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EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

16 December 2015 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 16 December 2015, 
in the Anne Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor T. Ward (Chair), Professor G. Small, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr C. Walker-
Gleaves, Dr. G. Love and Mr B. Frost with Mr A. Rennie (Secretary), Miss A. Bird (Minute 
Secretary), Mrs. F. O’Carroll (Minute 35 only), Mr. N. Glover (Minute 37 only), Mr. R. Emborg 
(Minute 34 and 48 only) and Mrs. M. King (Minute 42 only) 
 
Apologies: Professor A. Darnell, Dr N. Reissland, Dr A. Fawcett, Professor J. Barclay, Dr. 
V. Kind and Mr. D. Morgan-Thomas 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
 
33. HE Green Paper: Fulfilling our Potential: Teaching Excellence, Social Mobility and 

Student Choice  
 

Considered: the consultation document on the Higher Education Green Paper from the 
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills;  

 
Received: 

 
(a) the Russell Group Note on the Higher Education Green Paper to support Education 

Committees consideration;  
 

(b) the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills consultation response form;  
Document EC/15/34 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) was responsible for authoring the 
institutional response to the HE Green Paper. The proposals within the HE Green 
Paper consultation would have significant implications for Durham, and the sector 
more widely. It was critical that the University engaged professionally and clearly 
articulated its concerns and support, where appropriate. There would be a value in 
inviting Heads of Department to contribute to the institutional response. Education 
Committee supported the proposal to invite departments and faculties to submit 
individual responses directly to BIS;  

 
(b) that the Social Sciences and Health Faculty had authored a faculty response to the 

HE Green Paper. The response had been circulated to members of Education 
Committee, for information, in advance of the meeting. It was felt that the response 
could be shared with Departments to support the development of their individual and 
collective responses. Deputy Heads of Faculty could offer support Departments in 
authoring their responses, where required;  
 



(c) that whilst the committee was broadly supportive of the emphasis and importance 
placed on teaching, primarily through the introduction of a Teaching Excellence 
Framework, there were concerns regarding the way in which this would be achieved. 
The committee welcomed the focus on teaching, in the same way that the Research 
Excellence Framework focused attention on research; however, the metric based 
approach to measuring this was felt to be too narrow and could have negative and 
unintended consequences. The committee noted the University’s commitment to 
research-led education, creativity and innovation. There was a concern that the 
proposed metric based approach would be too restrictive, and fail to capture the 
impact and benefit of the excellent teaching provided at Durham. For instance, it was 
unclear how learning gain could be fully and objectively measured in the way 
proposed by the Green Paper, and concern that none of the possible metrics (NSS 
scores, contact hours, employability data) actually measured teaching excellence;  
 

(d) that whilst it was crucial to make clear within the institutional response where support 
proposals within the HE Green Paper were not supported, it was equally important to 
ensure that alternative approaches were recommended;  
 

(e) that the committee was not supportive of the suggestion that the Teaching 
Excellence Framework should be linked to an institution’s ability to increase tuition 
fees;  

 
Agreed: that a memo would be circulated on behalf of the PVC Education to Heads of 
Departments, inviting contributions to the institutional response. Departments and 
Faculties should also be encouraged to submit their own consultation response, direct to 
BIS.   

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: A memo was circulated to Heads of Departments inviting feedback on 
the HE Green Paper. The Social Sciences and Health Faculty response was circulated 
simultaneously] 

 
34. Report on Access and Student Recruitment  

 
Considered: a report on the activity delivered by the Access and Student Recruitment 
Team during the 2014/15 academic year;  

Document EC/15/35 – CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: members are asked to note that Document EC/15/35 is a closed 
paper, and should be treated as strictly confidential and restricted to members of 
Education Committee] 

 
Noted: 
  
(a) that, in comparison to previous reports, this report had been expanded to include 

activity  outside the remit of the Access Agreement, but recognised by the University 
as supporting access to higher education. The report also focused specifically on the 
activity undertaken in response to the University Access Agreement in 2014-15, 
changes expected for 2015-16, and made proposals regarding the University Access 
Agreement for 2017-18;  
 

(b) that the report detailed some of the key challenges facing the University in ensuring 
appropriate support and resources for access activities. Widening participation 
remained a key strategic objective for the University and the comprehensive 
overview of the activity in this area was very helpful. To support this further, the 
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committee considered the benefit of a single repository of information that could 
capture and review access and outreach activity undertaken across the University; 
currently the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office relied upon seeking out 
information on activity at a local level, which limited the opportunity to ensure that 
activity was strategically managed;  
 

