
 

  

 
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

 
FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES & HEALTH EDUCATION 

COMMITTEE (POSTGRADUATE) 
 

12 November 2014 
 

Present: Prof I Greener (Chair), Dr K Hampshire, Ms A Kandemir, Prof I Leigh, Dr S 
Maxwell, Prof G Moore, Dr T Moore (vice Dr J Montgomery), Prof M O’Neill, Dr J Rattray, Dr 
C Schweiger (vice Prof S Gregory), Dr J Wainwright, with Dr E Chapman (Secretary). 
 
In Attendance: Dr E Foulds (Minutes 1-2 only), Mrs H Robb, Ms C Whelan (Minuyes 1-2 
only). 
 
Apologies: Dr P Denny, Prof S Gregory, Mr B Leighton, Dr B Matthew, Dr J Montgomery, 
Mrs J Mulvey, Prof L Staeheli. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
1. Membership and Terms of Reference 

 
Received:  
 
(a) the terms of reference of the Faculty of Social Sciences & Health Education 

Committee (Postgraduate) for 2014/15; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1401 

 
(b) the Sub-Committee’s membership for 2014/15. 

Document ECSSHSCPG1402 
 

Welcomed: new members of the Faculty of Social Sciences & Health Education 
Committee (Postgraduate); 
 
Noted:  
 

(a) that thanks were expressed to the outgoing Chair, Prof Danny Donoghue, and to the 
Secretary, Dr Ellen Chapman; 
 

(b) that thanks were expressed to Ms Helen Charnley (now stood down), Dr Sharyn 
Maxwell and Prof Geoff Moore as longstanding departmental representatives and 
members of the committee; 

 
Agreed: that members would inform the Secretary of any inaccuracies in the committee 
membership for 2014/15. 

(Action: FEC) 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
2. Graduate Employment Comparison 2014 

 
Considered: a report on the current graduate market conditions at the national level and 
how the University had performed in relation to graduate destinations; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1403 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that no comparator employment statistics were available at postgraduate level; 
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(b) that at University-level the graduate prospects score for postgraduate leavers (88%) 

continues to be higher than that for undergraduate leavers (79.5%); 
 

(c) that the departmental postgraduate prospects score (table 4 in document 
ECSSHSCPG1403) now included contextual data on the total number of leavers for a 
department and the number of those leavers who completed the survey; 
 

(d) that CEEC worked closely with departments and CARD to deliver tailored careers 
and employability advice at both undergraduate and postgraduate level. Some 
examples included the compulsory employability module in the undergraduate MAnth 
programmes, which was jointly delivered and assessed by Anthropology and CEEC, 
and the marketing forum organised by CEEC as part of the MA Marketing in DUBS, 
which included presentations, Q&A and networking opportunities with professional 
marketers; 
 

(e) that Anthropology, SASS and SGIA had the lowest overall graduate prospects 
scores, taking into account taught and research postgraduate scores; 
 

(f) that the impact of response rates on departments’ graduate prospects scores was 
recognised, noting the relatively low response rates of the above three departments 
(Anthropology 65%, SASS 53%, SGIA 63%); 
 

(g) that the question of whether departments could do more to encourage students to 
complete the Destination of Leavers of Higher Education (DLHE) survey was 
considered; 
 

(h) that some departments in the University also carried out their own internal leavers’ 
surveys, and the potential negative impact on the DLHE survey response rate as a 
result of over-surveying was recognised; 
 

(i) that there was significant fluctuation in departmental graduate prospects scores year-
on-year, possibly linked to fluctuations in response rates; 
 

(j) that this fluctuation could also reflect the increasing number of international students 
on many taught postgraduate students, noting that the DLHE data was based on 
home and EU students only; 
 

(k) that the potential benefits of smoothing the data in order to make the graduate 
prospects scores more meaningful was discussed, rather than looking at data for a 
single year; 
 

