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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
51. Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

 
Considered:  a paper from the working group examining the University’s approach to module 
evaluation questionnaires;  

Document EC/13/47 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that Education Committee had previously agreed that the University’s approach to 

MEQs needed to be reviewed and that a consultation paper on this subject containing 
a number of proposals had been considered via the meetings of FECs in Epiphany 
Term 2012 and that a set of recommendations had been approved by Education 
Committee at the meeting on 16 May 2012; 

 
(b) that the original rationale for undertaking the review of MEQs was twofold. It was 

primarily a response to the expectation, originally set out in the Government White 
Paper Higher Education: Students at the Heart of the System and reinforced by 
subsequent statements by HEFCE on the Wider Information Set, that all higher 
education providers should publish summaries of their internal student evaluation 
surveys. Of secondary concern was a perceived disparity between the requirements of 
the promotion criteria and the format and content of the MEQs operated by a number of 
departments; 

 
(c) that, in June 2012, following wide consultation with FECs, QSSC, Education 

Committee and Senate, it was agreed that a standardised MEQ template, using a 
common grading scale should be should be developed and implemented.  A specialist 
group was established to design and advise Education Committee on a standard 
question set and marking scale and that the recommendations of this group, which met 
during 2012 and 2013,  in respect of the standard questionnaire tool were set out in this 
paper; 

 
(d) that the Group identified that enhancement-focused evaluation measures and 

instruments would provide the greatest benefit in terms of student learning and 
experiences.  One such measure, used in a large number of institutions worldwide, was 
the Student Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) instrument, developed by Prof 
Herb Marsh (Marsh, 1982). This questionnaire was designed to be used for all delivery 
modes and had been heavily researched by nearly one million surveyed respondents 
as being appropriate for determining teaching effectiveness over diverse settings.    
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Research using this instrument showed that it had a high level of reliability.   It also had 
a reasonable level of validity in that scale scores correlate significantly with a wide 
range of measures of learning outcome such as student marks on standardised 
examinations, student feelings of mastery of course content, plans to apply skills learnt 
on the course and plans to pursue the subject further; 

 
(e) that the use of the SEEQ instrument was informally surveyed by a group of students 

through the offices of the Students’ Union. It received generally positive feedback as a 
replacement for the module evaluation questionnaires currently used within the 
University. The students commented that they felt the length of the survey was 
appropriate and the language used was very clear; 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that there was a need within the University to ensure clarity in terms of what the data 

from Module Evaluation Questionnaires was for; whilst it was recognised that the data 
could be used to provide evidence to support the case for probation and promotion of 
staff, there was significant value in using the feedback to refine the module being 
delivered and to ensure that it was delivering the required aims and learning objectives.  
The introduction of the standard question set would allow comparability of data year on 
year and across modules, with the sampling approach intended to avoid questionnaire 
fatigue; 

 
(b) that the revised proposals aimed to ensure that both standard questions, and a 

standard reporting scale aligned with the National Student Survey, were used; the 
SEEQ currently utilised a nine-point scale but this would be revised to implement the 
five-point scale aligned with the NSS; 

 
(c) that the SEEQ Survey provided a starting point for the development of the standard 

question set but that it would need to be reviewed, largely in view of the terminology 
used to refer to classes and staff members, to ensure that it reflected the learning and 
teaching activity delivered by Durham University and the individual(s) responsible that 
for delivery; 

 
(d) that the SEEQ question set was largely about teaching and did not incorporate much 

consideration of the learning aspect of delivery, specifically the student responsibilities 
in this area.  The Group recognised the need to be able to validate the questions posed 
and indicated that the research on the standard question set in SEEQ gave evidence of 
the experience of what students have answered and that this supported the proposal to 
pilot the SEEQ to determine how it was received by Durham students; 

 
(e) that the Deputy Head (Undergraduate) in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

had seen a similar questionnaire which incorporated questions which reviewed the 
learning experience of the student and that elements of this could be incorporated into 
a further section on the Durham version of the SEEQ titled ‘Your Learning’ which would 
give a further aspect to the survey; 

 
(f) that there remained the potential for students having to fill in more than one 

questionnaire where a module was team-taught. The report proposed that sampling 
could be undertaken, but did not provide suggestion as to how this sampling would be 
carried out, and there was a need for further work to be undertaken in this area.  
Students could be surveyed on their experience of the team teaching, specifying an 
individual within that team and their contribution to teaching, and any free text 
comments could be shared with the remainder of the teaching team which would 
perhaps reduce the likelihood of students having to complete more than one 
questionnaire in respect of a module and would benefit the teaching team as a whole; 
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(g) that the wording of the standard question set could be revised to reflect the different 
modes of delivery with agreed wording to refer to lectures, seminars, practicals and 
fieldwork; 

 
(h) that an issue with MEQs administered electronically via DUO had been a variable 

response rate and that some departments had found it easier to encourage students to 
complete paper-based MEQs.  There was no reason why this standard question set 
could not be made available electronically and used in printed format; however, it 
should be noted that it was recognised that analysis of the results was facilitated by 
online administration, not only in making data available directly but also by allowing all 
staff delivering the module access to the data itself, including any free text comments.  
The primary focus of the Group had been to develop the tool and issues in terms of the 
implementation, such as how the questionnaire would be delivered; 

 
(i) that the report proposed that the SEEQ be piloted in 2014/15, but the report did not 

include specific information on the size of the pilot, or detail on its practical 
implementation. It would be necessary for this to be agreed and confirmed ahead of 
any launch – either by the Chair of the Working Group directly, or at a subsequent 
meeting of the group – and there would be value in ensuring that the pilot comprised 
departments with a range of teaching and assessment styles, and who operated a 
range of different current MEQs; 

 
(j) that the report did not propose any changes to existing University policy in relation to 

MEQs, and implied that MEQs would continue to run on current lines within those 
departments not involved with the SEEQ pilot. The report suggested that the University 
might consider imposing a maximum on the number of questionnaires which any 
student would be required to complete in a given year; however, this would need to be 
balanced with current University guidance which required MEQs to be run under 
certain circumstances (on a cyclical basis, but also where modules were new, where 
staff were new, or where concerns had been raised in the previous academic year). 
There would be value in revisiting the issue of policy as part of any review of the SEEQ 
pilot; 

 
(k) that there would be value in ensuring that CIS were involved with developments for 

revising the University’s approach to MEQs, to ensure that any questionnaire could be 
offered via DUO, if appropriate; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the SEEQ should be revised to implement the five-point scale aligned with the 

