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30 April 2014 
 

Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor J. Barclay, Professor T. Clark, Professor A. 
Darnell, Professor D. Donoghue, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Mr D. Morris, Dr N. 
Reissland and Dr C. Sutherland, with Dr D. Gent (Minute Secretary) and Mr A. Rennie 
(Secretary).  
 
Apologies: Professor G. Small.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
63. Strategic Review of Admissions 

 
Considered: proposals arising from the Strategic Review of Admissions;  

Document EC/13/65 - CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: members were asked to note that this was a closed paper, and 
should be treated as strictly confidential and restricted to members of the Committee] 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the Strategic Review of Admissions had been conducted in light of a number of 

factors, such as the increasingly competitive nature of undergraduate admissions; 
increasing expectations among applicants; a shift in applicant behaviour in the 
post-qualification period and greater competition between institutions in this period; 
the heightened financial risk resulting from the new undergraduate fee regime; and 
the potential for a decline in the postgraduate recruitment market from 2015/16 in 
light of the introduction of higher undergraduate tuition fees. All of these factors 
made it critical that the University had effective admissions processes; 
 

(b) that the review encompassed all phases of the admissions process and all student 
types, primarily focusing on taught programmes. It made a distinction between 
‘recruiting’ programmes (which had to maximise their applications) and ‘selecting’ 
programmes (which involved difficult selection decisions), noting that even 
selecting programmes would be ‘recruiting’ in relation to some types of student;  

 
(c) that the review had been informed by internal evaluation and focus groups; a pilot 

of a centralised selection process for taught postgraduate programmes in SGIA; 
the operation of undergraduate international student applications in the 
International Office;  and visits to other institutions. From the latter, it became 
evident that none of the institutions visited had fully implemented a centralised 
process, having only part-centralised, and that this had been done gradually;  

 
(d) that the report set out some high-level principles for an optimal admissions 

process, including the need to support recruitment of the most able and suitable 
candidates whilst securing target numbers and thus the University’s income 
stream; and the need for the process to have the confidence of stakeholders; 
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(e) that it was envisaged that the proposals, if implemented, would lead to a more 

effective use of resource, but would not necessarily produce cost savings;   
 

(f) that the proposals in the report related to taught provision. The final section of the 
report addressed admissions for postgraduate research programmes. Work in this 
area had already been taken forward and was ongoing; 

 
(g) that, if the proposals were approved, it was intended that this would be quickly 

followed by the development of a detailed implementation plan;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the review had identified a need for greater coordination of conversion activity, 
supported by enhanced IT systems (such as a customer relationship management 
system) that would improve communication with applicants; 

 
(b) that the report proposed that work be undertaken to more clearly define roles and 

responsibilities of staff involved in the admissions process and to make such staff 
clearly accountable for the performance of those responsibilities;   

 
(c) that it was proposed that the University recognise a fundamental distinction 

between pre-qualification and post-qualification undergraduate admissions 
decisions, managing the latter separately as had been done in 2013;  

 
(d) that, whilst the paper proposed enhanced use of IT, including automation of some 

processes, it was important that the proposals as a whole not be read as reliant on 
IT: the University could and should make progress on this area in advance of any 
IT developments. The implementation plan would contextualise plans around IT; 

 
(e) that the paper proposed the introduction of offer factors for taught postgraduate 

programmes to mitigate any risk of under-recruitment to such programmes;  
 

(f) that, given the possibility of a significant shift in the postgraduate recruitment 
market from 2015/16 and the associated risk to the University, it would be useful if 
the paper could highlight this more clearly as a rationale for the need to begin the 
implementation of the proposals as soon as possible;  

 
(g) that the paper proposed the trial introduction of a targeted, two-stage selection 

process. This would involve a first filtering of applicants centrally, followed by a 
second stage of selection in departments, to ensure that departmental selectors did 
not need to consider applications unnecessarily. In such a system, for recruiting 
programmes the first stage would select applicants that obviously met the criteria, 
and pass borderline applications to departmental selectors: the opposite would be 
true for selecting programmes. The person responsible for the central sift would 
have admissions expertise in an assigned set of cognate subjects, and would work 
in collaboration with departments. In order to maintain confidence of stakeholders, 
it was important that this selector have sufficient subject knowledge. In all cases, 
central selectors would pass on applications on which they were unsure to 
departmental selectors. The proposed system as a whole would be trialled carefully 
with willing departments, and would build on success;  

