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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

10 December 2014 
A meeting of Education Committee was held at 2.00 pm on Wednesday 10 December 
2014, in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 

 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor T. Clark, Professor J. Barclay, Professor A. 
Darnell, Dr A. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr C. Sutherland, Professor G. Small and Miss L. 
Spanner,  with Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), Miss A. Bird (Minute Secretary), Mr R. Emborg 
(item 15 only) and Mrs M. King (Item 23 only).   
 
Apologies: Professor I. Greener and Dr N. Reissland.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 

14. 14. Education Strategy 2015-20: Objectives and Outcomes 
 
Considered: a paper outlining suggested objectives and outcomes for the Education 
Strategy 2015-20;                    

Document EC/14/19 
 

         Reported:  
 

(a) that Education Committee had previously endorsed the overarching themes for the 
Education Strategy 2015-20 and that these themes would form the basis of 
corresponding strategic objectives. The Education Strategy 2015-20 would align 
with the overarching institutional Academic Strategy;   

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the document set out suggested objectives and outcomes for the Education 

Strategy. These were designed to facilitate discussion, and as such should not be 
read as draft strategic objectives or outcomes;   
 

(b) that an objective on supporting progression between years of study should be 
included. The committee noted that a working group on transitions to and within 
higher education was developing a number of proposals in this area. These 
proposals could be used to support the development of the corresponding 
Education Strategy objective; 

 
(c) that an objective on students’ personal and professional development should be 

included. The committee noted that the Personal Development Working Group 
should be consulted on the development of the objective; 

 
(d) that whilst the objectives on Assessment and Feedback were broadly appropriate, 

the committee felt that they could be more ambitious in their aim and focus on 
encouraging students to understand the purpose of assessments and how they link 
to the intended learning outcomes. The committee were supportive of the 
Assessment and Feedback objectives centring on the concept of ‘assessment for 
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learning’ and that a working group with representatives from departments and the 
Students’ Union should be organised to develop objectives in this area. The 
committee further noted that work undertaken in response to the National Student 
Survey 2014 results should also be considered when developing the objectives;  

 
(e) that the objectives detailed under the heading ‘the value of the college offer’ had 

developed from discussions at UEC. The committee noted that whilst for many 
universities accommodation fees covered the cost of a room, for Durham 
University, College fees covered the holistic experience within the colleges. The 
committee noted that careful consideration would have to be given to this when 
considering the objectives on the value of the college offer. The committee agreed 
that Colleges Board should consider the document and provide feedback to the 
Academic Registrar; 

   
Agreed: 
 
(a) that colleagues should send  draft objectives to the Academic Registrar in the first 

instance; 
 

(b) that the paper should be considered at Colleges Board, subject to the caveat in 
Noted (e); 

Action: AD 
(c) that representatives from the Students’ Union, departments and the Academic 

Registrar should consider the Assessment and Feedback objectives with attention 
to the committees discussion in Noted (d). 

Action: MG 
 
 

15. Report on Access and Student Recruitment  
 
Considered: a report on the activity delivered by the Access and Student Recruitment 
Team during the 2014/15 academic year;  

Document EC/14/20 
 

         Noted:  
 

(a) that OFFA had placed a greater emphasis on collaborative partnerships as a key 
element of Access Agreements, and as such, expected all universities to be 
involved in collaborative work. To support this, HEFCE had allocated funding to 
support the development of Collaborative Outreach Networks. The University had 
recently joined the North East Raising Aspirations Partnership which would help 
support the sharing of information, advice and guidance on application to higher 
education, in partnership with Newcastle, Northumbria, Sunderland and Teesside 
Universities. The second collaboration was with other Russell Group Universities 
and would create resources for teachers and advisors in Schools;  
 

