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In Attendance: Mr. M Corcoran and Ms. C Whelan (in attendance for item 1 only), Mrs. M 
King (in attendance for item 8 only). 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 

1. Graduate Employment Comparison 2013 
 
Considered: a report on the current graduate market conditions at the national level 
and how the University performed in relation to graduate destinations; 

(Document ECSSHUG1301) 
 

 Noted:  
 

(a) that the latest DLHE stats related to 2011-12 leavers, who were surveyed after six 
months; 
 

(b) that Durham University was doing well amongst its competitors, ranked 5th overall 
and with a Graduate Prospects Score of 82.6% in the latest ‘Times Good 
University Guide’; 

 
(c) that the University target was that by 2020 all departments should be ranked in the 

top 5, or top 5% when ranked by the graduate prospects score as published in the 
Times Good University Guide; 

 
(d) that the median salary for Durham University first degree leavers was £22,000, 

higher than the national average of £20,000; 
 

(e) that during 2012 HESA changed the DLHE questionnaire to enable the leaver to 
indicate all of the activities that they were engaged in on the census date and to 
indicate which of those they considered to be the most important to them; 

 
(f) that for the first time HESA asked universities to survey international leavers; 

Durham University achieved a return rate of 28%. It was not possible to do any 
trend or comparator analysis as HESA were not publishing the data, but a 
breakdown of the results per department was available. Departments should 
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contact the Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre (CEEC) if they wished to 
request the data; 

 
(g) that there was the possibility for inter-departmental learning and sharing of best 

practice, as there were examples of different approaches taken by disciplines that 
were within one department; 

 
(h) that Sport, Geography and Business were congratulated due to having achieved 

the highest subject ranking; 
 

(i) that the rankings for departments in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
were very positive and that the figures should be used in promotional activities 
such as Pre-Application Open Days; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the departments whose 2014 Graduate Prospects Score did not meet the 

University’s benchmark for one or more subject area (departments within the 
Durham University Business School, Anthropology, Education and the School of 
Applied Social Sciences) should work with the Chair and CEEC to either develop 
a new plan, or refine and amend an existing action plan, which would show how 
they would achieve the improvements required to position themselves within the 
top 5. The plan should be over and above the employability section of the action 
plan developed as part of the annual review process; 

(Action: Chair, CEEC, DUBS, Anth, Edu and SASS) 
 

(b) that undergraduate departments which achieved the University’s employability 
target for the first time should work with CEEC to consider whether their 
employability action plan remained appropriate in terms of maintaining their 
position in the top 5; 

(Action: CEEC, DUBS, Law, SGIA, SASS) 
 

(c) that the action plans referred to above should be submitted to either the January 
or March meeting of Education Committee for consideration; 

(Action: Secretary, Anth, DUBS, Edu, Law, SASS, SGIA) 
 

(d) that as the Durham University Business School had achieved 100% in the 2014 
Graduate Prospects Rankings for the Business programme, they would share 
examples of good practice with the Committee at the January meeting of Faculty 
Education Committee; 

(Action: DUBS, Secretary) 
 

(e) that on the rankings table Criminology was not listed as a separate subject, but 
the results were included within those for Sociology. An explanation for this, along 
with a breakdown of the results, would be sought for clarification. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
 

2. Implementation of the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum 
 
Considered: a report on the progress of implementation of the Principles for the 
Development of the Taught Curriculum; 

(Document ECSSHUG1302 – To follow) 
 

[Secretary’s note: that an update on the progress that departments in the Faculty of 
Social Sciences and Health had made in terms of the implementation of the Principles 
of the Taught Curriculum had been given to the Head of the Academic Support Office 
and that no further action was currently required. Progress towards the Principles 
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being met would also be considered as part of the Faculty review of departmental 
Annual Review Reports.] 
 

