
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

22 April 2015 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held at 2.00 pm on Wednesday 22 April 2015, in 
the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor A. Darnell, Dr M. Gilmore, Professor I. 
Greener, Dr C. Sutherland, Dr N. Reissland, Professor G. Small, Dr A. Fawcett, Dr A. 
Millard, Miss L. Spanner and Mr W. Mills, with Dr C. Crowder (acting as Deputy for Professor 
J.Barclay), Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), Miss A. Bird (Minute Secretary) and Mr S. Dale (item 
61 only).  
 
Apologies: Professor J. Barclay   
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
60. Departmental Review 

 
Considered: the review of the Departmental Review process; 

Document EC/14/75 
 

Reported: that the Departmental Review process was in its penultimate year of 
operation. The report outlined the proposed process for the review of Departmental 
Reviews;  

 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) the University was required to review its taught programmes periodically. The UK 
Quality Code for Higher Education did not make explicit reference to reviewing 
research degree programmes on the same basis;  however the University was 
required to comply with Chapter B11: Research Degrees;  
 

(b) that the reports of Departmental Reviews were considered by Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee in the first instance, to allow any issues that relate to University 
policy and procedure to be identified and to ensure that appropriate action was taken. 
Reports were then referred to the Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel for the 
faculty in which the department was reviewed;   
 

(c) that the Departmental Review should not be considered by departments/schools as 
an extension of the planning round. It was not within the remit of the Departmental 
Review process to consider financial or resourcing requests; however, it was 
recognised that some of the recommendations arising from the Review might have 
resourcing implications or request that the University consider such matters. 
Nonetheless, under these circumstances, the recommendation would be referred to 
the most appropriate committee or individual by Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee (as minute 60b refers);   
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(d) that the report had outlined that the review should consider the leadership of the 
Departmental Review. Currently, the Departmental Review was led by the Faculty 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor in which the review was taking place. This arrangement was 
beneficial, as the Chair of the Review Panel would have an acute understanding of 
the context under which the department was operating. However, the committee also 
recognised that the University was unusual in its practice and that the Departmental 
Review process might also benefit from a Chair that was outside of the Faculty. This 
would ensure a further element of externality, in additional to the external specialists, 
and avoid the potential for any conflicts of interest to arise. This would also create the 
opportunity for the Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor to engage in the Departmental 
Review process as a participant. This additional element of externality, to the 
provision under review, was in line with the expectations of the UK Quality Code for 
Higher Education. The committee was supportive of the review process explicitly 
considering the merits of an alternative Chair. This should be considered as part of 
the review of Departmental Reviews;  
 

(e) that the report had highlighted that the evidence base for Departmental Reviews was 
extensive. The committee recognised that for departments/schools with complex 
arrangements, this could be significantly more. The committee noted the value in 
considering a two tiered approach to examining the documentation. For instance, by 
establishing a set of core documentation, which could include, but would not be 
limited to, the department self-evaluation document, programme specifications and 
external examiner reports. This would ensure that colleagues had a clear 
understanding of the provision under review. The additional documentation could 
then be divided between colleagues based on areas of interest or specialisms. 
Establishing such an approach would ensure directed scrutiny and could create a 
clear focus on enhancement. This approach would be similar to one adopted by the 
Quality Assurance Agency under the Higher Education Review methodology;   
 

(f) that the committee had no desire to introduce a thematic element to the 
Departmental Review process, noting that departments can focus on specific aspects 
of their provision, which they might wish to highlight, in the department self-
evaluation document. The University overview of the annual review process also 
considered key themes arising across the University, which the committee agreed 
was a more appropriate and holistic mechanism for capturing institutional-wide 
issues and enhancement; 
 

(g) that a key element of the Departmental Review process was student engagement, 
both on the review panel and as participants in the meetings. The report had 
proposed that the review could give consideration to how the University might further 
engage students in the review process. The committee agreed that this was 
appropriate and that there would be value in exploring the practice across the sector, 
particularly the use of a student written submission which, the committee noted, 
could be coordinated by student academic representatives;   
 