(l) that the DLHE data and included part-time students who were also in paid 
employment throughout their degree programmes as it was based on the type of 
employment graduates reported rather than whether they were in part-time or full-
time employment; 

 

Agreed: that Anthropology, SASS and SGIA would consider ways in which to encourage 
their students, particularly at taught postgraduate level, to complete the DLHE survey; 

(Action: KH, MO’N, SG) 
 

3. Induction 
 
Considered: feedback from departments on the October 2014 induction cycle, in order to 
discuss good practice and common issues arising from departmental level induction and 
the induction activity more broadly within the University; 
 
Noted: 
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(a) that in general feedback from students and departments on the 2014/15 induction 
period was more favourable than in previous years; 
 

(b) that a number of departments had adopted an ongoing induction approach: delivering 
a short initial induction session at the start of term, often coupled with a more informal 
social event, and then delivering several more detailed induction sessions at intervals 
throughout Michaelmas Term; 
 

(c) that an ongoing induction approach had led to improved student engagement with 
induction activities in several departments; 

 

(d) that the Committee recognised this approach as an example of best practice and 
encouraged all departments to consider adopting an ongoing induction approach for 
2015/16 induction; 
 

(e) that the importance of included time and space for less structured informal social 
activities and events in the induction week was also recognised as an example of 
good practice, as it supported the development of a sense of community amongst the 
students; 
 

(f) that most departments had experienced difficulties in co-ordinating departmental 
induction events, particularly given that the central induction timetable had been 
rescheduled twice at short notice; 
 

(g) that further consultation with departments when designing the central induction 
timetable would be appropriate in order to minimise the need to make changes to this 
timetable at short notice as far as possible. 

 
4. DUO Module Minimum Standards 

 
Considered: a paper setting out minimum requirements for the DUO virtual learning 
environment (VLE) module content; 
 

Document ECSSHSCPG1404 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the minimum standards for provision of material set out in section 3 of the paper 

were largely unproblematic as these materials were currently provided as a matter of 
course for the majority of programmes and modules in the Faculty; 
 

(b) that some concerns were raised regarding accessibility in relation to paragraph 3.5 of 
the paper, which stated that wherever possible course materials would be made 
available as pdfs. It was noted that in some cases word documents would be more 
appropriate, for example text documents that have been scanned and saved as pdfs 
may not be accessible to blind and partially sighted individuals; 
 

(c) that the staff responsibilities set out in section 4 of the paper were less clear, 
particularly the responsibilities of the proposed DUO Co-ordinator; 
 

(d) that a number of departments already had a role equivalent to that of DUO Co-
ordinator. There was variation across the Faculty in whether this role was carried out 
by academic or administrative staff; 
 

(e) that the role of DUO Co-ordinator would be most effective at programme level, for 
example in DUBS this role was carried out by the Programme Managers 
(administrative staff) who reported to the Programme Directors on compliance with 
the minimum requirements; 
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(f) that it was proposed that paragraph 4.4 should be amended to state that module 
leaders, rather than lecturers, would be individually responsible for maintaining their 
own DUO course pages; 
 

(g) that the Committee felt that the role of DUO Co-ordinator was potentially useful, but 
that there should be flexibility for departments to determine for themselves the 
responsibilities and structure of this role. 

 

5. SAC Changes 
 
Considered: feedback from departments on the impact (if any) of the changes to SAC 
procedures; 
 

Document ECSSHSCPG1405 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that some issues were reported in relation to the expansion of the definition of 

‘suitable and acceptable evidence’; 
 

(b) that in some cases students were felt to be self-certifying falsely in order to gain short 
extensions on submission deadlines, and that this caused discontent amongst other 
students as it was felt to be unfair. This was a cause for concern; 
 

(c) that it was recognised that it was impossible to design a SAC procedure that was not 
open to potential misuse; 
 

(d) that it was suggested that a note should be added to the header for column D in the 
standardised reporting table, stating that this column must be removed from the table 
before consideration by the Board of Examiners;  