3. Assessment Feedback 
 
Considered: a report on the University’s results in NSS 2013 in assessment and 
feedback and possibilities for enhancing feedback provided to students on their 
assessed work and to inform possible future development of policy in this respect; 

(Document ECSSCUG1303) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that feedback on work would be discussed further at the upcoming Faculty 

Student Satisfaction Away Day; 
 

(b) that changes had been made to the policy on providing assessment feedback 
(Learning and Teaching Handbook 6.1.5) and departments were requested to 
ensure that the revisions had been implemented. In particular, to be in line with 
the revised policy: (i) all Departments should have published a student-facing 
assessment feedback policy in handbooks and/or other student guidance which 
included a defined turnaround time for marking and providing feedback and which 
contained a commitment to inform students of instances when this timescale could 
not be met and the reasons for this; (ii) departments should ensure that feedback 
was provided in some form on formative assessments; 
 

(c) that the Durham Students’ Union would undertake a thematic review of 
assessment feedback through focus groups in 2013/14; 
 

(d) that within the Faculty there was a range of approaches taken towards 
assessment feedback, this included use of pro-formas and Turnitin. It was 
stressed that departments should continue to frequently seek student feedback on 
the matter, amending their practice where necessary; 

 
(e) that feedback showed that there were issues with the Turnitin system, such as the 

amount of time it took to use; 
 

(f) that due to complaints/appeals that had been submitted by students in the past, 
departments must be careful that where standardised pro-formas were used the 
comments made, or boxes ticked, were in line with the mark awarded. Pro-formas 
were generally found to be useful, but it was noted that they should be used 
flexibly, to ensure that they were used to best effect;  
 

(g) that the Geography Department had recently introduced a redesigned template 
pro-forma, due to recommendations made by an external examiner. The pro-forma 
would be reviewed at the end of the year; 

 
(h) that students often requested that feedback be given to them in typed up format, 

as they often struggled to read assessors’ handwriting; 
 

(i) that an example of good practice raised was for departments to include examples 
of good and bad completed pro-formas within their internal guides for assessors; 

 
(j) that students preferred to get feedback quickly, rather than something that was 

professionally compiled but that came later because of the additional time required 
to complete it; 

 
(k) that one department recommended that students be supplied with feedback first, 

and that they should then be given their mark a week later. From their experience, 
this ensured that the students engaged with the feedback to a greater extent; 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/1/5/
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(l) that departments should ensure that feedback focused on how students could 

improve their mark. For this reason many on the Committee expressed the view 
that there should be more feedback on formative assessments, than on 
summative assessments. This was a view that was supported by the student 
representative; 

 
(m) that departments should consider innovative approaches to feedback, as already 

used in some cases, such as providing audio feedback through the use of MP3 
players; 

 
(n) that practice in terms of whether feedback was given on examinations differed 

across the Faculty. Good practice included Politics who gave feedback on each 
examination question. This was in addition to a feedback day which was held in 
June where students could speak directly to members of the department if they 
required further feedback. It was noted that one positive aspect of the meetings 
was that they encouraged careful marking, as assessors would potentially need to 
defend their decision to students during the meeting. Representatives from 
Medicine noted that students also appreciated a class ranking system, so they 
could reflect on how they had achieved in comparison with their peers;  

 
(o) that most Committee members noted that it was departmental policy that students 

could request one to one feedback on examinations. The take up rate of these 
feedback meetings differed across departments; 

 
(p) that it was noted that large departments, such as the Durham University Business 

School, would find it more difficult than others to supply feedback on 
examinations. The School had a much higher ratio of students per academic 
adviser than other departments, due to the size of the School; 

