals would be vital in supporting timely 
completion and submission among research degree students, which was a key 
priority for the University; 

 
(g) that it was proposed to deliver the system through duo, supported by Banner.  This 

would be implemented in two phases.  The first phase would provide the basic 
functionality for the system, and the second phase would build on this work to 
include the recording of supervisory meetings, training needs analyses and training 
records.  Whilst work on the proposals had been given high priority within CIS, the 
report suggested that it was not possible at this stage to indicate an implementation 
date.  The Committee agreed that the proposals were of sufficient importance that 
they should be prioritised for implementation by 1 June 2013, in time to be used for 
the annual progress reviews in the 2012/13 academic year;     

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the proposals be supported in principle;  

 
(b) that the paper be amended as indicated in Noted (d) and (e) and submitted for 

consideration under Chair’s action;  
Action: TC/AF 

 
(c) that the Chair and Academic Registrar should liaise with the Director of CIS to 

ensure that the proposals were implemented prior to 1 June 2013. 
Action: AF/MG 

 
121. Consultation on Continuation 

 
Considered:  an initial proposal to develop different stages for dealing with students in 
the continuation period;  

Document EC/11/156 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that at present, the University operated two main statuses for research students: 
supervised study and continuation.  The continuation period often required 
intensive supervisory support, but the entitlements of students to such support 
could helpfully be clarified.  To address this, the paper set out an initial proposal to 
divide the continuation period into two stages: supervised continuation and an 
extended writing up period.  The latter of these stages would entitle students to 
some access to University facilities, but a lesser level of supervisory support.  This 
proposal was designed to produce greater clarity on student entitlements for staff 
and students, and also to support timely submission and completion among 
students; 
 

(b) that the proposals would need to take into account non-standard timeframes for 
research degree programmes, in addition to the varied requirements and 
expectations of funders as to when students would complete; 
 

(c) that there was a need to ensure that the University’s core regulations for research 
degrees and Code of Practice for Research Degrees both reflected the increasing 
use of non-standard registration periods for research degrees (resulting from 
changes to funding patterns by research councils and other funders) while also 
specifying a regulatory norm.  Updates to regulations and the Code of Practice to 
address the need should be taken forward as part of the work on continuation;  
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Action:  AR 
 

Agreed: that further proposals should be developed on this issue for consideration by 
FECs (Postgraduate) in Michaelmas Term 2012, taking into account the issues 
detailed in Noted (b) and (c).   

Action: TC/AR 
 
122. Academic Appeals 
 

Considered:   the report of the external review of the University’s academic appeals 
process; 

Document EC/11/157 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that there had been a need to evaluate the academic appeals process in light of the 
introduction of the new undergraduate fee regime; an increasing number of appeals 
and particularly invalid appeals within the University; changes made to the process 
within the last ten-years; and the move of responsibility for administration of the 
process to the Academic Support Office;  
 

(b) that the report indicated that the current process was robust, in that relatively few 
cases were submitted to the OIA, but was also lengthy and overly bureaucratic.  To 
address this, it was recommended that the University introduce a pre-appeal 
enquiries stage and filtering stage.  It was also proposed that the University revise 
its mechanisms for considering academic appeals in order to establish a single-
stage process.  These recommendations would support more timely consideration 
of cases, something favoured by the OIA and the QAA; 

 
(c) that the report also recommended that the University explicitly reserved to Senate 

the right, in exceptional circumstances, to intervene to annul the decision of a 
board of examiners and substitute its own decision;    
 

(d) that the report referred to some stages of the University’s current appeals process 
as ‘administrative’ on the grounds that certain decisions were taken by one person.  
This terminology did not, however, fully reflect the nature of this decision-making 
process.  The terminology of the report should be amended in light of  this; 

 
(e) that the report set out guidance from the Academic Registrar’s Council which 

suggested that an alleged medical condition supported by ‘retrospective’ medical 
evidence should not be treated as acceptable grounds for appeal.  This would not 
include medical evidence relating to an ongoing mental health condition, in which 
‘retrospective’ diagnoses may be acceptable.  The report should be revised to 
clarify this;  
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that the report should be revised as indicated in Noted (d) and (e), and that 
otherwise the recommendations in the report be endorsed;  

Action: JMcK 
 

(b) that, subject to the action in Agreed (a), detailed proposals should be developed on 
the basis of the report’s recommendations during the 2012/13 academic year. 

