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Minutes 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
 

1. Graduate Employment Comparison 2014 
 
Considered: a report on the current graduate market conditions at the national level 
and how the University has performed in relation to graduate destinations. 

(Document ECSSHUG1401) 
 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that the representatives from CEEC provided an overview of the report, 
highlighting that Durham University was ranked 16th in the 2015 Times Good 
University Guide. Although the University was not in the top five or top five percent 
of universities when ranked by graduate prospects score, the University’s score 
remained stable; 
 

(b) that the majority of departments within the Social Sciences and Health Faculty had 
achieved the target of being within the top five or top 5%; 
 

(c) that the representatives from CEEC outlined that it was good practice to ensure 
there was a careers focus at each level of an undergraduate programme. For 
instance, an induction at level 2 could include information on internship 
opportunities, and at level 3 there could be a focus on interview skills; 
 

(d) that the representative from Applied Social Sciences noted that the staff involved 
in the Sport programme in particular had been very proactive in terms of engaging 
students with careers advice and opportunities, for instance, providing placement 
modules. Despite this their Graduate Prospects Rankings were variable each year 
and thus the representative requested more background information on what other 



universities were doing to improve their results. Other Committee members 
agreed that further contextual information would make it easier to understand the 
results data; 

 

(e) that there was some frustration expressed in terms of how the data was analysed 
and the benchmarks set. For instance, though Education had received a high 
Graduate Prospect Score (88%), they were one of the departments flagged as 
requiring an employability action plan given that they did not meet the top 5 or top 
5% target; 

 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that departments that did not meet the University’s benchmark for their subject 

area would work with the Chair and CEEC to either develop a new or refine and 
amend an existing action plan setting out how they would achieve the 
improvements required to position themselves within the top 5. The departments 
in the Social Sciences and Health Faculty required to take this forward were: 
Business (for Accountancy and Finance, Business Finance); Anthropology; 
Education; Sport. The reports would go forward to the January Education 
Committee; 

(Action: DUBS, ANTH, EDU, SASS, CEEC, CHAIR) 
 

(b) that departments which achieved the University employability target for the first 
time this year should work with CEEC to consider whether their employability 
action plans remained appropriate to maintain their position within the top 5. The 
departments in the Social Sciences and Health Faculty required to take this 
forward were: Business (Economics) and Sociology. An update would be provided 
to the January Education Committee; 

(Action: DUBS, SASS, CEEC, CHAIR) 
 

(c) that the comments noted above would be fed back to CEEC for further 
consideration. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
2. Induction 
 

Considered: departments were requested to provide feedback on the 2014 Induction 
cycle. In addition there was an update from the Head of Student Registry and the 
Chair on the 2015 Induction period; 

(Document ECSSHUG1402) 
 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that the representative from the Law School fed back that, despite the distinct 
timetable blocks, there had been conflicts between college matriculation and 
activities that the Law School had booked; 
 

(b) that there had been frustration expressed by Education Studies students in terms 
of timetable clashes with their partner departments; 
 

(c) that the representative from Combined Honours noted that although there had 
been some timing issues this year, the induction system had worked better for 
their students. The representative passed on their thanks to departments; 
 



(d) that the Foundation Centre noted there had been issues in terms of the first 
Monday afternoon slot as every department wanted to meet with their students at 
this point but there wasn’t enough central space at Queen’s Campus to make this 
possible. It was suggested that the protected Natural Sciences/Combined 
Honours slot should be freed up for Queen’s Campus, given that the programmes 
do not run there; 
 

(e) that feedback from students had been positive, focussing on the high level of 
contact that they had had from an early stage with their department; 
 

(f) that in terms of programmes that started earlier than induction week, the PGCE 
(Education) and KPMG programmes were flagged; 
 

(g) that the Students’ Union would like to see an increase in the number of 
‘homework’ style assignments used, i.e. tasks completed by students prior to their 
arrival at the University; 
 

(h) that the Combined Honours representative noted that in terms of module 
registration the different practices in departments caused major issues in terms of 
their being able to approve students’ module choices. The representative 
requested that this issue was taken forward and that practices be brought into line; 
 

(i) that departments were reminded that Monday afternoon and Tuesday morning of 
induction were allocated specifically to department sessions and that all module 
registration should be completed and approved by departments as early as 
possible, leaving Thursday morning and Friday free for academic activities; 

