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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

11 March 2015 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held at 2.00 pm on Wednesday 11 March 2015, 
in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor T. Clark, Professor A. Darnell, Dr M. Gilmore, 
Dr C. Sutherland, Dr N. Reissland, Miss L. Spanner and Mr W. Mills, with Dr A. Hughes 
(acting as Deputy for Dr A. Fawcett), Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), Miss A. Bird (Minute 
Secretary) Mr J. McKim (item 45 and 46 only) and Mr. A. Speed (item 47 and 48 only). 
 
Apologies: Professor I. Greener, Professor J. Barclay, Professor G. Small and Dr A. 
Fawcett.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MINUTES 

 

Part A:  Strategic Issues 
 
44. Access Agreement 

 
Considered: the Access Agreement for 2016/17;  

Document EC/14/55 – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: members are asked to note that Document EC/14/55 is a closed 
paper, and should be treated as strictly confidential and restricted to members of 
Education Committee] 
 
 
Reported: 
 
(a)  that the paper outlined the requirements of the Office for Fair Access for the 

University’s current and proposed 2016-17 Access Agreement. The requirements 
for the 2016-17 Access Agree were substantially the same; however the University 
would be required to respond to the guidance provided by OFFA. The paper 
outlined the planned revisions to the current Access Agreement to ensure 
alignment;  
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Office for Fair Access had introduced two new strategic priorities for the 

Access Agreement 2016/17. Institutions would be required to demonstrate how 
they had taken equality issues into account when developing the access 
agreement and set stretch target to encourage faster progress. OFFA had also 
identified a range of under-represented groups and requested that institutions give 
consideration to targeting those students specifically;  
 

(b) that the report had highlighted the need to update the University’s commentary on  
its Outreach activities. This would ensure alignment with the activities considered 
and approved by Education Committee in Michaelmas Term 2014. The committee 
noted that the commentary on Durham’s current performance in relation to HESA 
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Performance Indicators would also be required. Enrolment data based on ACORN 
postcode classification would supplement the existing information on NS-SEC 4-7 
enrolments;  

 
(c) that, in light of the guidance provided by OFFA, the report proposed revising the 

milestones and targets for the Access Agreement 2016/17. Enrolment milestones 
and targets would be set using Low Participation Neighbourhoods (LPN) and 
ACORN categories 4-5, replacing the NS-SEC 4-7; milestones for Supported 
Progression would be amended in line with the recent expansion of the scheme 
and the introduction of targets and milestones for the collaborative events with 
partner institutions. Targets that had already been met would be removed from the 
Access Agreement 2016/17;  

 
(d) that LPN and ACORN data was known to the University at the point of application. 

Whilst both measures focused on postcode data, it was noted that collectively, they 
provided a more holistic representation of socio-economic disadvantage;   

 
(e) that the proposed changes were appropriate. However, the committee felt that 

consideration could be given to including information on the University’s retention 
activities, to demonstrate the University’s continued commitment to widening 
participation;  

 
Agreed: that the report should be amended in line with committee’s discussion and 
submitted to the Office for Fair Access.  

 Action: RE 
 

 
45. Student complaints procedure review  

 
Considered: a report on the review of the student complaints procedure;  

Document EC/14/56 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the proposed University Complaints Procedure for Students had been revised 

in line with the QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education, Chapter B9: Academic 
Appeals and Student Complaints and the recent ‘Good Practise Framework for 
handling complaints and academic appeals’ released by the Office of Independent 
Adjudicators (OIA);  
 

(b) that HEFCE had requested that institutions review their arrangements for 
indentifying and resolving early signs of student complaints or concerns in the 
academic year 2014/15. The request had been made in light of the removal of 
student number controls from 2015/16 onwards. The University would be required 
to confirm that the arrangements were timely and effective and remain fit for 
purpose if student numbers changed significantly at Durham. HEFCE had 
requested a report be submitted to Council to provide assurances on the 
effectiveness of the University’s complaints procedures. If approved by Education 
Committee, the proposed University Complaints Procedure for Students would be 
considered by the Senate and the Council, alongside the additional assurance 
report;  
 

(c) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the proposed University 
Complaints Procedure for Students and the associated student guidance at its 
February meeting and agreed that clarity should be provided on the reasons why  
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anonymous complaints would not be subject to this complaints policy. This had 
been reflected in the report submitted to Education Committee for consideration;  

 
Noted: 