(h) that a proposal within the paper was to consider specifically the interaction between 
Education and Research in the review of Departmental Reviews. The report 
highlighted the importance of exploring the relationship between the Department 
Review and the recently introduced Post-REF Research Reviews, which all 
departments/schools would be expected to undergo in 2014-15 or 2015-16;  
 

(i) that the current Departmental Review process benefited from an integrated approach 
that examined the management and leadership of the department/school across both 
the research and education provision. The committee recognised that the 
Departmental Review process naturally lent itself to exploring this matter as the two 
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elements were intrinsically linked through the University’s commitment to Research-
led Education. The committee agreed that a focus on Research-led Education should 
not be reduced as part of any new periodic review arrangement;  
 

(j) that, in exploring the relationship between Education and Research specifically, 
careful consideration would be needed to ensure the continued oversight of research 
degrees and the student experience; 
 

(k) that the committee was supportive of the suggested membership and scope for the 
review of Departmental Reviews. The committee was also supportive of the proposal 
to reduce the Research aspect of the Departmental Review for 2015-16 only, noting 
that this would limit the potential for overlap in the Departmental and Post-REF 
Research review processes;  
 

(l) that the report would also be considered by Research Committee. The proposals, 
revised in line with discussion at Education Committee and Research Committee, 
would be considered by Senate and the working group would be convened 
thereafter;  
 

Agreed: that the report should be amended in with the committee’s discussion and 
recommended to Senate for approval;  

Action: AR 
 
Recommended : that the Senate consider approving the process for the review of 
Departmental Reviews, and the proposal to substantially reduce the Research aspect 
of the Departmental Review for 2015-16 only  

 
 

61. Disability Support  
 
Considered: a report and action plan development in response to a peer-led, 
independent audit of the University’s provision for disabled students; 

 
Document EC/14/76 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the paper set out the findings of a peer-led independent audit of the University’s 

provision for disabled students. The report was commissioned in response to the 
announcement of changes to the Disabled Students’ Allowances (DSA) from the 
academic year 2016/17, and a report from the Office of the Independent Adjudicator 
(OIA) recommending that such an audit be undertaken by the University. The 
outcome report had concluded that the University was broadly in line with good 
practice across the sector with the necessary policies in place; however, there were 
gaps in practice when implementing these policies. The attached action plan outlined 
the University’s response to the audit. A number of the proposed actions outlined in 
the action plan were already underway;  

 
(b) that Student Experience Sub-Committee had considered the report at its January 

meeting and agreed that consideration should be given to extending the ‘Disability 
Awareness in Learning and Teaching’ programme to colleagues in the Colleges 
Division and Professional Support Services. This had been reflected within the action 
plan and submitted to Education Committee for consideration;  
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(c) that a discussion paper on the changes to the Disabled Students Allowance and the 
expectation that the University would promote a more inclusive teaching environment 
would be submitted to Education Committee for consideration at a future meeting;  
 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the changes to the Disabled Student Allowances would result in the University 

funding students who required ‘non-medical help’, which, for Durham, broadly related 
to the provision of note takers. It was important to ensure that colleagues were made 
aware of the requirements of relevant legislation and any revised policies. The 
Disability Support Notice was currently being made available to colleagues through 
Banner. The committee noted that there would be a value in identifying the current 
level of colleague awareness and understanding, and suggested that this could be 
explored through the use of a survey;  
 

(b) that approximately 10% of students studying at the University had disclosed a 
disability. The University was particularly proud of the steps it had taken to remove 
the stigma that declaring a disability to the University would be disadvantageous to 
the individual. The committee noted that the APN process had been a useful and 
supportive mechanism for identifying additional needs that students might have. It 
was also recognised that the Palatine Centre had been a welcome introduction for 
supporting students in a central location. Minimum standards on DUO had also 
recently been approved by the committee which would have a positive impact on the 
provision of programme information and materials made available online;  
 