 
6. PGR Progress Review Process 

 
Considered: a report on PGR Progress Review Process; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1406 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that there was a general trend for completion rates to fall as the annual progress 

review process moved through its various stages from student, to supervisor, to 
review team member, to director of postgraduate research; 
 

(b) that it was recognised that the wide variety in departmental practice and the use of 
paper-based or electronic processes (or a mixture of the two) affected both 
completion rates and the effectiveness of the DUO monitoring system; 
 

(c) that incorrect information on supervisory and review team members in the system 
was a major cause of non-completion; 

 

(d) that it was suggested that it would be useful if supervisors and/or directors of 
postgraduate research had the ability to check that data held in the system on 
supervisory and review team membership was correct; 
 

(e) that in some cases review team members had completed the paper-based reports 
related to the annual progress review but did not receive an email prompting them to 
also add this information to the DUO system; 
 

(f) that the system currently only sends notification emails to the primary supervisor and 
the first review team member, and that this could cause delays in completion where 
these members of staff were unavailable for any reason; 
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(g) that it would be useful if notification emails could be sent to all supervisory and review 

team members; 
 

(h) that in general staff found the DUO monitoring system clunky and difficult to use; 
 

(i) that it was felt that in order to ensure good completion rates administrative staff had 
to track a student’s progress through the annual progress review process, and that 
this represented a duplication of effort; 

 

(j) that there was a lack of awareness amongst staff that they could log in to the system 
to view a list of the students on which they were required to report; 
 

(k) that the potential benefits of setting all annual progress review dates for PGR 
students on first arrival or within Michaelmas Term of their first year were discussed, 
noting that this could help to ensure that students, supervisors and review teams had 
a clear understanding of their responsibilities and the timescales involved. 

 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
7. Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) 

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

Document ECSSHSCPG1407 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) Exam Timetable (ii): that the Committee supported the proposal that Erasmus 

students should be exempt from the limit that prevents students having 4 or more 
exams in consecutive sessions, with the proviso that such students should be notified 
well in advance that they may be required to sit 4 exams consecutively; 
 

(b) Exam Timetable (iii): that the Committee supported the proposal that changes of 
registration after 1 December should only be permitted if the exam timetable works 
for the student; 
 

(c) Exam Timetable (iii): that it was felt that changes of registration after 1 December 
should be permitted in the case of taught postgraduate modules without an 
examination assessment component; 
 

(d) Exam Timetable (iv): that concerns were expressed regarding the proposal that 
students who needed a paced timetable should be given a concession for an 
alternative form of assessment. The Committee felt that this represented a double 
reasonable adjustment, and also noted that departments would potentially be 
required to define alternative assessments for all modules in advance; 
 

(e) Exam Papers (i): that the Committee supported this proposal in principle but 
requested sight of the revised template for the rubric of examination papers; 
 

(f) Exam Papers (iii): that the Committee did not support the proposal to remove the 
requirement for the red coversheet, noting that if these coversheets were not 
provided centrally departments would need to replicate the process, and that the 
proposed action would therefore not reduce the administrative burden on 
departments or speed up the process; 
 

(g) Computer Exams (i): that the Committee supported the potential development of a 
locked down exam desktop to be rolled out to relevant computers for use in exams; 
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(h) Malpractice (i): that the Committee was in favour of increased flexibility for 
departments represented by this proposal, but felt that there was a need for the 
development of a set of principles and some form of faculty oversight to ensure 
consistency of practice; 
 

(i) Malpractice (i): that the proposal that minor infringements of examination regulations 
by 3rd and 4th year students could result in a year out of residence was felt to be a 
harsh punishment, particularly in cases where there was no evidence of malicious 
intent; 
 

(j) Malpractice (iii): that the Committee supported this proposal, but recommended that 
the text of the starting script should be amended to clarify that if students realise that 
they have brought unauthorised materials into an exam venue and declare it to the 
invigilators at the start of the exam there will be no punishment, but if they fail to 
declare it at that time then they will be penalised; 

 

(k) that all proposals not discussed above were supported by the Committee. 
 
