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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

5 November 2012 
 

Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Dr C. Augarde, Professor T. Clark, Professor A. Darnell, 
Professor D. Donoghue, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Ms J. James, Professor S. Kunin, 
Professor J. Long and Dr C. Sutherland, with Dr D. C. Gent (Minute Secretary), Mrs M. King 
(Minutes 22 and 23), Mrs S. Procter (Minute 17) and Mrs C. Richardson (Minute 16).     
 
Apologies: Dr R. D. Harrison.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
16. Graduate Employment 
 

Considered: a report on graduate employment data, including the results of the 2012 
Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DHLE) survey;       Document EC/12/22
  
Reported:  

 
(a) that the paper set out performance in graduate employment prospects in relation to 

the University’s strategic targets in this area, using the results of the 2012 DHLE 
survey and the 2013 Times Good University Guide. The methodology used in the 
Times Good University Guide had also been employed to calculate performance in 
relation to agreed faculty-level postgraduate employability benchmarks; 
 

(b) that the 2012 DHLE survey indicated that Durham graduates were above the 
national average in terms of employment and median salary for first degree 
leavers. The University’s target was to be in the top five or top five percent by 2020 
for undergraduate employment prospects as ranked in the Times Good University 
Guide. The University was ranked ninth overall in the 2013 Guide. Twenty one 
departments met the top five target (as compared to fourteen in the 2012 Guide). A 
further six departments were ranked between sixth and tenth, whilst a further six 
departments were outside the top ten; 

 
(c) that there had been a significant improvement in prospects for postgraduate 

research students, and all faculties were meeting targets in this area. There had 
also been a significant increase in the prospects for taught postgraduate students 
in Science. The Faculties of Arts and Humanities and Social Science and Health 
had not met the challenging targets in this area, and graduate prospects scores for 
taught postgraduates had declined in these two faculties; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the graduate prospects score in the Times Good University Guide was based 

on the proportion of graduates entering graduate-level jobs or further study. The 
University had nearly double the national average of first-degree leavers 
undertaking further study. It was accordingly possible that the University’s score 
might be adversely affected by any decline in recruitment to postgraduate study; 
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(b) that it was thought that differences in graduate prospects scores between 

departments might partly be the result of differences in levels of postgraduate 
recruitment or students’ A-Level scores;   

 
(c) that the graduate prospects score was calculated on the basis of UK-domiciled 

students only. However, the methodology would include international students from 
next year for all institutions. The Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre 
(CEEC) ran a survey of final year students in May of each year that sought to 
ascertain intentions towards employment and further study: this survey would 
include international students from this academic year. Consideration should be 
given as to whether it would be advisable to also survey penultimate year students;  

 
(d) that the reasons for the significant increase in the graduate prospects score for 

postgraduate research students were unclear, but it was possible that this was 
partly the result of the beneficial impact of skills training provided for such students;   

 
(e) that the paper referenced the national average of applications for each graduate 

job among certain major recruiters. Behaviour in relation to applications could 
impact on employability, although it was recognised that the quality of applications 
was as if not more important than the quantity. Further investigation should be 
carried out into applicant behaviour among Durham graduates; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that departments whose graduate prospects score for undergraduate students did 

not meet the University’s benchmark for their subject area should work with the 
Chair of their FEC (Undergraduate) and the Careers, Employability and Enterprise 
Centre (CEEC) to develop an action plan setting out how they intended to address 
this. Such action plans should be discussed at FECs (Undergraduate) and 
submitted to the March 2013 meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: SDK/TF/CS 
 

(b) that faculties that did not meet the agreed faculty-level benchmarks in respect of 
graduate prospects for postgraduate students should work with CEEC to develop 
an action plan to address this. These action plans should be discussed at FECs 
(Postgraduate) and submitted to the March 2013 meeting of Education Committee;  

Action: JJL/DNMD 
 

(c) that the departmental action plans on employability developed in 2011/12 should 
be submitted to FECs to inform the action set out in Agreed (a) and (b);  

Action: DCG 
 

(d) that further investigation should be carried out into applicant behaviour (in terms of 
the number and quality of applications) as indicated in Noted (e);  

Action: CLR  
 

(e) that consideration should be given as to whether it would be advisable to carry out 
a survey of penultimate year students to ascertain their intentions towards 
employment or further study.  