(c) that it was important to ensure that students had accurate and reliable information to 
make an informed choice on where to reside during their time at Durham University. 
The University had ensured that current and prospective students were provided with 
information on the accessibility of buildings through the ‘DisabledGo’ website. This 
included information on College buildings. Students were provided with detailed 
access guides that provided graphical summaries and detailed reviews of the key 
disabled and access features of each building. The committee noted that there was a 
risk to the University if a College was unable to make the necessary reasonable 
adjustments after students had applied. The committee noted that the Colleges 
Division would welcome support from the Academic Office to ensure that the 
appropriate information was made available to students when deciding upon their 
choice of College, at the point of application;  
 

(d) that the University was considering a proposed Student Confidentiality and 
Information Policy. This had been considered by Student Experience Sub-Committee 
and Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate and Postgraduate). The policy 
was being revised in light of feedback and would be considered by Education 
Committee at a future meeting. The committee noted, however, that the policy would 
articulate the relationship between confidentiality and disclosure of a disability. The 
committee learned that the proposed policy outlined that a member of staff who was 
informed of a student’s disability would be required to refer the student to Disability 
Support Services;  
 

(e) that whilst it was important to recognise that students were independent adult 
learners, it was also important to manage student expectations, noting that it was 
likely that the student experience at college or sixth form would be different to their 
experience at University. Similarly, it was noted that for those students who had 
joined the University after an absence from higher education, it was important to 
demonstrate the University’s commitment to supporting students;  
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(f) that the University was committed to using the information gathered through its 

procedures to inform enhancements, wherever possible. For instance, the complaints 
and appeals processes, including the case concerns conference, enabled the 
University to make changes to the provision it offered;   
 

Agreed: 
 

(a) that the action plan was approved and that this should be implemented;  
Action: SD 

 
(b) that the Deputy Academic Registrar should liaise with the Colleges Division to ensure 

that the information provided to current and prospective students on the disabled 
access to College buildings is transparent;  

Action: SD 
 

(c) that the Deputy Academic Registrar should consider the use of a survey to consider 
the current levels of awareness and understanding of disability support with 
colleagues;  

Action: SD 
 
 

62. Chief Examiner’s Report  
 

Considered: the report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of boards of 
examiners for undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes, 2013/14; 

 
Document EC/14/77 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that QSSC had considered the Chief Examiner’s report at its March meeting and 

noted that the Chair of QSSC and the Head of the Academic Support Office had met 
with the Chief Examiner, in advance of the meeting, to discuss the report. This was in 
line with the practice observed in previous years; 
 

(b) that the report had highlighted instances where it was perceived that departments 
and faculties had taken unexpected courses of action in relation to University 
practice. QSSC had requested that an assurance report be considered by the Quality 
and Standards Sub-Committee at its next meeting. In each circumstance, the 
appropriate processes had been followed and that this had been communicated to 
the External Examiner(s);  
 

(c) that QSSC had agreed that a number of actions should be taken forward as a result 
of considering the Chief External Examiner Report;  

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that, in line with previous years, the University Chief External Examiner had 

concluded that the University was providing a high standard of education. The report 
was a strong endorsement of the University’s academic standards;  
 

(b) that the Chief External Examiner had agreed to continue in their role for a fourth year. 
This was in line with the UK Quality Code for Higher Education, Chapter B7: External 
Examining, and the University’s current policy for the appointment of all external 
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examiners. The committee was supportive of the proposed change to be reflected in 
the Learning and Teaching Handbook; 
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposed changes to the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook to emphasise as clearly that as possible that not only should 
meetings of the Boards of Examiners be conducted anonymously,  such meetings 
should be recorded anonymously: students should only ever be referred to in the 
minutes by an anonymous code. The Learning and Teaching Handbook had also 
been revised to make clear that any decision reached, that did not follow directly from 
the module mark, would be recorded with a clear rationale; 
 