Action: JMcK 
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123. Validation of Theology and Ministry 
 
Considered:  a report on recent developments in relation to the validation of Theology 
and Ministry programmes;  

Document EC/11/158 (CLOSED) 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Document 158 was strictly private and confidential, for members of 
Education Committee only] 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the Church of England had reviewed its approach to ministerial training in 

order to seek a single validating university for a common-suite of validated 
degrees.  The Church of England Ministry Division had agreed that the University 
should be appointed as its preferred provider of validation.  The University’s 
application for this appointment had been based on a ‘validation plus’ model, which 
encompassed not only validation but also an investment in practical theology within 
the Department of Theology and Religion.  This would provide academic expertise 
to support the partnership and contribute to the development of the discipline;  
 

(b) that, following the public announcement of the Church of England’s decision, the 
University and Ministry Division would develop detailed proposals for the 
partnership, which would conform to the University’s established regulatory 
framework for educational provision.  Both the partnership and the suite of 
validated degrees within it would be subject to the University’s standard approval 
processes for collaborative partnerships and new programmes.     

 
124. Education and Postgraduate Strategies 
 

(a) Report on Education and Postgraduate Strategies 
 
Considered: the report on progress against the 2011/12 action plan for the 
Education and Postgraduate Strategies;  

Document EC/11/159 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that good progress had been made against the 2011/12 Education and 

Postgraduate Strategies action plan.  The small number of actions that had not 
been fulfilled had been carried forward to the 2012/13 action plan;  
 

(ii) that, in addition to the implementation of the 2011/12 action plan, Education 
Committee had overseen the implementation of the review of student support 
carried out in 2010/11, in particular the introduction of new college mentor 
systems and arrangements for biennial review of those systems;  

 
(iii) that Education Committee had also overseen the implementation of the 

outcomes of Curriculum Review.  These had been taken forward through 
departmental action plans setting out responses to the Principles for the 
Development of the Taught Curriculum.  These action plans, which had been 
incorporated into the annual review process, were a vital way in which the 
priorities contained in the Education and Postgraduate strategies were 
delivered at departmental level.  It was important that departmental action plans 
for 2012/13 were robust in setting out clear objectives linked to the Curriculum 
Principles.  To ensure this, FEC chairs and the Academic Support Office should 
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offer support to departments for their annual review of taught programmes, 
whether through faculty-level workshops or direct attendance at departmental 
annual review meetings;  

 
(iv) the importance of departments implementing the proposals of the Language 

Provision and Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Groups, and the need 
to monitor this;   

 
[Secretary’s Note: these proposals were approved by Senate on 19 June 2012.  
Departments were asked to implement the proposals via the report from the 16 
May 2012 meeting of Education Committee to FECs] 

 
Agreed:  

 
(i) that the Academic Support Office should work with FEC chairs to offer support 

to departments to ensure that the action plans developed as part of the annual 
review of taught programmes linked to the Curriculum Principles;  

Action: RDH 
 

(ii) that FEC Chairs should remind departments that action plans emerging from 
the annual review process should incorporate clear objectives linked to 
priorities in the Education Strategy; 

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

(iii) that the implementation of the proposals of the Language Provision and 
Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Groups should be monitored, and 
that reports on progress in implementing these proposals should be presented 
to Education Committee in the Epiphany Term 2012;  

Action: RDH 
 

(b) e-Learning Strategy  
 
Considered: the report on progress against the 2011/12 action plan for the e-
Learning Strategy; 