 
(h) that the Committee discussed the possibility of introducing a single date, or series 

of dates, for the communication of admissions decisions to applicants. Whilst it was 
possible that this would help manage applicant expectations and might aid 
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decision-making, it was also likely that this would be difficult to implement and 
would reduce the in-cycle market intelligence available to the University. The 
discussion was based around two initial premises: that conversion was not as high 
as it might be due to the relatively late issuing of some offers and a variation in the 
timing of offers to applicants from the same school; and that it would be possible to 
match the academic offer with the college offer through use of a single date, and in 
the process better realise college preferences and thus support conversion (the 
latter suggestion was based on modelling done by Colleges). The Committee 
would need to be convinced that these premises were robust, and that these issues 
could not be addressed via better communication with applicants. The Academic 
Registrar had already asked for data on the effect of different timescales for the 
issuing of offers. The paper should note that the optimal timing of offers would be 
considered as part of implementation phase of the review, informed by this data;  

 
(i) that a better understanding of the recruitment market and use of market intelligence 

(including greater clarity over responsibility for gathering of such intelligence) could 
improve recruitment and admissions, particularly at taught postgraduate level. It 
would be useful if the report could be amended to include reference to this issue;  

 
(j) that paragraph 59 of the report should be amended to be more specific as to why 

any proposals might be trialled with taught postgraduate admissions, and to 
remove the word ‘weak’; 

 
(k) that, whilst some other universities utilised unconditional offers to secure income, 

this was not done by the University’s direct competitors and was not envisaged in 
the paper;   

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the modelling on college preference referred to in Noted (h) should be 

submitted to the Academic Registrar for information; 
Action: AD 

 
(b) that the proposals in the paper be endorsed;  

 
(c) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (f), (g), (h), (i) and (j), and 

thereafter submitted to Senate for consideration as a strategic item on its agenda.  
Action: MG 

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposals arising from the Strategic 
Review of Admissions.  

 
64. Doctoral Training Framework 

 
Considered: a paper outlining the implementation of the Doctoral Training Framework 
in Durham;  

Document EC/13/66 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the paper provided an overview of the action taken to implement the Doctoral 
Training Framework at the University. The framework was distinct from, but related 
to, Doctoral Training Centre (DTC) arrangements. It had been developed to ensure 
that all research students (whether members of a DTC or not) had access to 
appropriate training; 
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(b) that initial implementation of the Framework in 2010-2013 included the creation of 

the Centre for Academic and Researcher Development (which took responsibility 
for institution-level training for all early-career researchers); the establishment of 
best-practice guidelines and principles for the development of DTC-bids; a revision 
of institutional policy in relation to postgraduates who taught and/or assessed; and 
ongoing work in relation to postgraduate space needs;  

 
(c) that having expressed concern at comparatively low rates of submission and 

completion for postgraduate research students, Education Committee had 
approved faculty-level submission targets. The progress and review system had 
also been extensively revised, placing greater emphasis on structured progression 
reviews. The formal progress reviews had been dovetailed with the previously 
separate annual review system operated through DUO. The most recent 
submission and completion data was due to be considered at FECs (Postgraduate) 
in May 2014 and would subsequently be reported to Education Committee. There 
was a need to continue to improve submission and completion rates; 

 
(d) that in 2013/14 work had been undertaken to develop progression milestones for 

postgraduate research students and to link these to training packages; 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the framework provided a common structure but allowed some flexibility to 
meet differing operational requirements between particular DTC arrangements; 
 

(b) the importance of continuing to recognise and take account of the fact that different 
research councils funded different lengths of study within the overarching structure;  

 
(c) that there was a need to address issues associated with continuation, such as 

entitlements to supervision within this period; 
 

(d) that it was important that supervisors be supported by the University through 
training. Resource had been made available to purchase online Epigeum training 
materials for supervisors, which would be beneficial in this area. There was 
potential to establish mentoring arrangements to assist inexperienced supervisors; 