Action: CLR  
 
17. Credit-Bearing Summer Schools 

 
Considered: proposals to establish a model for credit-bearing summer schools; 
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Document EC/12/23 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the paper set out a framework for the establishment of a portfolio of 

International Summer Schools, designed to increase student exchange activity, 
attract high-quality undergraduate students, raise the University’s international 
profile, and aid postgraduate recruitment. It was proposed that each Summer 
School should be developed in 10-credit, two-week blocks, with students allowed to 
sign-up for multiple blocks. It was envisaged that the Summer Schools would be 
offered at Level 2, with transcripts issued to students on the Schools;  

 
(b) that it was proposed that postgraduate research students would provide tutorial 

support on the Summer Schools and also act as hosts. This would provide valuable 
opportunities and experience to such students; 

 
(c) that it was proposed that each International Summer School would have an 

academic lead who would develop and direct the Summer School and would 
manage the tutors on the School;   

 
(d) that the International Office intended to appoint a Project Officer, who would work 

with departments to identify and develop Summer School opportunities. The paper 
set out some indicative areas for potential Summer School developments, but 
these would be refined and added to in discussion with departments; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, in order to maximise the potential for postgraduate recruitment, it was 

important that departments be encouraged to develop Summer Schools aligned to 
current or prospective postgraduate programmes. There was also the potential to 
establish topical or interdisciplinary Summer School modules; 
 

(b) that it was intended that all International Summer Schools would be based in 
Durham colleges. Whilst arrangements for pastoral support for Summer School 
students were not specified in the paper, this should be the responsibility of the 
relevant College Senior Tutor. The Colleges should be consulted as part of the 
development of the business case for Summer Schools and authority given for the 
use of college staff time. The framework should be amended accordingly;  

 
(c) that it was important that the process for the approval of International Summer 

Schools took into account the impact on staff time and workload, particularly given 
the fact that such schools would take place during a time of year primarily used for 
research. The process should be amended to require approval from the relevant 
Head of Department for the involvement of a member of academic staff; 

 
(d) that consideration needed to be given as to whether and how APL would be 

granted for International Summer School students who later returned to the 
University, and the framework amended accordingly; 
  

(e) that, whilst the paper was based on International Summer Schools being run at the 
University, it was possible that in future such Schools might be run elsewhere; 

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that the framework should be amended as indicated in Noted (b), (c) and (d), and 
was otherwise approved; 
 

Action: SP 
 

(b) that Student Planning and Assessment should be consulted on the process for the 
issuing of transcripts to International Summer School students; and that the 
Student Recruitment and Admissions Office should be consulted in relation to the 
admissions process for such students.  

Action: SP 
 
18. Learning Resources 

 
Considered: proposed principles for the provision of learning resources;  

Document EC/12/24 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the paper proposed a set of Principles for the provision of learning resources, 

which would help to ensure that educational objectives were built into strategic 
thinking around, and management of, such resources. It was important that 
students were consulted on the management and enhancement of learning 
resources, and Principle 3 should be amended to explicitly acknowledge this. 
Principle 10 should be amended to include reference to colleges;  
 

(b) that it was envisaged that relevant professional services would align their activity to 
the Principles. The paper further proposed the establishment of a Learning 
Resources Management Group to implement the Principles, which would sit and 
work alongside existing, more specific advisory groups and would operate as part 
of the management structure rather than the governance structure. It was 
envisaged that this Group would include representatives from faculties, colleges 
and professional services; would act as a forum to gain academic input into the 
management of learning resources; would promote collaboration and 
communication across professional services; and would take decisions on cross-
functional issues that did not effectively fall within the remit of any specific group. It 
was intended that the Group would report to Education Committee as appropriate; 