Document EC/11/160 
 
Noted:  that the report outlined progress against the 2011/12 action plan for the e-
Learning Strategy; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the proposed amendment to the policy on the updating of lecture theatres 

detailed in Document 160 be approved, and that this should be communicated 
to Estates and Buildings and CIS;  

Action: DCG 
 

(ii) that the proposal regarding wireless provision detailed in Document 160 be 
approved, and that this should be communicated to Estates and Buildings and 
CIS; 

Action: DCG  
 

(c) Schedule of Business 
 
Considered: the 2012/13 schedule of business for Education Committee;  

Document EC/11/161 
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Noted:  

 
(i) that the draft 2012/13 schedule of business  for Education Committee provided 

within Document 161 was designed to support implementation of the Education 
and Postgraduate Strategies action plan for 2012/13;  
 

(ii) that to support the Education and Postgraduate Strategies 2012/13 action plan, 
Document 161 also proposed terms of reference, membership and draft 
schedules of work for an Exchanges Task and Finish Group and a Published 
Information Task and Finish Group;   
 

Agreed:  
 
(i) that the proposed 2012/13 Education Committee schedule of business be 

approved and should be published; 
Action: RDH  

 
(ii) that the proposed terms of reference, membership and schedule of work for the 

Exchanges Task and Finish Group, and the Published Information Task and 
Group, be approved, and that these Groups should be established. 

Action: RDH 
 

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

Confirmed:  
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 16 May 2012; 
Document EC/11/162 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 16 May 2012; 

Document EC/11/163 
 

Reported: that the report from the 16 May 2012 meeting of Education Committee to 
Senate would be considered by the meeting of Senate on 19 June 2012.  An extract 
setting out consideration of this report would be received by the 8 October 2012 
meeting of Education Committee. 
 

126. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/164a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information;  
Document EC/11/164b 

 
 
 
 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 9 of 16 
 18 June 2012 

(c) Matters for consideration 
 

(i) Minute 90 Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 
Considered: a proposed implementation plan for PRES 2013;  

Document EC/11/164c 
 
Noted: that Education Committee had previously endorsed a recommendation 
that the University should participate in the Higher Education Academy’s 
biennial Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) in 2013.  
Document 164c proposed an implementation plan for participation in PRES, 
setting out how the University would seek to achieve a useful response rate.  
This plan had been developed in light of good practice at other institutions and 
the experience of participating in other surveys such as the National Student 
Survey and the University’s internal Student Experience Survey;   
 
Agreed: that the proposed plan for participation in PRES 2013 be approved and 
should be implemented;   

Action: AR 
 

(ii) Minute 91 Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 
Considered: a proposed role description for student representatives to SSCCs;  

Document EC/11/164d 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that the proposed role description for student representatives to SSCCs had 

been developed by DSU in consultation with current student 
representatives and the Head of ASO, and had been approved by DSU’s 
Council;  
 

B. that Document 164d suggested that student representatives had a duty to 
represent students’ views on ‘teaching styles’ in lectures and seminars.  
This should be amended to refer to ‘teaching in lectures and seminars’, as 
good quality teaching was not solely dependent on style; 

 
C. that student representatives to SSCCs played an important role in assisting 

departments with reflection on strategic and curriculum developments.  The 
list of duties and responsibilities should be amended to include this role; 

 
D. that it was important that student representatives to SSCCs informed their 

peers of the outcome of discussions of issue raised at SSCCs.  The 
proposed list of duties and responsibilities should be revised to reflect this;   

 
Agreed: that the proposed role description for student representatives should 
be revised as indicated in Noted B-D, and was approved subject to these 
amendments.   

Action: DCG  
 
127. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s business. 
 
