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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

25 June 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 Ms L. Spanner, Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), Dr P. Alpass 
(Minutes Secretary) and Mr A. Speed (Minute 93).  
 
Apologies: Professor G. Small 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
93. Student Engagement  
 

(a) Principles 
 
Considered: proposed revisions to the Principles of Student Engagement; 

Document EC/13/102 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the revisions to the Principles had been submitted for comment and 

endorsement to Faculty Education Committees, Colleges Board, Student 
Experience Sub-Committee and Quality and Standards Sub-Committee; 
 

(ii) that the response to the consultation had been positive, and that as a result of 
colleagues’ feedback a number of minor amendments had been made to the 
proposed Principles: 

 
a. to explicitly acknowledge the legitimacy of disagreement; 

 
b. to emphasise the responsibilities of students and student representatives in 

facilitating effective engagement; 
 

c. to make reference to the place of student common rooms; 
 

Agreed: that the proposed revisions to the Principles of Student Engagement be 
approved and should be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) Staff-Student Consultative Committees 
 
Considered: a review of student representation on staff-student consultative 
committees, including a proposed mechanism for election of representatives;  

Document EC/13/103 
 

Noted:  
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(i) that the paper outlined the respective responsibilities of Durham Students’ 
Union and academic departments with regard to facilitating student 
engagement and academic representation; 
 

(ii) that the Union had consulted departments over the proposed changes, and had 
received a largely positive response; 

 
(iii) that the Union would be responsible for arranging more sophisticated and 

visible promotion of opportunities for students to become representatives, and 
that this would be supported by a new Director of Marketing role; 

 
(iv) that the Union intended to pilot a new online election system for 2014/15, 

though this was currently dependent on IT developments; 
 

(v) that the paper established a timeline for the co-ordination and election of 
representatives, and that this stipulated that all academic representatives would 
be elected by the fourth teaching week of Michaelmas Term 2014; 

 
(vi) that the Union was agreeing with departments a relatively consistent ratio of 

representatives to students to ensure that numbers were manageable for 
training, development and support; 

 
(vii) that the Union proposed removing the Course Rep tool from DUO, which had 

been used inconsistently by departments and students, and maintaining an up-
to-date list of course representatives on its website; 

 
(viii) that under the proposals Education Committee would annually approve the 

arrangements for recruitment and functioning of SSCCs; 
 

(ix) that the Committee strongly endorsed the proposals as an effective means of 
facilitating representation of departmental SSCCs; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the arrangements for the recruitment of academic representatives outline 

in the paper should be approved, including: 
 
a. the removal of the Course Rep tool from DUO; 

 
b. that Education Committee annually approve the arrangements for 

recruitment and functioning of SSCCs; 
(Action: AR / LS) 

 
(ii) that the number of course representatives and the schedule of work presented 

in the paper were endorsed. 
 

(c) Monitoring and Review 
 
Considered: proposals to enhance monitoring and review of student engagement;  

Document EC/13/104 
 

Noted:  
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(i) that both revisions to the Principles of Student Engagement and the QAA’s 
Quality Code had made it necessary to establish a more robust mechanism for 
the annual monitoring and review of student engagement; 
 

(ii) that Faculty Education Committees and Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
had been consulted on revisions to the Annual Review report and related 
reports at Faculty and Institution Level; 

 
(iii) that, as a result of the consultation, the proposal of a new requirement for 

SSCCs to report on their own effectiveness had been removed. Instead, 
guidance has been revised to stress that student representatives must be 
involved in this aspect of annual review; 

 
(iv) that the proposals related to the annual review of taught programmes (included 

for collaborative partnerships), and that if they were approved the Academic 
Support Office would take forward similar revisions to the annual review of 
research programmes; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the proposed changes to the Annual Review reporting process be 

implemented for the 2014/15 cycle; 
(Action: AR) 

 
(ii) that the proposed changes to the guidance for Annual Review be made to the 

Learning and Teaching Handbook. 
(Action: AR) 