  
(a) that whilst the documentation referenced the Help and Advice Centre, which was 

based within the Students’ Union, the committee felt that this should be removed, 
and replaced with a single reference to the Students’ Union. The committee also 
noted that there would be value in expanding this reference to provide more clarity 
on the independence of the Students’ Union from the University;  

 
(b) that paragraph 9 should be revised to clarify that the University reserved the right to 

refuse to investigate or suspend any investigation underway where it becomes 
aware that legal, court or tribunal proceedings have been initiated in relation to the 
issues raised in the complaint;  

 
(c) that paragraph 12 outlined the circumstances under which information would be 

shared. The policy outlined that information would not be disclosed without the 
express permission of the student. The committee noted that the there might be 
instances where information is required to be shared by law, and that this should 
be reflected in the policy;   

 
(d) that any reference to ‘senior tutor’, in relation to the support offered by the 

Colleges, should be replaced with ‘Student Support Office’;  
 

(e) that the proposed University Complaints Procedure for Students and student 
guidance was appropriate;  

 
Agreed: that the committee supported the proposed University Complaints Procedure 
for Students and that this should be recommended to Senate for approval, subject to 
Noted (a), (b) and (c); 

Action: AR/JMK 
 

Recommended: that Senate approve the University Complaints Procedure for 
Students.  

 
 

46. General Regulations IV – Discipline  
 

Considered:  proposals to change the General Regulations IV – Discipline    
Document EC/14/57 

 
Reported:  

(a) that the University had previously approved amendments to the membership and 
quorum of Senate Discipline Committee. Whilst these amendments had been 
reflected in the Discipline Regulations, it was necessary to reflect these changes 
within the Senate Discipline Committee Standing Orders and Membership; 

 
(b) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the proposed changes the 

General Regulations IV – Discipline at its February meeting and agreed that clarity 
should be provided on the reasons why  representatives from the colleges division 
had not been included in the membership of Senate Discipline Committee. This 
had been reflected in the report and submitted to Education Committee for 
consideration;  
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Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposed consequential updates to the General Regulations IV – Discipline 

and Senate Discipline Committee Standing Orders and Membership were 
appropriate to ensure consistency;   
 

(b) that the membership of the Senate Discipline Committee had been revised in line 
with the discussion at Student Experience Sub-Committee to recognise the dual 
role that colleagues might have within an academic department and a college; 
however, the membership was clear that it was a member of academic staff that 
would be permitted to hold membership on the Senate Discipline Committee. The 
committee had no desire to extend this to professional support staff at present;  

 
(c) that the membership of the Senate Discipline Committee had not made explicit 

reference to a Secretary. The committee noted that the Secretary to the Senate 
Discipline Committee did not have any involvement in the decision making process. 
The committee felt that the membership should be clarified to state that a Secretary 
would be in attendance at the meeting;  

 

Agreed: that the committee was supportive of the proposed consequential changes to 
the General Regulations IV – Discipline and Senate Discipline Committee Standing 
Orders and Membership and that these should be recommended to the Senate;  

Action: AB/JMK 
 
Recommended that the Senate approve the consequential changes to the 
General Regulations IV – Discipline and Senate Discipline Committee Standing 
Orders and Membership. 

 
 

47. Academic Representatives Election Review  
 

Considered: the review of the Academic Representative Elections;  
Document EC/14/58 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the Students’ Union had produced a report on the review of the academic 

representatives election process. The review report was considered by Education 
Committee, via electronic circulation, after its February meeting. The report was 
subsequently amended before being considered at Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate and Postgraduate);  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the underlying principle of the academic representative system was 

partnership working between the Students’ Union, academic departments and 
students. The sharing of information between all interested parties was crucial to 
the effective and efficient organisation of the student academic representative 
system, and elections;  
 

(b) that the report had been informed by feedback from departments, Education 
Committee and Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate and Postgraduate). 
A summary of the discussion at FECs had been reported within the review report, 
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alongside the minute extracts of the meeting. The feedback from FECs was 
generally positive and the faculty representatives at Education Committee 
confirmed that the matters raised at their respective FEC had been addressed at 
the meeting, and reflected within the report where appropriate. The report made a 
number of recommendations to enhance the election process for the future;  

 
(c) that recommendation 15a related to the identification of an individual member of 

staff, within each academic department, who would be responsible for supporting 
academic representation, and more specifically the election process. The report 
had highlighted that there was a variance in departments as to whether this was an 
academic or administrative member of staff. The committee had no desire to 
enforce a requirement on departments that this should be one or the other, but 
rather departments should be permitted the flexibility to choose the most 
appropriate member of staff for their discipline;  