(c) that it was reported that there were localised areas of activity which, whilst they were 
not necessarily contributing to the University Access Agreement (as they did not 
meet the strict and predetermined criteria), still added value to the University’s overall 
approach. The committee noted that it was important to ensure that colleges and 
departments had an opportunity to share best practice;  
 

(d) that the report highlighted the impact of student attainment on access to Durham 
University. Increased competition for a limited number of academically able students 
from disadvantaged backgrounds was compounded by the challenge of encouraging 
students to first consider University as a viable option; encouraging students to then 
consider and attend Durham was a separate challenge to widening participation. The 
Sutton Trust and Supported Progressions schemes established high levels of 
graduating students; however conversion was low due to candidates failing to secure 
the necessary A-Level entry requirements; 
 

(e) that, specific to the Sutton Trust scheme, the report had proposed a number of 
options to maximise conversion. The number of applications to the Sutton Trust 
scheme alone reinforced the University’s position and reputation as a major partner 
in a national high profile project. However, the committee considered the possibility of 
introducing a revised offer for Sutton Trust candidates, mirroring existing practice for 
the Supported Progression scheme. The committee agreed that there would be a 
value in introducing the proposal outlined in paragraph 39b. Departments would be 
expected to design the assessment element  referred to, or a seek an exemption 
from the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education);   
 

(f) that the committee noted that the recent reforms to the A-Level curriculum, where 
students would now be required to sit end-of-year examinations, rather than modular 
examinations, increased the risk for both students and the University. The reforms 
would impact recruitment to the University from 2017 entry; 
 

(g) that detailed evaluations informed the University’s decision to cease, grow or 
introduce new outreach activity. Whilst there was national evidence to suggest that 
outreach activity was more effective than bursaries, it was important to recognise that 
the student body had recently organised a student protest on the matter of 
accommodation fees. Financial support to students, such as the Durham Grant 
Scheme were part of the wider access and outreach activity undertaken by the 
University but was not included within this report;  
 

(h) that the University would receive guidance from the Office for Fair Access (OFFA) in 
February, detailing what was expected within the University Access Agreement. The 
importance of ensuring a carefully considered and appropriate response to the 
increasing demands placed on the university from OFFA was highlighted by 
members of the committee. The committee agreed that the OFFA Working Group 
should consider the University’s approach to the University Access Agreement, 
noting that more radical approaches such be considered, within the constraints of the 
guidance provided by OFFA;  
 

(i) that outreach activity was directed at targeted groups of students, which did not 
include international students;  
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(j) that members of the committee had highlighted the useful support provided by 

teaching fellows and departmental administrators in supporting outreach activities 
and that their impact could be usefully shared with departments;  
 

Action:  
 
(a) that the revised approach to Sutton Trust candidates be adopted, as outlined in 

Noted (e) and paragraph 39b of the report;  
Action: RE 

 
(b) that the OFFA Working Group would consider the University’s approach to the 

Access Agreement, as outlined in Noted (h).  
Action: MG 

 
35. Strategic Approach to Student Exchange Activity 
 

Considered: a report on the strategic approach to Student Exchange Activity;  
Document EC/15/36 

 
Reported: 

 
(a) that, in considering the annual report on exchange activity, QSSC had noted the 

value in Education Committee considering a report on the strategic approach to 
student exchange activity. The report had been developed with consideration of the 
emerging Academic Strategy, and in particular Workstream 4 which had a focus on 
Internationalisation;  
 

(b) that QSSC had agreed that there would a value in encouraging departments to 
review their departmental exchange programmes to establish any opportunities that 
might translate into Faculty or institutional wide agreements. It was felt that, in some 
instances, exchange arrangements could be best managed at Faculty level to 
coordinate a strategic approach to the promotion of, and recruitment to, student 
exchange opportunities. This could help to maximise current capacity across the 
University and expand the potential for those departments with low capacity or a low 
number of agreements;  

 
Noted: 
  
(a) that Education Committee had approved the introduction of an additional year of 

study abroad to every academic programme, subject to few exceptions. The 
additional, optional study abroad year had had a significant impact on participation 
with 9.5% of the cohort undertaking a year long period of study and/or abroad. The 
development of the Internationalisation Strategy (Workstream 4) had reinforced the 
importance of students undertaking study and work placements abroad and as a 
consequence, included key performance indicators in this area to continue to monitor 
success;  
 