 
(c) the importance of clearly defining the relationship between the proposed Learning 

Resources Management Group and existing advisory groups, to ensure clear lines 
of authority, oversight and responsibility for the management of learning resources  
(including any issues decided upon by the Group), and of ensuring that the Group’s 
decisions were effectively implemented. This would be aided if the Group was 
chaired by the Academic Registrar. The paper should be amended to this effect;  

 
(d) that the proposed Group might serve as a helpful channel of communication 

between academic staff and professional services in the identification of problems, 
and might work alongside other advisory groups in identifying issues that would 
need to be checked or addressed prior to implementation of specific projects;  

 
(e) that at its meeting of 19 June 2012 Senate had approved the proposals of the 

College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group. The implementation of those 
proposals had been delayed due to staff changes. Consideration should be given 
as to whether the proposed Learning Resources Management Group should 
oversee the implementation of the proposals;  
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(f) that students were required to pay a charge to access resources in a small number 
of college libraries run by JCRs. It was important both for educational reasons and 
for reasons of fairness and access that students did not need to pay additional 
fees, over and above their tuition fee, for resources that were necessary to their 
academic experience. This issue should be addressed by the Colleges; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (a) and (c), and was 

otherwise endorsed as the basis of consultation;  
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that consideration should be given to whether the proposed Learning Resources 

Management Group should take forward the implementation of the proposals of the 
College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group;  

Action: MG 
 

(c) that consideration should be given as to whether and how the proposed Principles 
should apply to the University’s museum and art collections;  

Action: MG 
 

(d) that the Colleges should report to UEC on the nature and extent of any charges 
levied by JCRs for access to resources necessary for students’ educational 
experience. Proposals should be brought forward to address this issue. 

Action: GT 
 

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

Considered:  
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 8 October 2012; 
Document EC/12/25 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 8 October 2012;   

Document EC/12/26 
 

Agreed: that Noted (d) of Minute 2 of the meeting of 8 October 2012 should be 
amended to state that the Committee had ‘noted the recommendation in the paper that 
the University investigate the centralisation of admissions’; and that the minutes were 
confirmed subject to this amendment; 

 
[Secretary’s Note: the minutes were amended as indicated by the Committee]  
 
Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 9 October 2012, 
detailing revisions to Education Committee’s terms of reference and consideration of 
the report from the 18 June 2012 meeting of Education Committee; 

  Document EC/12/27 
 

Reported: that the report from the 8 October meeting of Education Committee would 
be considered by Senate on 6 November 2012. A report of this consideration would be 
received by the 10 December 2012 meeting of Education Committee;  
 
Noted:  
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(a) that the Postgraduate Admissions Policy endorsed at the 8 October 2012 meeting 

of Education Committee had been amended following discussion at UEC. A slightly 
revised version of the Policy had been submitted to Senate for approval;  
 

(b) that the Chair had received a sensible suggestion for amendments to the proposed 
revised terms of reference for Quality and Standards Sub-Committee endorsed at 
the 8 October 2012 meeting of Education Committee. These were that the new 
member of staff with expertise in admissions should be appointed on the same 
basis as the other academic staff members (i.e. by Education Committee); and that 
the terms of reference should be amended to specify responsibility for identifying 
good practice in the proposed new areas of responsibility in relation to admissions; 

 
[Secretary’s Note: these amendments were made by Senate on 6 November 2012]   

 
(c) that Senate had approved revised terms of reference for Education Committee. 