 
(q) that in addition to the role carried out by external examiners, Committee members 

noted that standards on assessment and feedback were reviewed at meetings 
such as departmental annual review of teaching away days. Whether departments 
should have someone allocated to perform an internal standards check was 
raised, but it was suggested that it be queried with Education Committee whether 
any further resource were possible for this area, given its importance; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that Committee members were conscious that assessment and feedback had 

been a focus for departments over the past year and that amendments to their 
policies had been made as a result of the review. As the changes were still being 
embedded it was recommended that they were reviewed at a later date. This 
recommendation, along with the other comments, would be sent to the author of 
the report; 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(b) that the Secretary would contact Committee members and department 
administrators for a copy of their student handbooks. This was to ensure that the 
new policy on feedback, as mentioned above, had been implemented. If 
departments published the feedback statement outside of the handbook then an 
appropriate document extract, or DUO access if required, should be provided 
instead; 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(c) that though it was clear that feedback was important, it was queried whether the 
current focus on areas such as the standardisation of formative and summative 
assessment was the right approach. It was suggested that there should be a 
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greater focus on how feedback could help students better their results. The 
suggestion would be passed to Education Committee for their consideration;   

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(d) that it was felt that the level of resource the University allocated to the areas 
covered in the report could be improved, given the level of focus on feedback. It 
was recommended that Education Committee should consider whether further 
investment was possible.  

(Action: Secretary) 
 
4. Supporting Leadership in Learning and Teaching 

 
Considered: a paper on departmental structures and key functions for managing 
learning and teaching; 

(Document ECSSCUG1304) 
 
Noted: that feedback did not appear on the list of functions, but otherwise departments 
felt that the list was accurate and comprehensive; 
 
Agreed: that departments would submit illustrative management structures and/or post 
holder descriptions (where they were already available, such as in programme 
handbooks) to the Secretary by the end of Michaelmas term. 

(Action: Secretary/All)  
 
5. Induction 
 

Considered: feedback on the October 2013 induction cycle, to discuss good practice 
and common issues arising from departmental level induction and the induction activity 
more broadly within the University; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there was concern that students had been given information overload in terms 

of timetables and that it was thus difficult for them to know where they needed to 
be and when. There were occasions when students had been given out of date 
information, which had led to further confusion especially between colleges and 
academic departments. It was suggested that more central management of this 
area was required; 
 

(b) that there continued to be issues regarding the arrangements for students 
studying Joint Honours or Combined Honours. The main issues again related to 
timetabling. Departments had run repeat sessions for Joint and Combined 
Honours students and had expected these sessions to be full, but the sessions 
had been nearly empty at times. Departments felt constrained by having to run the 
repeat sessions;  

 
(c) that Committee members felt that it would be useful if there was further 

communication on when and where other departments' sessions were taking 
place and an overview of what the sessions would consist of. This would enable 
departments to provide better guidance for students during the induction week; 

 
(d) that departments such as Geography and Medicine that had an ongoing induction 

process commented that feedback from both staff and students had been positive. 
It took time and commitment from the department, but students had been very 
positive about the opportunities offered to them and particularly appreciated the 
opportunity to gain better familiarisation with staff; 
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(e) that bar the issues noted above, departments felt that the general induction 
structure worked, especially where they were given flexibility in regards to their 
sessions; 

 
(f) that the Committee representative from the Library noted that it would be useful 

for departments to emphasise to students that the Library induction sessions were 
not limited to induction week, but that there were additional sessions that students 
could sign up to; 

 
(g) that the Committee representative from Computing and Information Services (CIS) 

noted that the additional CIS support that had been in place at Queen’s Campus 
had been positively received; 

 
Agreed: that the comments would be fed back to the Deputy Academic Registrar. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
6. Membership and Terms of Reference 

 
Received:  
 
(a) the terms of reference and membership of the Faculty of Social Sciences and 

Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) for 2013/14; 
(Document ECSSHUG1305a) 

 
(b) the indicative schedule of business for Faculty Education Committee for 2013/14, 

noting that this identifies current and cyclical items of business and that other 
papers will likely come forward via Education Committee over the course of the 
academic year; 

(Document ECSSHUG1305b) 
 

Reported: that the Faculty-led planning meetings would commence in November.  
 
7. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held 29 April 2013; 

(Document ECSSHUG1306) 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 29 April 2013; 
(Document ECSSHUG1307) 

 
Reported: that Mr. Ben Leighton had replaced Mr. Paul Drummond as the Computing 
and Information Services representative on the Social Sciences and Health Faculty 
Education Committee. The membership list would be updated accordingly. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

8. Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) 
 
Considered: the Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) and the policy issues 
raised following the 2012/13 examinations cycle; 

(Document ECSSHUG1308) 
 
[Secretary’s note: This item was taken out of order and discussed at the start of the 
meeting.] 
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 Noted: 
 

(a) that the report was to inform Faculty Education Committees of policy issues that 
arose from the 2012/13 Boards of Examiners; 
 

(b) that detailed analysis had revealed that the number of errors on examination 
papers remained broadly the same as the previous year;  

 
(c) that the largest number of errors in papers within the Social Sciences and Health 

Faculty had been on the Durham University Business School papers. This was 
considered to be down to the number of papers that the School had to set, the 
mathematical nature of the papers and also the fact that they often contained 
multiple choice questions, the latter being a style that was easily susceptible to 
error. The School reported that their auditing system was checked throughout the 
year and that it had recently been amended so that there was more focus on the 
moderators;  

 
(d) that the Foundation Centre noted similar problems in terms of mathematical 

papers and recommended that detailed mark schemes had helped address the 
issue; 

 
(e) that errors in examination papers had a negative impact on departments but more 

significantly also on the student experience. It was thus important that fail safe 
processes were in place to stop the errors from occurring;  

 
(f) that it was the responsibility of the examination question setter, the Boards of 

Examiners and but also the Head of School to ensure that robust mechanisms 
were in place to deal with, and limit, errors in examination papers, ensuring overall 
credibility; 

 
(g) that several departments noted internal good practice in relation to steps taken to 

eliminate errors in examination papers. The departments had a Board of 
Examiners subcommittee, made up of subject specialists, which scrutinized each 
examination paper for errors; this meant that any errors flagged could be 
corrected prior to the examination; 

 
(h) that the Pharmacy representative noted that any student that was found to have 

disrupted others during a Pharmacy examination would be in breach of the Fitness 
to Practice legislation; 

 
(i) that it was reasoned that some disruptive behaviour, such as a student that talked 

under their breath, should be considered a matter for Disability Support, rather 
than a disciplinary issue; 

 
(j) that in terms of the section of the report on late arrivals at examinations, the view 

was expressed by some representatives that there were reasonable 
circumstances in which a student might be late, such as external factors including 
child care. It was stressed that students could complete a SACs form if necessary, 
but that being late for an examination and thus losing time to complete the 
assessment, with the subsequent potential effect on the marks gained, was not 
grounds for appeal; 

 
(k) that late arrivals to examinations was an issue that there had been an increased 

number of complaints about and that one way in which the issue could be 
addressed was to send an email to all students prior to their examinations to 
remind them to find out where their assessment room was prior to the day of their 
examination. Other members of the Committee felt that the planning involved in 
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turning up to an examination on time was part of a professional approach that 
students should be prepared for; 

 
(l) that representatives agreed with the recommendation that related to the issue of 

students sitting examinations on different campuses, as it was felt that the student 
experience could suffer if the issue was not addressed. Students could be granted 
a concession to sit their examination on a different campus to which the module 
was attached, if there was a suitable reason; 

 
(m) that September 2014 was the last year that departments would need to release 

resit marks to students in September, with staff present in the department to 
speak to students with queries, due to the introduction of a new Banner system 
that would allow students to access their marks online from 2015; 

 
(n) that in the next academic year, Student Registry would accept papers either in 

hard copy or in PDF format on CD/DVD if departments preferred; 
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that, due to the negative impact that the issue could have on the student 
experience, the Committee recommended that further guidance and instruction 
was required on the mechanisms that should be in place to ensure that errors in 
examination papers did not arise and that the issue should be referred to 
Education Committee for further consideration; 

(Action: Chair and Head of Student Registry) 
 