 
94. Diversity in the Curriculum 

 
Considered: a report on implementation of the outcomes of the Diversity in the 
Curriculum Task and Finish Group;           Document EC/13/105 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that  action had been taken to implement the proposals of the Diversity in the 

Curriculum Task and Finish Group’s Final Report: 
 

(i) training: diversity in the curriculum had been incorporated as a mandatory 
element of the PG CAP programme, and CARD was embedding equality and 
diversity issues into relevant existing training during 2014/15; 
 

(ii) curriculum design and review processes: the Academic Support Office had 
produced a set of draft Guidance Notes on Inclusive Curriculum Design to 
ensure the consideration of quality and diversity issues in processes 
concerned with curriculum design and review. Revisions had been proposed 
to the guidance for the programme approval process, annual review and 
module design to embed more clearly the consideration of diversity and 
equality issues; and it was proposed that the Academic Support Office take 
forward consideration of how to embed equality and diversity issues in 
Departmental Review as part of its wider review of the process; 
 

(iii) Instruction on Skills, Conventions and Assessment Criteria: the draft 
Guidance notes on Inclusive Curriculum Design prompted departments to 
consider how students’ transition to higher education would be supported by 
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this type of instruction. Education Committee was conducting an audit, via 
FECs, of how departments delivered this (and other similar) training, with a 
view to identifying and addressing any gaps in provision. The Principles of 
Student Induction contained an expectation that departments provide 
induction into subject-specific skills, methodologies, methods of learning and 
teaching and the role of assessment; 

 
(b) that the Committee endorsed the progress and plans in relation to the 

implementation of the training elements of the proposals of the Diversity in the 
Curriculum Task and Finish Group, including the proposal to address some 
training elements via different means. Embedding issues within existing training – 
thereby seeking to mainstream the concept of an inclusive curriculum – was 
considered an effective alternative to separate, mandatory training which might 
not reach, for instance, those staff charged with developing or approving new 
programme proposals; 
 

(c) that the Committee endorsed the draft Guidance Notes on Inclusive Curriculum 
Design and the proposed revisions to the programme approval process, the 
programme specification template, the guidance notes for annual review and 
module design; 

 
(d) that the proposals were designed to ensure that the University took an 

appropriately proactive approach to the consideration of equality and diversity 
issues, as this had been the specific remit of the Working Group. However, it was 
also important that appropriate support, advice and information was available to 
colleagues dealing with such issues as they became apparent, and that this was 
prominently signposted. There was an ongoing review of disabilities support 
focussing on this issue; 

 
(e) that the draft Guidance Notes on Inclusive Curriculum Design contained a number 

of prompts for departments to consider. There would be value in modifying p the 
language in this prompts from ‘could …’ to ‘how could…’ to encourage 
engagement and reflection; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the draft Guidance Notes on Inclusive Curriculum Design should be revised as 

suggested above and submitted to relevant professional services for consultation; 
(Action: AR) 

 
(b) that the proposed changes to curriculum review and design processes and 

guidance should be implemented; 
(Action: AR) 

 
(c) that the Head of ASO should take forward the consideration of how to embed 

equality and diversity issues in the Departmental Review process; 
(Action: AR) 

 
(d) that the Principles for Induction should be amended as an alternative to the 

original plan to revise the University’s Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum. 

(Action: AR) 
 

95. Fair Access Review 
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Considered: the report from the Fair Access Review Group;  
Document EC/13/106 – CLOSED 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Fair Access Review Group had conducted a review of outreach across the 

University to consider how to improve the University’s alignment with its strategic 
objectives around fair access. Implementation of the Group’s proposals, if 
approved, would be coordinated with changes proposed by the University’s 
Strategic Review of Admissions; 
 

(b) that the Supported Progression Scheme had delivered its targets for increasing 
applications and enrolments, including a significant majority from NS SEC 
categories 4-8, and had therefore made an important contribution to delivering fair 
access objectives. Applications from students who had taken part in the Sutton 
Trust Summer Schools, targeted at Year 12 students from non-privileged homes, 
had risen significantly this year; 