128. Admissions Sub-Committee 
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Considered:   the report from the meeting of Admissions Sub-Committee held 30 May 
2012; 

Document EC/11/165 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that Document 165 contained a draft Postgraduate Admissions Policy, which (if 

approved by Senate) would be published in the University’s Calendar.  In addition 
to being considered by Education Committee, the proposed Policy was also being 
considered by members of FECs (Postgraduate), and would need to be amended 
as necessary in light of that consultation; 
 

(b) that the proposed Policy encompassed both taught postgraduate and postgraduate 
research provision, which were sufficiently similar in process to be captured within 
the same document.  It was necessary to maintain a separate Undergraduate 
Admissions Policy, as undergraduate admissions were subject to an external 
regulatory framework that did not apply to postgraduate provision; 

 
(c) that the proposed Policy should be amended to more explicitly reflect the fact that 

admission to a place at the University was separate to an offer of funding, and that 
the decision to defer entry might impact on students’ ability to obtain funding; 

 
(d) that paragraph 16 of the proposed Policy should be amended to remove reference 

to appeals (and thus to refer only to complaints), in order to reflect the proposals on 
this issue in Document 157;     

 
Agreed: that the proposed policy should be amended as indicated in Noted (c) and (d) 
and in light of the views of FECs (Postgraduate), and thereafter should be submitted to 
the Secretary for consideration by the Chair, prior to submission to Senate.   

Action: RE 
 

129. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:   the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
held 6 June 2012; 

Document EC/11/166 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) the recommendation to approve revisions to the University’s Quality Management 

Framework, designed to reflect changes to policy, practice and terminology since 
the Framework was originally approved.  The proposed Framework embodied the 
University’s approach whereby quality enhancement was embedded within core 
strategies, processes and practices, rather than being treated as a distinct activity; 
 

(b) that QSSC had recommended that the University put in place workshops for staff 
undertaking key learning and teaching management roles in departments.  There 
was a need for workshops to be developed for staff in such positions who would 
not wish to undertake a full credit-bearing module within the PG CAP programme; 

 
(c) that it was proposed to revise and develop guidance for the research element of 

Departmental Review; to remove the prohibition on Departmental Reviews taking 
place during the first half of the Epiphany Term; and to amend and reduce the 
standard membership of review teams.  Document 166 erroneously stated that 
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there should be two chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) on the standard review team.  
This should be amended to one chair of an FEC (Undergraduate) and one chair of 
an FEC (Postgraduate).  The proposals (which would also need to be approved by 
Research Committee) were otherwise supported; 

 
(d) that QSSC had proposed a list of data that should ideally be provided to 

departments at annual review, in order to inform the development of the Data 
Warehouse project and associated reporting tools.  Whilst it was recognised that it 
would not necessarily be practical to implement the provision of all such data, it 
was important that the needs of departments in relation to educational provision 
were taken account of in this project; 

 
(e) that QSSC had expressed a concern that CIS had announced that it would cease 

to provide IT-related training for research degree students.  CIS had later revised 
this position and had announced that it would continue to provide this training, 
which was highly valuable both for the experience of research degree students and 
in ensuring that the University met its obligations to the QAA and Research 
Councils.  It was accordingly important that CIS continued to provide this training;  

 
(f) that an analysis considered by QSSC showed that around 1 in 3 students in the 

Faculty of Science who had successfully completed an Academic Progress Notice 
(APN) in 2009/10 and 2010/11 subsequently failed examinations and did not 
proceed.  This indicated a need to provide additional support to students who 
completed an APN period.  Departments should communicate to academic 
advisers when one of their advisees was subject to an APN, to allow the adviser to 
offer support to the student.  The adviser might also discuss with the relevant 
Senior Tutor ways in which the student could be supported.  Beyond the academic 
adviser system, departments more broadly should also play a role in supporting 
students on APNs both in the year the APN occurred and after this period.  
University policy on APNs should be revised to this effect.  It was also vital that 
departments identified students who were struggling to meet their academic 
commitments, and communicated this to faculty officers, as soon as possible;   

 
(g) that QSSC had recommended that BPP be appointed as the external training 

provider for the Business School’s BSc Accounting programme with KPMG.  A 
review visit would be undertaken to confirm that the facilities to be used by BPP 
were appropriate;  

 
[Secretary’s Note: the discussion detailed in Noted (g) and Agreed (h) was chaired 
by Professor Clark, Professor Forster having declared a conflict of interest.] 