(b) that the popularity of the Overseas Exchange Programmes had  increased with 
demand exceeding capacity. However, the target for Erasmus activity had not been 
met, despite an increase in the number of students outside of the School of Modern 
Languages and Cultures making use of the opportunity; the target for this area had 
not been met resulting in an under-utilisation of Erasmus places; 
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(c) that the report had highlighted that the International Office had worked closely with 
the Deputy Heads of Faculty (Undergraduate) and the Dean for Internationalisation to 
embed such targets into the departmental planning process. The revised 
documentation, including individual departmental exchange profiles had 
subsequently been considered as part of the annual departmental planning round in 
November. Individual faculty targets had also been agreed until 2018/19; 
 

(d) that the opportunity for postgraduate research and taught exchanges were under-
utilised. The Deputy Heads of Faculty (PG) welcomed further information on this;  
 

(e) that it was felt that the University had developed a good set of international partners; 
however there remained an imbalance between incoming and outgoing student 
mobility. The Deputy Heads of Faculty also welcomed further information on this, and 
recommendations for improving the balance at Faculty level. In consideration of this, 
the committee queried whether the University was perceived as a Collegiate 
University to those students who might be considering Durham. The collegiate nature 
of the University was a key component of the student experience and it would be 
helpful to review the marketing and publicity to see if this message could be 
strengthened further;  
 

(f) that the International Office had been working closely with departments to further 
strengthen and enhance their relationships;  
 

(g) that Erasmus students were given priority accommodation at the University, as 
decided upon by UEC. The committee had previously noted that students on 
exchange might, in some cases, be expected to pay accommodation fees at both 
Durham and the overseas partner;  
 

(h) that the report on the strategic approach to student exchanges was helpful and the 
International Office should be thanked for the work undertaken to produce the report.   

 
36. Graduate Employment 

 
Considered: a report on graduate employment data, including the results of the 2015 
Destination of Leavers from Higher Education Survey;  

Document EC/15/37 
 

Reported: that the University had achieved a ranking of 8th position in the Times Good 
University Guide 2016, with a score of 84.4%. Whilst the University had not met its target 
of being in the top five or top five percent of institutions nationally for Graduate 
Prospects, the University had risen 8 places in comparison to last year (16th; 79.5%). 
Seventeen departments had met the subject level target to be in the top 5 for graduate 
prospects, and further seven departments were ranked between 6 and 10 for graduate 
prospects. Only one department was ranked outside the top 20. All three faculties failed 
to meet their targets for Postgraduate Taught Graduate Prospects Score;  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee considered the interaction of the proposed Teaching Excellence 

Framework  with the University’s commitment to supporting employability. Whilst it 
was unclear whether the metric used within the Teaching Excellent Framework would 
be at departmental or university level, it was important to ensure that the University 
kept an emphasis on employability; this was reinforced through the Education 
Strategy;   
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(b) that the committee considered the usefulness of the University target for departments 

to be in the top 5 or 5 percent for Graduate Prospects. Postgraduate targets were 
reviewed with departments and decided upon within the context of the discipline 
more broadly. The committee considered whether such an approach should be 
adopted at Undergraduate level, recognising the benefit in adopting individual 
numerical targets, rather than the broader top 5 or top 5% aim. It was recognised 
however that consideration would need to be given to the interaction of such 
individual targets with existing University level targets;  
 

(c) that figures within the report were aggregated; however the position, relative to 
comparator institutions, was disaggregated. The traffic light system was a useful 
visual representation of trend data; however it was also important to consider how 
the changes in the sector, such as an increase or decrease in the number of 
programmes available in any given discipline, impacted upon the categorisation of 
‘red, ‘amber’, ‘green’. For instance, the committee noted that one department had 
achieved an 83.2% graduate prospect score, with an average of 70.3% across all 
institutions; however was still outside the University’s target and categorised as ‘red’, 
This suggested that whilst the department had not ranked within the top 5 
departments, a score of 84% was an excellent achievement in the context of the 
other 101 reporting comparator institutions; 
 

(d) that HESA required that the DLHE survey be sent to all UK domiciled leavers and an 
80% return rate be achieved; this ensured the robustness of the data;  
 

(e) that the Faculty Education Committee had noted the importance of work experience 
and placements for gaining employment. Four-fifths of the UK’s leading graduate 
employers offered paid work experience during 2014-15, with recruiters confirming 
that 31% of the 2015 entry-level positions were expected to be filled by graduates 
who had already worked for their organisations; 
 