 
(e) that CARD was seeking to revise its training for postgraduate research students 

from a menu-driven approach to one tied to stages of progression, to make more 
efficient and effective use of resource. The take-up of training opportunities would 
still be student-led, but the University would act to guide students to make the most 
of opportunities at the stage of their programme at which these would be most 
beneficial;  

 
(f) that there was a demand in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health for more 

advanced training in GIS (and other specialist software) and statistical techniques. 
This training was currently provided in the Faculty by a member of staff on a fixed-
term contract; 

 
(g) that the implementation of the revised policy on postgraduates who taught and 

assessed would be evaluated. PRES 2013 data suggested that the number of 
students who had received training prior to teaching was significantly above the 
sector average and that students were satisfied with the training they had received;     

 
Agreed: 
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(a) that the Committee was satisfied with progress in implementation of the Doctoral 

Training Framework since 2010, including the action taken in 2013/14 (noting the 
need to continue to make progress on areas such as submission and continuation); 
and remained satisfied with the overarching aims of the Framework itself;  
 

(b) that Researcher Training Steering Group should consider the issue of provision of 
training in specialist software such as GIS and statistical techniques. 

Action: AR 
 
65. Placements 

 
Considered: an update on the proposals of the Placements Task and Finish Group, in 
light of UEC’s consideration of the Group’s proposals; 

Document EC/13/67 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that UEC had considered the proposals of the Placements Task and Finish Group. 
As submitted to Education Committee in June 2013, the Group’s original proposals 
were that all new undergraduate programmes should incorporate placements; that 
consideration should be given to this within new taught postgraduate programmes; 
that the University should work to ensure that all undergraduate programmes, and 
as many taught postgraduate programmes as possible, should offer placements by 
2016/17; and that an award be developed to recognise skills gained in placements; 

 
(b) that UEC recognised the need to increase placement opportunities, but given 

resourcing issues favoured a more incremental and holistic approach which built on 
existing structures and mechanisms, and developed placement activity in stages. 
As such, the Group’s original proposals would not be taken forward as originally 
envisaged. It was recommended that the proposals be revised to remove specific 
timescales and to state instead that the University should work towards the broad 
goal of ensuring that as many programmes as possible incorporated placement 
opportunities;   
 

(c) that discussions on how to develop the proposals in light of UEC’s discussion 
would take place with key stakeholders, with a view to drawing together work in 
various parts of the University. A revised version of the Group’s proposals would be 
submitted to a future meeting of the Committee; 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that to inform the proposals it would be useful to develop holistic targets around 

placement activity, covering both in-curricula and extra-curricula placements. It 
might be necessary to focus efforts around particular departments; 
 

(b) that there was potential to fund placements via the Erasmus programme and LEP 
funding. Year-long placements provided income to the University, and were 
another means to fund further development of placement activity; 

 
(c) that it was important that the University utilise existing structures and opportunities 

around both in-curricula and extra-curricula placements as far as possible. This 
could provide evidence of student demand which would form the basis of a 
business case for further developments in placement activity;  
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(d) that some existing placement opportunities in the Faculty of Science were already 
highly competitive and over-subscribed; 

 
(e) that placement opportunities were particularly important in marketing certain 

programmes (especially at taught postgraduate level), and that more might be done 
to communicate existing opportunities to potential applicants; 

 
(f) that placements were one of a number of ways in which the University supported 

students’ personal development. There could thus be some overlap between the 
work of the Group and the working group examining personal development 
planning; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) to endorse the recommendation that the Group’s proposals be amended as 

indicated in the paper and Reported (b); 
 

(b) that, following discussions with relevant key stakeholders in the University, a 
revised version of the Group’s proposals should be submitted to the Committee; 

Action: TC 
 

(c) that, once developed, the proposals should be submitted to the working group 
examining personal development planning. 