 
(d) that recommendation 15b related to the sharing of the individual contact details 

with the FECs in February. This was to ensure that the faculty had oversight of the 
academic representation process and ensure that departmental contacts had been 
identified. This would also further facilitate the sharing of information, particularly 
for Combined Honours. As the elections would be held in the Easter Term prior to 
the academic year in which the academic representative would hold their elected 
position, the first meeting of the FECs in Epiphany Term was most appropriate;  

 
(e) that recommendation 15c related to the timescale for sharing election materials 

with academic departments. This recommendation had been revised in response 
to the feedback gathered at Faculty Education Committees. The committee noted 
that it was important that departments were informed of the schedule of events as 
early as possible and that the Students’ Union should provide clarification on the 
dates for the election process in Easter Term 2015;  

 
[Secretary’s Note: The elections for student academic representatives in Easter Term 
2015 will take place the week commencing Monday 4 May. Voting will close on 15 May 
2015. Nominations to stand in the election will be open from the week commencing 
Monday 20 April and close immediately prior to students being able to vote. Election 
materials will be sent to departments the week commencing 6 April 2015] 

 
(f) that the Students’ Union representative clarified that information and timescales 

on the election of representatives for future academic years would be provided in 
advance. The Students’ Union representative confirmed that the election materials 
would be made available to departments at least two weeks in advance of the 
opening of nominations, as outlined in recommendation 15c;  

 
(g) that report had highlighted the complexity of the student academic representation 

system for Natural Sciences and Combined Honours programmes. The 
identification of eligible students to stand in these elections had been particularly 
challenging. The Students’ Union and the academic departments this related to 
had differing views on how best to organise the election of these representatives. 
The committee supported the recommendation that the Students’ Union and 
representatives from the departments should consider how best to share 
information on student cohorts by subject area, in order to ensure that 
representatives are elected across the spread of subjects within the programmes; 

 
[Secretary’s Note: The Students’ Union met with representatives from Combined 
Honours and Natural Sciences to discuss the election of student academic 
representatives across programmes] 
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(h) that the feedback from FECs had indicated a desire for annual statistics on the 

election process. This had been reflected in recommendation 15e;  
 

(i) that the review report had focused on the elections process for undergraduate 
academic representatives. The FECs (Postgraduate) had raised some concerns 
regarding its translation to postgraduate representation, noting that there was a 
potential for different issues to arise. Whilst it was thought that, generally, 
postgraduate taught representatives should be elected at the start of Michaelmas 
Term, in the academic year they will undertake the role, it was noted that a number 
of postgraduate programmes had alternate start dates;  

 
(j) the committee felt that postgraduate representation (taught and research), should 

remain the responsibility of departments during the academic year 2015/16, and 
that this should be communicated to departments. The committee felt that it would 
be useful to request the contact details of those members of staff with responsibility 
for postgraduate academic representation, to support the development of a 
bespoke postgraduate student representation system, in partnership with the 
Students’ Union;  

 
(k) that the implementation of the academic representative election process would be 

reviewed in Epiphany Term 2016; 
 

Agreed: that a memo, signed by Professor Tom Ward and Miss Leigh Spanner, should 
be circulated to Heads of Departments, on behalf of Education Committee and 
incorporate the  requests for information as indicated in Noted (c) and (i).  

Action: TW/LS 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The memo, circulated on behalf of Professor Tom Ward and Miss 
Leigh Spanner, was sent to Heads of Departments soon after the meeting].  

 
 

48. Staff-Student Consultative Committees  
 

Considered: proposals, submitted by the Students’ Union, to amend Section 5.2.4 of 
the Learning and Teaching Handbook;  

Document EC/14/59 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the report had outlined a number of proposed changes to the existing policy on 

Staff-Student Consultative Committees. The proposals had been developed in 
response to the introduction of the Principles of Student Engagement, the 
Students’ Union's consideration of existing departmental practice for SSCCs and 
department feedback on the operation of SSCC’s. Best practice within the sector 
had also been taken into account when developing the proposals;  

 
(b) that the report highlighted the varied practice within departments on the structure 

and membership of SSCCs, the responsibilities of those who attended, and the 
business conducted at the meetings. The proposals were designed to ensure a 
consistent approach to the operation of SSCCs and place an increased focus on 
the role of students in quality enhancement;   