(f) that the destination of international student leavers was available on request from the 
Careers, Employability and Enterprise Centre. It was thought that internationalisation 
and student mobility with student exchanges for instance, could be particularly 
important in supporting graduate employment; 86.4% of MLAC graduates were in 
employment. Anecdotal evidence from candidates for the Durham Award also 
suggested that internationalisation had a positive impact. The committee noted the 
importance of considering this data, at both Education Committee and Faculty 
Education Committees in the future. This information should be included in future 
reports;  
 

(g) that departments were expected to consider the data as part of the annual review 
process;  
 

(h) that 69.1% of graduates from the Philosophy Department were in employment. It was 
noted that within the context of a decrease in the NSS satisfaction scores and the 
departmental REF results, there would be a benefit in the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(UG) liaising with the Head of Department to consider the results further;    
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the importance of departments considering employability data arising from this 

report, and as part of the annual review process, should be reiterated;  
Action: FEC Secretaries  
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(b) that the report in future should include information on destination of international 
student leavers.  

Action: CLR 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The author of the paper has been informed of the committee’s 
discussion and request for additional information in future reports] 

 
37. Staff-Student Consultative Committees 
 

Considered: the proposed principles for student academic representation;   
Document EC/15/38 

 
Noted: 
  
(a) that, at its 27 November 2015 meeting, Education  Committee agreed that the 

Students’ Union would develop a principles for student academic representation, for 
consideration by the committee. The principles were designed to outline the 
University’s and Students’ Union commitment to delivering a course representative 
system that would achieve these values, as minimum. The way in which these 
principles would be met would be considered as part of the planned review of the 
course representative system;  
 

(b) that the Student’s Union had met with Deputy Heads of Faculty to support the 
development of the principles. The principles broadly focused on a partnership 
approach to student representation; the importance of collaboration and co-
responsibility in delivering positive change (underpinned by the introduction of 
student and academic SSCC co-chairs); a democratic election process and a sense 
of accountability for course representative. The principles further reinforced the 
importance of students being knowledgeable in their role and an element of 
constructive independence from departments, enabling them to execute their role 
effectively;  
 

(c) that one of the principles had focused on a democratic/student led election process. 
The principle was designed to empower students; both those who had chosen to 
stand for election and subsequently been elected to represent their peers, and those 
students who had been directly involved in electing their representatives. The 
Students’ Union confirmed that the process was deliberately focused on a democratic 
process and not a Students’ Union led process. It was reiterated that the 
management of the election process would be considered through the planned 
review. The committee considered the possibility of the student co-chairs having 
responsibility for the running of the elections and agreed that this would be 
considered as part of the review;  
 

(d) that there would be a value in communicating to departments the principles for 
student academic representation and planned review of the student academic 
representative system. The SSCC benchmark tool previously approved by the 
committee should also be shared with departments for information;  
 

(e) that the review should be undertaken in partnership between the Students’ Union and 
the Academic Support Office. It would be important to consult with course reps, 
students, departments and professional support services in developing the proposals 
for consideration. A framework for the review should be developed, as a matter of 
urgency, and discussed with the Deputy Heads of Faculty and considered at Faculty 
Education Committees (UG) to ensure that colleagues and students are aware of the 
opportunities to engage in the review process;  
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(f) that the matter of postgraduate representation would be considered through the 

review; however, the priority should remain on developing proposals for operation of 
the representative system at undergraduate level;  
 

(g) that the Students’ Union reported that 235 student academic representatives had 
been elected to a possible 291 positions; 56 positions remained available across the 
University. The Arts and Humanities Faculty had filled 56 out 74 positions; the 
Science Faculty, 86 out of a possible 96 and the Social Sciences and Health Faculty 
had elected 95 from a total of 121. The Students’ Union further reported that 111 
student academic representatives were elected in the June election cycle, a further 
94 course reps were elected to positions in October 2015. Following the in-lecture 
elections process undertaken by the Students’ Union, a further 30 positions were 
elected. The process of co-option, as previously agreed by Education Committee had 
now been implemented and it was thought that the remaining positions would be 
filled in advance of the Epiphany Term SSCCs;  

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Principles of Student Academic Representation were approved. Education 

Committee would give further consideration – after the framework was developed – 
to the best location for the principles (specifically, whether there would be value in 
incorporating them within the Learning and Teaching Handbook); 

Action: AB 
 

(b) that a framework for the review process should be developed in partnership between 
the Students’ Union and the Academic Support Office and shared with Deputy Heads 
of Faculty and considered at Faculty Education Committees (UG), in the first 
instance;  

Action: Students’ Union/ASO 
 

(c) that the review report and associated proposals would be developed in partnership 
between the Students’ Union and the Academic Support Office;  