 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the issues that Archaeology raised regarding being allocated a room that 

wasn’t fit for purpose in the Induction period, despite the department having 
checked and noted that there were better rooms that appeared to be available at 
that point, would be fed back to the Learning Resources Management Group; 

(Action: Student Registry) 
 

(b) that a number of Committee members flagged that they had found out very late 
that their students had not been accepted onto modules in other departments. 
Departments should let the FEC Chair know if they had concerns or information 
relating to this issue; 

(Action: ALL) 
 

(c) that as there had been issues in terms of students understanding what level of 
language module they should register for a representative from the Centre for 
Foreign Language Study would be invited to attend a future meeting of the 
Committee; 

(Chair) 
 

(d) that as the same Induction timetable was to be used for the next academic year as 
the 2014/15 year departments should request changes as soon as possible; 

(Action: ALL/Chair) 
 

(e) that the above comments would be fed back to the Induction Implementation 
Group for consideration. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 



3. National Student Survey 2014 
 
Considered: the Faculty response to the results of the National Student Survey 2014. 

(Document ECSSHUG1403) 
 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that a number of departments expressed confusion and frustration with the way in 
which the NSS results were calculated. This was particularly the case in terms of 
the results for Joint Honours students and Combined Honours students. In 
addition, as a high number of the free comments were listed for more than one 
department it was often not clear which department the student referred to and 
thus it was difficult for the departments involved to know whether the comment 
was something they should act upon; 
 

(b) that in addition to the above, the representative from the Durham University 
Business School noted that it was unclear how the results for the Marketing 
programme were calculated. The School had been provided with NSS results for 
the Marketing programme, despite the fact that there were no Level 3 students on 
the programme in 2014; 

 
(c) that Committee members felt that the revised Faculty Manifesto document 

remained current and that it was still a useful working document; 
 

(d) that in terms of point 6 of the Faculty Manifesto, regarding attempts to eliminate 
student ‘survey fatigue’, the Committee representative from the Durham University 
Business School noted that the School had reviewed it’s timetable for third year 
module evaluations, moving it to a period that didn’t clash with the NSS in an 
attempt to eliminate the ‘survey fatigue’ issue; 
 

Agreed: that the feedback received from departments would be taken forward by the 
Secretary and the response document would be updated to include the amendments 
requested from the Law School and School of Education Committee representatives.  

(Action: Secretary) 
 
4. DUO Module Minimum Standards 
 

Considered: a report identifying a minimum standard for the DUO virtual learning 
environment module content. 

(Document ECSSHUG1404) 
  Noted: 
 

(a) that a number of Committee representatives noted that their department already 
had a similar policy regarding DUO standards in place within their departments; 
 

(b) that one of the main aims of the report was to ensure that there was someone in 
place within each department who would act as DUO Coordinator, ensuring that 
there was clear oversight within each department, as well as a named contact for 
CIS to work with; 

 
(c) that in terms of the DUO content that must be made available to students (as 

listed in 3.3 and 3.4 of the report), it would be the role of the departmental DUO 
Coordinator to raise any concerns with CIS. The latter would help ensure that the 
DUO content remained meaningful for each department; 

 



(d) that should departments require any support in terms of implementing the 
recommendations in the report then they could contact Julie Mulvey in CIS. 

 
5. Personal Development Working Group 

 
Considered: a report from the Personal Development Working Group; 

(Document ECSSHUG1405) 
 
Noted: 
 

(a) that key themes of the report included self-reflection and encouraging students to 
take responsibility for the direction of their academic studies. These were themes 
that were already covered in Academic Advisor meetings in some departments; 
 

(b) that it was queried who would oversee both the implementation and then future 
management of the plans outlined in the report; 

 

(c) that a single approach for all departments was not feasible, as several had a 
professional development/professional standards strand already compulsory 
within their programmes; 

 

(d) that it was queried how the initiative should be recorded, whether it would be 
done centrally or whether it would be the responsibility of the students, with the 
potential for the information to be shared with their Academic Adviser; 

 

(e) that it was queried whether the initiative would be credit bearing (as part of a 
module), or whether it would instead be used to inform Academic Adviser 
meetings; 

 