(b) that whilst the Supported Progression Pre 16 Programme had been successful in 
supporting student progression to higher education, it was not clear that these 
students were then attending Durham University. The Access and Student 
Recruitment team had trialled a number of events focused on year 9, year 10 and 
year 11 cohorts in the North East over the 2013/14 academic year, the feedback 
from which would be used to develop the collaborative work in the North East 
Raising Aspirations Partnership. Analysis undertaken by the Access and Student 
Recruitment Team had shown that the Supported Progression Pre 16 Programme 
was unsustainable whilst the impact on the work in this area was not providing the 
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University with prospective applicants. Therefore, the Supported Progression Pre 
16 Programme would be reorganised as the Access Partnership Team and 
manage the collaborative partnership activity and the Brilliant Club and Future 
Scholars projects;  

 
(c) that Post 16 Supported Progression had continued to grow with the introduction of 

a second Summer School and a 43% increase in students starting the scheme. 
The Post 16 Supported Progression continues to recruit students from under-
represented groups. For the 2014 entry the University used ACORN as well as NS-
SEC to select applicants. The committee noted that with the increased popularity in 
the scheme, the 2015 entry would be based on Sutton Trust Scheme criterion and 
place a greater emphasis on those students who had spent time in care; 

 
(d) that 22 of the 31students from the pilot cohort of Post 16 Supported Progression 

graduated in 2014 and that 64% of these students had attained a “good honours” 
degree, demonstrating the positive impact of the Post 16 Supported Progression 
Scheme;  

 
(e) that the Foundation Centre was not included in the report; however, this had been 

a conscious decision: the  purpose of the Foundation Centre was markedly 
different to that of Supported Progression and it focused instead on supporting 
home, mature students into higher education programmes offered at Durham 
University. The Foundation Centre was included within the University’s Access 
Agreement. Nonetheless, the committee felt that whilst the report was very useful, 
there was no feedback from departments on their experiences of access and 
student recruitment events and activities, and that there would be value in 
integrating feedback from departments into future reports;  

 
(f) that the Sutton Trust Programme had also continued to grow with the introduction 

of a second Summer School, and plans to expand to include a third Summer 
School for the next academic year. Education Committee had previously agreed 
that a guaranteed standard offer should be given to all students who successfully 
participated in the summer school. The committee felt that it would be useful to 
undertake further analysis on the conversion of those students who had received 
an offer and subsequently registered at the University;  

 
(g) that the Pre-Application Open Days continued to be successful with a 10% 

increase on the figures for the previous year. The University offered financial 
support to students to attend Pre-Application Open Days and recorded a 57% 
increase in the use of funding. The feedback from the events was very positive with 
86.7% (Queen’s Campus) and 73.8% (Durham City) of prospective students 
indicating their intention to apply to Durham University. However, the committee 
felt that there would be value in investigating the conversion data of those 
applicants who had indicated their intention to apply to Durham after attending an 
Open Day, and those individuals who had not attended an Pre-Application Open 
Day but did, in fact, register at Durham; 

 
(h) that whilst College tours on the Pre-Application Open Days had been reduced to 

30 minutes and their frequency increased, the feedback on the effectiveness of this 
change had not been analysed.  The duration had been decreased in response to 
previous negative comments about the availability of tours; by reducing the 
duration it was possible to run a greater number of tours to a greater number of 
applicants. However, the committee was reminded that it was important for 
applicants to gain an understanding of the collegiate system at Durham, in addition 
to participating in tours. There was some concern that shorter tours could impact 



 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 4 of 14 
 10 December 2014 

negatively on the perception that applicants gained of the collegiate system. There 
could be value in undertaking further analysis in this area, in partnership with the 
Colleges Office;  

 

(i) that Post-Application Open Days also continued to be successful, with 44.5% of 
applicants changing their UCAS status to Firm soon after their attendance at the 
event, and before the UCAS deadline of submitting final choices. The committee 
felt that there would be value in investigating the relationship between those 
individuals who had attended a Post-Application Open Day and subsequently 
rejected an offer from the University; 

 
(j) that whilst the University had offered applicants the opportunity to reside in a 

College when attending a Post-Application Open Day, at a cost to the applicant, 
there had been no analysis on whether staying in a College overnight had an 
impact on an individual’s intention to study at Durham. The committee felt that as 
there was also a cost to the University in offering this provision, it would be useful 
to understand this relationship further;  