 Action: Students’ Union/ASO 
 

(d) that a review report and associated proposals would be considered at the March 
meeting of Education Committee;    
 

(e) that a memo would be circulated to Heads of Department, including the approved 
Principles for Student Academic Representation and SSCC Benchmarking Tool;  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: a memo detailing the planned review for Epiphany Term 2016 was 
circulated to Heads of Departments. The principles for student academic representation 
and SSCC benchmarking tool were circulated simultaneously. The Student Academic 
Representation Revie Framework was developed and shared with the Deputy Heads of 
Faculty and Faculty Education Committee’s (UG). Education Committee will consider the 
Framework at its 03 February 2016 meeting] 

 
 
38. QAA Higher Education Review 2016 
 

Considered: a report on the next steps in the QAA Higher Education Review following 
the submission of the Self-Evaluation Document, Student Written Submission and 
supporting evidence;  
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Document EC/15/39 - CLOSED 
 

[Secretary’s Note: members are asked to note that Document EC/15/39 is a closed 
paper, and should be treated as strictly confidential and restricted to members of 
Education Committee] 

 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the Self-Evaluation Document, supporting evidence and the Student Written 

Submission had been submitted to the Quality Assurance Agency;  
 
(b) that the University would receive requests for additional supporting evidence on 

Monday 4 January, with a response due by Friday 22 January. The Review Team 
was expected to meet for a ‘First Team Meeting’ on Wednesday 3 February, after 
which the University would be informed of the ‘Key Lines of Enquiry’ and any further 
additional evidence requests;  
 

(c) that the Academic Support Office would be contacting members of Education 
Committee, and members of its sub-committees to organise briefing opportunities;  
 

(d) that members of Education Committee were reminded of the dates of the Higher 
Education Review visit and the expectation that they would likely be asked to meet 
with the review team;  

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
39. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held Thursday 26 
November 2015, subject to revising the Minute 20(c) to note that the committee felt that 
there were concerning demographic differences at an institutional and departmental 
level. The committee reconfirmed its support to investigate this further as the raw data 
was not available within the overview report and it was thus unclear how many students 
this referred to;  

Document EC/15/40 
 

(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of Thursday 26 November 2015;   
Document EC/15/41 

 
Reported:   

 
(a) that the report from the 28 October 2015 meeting of Education Committee will be 

considered at the 15 November 2015 meeting of Senate. A minute extract outlining 
this discussion will be submitted to the 03 February 2016 Education Committee;  
 

(b) that the report from the 26 November 2015 meeting of Education Committee will be 
considered 23 February meeting of Senate. A minute extract outlining this 
discussion will be submitted to the 16 March Education Committee;  

 
40. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/15/42 
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(b) Matters of report 

 
Reported: that no matters have been acted upon that have not been reported 
elsewhere on the agenda; 

 
41. Chair’s business 
 

Considered: any items of Chair’s business. 
 

42. Examination and Assessment Report 
 

Considered:  
 

(a) the Examination and Assessment Report (EAR) and the policy issues raised 
following the 2014/15 examinations cycle; 

Document EC/15/43a 
 

(b) a report on the timing of exams and results in Easter Term; 
Document EC/15/43b 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that a record number of panels of enquiry into allegations of examination malpractice 

were convened in the May exam period. The regulations currently required that 
panels of enquiry were held immediately at the end of the exam or as soon as 
possible thereafter; however it was reported that this was not always possible due to 
the availability of students, Chairs of Boards of Examiners and College Vice-
Principals. The proposal to amend the regulations to allow the panels of enquiry to be 
convened after the examination period, within four weeks of the alleged offence, was 
supported by the committee. The Academic Support Office would investigate whether 
it was possible to implement this change for the 205/16 academic year. It was 
thought that this change would not disadvantage students as the period of time 
between the alleged offence and the enquiry panel would enable students to seek 
support from departments and colleges; 
 

(b) that it was further proposed to develop a specific mechanism for dealing with minor or 
technical infringements which would not require a panel of enquiry to be convened. 
FECs supported the proposal, to, upon the authority of a University Officer, the 
Academic Registrar, or his nominee, issue formal warning letters to students. A third 
formal warning would result in the matter being referred to SDC. Education 
Committee also supported the proposal and agreed that the Academic Support Office 
would investigate whether this proposal could also be adopted for 2015/16;  
 