 
(c) that there was scope to reconsider the role of the Insight Programme and the 

Schools Development team, to ensure that more continuous relationships with 
participants/targets schools were built to support conversion of applicants, and 
move the focus of activity to delivering enrolments from under-represented groups; 

 
(d) that the Group had asked SRAO to ensure that teachers’ conferences were 

monitored more routinely in relation to effectiveness in generating applications, and 
to review communication to participants following the conferences. The Group had 
recommended that a web-based form be developed for the purpose of capturing 
information on schools outreach work; 

 
(e) that there were a wide range of activities failing under the broad term of ‘outreach’ 

undertaken by the University (e.g. Science Outreach; Experience Durham; Library 
Learning Team). While these activities involved fair access, they often had 
separate primary purposes. The group had consequently noted that much outreach 
activity outside SRAO could not be easily re-aligned to the fair access agenda. 
While the Committee noted this recommendation, it nonetheless felt that further 
consideration could – and should – be given to how appropriate aspects of the 
work of these groups engaged in outreach could become more strategically aligned 
with the fair access agenda; 

 
(f) that an analysis of University admissions data had indicated that the NS SEC data 

was not a sound indicator of economic disadvantage, and that the ACORN dataset 
was more accurate. The Group had therefore recommended that the University 
move towards greater use of ACORN category 5 as an indicator of economic 
disadvantage in its Access Agreement with OFFA, and that it focus its efforts on 
increasing the number of applicants from the ACORN category 5; 

 
(g) that the Group proposed that, from the next admissions cycle, automatic offers 

should be issued to ACORN category 5 applicants who meet the minimum 
essential academic requirements for their programme, and who have satisfactory 
references and personal statements. Admissions selectors would retain discretion 
not to make an offer to ACORN category 5 applicants, but this would need to be 
demonstrably justified and the selector held accountable for the decision; 

 
(h) that the Group proposed that admissions selectors should be strongly encouraged 

to make ‘merit and potential’ offers to ACORN category 5 applicants. The 
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Committee was supportive of this proposal. Given variance in predicted grades, the 
Committee felt that the proposals should be modified to ensure that students’ 
predicted grades would not unfairly restrict their eligibility for such an offer;   

 
(i) that targeted conversion activity for ACORN category 5 applicants might improve 

conversion rates for those who received an offer, and that further consideration 
could be given to instituting targeted conversion activity as part of the 
implementation plan arising from the Strategic Review of Admissions; 

 
(j) that, given the importance of the ACORN dataset is directing recruitment activity, 

the University should be continue to review the accuracy and efficacy of the data 
against alternative options; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that further consideration should be given to how the Insight programme and 

Schools Development activity might be refocused to deliver increased enrolments 
from target groups; 

(Action: MG) 
 

(b) that the Library Learning Team should be commended for it proactive efforts to re-
align its activity so that this is more focused on the fair access agenda; 
 

(c) that the paper should be amended in light of the Committee’s comments (points i 
and p above) and recommended to Senate for approval; 

(Action: MG) 
 
Recommended: 
 
(a) that Senate endorse continued support for the Supported Progression 

Scheme and Sutton Trust Summer Schools; 
 

(b) that Senate approve the development of a web-based form for collating data 
on visits to schools by staff, and the proposed mechanism for assurance of / 
reporting on such data; 

 
(c) that Senate note the Committee’s commendation of the work of the Library 

Learning Team in supporting the fair access agenda; 
 

(d) that that Senate approve the proposed action to build understanding of the 
fair access agenda and to consider how the University’s wider outreach 
activities might become more aligned with the fair access agenda; 

 
(e) that Senate approve the proposal that the University should work towards an 

increased use of ACORN category 5 as an indicator of disadvantage in its 
Access Agreement; 
 

(f) that Senate approve the proposals to increase applications and enrolments 
from ACORN category 5 students. 

