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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

28 January 2013 
 

Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor T. Clark, Dr C. Crowder, Professor A. 
Darnell, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Ms J. James and Dr C. Sutherland, with Professor T. 
Burt (Minute 45), Mr S. Dale (Minutes 49(c)(ii) and 52), Ms T. Duncan (Minute 45), Dr. D. C. 
Gent (Minute Secretary) and Mr A. Rennie (Secretary).  
 
Apologies: Dr C. Augarde and Professor J. J. Long.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
45. Greening the Curriculum  

 
Considered:  an oral update from the Dean for Environmental Sustainability on 
greening the curriculum and course delivery;  

Document EC/12/59 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/12/59 was a copy of the report on this topic presented 
to the 16 March 2011 meeting of Education Committee as Document EC/10/110, and 
included Education Committee’s response to that report as an annex. This document 
was presented to provide context to the oral update]  

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that a focus on reducing the environmental impact of course delivery was one way 

in which the University could realise and raise the profile of its commitment to 
environmental sustainability and meet its carbon reduction targets. The paper 
contained a number of recommendations on this issue, which had been discussed 
by Education Committee in March 2011. There was a need to re-focus efforts on 
this topic;  
 

(b) that many of the University’s committees now used double-sided printing or 
electronic circulation of documents as standard. Automatic shutdown of the 
University’s computers had also been implemented; 

 
(c) that the School of Modern Languages and Cultures had worked on introducing a 

green year abroad option, involving overland travel and facilitated by arrangements 
with train companies. This was a good example of pro-activity in sustainability;   

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the paper recommended that departments work with their SSCCs to identify course 

materials that could be produced in electronic format only. One such example 
might be course handbooks. In addition to their environmental impact, the printing 
of materials represented a significant cost to departments. However, there was a 
need to balance this against the University’s commitment to providing students with 
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hard-copies of materials required for class-based teaching (to avoid the need for 
students to print such materials out). There was some concern that University 
regulations could be prohibiting electronic only circulation of course documentation;  
regulations on this issue should be clarified;  
 

(b) that at present the insurance form completed by staff undertaking overseas travel  
did not ask whether users had considered if they had chosen the most efficient and 
sustainable form of travel. This would be a useful addition to the form; 

 
(c) that one way in which the University could improve its environmental sustainability 

would be to more fully utilise its available teaching rooms. Some progress had 
been made on this issue within the Academic Office. It was, however, necessary to 
balance the need to utilise available space against constraints in the timetable; 

 
(d) that, assuming that the external examiners and students involved were content with 

the practice, the use of virtual vivas for research degree examinations involving 
examiners or students living abroad would help the University reduce its 
environmental impact and costs by removing the need for flights. A paper on virtual 
vivas was due to be submitted to QSSC, and environmental factors should be 
considered as part of this work;    

 
(e) that a number of departments printed out multiple copies of the same piece of work 

to facilitate assurance functions such as double-marking and moderation, whilst 
departments also encouraged hard-copy submission to facilitate annotation of 
students’ work. The environmental impact of assessment would be reduced if 
electronic-only submission was introduced, but there would be a need to continue 
these functions;  

 
(f) that one reason why departments encouraged students to submit paper copies of 

assessed work was due to the need for students to sign anti-plagiarism 
declarations with hand-in sheets. However, other institutions operated a system of 
online upload of assessment which included a statement on plagiarism. It was also 
possible that this function might be fulfilled by asking students to annually sign such 
a declaration, which again might be done via the web. The issue of whether such 
solutions could be introduced at the University should be explored; 

 
(g) that an issue beyond the scope of the report was the introduction of modules 

concerned with sustainability into the curriculum. This was a matter best left to 
departmental discretion;       

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that consideration should be given by the Learning Technologies Team to the 

development of an online plagiarism declaration in duo (for example, as part of 
electronic submission of assignments, or as a separate annual declaration required 
of all students);  

Action: MM 
 

(b) that the regulations concerning hard-copy printing of course materials should be 
checked and circulated to Deputy Heads of Faculty, with a view to encouraging 
electronic only circulation of course material where appropriate;  

Action: AR 
 

(c) that the forthcoming QSSC paper on virtual vivas should include a consideration of 
the environmental value of this activity; 
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Action: SG 
 

(d) that the Insurance Service’s form for overseas travel should be amended to include 
a question asking users whether they had considered if their form of travel was the 
most efficient and sustainable option.  