 
(k) that the Insight programme had registered fewer students in 2013/14 and only 43% 

of eligible schools and colleges had students on the programme. The committee 
noted that the Insight programme would not be offered in the future, but that the 
resources would be redirected to other projects such as the collaborative 
partnerships and activities to strengthen the impact of pre-application engagement 
with students outside of University delivered access activity. The committee was 
confident that the closure of the Insight programme would not negatively impact 
those students from state schools who were not eligible or successful in the 
Supported Progression Scheme, for whom the Impact Programme was targeted at, 
as the expansion of the Post 16 Supported Progression Scheme and the Sutton 
Trust Summer Schools would support these individuals in the future;  

 
(l) that the University would continue to strengthen its links with teachers. Admissions 

data had indicated a continued trend in applications from schools attending the HE 
Advisors Conference and a significant improvement in the number of offers made;   

 
(m) that the University had launched an Increasing Diversity project which was 

designed to support the representation of ethnic minority students in access and 
student recruitment activities. The committee noted that the Access and Student 
Recruitment Team had plans to monitor the progression of under-represented 
students from those schools with a higher than average level of ethnic diversity to 
registering at Durham University in the future;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the committee supported the access and student recruitment activities planned 

for 2014/15; 
 

(b) that further analysis should be undertaken in relation to Noted (f) to (j) and 
submitted to a future meeting of Education Committee for further consideration. 

Action: RE 
 

 
16. Equality Impact Assessment of the Access Agreement 

 
Considered: the equality impact assessment of the Access Agreement; 

Document EC/14/21 
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Noted: that equality impact assessments were an integral part of ensuring that the 
University’s policies, procedures and practice operate to support the University’s 
diversity objectives, and that a proposal to introduce the routine use of equality impact 
assessments would be considered by UEC in the future;  

 
Agreed: that the equality impact assessment of the Access Agreement 20115-16 was 
appropriate and that no further action was required. This should be communicated to 
the Deputy Academic Registrar.  

Action: AR 
 
17. QAA Higher Education Review 2016 

 
Considered: an update on Durham University’s QAA Higher Education Review 2016; 

Document EC/14/22 – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this report should be treated as closed and confidential to the 
committee] 

 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the University had received a notification letter from the QAA confirming that 
Durham University’s Higher Education Review (HER) would be scheduled for the 
week commencing 29 February 2016;  
 

(b) that the Higher Education Review had a core element and a thematic element. The 
core element focused on academic standards, the quality of learning opportunities, 
information and enhancement. The University could be ‘commended’ or judged to 
‘meet UK expectations’, ‘requires improvement to meet UK expectations’ or ‘does 
not meet UK expectations’. Each area would be subject to a judgement by the 
review team;  

 

(c) that the thematic element  changed periodically but focused on an area that was 
chosen by representatives in the sector through the Higher Education Review 
Group. The two themes for HER 2015-16 were ‘Student Employability’ and ‘Digital 
Literacy’. The thematic element did not carry a judgement in the HER; however, 
the University and Students’ Union would be expected together to explore one of 
these two themes in the Self Evaluation Document (SED) and the Student 
Submission (SS) respectively;    

 
(d) that, although a number of TEI’s would be subject to their own QAA Review under 

the Review of Education Oversight (REO) process, the Common Awards Scheme 
would be within scope for the Higher Education Review;  

 
(e) that preparations for the QAA HER were already underway. A steering group had 

been established to coordinate the University’s preparations and the Institutional 
Facilitator and Lead Student Representative had been confirmed as the Head of 
the Academic Support Office and the Academic Affairs Officer at the Students’ 
Union;  

 
(f) that, in a statement released on 7 October 2014, HEFCE announced its intention to 

consult on the future of quality assessment arrangements in fulfilment of its current 
statutory responsibilities, and to put its contract for quality assessment out to 
competitive tender. HEFCE confirmed that existing quality arrangements would 



 

Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 6 of 14 
 10 December 2014 

continue in 2015-16 with new arrangements operating from September 2017. The 
University's HER would not be directly affected by this tender process; 

 
(g) that a detailed work schedule  and summary of the key deadlines had been 

developed by the HER Steering Group;   
 

Agreed: that the committee supported the activities outlined in the report to support the 
preparation of the University’s Higher Education Review. 