8. Minutes of the Last Meeting 

 
Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Postgraduate) held 7 May 2014; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1408 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 7 May 2014. 

Document ECSSHSCPG1409 
 

9. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

Considered: the action log from previous meetings of the Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health Education Committee (Postgraduate); 

Document ECSSHSCPG1410 
 

Reported: that there were no matters arising from the minutes not itemised elsewhere 
on the agenda. 

 
10. Chair’s Business 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) Postgraduate Offer Factors 2014/15 

 
Considered: the proposed postgraduate offer factors for the 2014/15 academic 
year; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1411 
 
Reported: that the proposed offer factors were based on forecast modelling for 
postgraduate admissions developed by the Strategic Planning Office and the 
Student Recruitment and Admissions Office. This modelling included the number of 
applications, offers and acceptances anticipated to be required to achieve target, 
based on an analysis of the previous six admission cycles;  
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the data on proposed postgraduate offer factors provided an overview on 

where departments stand comparative to each out, but its usefulness was 
limited as it did not provide programme-level data; 
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(ii) that the paper indicated that SASS and Education had an offer factor of less 
than 1, and the Committee queried whether this was possible. It was assumed 
that these figures were the result of the professional programmes offered by 
these departments; 

 
(iii) that the Committee felt strongly that the postgraduate offer factors should not be 

used to set targets or key performance indicators; 
  

(b) QAA Higher Education Review (HER) Spring 2016 
 
Noted: that the QAA institutional audit was due to take place in January/ February 
2016 and the University’s self-evaluation document (SED) was currently being 
drafted; 
 

(c) Concessions 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that departments were reminded of the need to ensure that the evidence 

submitted should support the information included in the concession request 
form; 
 

(ii) that it was good practice for supervisors to meet with PGR students to discuss 
the circumstances surrounding a request to extend thesis submission deadlines 
in order to ensure that an appropriate extension was requested and to avoid as 
far as possible the need for multiple extension requests; 

 
(iii) that departments should ensure that students are aware of any additional 

tuition fee requirements that may result from concessions to extend submission 
deadlines; 

 

(d) Academic Appeals 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that the number of postgraduate academic appeals during 2013/14 had 

reduced in number in comparison to 2012/13; 
 

(ii) that departments were reminded of the need to ensure that all communication 
between staff and students was professional and appropriate, particularly in the 
case of written communications; 

 
(e) Metrics and PGT Review 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the current review of taught postgraduate programmes would consider 

data on the number of students per module, with an emphasis on trying to 
calculate the costs of teaching per module and per programme in order to 
determine the cost of delivering undergraduate and taught postgraduate 
programmes, whether one subsidises the other, and whether tuition fees cover 
the cost of teaching a programme; 
 

(ii) that the Faculty had been asked to identify 3-4 programmes that could be used 
as case studies for the calculation of costs of teaching per module and per 
programme, and the Chair would contact departments in relation to this in the 
near future; 

 

(f) Bench Fees 
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Noted: that a request for information on how departments set and manage bench 
fees had recently been circulated via email and that the Chair or the Faculty 
Director (Research Development & Governance) would contact departments in 
relation to this shortly. 

 
11. Departmental Business 
 

Considered:  
 
(a) Postgraduates as Markers 

 
a verbal report from Professor Lynn Staeheli (Director, North East Doctoral Training 
Centre) on feedback from postgraduate students involved in marking student work; 
 
Agreed: that, as Prof Staeheli was not able to attend the meeting, this item of 
business would be considered at the next committee meeting on 28 January 2015; 

(Action: EC) 
 

(b) Postgraduate Study Room (Queen’s Campus) 
 
Reported: that feedback from students had highlighted a number of access issues 
affecting students who were short in height and disabled students, including 
difficulties in reaching switches and USB ports; 
 
Agreed: that this student feedback and the issues identified would be discussed 
outside the meeting and a verbal update presented to the next FEC (PG). 