(d) that whilst the University had existing guidance on the use of electronic and 
telephonic participation of external examiners in Board of Examiner meetings, QSSC 
had agreed that the guidance should be combined under one section of the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook. Education Committee was supportive of the proposed 
changes;  
 

(e) that the Chief External Examiner had recommended that clear guidelines were 
developed that record both the reasons for the SAC request and the outcome of the 
deliberation. QSSC had recommended that the SAC template be amended to ensure 
that the justification of the outcome was recorded, noting that the discussions at the 
Board of Examiners should remain on the impact on the circumstances. Education 
Committee echoed the discussion at QSSC and noted that a revised SAC template 
would be considered by QSSC at a future meeting; 

 
 
Agreed: that the committee endorsed the actions taken by Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee and approved the amendments to the Learning and Teaching Handbook, and 
that these should be published online;  

Action: AR 
 

 
63. Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) Proposal 
 

Considered: proposals to introduce a MOOC within the Business School, delivered by 
Future Learn. 

Document EC/14/78 
 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the Business School was proposing to develop a MOOC, in partnership with  

FutureLearn, as a mechanism for providing training and support for the Soft Matter 
and Functional Interfaces (SOFI) CDT. The immediate aim of the proposed MOOC 
would be to deliver a module as part of the training for CDT students; however, the 
bid for the CDT noted that this training would be open to other students at the 
institutions partnered in the bid. The report highlighted that the introduction of a 
MOOC would permit the training to be offered to students more widely, and outside 
of the CDT;  

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University had not agreed a specific, strategic approach to MOOCs. Whilst 

this proposal had been considered at the Social Sciences and Health Faculty 
Education Committee (Postgraduate), and discussions on MOOCs more widely had 
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taken place at Learning Resources Management Group, the University would be 
considering its approach to on-line provision, such as MOOCs in the context of the 
University’s Education Strategy 2015-20, and its strong commitment to high-quality 
education;  
 

(b) that the proposal had not considered any potential resourcing implications for 
Durham University Business School, or the University more widely. The request 
should be referred to the Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor, There would be value in the 
proposal confirming explicitly what, if any, financial implications the proposal had 
beyond the Business School. These could then be referred for consideration to the 
necessary authority as appropriate;;  
 

(c) that, whilst the proposal had not indicated any concerns with Futurelearn, the 
University was unaware of any due diligence undertaken on the proposed platform 
provider, which, the committee noted, would usually be undertaken for partnerships 
of this nature. It was not clear what alternative providers had been considered as part 
of the consideration process. The committee was also concerned that it could not 
currently be assured that the proposed provider shared the same values as the 
University. This was particularly important in considering the University’s international 
reputation and the quality of the student learning experience;  
 

(d) the committee considered the terminology ‘mini-MBA’ to be inappropriate in this 
context. The proposed MOOC was not credit bearing and would not lead to an 
award, and as such, did not have any direct impact on the quality assurance of 
academic standards at the University. Nonetheless, the committee noted that the 
terminology should be amended to ensure transparency, and clarify that the content 
of the MOOC would not lead to an award;  
 

(e) that whilst the MOOC was not credit bearing, the committee noted that there might 
be potential circumstances in the future, whereby students might request this to be 
considered under the RP(E)L process;  
 

(f) that it was not clear whether the University would be entering into an exclusive 
contract with Futurelearn, and therefore limit the opportunity for the University to offer 
alternative MOOCs - or partner with an alternative provider - in the future. The 
committee noted that the contract was being considered by the University Legal 
Services and the Deputy Information and Data Protection Manager. Consideration 
would also need to be given to the Intellectual Property (IP) of the materials and 
content made available through the MOOC;  
 

(g) that the proposal referred to a second MOOC. It was unclear from the proposal 
whether this commitment had already been made by the Business School, or 
whether this was cited as an opportunity for future development. The committee 
agreed that this should be clarified;   
 
 

