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Present: Dr. C Sutherland (Chair), Mr. A Baker, Dr. I Bailiff, Dr. M Dodd, Prof. J Dumbrell 
(vice Dr. J Stapleton), Prof. D Evans, Dr. S Forrest, Mr. B Leighton, Dr. T Moreira, Mrs J 
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Apologies: Prof. I Greener, Dr. A Husband, Mrs J McAloon, Mrs H Robb, Dr. J Spence. 
 
In Attendance: Mr. M Critchley (in attendance for item 1 only) 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Minutes 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
1. Language Provision: Update from the Centre for Foreign Language Study 

 
Considered: an update report and presentation from the Director of the Centre for 
Foreign Language Study;  

(Document ECSSHUG1315) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the delivery of language courses to non-specialist learners provided by the 

Centre for Foreign Language Study was to be expanded across the institution, in 
line with the University’s International Strategy; 
 

(b) that there were currently two strands of programmes: credit bearing language 
modules and non-credit bearing classes. Registrations for both types of 
programme were very positive, with the number of students taking language 
courses having grown by 32% in two years; 

 
(c) that there were a number of areas being focused on in terms of going forward. 

Aims included: maximising the number of students studying a modern language at 
Durham University; increasing the availability of language courses for all students 
as both credit bearing and non-credit bearing options, especially at Queen’s 
Campus; the development of short courses to support internationalisation (and 
thus employability), student exchanges and Study Abroad; 

 
(d) that, in addition to the above, department representatives were encouraged to 

respond to the initial ideas that were outlined in response to the call for proposals 
for the HEA-AHRC symposia; 

 
(e) that departments were encouraged to contact Mark Critchley, the Director of the 

Centre for Foreign Language Study, if they required any support in terms of 
provision or if there was an opportunity to improve or extend the provision in 
place; 

 
(f) that departments were particularly encouraged to contact the Director regarding 

provision at Queen’s Campus which was perceived as being less varied than the 
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provision at Durham City; an imbalance caused by the Centre for Foreign 
Language Study being based in Durham. It was noted however that Stephenson 
College had been instrumental in driving forwards language study at Queen’s 
Campus; 

 
(g) that the School of Education representative highlighted that advancement of BSL 

(British Sign Language) courses at Queen’s Campus would be welcomed. Many 
School of Education students would require skills in this area in order to support 
students with special needs; it was thus also important in terms of student 
employability; 

 
(h) that it was felt that much had been done in terms of the promotion of what the 

Centre for Foreign Language Study had to offer, but that better communication 
with students and staff across departments was required. The Director thus 
recommended to departments that they contact him directly to arrange for talks for 
both staff and students; 

 
(i) that the Centre was keen to ensure that there were opportunities to study 

languages beyond those offered at degree level. Proposals were currently being 
taken forward to include Portuguese within the range of languages on offer. 
Departments were encouraged to contact the Centre Director or the Chair if they 
had suggestions for courses that could be introduced and to consider whether any 
languages would be particularly useful for students going on years abroad; 

 
(j) that the courses that staff could take were free for them to participate in; 

 
(k) that the Durham University Business School fed back that the introduction of a 

course in Mandarin would be well received; 
 

Agreed: that the Committee representative from the School of Applied Social Sciences 
noted that the pre-entry tests for international students were perceived to be 
insufficient in terms of testing that students had a suitable level of English language to 
be able to progress on their programme. Other Committee representatives were of a 
similar opinion. Though this was an area that was managed by the English Language 
Centre, rather than the Centre for Foreign Language Study, the Director of the latter 
would take forward this point with Philip Nathan in the English Language Centre. 