NSS;                 Action: RM 
 

(b) that the standard question set on the SEEQ should be reviewed and revised in line with 
the common terminology in use across the University to ensure clarity for both staff and 
students in terms of what they were being asked to comment on; 

Action: RM 
 

(c) that a further bank of questions should be developed for inclusion in the standard 
question set titled ‘Your Learning’, based potentially on the exemplar questionnaire 
which the Deputy Head (Undergraduate) for the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
would make available to the Group; 

Action: CS/RM 
 

(d) that further consideration should be given to determining an appropriate sampling 
approach in situations where questionnaires would be run on multiple occasions within 
one module within one year, either ahead of the pilot (if such sampling was to be used 
within the pilot), or as part of any subsequent review of the pilot; 
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Action: RM 
 

(e) that a representative from CIS should be invited to contribute to any further discussions 
or meetings involving the MEQ working group; 

Action: CB/RM 
 

(f) that the revised SEEQ would be piloted during the 2014/15 academic year. The pilot 
should involve a number of departments who utilised a variety of teaching and 
assessment modes and who administered MEQs in both electronic and paper-based 
format; 

Action: RM 
 

(g) that a review of this pilot should be undertaken and that a report made to the meeting 
of Education Committee in October 2015. 

Action: RM 
 

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

Document EC/13/48 
 

Reported: that the report provided an update regarding the implementation of the Principles 
for the Development of the Taught Curriculum and the related Education Committee policy 
on the provision of language modules within degree programmes. It provided a high-level 
summary, partly drawn from individual Faculty-level reports on of the department-specific 
Principles which had been considered by FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) in the 
Michaelmas Term 2013 cycle of meetings, and partly based upon action taken at faculty 
and/or institutional level 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the analysis undertaken by the FECs in Michaelmas 2013, and though the annual 

consideration of implementation plans as an element of the Annual Review of Taught 
Programmes, showed that there had been positive engagement within departments 
and faculties; 
 

(b) that almost all programmes included a capstone project – with the majority of projects 
in line with the typical 40 credits (undergraduate) or 60 credits (postgraduate) 
expected.  A small number of programmes offered smaller or non-compulsory projects, 
typically where either the interdisciplinary nature of study meant that a large project had 
been challenging, and/or to allow more extensive change to be introduced at Levels 1 
and 2 to appropriately prepare students for this major research exercise. Exemptions 
granted at programme level were time specific, and all had been granted to ensure that 
current students would not be disadvantaged by changes to their programmes; 

 
(c) that QAA subject benchmark statements included typically included an expectation that 

a major research project would be undertaken at undergraduate level. The capstone 
module offered a better translation of degree learning outcomes to employability and 
skills, as well as an opportunity to add significant breadth and depth to the 
development of each student as an independent researcher. It was important to ensure 
that students were appropriately prepared for their future options, whether that would 
be in terms of employment or in terms of further academic study; 

 
(d) that there had been some difficulties with the development of capstone modules in the 

Faculty of Science in terms of pre- and co-requisites, particularly in respect of the 
Natural Sciences programme.   Further consideration was being given to encourage 
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the development of defined pathways within the BSc Natural Sciences programmes to 
ensure that students would be in a position to identify a capstone module; 

Action: TF 
 

(e) that the majority of programmes now offered 40 credits of optional modern language 
study and, with the exception of Medicine, undergraduate programmes with curricular 
restrictions (e.g. the requirements of professional or statutory regulatory bodies), 
permitted 20 credits of language study as outlined in the Principles.  At postgraduate 
level, a number of interdisciplinary programmes and programmes with other curricular 
restrictions had been granted exemptions; 

 
(f) that, whilst the progress report confirmed that that programme regulations had been 

amended to provide opportunities for students to undertake language modules, it did 
not include data on the uptake of those opportunities. It would be useful for this 
information to be provided, as it would impact of future planning within CFLS. A limited 
take up could indicate a lack of interest within the student body, or could result from 
issues of communication or timetabling;  

 
(g) that the issue of placements, as referenced in Principle 10, was the subject of ongoing 

work being undertaken by the Placement Task and Finish Group.  An initial 
consultation paper indicated that the issue was not the absence of a framework for 
such activity, but that there was a lack of certainty about the best mechanisms for 
supporting placement activity.  The recommendations from this Group were due to be 
considered at UEC later in the academic year, following more detailed work on 
resourcing for placement activity, and Education Committee would revisit this alignment 
with this Principle once this work had been undertaken; 

 
(h) that Principle 11 referenced ‘intercultural competency’ specifically, a phrase which was 

not widely used within the University, and which had caused some confusion within 
departments and at FECs. However, the progress report confirmed that Departments 
had engaged with the underlying objective of the principle – to provide students with 
the opportunity to develop as international citizens and to ensure that programmes are 
internationally relevant – through their annual review action plans, reviews of modules, 
and via proposals to increase the numbers of students undertaking exchange activity. 
The committee was supportive of the proposal to revise the wording of the Principle; 

 
(i) that Principle 5, detailing the development of a suite of inter- and/or cross-disciplinary 

modules, had largely been intended as an opportunity for the University to capitalise on 
the potential for individual Research Institutes to contribute more directly to teaching, 
and to research-led teaching specifically. The subsequent implementation plan for the 
principles had expanded upon this objective, recommending that the University look at 
both inter- and/or cross-disciplinary modules and inter- and/or cross-programmes. In 
practice, activity at departmental and faculty level had focussed on the latter;  

 
(j) that there had been discussions on the possibility of developing such inter- and cross-

disciplinary modules, but that this was a complex area. Individual modules drawing on 
the expertise of staff in different departments were complex to administer, and had to 
be implemented to avoid causing or otherwise disadvantaging students (where, for 
instance, different departments used comparable but differentiated assessment criteria, 
or had different deadlines and approaches to the provision of feedback). There had 
been further concerns that a proliferation of additional modules could impact negatively 
on the efficiency of teaching, leaving academic staff with less time to spend with 
students. Instead, a number of departments had taken steps to ensure that disciplinary 
modules took account of inter- and cross-disciplinary issues; 