(h) that the proposal stated that the MOOC was of strategic benefit because of the SOFI 
CDT; however, the value to the CDT was not clear. It did not appear that delivery via 
a MOOC was a requirement of the CDT, and there was no suggestion that the use of 
a MOOC would enhance or benefit the CDT specifically: it would simply open up 
existing CDT provision to a wider audience. The proposal had also not included 
information on the impact the MOOC might have with the Research Council who had 
funded the CDT;  
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(i) that the proposal had outlined a number of potential benefits for engaging in the 
MOOC, including the opportunity for the Durham University Business School to share 
best practice with departments; the opportunity to showcase the University’s 
research and support student opportunities to access higher education. The 
committee recognised that the introduction of MOOCs could be of benefit to the 
University; however, the committee felt it did not have sufficient information to 
consider the proposal. The committee suggested that the proposal be revised to 
include consideration of the strategic benefit for entering such a partnership. The 
committee further noted that clarification should be provided in relation to the 
concerns raised by the committee; 
 

 
Action:  

 
(a) that the proposal be amended in line the committee’s discussion, with particular 

attention to Noted (a) to (i) and resubmitted to Education Committee for 
consideration;   

Action: Durham University Business School 
 

(b) that the resource implications specifically should be considered by Social Sciences 
and Health Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor and the Chief Operating Officer. 

 Action: Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor/Chief Operating Officer 
 

 
64. Assessment Arrangements for incoming Visiting/Exchange students 

 
Considered: a paper outlining guidance on alternate assessments for visiting/exchange 
students; 

Document EC/14/79 
 
 
Reported: that the proposed guidance on the alternative assessment arrangement for 
visiting/exchange students had been considered by Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee. The paper had also been considered by the Faculty Education Committees 
(Undergraduate and Postgraduate); 

 
Noted:  

 
(a) that Visiting/Erasmus students who were registered as students in Durham and 

taking Durham modules would be studying for, and assessed against, the same 
learning outcomes as Durham students registered on taught programmes. Wherever 
practicable, visiting/Erasmus students should undertake the same assessment as 
non-visiting students. It was accepted that some variation in assessment for 
Visiting/Erasmus students may be appropriate but that any such variation should be 
clearly agreed and recorded. Education Committee was supportive of these 
principles;  
 

(b) that the recording of the assessment arrangements would use existing screens in 
Banner, and that whilst academic departments would be expected to update these 
screens, it was not expected that this would increase the burden on colleagues. As a 
result of this change, the International Office wold no longer require additional 
information from academic departments to produce student transcripts;  
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(c) that the proposed changes would ensure that university practice was aligned to the 
revised Erasmus charter, and provide clearer and more consistent guidance to 
academic departments on both the assessment, and the recording of this 
assessment, for visiting/exchange students;  
 

(d) that the policy would be published in the Learning and Teaching Handbook and the 
guidance circulated to departments;  
 

 
Agreed: that the proposed changes were appropriate and that these should be approved 
and implemented with effect from the academic year 2015/16. 

Action: AR/JK 
 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
65. Minutes of the Last Meeting 

 
Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 11 March 2015; 

Document EC/14/80 
 

      Reported:  
 

(a) that the Students’ Union had provided the Academic Registrar with additional 
information and feedback on the Access Agreement. The feedback from the 
Students’ Union had focused on ensuring that the University worked in partnership 
with the Students’ Union to better integrate the access activities of the University with 
the extra-curricular activities offered. The Students’ Union had commented that this 
would enable current students to share their experiences with the prospective 
students for whom the activities were targeted;  

 
Received :  
 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 11 March 2015; 

Document EC/14/81 
 

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

Document EC/14/82 
 

Reported:  that the report from the 28 January 2015 and 11 March 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.  

  
66. Matters Arising from the Minutes 

 
(a) Action Log 

 
Received :  the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 

Document EC/14/83a 
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(b) Matters of Report 
 
Received :  a report of matters arising for information.        