 
18. Language Modules 

 
Considered: a report on the demand and participation with the foreign language 
elective modules at undergraduate level;  

Document EC/14/23 
 

Noted:  
  

(a) that the Centre for Foreign Language Study (CFLS) should be congratulated on the 
work undertaken to support student and staff participation in language modules at 
the University;  
  

(b) that registrations on elective credit bearing language courses had increased 
significantly and was in line with the growth evident at other Russell Group 
Universities. However, the report highlighted that 25% of students had changed 
their language module choice within in first three weeks of teaching. This had 
created an administrative burden on the centre and the committee supported the 
work being undertaken to improve communication with students and reduce the 
number of elective changes. The committee noted that it was important to ensure 
that students were provided with the appropriate information regarding credit 
bearing language modules and felt that there would be value in reviewing the 
information provided to students, with a particular focus on the information 
available online. It would be helpful if information could be provided to students 
centrally;  

 
(c) that that the CFLS planned to support student progression from one language level 

to the next, having recognised that only a small percentage of students had 
continued to improve their language competency in the same area;   

 
(d) that demand for elective language modules had exceeded capacity. This was as a 

result of the language not being offered by the University or the modules being full. 
However, the committee also noted that the expansion of language programmes at 
Queen’s Campus had not been met by demand and that registrations had fallen. 
The committee noted that Italian and Arabic language modules were particularly 
popular and that the CFLS had planned to undertake a review of the portfolio of 
language modules to ensure that, where possible, the demand was being met;  

 
(e) that examinations for language modules currently took place in the main 

examination cycle. The committee felt that the constraints on the examination 
timetable would be reduced if examination assessments were reduced and 
removed from the main examination cycle;  

 
(f) that there would be value in organising a small group, comprising the Chairs of 

FEC (UG), Director of CFLS and representatives from Student Registry, to meet 
and explore mechanisms which could be used to improve both student registration 
and examination timetabling for CLFS modules;   
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(g) that the CFLS had planned to introduce a broader suite of language courses both 

within and external to the University. Externally, this would be based on a portfolio 
of professional language training courses largely targeted at commercial 
enterprises and the public sector. These courses would be charged at a 
commercial rate and would generate additional income that could be reinvested to 
support the core student facing delivery of language programmes;  

 
(h) that the planned expansion internally would require careful consideration of  

teaching and administrative resources such as timetabling and room capacity 
limitations;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the committee were supportive of the planned activity in the Centre for Foreign 

Language Study;  
 

(b) that the timetabling for language module examinations should be reconsidered by 
the Director for the Centre for Foreign Language Study and the Head of Student 
Registry. 

 Action: MC/MK  
 
 

19. Pre-Sessional Provision 
 
Considered: a proposal to amend core regulations to integrate current pre-sessional 
provision within main academic programmes of study; 

Document EC/14/24 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposal was to permit students to commence an academic programme 
with a 4, 8 or 12 weeks pre-sessional study programme, and that the successful 
completion of the pre-sessional programme would be a progression point for the 
main academic programme. This would require a change to the core regulations 
and an amendment to the Learning and Teaching Handbook;   
 

(b) that integrating the pre-sessional programme as a formal entry point for any 
undergraduate or postgraduate programme, with the successful completion of the 
pre-session course as a progression point, would remove the requirement for two 
separate visas and two separate CAS;  

 
(a) that that report highlighted the benefits to the student experience and the University 

to integrate the pre-sessional programme with the main degree programme and 
issue a single CAS;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the committee was supportive of the proposal and that this should be 

recommended to Senate for approval;  
Action: AR 

 