 
(c) that the last review of SSCCs was conducted in 2011. It had been recognised that 

the business conducted in SSCCs had since changed and developed, largely in 
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response to department specific requirements, and that the current Terms of 
Reference no longer accurately reflected the nature of SSCCs;  

 
(d) that the proposal was to create a core basis for all Terms of Reference. The 

committee noted that would be important to allow Departments to permit the 
inclusion of additional items to the remit of SSCC, in order to take into account 
appropriate disciplinary differences and the needs of the student body. The 
committee endorsed the recommendation that a list of permissible additions should 
be developed in consultation with departments, via FECs. Any  further additions 
would then only be included on the permission of the Chair and respective FEC;  

 
(e) that the Students’ Union proposed  that the core staff who would attend at SSCCs 

be limited to the lead academic and the secretary of the meeting. This proposal 
was developed in response to student feedback, and was considered best practice 
by the Union. Students had reported instances where the number of staff members 
exceeded the number of student academic representatives, and that this inhibited 
discussion and therefore impacted negatively on the effectiveness of the SSCC. 
The committee noted that this might not be true of all instances where there were 
more staff than students, and that the keenness of staff to attend SSCC meetings 
was a positive sign of the seriousness with which Education was viewed at 
Durham. There were also clear benefits of having other staff members present – 
for example, Directors of Undergraduate Study or subject area leads – to ensure 
that a genuine dialogue could take place between students and staff.  Nonetheless, 
the committee recognised that it was important to ensure a balance between 
encouraging staff engagement and maintaining an inclusive student environment to 
promote open, honest and effective dialogue;  

 
(f) that the conduct of meetings had been reflected in paragraph 12 of the Learning 

and Teaching Handbook and explicitly focused on constructive engagement 
between students and staff, in an atmosphere of mutual respect. The committee 
felt that paragraph 12 within the report should be amended in line with paragraph 
12 of the proposed Section 5.2.4 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook to 
further strengthen and clarify the principle behind the proposed change;  

 
(g) that the committee noted that staff engagement could continue to be fostered by 

sharing minutes and reports from the SSCCs;  
 

(h) that the suggestion that the FECs (Postgraduate) explicitly consider the rationale 
for having separate or combined postgraduate SSCCs was endorsed by the 
committee; 

 
(i) that the Students’ Union representative clarified that the student Chair of the SSCC 

was also the Department Representative and the student representative on the 
Board of Studies. The Students’ Union confirmed that consideration had been 
given to both the level of responsibility and the workload for student 
representatives who held multiple roles. The Students’ Union affirmed that the role 
descriptions for student academic representatives would be amended to reflect the 
increased responsibilities and expectations;  

 
(j) that the Departmental Representative was elected from the cohort of elected 

student academic representatives at the first SSCC of the academic year. The 
committee learned that the Students’ Union had considered plans to elect the 
Departmental Representative in the Easter Term, in line with the election of 
programme level academic representatives. This would allow the first SSCC to be 



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 8 of 18 
 11 March 2015 

chaired by a student. It was envisaged that the deputy chair would be another 
nominated student academic representative or the ‘lead academic’;  

 
(k) that the training of student academic representatives was crucial to support 

students in their role. The committee noted that the training delivered to students 
with responsibility for chairing the meeting was particularly important. The 
committee learned that the Students’ Union had employed a consultant to review 
the training programmes offered by the Students’ Union, which included, but was 
not limited to, student academic representation. The committee felt that role of the 
‘lead academic’ should be amended to include specific reference to supporting the 
student chair, where necessary, to ensure that students were supported to be as 
effective as possible in their role;   

 
(l) that the proposal that the Students’ Union should develop guidance on the 

academic representation system to inform staff induction was welcomed by the 
committee. The committee noted that a statement of responsibilities for academic 
representatives would be published annually within the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook;  

 
(m) that the proposals would be submitted to the Faculty Education Committees 

(Undergraduate and Postgraduate) and reconsidered by Education Committee in 
Easter Term;  

 
Agreed: that the proposals should be amended in line with Noted (e) and submitted to 
Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) for consideration.  