Agreed: MC 
 

2. Membership of Boards of Examiners 
 
Considered: a report proposing revisions to University requirements in relation to 
membership of, and attendance at, Boards of Examiners; 

(Document ECSSHUG1316) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the report proposed revisions to University requirements in relation to the 

membership of, and attendance at, Boards of Examiners, with the aim of reducing 
demands on staff time whilst maintaining their ability to uphold and manage the 
University’s academic standards; 
 

(b) that a number of Committee members confirmed that the proposed changes 
would reduce the size of boards of examiners, thus releasing some staff time; 

 
(c) that there were no concerns raised regarding how the proposed changes would 

impact on the effectiveness of boards of examiners; 
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(d) that stricter rules regarding attendance especially in relation to resit boards were 
encouraged by Committee representatives who stressed that it was difficult to 
confirm/control staff attendance; 
 

Agreed: that there seemed to be a slight discrepancy in the paper. Section 9 noted the 
quoracy requirement that ‘all the external examiners’ should attend the Board of 
Examiners. However in Annex 2 section 7d it noted that ‘at least one external 
examiner’ should be present. The discrepancy, along with the comments noted above, 
would be fed back to the author of the paper for clarification. 

Action: Secretary 
 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
3. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 
Committee (Undergraduate) held 11 November 2013; 

(Document ECSSHUG1317) 
 

(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 11 November 2013. 
(Document ECSSHUG1318) 

 
4. Matters Arising 
 

(a) Action Log 
 
    Considered: the action log from the previous meetings of the Faculty of Social 

Sciences and Health Education Committee (Undergraduate); 
(Document ECSSHUG1319) 

  
Noted: 
 
(i) that the employability plans submitted by the Durham University Business 

School, the Law School, the School of Applied Social Sciences, the School of 
Education and the School of Government and International Affairs were all 
approved; 
 

(ii) that an example of good practice in terms of the employability plans was the 
‘Employability Retreat’ which the Durham University Business School were 
piloting for Accounting third year students. A similar retreat style activity had 
been introduced by the Psychology department; the retreat focused on areas 
such as preparing students for their work experience and job applications. 
Their experience showed that the activity was intensive in terms of staff time 
but that the feedback from students, as seen in the NSS results, was very 
positive. It was a good opportunity for students to get to know staff and to 
focus on areas such as interview skills; 

 
(iii) that the Head of Psychology, Professor Charles Heywood, was happy to 

discuss the department’s experience of the retreat with any departments 
interested in introducing something similar; 

 
(iv) that the start of the second year was considered the best time to introduce 

this kind of activity, as by the third year students had often already started to 
apply for jobs; 
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(v) that although staff could see that activities such as the above staff/student 
retreats were very positive in terms of the student experience, there were 
concerns raised regarding the cost of the activities, especially if they were to 
be an option for all students; 

 
(vi) that the concern raised in the Annual Report on Concessions and Appeals 

relating to the increase of the number of concessions in the Foundation 
Centre had been taken forward by the then acting FEC Chair, Professor Ian 
Greener, and staff in the Centre; 

 
(vii) that Committee representatives were reminded that they should seek 

clarification at their next meeting of SSCC as to what materials students 
preferred to have in hard copy and what they were content to have in 
electronic form. The Archaeology representative commented that they no 
longer gave out paper copies of most documents, as students preferred to 
receive documents electronically;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the outstanding employability plan from Anthropology could be signed off 

by Chair’s action before being submitted to Education Committee; 
Action: ANTH 

 
(ii) that concerns had been raised at the Michaelmas meeting of Faculty 

Education Committee that the current Serious Adverse Circumstances policy 
did not take beliefs into account. Further examples of when beliefs could 
legitimately result in a student claiming mitigating circumstances had thus 
been requested. It was proposed that a student could legitimately state they 
had mitigating circumstances due to their beliefs if they had been fasting and 
therefore lacked energy to complete their assessment. The example would be 
fed back to Education Committee for consideration of whether the policy 
should be amended; 
  Action: Secretary 

 
(b) Matters Arising 
 

Received: a report of matters arising for information; 
(Document ECSSHUG1320) 

 
Noted: that the President of the Durham Students’ Union (DSU) had confirmed 
that there was no permanent DSU staff based at Queen’s Campus. Committee 
members felt that this was not satisfactory. It was felt that there should be a DSU 
Officer Post at Queen’s Campus to ensure accessibility, as well as fair 
representation, for staff and students at Stockton; 
 
Agreed: that the concerns and request outlined above would be passed to 
Education Committee for consideration. 