Recommended: that Senate consider the proposal to amend the core regulations to 
integrate current pre-sessional provision within main academic programmes of study 
from 2015-16 entry.   
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Part B:  Routine Business 
 
20. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 22 October 2014; 
Document EC/14/25 

 
Received:   
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 22 October 2014; 

Document EC/14/26 
 

(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 14 October 2014, 
detailing consideration of the report from the meeting of Education Committee held 
25 June 2014;                                         Document EC/14/27 

 
Reported:  that the report from the 22 October 2014 meeting of Education Committee 
will be considered at the 9 December 2014 meeting of Senate. A minute extract 
outlining this discussion will be submitted to the 28 January 2015 Education 
Committee.  

 
21. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/14/28a 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.       Document EC/14/28b 
 
22. Chair’s business 
 

Considered:  any items of Chair’s business; 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that in 2014-15, HEFCE provided £25million to institutions to pilot projects to 

stimulate progression to postgraduate taught programmes. The University was 
successful in its bid to support a Credit Union Scheme;  
 

(b) that from 2015-16, HEFCE would allocate £50million to universities to offer 
bursaries, to the value of £10,000, on a match funded basis. The distribution of 
bursaries to institutions would be confirmed on 15 December 2014;  

 
(c) that in the Autumn Statement, released by the Chancellor on 3 December 2014, 

the Government had announced the introduction of a new postgraduate loan 
system. The loans, to the value of £10,000, would be available from 2016-17. The 
statement outlined that whilst the loans would be available across all subjects, they 
would not be available for graduates over the age of 30.  
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23. Examination and Assessment Report 
 
Considered: the Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) and the policy issues 
raised following the 2013/14 examinations cycle;           

Document EC/14/29 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the number of errors in examination papers remained at an unacceptable 

level. Education Committee had previously requested that guidance be circulated 
to departments in advance of the deadline to submit examination papers. However, 
a total of 92 examination papers, from 16 departments, still contained errors which 
were identified before the examination and a further 34 errors were found during 
the examination; 
 

(b) that the red cover sheet to examination papers required the approval signatures of 
two academic members of staff in order to sign off the examination papers for use. 
The feedback from the Faculties highlighted that whilst this was administrative 
burden and could cause delays, it was also an important additional mechanism for 
checking the accuracy of the examination papers. The committee echoed these 
concerns and felt that the removal of the red cover sheet from the examination 
papers could result an increase in the number of errors in the examination papers. 
Ensuring accuracy in examination papers was added to the list of responsibilities of 
boards of examiners for this academic year and the committee was supportive of 
sharing further good practice across departments. The committee also noted the 
value in reminding departments of the deadline for submitting examination papers 
to Student Registry to reduce delays;  

 
(c) that given the issues highlighted in the report and those in Noted (a) and (b) the 

committee felt that it was important to highlight the departments who had the most 
errors within their examination papers and also the types of errors included in the 
examination papers. This would ensure that departments were further accountable 
for their examination processes. This should be reported to Senate, and more 
detailed information on the range of errors should also be shared with FECs;  

 
(d) that the committee supported the recommendation that the duration of exams 

should be limited to multiples of 30 minutes between 1 and 3 hours. This would 
ensure greater consistency across departments and facilitate the organisation of 
the examination timetable. Departments will be required to address this in the 
curriculum development process for 2015/16;  

 
(e) that the constraints of the timetable could result in some Erasmus students taking 

more than the three consecutive exams normally permitted. The committee 
supported the recommendation to permit Erasmus students to take 4 consecutive 
exams in exceptional circumstances, noting that alternative assessment 
arrangements could also be considered by the relevant departments. The 
committee noted that this would only affect those students who joined the 
University part way through the academic year; 