 
(k) that there had been more substantial developments at programme level, with the 

introduction of a number of postgraduate taught multi-disciplinary programmes (with 
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other programmes reportedly in development), and a renewed focus on existing 
programmes at undergraduate level. The growth of Doctoral Training Centres was 
offering further opportunities for inter-disciplinary teaching within the University. A 
revision to the wording of the principle to encourage the development of programme-
level cross- and/or multi-disciplinary activities where practical would likely aid in the 
development of such endeavours; 

 
(l) that the University’s core regulations had been revised to permit departments to offer 

modules of 10 credits (and multiples thereof) from 2012-13 onwards, with the previous 
iteration having required modules to be a minimum of 20 credits at undergraduate level 
or 15 credits at postgraduate level. This revision was in line with Principle 14, which 
sought increased flexibility in the potential credit values of modules to facilitate 
placements, study abroad and research-led education. At the same time, the University 
had revised core regulations for undergraduate programmes to state explicitly that any 
student could take short fat modules, as long as this did not lead to them undertaking 
more than the equivalent 70 credits in either half of the academic year.  These changes 
created the flexibility required by this principle; 

 
(m) that Principle 14 also outlined an intention to deliver an increased number of modules 

in short-fat mode, with the primary rationale being to increase the range of potential 
overseas exchanges.  Since the principle was established further work has been 
undertaken by a Task and Finish Group to identify means of increasing student 
exchanges. The Group, and subsequently Education Committee,  identified that the 
development of an increased number of short-fat modules was constrained by the 
term-based structure and logistic problems of operating a mixed portfolio of short-fat 
modules alongside long-thin modules that span the academic year, for example 
timetabling constraints and ensuring the balance of short modules available in all 
terms.  A minor revision to the wording of Principle 14 to refer to facilitating delivery of 
short fat modules rather than increasing them would be appropriate in light of the 
subsequent activity in this area;  

 
(n) that the Principles had been produced in 2011 and had become a key reference point 

for programme approval. A number of developments initiated by the introduction of the 
Principles had culminated in supporting policies had subsequently been approved by 
Senate. It would be appropriate to update the Principles in light of these developments, 
to ensure that there was one clear reference point for programme approval and 
renewal; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that CFLS should provide data on the uptake of language options, including a 

comparison to previous years, at the start of the next academic year, once module 
registrations for 2014/15 had been confirmed; 

Action: MC 
 

(b) that there would be value in reviewing the introduction of capstone modules again 
following the most recent curriculum development cycle. A papers updating the 
committee on alignment with Principle 3 should be submitted for consideration during 
the 2014/15 academic year; 

Action: AR 
 

(c) that alignment with Principle 10 should be reviewed once the work of the Placement 
Task and Finish Group and the resourcing issues had been taken forward via UEC; 

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum should be updated to 
incorporate the additional points on language provision and study abroad as approved 
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by Senate and outlined within Annexe II. In addition, Principles 5, 11 and 14 should be 
amended to take account of the issues noted above. The updated version of the 
Principles should be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook. 

Action: DCG 
 
53. Education Strategy 2015-2020 

 
Considered:  a paper on the development of the Education Strategy 2015-2020; 

Document EC/13/49 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the paper represented a collation of the possible themes and content for the next 

Education Strategy, based on discussion undertaken at the January 2014 meeting of 
Education Committee. The intention was not to attempt to draft the Strategy by 
committee, but to enable to Committee to provide initial feedback on high-level topics 
and on the broad direction of travel, identifying any gaps or areas for further 
enhancement through this initial discussion; 

 
(b) that the reference to Community as a headline would ensure that the University was 

able to re-emphasise its commitment to Academic Communities of Practice, and to 
broaden the concept of communities to highlight partnership working and the diversity 
of the staff and student body; 

 
(c) that the elements considered under the headline ‘Transition into Higher Education’ 

could be influenced by the University’s approach to induction, noting that this would not 
be addressed by a single week-long induction but would align with the consideration of 
such activity being undertaken throughout the first year of study; 

 
(d) that the educational element of postgraduate research activity was crucial. While 

supervision was not teaching, the process of completing a research degree was 
unarguably about learning as well as about researching, and postgraduate research 
activity was formally within the remit of Education Committee; 

 
(e) that separate undergraduate and postgraduate documents would not be produced; a 

single, overarching Education Strategy would be developed. This facilitated the 
consideration of the student body as a holistic group alongside a more nuanced 
understanding of the different levels of study, noting specifically the allocation of 
academic advisers for all taught students, the integration of matriculation and the 
diversification of college communities; 

 
(f) that there should be further consideration of postgraduate taught provision and doctoral 

level study as an element under the heading of transition into higher education, noting 
that this revised terminology better encompassed both the undergraduate and 
postgraduate student cycle; 
 

(g) that not all doctoral students would be attached to a Doctoral Training Centre, hence 
the importance of the Doctoral Training Centre Framework. The framework would 
ensure that all research students had access to integrated training provision, whether 
they were part of an externally-funded Centre or not;  

 
(h) that further consideration of the internationalisation elements of the strategy would be 

beneficial, either as an individual theme or as an element(s) of an existing heading(s) – 
for instance, by expanding the concept of ‘diversity’ or ‘transition’ –  recognising the 
continuing commitment to language options and study abroad or placement 
opportunities; 
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(i) that the Strategy enforced the importance of the concept of ‘community’ as an 
overarching theme, producing a two-way stream with outward as well as inward 
influences in this area. The references to employability could be strengthened in light of 
this, widening the scope to encompass life experience, encouraging students to move 
away from the belief that they were studying simply to get a job, and towards 
considering the wider benefits with Higher Education would bring, whether to 
employment or further study, and their contribution to society;  

 
Agreed: that a further paper on the Strategy should be developed in light of the comments 
above, for consideration by Education Committee. 