(f) that there was some concern over how successful the initiative would be if it 
were a compulsory part of Academic Adviser meetings. For instance, it was felt 
that there would be different standards in terms of how it was taken forward; 

 

(g) that it was queried how the initiative would be embedded and where the 
expertise would come from in terms of training staff/ensuring they engaged with 
the scheme; 

 

(h) that there was concern from some departments in terms of the additional volume 
of work that the initiative could create. For example, in departments such as the 
Durham University Business School where Academic Advisors already had circa 
40 advisees each; 

 

(i) that if the initiative were to be overseen by Academic Advisors then it was 
suggested that there be a simple series of questions that they could use as 
prompts; 

 

(j) that Committee members agreed that it was important that the campus pack be 
fit for purpose and that any resource implications are taken into account at an 
early stage. It was suggested that the PebblePad system be considered in terms 
of underpinning the system; 

 

Agreed: that the comments noted above would be fed back to the Personal 
Development Working Group. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

6. Serious Adverse Circumstances 



 
Considered: a report requesting feedback on the impact of changes to University 
policy and process on Serious Adverse Circumstances. 

(Document ECSSHUG1406) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there remained concern that there was still conflicting sources of advice/out of 

date information being adhered to in departments and colleges; 
 

(b) that there remained issues in terms of the processes used for issues in-year and 
processes which should be adopted during the examination period. For example, 
the issues highlighted in the SACs form already having been mitigated in year and 
thus departments being required to process the forms twice when students again 
submit it in the examination period, seeing it as an ‘insurance policy’ opportunity; 
 

(c) that one Committee representative noted that the guidance needed to be made 
clearer in terms of equality and diversity. For instance, if a student had a chronic 
health condition or disability that lasted throughout their studies it was felt to be 
unclear as to how/if this should be mitigated as there was no grade that would not 
have been impacted on for the board to compare against. The Committee 
representative queried whether this issue comes within the discretion of the board 
and how they should act given the lack of evidence. It was requested that this 
issue be considered and the guidance updated to cover instances where evidence 
wasn’t available; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the above feedback would be fed back to the Head of the Academic Support 

Office; 
(Action: Secretary) 

 
(b) that the representative from the Foundation Centre noted that the wording of one 

paragraph of the policy caused particular issues in terms of student progression. 
The representative would forward the relevant section, along with an explanation 
of the issue, to the Academic Support Office for consideration. 

(Action: FOUN) 
 
 

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

 
Received: the membership and terms of reference of the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Health Education Committee (Undergraduate) for 2014/15. 

(Document ECSSHUG1407) 
 

8. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held 6th May 2014; 

(Document ECSSHUG1408) 
 



(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 6th May 2014; 
(Document ECSSHUG1409) 

 
(c) the action log from the previous meetings of the Social Sciences and Health 

Education Committee; 
(Document ECSSHUG1410) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the action regarding pre-entry language requirements had been taken forward 

by the Chair with the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development. The 
latter were looking for an appropriate speaker for the workshop sessions; 

 
(b) that the action relating to the Law School had been taken forward with the English  

Language Centre and no further action was required; 
 

(c) that in terms of the action relating to Academic Progress Notices, the point had 
been discussed at the Faculty Colleges Partnership meeting. Colleges were clear 
that they would welcome more communication at an early stage if a student was 
having difficulties. With better communication it was hoped that additional support 
could be put in place, making the APN process unnecessary. Communication 
between college and department during an APN is key to making sure that 
students are best supported and are not getting lost in the procedure. It was 
reiterated that the APN process should be viewed as a supportive process; 

 
(d) that in terms of the first Report from Education Committee action, reports from 

relevant working groups would be submitted to the Faculty Education Committee 
in due course and therefore no action was currently required by the Committee; 

 
(e) that in terms of the second Report from Education Committee action, Education 

Committee had agreed that the point would be taken forward by different means, 
for instance, by the Personal Development Working Group and possible revisions 
to the Principles for Student Induction. No action was therefore currently required 
and the action could be removed from the action log. 