 
(h) that the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum stated that taught 

postgraduate programmes should typically contain a 60-credit dissertation module 
(or equivalent research project) that allowed students to demonstrate the 
development of their own research and independent study skills and ability as 
independent researchers.  In response to a request from QSSC to consider this 
issue, the Committee felt that programmes with a 60-credit dissertation module that 
contained a substantial taught and assessed component in generic research 
methods did not accord with the intention of this Principle.  It was important that the 
research methods training which students received inside dissertation modules (or 
equivalent) was specific to their dissertation topic.  Teaching and assessment on 
generic research methods should be delivered via a separate module, to ensure 
that the full range of knowledge and skills developed by the generic research 
methods training were assessed.  Additionally, Education Committee noted that the 
60 credit dissertation requirement in the Curriculum Principles ensured that the 
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minimum proportion of the final year of study that the dissertation constituted was 
consistent at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels (i.e. one third); 
 

(i) that the Committee supported the proposal to amend the Code of Practice for 
Research Degrees to remove the requirement that departments should maintain 
separate departmental policies on the management of research degree provision, 
and instead to require that departments include statements on these issues, 
aligned to the University’s Code of Practice, within research student handbooks;  

 
(j) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of a paper mapping the University’s policy and 

practice against Part C of the UK Quality Code on information about higher 
education provision;  
 

(k) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the follow-up to accreditation reports from the 
Church of England’s Ministry Division, the Institute of Biomedical Science, the 
Royal Society of Chemistry, the Institute of Physics, and the Engineering 
Accreditation Board be signed-off as complete;  

 
(l) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of a report arising from the Departmental 

Review of Anthropology and the agreement that programmes managed by the 
Department of Anthropology be revalidated; 

 
(m)  the Sub-Committee’s consideration of a report arising from the Departmental 

Review of History and the agreement that programmes managed by the 
Department of History be revalidated; 

 
(n) the Sub-Committee’s agreement that the follow-up to the Enhancement-Led 

Reviews of Classics and Ancient History and of Physics be signed-off as complete; 
  

(o) the approval of a new Postgraduate Certificate in Teaching A-Level Mathematics 
programme;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the revisions to the Quality Management Framework be approved and that this 

should be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 
Action: RDH 

 
(b) that staff development workshops should be put in place for staff in key learning 

and teaching management roles in departments;  
Action: SET 

 
(c) that the proposed amendments to the Departmental Review process be approved 

and should be implemented, subject to the amendment in Noted (c) and approval 
by Research Committee;  

Action: RDH 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Research Committee did not support all the proposed 
amendments to Departmental Review. Discussions are ongoing between the 
Chairs of the two Committees as to how to resolve this issue].  

 
(d) that the proposed dataset for the annual review of taught programmes be 

endorsed, and that this should be communicated to SPCU to inform development 
of the Data Warehouse;  

Action: RDH 
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(e) that the University had a strategic commitment to the provision of IT-related training 

for research degree students, and that this training should be ongoing until such 
time as it was decided that this was not required.  This should be communicated to 
CIS;  

Action: MG 
 

(f) that University policy on APNs should be amended as indicated in Noted (f); 
Action: RDH 

 
(g) that the revision to the APN policy should be communicated to departments along 

with a reminder of the importance of identifying students struggling with academic 
commitments, and referring cases to faculty as necessary, in as timely a fashion as 
possible;  

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

(h) that BPP should be appointed as the external training provider for the BSc 
Accounting programme, subject to the terms agreed by QSSC; 

Action: RDH 
 

(i) that the position agreed by the Committee’s regarding 60-credit dissertation 
modules in taught postgraduate programmes be approved as the University’s 
position, and that FEC chairs should ensure that this was implemented as part of 
the follow-up to the Curriculum Review; 

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD/AR/SG/EA   
 

(j) that the Code of Practice for Research Degrees should be amended as indicated in 
Noted (i), and that this should be communicated to departments for 
implementation. 