Document EC/14/83b 
 
67. Chair’s business 

 
Considered:  any matters of Chair’s business not itemised elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the National Student Survey would close on Thursday 30 April 2015. Colleagues 

were reminded to encourage their students to complete the survey. The University’s 
current response rate was at 71%, which was broadly in line with previous years; 
 

(b) that students had been able to nominate themselves for a student academic 
representative position from Monday 20 April. The elections would open the week 
commencing 4 May 2015. The Students’ Union representative outlined that the 
Students’ Union had liaised with departments/schools to allocate the number of 
students to each department. The process for deciding upon the number of students 
allocated to each department was dependent upon the identification of cognate 
subject areas, where possible. These ‘constituencies’ formed the basis of a ratio of 
approximately 50:1. This was adjusted where necessary - for instance, where 
multiple programmes contributed to a single constituency and the number of students 
was significantly larger - and the numbers agreed with departments;  
 

(c) that the allocation of student representative positions to combined honours 
programmes was complex. The election of these representatives would be organised 
after the main election cycle outlined in Noted (b);  
 

(d) that Education Committee had previously agreed the schedule for the student 
academic representative elections and it was important that this was followed as 
closely as possible. Departments/Schools had been informed of the key dates and 
colleagues had publicised the opportunity for students to stand in the election. It was 
agreed that the current election cycle should continue to the agreed timescales. This 
would ensure the Students’ Union would be able to schedule the training for student 
representatives before the end of the academic year; 
 

(e) that some departments were apprehensive about the low number of student 
representatives allocated to their departments. The Staff-Student Consultative 
Committees were an integral mechanism for departments to listen and respond to 
student feedback. It was reported that these concerns had been raised previously, 
either directly with the Students’ Union or via the Faculty Education Committee. 
Whilst the committee was reassured that the Students’ Union had followed its policy 
outlined in Noted (b), members of the committee were concerned that, in some 
instances, the number of representatives did not appear to align with the adjustment 
and scale processes articulated by the Students’ Union. The committee noted that 
further information clarifying the process for the allocation of student academic 
representatives would be welcomed by departments, and that this would increase 
transparency of the process;  
 

(f) that a partnership approach to student academic representation was essential. It was 
important to ensure that departments engaged with the current structures in place, 
and that departments continued to liaise with the Students’ Union on developing 
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student academic representation in their departments further. The Students’ Union 
representative clarified that the Students’ Union would continue to work closely with 
departments to negotiate student representative numbers for future election cycles to 
ensure that these remained appropriate, and aligned to the needs of both the student 
body and the department;  
 

(g) that student engagement was not limited to the student representation system, or to 
the student representatives themselves. There were a wide range of mechanisms for 
engaging students at the University, and that the University’s commitment to this was 
reinforced by the Principles of Student Engagement. The Committee also noted that 
the University was expected to align its practice to the QAA Quality Code for Higher 
Education Chapter B5: Student Engagement;  
 

(h) that whilst departments were encouraged to engage students at every available 
opportunity, the student representative system was markedly different. Students were 
trained in their role, and democratically elected by their peers to represent their views 
at meetings, such as SSCCs and Board of Studies; engage in the Departmental 
Review process; and participate in wider departmental and university processes;  
 

(i) that the committee was concerned that, should a department perceive the number of 
student representatives in their department to be too low, that the department might 
use alternative mechanisms for electing representatives to what might be considered 
as unofficial positions. There was a risk that these students might not receive the 
same level of support and training from the Students’ Union as those students who 
were elected through the Students’ Union. The committee recognised that student 
consultation, in its broadest sense, was encouraged by the Students’ Union and the 
University; however it was noted that departments should be encouraged to liaise 
with the Students’ Union to develop the most appropriate mechanisms to do so in 
relation to the student academic representation system;  
 

(j) that the Students’ Union representative clarified that the Students’ Union was 
opposed to co-opting student representatives to unofficial positions, as these 
unofficial representatives would not have been elected democratically. However, the 
committee recognised that there was a value in co-opting students to unfilled 
positions where the democratic election process had already taken place, noting that 
if positions remained unfilled it could negatively impact upon the student experience;   
 