Action: CR (Insurance Service) 
 
46. National Student Survey 2012  

 
Considered:  the reports and action plans from the faculties in response to the results 
of the National Student Survey 2012;  

Documents EC/12/60-62 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health intended to focus on a number of 
areas in response to the NSS, including maximising the quality and timeliness of 
feedback to students; engagement with students; fieldwork and placements; the 
use of the Easter Term for learning and teaching; and the academic adviser 
system. The Faculty also intended to develop an online repository of good practice;  
 

(b) that the response of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities to the 2012 NSS would 
likewise focus on a number of areas, including assessment and feedback; 
improving opportunities for personal development; and improving opportunities for 
communication between students and staff. These actions would build on current 
good practice in departments in the Faculty which scored highly in the NSS;  

 
(c) that the Faculty of Science had involved Heads of Department in the response to 

the NSS results to a greater degree than had been the case in previous years. The 
Faculty intended to focus on a number of areas, including assessment and 
feedback;  

 
(d)  that a common theme across all three faculty responses was the value of the 

academic adviser system in supporting student progress. It was important that 
departments promoted the educational benefits of the system amongst their staff 
and students. The best academic adviser systems within the University were 
designed to support student progression at different points in the year, and this was 
clearly articulated within the relevant departments’ academic adviser statements. 
Good practice in this respect should be shared among departments. Existing 
academic adviser statements should be reviewed alongside the effectiveness of 
the system at the end of the 2012/13 academic year, with a view to implementing 
any resulting improvements for the 2013/14 academic year;  

 
(e) the importance of managing student expectations in relation to issues such as 

contact hours and assessment and feedback, in which practice at University level 
might legitimately differ both between departments (owing to disciplinary 
differences) and from the practices that students might have previously been 
accustomed to, owing to the different nature of  University-level study;  

 
(f) the value of departments proactively discussing their response to NSS results at 

SSCCs throughout the year, as opposed to only on one occasion;  
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the action plans set out in Documents 60 to 62 be approved; 
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(b) that academic adviser statements and the effectiveness of the academic adviser 

system should be reviewed at FECs at the end of the 2012/13 academic year; and 
that this should be added to their schedules of business;   

Action: CC/TF/CS/JJL/CA/DNMD/ 
PA/NDB/ES/AR/SG 

 
(c) that examples of good practice in academic adviser statements should be 

submitted to the Chair for circulation to departments.  
Action: CC/TF/CS/TC   

 
47. Professional Development  

 
Considered:  a proposed framework for Higher Education Academy recognition of the 
University’s professional development provision for academic staff;  

Document EC/12/63 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Higher Education Academy (HEA) had recently offered institutions the 

opportunity to bid for accreditation of their frameworks for continuing professional 
development (CPD), linked to the UK Professional Standards Framework and 
associated categories of professional recognition from the HEA (Associate 
Fellowship, Fellowship, Senior Fellowship and Principal Fellowship). Successful 
accreditation would allow institutions themselves to grant these awards;  
 

(b) that Document 63 set out a proposed CPD framework, underlying principles and 
procedures for assessment to support a bid for accreditation. It was proposed that, 
unless as a condition of probation, participation should be voluntary. For each 
category of Fellowship, the framework included a qualifications route to recognition 
(based on the existing DULTA and PGGAP programmes) and an experiential route 
(which was the only pathway for Principal Fellowship). Depending on experience 
and role, the categories of Fellowship set out in the proposed framework were 
appropriate for a wide range of the University’s staff, including not only those 
involved in teaching in departments, but also those who supported academic 
provision in departments and professional services and staff in the colleges;  

  
(c) that if successful the proposed framework would be of intrinsic benefit in that it 

would encourage reflective practice and help the University to remain at the 
forefront of the sector in terms of professional recognition. It was also the case that 
fellowship of the HEA was increasingly used in external performance metrics; 

 
(d) that given the recent introduction of the process it had not been possible to 

compare the proposed framework to that of other institutions. It was felt that, whilst 
the proposed framework was rigorous, the amount of staff time that would be 
required to successfully undertake each recognition route was broadly in line with 
that required within the HEA’s current recognition scheme; 

 
(e) that, whilst Document 63 set out the resourcing implications of the proposals, this 

was an operational matter for the Academic Registrar;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed principles, CPD framework and procedures for assessment 
set out in Document 63 be approved and should be submitted for accreditation; and 
that Education Committee should be informed of the outcome of this process.  