Action: MG 
 
54. Review of Induction 2013 

 
Considered:  a review of induction week 2013;  

Document EC/13/50 
Noted: 
 
(a) that an extensive evaluation of induction took place following the introduction of a 

week-long induction in October 2012. The paper summarised the findings of a brief 
review of induction in October 2013, setting out a series of recommendations that 
would build on the arrangements previously put in place and enhance the experience 
of induction for future students; 
 

(b) that feedback had been received from all stakeholders involved in induction and been 
considered by the Induction Working Group.  The resulting recommendations were 
considered by Student Experience Sub-Committee with minor revisions required 
following this meeting. Overall the feedback highlighted that student engagement with 
and experience of the induction process was positive; 

 
(c) that each department now had a single named contact for induction week data 

collection and that this should be disseminated to appropriate colleagues for reference; 
 

(d) that previous experience indicated that the data collection exercise worked well when 
co-ordinated via Faculty Offices for departments, with a single spreadsheet per Faculty 
being returned to Student Registry, as this allowed Faculty Offices to oversee the 
range and timing of activities across their Faculty; 
 

(e) that there were concerns that the academic induction for students on combined 
programmes in Arts and Social Sciences were not working as effectively as they could. 
Arrangements to repeat introductory sessions for students on joint honours 
programmes had not been universally successful.  The involvement of the Faculty 
Offices in the coordination of this activity would facilitate sharing of information, with the 
potential to co-ordinate engagement across the academic departments involved in 
such programmes; 

 
(f) that ‘induction’ referred to the initial series of week-long activities which introduced 

students to the University, but also to the longer-term process of gradually supporting 
students in their transition to higher education (or transition to postgraduate or research 
study) and their induction into the community of academic practice; 

 
(g) that departments should be encouraged to consider at what point their programmes 

offered support to students on aspects of guidance of essay-writing skills, including 
consideration of what constituted plagiarism; the instruction of disciplinary-specific and 
generic academic conventions; guidance on assessment criteria; and other relevant 
discipline-specific or generic academic skills support; 
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(h) an audit should be conducted by academic departments to review the timings of the 
induction sessions delivered to facilitate the process of students’ transition to higher 
education or from undergraduate to postgraduate study; 

 
(i) that the enhanced approach to communication of induction activities had been received 

positively, with information made available on a departmental basis and provided to 
students in advance of arrival, but that students had reported variations in the quality 
and extent of the information published online; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that induction activities on the Monday afternoon of induction week should be limited to 

a maximum of 1½ hours; 
 

(b) that the data collection exercise should be co-ordinated via Faculty Offices for 
departments, with a single spreadsheet per Faculty being returned to Student Registry; 

 
(c) that the data collection exercise should be undertaken at a later point in the year, when 

more detailed planning had been completed in Departments, noting that data requests 
would need to be provided to allow Student Registry sufficient opportunity to undertake 
the space allocation process; 

 
(d) that the Faculty of Arts and Humanities and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

should work to deliver an enhanced induction experience for joint honours students in 
their faculties via an induction timetable that facilitated co-ordinated engagement with 
the academic departments concerned; 

 
(e) that the Marketing Officer should work with departments to standardise the 

presentation of the information published online; 
 

(f) that FECs should be asked to consider the elements of induction which would take 
place in the recognised induction week and then to map the other aspects of academic 
support across the students’ programme of study, as indicated in Noted (g) and (h); 

Action: DCG (via Education Committee report to FECs) 
 

(g) that departmental contacts for induction week should be disseminated to appropriate 
colleagues for reference; 

Action: SD 
 

(h) that the comments would be fed back to the report author so that appropriate action 
could be taken. 

Action: DCG/SD  
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
55. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 29 January 2014; 
                                  Document EC/13/51 

 
Received:   

 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 29 January 2014; 

Document EC/13/52 
 

(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 10 December 2013, detailing 
consideration of the report from the 25 October 2013 meeting of Education Committee; 
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Document EC/13/53 
 

Reported: that the reports from the 11 December 2013 and 29 January 2014 meetings of 
Education Committee were not considered at the 25 February 2014 meeting of Senate due to 
a lack of time in the meeting, but would be considered by circulation. Appropriate extracts 
would be presented to the 30 April 2014 meeting of Education Committee.   

  
56. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received:   the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/13/54a 

 
(b) Matters of Report 

 
Received:   a report of matters arising for information;             Document EC/13/54b 

 
(c) Matters for Consideration 

 
(i) Departmental Employability and Skills Action Plans 

 
Considered: the faculty reports on the development of action plans on 
undergraduate employability in departments that had not met the University’s 
benchmark (Minute 4 refers);  

    Documents EC/13/54c-e 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that the faculty reports had been developed on the basis of different 

approaches and formats. This was appropriate to reflect the activity 
undertaken in the individual departments and schools; 
 

(B) that it was reported that Colleges appeared to have numerous visiting 
alumni and that further consideration could be given to link this activity to 
employability and skills opportunities offered by departments and schools; 

 
(C) that both financial and staffing resource constraints had been highlighted, 

but that departments had clearly considered how best to utilise the 
resources available; 

 
(D) that there did not appear to be budgeted resource to facilitate alumni visits 

to departments and schools but that this could be considered as an 
element of the next planning round; 

 
Agreed:   
 
(A) that the Alumni Officers in colleges should be contacted to consider 

whether a mechanism could be put in place to communicate forthcoming 
alumni visits to relevant departments and schools and to explore further 
opportunities for departments and schools to arrange employability and 
skills activity to align with these visits; 

Action: AD 
 

(B) that consideration should be given to identifying resource to facilitate 
alumni visits to departments and schools in the next planning round;  

Action: MG 
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(C) that the action plans be endorsed. Progress in this area would be 

monitored via FECs; 
 

(ii) Faculty of Arts and Humanities Action Plan on Postgraduate Employability 
 
Considered: a report from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities on the faculty-level 
action plan on postgraduate employability (Minute 4 refers); 

Document EC/13/54f 
 
Noted: 
  
(A) that the report provided a postgraduate employability action plan as 

employability was below the agreed benchmark. The plan had been 
endorsed by the Arts and Humanities FEC (Postgraduate) for 
implementation; 
 

(B) that support would be offered via CARD and CEEC to aid departments in 
taking forward the agreed actions; 

 
Agreed: that the action plan be endorsed. Progress in this area would be 
monitored via the FEC. 

 
57.   Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s business that were not itemised elsewhere on 
the agenda. 