(b) that the proposals regarding how inappropriate behaviour should be dealt with 
gained general approval, but it was recommended that students who were 
removed from the examination room due to inappropriate behaviour should be 
deferred to a panel who would investigate whether disciplinary action was 
recommended. I.e. if the student was found to have disrupted other students 
deliberately, or whether it was a case where support from Disability Support 
should be recommended; 
 

(c) that examination invigilators should be reminded of the importance of detailed 
report forms, to ensure that there was a clear audit trail, and the guidance given to 
students at the start of examinations should be reviewed to ensure clarity;   

 
(d) that the comments would be fed back to the Student Registry for consideration in 

the production of a final report to be taken to Education Committee. 
(Action: Secretary) 

 
9. Annual Report on Undergraduate Concessions, Appeals and APNs 

 
Received: the annual report on undergraduate concessions, appeals and APNs; 

(Document ECSSHUG1309) 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that a review of concessions was planned for 2013/14 due to a lack of consistency 

in how concessions were recorded; 
 

(b) that many of the appeals were felt to be down to students not understanding how 
Boards of Examiners used discretion. In particular, there had been a number of 
appeals from students that mistakenly thought that if they were in the zone of 
discretion then the Boards of Examiners were required to award them the higher 
degree classification. It was felt that better communication was required, so that 
students understood that though Boards of Examiners would consider whether or 
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not to exercise discretion, there was no requirement that the consideration should, 
or must, lead to the award of discretion; 

 
(c) that in addition to the above, it was stressed that Boards of Examiners minutes 

should clearly outline why the Board had made the judgement not to exercise 
discretion. This would ensure that students who queried the decision of the Board 
could quickly be provided with the justification of why no change had been felt 
appropriate; 

 
(d) that the view was expressed by several Committee members that appeals were 

often the result of poor communication between departments and students. 
Careful communication was particularly necessary in cases where students had 
failed assessments, or where medical evidence was involved; 

 
(e) that many appeals that were submitted were dealt with outside of the appeals 

process, often by the granting of a concession; 
 

Agreed: that the issues raised in the report that related to the Foundation Centre would 
be followed up outside of the meeting by the Chair and the Foundation Centre 
representative. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

10. Annual Report on Degree Classification 
 
Received: the annual report on degree classification; 

(Document ECSSHUG1310) 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that performance by overseas students was lower than performance by home 
students. Committee members discussed the issue and suggested that entry 
requirements, such as language requirements, could be one reason for the 
difference in achievement levels. This would be reflected on further during the 
Faculty annual review meetings to be held later in the Michaelmas term; 
 

(b) that Committee members noted it was difficult to understand the charts when 
percentages were given but the raw data was not provided. This was particularly 
noted in relation to the charts on trends in degree outcomes according to campus. 
Without the raw data it was felt that it was not possible to make a fair comparison 
between the two charts; 

 
(c) that it was suggested that the charts that should be focussed on were those that 

related to levels of support, admissions data and student performance; 
 

Agreed: that it was felt that it would be useful if further pre-analysis of the data had 
been provided for Faculty Education Committees, so that issues that required 
consideration could be better understood. The Secretary would pass this onto the 
author of the report for consideration. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

11. Chair’s Business 
 

(a) Faculty Education Forum for Social Sciences and Health 
 
Noted: that departments were reminded of the workshop on Transforming the 
Student Learning Experience through Assessment which would take place on 27 
November 2013 and which would be facilitated by Dr Tansy Jessop and the 
Centre for Academic and Researcher Development (CARD). Colleagues were 
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asked to book a place using the online system, where further information on the 
event was also available; 
 

(b) Assessment Policy 
 
Noted: that departments were reminded of the need to publish their assessment 
policy and to create an annual schedule for assessment activity (deadlines for 
submission, return of marks/feedback), made available to students within three 
weeks of the start of term; 
 

(c) Learning Resources Management Group 
 
Noted: that arrangements were being made for the Learning Resources 
Management Group which had been established and that members would be 
advised of the remit of the Group and the named representative from the Faculty 
as soon possible to enable issues to be raised as appropriate. 
 