Action: SET  
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Part B:  Routine Business 

 
48. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 10 December 2012; 
Document EC/12/64 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 10 December 2012;   

Document EC/12/65 
 

Received:   the extract from the unconfirmed minutes of the meeting of Senate held 15 
January 2013, detailing consideration of the reports from the 5 November 2012 and 10 
December 2012 meetings of Education Committee;  

  Document EC/12/66 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that further work would be undertaken to implement and formalise Education 

Committee’s agreement that the process for concessions to allow research 
students to submit their thesis after the deadline should be changed to require such 
requests to be submitted six months before the deadline. This work would take into 
account how to address concession requests resulting from medical problems and 
the requirements of research councils. The Chair of QSSC intended to visit FECs 
(Postgraduate) to discuss this concessions process and other issues concerned 
with the education of postgraduate research students;  
 

(b) that Senate had approved the proposed amendment to the Core Regulations for 
Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Degrees to set a progression threshold of 
55% at Level 2 for all new and existing integrated master’s programmes, to take 
effect for new students in October 2013;   

 
[Secretary’s Note: the proposal to Senate noted that it would be possible for 
departments to request exemptions to this threshold if this was a firm requirement 
of an accrediting body, as was currently the case in one department] 

 
Agreed: that the approved amendments to the Core Regulations referred to in Noted 
(b) should be published.  

Action: AR 
 
49. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/12/67a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:   a report of matters arising for information;       
Document EC/12/67b 
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(c) Matters for consideration 
 

(i) Minute 1 National Student Survey: Departmental Policies on Feedback 
to Students on Assessed Work 
 
Considered: a review of good practice in departmental feedback policies, and 
proposals to revise University policy and guidance in this area;  

Document EC/12/67c 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that Annex 1 of the paper proposed a set of minimal expectations for 

departmental policies on feedback to students on assessed work, based 
on examples of good practice identified by Deputy Heads of Faculty. 
These included expectations that such policies should be student-facing 
and located in student handbooks; should explain the purpose of 
feedback and highlight the different forms of feedback available; should 
include a specific timescale for when students could expect to receive 
feedback on their work; and should contain a commitment to inform 
students of instances when this timescale could not be met;  
 

B. that the word ‘progress’ in paragraph 1 of Annex 1 should be replaced 
with ‘assessed work’, to avoid confusion with the academic adviser 
system. Academic advisers were able to provide a holistic view of 
students’ progress;  

 
C. that paragraph 6e of Annex 1 should be amended to make clear that 

departments should give an indication of when students could expect to 
receive feedback on both formative and summative work;   

 
D. that at present the University’s policy with regard to the provision of 

feedback was relatively minimalist, requiring only that feedback be 
provided at some point on each module. It was strongly felt that there was 
little value in students undertaking formative assessment without some 
form of feedback. The policy should be amended to require feedback on 
all formative assessment, providing examples of ways in which this might 
be delivered (for instance, written or oral feedback; individual or group 
feedback); and to require that, when such formative assessment was 
designed in preparation for and to support a specific summative 
assessment on the same module, such feedback should be given in 
advance of the submission of that summative assessment;  

 
E. that the paper usefully recommended that staff be allowed to substitute 

audio-recorded feedback for written feedback. It was important, however, 
that this resulted in a permanent stored record that could be used in the 
event of an appeal. The proposal should be clarified accordingly;  

 
F. the importance of students being pro-active in collecting and reflecting on 

feedback, and the utility of departments encouraging this through 
structured activity;  

 
G. that, whilst there was clear pedagogic value in interaction between 

students and staff about specific instances of feedback, such interactions 
needed to be proportionate to the level of study and balanced against 
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competing claims on staff time. There was therefore little rationale for 
setting central policy or requirements in relation to this issue; 

 
H. that there was not felt to be any central requirement for departments to 

develop staff-facing guidance on the provision of feedback. This should 
be a matter for departments to decide upon;     

 
Agreed: that the proposals in Annex 1 of Document 67c should be amended 
as outlined in Noted B to E and in consultation with Deputy Heads of Faculty. 
The proposals should then be submitted to the Chair for approval;  

Action: DCG 
 

(ii) 2011/12, Minute 99 Diversity in the Curriculum 
 
Considered: the implementation of the final proposals of the Diversity in the 
Curriculum Task and Finish Group;  

Document EC/12/67d 
 

Noted:  
 