 
9. Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) 

 
Considered: the Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) and the policy issues 
raised following the 2013/14 examinations cycle; 

(Document ECSSHUG1411) 
 

[Secretary’s note: This item was taken out of order and discussed at the start of the 
meeting.] 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the examination period was three weeks long, during which period over 1,000 

examinations need to be timetabled. It was therefore not possible to schedule all 
examinations towards the start of the three week period, as requested by many 
departments due to the time pressures involved with marking. Large examinations 
were prioritised as needing to be as early as possible, given the marking 
connotations involved; 
 



(b) that late changes of registration result in last minute changes to the examination 
timetable, and there having to be more examinations scheduled for the third week 
of the assessment timetable; 
 

(c) that the negative impact that the tight marking turnaround time had on staffs’ 
home and work life balance was raised. For instance, it caused issues for staff 
with family responsibilities, especially given that the school half term period fell 
within the three week period. This caused issues in terms of gender equality, 
especially by the Law School in consideration of their application for the Gender 
Equality Mark. Committee members discussed the possibility of extending the 
marking period so that results were delivered after term, but it was felt that this 
would encroach on research time, fieldwork time and would potentially cause 
problems for students if they required their assessment marks in order to apply for 
internships. Equally there would be issues if the marking period was to be brought 
forward, as departments felt that every week was already at full capacity. It was 
suggested that one way around the issue would be for departments to reduce their 
number of examinations, replacing with other more diverse types of assessments; 
 

(d) that the fourth recommendation caused some concern for departments with 
particularly large modules. Again it was suggested that an alternate type of 
assessment to an examination be considered; 
 

(e) that there was general agreement with the proposed recommendations within the 
exam timetable section of the report; 
 

(f) that in terms of the number of errors in examination papers, the number has gone 
down slightly but this was balanced by the number of errors that were found 
before the examinations, causing a large amount or work in terms of rewriting and 
reprints; 
 

(g) that as many of the errors related to rubric, one of the proposals was that a 
revised template for the rubric of examination papers be supplied, to make the 
requirements clearer; 
 

(h) that in terms of the recommendation regarding the removal of the requirement of 
the red cover sheet, Committee representatives were largely against this 
recommendation stating that it wasn’t seen as just a tick box exercise but that it 
was considered as an important quality assurance process and that were it 
centrally removed then departments would create their own system to ensure that 
the final check was carried out and a signature obtained to state that the paper 
was print-ready; 
 

(i) that there was support in terms of the recommendation regarding computer exams 
(that better support would be provided); 
 

(j) that in terms of the malpractice recommendation, the Committee felt that the 
starting script for examinations should be amended further so that at the end of 
the script there was a further reminder to students regarding checking for 
unauthorised materials. For instance: ‘you must all now check that you are in not 
in possession of any unauthorised materials, if you discover that you are and raise 
your hand to make an invigilator aware now then you will not be in trouble and will 
be able to continue with the examination. Beyond this point it will be taken forward 
as a disciplinary matter’; 
 



(k) that in terms of the malpractice recommendation it was felt that cases should be 
automatically referred to Senate Disciplinary Committee as this would ensure that 
there was consistency across departments in terms of the decisions made and the 
process followed; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that in order to improve communication and planning regarding Erasmus students 

departments would share Erasmus contracts with Student Registry so that they 
had a better idea of what assessments they would be taking; 

(Action: ALL) 
 

(b) that though there was support for the Boards of Examiners recommendations it 
was felt that it would be useful for Committee representatives to seek the views of 
departmental administrators. Any additional comments from departments would 
then be fed back directly to the Head of Student Registry; 

 (Action: ALL) 
 

(c) that the comments noted above would be fed back to the Head of Student 
Registry. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
10. Report on Undergraduate Progression 

 
Received: a report on Undergraduate Progression, 2008-09 to 2012-13; 

(Document ECSSHUG1412) 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Foundation Centre representative noted that as Foundation students 

often change codes they aren’t always tracked properly. The representative 
thus felt that the data in the report was incorrect and should be amended to 
be more accurate; 
 

(b) that the representative from the School of Education felt that until the data for 
the different programmes within Education was separated it was not possible 
to draw any conclusions from the data in the report; 

 

(c) that Committee members felt that it was not clear what the purpose of the 
report was; 

 

Agreed: that the comments noted above would be fed back to the author of the 
report. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 

11. Chair’s Business 
 

(a) 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) which should be made available to 
students within three weeks of the start of term each year; 

 

(b) Curriculum Development 
 



Noted: that departments were reminded of the need to review the programme 
regulations and programme specifications when making curriculum development 
changes; 

 
(c) Durham University Heritage Collections 

 
Received: information on the advice and services available from staff in the 
University special collections and museums; 

(Document ECSSHUG1413) 
 

Noted: that Committee representatives were requested to distribute the 
information within their departments as appropriate, to help raise awareness 
of the services available. 