12. Departmental Business 
 
(a) Durham Students’ Union 

 
Noted: that following the rebranding of the Durham Students’ Union there were 
opportunities for departments to have a higher level of engagement with the Union; 
 
Agreed: that several departments had queried whether there was a Durham Students’ 
Union representative stationed at Queen’s Campus, this would be checked with the 
Union President; 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(b)  NSS results 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Durham University Business School requested an update on what other 

departments did to encourage students to complete the NSS questionnaire. 
Departments noted that events that included food were popular with students and 
another had introduced the prize of a £20 Amazon voucher, for which names were 
drawn out of a hat; 
 

(ii) that the representative from Pharmacy requested that an early reminder be sent to 
the managers of the NSS data that the MPharm was a four year programme and 
so  students should not get requests to fill out the survey whilst in their third year; 

 
(iii) that although the Accounting and Management programme had not yet had any 

students go through to year three, due to it being a new programme, there was 
NSS data for the programme. In addition, the Durham University Business School 
wished to query the returns for PPE, which were not normally disaggregated from 
Economics; 

 
(iv) that the policy outlining how external examiners could be nominated, specifically 

that departments should not make appointments from a department in an 
institution where a member of the Durham department was serving as an 
examiner already, was difficult for the Durham University Business School to 
adhere to as so many staff members were examiners at Universities across the 
UK. It was noted by the Chair that exceptions were occasionally unavoidable; 

 
Agreed: that the issues noted in relation to the NSS returns for the Durham University 
Business School, and the reminder regarding the MPharm, would be taken forward 
with the Academic Support Office. 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/training.course/card/?mode=details&schedule=6711
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(Action: Secretary) 
 
13. Student Issues 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that it was queried why it was necessary for students to submit a hard copy of 

their assignments when they also submitted their work via Turnitin. Committee 
members explained that reasons for this included requirements of external 
examiners, the assessment policy of the department (i.e. whether it specified that 
students had to submit their assignments electronically and/or in hard copy) and 
the issue that many thought that Turnitin was not user-friendly; 

 
(b) that there was a discussion over whether departments should provide students 

with documents such as module handbooks in hard copy, rather than 
electronically. The item was raised as the student representative noted that it was 
expensive for students to print out documents of that size. One reason why it was 
not current practice was that it would be contrary to the policies outlined by the 
Environment Champions. In addition, whereas it was a relatively small job for each 
student to print out the document they required, it would be a much heavier 
resource commitment for departments; 

 
(c) that it was queried whether authors of examination papers should be on hand in 

the building where the examination was taking place, to deal with any issues that 
arose in terms of the questions on the paper. It was discussed that this had been 
the policy in the past, however due to issues such as noise levels the policy had 
been amended to stress that relevant staff members should just be contactable at 
the time of the examination; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that Committee members would take the recommendation regarding departments 

supplying students with a hard copy of their module handbooks to their next SSCC 
meeting for comments. Feedback from the SSCC meetings would be considered 
at the Easter meeting of Faculty Education Committee; 

(Action: All) 
 

(b) that in future the item would appear as ‘Student Business’ on the agenda, rather 
than ‘Student Issues’; 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(c) that if departments were to continue to be encouraged to use paperless systems, 
it was felt that they should be better equipped to achieve this. For example, staff 
could be provided with iPads. This recommendation, which was made due to the 
impact of the paperless policy, would be fed back to Education Committee. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
14. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 22 May 2013; 

(Document ECSSHUG1211) 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that members were reminded that the Serious Adverse Circumstances process 

and policy had been updated. The revised policy was set out in the Learning and 



Academic Support Office  Page 12 of 15 

  

Teaching Handbook (Sections 6.2.6 and 6.3.6) and a new form was in use 
(Appendix a6.11) and key changes to the policy were as follows: 