 
Action: Students’ Union/FEC Secretaries  

 
49. Review of discretion  

 
Considered: the report on the review of discretion;  

Document EC/14/60 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the report presented an overview of the implementation of the revised policy 

on discretion which came into effect in the academic year 2011/12. The report had 
been considered by Quality and Standards Sub-Committee at its February 
meeting;  
 

(b) that the University had received the Chief External Examiners report. The Chair of 
QSSC had met with the University’s Chief External Examiner and the Head of the 
Academic Support Office to discuss the report. The Chief External Examiner had 
strongly endorsed the University’s academic standards and reiterated that the 
University’s approach to discretion was equitable and appropriate. QSSC would 
consider the Chief External Examiners report at its 18 March meeting;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a)  that the review report had not highlighted any concerns that the University’s policy 

on discretion was not applied consistently and appropriately. The institutional 
approach to discretion permitted staff to exercise their professional judgement. The 
committee was satisfied that the institutional approach was clearly linked to 
programme learning outcomes and therefore ensured that disciplinary differences 
could be taken into account whilst ensuring that students were treated equitably. 
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The committee concluded that the policy continued to offered a clear framework 
within which academic staff and Boards of Examiners could operate;  

 
(b) that that the First Year as Transition working group had proposed that an additional 

strategy be considered, related to student performance at Level 1. Whilst QSSC 
had concluded that the proposal to include Level 1 marks, when considering 
discretion, was in conflict with the concept of trajectory at later levels of study, 
Education committee felt that it was premature to draw conclusions on the 
feasibility of introducing an additional approach to discretion without having 
considered the report from the working group;  

 
[Secretary’s Note: The First Year as Transition report would be considered by 
Education Committee at its 22 April 2015 meeting]   

 
(c) that the format and regulations for the classification of postgraduate programmes 

made the operation of discretion at postgraduate level more complex. The 
committee endorsed, in principle, QSSCs recommendation to support the proposal 
to review the current regulations on postgraduate classification, or reconsider the 
dual-zone of discretion which the regulations had necessitated to date, noting that 
the University’s revisions to the requirements for classification of Master’s with 
Merit and Distinction had happened after the introduction of the Principles of 
Taught Curriculum;  

 
(d) that, while the report drew on feedback from departments, departments had not yet 

been consulted on the review of discretion. Committee members felt strongly that 
the report should be shared with departments, via FECs, before any 
recommendations were taken forward. The report would then be reconsidered by 
Education Committee.  

 
Agreed: that the report should be updated in light of Education Committee’s feedback, 
and submitted to Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) for 
consideration.  

Action: AR/ FEC Secretaries 
 

50. Graduate Recruitment Market 2015 
 

Considered: the report on the Graduate Recruitment Market 2015;  
Document EC/14/61 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the proposed Graduate 

Recruitment Market 2015 report at its February meeting and agreed that clarity 
should be provided on which employers had been included in the report in order to 
be able to understand. The list of employers had been included in the report and 
submitted to Education Committee for consideration;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the report had highlighted that placements had become increasingly important 

in supporting graduates to secure employment after University. It was reported that 
31% of entry-level positions were expected to be filled by graduates who had 
already worked in those organisations, either through internships, placements or 
vacation work. Whilst the committee recognised that work was being undertaken in 
this area via the Placement Task and Finish Group,  the committee felt that there 
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would be a value in sharing the report with Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate and Postgraduate);  

 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate and Postgraduate) for consideration;  

Action: FEC Secretaries  
 
 

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

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 28 January 2015;
                                   Document EC/14/62 
 
Received:  

 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 28 January 2015; 

Document EC/14/63 
 

(b) the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 17 February 2015, 
detailed consideration of the report from the 10 December 2014 meeting of 
Education Committee; 

Document EC/14/64 - To Follow 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that the minute extract from the meeting of Senate held 17 February 2015 would 
be considered at the next meeting of Education Committee; 

 
(b) that the report from the 28 January 2015 meeting of Education Committee will be 

considered at the 21 April 2015 meeting of Senate. A minute extract outlining this 
discussion will be submitted to the 27 May 2015 Education Committee.  

  
52. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/14/65a 
 

Reported: that the Academic Registrar had liaised with the Head of Careers, 
Employability and Enterprise Centre to consider the value of exploring 
collaborative working opportunities with other institutions in the North East Region. 
Information had been shared with the Student Recruitment and Access Team on 
the opportunities and financial cost of attending recruitment fairs held at other 
institutions in the North East. Student Recruitment and Access also received an 
update on the attendance of other institutions at the employer and careers fairs 
hosted by CEEC.  

 
 

(b) Matters of Report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information;        
Document EC/14/65b 
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(c) Matters for Consideration 
 

Report: that there were no matters for consideration arising from the minutes.  
 