  

(d) Guidance on Internships 
 
Received: a verbal update on the development of guidance on internships;  
 
Noted: that Committee representatives were reminded that guidance on 
internships was being created by CEEC and that they should contact the 
Secretary or Chair if their department was considering introducing an internship 
initiative. 
 

12. Departmental Business 
 
(a) Student Representatives 

 
Discussed: feedback arising from the nomination and election process for student 
representatives for SSCCs and other functions; 
 
Noted:  
 

(i) that Durham Students’ Union were aware of the issues that had arisen with 
the new system and planned to carry out a comprehensive review; 
 

(ii) that a number of departments noted that they had found out very late who 
their student representatives would be; 

 

(iii) that a number of departments noted that they had not been involved in the 
consultation process and thus had not been aware of the changes to the 
process; 

 

(iv) that several departments noted frustration as they had only been allocated 
one student representative, where as their departmental policies required 
more representatives be in place. When this had been raised with the 
Students’ Union they had been told that they would have to amend their 
policies to be in line with the University policy, regardless of their rationale 
for requiring extra student representatives; 

 

(v) that the issues that had arisen were noted as being potentially damaging in 
terms of the NSS results and also counterproductive where departments 
had a good history of appointing engaged student representatives 
internally; 

 



(vi) that the Durham University Business School had actually been allocated 
too many student representatives in some programmes, but still didn’t have 
representatives for others; 

 

(vii) that there hadn’t been any training for student representatives at Queen’s 
Campus, a point Committee members felt needed to be addressed 
urgently; 

 

Agreed: that the above comments would be fedback to Education Committee 
and the Durham Students’ Union, for consideration. 

(Action: Secretary) 
(b) Pharmacy 

 
Noted: that the Committee member from Pharmacy flagged that following 
complications they had encountered with curriculum development, specifically that 
the Banner system had not allowed for flexibility in terms of the developments they 
wished to introduce, there had been a high level of frustration and the feeling that 
academic decisions were being impeded by software limitations. The 
representative also noted that they would welcome a higher level of consultation 
generally, for example regarding policy decisions/amendments, as at times they 
had felt dictated to by central services and Education Committee; 
 
Agreed: that the Chair was aware of the curriculum development issues that the 
School were taking forward and offered additional support should it be required. 
The Chair also flagged that she was happy to take forward departments’ 
comments to Education Committee and that they should contact her in the first 
instance should they have any queries or concerns regarding the Committee; 
 

(c) Outlook 
 

Noted: that a Committee representative raised concerns regarding how enabled 
departments are to protect confidential material. For instance, the Outlook 
package used by the University does have an encryption facility but departments 
are not supported or advised to use it. It was felt that systems could be updated to 
allow a better level of protection in terms of the necessary sharing of some 
confidential material; 

 
Agreed: that the above issue would be fed back to Ben Leighton in CIS in the first 
instance for consideration/comment. 

(Action: Secretary) 
 
13. Student Business 

 
Noted: that the Committee welcomed William Mills as the new student representative. 
 

14. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 30 April 2014; 

(Document ECSSHUG1414a-b) 
 

(b) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 28 May 2014; 
(Document ECSSHUG1415a-b) 

 



(c) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 25 June 2014. 
(Document ECSSHUG1416a-b) 

 
Noted: that departmental representatives were responsible for taking forward items for 
action within their departments. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
15. Summary of Policy Changes 

 
Received: a summary of changes to University learning and teaching policies and 
regulations for 2014/15. 

(Document ECSSHUG1417) 
 
Noted: that departmental representatives should ensure that these policy changes are 
communicated to departments. 

 
16. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported: that meetings of the Committee will be held on the following dates in the 
2014/15 academic year: 
 

Date Time Room 

 

19 January 2015 

 

23 February 2015 

9.30am 

 

9.30am 

Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

Stephenson Central, Queen’s Campus 

28 April 2015 9.30am Social Sciences and Health Boardroom, Arthur 
Holmes Building, Durham 

 