 
(A) that in-house sources of evidence (such as from Colleges, Counselling 

and Disability Support) should be treated as acceptable; and that all 
evidence should normally be first-hand and contemporaneous. It should 
be accepted that it is not possible to ‘evidence’ some circumstances; 

 
(B) that ‘Table B’ in the SAC form had been amended to allow students to 

submit an SAC in instances when ‘for good reasons beyond their control 
or that of their department the student was unable to bring these 
circumstances or the extent of their impact to the attention of their 
department at the time’.  Previously Table B invited students to submit a 
SAC if they believed that solutions carried out at the time did not 
appropriately mitigate their problems; 

 
(C) that students could submit an SAC Form in respect of examinations or 

preparations for examination during the ‘examination period’, which for 
the purposes of the procedure was defined (normally) as being from the 
start of the Easter vacation until the student’s last examination. 
Departments with examinations outside this period should specify their 
own period in which students could so claim in respect of the procedure, 
to be agreed by their relevant Deputy Head of Faculty and clearly 
publicised (for instance, in course handbooks); 

 
(D) that students were now able to disclose a condition that constitutes a 

disability via a SAC Form (in line with the Equality Act 2010). Should 
this happen the information should be acted upon and passed to 
relevant parties; 

 
(E) that the deadline set by departments for the submission of SAC forms 

should be after the last examination set by the department; 
 

(ii) that policy and procedure on the use of medical evidence and self-certification had 
been amended. The new policy was set out in section 6.2.6 of the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook. All colleagues who engaged with Serious Adverse 
Circumstances or mitigation were asked to familiarise themselves with the new 
process. The key changes were as follows:  

 
(A) that the University’s contract with the Claypath and University Medical Group 

for the provision of medical certificates had ended, and the ‘Yellow Form’ 
process (which underpinned this contract) was defunct. Students would now 
take responsibility for gathering (and, if necessary, paying for) medical 
evidence, as part of the relationship between themselves (as the patient) and 
their medical practitioner. Departments were asked to ensure that the Yellow 
Form process was no longer used;  

 
(B) that in-house sources of first-hand evidence of medical conditions should be 

treated as acceptable as appropriate; and that uncorroborated hearsay or 
retrospective evidence should not normally be considered, whoever provided 
it. The policy accepts that it was not possible to evidence some 
circumstances;  

 
(C) that the self-certification process had been extended to include other forms of 

absence for reasons beyond the student’s control as well as illness (an 
indicative list is provided in section 6.2.6 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook). The Self-Certification Form had been amended accordingly. This 
creates one standard form and process for the self-certification of absence;  
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(D) that policy had been amended to remove any requirement for students to 
provide independent evidence to justify a missed commitment if self-
certification was provided. The principle was that students should be trusted 
to self-certify honestly. Knowing provision of false information would be 
regarded as a disciplinary offence;  

 
(E) that the limit on self-certification had been changed from 5 days to ‘7 

consecutive calendar days’ to avoid confusion. It would remain the case that 
students could only self-certify twice a term (or three month period for 
postgraduates) and that opportunities could not be used consecutively;  

 
(iii) that at its meeting of 30 April 2013 Senate approved the following changes to 

guidance and Core Regulations regarding the exercise of discretion: 
 
 (A) students performance on an additional (work or study) placement year was 

now listed as one of the criteria under which boards of examiners could 
consider whether or not to exercise discretion in the relevant Learning and 
Teaching Handbook guidance;  

 
 

     (B) Core regulations had been revised to make clear that boards of examiners did 
not have the right to exercise discretion to lower a degree class in respect of 
performance on a placement year; 

 
(iv) that a Learning Resources Management Group would be established and that it 

would include faculty representatives and representatives from professional 
services; 
 

(v) that a new institution-wide exchange agreement with the State University of 
Campinas (UNICAMP), Brazil, had been established; 