53. Chair’s business 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the National Student Survey remained open until Thursday 30 April. The 
institutional response rate was at 50.4%. Colleagues were reminded to encourage 
students to provide their feedback via the survey;  

(b) that the University had launched the Postgraduate Research Experience Survey on 
Monday 9 March. The survey focused on students’ experiences of supervision, 
resources, the research community, progress and assessment, and skills and 
professional development. It was available for all Doctoral and Research Masters 
students and would close on Thursday 14 May;  

(c) that the University had made a commitment to ensure that all substantive business 
items would be concluded by 4:15pm. This was implemented to support the 
University’s commitment to equality and diversity. Education Committee agreed 
that it would endeavour to finish the meetings of Education Committee by 4:30pm;  

(d) that Professor Tim Clark had been appointed as the Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
(Social Sciences and Health) and would take up this role on 1 April. The committee 
recorded their thanks for Professor Tim Clark’s contribution to the meetings;   

(e) that colleagues were reminded that draft objectives and outcomes for the 
Education Strategy 2015-2020 should be sent to the Academic Registrar in the first 
instance.  

 
 
54. Faculty Education Committees 

 
(a) Arts and Humanities 

 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 22 January 2015;            

Document EC/14/66 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that, when considering the annual report on undergraduate and 
integrated master’s concessions and appeals, the FEC had expressed 
concerns over the increasing number of sporting concessions. The 
committee had discussed the perceived pressure on departments to 
grant sporting concessions, particularly on a Wednesday morning, and 
the effect this might have on learning and teaching. The FEC had 
requested that consideration be given to the possibility of linking sporting 
commitments to timetabling, in order to create flexibility in the timetabling 
of lessons and therefore allow for sporting commitments; 
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ii. that the University had a commitment to support the development of 
graduate skills through opportunities outside of a student’s formal 
learning environment, particularly though sport, culture and community 
engagement. It was clear that students benefited from their engagement 
with extra-curricular activities;  

 
iii. that the committee was aware that that QSSC had recently considered 

proposals to introduce music and theatre concessions which mirrored 
the existing policy on sporting concessions. The granting of sporting 
concessions followed a robust policy, supported by departments and the 
Dean for Experience Durham. Whilst the discussion at the FEC, and at 
Education Committee had not raised any concerns that the policy for 
granting sporting concessions was not applied consistently and 
appropriately, the committee felt that the volume of sporting concessions 
should continue to be considered within annual reviews of concessions;  

 
iv. that sporting concessions permitted for a Wednesday morning, were 

mostly likely granted to allow students to travel to sporting events which 
were held at other institutions;  

 
v. that the timetabling of teaching on a Wednesday morning was crucial. It 

would not be feasible to cease teaching on a Wednesday morning;   
 

vi. that the FEC had approved proposals to produce draft guidance on the 
departmental follow-up processes to Module Evaluation Questionnaire’s. 
The FEC had also agreed a number of specific points that would require 
to be included in the guidelines, including target response rates, 
responsibilities for drawing up actions plans, thresholds for teaching 
quality and how the dissemination of good practice is operationalised;  

 

Agreed: that the Dean of Experience Durham should continue to keep the 
volume of sporting concessions under review.  

Action: PW 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 19 January 2014;            

Document EC/14/67 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that, in considering the overview of Annual Reviews of Research Degree 
Provision within the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, the FEC had 
discussed the need for increased funding for Postgraduate Research 
students (particularly overseas students) through the Durham Doctoral 
Scholarship Scheme;  

 
ii. that decisions with a financial implication were not within the remit of 

Education Committee;  
 

iii. that the FEC had discussed the proposed Module Evaluation 
Questionnaire pilot. The FEC had raised perceived problems with the 
question set and the proposed method. In particular, the Faculty 
Education Committee had raised concerns that some questions might 
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indicate an agreed model and measure of delivery, which could raise 
student expectations. The FEC had communicated these comments to the 
authors of the paper;  

 
 

(b) Science 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 21 January 2015;                    