  
96. Education Strategy 2015-2020: Outcome of Consultation 

 
Considered: a further paper on the development of the Education Strategy 2015-2020, 
following consultation on the draft Strategy;                                 Document EC/13/107 
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Received: information from Greenspace, to inform discussion around the potential 
inclusion of sustainability issues in the Education Strategy 2015-2020;  

Document EC/13/108 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the draft Education Strategy had been submitted to Faculty Education 

Committees, Student Experience Sub-Committee, the Student’s Union and 
Colleges’ Board for consultation. Feedback had been generally positive on the 
overarching themes and content of the strategy, and had resulted in a number of 
small modifications to the document; 

 
(b) that the strategy highlighted the importance of fostering community engagement. 

The strategy consciously emphasised the breadth of a student’s educational 
experience, and community engagement could be met through wider activities 
undertaken while at the University, rather than specifically  through programme 
curricula; 

 
(c) that para. 18 outlined some of the overlapping communities which constitute the 

University (colleges, departments, student organisations, etc.), and that the 
language here should be strengthened to emphasise the mutual responsibilities of 
these communities; 

 
(d) that the wider aim of the section on community engagement related to equipping 

students with the skills to tackle urgent social issues. Social issues was a broad 
term which could include issues of, for examples, sustainability and technological 
development. There would be value in broadening this section to include some of 
the wider range of issues; 

 
(e) that the University’s Environmental Sustainability Policy included a commitment to 

ensure that environmental sustainability was considered in research and teaching. 
UEC had endorsed this policy. Greenspace had provided the Committee with a 
copy of the sustainability policy, alongside information on the ‘Education and 
Learning’ section of the People and Planet Green League (a league table ranking 
universities by ethical and environmental performance); 

 
(f) that the QAA’s recent publication Education for Sustainable Development1 

incorporated the following UN definition: 
 

Education for sustainable development is the process of equipping students 
with the knowledge and understanding, skills and attributes needed to work and 
live in a way that safeguards environmental, social and economic wellbeing, both in 
the present and for future generations. 

 
(g) that the QAA publication stressed that students could be asked to consider what 

the concept of global citizenship and environmental stewardship means in the 
context of their own discipline and in their future professional and personal lives; to 
think about issues of social justice, ethics and wellbeing, and how these relate to 
ecological and economic factors; to develop a future-facing outlook; and to learn to 
think about the consequences of actions, and how systems and societies can be 
adapted to ensure sustainable futures; 

 

                                                             
1
 http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Education-sustainable-development-Guidance-June-

14.pdf  

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Education-sustainable-development-Guidance-June-14.pdf
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Education-sustainable-development-Guidance-June-14.pdf
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(h) that it would not be appropriate, for instance, to require that the curricula for all 
programmes include module content on sustainability; however, there would be 
value in considering how sustainability might be included within the Education 
Strategy in the context of the wider student educational experience (for example, 
within paragraph 25 of the current strategy). There would be additional value in 
exploring whether sustainability could be included as a reference point in training, 
or within supporting documentation and guidance, for curriculum design;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Committee’s suggestions should be incorporated into the strategy; 

(Action: MG) 
 

(b) that CARD should be consulted on the possible referencing/inclusion of 
sustainability within existing training, or supporting documentation; 

(Action: AR) 
 

(c) that the Committee endorsed this version of the Education Strategy as the basis for 
drafting corresponding strategic objectives, and that a draft of those objectives 
should be brought to a future meeting of the Committee for consultation. 

(Action: MG / AR) 
 
97. Review of Working Hours for Full-Time Students 

 
Considered: a paper considering working hours for full-time students in relation to 
employment within the University;                                                 Document EC/13/109 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the original proposal had been to increase the maximum recommended 

working hours from 12 (undergraduate) and 6 (postgraduate) hours per week to 15 
hours per week for all full-time students; however, that Student Experience Sub-
Committee had expressed concerns that the evidence base for the proposal to 
raise the recommended working hours was not sufficient, and that any decision to 
raise hours would therefore be arbitrary; 

 
(b) that the modified proposal only affected the maximum recommended working hours 

for postgraduate students, raising this from 6 to 12 in line with that for 
undergraduate students; 

 
(c) that the University could not control the hours which students might work outside of 

the University; however, the intention was to continue, as a responsible employer, 
not to promote opportunities which would require students to work more than the 
recommended number of hours; 