(k) that there would be value in requesting that Staff-Student Consultative Committees 
review the level of representation within departments that had 10 or less 
representatives. This would encourage students to take ownership of their 
representation and explore the effectiveness of the numbers of student 
representatives within each ‘constituency’. SSCCs would be asked to do so at their 
first meeting of Michaelmas Term 2015. Education Committee endorsed the idea of 
having agreed consistent minimum and maximum thresholds for the number of 
student representatives across ‘constituencies’ and that proposals should be 
considered by the committee in Michaelmas Term 2015;  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the Students’ Union has indicated their intention to provide a 
framework for student representatives to make use of when reviewing the number of 
academic representatives and their effectiveness. It is expected that this would be 
submitted to Education Committee in Easter Term 2015] 

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that SSCCs should be asked to consider the number of student academic 
representatives allocated to their department, as outlined in Noted (k);  

Action: SSCCs 
 

(b) that Education Committee should consider proposals on minimum and maximum 
numbers of student academic representatives in the academic year 2015/16.  

Action: Students’ Union/ASO 
 
68. Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 26th February 2015;            

Document EC/14/84 
 

Noted:  
 

i.  that the Arts and Humanities FEC (Undergraduate) Secretary had reported 
the FECs consideration of academic representatives election procedures, 
assessment of Erasmus students and the student confidentiality and 
information sharing policy had been sent to the authors of the papers;  

 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 23rd February 2015;         

Document EC/14/85 
 

Noted:  
 

i. that the Arts and Humanities FEC (Postgraduate) Secretary had reported the 
FECs consideration of academic representatives election procedures, 
assessment of Erasmus students and conflict of interest in Postgraduate 
Supervision and Employment to the authors of the papers;  

 
ii. that there were very limited scholarships available as DDS funding had been 

used for match-funding of Northern Bridge; 
 
iii. that Newcastle University had agreed not to appoint any research degree 

external examiners from departments, in partner institutions, such as Durham 
University, who were also in the Northern Bridge or ESRC DTC;  

  
iv. that Newcastle University had also agreed not to appoint external examiners 

for its taught postgraduate programmes from partners within the ESRC DTC 
at Durham University. It was noted that was to ensure that external examiners 
were not appointed from a collaborative partner which may be perceived as a 
potential conflict of interest; 

 
v. that, while the committee recognised the need to avoid conflicts of interested 

in research degree examiner appointments (by, for instance, ensuring that 
Newcastle staff were not used as external examiners for work co-supervised 
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between the two institutions) it was felt that the approach taken by Newcastle 
appeared to be very limiting;   

 
Agreed: that QSSC should consider the matter of External Examiner 
arrangements for Northern Bridge and ESRC DTC;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 25th February 2015;         

Document EC/14/86 
Noted:  

 
i. that the Science FEC (Undergraduate) Secretary had reported the FECs 

consideration of academic representatives election procedures,  the Student 
Confidentiality and Information Policy and assessment of Erasmus students to 
the authors of the papers;  

 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) held 
23rd February 2015;           

Document EC/14/87 
 

i. that the Science FEC (Postgraduate) Secretary had reported the FECs 
consideration of academic representatives election procedures and 
assessment of Erasmus students to the authors of the papers;  

 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 

(i) Undergraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 23rd February 2015;                  

Document EC/14/88 
 

i. that the Social Sciences and Health FEC (UG) Secretary had reported the 
FECs consideration of academic representatives election procedures and 
assessment of Erasmus students to the authors of the papers;  

 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences & Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 25th February 2015.          