Action: TF 
 

66. Education Strategy 2015-2020 
 
Considered: a further paper on the development of the draft Education Strategy 2015-
2020, in light of the Committee’s feedback; 

Document EC/13/68 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the paper presented a further iteration of possible themes and content for the 

next Education Strategy, 2015-2020, revised in light of the Committee’s discussion 
at the 12 March 2014 meeting. The paper presented a draft statement of the key 
areas the Committee had identified for the Strategy as the basis for further 
consultation, grouped under the themes of community and transition; 
 

(b) that the consultation would focus on high-level themes, as set out in the draft 
Strategy. A more detailed implementation plan with specific objectives would follow 
once the core themes and content of the Strategy had been agreed; 
 

(c) that paragraph 9 of the Strategy document attempted to capture distinctions 
between undergraduate, master’s and doctoral level study. This section should be 
revised to include a sentence on the student journey and the commonalities 
between the different levels of provision. The final version of the Strategy could 
draw on QAA guidance on distinctions between levels of study;  

 
(d) that the Strategy should be at a generic, high-level, and accordingly specific 

examples (such as those in paragraphs 15 and 27) should be removed; 
 

(e) that paragraph 26 of the paper should be amended to refer to prospects rather than 
to financial position;  
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(f) that members suggested a number of other minor changes to wording; 
 

[Secretary’s Note: all suggested revisions were recorded and incorporated into a 
revised version of the Strategy] 

 
Agreed: that, subject to the revisions outlined in Noted, the paper should be submitted 
to FECs, Colleges’ Board, SESC and the Students’ Union for the purposes of 
consultation.    Action: MG / DCG  

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
67. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 12 March 2014; 
 

Received:  
 

(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 12 March 2014; 
Document EC/13/70 

 
(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 25 February 2014, 

detailing consideration of the reports from the 11 December 2013 and 29 January 
2014 meeting of Education Committee; 

Document EC/13/71 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) Senate’s approval of revisions to Core Regulations to implement ‘year abroad’ 

programmes at undergraduate and integrated master’s level, which should be 
published to take effect from the 2014/15 academic year;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) Senate’s approval of Core Regulations for the Common Awards in Theology, 
Ministry and Mission, which should be published; 

Action: ERLM  
 

(c) that the report from the 12 March 2014 meeting of Education Committee will be 
considered at the 29 April 2014 meeting of Senate. A minute extract of this 
discussion will be submitted to the 28 May 2014 meeting of Education Committee.   

  
68. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/13/72a 
 

(b) Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.       Document EC/13/72b 
 
69. Chair’s Business 
 

Noted: that there was a need to revise policy on the amount of time students could 
suspend studies via a concession. Currently students could have multiple concessions 
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for year-long suspensions, which (for students under the old fee regime) would be 
financially problematic after 2014/15 due to the loss of HEFCE funding for such 
students, and which was not always in the best interests of the student; 
 
Agreed: that policy and regulations for year-long suspension of studies concessions 
should be revised to normally limit such concessions to one year only, with a second 
year of suspension permitted only in exceptional circumstances. 

Action: AR 
 
70. Term Dates, 2018/19 – 2021/22 

 
Considered: proposed term dates for the academic years 2018/19 to 2021/22;  

Document EC/13/73 
  

Reported: that the proposed term dates for 2018/19 to 2021/22 were designed to allow 
future periods of study to be recorded. The proposals took into account variations in 
the timing of Easter, but otherwise followed the current pattern of dates;  
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the proposals were based on the assumption that there would be no 

fundamental change in the structure of the academic year; 
 

(b) that, whilst the proposed dates were supported, there was a need to re-examine 
the use of the Easter Term and the timing of examinations. There might be scope 
for examinations for first and second year undergraduates to happen later, with 
marks released to students at a later date. This would be beneficial in relieving 
some of the pressure on staff at this period. Proposals in this area would have to 
take into account the fact that some students at later levels took exams for modules 
at earlier levels, and the complexity of the University’s provision. If this complexity 
was reduced, it would allow more flexibility in the exam timetable;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) to support the proposals; 

 
(b) that a paper evaluating the timing of exams in the Easter Term (as indicated in 

Noted (b)) should be submitted to a future meeting; 
Action: MG 

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed term dates for 2018/19 to 
2021/22.  