 
(d) that any student who was not making academic progress for any reason could be 

subject to the University’s academic progress procedures; 
 

(e) that the paper included guidance which would continue to state that students must 
also work within any restrictions of their visa or as specified by their financial 
sponsor; 

 
Agreed:  that the Committee approved the proposals to revise the maximum number of 
working hours as stipulated in the paper. 
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98. Learning Resources Management Group 
 
Considered: the annual report from Learning Resources Management Group;  

Document EC/13/110 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the report confirmed the wide range of activities which the Group had 
undertaken during 2013-14. While it was not explicitly mentioned in the terms of 
reference, the Group had a role in relation to Learning Resources for research 
students, and therefore an interest in the refurbishment of facilities in PGR hubs. 
Should issues arise in relation to such spaces, it would be appropriate to bring 
them to the attention of the Group; 

 
(b) that Education Committee had tasked the Group with considering the ‘e-learning’ 

element of the new Education Strategy; 
 

(c) that the Group had developed a University-wide framework setting out minimum 
requirements on the use of DUO, based on existing frameworks in Physics, Arts 
and Humanities and the Business School. The framework on the use of DUO 
specified that departments should all have a nominated DUO Coordinator, and 
that this should be modified to specify that this role did not have to be performed 
by an academic member of staff; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee endorsed the continued existence of the group as performing 

a valuable function, particularly in facilitating work across and between 
professional services, colleges and departments; 
 

(b) that the Committee endorsed the suggested areas which the Group intended to 
explore around possible developments in teaching spaces and technology; 
 

(c) that the proposed University framework for the use of DUO should be modified 
according to the comments of the Committee; 

(Action: PA) 
 
(d) that the revised framework for the use of DUO should be submitted to Faculty 

Education Committees for consultation. 
(Action: JB, GS, CS, DD, TF, NR) 

  
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
99. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 28 May 2014; 
                                           Document EC/13/111 
 
Received:  
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 28 May 2014;          Document EC/13/112 

 
(b) an amended document stating term dates up to 2021-22;           

Document EC/13/112b 
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(c) an extract from the minutes of Senate held 28 April 2014, detailing consideration of 
the report from the 12 March 2014 meeting of Education Committee;  

Document EC/13/113 
 

Reported: that the reports from the April and May 2014 meetings of Education 
Committee were considered at the 24 June 2014 meeting of Senate. A minute extract 
outlining this discussion would be presented to the first meeting of Education 
Committee in the Michaelmas Term 2014; 
 
Noted: that the report to Senate from the April 2014 meeting of the Committee included 
term dates for 2022-23 rather than for 2021-22. The correct version of the document, 
as amended by Senate, was therefore presented to the Committee. 

 
100. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/13/114a 
 

(b) Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information;     Document EC/13/114b 
 

(c)  Matters for Consideration 
 
(i) 2012/13, Minute 81(b) Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate): 

Training for Research Degree Supervisors 
 
Considered: a statement of policy and practice on training for research degree 
supervisors;       Document EC/13/114c 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that at its May 2013 meeting Education Committee had requested that a 

statement of policy and practice in relation to the training of research 
degree supervisors should be submitted to a future meeting of the 
Committee; 

 
(b) that the PRES survey indicated that the overall satisfaction rate of PGR 

students with their supervisory team was 87%, above the sector average of 
84%; 

 
(c) that current policy on supervisory training specified a two-stage process, 

involving initial training for all staff new to supervision and a second stage 
focused on good practice in research supervision in the faculty concerned; 

 
Agreed: that current arrangements for supervisory training were satisfactory, 
and that therefore no further action was needed. 