Document EC/14/89 
 

     Reported: 
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i. that the FEC Chair raised ongoing concerns regarding the PGR annual 
progress review system. It was reported that  the PGR annual progress 
review system had been added to the CIS Faculty Planning Priorities list;  

 
 

ii. that the Chair was further concerned that the system did not include 
accessible reporting information which would enable departments and 
faculties to consider regular updates on groups of students at different stages 
within their research degrees; however, this was a function of a reporting tool, 
rather than a progress review system; 
 

iii. that the ODBC access reports could be used to generate this information; 
however, they were not a full reporting tool as such. The University had 
considered adopting a more user friendly reporting tool, but had not 
purchased one;  

 
Action: that the Academic Registrar should liaise with CIS to establish the progress 
made to date with regard to the reporting tool;  

Action: MG  
 
69. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the 25 February 2015 meeting of Quality and Standards 
Sub-Committee; 

Document EC/14/90 
 
 

Noted  
 

(a) that Quality and Standards Sub-Committee had considered an assurance report on 
the implementation of the training requirements for postgraduate admissions tutors; 

  
(b) that the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office organised compulsory face-to-

face training for those members of staff who were new to the post of postgraduate 
admissions tutor and a separate online refresher training module was offered to staff 
who had already successfully completed the initial training;  
 

(c) that the report was helpful in providing assurances that the training had taken place 
and that this was delivered in line with the University’s requirements.  Further 
assurance had also been provided to QSSC that the University’s requirement that 
two trained postgraduate admissions tutors must sign off on postgraduate 
admissions decisions, was applied consistently across departments;  
 

(d) that Education Committee was supportive of the current format of training for 
postgraduate admissions tutors and that this should be continued during 2015;  
 

(e) that the proposal to make postgraduate admissions training an annual and 
compulsory requirement for academic and administrative  staff with direct 
involvement  in the postgraduate admissions process was appropriate;  
 

(f) that QSSC had considered the Annual Report on Undergraduate and Integrated 
Master’s Progression and Completion Rates. QSSC agreed that future reports should 
include some specific consideration of the Pharmacy programme, the relocation of 
the Anthropology programme from Queens to Durham City campus and the 
Foundation Centre;  
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(g) that QSSC considered the Annual Report on student exchange activity and that a 

future report would be considered by Education Committee on the strategic approach 
to student exchange partnerships;  
 

(h) that the Colleges Office had been aware that students who were planning to 
undertake exchange activity might be required to pay double accommodation costs. 
The committee noted the importance of ensuring that departments provided students 
with appropriate  information related to student exchange opportunities, including any 
financial implications;  
 

(i) that QSSC had considered the University Overviews of Annual Review of Research 
Degree Programmes and the Annual Reviews of Taught Provision: University 
Overview;  
 

(j) that QSSC had considered the proposal to create Concessions for music and theatre 
events. The proposals would be considered more widely with departments before 
being considered by Education Committee;  
 

(k) that QSSC had approved the partnership with Ghent University. The Chair of 
Education Committee had also approved the partnership on behalf of Education 
Committee; 
 

(l) that QSSC had approved the MA Consultancy for Mission and Ministry; 
 
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that Education Committee approve the training arrangements for Postgraduate 
Admissions Tutors 2015 and that this should be communicated to the Student 
Recruitment & Admissions Office ;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that postgraduate admissions training should be annual and compulsory requirement 
for academic and administrative  staff with direct involvement  in the postgraduate 
admissions process and that this should be communicated to the Student 
Recruitment & Admissions Office.  

Action: AR 
 
 

70. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 16 February 2015 meeting of Student Experience Sub-
Committee;                

Document EC/14/91 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that SESC considered the Student Complaints Procedure Review, and proposals to 
change the General Regulations IV, which Education Committee had considered at 
its last meeting;  
 

(b) that SESC had considered a report from the Personal Development Working Group. 
This report would be considered at a future meeting of Education Committee. This 
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would also incorporate the work being undertaken by the Colleges and Employability 
Working Group;  

 
(c) that SESC had considered the annual report from Durham Students’ Union and 

recommended that consideration be given to including the Student Academic 
Representation within future reports. 

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
71. Matters of Report 

 
Received : a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee.  

Document EC/14/92 
 
72. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

Date Time Room 
Wednesday 20 May 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
   Wednesday 17 June 2015 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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