 
58. Faculty Education Committees 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 30 January 2014;            

Document EC/13/55 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that concerns had been expressed by some departments over Education 

Committee’s decision to approve a proposal that Durham Sutton Trust 
summer school participants should be guaranteed a standard offer. Very 
few students were admitted to the University via the summer school route. 
The proposal had been taken forward in an effort to improve take-up, 
reflecting a need to achieve conversion of numbers in light of the significant 
amount of work undertaken by departments to resource the summer school 
activities; 

 
(B) that there was an open opportunity for individuals to apply to the Sutton 

Trust and that further consideration of the application and selection criteria, 
along with analysis of the demographics of the applicants, could be 
beneficial; 

  
(C) that it was not yet possible to review the outcomes of students who had 

entered the University on completion of the summer school as those 
students were only part-way through their programme of study; 
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(D) that a meeting between external examiners and students would be piloted 

during the June examination period in the Department of Theology; 
 
Agreed: that further consideration of the demographics and criteria for entrants to 
the Durham Sutton Trust Summer School should be undertaken, including the 
number attending who were eligible for such an offer and the number that had 
subsequently entered the University. This should be circulated to members; 

Action: MG 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 27 January 2014;             

Document EC/13/56 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that there had been some ambiguity around the implementation date for the 

change in policy in respect of the timescale for taught postgraduate marks 
entry and boards of examiners’ processes and that it had been confirmed 
that implementation would take place in June 2014; 
 

(B) that further consideration would be given outside of the meeting to the 
issue in respect of programmes where all modules were currently tied to 
the programme, such as the MA TESOL, and the need to hold an interim 
meeting of the Board of Examiners in June of each academic year; 

Action: AR 
 

(b) Science 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 5 February 2014;                    

Document EC/13/57 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(B) the issues raised in relation to the withdrawal of the MEQ tool from DUO 

and the introduction of the Enterprise Survey product and the agreed 
actions; 

 
(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Reported: that the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held on 28 January 2014 would be presented to the 30 April 2014 meeting of the 
Committee;  

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
(i) Undergraduate 
 
 Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 

(Undergraduate) held 27 January 2014;                      
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Document EC/13/58 
Noted: 

 
(A) that Education Committee had been asked to consider whether the 

University’s policy on Serious Adverse Circumstances required further 
revision in respect of aspects of the Equality Act 2010, to ensure that 
explicit references were made to mitigating circumstances relating to 
religious beliefs. An initial analysis of practice elsewhere suggested that 
Durham was in line with the sector, as the impact of religious beliefs 
typically fell into two broad categories: either the impact would be known in 
advance, and could be mitigated by students in advance of any 
assessment deadlines; or they would have an unknown impact (e.g. a 
student who had been fasting fainting during an exam), in which case they 
could be treated as any other unexpected set of serious adverse 
circumstances; 

 
(B) that the Students’ Union was aware of the issues raised in relation to 

representation at Queen’s Campus and that work to increase presence and 
to raise awareness of the Students Union was in progress, including the 
possibility of representatives spending time at Queens Campus. Students 
could contact the Students’ Union officers via phone and email if they were 
not able to see them in person.  At present there was an expectation that 
students could liaise with the Students’ Union via the JCR Presidents at the 
Queen’s Campus colleges. Whilst this was not necessarily ideal, there was 
an identified Students’ Union representative in the Colleges structure for 
this reason; 

 
(C) the discussion of the annual overview reports on external examiner reports 

and APNs, and of the extract from the Register of Accredited Provision; 
 

(D) that the feedback from FEC representatives indicated that the Town Hall 
style meetings which were encouraged in response to the NSS overview 
reports had not proved effective, with low participation by students; 

 
(E) that concerns had been raised by the representatives in relation to the 

additional criteria introduced for year abroad study options, specifically the 
requirement to reconsider direct entry to these programmes. However, the 
proposal to move to a standard model whereby students were not recruited 
directly to Year Abroad programmes had been based on feedback from 
departments which indicated that this model better enabled them to 
manage student numbers and expectations, and to ensure that students did 
not undertake a year abroad unless they were suitable prepared to do so. 
The model was based on one developed by the Law School; 

 
(F) that Education Committee had further recommended that current Year 

Abroad programmes should no longer be permitted to recruit directly via 
UCAS to ensure that the University could manage the availability of year 
abroad options; however, the Chair of the FEC could grant an exemption in 
respect of programmes where departments could produce an assurance 
that student demand could be met, based on previous supply of 
opportunities or on confirmed availability of such arrangements in future, to 
enable direct entry programmes to remain in place; 

 
Agreed:  that the clarification regarding direct entry to Year Abroad should be 
reported to the next meeting of FEC; 

Action: CS/ES 
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(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 5 February 2014;  

 Document EC/13/59 
Reported:  
 
(A) that there were no items for consideration by Education Committee; 
 
(B) that there had been an amendment to the minutes from the meeting held 

on 13 November 2013, in reference to exit awards on the Durham 
University Business School Master of Business Administration programme 
under the Department Business item (Minute 28 refers); 
 

(C) that the Committee had discussed a proposal to (re)introduce a six month 
resubmission category to the list of PhD examination outcomes. This issue 
would be discussed further at the next meeting of FEC (Postgraduate), with 
a proposal coming forward to Education Committee in due course if 
necessary. The research degree examination process was under 
consideration at a national level, with a forthcoming QAA Workshop to be 
held on this area of activity; 

 
(D) that a paper on guidelines for including works published during a student’s 

PhD candidature within a thesis would be considered at the next meeting of 
FEC (Postgraduate).  

 
 

59. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 
(a) Meeting of 3 February 2014 

 
Considered: the report from the 3 February 2014 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;    

             Document EC/13/60 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there were no matters arising for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(ii) that, as part of the overarching partnership with the Church of England for the 

validation of ministerial training provision, QSSC had considered proposals to 
approve programmes at, and partnerships with, the following Theological 
Education Institutions (TEIs):  
 
(A)   South East Institute for Theological Education (SEITE). QSSC approved 

Certificate, Diploma, BA, Graduate Diploma, Postgraduate Diploma and MA 
programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission. The Chair of Education 
Committee had approved the partnership with SEITE via Chair’s action; 

 
(B)  St John’s College, Nottingham. QSSC had approved Certificate, Diploma, 

BA, Graduate Diploma (all delivered in both on-site and ‘extension studies’ 
variants), Graduate Certificate, Postgraduate Diploma and MA programmes 
in Theology, Ministry and Mission. The Chair of Education Committee had 
approved the partnership with St. John’s College via Chair’s action;  

 
(C)   Queen’s Foundation for Ecumenical Theological Education. QSSC had 

approved Certificate, Diploma, BA, and MA programmes in Theology, 
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Ministry and Mission, and a Certificate of Higher Education in Christian 
Theology, Ministry and Mission, all subject to the completion of minor 
conditions. The Chair of Education Committee had approved the 
partnership with the Queen’s Foundation for Ecumenical Theological 
Education via Chair’s action;   

 
(D)   St Mellitus College. QSSC had approved Certificate, Diploma, BA and 

Graduate Diploma programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission. The 
Chair of Education Committee had approved the partnership with St. 
Mellitus College via Chair’s action;  