 
(ii) 2012/13, Minute 72(a) Serious Adverse Circumstances 

 
Considered: a paper on the criteria for judging impact of SACs;  

Document EC/13/114d 
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Noted:  
 
A. that Education Committee had previously asked that consideration be given 

to whether scrutiny-sub committees of boards of examiners (which 
examined Serious Adverse Circumstances [SACs] on behalf of such 
boards) might receive runs of marks and take a student’s performance into 
account when judging the impact of an SAC;  
 

B. that the University had taken a conscious decision to separate out 
consideration at scrutiny sub-committees of the likely impact which a 
particular set of circumstances had on a student’s ability to complete 
specific assessments – the input into an assessment – and consideration at 
the board of examiners of the student’s performance, taking into account 
any SAC grades – the output of an assessment;  

 
C. that if the University moved to a position whereby marks were considered 

as part of the initial process at scrutiny sub-committees, the spread of 
marks would be considered twice, which would be misleading. A change in 
this direction would require a fundamental change to the role of scrutiny 
sub-committees and boards of examiners. The paper thus recommended 
that no further action be taken on this issue;  

 
Agreed: that the Committee was content that no further action need be taken 
on this issue at this time.  

 
101. Chair’s Business 

 
(a) Faculty Preliminary Boards of Examiners 
 

Noted:  
 

(i) that Education Committee considered the issue of preliminary Boards of 
Examiners on 23rd October 2013, noting that ‘the vast majority of decisions 
made by faculty preliminary honours boards were straightforward (being within 
the Core Regulations). The need to consider such cases nevertheless placed a 
considerable burden on the board. To save staff time, such cases could be 
considered at a pre-meeting between the Chair and Secretary, with the rest of 
the Board confirming the Chair’s decision, or made via Chair’s action. The full 
board need only consider those cases which were not straightforward’; 
 

(ii) that the current procedure for considering progression at faculty prelim boards 
was nonetheless laborious. As all students appears on one set of marksheets 
(typically 500-800 pages), Board members were required to look through all 
students, including the large majority where students had passed all modules 
(and had those modules confirmed at departmental preliminary boards), and 
where there were therefore no issues that might affect progression; 

 
(iii) that the marks sheets produced for prelim boards should be separated into two 

reports, one containing those students where there were issues that might 
affect progression or where medical evidence had been submitted, and another 
containing all other students; 

 
(iv) that this functionality might be possible under the new Gradebook system that 

was currently being introduced by Student Registry, but that this might not be in 
place for next year’s preliminary boards; 
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Agreed: that the possibility of producing two distinct reports for Faculty Preliminary 
Boards of Examiners should be explored. 

(Action: MG) 
 

102. Embargo of Research Degree Theses 
 
Considered: proposed changes to University policy on the embargo of research degree 
theses;  

            Document EC/13/115 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that it was a requirement for all University higher degrees that a copy of the final 

thesis was made publicly available online via the e-Theses service. Authors 
could currently request an embargo of up to five years; however, RCUK 
guidance had now changed to prohibit RCUK-funded students from withholding 
access to their thesis for more than 12 months. These changes had taken effect 
immediately, and there was thus an urgent need to change University policy to 
reflect the new RCUK rules. The paper proposed to revise the Higher Degree 
Entry form and the embargo guidance and request form to mandate authors to 
confirm whether RCUK support was received, and that in such instances 
embargos be limited to 12 months; 
 

(ii) that it was intended that a more detailed review of the University’s current policy 
and process in relation to thesis embargoes would be taken forward in due 
course; 

 
(iii) that the new requirements had potentially damaging consequences for the 

viability of research projects involving confidential or commercially sensitive 
information, for example with industry partners;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the changes to the higher degree entry form and embargo guidance and 

request form proposed in Document 115 be approved and should be published;  
(Action: AR / SS) 

 
(ii) that the new RCUK policy should be communicated to academic departments 

via FECs (Postgraduate) and Directors of Research; 
(Action: AR / SS) 

 
(iii) that the Committee’s concerns over the potentially damaging consequences of 

the new policy should be raised with the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Research) 
(Action: AR) 

 
103. UK Quality Code for Higher Education 

 
Considered: an assurance report on progress in mapping University policy and 
practice to the QAA’s UK Quality Code for Higher Education;                   
Document EC/13/116 

 
Noted: 
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(i) that QSSC had now received and mapped policy against every chapter of the 
QAA’s UK Quality Code for Higher Education. The mappings would ensure that 
the University continued to comply with the requirements of the Quality Code. 
They had also been used as an opportunity to review and enhance policy and 
practice, in line with the Education Strategy objective to ‘implement a rolling 
schedule of reviews of the University’s quality management framework and 
processes’;  