Action: Secretary 
 
5. Faculty Overview of External Examiner Reports, 2012/13 

 
Considered: the overview report on external examiner reports, 2012/13; 

(Document ECSSHUG1321) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in the future departments would be copied in to University level responses to 

external examiner reports; 
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(b) that one department queried why more examples of good practice had not been 
included for their School within the report. The report was an overview which, by 
its nature, highlighted the main areas of concern or good practice, rather than 
listing all; 

 
(c) that several departments such as Archaeology and Anthropology used DUO to 

make essays available to external examiners; 
 

(d) that in terms of ensuring that the full range of marks is used, several departments 
noted that they frequently received feedback from external examiners that they 
should particularly ensure that they used the full range of marks for the 
dissertation. Linked to this, a discussion arose regarding whether dissertation 
supervisors should mark the dissertations of their students. Arguments for the 
supervisor marking the dissertation included their knowing the subject area best, 
compared with a possible expertise gap if they weren’t the marker. Also the 
supervisor would be aware of any problems/circumstances that the student had 
undergone whilst they were completing their final year, although it was felt that this 
could be a negative point as work should be marked on its own merits. Where 
students had mitigating circumstances an SAC form should be completed; 

 
(e) that the student representative noted that from the student’s point of view a lot 

rested on whether or not your supervisor was marking your dissertation, as it was 
possible for students to write in the preferred style of their supervisor; 

 
(f) that one department noted that they had increased the quantity of supervision time 

when the supervisor had not been the marker and they had found that dissertation 
marks had actually decreased as a result. The reason for this was perceived to be 
that students had put less work into their dissertation, as they had received so 
much support; 

 
(g) that the Anthropology representative noted that supervisors were second markers 

in their department, and that this was felt to be a successful arrangement; 
 

(h) that there was currently national discussion as to qualification descriptors for level 
zero (the Foundation year); 

 
Agreed: that the question of whether dissertation supervisors should mark the 
dissertations of their own students would be considered again at the Michaelmas 2014 
Faculty Education Committee, as several Committee representatives had noted that 
this was an area under current review in their departments. 

Action: Secretary 
 

6. Faculty Overview NSS Report, 2012/13 
 
Considered: the Faculty response to the results of the National Student Survey and the 
key dates for 2014; 

(Document ECSSHUG1322a-b) 
 
 Noted: 
 

(a) that the paper listed a number of actions and next steps which would be taken 
forward by the Faculty; 
 

(b) that the provision of feedback continued to be a critical area for improvement and 
this would remain a focus of the Deputy Head of Faculty. Departments were 
reminded of the importance of monitoring and assessing the quality of feedback 
provided by staff to students; 

 



Academic Support Office  Page 6 of 13 

  

(c) that in relation to the above it was considered good practice to have a 
responsibilities list. This was in place within some departments already; the 
administrative staff checked that feedback was submitted on time and staff were 
contacted, often by the module convener, where this was not the case. In the Law 
School if the module convener was not convinced that feedback would be given 
on time then it became a matter for the Head of School to resolve; 

 
(d) that the Faculty had an online feedback forum where examples of best practice 

could be stored. Committee members were encouraged to make good use of the 
site; 

 
(e) that several departments commented that so long as they clearly communicated 

to students that feedback would be late, where that was the case, students 
understood. Issues mainly arose if there was a lack of communication; 

 
(f) that Lucy Pritchard, the Faculty Student Recruitment and Engagement Officer, 

would work with departments to communicate to their students the actions that 
had been taken following their feedback. The representative from Medicine noted 
that students were leading the way in terms of social media such as Twitter and 
that much could potentially be done with social media in terms of feedback. 
Departments were encouraged to contact Lucy Pritchard for support in this area, 
along with Julie Mulvey, from Computing and Information Services; 

 
(g) that it was queried whether any departments currently had in place a plan for 

managing a crisis. The high level of communication that had been had with 
students through the consolidation of programmes in Anthropology was 
highlighted as an example of good practice. The Durham University Business 
School had introduced a policy on how to deal with problematic modules. This 
included a series of steps such as the peer review of teaching; 