(c) that it was proposed that unauthorised calculators be confiscated. Whilst changes 
were made to the Starting Script for Examinations for the 2014/15 examination 
period, students continued to use incorrect calculators. It was not thought that this 
was done to gain any advantage but most likely as a result of increased student 
anxiety which may have contributed to their failure to fully comprehend written and 
verbal instructions provided in advance of the examination. Departments were 
required to detail the specification(s) for permitted calculators on the examination 
paper. Some departments had opted to allow students to continue to use incorrect 
calculators, whereas others had confiscated the equipment. Invigilators were not 
expected to have expertise in calculator types. The committee supported the 
proposal to confiscate incorrect calculators used in examinations;  
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(d) that the University permitted examinations to be taken overseas at British Council 

venues, for those students who resided outside the UK. Whilst the majority of 
examinations undertaken via this process were resits opportunities, some 
examinations were taken as first attempts as a result of upheld Serious Adverse 
Circumstances requests;  
 

(e) that the report had highlighted a number of issues with overseas venues; some 
centres were unable to honour the commitment to host examinations; some papers 
were impounded and released only hours before the examination; and some 
examinations scripts were severely delayed in being returned. Student Registry 
reported that the difficulty in securing reliable and consistent examination 
arrangements with some British Councils had raised concerns about maintaining the 
student experience, and the reputational impact upon the University;  
 

(f) that following the issues with the reliability of overseas centres, Student Registry had 
proposed that all students should be required to return to Durham to undertake their 
examinations. A review of practice within the sector had revealed that a number of 
institutions required all students to take examinations at the University they were 
studying; 
 

(g) that the Business School, in particular, had raised concerns regarding the proposed 
removal of the option to take examinations abroad, highlighting specifically the 
potential harm to the department’s international reputation and the impact on 
international recruitment;  
 

(h) that the committee considered  the feasibility of moving the re-examination period so 
that students would not be required to return to Durham during the summer. It was 
recognised however that it remained important to schedule the examination period 
with sufficient time for the candidate to improve and for academic and administrative 
staff to process assessments before the start of the following academic year. 
Structural constraints also impacted upon the feasibility of moving the resit exam 
period to the beginning or end of any given academic year;  
 

(i) that Education Committee did not support the proposal to change the regulations to 
require all students to return to the University to complete their exams. The 
committee was, however, supportive of the proposal to remove any centres deemed 
‘unreliable’ from the approved centres permitted to host examinations overseas. The 
committee agreed to establish a working group to further consider the matter of the 
timing of the resit examination period, as part of the Review of Assessment proposed 
within the draft Education Strategy. The working group could include representatives 
from Student Registry, the Dean and Deputy to the PVC (Education), and Chairs and 
Secretaries to the Board of Examiners;  
 

(j) that a further proposal to require students from Queen’s Campus to sit examinations 
in Durham City was also not supported by the committee.  Education Committee 
echoed the concerns raised by some of the Faculty Education Committees, noting 
that such an arrangement had the potential to significantly impact upon the student 
experience, emphasise differences between the student experience at the two 
campuses, and cause reputational damage to programmes based at Queen’s 
Campus. The committee reinforced the principle that students should be examined 
where they study; students were granted the option to take their examinations 
overseas, requiring that students attend Durham City, instead of Queen’s Campus, 
for their examinations was fundamentally different;  
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(k) that one proposal had related to the increase in students being granted a first attempt 
of their examinations in the August resit examination period. The short resit 
examination period was not designed for students to sit multiple examinations and 
therefore presented challenges for the timetabling of exams, as well increased 
pressures on students;  
 

(l) that in order to achieve a timetable for students who are required to sit more than four 
exams, the University would need to extend the resit period to three weeks. It was 
not possible to start the resit period earlier as Level 3 and 4 papers were required to 
be approved after the Boards of Examiners, convened in June. As Education 
Committee had agreed to retain resit opportunities at British Council venues 
overseas, time would also be required to make necessary arrangements and 
despatch examination papers. It was therefore recommended to extend the resit 
period into September. Boards of Examiners would meet the following week and the 
publication of results would be released one week before the start of induction week;  
 

(m) that the committee was also presented with the proposal to limit the number of 
examinations that could be taken during the resit period. Whilst it was unusual 
practice for students to sit more than four examinations in the resit period, this was 
permitted via concession, and required the approval of the Deputy Head of Faculty. 
The proposal was a significant change from current regulations and it was agreed 
that the proposal would be referred to the working group in the first instance;  
 

(n) that the report recommended that results and progressions decisions, for Medicine 
and Pharmacy programmes, should be considered by the departmental Exam Board 
rather than at the Faculty Preliminary Exam Board. The proposal was supported by 
the committee, noting that the change would mirror existing practice permitted for the 
N400 BSc Accounting programme;  
 