 
(ii) that QSSC had judged that policy and practice was fully aligned to all bar three 

chapters of the Quality Code, to which policy and practice was broadly aligned. 
Full alignment to chapter B5 (on student engagement) would be secured by the 
revisions to monitoring and review of student engagement in Minute 93 above; 
whilst alignment to chapter B4 (Learning and Teaching) would be enhanced via 
the revisions to the programme approval process agreed under Minute 94;  

 
(iii) that alignment to Chapter B2 of the Quality Code (Recruitment, Selection and 

Admission to Higher Education) would be enhanced via work following the 
Strategic Review of Admissions; plans to enhance published information on 
complaints and appeals processes; and the agreement by Education Committee 
to establish a requirement for all departments to clearly publish requirements for 
admission to taught postgraduate programmes;  

 
(iv) that the QAA was continuing to review and revise documentation associated 

with the Quality Code. Specifically, it planned to revise subject benchmark 
statements; had launched a consultation on the FHEQ; and had produced a 
schedule for the ongoing review of all sections of the Quality Code, with Part C 
of the Code (on published information) scheduled for review during 2014/15. 
ASO would work with departments on these developments as necessary;   

 
Agreed: that the Committee was content with the review of policy and practice 
against the UK Quality Code.  

 
104. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered the report from the 9 June 2014 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee;              Document EC/13/117 

 
Reported:  
 
(i) SESC’s consideration of: the annual report on the specialist student services, 

approving objectives for those services during 2014/15; a report on the Durham 
Award; the annual report from the Chaplaincy and Faith Steering Group, 
approving minor changes to the Group’s terms of reference and of objectives for 
2014/15; a report from the review of Hatfield College; and the results of the 
Times Higher Education 2013 Student Experience Survey, which were very 
positive for the University; 
 

(ii) that SESC had agreed to sign-off follow-up to the review of Grey College, and 
had discussed the development of core college discipline regulations and 
procedures;  

 
Noted:  
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(i) that SESC had considered an annual report on progress against the 
Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy, and had recommended approval of 
an action plan against the Strategy for 2014/15 (Annex 1 of Attachment II);  
 

(ii) that employability targets were set at departmental level in relation to 
undergraduate provision. The relatively small sample size, and absence of 
comparator benchmarks, meant that at postgraduate level, targets (and 
resulting action) was set at faculty level. Faculty targets had been determined by 
the faculties themselves. The University had not been required to set targets, 
and there was no value in setting targets for the sake of setting targets; 
however, the University had chosen to do so to help to ensure that employability 
was given due consideration at postgraduate level; 

 
(iii) that the review of Hatfield College had revealed student unease about the 

practice of ‘sconcing’ (whereby JCRs had the authority to fine students for 
behaviour at college dinners, including departures from convention such as 
leaving the table). SESC had strong concerns about this practice on the 
grounds of natural justice, the potential for arbitrary decisions, and the potential 
for inadvertent discrimination. It had thus proposed that the University should 
seek to end this practice. The Committee shared the concerns of SESC about 
the practice of ‘sconcing’, and the potential for unfair, disproportionate and 
discriminatory treatment of the student body. This issue should be taken forward 
as part of broader work on college discipline led by the Deputy Head of Colleges 
(Student Experience). JCRs had an important role in self-regulating student 
behaviour, and there was a need for the Students’ Union and JCR Presidents’ 
Committee to work on this issue in concert with the Colleges; 

 
(iv) that colleges had indicated the importance of them being copied in to 

correspondence when a department issued a student with a departmental 
warning, as was required under University policy;    

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the proposed Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy action plan for 

2014/15 be approved, and that this should be communicated to CEEC;  
(Action: AR) 

 
(ii) that the Colleges and Students’ Union should work with JCR Presidents to end 

of the practice of ‘sconcing’ by JCRs;  
(Action: AD / DS) 

(iii) that departments should be reminded that University policy stated that colleges 
should be copied in to correspondence on departmental warnings to students, 
via the report from Education Committee to FECs.  