 
71. Teaching Qualifications 

 
Considered: a report on teaching qualifications held by University staff, as reported in 
data submitted to HESA;  

Document EC/13/74 
 

Reported: that QSSC and Education Committee had previously asked CARD to 
provide an assurance report based on the data on teaching qualifications submitted to 
HESA in 2013. HESA itself had not published the data, as it could not be sure of its 
reliability. It had become evident that the data pertaining to the University was based 
on HR records which had not been collected systematically and were not 
comprehensive of all staff. The paper proposed that CARD undertake a more 
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systematic data collection exercise over the summer of 2014, to inform future returns to 
HESA and to form the basis of a more robust assurance report to the Committee;  

 
Agreed: that CARD should undertake the data collection exercise proposed in the 
paper, and that an assurance report on this data be provided to the Committee in 
Michaelmas Term 2014.                  

Action: BM 
 

72. Access Agreement 2015/16 
 
Considered: the Access Agreement for 2015/16;  

Document EC/13/75 - CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: members were asked to note that this is a closed paper, and should 
be treated as strictly confidential and restricted to members of the Committee] 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the Access Agreement for 2015/16 incorporated a reduction in bursaries 

provided via the Durham Grant Scheme from £2500 to £2000, in light of OFFA’s 
encouragement to move spend from bursaries to other forms of access activity and 
changes in the funding environment for bursaries. Additional spend would be 
counted against longer-term outreach (such as that in Museums, which had been 
refocused in ways which better met OFFA’s requirements); through back-filling of 
funding previously provided via HEFCE’s Student Opportunities Fund; and 
potentially via an expansion of existing schemes such as Supported Progression; 
 

(b) that the Academic Registrar intended to add sections on access to postgraduate 
study and the planned development of a credit union for such study; 

 
(c) that Education Committee’s discussion of access and student recruitment activity in 

Michaelmas Term 2013 had informed the Access Agreement, which had been 
signed-off by UEC. The Agreement itself would be subject to negotiation with 
OFFA; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, in relation to the targets in the Access Agreement, the proportion of young 

students recruited from state schools and colleges had markedly improved. This 
had been particularly helped by the policy of making offers in proportion to such 
applications. However, the University had not enjoyed the same success in relation 
to the KPI for socio-economic disadvantage (NS SEC 4-7). This was a problematic 
KPI, as the University did not have access to NS SEC data at the point of decision-
making on applications. There was scope to address this target via enhanced use 
of the ACORN dataset in decision-making. The Fair Access Review Group would 
present proposals on this topic to the June 2014 meeting of the Committee;  
 

(b) that the Fair Access Review Group had conducted a review of outreach activity 
across the institution, assessing its alignment to OFFA guidance and strategic 
objectives. The findings would be presented in a report to the June 2014 meeting; 

 
(c) that there was thought to be a need for greater communication around, and 

awareness of, fair access initiatives. It was important that staff in departments 
could share ideas regarding access. The Fair Access Review Group had already 
identified this need, and would commission a presentation to Senate on fair access 
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to build understanding of work in this area. Departments and faculties could feed 
into decision-making at UEC via Faculty PVCs. There was scope for the final 
Agreement to be submitted for information to Faculty Boards.    

 
73. Faculty Education Committees 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 27 February 2014;           Document EC/13/76 
 
Reported: the FEC’s discussion of the use of the post-examination period for 
learning and teaching and the academic adviser systems; and that there were 
no items arising for consideration by Education Committee;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 3 March 2014;            Document EC/13/77 
 
Noted: that the FEC had proposed that the postgraduate application form be 
revised. The case for this was compelling, and thus the question was not if the 
form should be revised but how, and if any amendments to the form might be 
made in the short-term pending longer-term development; 
 
Agreed: that work should be undertaken to revise the postgraduate admissions 
form, taking into account the issues in Noted; 

Action: RE 
 

(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 26 February 2014;                   Document EC/13/78 
 
Reported:  
 
A. the FEC’s discussion of proposals on study skills; the mechanisms used by 

departments in the faculty to check examination papers; the academic 
adviser system; the use of MEQs and duo; and the use of the post-
examination period in the Easter Term for learning and teaching;  
 