 
(E)  Trinity College Bristol with Bristol Baptist College. QSSC had approved 

Certificate, Diploma, BA, Graduate Diploma, Postgraduate Diploma and MA 
programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission, subject to approval of the 
partnership and completion of minor conditions. The Chair of Education 
Committee had taken Chair’s action to approve the partnership with Trinity 
College Bristol and Bristol Baptist College, subject to the two colleges 
forming a single legal entity capable of contracting with the University for 
the purposes of the Common Awards scheme;  

 
(F)   South West Ministry Training Courses (SWMTC). QSSC had approved 

Certificate, Diploma and BA programmes in Theology, Ministry and 
Mission, with an exemption granted in respect of the latter programme to 
allow students to take less than the minimum 40 credits a year specified in 
the Core Regulations in Years 4 and 5 of study. The Chair of Education 
Committee had approved the partnership with SWMTC via Chairs action; 

 
(G)   Cambridge Theological Federation. QSSC had approved Certificate, 

Diploma, BA and MA programmes in Theology, Ministry and Mission, 
subject to completion of a minor condition. The Chair of Education 
Committee had approved the partnership with Cambridge Theological 
Federation via Chair’s action; 

 
(iii) that Chair’s action had been taken on behalf of Education Committee to endorse 

a recommendation to Senate that the Core Regulations for the Graduate 
Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission programme be revised to allow part-
time students to study the programme for up to two years, with a minimum of 20-
credits a year; 
 

(iv) that a number of TEIs had submitted cohort-level APL requests. These would be 
considered by the Stage 2 approval panel; 

 
(v) that QSSC had considered a mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B9 

of the UK Quality Code: Academic Appeals and Student Complaints, and had 
agreed a number of enhancements to existing activity, confirming that policy and 
practice be aligned to the Indicators of the Chapter; 

 
(vi) that QSSC had considered of a mapping of University policy and practice against 

Chapter B3 of the UK Quality Code: Learning and Teaching, agreeing that policy 
and practice be aligned to Indicators 1 and 3-9 of the Chapter. Further work 
would be undertaken to revise the programme approval process to strengthen 
reflection on issues of equality of opportunity, to enhance alignment to Indicator 2 
of the Chapter.  An assurance report would be provided to Education Committee 
on the teaching qualifications data now submitted as part of the HESA return;  

 
(vii) that QSSC had considered the results of the Postgraduate Research Experience 

Survey (PRES) 2013, noting that the results were in line with or above sector and 
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Russell Group averages for the majority of thematic areas of the survey, with 
particularly good results in relation to induction, training, and opportunities for 
training in relation to teaching and assessment. Satisfaction with resources 
(particularly computing facilities and physical space) was below the sector 
average, with considerable departmental variation. Comparative satisfaction with 
research culture was not as high as expected. Results would be distributed to 
departments for further discussion and reflection; and further institution-level 
analysis would be undertaken on comparative areas of strength and weakness 
revealed by the survey;   

 
(viii) that QSSC had approved guidance outlining a phased approach to annual review 

of research degree provision;  
 

(ix) that QSSC had agreed that the follow up to the interim periodic review of 
postgraduate programmes in Theology and Ministry should be signed-off as 
complete; 

 
(x) that QSSC had agreed that follow-up activity within Durham University Business 

School to the 2011 accreditation report from EQUIS be signed-off as complete; 
 

(xi) that QSSC had considered the extremely positive accreditation report from 
OFSTED in respect of teacher training provision in the School of Education; 

 
(xii) that QSSC had approved institution-wide exchange agreements with the 

University of Los Andes, Colombia and the Catholic University of Chile; and of 
exchange agreements between Durham University Business School and the 
Pontificia Universidad Católica Argentina (UCA), Universidad Argentina de la 
Empresa (UADE); and Universidad Adolfo Ibanez, Chile; 

 
(xiii) that QSSC had approved the Global MSc Finance programme in Durham 

University Business School; 
 

(b) Meeting of 26 February 2014 
 
Considered: the report from the 26 February 2014 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee (with specific items listed below);  

                  Document EC/13/61 
 

Reported:  
 

(i) consideration of the annual report on student exchange activity;  
 

(ii) consideration of University and faculty overviews of annual reviews of research 
degree provision and the agreed actions; 

 
(iii) consideration of a report on taught postgraduate completion and classification, 

including a statistical analysis of differences by demographic variables. Further 
work would be undertaken to ensure this analysis is robust. The results would then 
be presented to FECs (Postgraduate);  

 
(iv) approval of revisions to the programme withdrawal process, so that the process 

now references the impact of withdrawal on the diversity of the student body (as 
requested by Education Committee at its 29 January 2014 meeting (Minute 33 
refers); the Foundation Centre; and the operation of Queen’s Campus;  

 
(v) identification of key risks in relation to accreditation; 
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Considered:  
 
(i) Part A of the UK Quality Code 

 
Considered: recommendations arising from a mapping of University policy and 
practice against Part A of the UK Quality Code; 

Attachment II 
 

Noted: 
 
(A) that the paper mapped existing University policy and practice against the 

three chapters of Part A. QSSC was content that the University was aligned 
to the Expectations set out in these chapters. The paper recommended a 
number of minor revisions to enhance alignment and to improve clarity and 
consistency within University documentation; 

 
(B) that, whilst the University internally used Levels 1 to 4 as the naming 

convention for levels of study (equating to the typical undergraduate years 
of study), there was value in being more explicit to external audiences as to 
how this aligned to the equivalent Levels 4 to 7 used in the Framework for 
Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ). A statement should be added to 
the Core Regulations to show the FHEQ equivalent of Durham levels, and 
the FHEQ levels added to qualification descriptors within Core Regulations; 

 
(C) that the paper recommended that QSSC’s terms of reference be amended 

to include an annual report from QSSC to Education and Senate, grouped 
into thematic areas corresponding to the areas delegated to QSSC by 
Senate; 

 
(D) that the paper recommended a minor revision to the terms of reference of 

Education Committee to make clearer the role of QSSC in programme 
approval and validation; and a minor revision to the Statement of Senate 
Delegations to clarify QSSC’s role in programme approval and validation;  