 
(h) that Law were taking forward a plan to have two sabbatical officers within the 

School who would focus on communications and outreach. Each sabbatical officer 
would have a one year contract and there would be a requirement that they had a 
degree from Durham University. The Foundation Centre employed someone who 
had previously been a student with them, to take care of areas such as responses 
to their Facebook site; 

 
(i) that departments were reminded that Lucy Pritchard had the contact details of 

student volunteers who were happy to do activities such as online chats with 
prospective students; 

 
(j) that the student representative noted that Twitter was more impersonal than 

Facebook in a positive sense, as users did not have to become someone’s ‘friend’ 
to use it. It could be used by anyone and thus was more straight forward with less 
risk of people potentially feeling intimidated or upset; 

 
(k) that several departments fed back that the Town Hall style meetings they had held 

had not been successful, with attendance from students being very low despite 
the activity being well promoted (Geography had one student turn up, the School 
of Government and International Affairs had four). It was suggested that an 
example of good practice used elsewhere was the ‘You said, we did...’ websites, 
which clearly outlined how departments responded to feedback; 

 
(l) that in regards the NSS Awareness-Raising Campaign, the activities outlined in 

the report were considered to be more stringent than before. The successful use 
of posters in this area by other universities was also commented on; 

 
 Agreed: 
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(a) that the impact of students having to travel around the campus for lectures and 
tutorials was raised as an issue. As this had previously been raised by the Law 
School, the Chair would take the matter forward at Education Committee; 

Action: Chair 
 

[Secretary’s note: the matter was raised at Education Committee, the minutes of 
which are being considered at the February meeting of Faculty Education 
Committee.] 
 

(b) that the Durham University Business School would share their policy on how to 
deal with problematic modules with the Committee. In addition, the 
representatives from Geography and Anthropology would write a brief summary (a 
couple of paragraphs) on the steps that had been taken in terms of the 
problematic level two module (Geography) and the consolidation of programmes 
(Anthropology) so other departments could learn from their experiences; 

Action: DUBS/ANTH/GEOG 
 

(c) that departments would raise at their next meeting of SSCC the use of social 
media and would feedback to Faculty Education Committee what staff and 
students wanted to see in this area, what issues they thought there could 
be/already were and any examples of good practice in terms of what was already 
being used. This would feed into a faculty workshop on social media, with Lucy 
Pritchard taking the lead; 

Action: ALL 
 

(d) that the feedback regarding Town Hall style meetings being ineffective due to low 
participation by students would be fed back to Education Committee. 

Action: Secretary 
 

7. Employability Action Plans 
 
Considered: graduate employability action plans from departments ranked outside of 
the top five, or top five percent of the Graduate Prospects Rankings; 

(Document ECSSHUG1323) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Durham University Business School report was considered to be an 

example of good practice. The School of Government and International Affairs 
were also highlighted due to their development of a database of alumni willing to 
deliver career talks; 
 

(b) that it was suggested that all departments should create employability plans which 
could be reviewed each year. This would ensure that all departments had 
someone with an overview of what was being taken forward in terms of 
employability, departments would easily be able to share examples of best 
practice and reports could be reviewed each year to determine what activities 
were actually working; 

 
(c) that it was suggested that the trigger that led to the reports being required should 

be higher; this was particularly felt to be the case because the rankings were felt 
to be partly out of departments’ control, as they were dependent on how other 
universities performed. It was suggested that it would be better for the report to be 
a requirement if a department was outside of the top five for two years running; 

 
Agreed: that the comments above would be fed back to Education Committee, along 
with the employability action plans. 