(o) that the report had highlighted that the quality of the examinations papers received by 
Student Registry had improved significantly. The committee had explicitly reported 
the issue to Senate in response to the Examinations and Assessment Report for the 
2013/14 examination period and noted the positive impact of this approach. For the 
2014/15 examination period, only 48 papers required amendments before the 
examination period (down from 92), and 63% of papers were submitted on time, 
compared to 34% the previous year. Despite a decrease in the number of different 
errors, there was an increase in the number of examination papers with errors 
reported during the exam period; however, this was almost exclusively from 
Mathematical Sciences. The Science Faculty Education Committee had noted that 
the issue had been discussed at a recent Board of Examiners in Mathematical 
Sciences. The FEC had also committed to sharing best practice within the Faculty to 
showcase the checking mechanisms used by departments;    
 

(p) that the committee was supportive of the proposal for departmental checks to include 
a checklist for the common errors identified, such as rubric, numbering and exam 
code;  
 

(q) that at its meeting on 20 May 2015, Education Committee had considered a report on 
the impact of moving large Business School and Law examinations into the week 
before the main examination period. It was agreed that further work would be 
undertaken to explore the feasibility of moving all large exams into the week before 
the exam period, and to consider the rationale for the publication of results prior to 
the end of the academic year;  
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(r) that the conclusions within the report had been considered within the context of the 
potential growth in student numbers, as outlined in the University Vision Statement; 
 

(s) that whilst the number of exams and examination candidates had slightly increased 
over the last ten years, the total number of exams had remained constant over the 
last five years. The examination timetable was structured to ensure that larger 
examinations were scheduled as early as possible, to ensure sufficient time for 
marking and processing procedures. Paced timetables were also taken into account 
when developing the timetable;  
 

(t) that it was important to consider the pedagogical rationale for examinations, or 
alternative assessment designs, and that this should be considered simultaneous to 
considerations of structural and logistic constraints. Minor amendments to the 
scheduling timetable were likely to have a limited impact on the timetable long term; 
however, there would be a value in referring the report to the Working Group in the 
first instance for further consideration; 
 

(u) that the Working Group should also consider the impact of the adjacency rule and the 
possibility of language examinations being scheduled for outside of the examination 
period;   

 
Agreed:  

 
(a) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to amend the regulations to permit 

panels of enquiry to be convened after the exam period, within four weeks of the 
alleged offence. The Academic Support Office should consider whether this could be 
introduced for the 2015/16 academic year;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to confiscate all incorrect 
calculators used in examinations;  
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce the mechanism 
outlined in Noted (b) to deal with minor or technical infringements. The Academic 
Support Office should investigate whether this proposal could be adopted for 
2015/16;  

Action: AR 
 

(d) that the committee was not supportive of the proposal to amend the regulations to 
require all students to return to the University to undertake their exams. The 
committee did not support the proposal to require students studying at Queen’s 
Campus to undertake their exams at Durham City;  
 

(e) that the unreliable British Council venues listed within the report would be removed 
from the approved overseas examination venues and no longer used to host 
examinations for the University;  
  

(f) that a Working Group would be established to consider the matters outlined in Noted 
(i), (m) and (t); 

Action: MK 
 

(g) that Terms of Reference for the Working Group should be established and approved 
by Chair’s Action;  

Action: MK/ TW 
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(h) that the committee supported the proposal for the departmental Exam Board rather 
than the Faculty Preliminary Exam Board to consider results and progressions 
decisions for undergraduate students on programmes in Medicine and Pharmacy;  
 

(i) that department final checks, for exam paper quality, should include a checklist for 
the common errors identified, including rubric, numbering and examination code;  

 
 

43. Departmental Reviews  
 

Considered: a summary report of the Departmental Reviews considered by QSSC in 
Michaelmas Term 2015;  

Document EC/15/44 
 

Noted: 
 

(a) that Education Committee received summary reports of Departmental Reviews in 
order to provide additional oversight of any issues that relate to University policy or 
practice. Departmental Review reports were considered by QSSC in the first 
instance;  
 

(b) that the University-wide recommendations did not always directly relate to university 
policy or practice, and more often related to matters that would be more appropriate 
to raise through alternative processes such as the planning round. Any issues arising 
from the Departmental Review with resource implications should be taken forward via 
the departmental strategic plan and the planning process; Departmental Review and 
the follow-up to it had no authority to make decisions in this area.  
 