(Action: SM, HR) 
 

12. Student Business 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that it would be beneficial to increase the amount of tailored academic skills training 
and support delivered by departments at induction, particularly for international 
students who have had a break before undertaking postgraduate study; 
 

(b) that student feedback on departmental postgraduate induction should be shared 
with departments so that consideration can be given to making changes for the 
2015/16 induction period; 

 
(c) that support in relation to academic skills was also available from colleges, in 

particular Ustinov College; 
 

(d) that students who experienced difficulties in accessing or scanning texts in the 
Library were encouraged to contact their Academic Liaison Librarian for support 
and advice; 

 
Agreed: that the FEC student representatives should be provided with the contact 
details of all departmental postgraduate student representatives (once appointed), in 
order to facilitate the identification of items of student business for discussion at FEC 
(PG); 

(Action: EC) 
 
13. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered:   
 

(a) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 30 April 2014; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1412 

 



 

Academic Support Office  Page 9 of 10 

  

(b) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 28 May 2014; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1413 

 
(c) the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 25 June 2014; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1414 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) the introduction of a new examination outcome for research degree examinations – 

‘Major Corrections’ (6 months) with effect from 1 October 2014, for use when more 
substantial changes are required of a thesis, but a further examination is deemed 
unnecessary;  
 

(b) that a second oral examination was now required at resubmission of a research 
degree thesis in all cases where the examiners wished to recommend a negative 
outcome (fail outright lower award, or lower award with corrections), or were unsure 
whether to make a positive or negative recommendation; 
 

(c) the increase in the maximum number of working hours for full-time PG students to 
12 hours per week, noting that PG students are still restricted to no more than 6 
hours per week of academic employment (teaching, demonstrating, assessment, 
research), and must continue to comply with any additional sponsor or visa 
requirements. 

 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
14. Summary of Policy Changes 

 
Received: a summary of policy changes published in the Learning & Teaching 
Handbook for 2014/15; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1415 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that further information on the circulation list for the annual summary of policy 

changes was requested, noting that it would be appropriate for this to be circulated 
to heads of department, directors of UG/ PGT/ PGR studies, and departmental 
administrators; 
 

(b) that it would be beneficial to departments if the annual summary of policy changes 
could be circulated earlier in Michaelmas Term, so that it could be considered at the 
first boards of studies meetings of the academic year; 

 
Agreed: that the Secretary would confirm the circulation list for the annual summary of 
policy changes. 

(Action: EC) 
 

15. Undergraduate and Postgraduate (Taught) Scholarships and Bursary Awards 
 
Received: the standard terms and conditions for scholarships and bursary awards for 
undergraduate and taught postgraduate students; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1416 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that where the University manages a scholarship on behalf of another party, that 
party’s terms and conditions take precedence except in cases where there was a 
period of absence (e.g. ill-health, maternity leave); 
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(b) that terms and conditions for postgraduate research studentship awards were 
available via the Graduate School webpages at (https://www.dur.ac.uk/ 
graduate.school/finance/awardholders/pgr_terms_and_conditions/). 

 
 

16. Matters of Report 
 
Received: three reports of action taken by the chair on behalf of the Committee since its 
last meeting: 

Document ECSSHSCPG1417a-b 
 
17. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 

Wednesday 28 January 2015 2.00pm SSH Faculty Boardroom 

Wednesday 25 February 2015 2.00pm SSH Faculty Boardroom 

Wednesday 22 April 2015 2.00pm SSH Faculty Boardroom 

 
 

 

 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/%20graduate.school/finance/awardholders/pgr_terms_and_conditions/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/%20graduate.school/finance/awardholders/pgr_terms_and_conditions/