A. that Document 67d contained both the final, approved proposals from the 

Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group, and the original 
implementation plan for those proposals. There had, however, been a 
subsequent delay in implementation. This was partly a result of the fact 
that the Chair of the Group, who had been leading on this work and was 
an expert on this issue, was now on research leave; 
 

B. that work was underway in relation to the introduction of a training 
programme on diversity in the curriculum. The Deputy Academic 
Registrar was also developing a web resource on this topic;  

 
C. that no progress had yet been made in relation to the required revisions 

to the Learning and Teaching Handbook and the documentation for 
curriculum development, the planning round and quality assurance 
processes. It was recognised that this was a large piece of work which 
would take time to complete. It was important that academic 
representatives were involved in this work, to provide, amongst other 
things, advice on specific examples of guidance that would be helpful to 
departments;  

 
Agreed: 
 
A. that a working group should be established to take forward the work 

referred to in Noted C and the remaining recommendations in the paper. 
This should involve the Deputy Academic Registrar, the Diversity 
Manager and an academic representative (ideally with an interest in 
diversity and equality issues as they pertained to the curriculum) from 
each faculty;  

Action: SD 
 

B. that nominations should be submitted from each faculty for a suitable 
academic representative to the working group referred to in Agreed A.      

Action: CC/TF/CS 
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50. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s Business.  
 
51. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the reports from the 12 December 2012 and 16 January 2013 meetings of 
Quality and Standards Sub-Committee;  

Documents EC/12/68-69 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) the consideration of a mapping of the University’s policy and practice against a new 

chapter of the UK Quality Code on research degrees; and that consequential work 
would be undertaken to revise the University’s Code of Practice;  
 

(b) the consideration of faculty overviews of the annual reports on research degree 
student progress; of the annual reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
classification, progression and completion, and concessions, APNs and appeals; of 
the annual report on student exchange activity; and of a review of the questionnaire 
for postgraduate research students on the examination period;  

 
(c) the consideration of an assurance report on the implementation of training 

requirements for postgraduate admissions selectors;  
 

(d) the agreement that the follow-up to the Enhancement-Led Reviews of Applied 
Social Sciences, Archaeology, Education and Philosophy and to accreditation 
reports from OFSTED and the General Social Care Council could be signed-off as 
satisfactorily completed; 

 
(e) approval of a new University-wide student exchange agreement with the University 

of Melbourne; 
 

(f) approval of a new Postgraduate Certificate in the Theory and Practice of Education 
programme; 

 
(g) the recommendation that the proposed collaborative provision partnership for a 

dual-award PhD between the School of Modern Languages and Cultures and the 
University of Bologna be approved; and that the Legal Support Unit had 
commented on and endorsed the proposed agreement for the partnership;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that QSSC had recommended that the process for sporting concessions be revised 

so that such decisions were considered and approved by departments (rather than 
approved by the Deputy Warden). This recommendation had been discussed with 
the Deputy Warden and the Director of Sport. It was thought that the proposal 
would improve the efficiency of the process and clarify the ability of academic 
colleagues to refuse sporting concession requests; 
 

(b) the value of undertaking the LEAN review of concessions that had previously been 
ordered by the University;  
 

(c) the recommendation that Heads of Departments be asked to consider whether their 
departmental exchange coordinators had sufficient time to carry out their 
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responsibilities. This reflected the importance of this role in the delivery of the 
internationalisation elements of the Education Strategy; 

 
(d) that QSSC had recommended that the Core Regulations for modular taught 

master’s degrees should be amended to require a mark of 60% in the dissertation 
for the award of a merit grade. This would more fully reflect the University’s 
emphasis on research-led education and bring this criteria into line with that for the 
award of a distinction (for which 70% in the dissertation was required). The lack of 
consistency between the two criteria had been an issue raised by several external 
examiners. Attachment II of Document 69 showed that 96 students who gained a 
merit grade in 2011/12 (12.4% of all students awarded a merit grade) would not 
have achieved a merit had the proposals then been operational, barring the 
exercise of discretion (an option that would have been available in respect of 41 
such students). Whilst it was thus possible that the proposal would have an effect 
on classification, QSSC had nevertheless felt that the merits of the proposal 
outweighed this consideration; 

 
(e) that Attachment II of Document 69 erroneously proposed amendments to the Core 

Regulations for postgraduate diplomas and certificates, for which no particular 
mark in the dissertation was required for the award of a distinction. These 
references should be removed prior to the proposal being recommended to Senate;      