Document EC/14/68 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the FEC had considered the annual report on undergraduate degree 
classification. QSSC had suggested the FECs consider whether there 
would be value in considering whether colleagues in cognate areas (e.g. 
Mathematics and Physics) could moderate comparable assessments to 
ascertain comparability.  The FEC considered that there was limited value 
in this exercise as individual departments had comparable systems in 
place to moderate assessment. This would be communicated to QSSC;  

 
ii. that, in considering student academic representatives, departments had 

requested that student representatives cover all programmes and years of 
programmes and would welcome a representative student from Natural 
Sciences on their SSCCs so that issues particular to this programme 
could be discussed within department; 

 
iii. that Education Committee had considered and approved proposals for the 

election of student academic representatives under item 47, and had 
agreed that a representative from the Students’ Union should meet with 
representatives from Combined Honours and Natural Sciences to discuss 
this matter;  

 
iv. that the FEC had discussed the proposed Module Evaluation 

Questionnaire pilot. The FEC had raised similar concerns as those noted 
by the Faculty of Arts and Humanities The FEC noted that the survey did 
not appear to reflect disciplinary differences in assessment and the 
method of delivery. The implication that the survey could only run in June 
was considered to be problematic as there were concerns that the survey 
would receive low response rates;   

 
v. that, in considering the annual report on undergraduate and integrated 

master’s Concessions, Appeals and APNs, the FEC had suggested the 
creation of a separate, independent advice centre for appeals. Education 
committee noted that this existed with the Students’ Union;  

 
vi. that the majority of modules that would be affected by the requirement that 

examinations would be restricted to multiples of 30 were within 
Mathematics and were due to be withdrawn. The FEC confirmed that any 
new modules would comply with the new prescription and any changes to 
the remaining modules would be made through the curriculum 
development process;  
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(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Reported: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
19 January 2015;   

Document EC/14/69 
 

Noted: 
 

i. that the FEC had discussed college accommodation contracts in relation to 
internships and ‘dissertation abroad’ opportunities. The FEC noted that 
students who undertook summer internship or summer abroad placements 
were unable to exit from the college accommodation contract and therefore, 
might be required to pay double accommodation costs;  

 
ii. that the student representatives at the FEC had echoed that students would 

be keen to explore the potential for reducing the length of college 
accommodation contracts, noting that some students would return home to 
complete their dissertation. The FEC noted that there were a number of 
benefits for students remaining at the University to complete their 
dissertation and were strongly encouraged to do so. The committee did not 
support the proposal to reduce college contract lengths should be 
considered;  

 
iii. that the college accommodation contracts were not set by the colleges 

themselves and thus individual colleges did not have the authority to 
change the length of the contract, or permit an exception to the fulfilment of 
a contract;  

 
iv. that the University had recently agreed that college accommodation 

contracts would end after the institutional-wide deadline for the submission 
of postgraduate taught dissertations or final projects. This deliberate 
alignment was to ensure that students would be permitted sufficient time to 
complete their final assignment whilst still living within university 
accommodation;  

 
v. that the length of college accommodation contracts was not within the remit 

of Education Committee and that the matter should be considered by the 
Pro-Vice Chancellor and Deputy Warden;  

 
vi. that the FEC had discussed the proposed Module Evaluation Questionnaire 

pilot. The FEC felt that the proposed MEQ did not reflect the taught 
postgraduate experience in departments and thus, did not represent a 
better tool than those already being used by departments;  

 
Agreed: that the matter of college accommodation contracts should be 
referred to the Pro-Vice-Chancellor and Deputy Warden;  

 Action: AR/ PVC & Deputy Warden 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health 
FEC (Undergraduate) held 19 January 2015;                      
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Document EC/14/70 
  

Noted:  
 

i. that the FEC had considered a paper on work/life balance during the 
examination period. Members of the FEC had highlighted that there was a 
perceived burden on staff and external examiners over the examination 
period and as such, had requested that the examination period and 
deadlines for submitting marks to Student Registry be extended, where 
departmental timetables allow. The FEC had agreed that the proposal for 
the Law School and the Business School to move their large exams 
forward by a week should be taken forwards; 

 
ii. that Student Registry co-ordinated the examination timetable for the 

University. Student Registry was also responsible for organising the 
arrangements for any reasonable adjustments and extraordinary 
requirements – for instance, parallel rooms – during the examination 
period. The committee noted that the organisation of examinations outside 
of the University examination timetable might result in further 
complications and costs for academic departments. Assessments 
undertaken outside of the examination period were undertaken by 
academic departments;  

 
iii. that, if the University were to bring the examination period forwards for 

some departments, consideration would be need to be given to the 
availability of examination space; many of the rooms used to host 
examinations would most likely still be used as teaching rooms in the 
week prior to the University examination period; 

 
iv. that consideration would need to be given to the cost of creating and 

facilitating a bespoke examinations procedure for one or more 
departments;  

 
Agreed: that the departments should liaise with Student Registry to consider the 
feasibility of such a proposal and any associated costs that might be incurred;  

Action: MK 
 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 28 January 2015.  