 
(f) that the report had highlighted an issue with examination malpractice, in particular 

with students taking notes into the examination room. University regulations stated 
that, having investigated potential malpractice, the Board of Examiners would 
either confirm that malpractice was not found, or would refer suspected malpractice 
to Senate Disciplinary Committee for consideration. The report recommended 
topermit Chairs of Board of Examiners to impose an alternative penalty of a mark 
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of zero for the examination and allow a resit as a second attempt, if such an 
opportunity was permitted by the core or programme regulations. The committee 
noted that this “lighter touch” approach could encourage students to notify the 
examination invigilator immediately of any materials inadvertently taken into an 
examination venue. The recommendation would bring the consequences for 
examination malpractice in line with plagiarism infringements. The committee noted 
that this recommendation would require approval from Senate and a revision to the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook;   

 
(g) that whilst not all cases of examination malpractice were upheld by the Senate 

Disciplinary Committee, the current process ensured consistency of approach and 
outcome;  

 
(h) that whilst the recommendation might be an option for first and second year 

students, those studying in their final year would not be permitted the opportunity to 
resit the exam. The committee agreed that there was value in considering 
amendments to the current policy taking this into consideration. The committee 
noted that there was a need to consult with Senate Disciplinary Committee before 
taking proposals forward; 

 
(i) that the committee supported the recommendation, subject to Noted (g) to (h) and 

that the further work outlined in Noted (h) should be undertaken. This would then 
be reconsidered by Education Committee and then recommended to Senate for 
consideration;  

 
(j) that the number of late arrivals had reduced due to changes to policy introduced in 

2013-14;  
 

(k) that the recommendation relating to mobile phones and the examination starting 
scripts did not require further approval, as mobile phones were not explicitly 
prohibited by existing University regulations, which simply required that all non-
essential items be placed away from students;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the red cover sheet on examination papers should not be removed; 
  
(b) that a memo should be sent to departments to remind them of the deadline for 

submitting examination papers to Student Registry;  
Action: MK 

(c) that a memo should be sent from the Chair to Heads of Departments as detailed in 
Noted (c); 

Action: AR/ MK 
(d) that further work should be undertaken by Student Registry and the Academic 

Support Office on examination malpractice, as detailed in Noted (g) to (h), and that 
this should be considered at a future meeting of Education Committee; 

Action: AR/MK 
(e) that the remaining recommendations in the paper be approved and implemented;  

Action: MK  
 

24. Departmental Reviews 
 
(a) Summary Report 
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Received: a summary report of the Departmental Reviews considered by QSSC 
since the start of the 2014/15 academic year;  

Document EC/14/30a 
 

Noted: that Education Committee would receive summary reports of Departmental 
Reviews in order to provide additional oversight of any issues that relate to University 
policy or practice;  
 

 
(b) University-wide recommendation  

 
Considered: the University wide recommendation arising from the Departmental 
Review of Natural Sciences;  

Document EC/14/30b 
 

Reported:  
 
(i) that an exemption to the University’s core regulations was granted by the 

Chair of Education Committee to allow students to continue to undertake Level 
1 modules to the value of 40 credits during Level 2, rather than the normal 
maximum 30 credits of Level 1 modules under the University’s ‘adjacent level’ 
rule. It had been agreed that this exemption would be reconsidered as part of 
the Departmental Review process;  
 

(ii) that the University Core Regulations stated that for a Diploma to be awarded a 
student must have no more than 150 credits at Level 1. The exemption to the 
University’s adjacent level rule could prohibit students from exiting the 
University with a Diploma, as students would not necessarily gain the 90 
credits at Level 2 or above required by the Framework for Higher Education 
Qualifications (FHEQ) for this award; 

 
(iii) that Quality and Standards Sub-Committee had considered the 

recommendation arising from the Department Review of Natural Sciences and 
recommended to Education Committee that the request for an exemption to 
the University’s adjacent level rule should not be approved, and that individual 
students cases should be dealt with by concession instead;  

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the exemption to the core regulations accommodated for those students 

whose focus of study had changed after the first year, something more likely in 
inter- and multi-disciplinary programmes such as Natural Sciences. Natural 
Sciences had outlined that the flexibility to permit students to be able to take 
40 credits at Level 1 was important as these modules typically laid the 
foundations for further study at higher levels within programmes. It was often 
very difficult to progress within Science without having taken at least 40 credits 
of study at Level 1;   
 