B. that there were no item’s arising for Education Committee’s consideration; 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the reports from the meetings of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 28 January 2014 and 11 March 2014;  

Documents EC/13/79-80  
 

Reported: the FEC’s discussion at its 29 January 2014 meeting of a position 
statement on Doctoral Training Centre arrangements, and of the possibility of 
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introducing a faculty prize for excellence in PhD theses. There were no items 
arising for Education Committee’s consideration from either meeting;  

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 24 February 2014;                     Document EC/13/81 
 
Reported: the FEC’s discussion of the academic adviser system; the School of 
Education’s trial of an internship programme; and the use of the post-
examination period of the Easter Term for learning and teaching;  
 
Noted: that the FEC had asked that the deadline for the submission of 
timetabling requirements be pushed back to the end of the Epiphany Term. The 
deadline was built around the need to prepare the timetable for student 
registration in the Easter Term. There was no scope within current resource 
and systems to push the deadline back. The system involved an acceptance 
that the information provided might be less precise than if such information was 
provided at a later date, but this was outweighed by the benefits to students;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 19 March 2014;  

 Document EC/13/82 
 

Reported:  
 
A. the FEC’s discussion of guidelines for PhD by publication, guidance on the 

oral examination provided to examiner and independent chairs, and 
research degree examination outcomes; 

 
B. the FEC’s discussion of the academic adviser system;  

 
C. the FEC’s discussion of issues relating to research training provision and 

payment for postgraduates who taught, and the agreed actions;  
 

D. that there were no items arising for Education Committee’s consideration.  
 
74. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 26 March 2014 meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee, to incorporate particular consideration of the following items:    
                            Document EC/13/83 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) QSSC’s consideration of a mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B2 of 

the UK Quality Code (Recruitment, Selection and Admission), and the identification 
of actions needed to ensure full alignment to QAA expectations in this area;  
 

(b) QSSC’s consideration of a mapping of policy and practice against Chapter B10 of 
the UK Quality Code: Managing Higher Education with Others, which acted to 
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significantly expand the QAA’s definition of collaborative provision. QSSC had 
agreed that a number of actions should be taken forward as a result of this 
mapping to enhance alignment, including a revision of the approval process for 
collaborative partnerships to incorporate a risk-based approach; and revision of 
guidance on work and study placements; 

 
(c) that Attachment II provided an executive summary of annual reviews of taught 

provision. It showed that the process was being used effectively by departments 
and addressed the key areas required by the University; that management 
information was being used to enhance provision; and that departments had 
engaged with the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum; 

 
(d) QSSC’s consideration of faculty overviews of annual reviews of taught provision, 

external examiners’ reports for taught postgraduate programmes, and the operation 
of boards of examiners for 2012/13 (in addition to the University overviews 
considered below as attachments to the paper); and of the annual report on 
postgraduate concessions, appeals and APNs; 

 
(e) approval of institution-wide exchange agreements with  Zhejiang University, China; 

and with the Universities of Bern, Geneva, Fribourg, Neuchatel and Zurich and the 
Luzern University of Teacher Education in Switzerland for two years, following the 
withdrawal of Switzerland from the Erasmus+ programme;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that, in order to ensure alignment to Chapter B2 of the UK Quality Code, QSSC 

had identified a need to improve the information supplied by departments on 
admissions requirements for taught postgraduate programmes; 
 

(b) that the issues raised in the report regarding the English Language Centre and the 
Centre for Foreign Language Study had been communicated to the PVC for the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities; 

 
(c) that the report of the Chief Examiner on the conduct of boards of examiners in 

2012/13 (Attachment III) and the overview of external examiners’ reports for taught 
postgraduate programmes in 2012/13 (Attachment IV) both constituted strong 
endorsements of the University’s academic standards;  

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that all departments should be asked to publish admissions requirements for taught 

postgraduate programmes, and that guidance on how to develop relevant policies 
should be developed and submitted to departments; 

Action: RE 
 

(b) that the report of the Chief Examiner and the overview report of external examiners’ 
reports for taught postgraduate programmes should be submitted to Senate. 
                                                 Action: DCG 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
75. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that there had been no instances of Chair’s action since the last meeting.  
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76. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
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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