Action: Secretary 
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8. Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Academic Progress 
Notices, 2012/13 
 
Considered: the annual report on Academic Progress Notices, 2012/13; 

(Document ECSSHUG1324a-b) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the rise in the number of students failing the conditions of their APN in the 

Durham University Business School and Foundation was thought to be a result of 
the size of the School in the case of the former, and the nature of the Foundation 
Year in the latter; 
 

(b) that it was felt that having a high number of APNs was partly down to the high 
level of support staff provided to students; 
 

(c) that the APN system was considered by departments to be a supportive process 
but it was felt that the tone and focus of the report did not reflect this; 

 
(d) that concern was expressed that there was not alternate processes to manage  

students that had to withdraw from their course; 
 

(e) that the School of Education representative noted that the School was under 
pressure from Ofsted not to fail students near the end of their studies. The APN 
system was therefore an important system for the School; 

 
(f) that it was queried whether the four weeks that students normally had in which to 

fulfil their academic requirements was appropriate during Epiphany term, as if 
students were put on APN half way through Epiphany then the four week period 
would go into the examination period; 

 
(g) that it was queried why the APN system was a single year system. If the process 

was meant to ensure that students received support and were monitored it was 
suggested that the APN should be carried on into the next academic year; 

 
(h) that several Committee members opposed the above suggestion, feeling that 

students considered APN to be a threat, and that continuing the system beyond 
the academic year would place unfair stress on the student. Instead as the APN 
would be on the student’s file it should act as a reminder to the Academic Adviser 
that the student may require additional support. It was suggested that 
Departments should liaise with the Academic Advisers during the departmental 
review of APNs each year to see if any problems occurred; 

 
(i) that it was suggested that IT could be used to underpin support for students. For 

example, if a student had not logged into DUO in a certain amount of time, it 
would raise concerns and the department would know that they should get in 
touch with the student. It was however noted that the IT provision at Durham 
University was still some way from this being possible; 

 
Agreed:  
(a) that the comments would be fed back to the author of the report; 

Action: Secretary 
 

(b) that, as noted in point (h) above, departments would liaise closely with Academic 
Advisers during the departmental review of APNs each year, to see if any 
problems occurred. This would be reviewed at the Michaelmas 2014 meeting of 
the Faculty Education Committee. 

Action: ALL 
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9. Accredited Provision 
 
Considered: an extract from the Register of Accredited Provision to review and 
confirm; 

(Document ECSSHUG1325) 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the following were raised by departments as being a ‘key risk’ in terms of the 

definition outlined in paragraph 3 of the paper: the accreditation of the School of 
Education programmes; the accreditation for the following Durham University 
Business School programmes: BSc Accounting and all postgraduate programmes; 
the accreditation of the Masters of Social Work programmes in the School of 
Applied Social Sciences and the accreditation of the programmes in the School of 
Medicine, Pharmacy and Health; 
 

(b) that it was felt that there could be a more accurate definition of key risk as it would 
still be possible for programmes to run without accreditation; 

 
(c) that the representative from the Law School noted that the risk for the department 

went beyond accreditation, more accurate was the requirement to ensure that staff 
developed the skills in students that employers wanted them to have; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Law School now no longer required accreditation by the Bar Standards 

Board/Solicitors Regulation Authority. This would be followed up by the Secretary 
in order for the Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel to receive an update; 

Action: Secretary 
 

(b) that the General Pharmaceutical Council should be added to the Register of 
Accredited Provision. This would be fed back to the author of the report; 

Action: Secretary 
 

(c) that the comments on the report would be fed back to the author of the report. 
Action: Secretary 

 
10. Chair’s Business 

 
(a) Formative Assessment and Feedback 

 
Discussed: best practice in terms of formative assessment and feedback for final 
year students; 
 
Noted: that where as it was considered best practice to include formative 
assessment in every module, some departments did not include formative 
assessment on all third year modules as feedback from students had illustrated 
that they felt well practiced in the assessment type and the department were keen 
to ensure that they did not over assess their students. Where formative 
assessment was not included, departments did ensure that students received 
feedback on an early assessment in the module, thus helping them prepare for the 
final assessment. Departments stressed that this was kept under review at SSCC 
meetings; 
 

(b) Learning and Teaching Workshop 
(Document ECSSHUG1326) 

 
Noted: that the next Learning and Teaching Workshop, ‘Unlocking learners’ 
evaluative skills: a peer review perspective’, organised with the Centre for 
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Academic and Researcher Development and led by Professor David Nicol, would 
focus on assessment and feedback. The workshop would take place on 12th 
February 2014 and places could be booked online; 

 
(c) Processes for Checking Examination Papers 

(Document ECSSHUG1327) 
 

Discussed: the guidance on best practice in terms of the scrutiny of examination 
papers, specifically the scrutiny of papers in a group setting; 

 
(d) External Examiner Responses 

 
Noted: that there had been a number of external examiners that had noted in their 
reports that they had not received responses from departments regarding 
issues/queries raised in their previous reports. Departments were reminded that it 
was their responsibility to respond to external examiners on any points raised 
relating to departmental practice, as outlined in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook. 