(ii) that the committee felt it important to note that a decision to reject the 
proposed extension of the exemption to the core regulations did not mean that 
permitting students to take 40 credits of Level 1 modules during Level 2 was 
considered inappropriate in all circumstances. The committee was satisfied 
that students were being appropriately supported by the Director of Natural 
Sciences. However, the vast majority of Natural Sciences students would not 
undertake 40 credits of Level 1 modules during Level 2, and the existing 
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concessions procedure was therefore the conventional mechanism for dealing 
with students who did need an exemption from the normal requirements of 
University regulations;   

 
(iii) that permitting students to take modules outside of the core regulations via 

individual student concessions required that some administrative work be 
undertaken. However, this would not necessarily differ from dealing with 
students via the exemption to the core regulations under the ‘adjacent rule’. In 
both instances students would be dealt with by exception and as a result of the 
Director of Natural Sciences working out a specific programme of study with, 
and for, the student. The concessions procedure would provide a clear, 
recorded, audit trail for decisions taken, clarity for staff and students, and a 
means of measuring the number of exemptions granted. The committee felt 
that an emphasis on individual cases would be positive;  

 
(iv) the committee supported the view that individual cases should be dealt with by 

concession. The committee noted that Natural Sciences should ensure that it 
monitors the numbers of students who were required to take 40 credits at 
Level 1 during Level 2, and thus might be permitted a concession. The annual 
report on  concessions and appeals would take this into consideration for 
future reports;   

 
Agreed: that the request for an exemption to the University’s adjacent rule should 
not be approved and that individual cases should be dealt with by concession and 
that this should be reviewed after one year of operation. This should be 
communicated to the Director of Natural Sciences. 

Action: AR  
 

25. Faculty Education Committees 
 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 13 November 2014;           

 Document EC/14/31 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meetings of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 10 November 2014;  

Documents EC/14/32 
 

(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 12 November 2014;             

Document EC/14/33 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meetings of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 10 November 2014; 
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Document EC/14/34 
 

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 10 November 2014;         

Document EC/14/35 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meetings of the Social Sciences and Health 
FEC (Postgraduate) held 12 November 2014; 

 Documents EC/14/36 
 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the FEC (Undergraduate) reports had raised concerns about the lack of 
student representation on Staff-Student Consultative Committees. The committee 
noted that Durham Students’ Union was in the process of conducting a review into 
the election process and that departments had been contacted for their feedback 
on the process. The review report, which would be compiled by the Students’ 
Union, would be considered at a future meeting of Education Committee; 
 

(b) that the minimum standards on DUO policy had been considered by each of the 
FECs. The feedback was positive; however the committee agreed that there would 
be value in considering a summary report of this feedback;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that feedback on the elections process for student representatives should be sent 

directly to the Academic Representation Coordinator;  
 

(b) that a summary report of the feedback from FECs on the minimum standards of 
DUO would be compiled and provided to members by circulation, coming forward 
to a future meeting of Education Committee if necessary. 

Action: AR  
 

 
26. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 8 October 2014 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;                

Document EC/14/37 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the undergraduate programmes in the Department of English had been 
revalidated for a period of 2 years. This was due to the planned structured review 
of the undergraduate provision within the Department. The committee also noted 
that the subsequent request for an extension to the revalidation of the 
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undergraduate programmes in the Department of English would be discussed at 
the Arts & Humanities PRAP, and then submitted to QSSC for approval;  
 

(b) that all new and withdrawn programmes considered by QSSC would be presented 
separately to Senate in the future. 

 
   
27. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 13 October 2014 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee.                

Document EC/14/38 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

28. Matters of Report 
 

Received: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee; 
Document EC/14/39 

 
29. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 

Wednesday 28 January 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 11 March 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 22 April 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 20 May 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 17 June 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
 

  

   
   

 

  

 