Action: AR/JJL/CA/DNMD 
 
130. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered:  the report from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee held 
30 May 2012;  

Document EC/11/167 
 

Noted: that SESC had considered the annual report from Experience Durham for 
2011/12 and had recommended a proposed Experience Durham action plan for 
2012/13 for approval;   

 
Agreed: that the Experience Durham action plan for 2012/13 be approved, and that this 
should be reported to Experience Durham. 

Action: DCG 
 
131. Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 4 May 2012; 

Document EC/11/168 
 
Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education 
Committee that had not been discussed elsewhere on the agenda;  
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(b) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 8 May 2012; 

Document EC/11/169 
 
Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education 
Committee.   

 
132. Science Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) held 
2 May 2012; 

Document EC/11/170 
 

Noted: that at present the University’s core regulations in relation to integrated 
master’s programmes specified that an overall average of 50% was required to 
progress from Level 2 to Level 3.  It was proposed to review this regulation with a 
view to increasing the progression requirement to 60%, as it was felt that this would 
help to ensure that this requirement supported student attainment at Level 4.;    

 
Agreed: that the progression requirements for integrated master’s programmes 
should be reviewed and a paper on this submitted for consideration by FECs 
(Undergraduate) in Michaelmas Term 2012;  

Action: RDH 
 

(b) Postgraduate  
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 8 
May 2012; 

Document EC/11/171 
 

Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education 
Committee.   

 
133. Social Sciences and Health Education Committees 
 

(a) Undergraduate 
 
Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 30 April 2012; 

Document EC/11/172 
 

Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education 
Committee that had not been discussed elsewhere on the agenda;  

 
(b) Postgraduate 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 9 May 2012;  

Document EC/11/173 
 

Noted:  
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(i) that the Social Sciences and Health FECs (Undergraduate) and (Postgraduate) 

had considered a proposal from the Business School to amend the University’s 
policy on the late submission of summative coursework.  At present, the 
University required both electronic and paper copies of coursework to be 
submitted at the same time.  As policy dictated that an automatic mark of zero 
for the module should be given if coursework was submitted late, some 
students within the Business School had received a mark of zero when they 
had submitted one format of the coursework on time, but had submitted the 
coursework in the other format at a later date.  The penalty was felt to be 
disproportionate in such circumstances, and it was felt that University policy 
should be amended to allow departments, if they chose to do so, to specify 
different deadlines for the submission of electronic and paper copies of 
coursework.  Departments should be left to their own discretion as to which 
format was required first;  

 
(ii) that there was a need to review the University’s policy on penalties for late 

submission of coursework, taking into account the University’s policy on dual 
submission;  

 
Agreed:  

 
(i) that University policy be amended for the 2012/13 academic year to allow 

departments (if they chose to do so) to specify different deadlines for the 
submission of electronic and paper copies of summative coursework;  

Action: RDH 
 

(ii) that University policy in relation to penalties for the late submission of 
coursework and dual submission should be reviewed during 2012/13. 

Action: RDH 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
134. Excellence and Innovation Awards 
 

Received: 
 
(a) a report from the 2011/12 round of the Excellence in Learning and Teaching 

awards; 
Document EC/11/174 

 
(b) a report from the 2011/12 round of the Enhancing the Student Learning Experience 

awards. 
Document EC/11/175 

 
135. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/11/176 
 

Noted: that the Committee expressed its thanks to Professor Forster for his service as 
Chair of the Committee.   

 
136. Dates of Future Meetings 
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Reported:   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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