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposed revision to the sporting concession process be approved; that the 

Learning and Teaching Handbook should be amended accordingly in consultation 
with SPA and submitted for approval by the Chair; and that the resulting revisions 
should be communicated to departments and Experience Durham;  

Action: DCG 
 

(b) that the proposed partnership with the University of Bologna be approved; that this 
should be reported to the School of Modern Languages and Cultures; and that 
arrangements should be made to formally sign the proposed agreement;  

Action: AR 
 

(c) that Heads of Department should be asked to consider whether their departmental 
exchange coordinators had sufficient time to carry out their responsibilities via the 
Chair’s regular memorandum;  

Action: TW 
 

(d) to support the proposed change to the criteria for the award of a merit grade on 
taught master’s programmes outlined in Noted (d), subject to the amendment in 
Noted (e); 
 
[Secretary’s Note: the proposal was amended as indicated prior to its 
recommendation to Senate] 

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposal that the Core Regulations for 
modular taught master’s degrees be amended to require a mark of 60% in the 
dissertation for the award of a merit grade, to take effect for students entering 
such programmes in the 2013/14 academic year.   
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52. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 
Considered:  the report from the 14 January 2013 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee; 

Document EC/12/70 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) SESC’s approval of action plans in the Colleges, the Specialist Student Services, 

the International Office and Durham Students’ Union arising from the consideration 
of the results of the 2012 Student Experience Survey;  
 

(b) the consideration at SESC of a report on international students’ arrival, application 
and induction; the new strategic plan of Durham Students’ Union; the interim report 
of the Placements Task and Finish Group; an internal evaluation of visa advice and 
guidance; a report of the review of St. Aidan’s College; and an oral report from the 
November 2012 Faculty Colleges Partnership Panel; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) the proposal that it be affirmed that college mentors, as volunteers, were not part of 

the University’s core provision in relation to student support and that consequently 
questions relating to college mentors should be removed from the next iteration of 
the Student Experience Survey;  
 

(b) that Attachment III of Document 70 consisted of a review of the new arrangements 
for induction week introduced in October 2012. Overall, these arrangements had 
been positively received by students. The paper contained a number of 
recommendations designed to enhance future induction arrangements;   

 
(c) that SESC had identified a need for work to be undertaken to develop the Skills 

Audit system, particularly in relation to the output and recording of data, and to 
integrate this with the personal development planning system. It was proposed to 
establish a project team comprising relevant staff from CEEC, CIS, the Learning 
Technologies Team, student representation, academic representatives from the 
three faculties and a representative from the Colleges to make recommendations 
on how this work should be taken forward, taking into account resource;  

 
(d) that SESC had recommended that FECs (Undergraduate) be asked to review the 

key skills listed in programme specifications and how these mapped to the 
University’s Graduate Qualities, with a view to developing more consistent 
terminology at faculty-level that drew on the Graduate Qualities. This reflected the 
important role of academic programmes in the development of skills;  
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that it be affirmed that college mentors are not part of the University’s core 

provision; and that the Principles for Student Support in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook should be amended accordingly and submitted to the Secretary for 
approval by the Chair;  

Action: AD 
 

(b) that questions relating to college mentors should be removed from the Student 
Experience Survey;  

Action: AD 
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(c) that the recommendations arising from the review of the October 2012 induction 

week be approved and should be taken forward by the Induction Implementation 
Group, which should contact colleagues in departments and colleges accordingly;  

Action: SD 
 

(d) that the project team on the development of the Skills Audit referred to in Noted (c) 
should be established; and that the faculty representatives, student representative 
and college representative on this group should respectively be nominated by the 
Deputy Heads of Faculty (Undergraduate), Durham Students’ Union and the 
Deputy Head of Colleges (Student Experience);  

Action: CLR/CC/TF/CS/AD/JJ 
 

(e) that the review of key skills referred to in Noted (d) should be taken forward at 
FECs (Undergraduate) and added to their schedule of business.  

   Action: CC/TF/CS/PA/NDB/ES 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
53. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of Education Committee to 
approve that the proposed MSc Global Politics, MA in International Cultural Heritage 
Management and MSc Energy and Society programmes would be advertised with a 
subject to approval flag.  

 
54. Response to QAA Consultation on Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code 

 
Received:  the University’s response to the QAA’s consultation on a draft of chapter B4 
of the UK Quality Code on supporting student achievement.   

Document EC/12/71 
 
55. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
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 
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