(Action: AR) 
 
105. Faculty Education Committees 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 8 May 2014;                   Document EC/13/118 
 
Reported:  
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(i) that there were no items arising for consideration by Education Committee 

 
(ii) the FEC’s agreement that all departments in the Faculty should produce a 

document outlining how module evaluation questionnaires were considered 
and followed-up; adoption of faculty guidelines on the format of feedback 
sheets; and discussion of the academic adviser system in Combined 
Honours;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 6 May 2014;          Document EC/13/119 

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

 
(ii) the items noted in Document 119, which had been reported to Education 

Committee under separate papers covering those issues;  
 

(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 7 May 2014;                 Document EC/13/120 
 
Reported:  

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

 
(ii) the items noted in Document 120, which as appropriate had been reported 

to Education Committee under separate papers covering those issues;  
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 6 May 2014;           Document EC/13/121 
 
Reported: that there were no items arising for consideration by Education 
Committee;  

 
(c) Social Sciences and Health 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 6 May 2014;                             Document EC/13/122 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) that there were no items arising for consideration by Education Committee; 
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(ii) the FEC’s discussion of pre-entry English language requirements and an 
analysis of degree classification; and the FEC’s feedback on post-
application open days;  

 
(iii) the other items listed in Document 122, which had been reported to 

Education Committee under separate papers covering those issues;   
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 7 May 2014 2014;                          Document EC/13/123 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) the FEC’s request for clarification around the Education Strategy 2015-

2020, which had been addressed in discussion of Document 107;  
 

(ii) the other items listed in Document 123, which had been reported to 
Education Committee under separate papers covering those issues.  

 
106. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
(a) Annual Report 

 
Received: the annual report on action taken by QSSC;     Document EC/13/124 
 

(b) Meeting of 4 June 2014 
 
Considered: the report from the 4 June 2014 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee;            Document EC/13/125 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) that there were no items for Education Committee to consider;  

 
(ii) QSSC’s discussion of the annual report from CARD, and plans to develop 

training for staff in key learning and teaching management roles;  
 

(iii) QSSC’s consideration of the annual report on matriculation requirements, and 
approval of revisions to English Language requirements to reflect a change in 
Home Office policy regarding the acceptability of the TOEFL iBT as an English 
Language test for tier 4 visas. This was done without seeking further approval 
from Education Committee and Senate as it was a reflection of external 
requirements which the University had to follow as soon as possible;  

 
(iv) plans to review qualification equivalencies over the summer 2014 in light of 

changes to the UCAS Tariff;  
 

(v) QSSC’s consideration of the annual report on research student progression 
and submission; that ASO would work with Deputy Heads of Faculty 
(Postgraduate) to identify any departments with consistently low submission 
rates, and that those departments would be required to provide assurance on 
plans and systems to improve their performance via forthcoming annual 
reviews of research degree provision; 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/qssc07/QSSC_13_143.pdf
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(vi) consideration of reports from Faculty Collaborative Provision Panels;  
 

(vii) approval by QSSC of revised guidance on consideration of SAC gradings at 
faculty boards of examiners;  

 
(viii) consideration of accreditation reports from the Royal Society of Chemistry, 

ICAEW, EQUIS and the AACSB; 
 

(ix)  approval by QSSC of student exchange agreements with the universities of 
Tokyo and Sydney. 

 
[Secretary’s Note: exchange agreements with Hong Kong University and the 
University of Otago were subsequently renewed through approval by the Chair 
of QSSC via chair’s action] 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
107. Matters of Report 

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

 
108. Research Degree Examiners 

 
Received: a report on the appointment of examiners on research degree programmes.                                                                

Document EC/13/126 - CLOSED 
 
109. Enhancing the Student Learning Experience 
 

Received: a report from the 2013/14 round of the Enhancing the Student Learning 
Experience awards.            Document EC/13/127 

 
110. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

 
Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 22 October 2014 2.00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 10 December 2014 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

Wednesday 28 January 2015 9.15am Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 

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

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

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

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

 