 
11. Departmental Business 

 
Noted: that no departmental business was raised that was not included elsewhere on 
the agenda. 
 

12. Student Business 
 
Noted: that no student business was raised that was not included elsewhere on the 
agenda. 
 

13. Report from Education Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 11 December 
2013; 

(Document ECSSHUG1328a-b) 
  

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Committee had discussed a range of papers in relation to fair access, 

including the approval of the proposal that Durham Sutton Trust summer school 
participants should be guaranteed a standard offer (Minute EC 13(a)(ii) refers) and 
prospective changes to the bursaries offered by the University in light of cuts in 
Government Funding for the National Scholarship Programme (Minute EC 13(c) 
refers) with the withdrawal of £1,000 bursaries and the reduction from £3,000 to 
£2,500 being the main issues under consideration; 

 
(b) the approval of proposals to implement the additional ‘year abroad’ for all 

undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes for 2014/15; and that the 
Academic Support Office would contact departments directly to provide guidance 
on this issue when it became available; 

 
(c) that the Committee had agreed that departments offering the ‘year abroad’ type 

programmes (outside of the Department of Modern Languages and Cultures) via 
direct entry were strongly encouraged to remove such programmes and adopt the 
model of transferring in from the standard programme by October 2015.  
Departments who wished to retain direct entry to such programmes would need to 
make a compelling case to the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) and the 
International Office that the expectations of the applicants to the programme could 
be met (for example, that the department had sufficient departmental-level 
exchange agreements in place); 

https://apps.dur.ac.uk/tcbs/?mode=details&schedule=6948
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/section_10/5/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/section_10/5/
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(d) that several Committee members expressed concern regarding the above 

decision. The view was that the year abroad programmes would not look attractive 
in marketing materials if it did not explicitly state that students would be able to 
take a year abroad. One representative noted that if a department did not have 
direct entry to their year abroad programme then it did not come up on some 
programme searches, used by prospective students. If a year abroad was 
something that students would like to do then they needed to know that it would 
be possible; the proposed changes meant there would be uncertainty as students 
woud have to transfer onto a year abroad programme. It was felt that the decision 
to move away from direct entry could have a negative impact on departments in 
terms of recruitment; 

 
(e) that in terms of the concern detailed above, departments were reminded that an 

exception could be granted by the Deputy Head of Faculty and the International 
Office if a case was submitted but that their concerns would be fed back to 
Education Committee for consideration. It was felt that there had been mixed 
messages from Education Committee, with departments having been encouraged 
placements and year abroad options previously, only then to add the stipulation 
regarding direct entry; 

 
(f) that departments that offer ‘year abroad’ programmes should be encouraged to 

adopt the terminology ‘with Year Abroad’ in programme titles by October 2015.  
This would particularly apply to year abroad programmes currently titled ‘European 
Studies’ and ‘International Studies’, unless departments could make a compelling 
case to the Deputy Head of Faculty (Undergraduate) that such programmes 
offered a different experience to ‘year abroad’ programmes; 

 
(g) that the Committee considered that there were an unacceptable number of errors 

in examination papers and that this was starting to undermine student confidence 
in the examination process. Boards of Examiners had responsibility to ensure the 
accuracy of the form and content of examination papers and should ensure that 
robust processes were in place to ensure exam papers were free from error.  As a 
minimum, all papers should be checked by a member of staff other than the 
question setter. Policy on the approval of exam papers had been revised so that 
papers should be signed-off as camera ready by the Chair of the Board of 
Examiners or their delegate. Chairs of boards of examiners were asked to follow-
up on any errors with the staff concerned. Policy and guidance on this area had 
been revised (see in particular section 6.3.5 of the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook), it now included a list of the more common errors to guide staff as to 
what to avoid when setting papers; 