These indicated that Chairs of FECs should send ‘Deputy Chairs’ as nominated 
alternatives if they were unable to attend. However, there were no Deputy Chairs of 
FECs and there was no desire to create such roles. Reference to Deputy Chairs 
should be removed, but the right of Chairs of FECs to send nominated alternatives 
should be retained. The revised terms of reference also indicated that the DSU 
‘Academic Affairs Undergraduate or Postgraduate Officer’ should be a member of 
the Committee. It was unclear whether it was intended that this referred to the 
Chairs of DSU’s Academic Affairs Undergraduate and Postgraduate Committees, 
or DSU’s Postgraduate Officer. This should be clarified in liaison with DSU; 

 
Agreed: that arrangements should be made to revise and clarify Education 
Committee’s terms of reference as indicated in Noted (c).  

Action: DCG/MR 
 
20. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/12/28a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information;       
Document EC/12/28b 

 
(c) Matters for consideration 

 
(i) Minute 133(b) Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee 

(Postgraduate): Late Submission of Assessed Work 
 
Considered: proposed revisions to University policy on the late submission of 
assessed work;  

Document EC/12/28c 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that current University policy was that students be awarded a mark of 

zero if they failed to submit a piece of summative assessed work by the 
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deadline. This applied to the submission of both electronic and hard 
copies of the same piece of work, if both were required. University policy 
allowed departments to specify different deadlines for different formats; 
 

B. that the current policy of awarding a mark of zero was felt to be 
disproportionate, particularly in relation to the practice of comparator 
HEIs. However, there was no consensus among FECs about how to 
revise the policy. There was a need for further work on this issue during 
this academic year, with implementation delayed until 2013/14;  

 
C. that the decision to require both electronic and hard copies of the same 

piece of summative assessed work was a departmental one, and that 
University policy did not require both formats to be submitted; 

 
D. the importance of departments specifying appropriate deadlines for 

assessed work (for instance, within core office hours, rather than by the 
end of the working day);     

 
Agreed:  
 
A. that a small working group should be set up to agree how University 

policy on late submission should be revised. The findings of this group 
should be submitted to the incoming Head of ASO for development;  

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

B. that Deputy Heads of Faculty should communicate to departments the 
parameters of current University policy on late submission, with a view to 
providing the maximum amount of flexibility permitted by the policy.  

Action: SDK/JJL/TF/CA/CS/DNMD 
 
21. Chair’s business 
 

Noted: that the Chair circulated draft copies of the University’s new prospectus, and 
invited members to feedback comments on its content outside the meeting.  

 
22. Higher Education Achievement Record 

 
Considered: a report on the implementation of the Higher Education Achievement 
Record (HEAR);                                   Document EC/12/29 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Committee supported the proposal in the paper that only scholarships 

awarded for academic or cultural merit should be included in the HEAR, and that 
those awarded for hardship purposes should be excluded. Scholarships that 
crossed both academic and hardship purposes should be included;  
 

(b) that the award of prizes would be notified to SPA via an online system by the 
awarding body (normally colleges and departments). Those awarded to final year 
students would need to be notified by the end of the Easter Term in order to ensure 
inclusion on the HEAR. The paper set out a number of options to limit the type of 
prizes included, based on type or value. The Committee were not supportive of 
these options. The prizes included on the HEAR should be limited primarily to 
those awarded for academic achievement. The Durham Award should be included, 
but Palatinates should be excluded. Prizes should only be included if their award 
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was verifiable by the University. Prizes awarded by external bodies should not be 
included. These and other achievements could be captured via students’ CVs;  

 
Agreed: that prizes and scholarships should be included in the HEAR as indicated in 
Noted (a) and (b).  

Action: MJK 
 
23. Boards of Examiners: Preliminary Honours 

 
Considered: proposed revisions to boards of examiners for preliminary honours;  

Document EC/12/30 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that Senate had previously agreed to abolish faculty boards of examiners for 

preliminary honours and to delegate to subject-level boards of examiners the 
authority to make progression decisions from Level 1 to Level 2. In order to do this, 
all marks for Level 1 students would need to be available to the board (including 
those for modules taken in other departments). FECs (Undergraduate) had been 
consulted on a mechanism and timescale for this process to take place. There was, 
however, no consensus among FECs as to how to implement this process;  
 