 Document EC/14/71 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the FEC had discussed the need for increased funding for 
Postgraduate Research students (particularly overseas students) through 
the Durham Doctoral Scholarship Scheme. The committee reiterated that 
decisions with a financial implication were not within the remit of 
Education Committee – funding for the scheme was provided by the 
faculty.  

 
 

55. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
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Considered: the report from the 14 January 2015 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee; 

                Document EC/14/72 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that QSSC had considered the annual report on undergraduate and integrated 

master’s APNs; 
 

(b) that QSSC had considered a proposed schedule for renewing and approving 
partnerships. The committee agreed that further work should be undertaken to 
consider this in the context of the University’s strategic approach to partnerships. 
This would be considered by Education Committee in the future;  

 
(c) that QSSC had approved proposals for the assessment arrangements for incoming 

Visiting/Erasmus students. The proposal was to create four clear options for 
departments to use when deciding on the assessment arrangements for incoming 
Erasmus and visiting students. This would ensure a consistent approach across the 
University, whist allowing the flexibility for departments to choose the most 
appropriate assessment arrangements for their students and discipline. 
Departments had been consulted via FECs, and a final paper would come to 
Education Committee in due course;  

 
(d) that QSSC had approved proposals to set the institutional deadline for 

postgraduate dissertation and final projects as the first Friday of September. His 
had been deliberately set before students would be required to move out of their 
college accommodation. This had been agreed for the academic years 2015/15 – 
2020/21;  

 
(e) that QSSC had considered the report from the Management Committee of 

Programmes in Theology and Ministry. The committee noted the revised Terms of 
Reference and Standing Orders.  

 
56. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 12 January 2015 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee;   

               Document EC/14/73 
 
 Noted:  
 

(a) that SESC had considered the report and draft action plan in response to the 
outcome report of an independent audit of the University’s provision for disabled 
students. Education Committee would consider the report and action plan, 
alongside a discussion paper on the changes to the Disabled Students Allowance 
and the expectation that the University will promote a more inclusive teaching 
environment at its 22 April 2015 meeting;  
 

(b) that SESC had considered the report on the evaluation of campus-wide Pre- and 
Post-application Open Days; 

 
(c) that SESC had considered a proposed Student Confidentiality and Information 

Sharing Policy. This would be considered by Education Committee at its 22 April 
2015 meeting;  
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(d) that the University had received 6380 responses in the Student Barometer, which 

represented 41.7% of the targeted cohort.  
 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
 
57. Qualification Characteristics: Consultation Response 

 
Received: the institutional response to the ‘Qualifications Awarded by Two or More 
Degree-Awarding Bodies Characteristics’ consultation document;  

Document EC/14/74 
 

Reported: 
  

(a) that the Quality Assurance Agency was consulting on four ‘qualification 
characteristics’ documents. The consultation invited responses on revised versions 
of three Qualification Characteristics Statements: Foundation Degree 
Characteristics, Master's Degree Characteristics, and Doctoral Degree 
Characteristics; and on the development of a new Statement: Qualifications 
Awarded by Two or More Degree-Awarding Bodies Characteristics;  

 
(b) that the purpose of the revised ‘qualification characteristics’ documents were to 

provide additional guidance to the detailed benchmark statements;  
 

(c) that the Doctoral and Master’s Qualification Characteristics had been used for 
several years and were now being updated, and formally adopted within the UK 
Quality Code for Higher Education. The Qualifications Awarded by Two or More 
Degree-Awarding Bodies Characteristics document was new, and appeared to 
propose substantial additional regulations for universities undertaking collaborative 
activities;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the draft response was appropriate and that a full response would be drafted 

by the Academic Support Office and submitted to the Quality Assurance Agency;  
 

Agreed: that a full institutional response should be drafted and submitted to the 
Quality Assurance Agency;   

Action: AR 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The institutional response to the consultation on ‘Qualifications 
Awarded by Two or More Degree-Awarding Bodies Characteristics’ was drafted in 
line with the discussion at Education Committee. This was submitted to QAA on 
Monday 23 March 2015]  

 
 
58. Matters of Report 

 
Reported: that a report of action taken by the Chair would be considered at the next 
meeting of Education Committee.  
 

 
59. Dates of Future Meetings 
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Reported:  that further meetings of Education Committee will be held; 

 
Date Time Room 

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 
 

  

   
   

 

  

 