 
(vi) that guidance on English Language requirements had been revised in section 1.3 

of the Learning and Teaching Handbook. The revisions included stringent 
requirements for the Cambridge IGCSE English as a second language;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that a central email would be developed and sent to all students explaining the 

nature of the Serious Adverse Circumstances procedure and its relationship to in-
year mitigation. Departments were asked not to use their own email text in 
communication to students, and instead to copy the central email; 

(Action: All) 
 

(ii) that, where staff members involved in the SAC procedure identified concerns with 
the advice given to a student, this should be brought to the attention of the 
appropriate Chair of the Board of Examiners, College Senior Tutor or Vice-
Principal, or Head of the relevant specialist student support service; 

(Action: All) 
 

(iii) that the Equality Act was clear in regards to policy that related to religion and 
belief, it protected people from being discriminated against on those grounds. It 
was recommended that the Serious Adverse Circumstances process and policy 
should be reviewed by the legal team, to ensure it met with this legislation;  

(Action: Secretary) 
 

(b) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 17 June 2013; 
(Document ECSSHUG1312) 

 
 Noted: 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/7/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/7/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/1/3/
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(i) that the potential for e-learning to complement existing practice with regards to 

education had been discussed, along with the agreement to revise the e-Learning 
Strategy, incorporating this within the next Education Strategy; 
 

(ii) that the recommendations from the Placements Task and Finish Group, previous 
considered by FECs, were considered. It was agreed to endorse the direction of 
travel encapsulated by the proposals, with recognition that the resourcing 
implications would need to be discussed by UEC, who would decide whether to 
approve the recommendations in light of a business case and further detail on 
implementation; 

 
(iii) that the key themes for action in 2013/14 in support of the Education Strategy 

were detailed in Document EC/12/118; 
 

(iv) that Senate had agreed that by 2014/15 all undergraduate and integrated master’s 
programmes should have an ‘additional year’ variant to allow students to 
undertake study placements abroad; 

 
(v) that the impact of the rules on the discretion by boards of examiners, and 

associated guidance, would be reviewed during the 2013/14 academic year; 
 

(vi) that the Departmental Review process was revised to include further specific 
questions on programmes delivered through collaborative partnerships; 

 
(c)  the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 23 October 

2013. 
(Document ECSSHUG1313) 

 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the institutional priorities for research and education had been discussed; 

 
(ii) that the overview of the University’s NSS 2013 results and the agreed actions 

were considered. FECs were asked to specifically consider the issues raised 
regarding assessment and feedback, the faculty responses to the data and the 
proposal to encourage “town hall” meetings where staff would meet with a group 
of students to discuss issues arising from the NSS results and where best practice 
would be identified; 

 
(iii) that the report on graduate employment data was discussed, including the results 

of the 2013 Destination of Leavers from Higher Education Survey and the agreed 
actions; 

 
(iv) that the outcomes of the consultation exercise on the proposed new process for 

Preliminary Honours boards of examiners and the recommendation to Senate that 
faculty preliminary honours boards of examiners be retained was considered; 

 
(v) that discussed were the proposal to change the penalty for late submission of 

assessed work and the approval of the change outlined in Document EC/13/14c to 
the penalty for late submission to a pass mark cap up to 5 working days and a 
mark of zero thereafter to be introduced with effect from September 2014. The 
Learning and Teaching Handbook would be updated accordingly for the 2014/15 
academic year. 

 
15. Undergraduate Admissions 
 

Considered: an Undergraduate Admissions Monthly Statistics Summary as at 16 
October 2013. 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/ec/EC_12_118.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/ec/EC_13_14c.pdf
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(Document ECSSHUG1314) 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Members were asked to note that this is a closed paper restricted to 
the membership of Faculty of Science Education Committee (Undergraduate).] 

 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
16. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported: that meetings of the Committee would be held on the following dates in the 
2013/14 academic year: 
 

Date Time Room 

27 January 2014 9.30am Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

24 February 2014 9.30am Stephenson Central, Queen’s Campus 

6 May 2014 9.30am Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

 