 
(h) that there had been instances where students who had undertaken a resit 

examination were unable to contact a member of departmental staff when results 
were released in September 2013 and that departments were reminded of the 
need to ensure that a staff member was available to provide students with resit 
marks when results were released; 

 
(i) the approval of a number of proposals outlined in the Examination and 

Assessment Report, including that exam venues would be closed five minutes 
before the start of an exam (for ten minutes) and then permanently closed at 30 
minutes after the start of an exam; that students would sit exams on the campus 
to which the module was attached; and a new procedure for dealing with students 
who disrupted examinations (the student would be asked to leave the room. If they 
persist in after they have been warned, they will be relocated to another venue if 
appropriate);  

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/5/
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(j) that there was no longer a central imperative to develop short-fat modules in 
support of internationalisation, but that departments could continue to develop 
such modules at their discretion if they chose to do so; 

 
(k) that the Committee would examine further and clarify the Curriculum Principle 

regarding inter-cultural competence (Principle 11, Principles for the Development 
of the Taught Curriculum); 

 
(l) the agreement that admissions statistics would no longer be circulated to FECs, 

but that Deputy Heads of Faculty would continue to receive this information; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the departments affected by the decisions in relation to ‘year abroad’ 

programmes would liaise with the Faculty Support Officer in the first instance, or 
would contact the Deputy Head of Faculty where an exemption was to be 
requested; 

Action: ALL 
 

(b) that department representatives would update their colleagues of the revision to 
policy and guidance on the approval and monitoring of examination papers 
(Section 6.3.5, Learning and Teaching Handbook), updating them that it now 
contained a list of the more common errors to guide staff in setting and checking 
exam papers; 

Action: ALL 
 

(c) that colleagues would be advised that where an undergraduate was resitting an 
exam it should be ensured that a member of staff was available to provide 
students with marks when results were released and that key dates for the 
examination periods could be found in the Learning and Teaching Handbook 
(Appendix A6.01 for the May/June undergraduate examination period and 
Appendix A6.02 for the August undergraduate examination period); 
 

(d) that the concerns that Committee representatives had expressed regarding the 
change in entry routes for year abroad programmes, specifically that direct entry is 
key to ensuring that these programmes are visible and appealing, would be fed 
back to Education Committee. 

Action: ALL 
 

 [Secretary’s note: that Student Registry had confirmed that the proposals 
outlined in section 3 (c) of the report from Education Committee, regarding the 
approval of proposals for examinations, would be introduced from May 2014]. 

 
14. Report from Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee held 
on 4 December 2013; 

(Document ECSSHUG1329a-b) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) Minute 20(a) Qualification Equivalencies: Edexcel International A-Levels 

 
agreement that the University would accept Edexcel International A-Levels as a 
qualification and that these would be treated as equivalent to GCE A-Levels;   

 

(b) Minute 21 Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Degree 
Classification 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/6/3/5/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/A601.docx
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section6/a6.02.docx


Academic Support Office  Page 13 of 13 

  

consideration of the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
degree classification, which was considered by FECs (Undergraduate) in 
November 2013. It was agreed that a further analysis would be commissioned to 
investigate the impact of entry standards on apparent differences by demographic 
variables; and to provide tests of statistical significance. It is intended that the 
resulting report would be presented to QSSC and FECs (Undergraduate) in 
Epiphany Term 2014;   

 

(c) Minute 22 Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Progression 
and Completion 

 
consideration of the annual report on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
progression and completion; 

 
(d) Minute 23 Concessions, Appeals and APNs 

 
consideration of the annual reports on undergraduate and integrated master’s 
concessions, appeals and APNs;  

 

(e) Minute 35 Departmental Review 

 
agreement that programme specifications should be updated at Departmental 
Review as standard (including to incorporate curriculum mapping documents); and 
that all programme specifications should be updated by the next three years (via 
annual review) or before a given department’s next Departmental Review.  

 
 

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

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

Date Time Room 

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

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

   

 