 
(E) that exemptions from Core Regulations were occasionally granted for valid 

reasons, such as the requirements of accrediting bodies, and that such 
exemptions were currently recorded in programme regulations.  The paper 
highlighted the need to more clearly define where such authority should lie. 
It was recommended that QSSC should have explicit delegated authority to 
approve exemptions from the Core Regulations and that the Statement of 
Senate delegations should be revised accordingly; 

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed revisions to the 
University’s Core Regulations, the terms of reference of QSSC and 
Education Committee and the Statement of Senate Delegations;  

 
 

(ii) Overview of External Examiners’ Reports for Undergraduate and Integrated 
Master’s Programmes 
 
Considered: an executive summary of the University overview of external 
examiners’ reports for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 
2012/13;  

Attachment III 
 

Reported: 
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(A) that external examiners had strongly endorsed the University’s academic 
standards, with 100% of examiners confirming that the programmes were 
aligned with QAA subject benchmark statements, 97% fully agreed that 
curricula enabled learning outcomes to be met; that academic standards 
were aligned with the FHEQ; and that standards were comparable with 
similar programmes.  The reports indicated that 95% of external examiners 
felt that the choice of subjects for dissertations was appropriate and that 
assessment policies were adhered to.  Responses to the remaining 
questions, those on appropriateness and use of assessment criteria and 
the appropriateness of policies and procedures, were in line with or better 
than the last equivalent past analysis for 2010/11; 

 
(B) that all actions agreed in response to the 2011/12 overview report had been 

completed, with the exception of the planned review of the exercise of 
discretion by boards of examiners; 

 
(C) that the number of external examiners raising concerns about the exercise 

of discretion by boards of examiners had declined (from 18% to 11%), but 
this still remained a concern for a significant minority of examiners. No 
consistent view on this issue emerged from the reports, and a number of 
examiners had indicated that they felt the system was operating effectively. 
However, QSSC still wished to review the operation of the discretionary 
framework and that this would allow, for instance, an assessment of 
whether clearer guidance was required. The review would be informed by 
the views of the Chief Examiner and would examine the impact of 
discretion on the number of first class degrees awarded;  

 
(D) that a number of issues which had previously been recurrent in external 

examiners’ reports had declined for 2012/13;  
 

(E) the agreed actions in response to the report and that the executive 
summary would be forwarded to Senate to act as an annual assurance 
report on activity in this area;    

 
(iii) Undergraduate and Integrated Master’s Classification Data 

 
Considered: an analysis of undergraduate and integrated master’s classification 
data by demographic criteria; 

Attachment IV 
 

Noted: 
 
(A) that the report provided additional statistical analysis of the impact of tariff 

and differences between Home / EU students and overseas students on 
classification on undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes; 
 

(B) that the statistical analysis of the effect of tariff and fee status was based 
around an aggregate of data from 2009-2013 and was helpful in clarifying 
discussions around this issue; 

 
(C) that it had not been possible to further analyse the effect of school type and 

gender but that the original data on these issues considered at the meeting 
of QSSC on 4 December 2013 was not thought to pose fundamental 
concerns at a strategic level; 

 
(D) that the report indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in 

classification between students with less than 400 tariff points (equivalent 
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to AAB at A-Level a separate A at AS Level) and those with more than 400 
tariff points, even taking into account differences between Home / EU and 
overseas students. This difference could be shown to apply at University 
level and in some departments, and was a suggested pattern in most 
departments. The original report (Document QSSC/13/24) showed that 
further increases in tariff above 400 had little effect on attainment; 

 
(E) that the report showed that there was a statistically significant difference in 

attainment between Home / EU students and overseas students (for whom 
tariff was known), in the University as a whole and in some departments. 
Whilst the data was not such that the pattern could be definitively 
demonstrated for all departments (due to some departments having low 
numbers of overseas students), it was likely that this was a University-wide 
issue; 

 
(F) that Education Committee felt that the report supported recent decisions to 

further raise the admissions requirements on a number of programmes;  
 

(G) that, in relation to support for overseas students, the data could usefully 
inform the review of the roles of the English Language Centre and 
Foundation Centre;  
 

(H) that the report should be forwarded for consideration at the next cycle of 
FEC meetings given the increased granularity of the data available and that 
issues could then be considered at Faculty and Departmental level; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(A) that clarification should be sought from the member of staff who had 

undertaken the analysis on how the entry of Foundation programme 
students had been treated, given the non-traditional background of these 
students; 

Action: DCG 
 

(B) that the report should be forwarded for consideration at the next cycle of 
FEC meetings; 

Action: DCG 
 

(iv) Membership of Boards of Examiners 
 
Considered: proposed changes to University policy on membership of boards of 
examiners; 

Attachment V 
 

Reported: 
 
(A) that the report proposed revisions to University requirements in relation to 

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 current policy on membership of boards of examiners was that all 

members of the relevant board of studies were ex-officio members of the 
board and thus required to attend. This had led to several boards with large 
memberships, and did not necessarily represent an effective use of staff 
time, or create an effective body for decision making. Current policy was 
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established prior to uniform anonymous marking, which had rendered it 
less necessary for boards to have large memberships; 

 
(C) that the core of the proposals was to stipulate a range of ‘core’ members of 

a board of examiners (based on their position) and to only require core 
members to attend, with attendance of all other members being optional.  

 
(D) that the changes applied to internal examiners only and that it was not 

intended that requirements on membership or attendance of external 
examiners should change;   

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the recommendations outlined above 
and as set out in Annex 1 to Attachment VI of Document EC/13/61 for 
implementation in the 2014/15 academic year; 

 
(v) Partnership with China Youth Centre for International Exchange 

 
 
Considered: a proposed partnership between Durham University Business 
School and the China Youth Centre for International Exchange; 

Attachment V 
 

Agreed: that the proposed partnership be approved and that this should be 
reported to Senate and to Durham University Business School. 