(b) that departments had expressed some concern over the proposals, feeling that 
they might lead to additional burdens being placed on departments. It was also 
unclear how departments would communicate SAC decisions to each other, and 
how any inconsistencies in departmental gradings would be resolved. 
Implementation of the proposals should be postponed to address these concerns;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the implementation of the decision to abolish faculty-level boards of examiners 

should be postponed until 2013/14, and that the existing process should be used in 
2012/13. This decision should be communicated to departments;  

Action: SDK/TF/CS 
 

(b) that those involved in the preliminary boards of examiners process should be 
consulted on the proposals in Document 30 as the process occurred, in order to 
ascertain the practicality of the proposals. Further proposals should be made in 
light of this exercise to a Michaelmas Term 2013 meeting of Education Committee.  

Action: MJK 
 
24. Admissions Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 17 October 2012 meeting of Admissions Sub-
Committee;                   Document EC/12/31 
 
Reported: the Sub-Committee’s consideration of items pertaining to English Language 
requirements, the Access report and training for admissions selectors; 
 
Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education Committee.  
 

25. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 
Considered: the report from the 25 October 2012 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;                         Document EC/12/32 
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Reported:  
 
(a) the successful completion of the action plan arising from Institutional Audit 2009;  

 
(b) that the University’s next Institutional Review had been postponed, but that it 

remained possible that the University could be subject to Review from January 
2014 onwards;  

 
(c) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of the annual report from CARD and approval 

of CARD’s proposed activities for 2012/13; the annual report on accredited 
provision; and the response from the Business School to issues previously raised 
regarding the operation of its taught postgraduate boards of examiners;   

 
(d) the revalidation of programmes in the Law School and Department of Earth 

Sciences;  
 

(e) the approval of new MSc Economics and MSc Islamic Finance and Management 
programmes (both of which were validated for 2013/14 only); of new MArts and 
MSci in Geography programmes; and of new MSc Biophysical Sciences and 
Master in Pharmacy programmes;  

 
(f) the approval of minor amendments to the University’s memorandum of agreement 

with KPMG and ICAEW for the delivery of the BSc Accounting programme;    
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the QAA’s mid-cycle follow-up report to Institutional Audit 2009 had indicated 

that Departmental Review was likely to be of particular interest to the QAA review 
team undertaking the next Institutional Review;  
 

(b) that there was likely to be a significant expansion in the University’s collaborative 
provision activity in 2012/13;  

 
(c) the Sub-Committee’s concerns in relation to the Business School’s response to the 

accreditation report from EQUIS, particularly the proposed timescale for the 
completion of outstanding actions.  

 
26. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 23 October 2012 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee;                                                                                      Document EC/12/33 

 
Reported: the Sub-Committee’s discussion of annual reports from DSU and the 
specialist student services; the interim report on the 2012 Student Experience Survey; 
a proposal to amend the terms of reference of the sub-committee; and the importance 
of further work on the Skills Audit and personal development planning;  
 
Noted: that there were no items arising for the consideration of Education Committee.  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
27. Matters of Report 

 
Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 
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Document EC/12/34 
 

28. Response to QAA Consultation on the UK Quality Code 
 
Received: the University’s response to the consultation on the draft chapter B10 
(Collaborative Activities) of the UK Quality Code.  

Document EC/12/35 
 
29. QAA Outcomes from Institutional Audit: Student Engagement 
 

Reported:  that the QAA had published Outcomes papers in relation to student 
engagement (www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/outcomes-
student-engagement.aspx). A summary of the paper was attached. The report would 
be considered, and any relevant issues taken forward, by members of the Academic 
Office and, where relevant, Education Committee and its sub-committees. 

Document EC/12/36 
 
30. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Monday 10 December 2012 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Monday 28 January 2013 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 13 March 2013 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 22 May 2013 9.15am Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Monday 17 June 2013 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

 
 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/outcomes-student-engagement.aspx�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/outcomes-student-engagement.aspx�

	MINUTES
	Part B:  Routine Business