Action: DCG 
 

60. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 
(a) Meeting of 20 January 2014 

 
Considered: the report from the 20 January 2014 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee;   

Document EC/13/62 
 
Reported:  

 
(i) that there were no items arising for consideration by Education Committee; 

 
(ii) that SESC had approved action plans arising from the results of the 2013 Student 

Experience Survey (SES); that the response to the survey would be 
communicated to students; and that SESC would receive a paper on the future of 
the SES at its February 2014 meeting; 

 
(iii) that SESC had considered: the results of the 2013 Higher Education Sports 

Participation Survey, which were highly positive for the University; an annual 
update from Durham Students’ Union and the agreed actions; a report on the 
perceptions and reality of safety at Queen’s Campus; a report arising from the 
review of Van Mildert College; an update on the development of a dispute 
resolution service; 

  
(iv) that SESC had approved: the terms of reference of a working group in the 

Colleges on employability; guidance for staff on how to manage third party 
contact;  and terms of reference for an Islamic Prayer Facilities Steering Group;  

          
(b) Meeting of 24 February 2014 
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Considered: the report from the 24 February 2014 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee (with specific items listed below):  

                              Document EC/13/63 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) the consideration of an analysis of college student profiles; 

 
(ii) the consideration of a review of induction week 2013 and that SESC had agreed to 

recommend the proposals in this paper as a separate item (Document EC/13/50 
and minute 54 above); 

 
(iii) consideration of a report on the results of the Library Survey 2013; 

 
(iv) consideration of an oral update on the work of the Placements Task and Finish 

Group; the terms of reference of the group considering the development of the 
Skills Audit and personal development planning; and a report on the graduate 
recruitment market; 

 
(v) consideration of an audit of the governance of postgraduate student organisations in 

colleges, and that action would be taken to regularise the governance of 
organisations in the seven colleges for which the situation was currently 
ambiguous; 

 
(vi) consideration of a report arising from the review of the College of St Hild and St 

Bede, and the agreed actions; 
 

(vii) consideration of the notes of the Epiphany Term 2014 meeting of the Faculty 
College Partnership Panel. 

 
Considered: 
 
(i) Core Provision in Colleges 

 
Considered: a proposed statement of Core Provision in relation to student support in 
Colleges;  

Attachment II 
 

Noted: 
 
(A) that the proposed statement arose from the Principles for Student Support 

which committed the University to establishing core provision in student 
support in colleges, and set out that College Principals were ultimately 
responsible for the delivery of such provision; 
 

(B) that each college now had a College Student Support Office which would 
deliver core provision.  These offices were designated as the initial points of 
contact for students and staff, and were accessible via generic email 
addresses and telephone numbers; 

 
(C) that individual colleges could deliver support above and beyond that set out as 

core provision if funding facilities and circumstances permitted, but that the 
key aim was to ensure a minimum standard of provision which would be 
consistent across all Colleges; 
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Agreed:  that the proposed Statement of Core Provision be approved and should be 
published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook alongside the Principles for 
Student Support; 

Action: DCG 
 

(ii) Student Experience Survey 
 
Considered: the proposals on the future of the Student Experience Survey and 
evaluation of the non-academic aspects of the student experience; 

Attachment III 
 
Noted: 
 
(A) that SESC had previously noted that an issue with the current Student 

Experience Survey was that comparator data was not available. The Student 
Experience Survey Steering Group (SESSG) had been asked to consider 
whether the University should adopt the Student Barometer survey run by i-
graduate as an alternative to enable such data to be made available; 
 

(B) that the 2013 Student Experience Survey had revealed little unique 
information, instead highlighting issues and problems of which the University 
was aware; 

 
(C) that the SESSG had concluded that the Student Barometer was a survey 

which included a ‘learning’ element which overlapped significantly with the 
NSS; that some of the remaining non-academic questions were not readily 
applicable to the University; and that additional specific questions would be 
required to capture specific aspects of the Durham University student 
experience, such as college provision, where no comparator data would be 
available. It was therefore not recommended to proceed with the Student 
Barometer; 
 

(D) that the recommendation from the Group not to proceed with the Student 
Barometer did not extend to the International Student Barometer (ISB); 

 
(E) that the proposals recommended a move to surveying students on the non-

academic elements of their student experience every three years rather than 
on an annual basis; and that in the interim period consideration be given to 
alternative mechanisms, such as focus groups and specific thematic areas;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(A) that the revised approach outlined in the recommendations and as detailed 

above be approved and that this would be reported to SESC so that 
appropriate arrangements could be made to implement this revised approach; 

Action: DCG 
 

(B) that a substantive conversation should be scheduled at a future meeting of 
Education Committee to confirm ongoing arrangements in this area; 

Action: AR 
 

(iii) Pre-Application Open Days 
 
Considered: proposals to revise practice with regards to pre-application open days;  

Attachment IV 
Noted: 
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(A) that the proposals addressed two specific aspects of visitor feedback on pre-
application open days: the demand for greater access to academic staff, and 
greater access to departmental and college facilities; 
 

(B) that the proposals indicated a different pattern of departmental involvement 
and that it was proposed to replace the current academic ‘Information Zone’ 
with drop-in sessions in departments, to be scheduled whenever presentations 
were not taking place within that department and in the same room; 

 
(C) that academic staff would not need to relocate a central information zone area, 

but that there would still be such a zone in respect of professional services; 
 

(D) that there was an additional proposal to maximise the number of tours offered 
in departments where viewing facilities would add to the visitor experience, 
such as those with laboratories; 

 
(E) that the paper had been revised in line with the comments made at SESC so 

that it provided an illustration of how the academic drop-in sessions might 
operate but that there would be flexibility for departments to organise the 
scheduling of open days (c.f. Table 1); 
 

(F) that the paper concerned the structure of departmental sessions rather than 
their content.  The PVC (Education) would be delivering a session to staff 
outlining good practice in relation to content for such sessions and that it was 
envisaged that this would be informed by the views of staff with experience of 
delivering open day presentations; 
 

(G) that the paper outlined specific proposals to enhance access to colleges, the 
headline being to double capacity for college tours by halving the length of 
such tours and that this would address current disappointment resulting from 
over-subscription of college tours; 

 
(H) that Deputy Heads of Faculty  and the Deputy Head of Colleges (Recruitment 

and Allocations) would be provided with feedback from visitors following open 
days in respect of specific departmental or college aspects of open days so 
that appropriate action could be taken to address any issues arising; 

 
Agreed: that the proposals on revisions to the pre-application open days be 
approved and should be implemented; 

Action: CSH 
 

(iv) Terms of Reference 
 
Considered: a proposed minor revision to SESC’s terms of reference;  
 
Noted: that it was proposed to allow nominated alternatives of faculty 
representatives to attend SESC if they could not attend;  

 
Agreed: that the proposed revision be approved and that the terms of reference for 
Student Experience Sub-Committee be revised accordingly.  

Action: DCG 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
61.   Matters of Report 

 
Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee.  
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Document EC/13/64 
 
62. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Wednesday 30 April 2014 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 28 May 2014 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
   Wednesday 25 June 2014 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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