(c) that the Faculty Periodic Review and Accreditation Panel was responsible for 
considering the departmental response to the Departmental Review, and whether 
further feedback or evidence was required. The PRAP was responsible for  deciding 
whether the recommendations within the report had been satisfactorily addressed 
and subsequently recommended to QSSC that the review process be signed-off as 
complete;  
 

(d) that there were a number of instances where University recommendations related to 
specific or unique circumstances within the department or school. These 
recommendations were therefore inappropriately categorised as a University-wide 
recommendation and difficult to be resolved at QSSC. In such instances, the 
recommendation had been referred back to the department, to colleagues or 
committees. Education Committee was satisfied with the referrals made by QSSC; 

 
(e) that it was reported that a review of the University-wide recommendations had been 

undertaken and would be considered by QSSC in 2015/16. It was noted that this 
report would also be considered as part of the Review of Departmental Reviews;  
 

(f) that the QAA Higher Education Review process operated on a ‘triangulation’ 
approach, where University-wide recommendations were only made where there was 
evidence of a systemic issue across the University. Whilst it would be impractical for 
the Departmental Review Team to collect such information, the committee noted the 
possibility of requiring that Department Review Teams provide evidence to suggest 
that the matter affected more than the department under review;  
 

(g) that the committee was aware that periodic review processes in other Institutions 
provided stricter guidance on the number of recommendations permitted through the 
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process, in essence limiting the number of recommendations. Whilst the committee 
had no desire to impose such restrictions, consideration could be given to 
establishing a two tier approach to the issuing of recommendations, focusing on 
those required for ‘assurance’ and those that might be more helpfully considered as 
‘enhancement’. The committee also considered the possibility of adopting 
recommendations with timescales attached, drawing from the Higher Education 
Review process;  
 
Agreed: that the committee’s discussion would be shared with the Review of 
Departmental Review Working Group.  

Action: AB 
 

44. Learning Resources Management Group 
 

Considered: proposed amendments to the Terms of Reference and Membership to the 
Learning Resources Management Group;  

Document EC/15/45 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that at its meeting on 23 November 205, the Learning Resources Management 

Group had considered its Terms of Reference and Membership and recommended 
that a representative from the Centre for Academic, Researcher and Organisation 
Development (CAROD) be included within the membership. The Group had also 
noted the importance of making reports and recommendations to Education 
Committee on matters when necessary;  
 

(b) that the inclusion of a representative from CAROD was appropriate, in particular, the 
committee noted the benefit in having additional support for the dissemination of 
good practice. The committee also echoed the importance of ensuring that reports 
and recommendations were made to Education Committee when required;  
 

Agreed: that the proposed Terms of Reference and Membership was approved, and that 
a representative from CAROD should be invited to next meeting of the Group; 

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: A representative from CAROD has been invited to the next meeting of 
Learning Resources Management Group, scheduled for March 2016] 

 
45. Faculty Education Committees 
 

(a) Arts and Humanities 
 

(i) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meetings of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 20 October 2015;  

Document EC/15/46 
 

(ii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meetings of the Arts and Humanities FEC 
(Postgraduate) held 10 November 2015;  

Document EC/15/47 
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(b) Science 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

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

Document EC/15/48 
(ii) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meetings of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 21 October 2015; 

Document EC/15/49 
 

(iii) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Science FEC (Undergraduate) 
held 11 November 2015;             

Document EC/15/50 
(iv) Postgraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meetings of the Science FEC (Postgraduate) 
held 11 November 2015; 

Document EC/15/51 
 

(c) Social Sciences and Health 
 
(i) Undergraduate 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 20 October 2015;         

Document EC/15/52 
 

(ii) Undergraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Undergraduate) held 10 November 2015;         

Document EC/15/53 
 

(iii) Postgraduate 
 

Considered: the report from the meetings of the Social Sciences and Health 
FEC (Postgraduate) held 22 October 2015; 

 Document EC/15/54 
 

(iv) Postgraduate 
 

Considered:  the report from the meetings of the Social Sciences and Health 
FEC (Postgraduate) held 12 November 2015; 

 Document EC/15/55 
 

46. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

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

Document EC/15/56 
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Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee had considered an initial review of the operation of the Common 

Awards Framework as part of the overarching contract between the University and 
Archbishops Council. The committee also approved enhanced guidance on the use 
of APL and agreed to request a detailed update on the progress made in relation to 
the issues identified within one TEI;  
 

(b) that the committee had considered the annual reports on the Collaborative and 
Accredited Provision 2014/15, and from the Centre for Academic, Researcher and 
Organisation Development (CAROD) on activity undertaken in the previous academic 
year;  
 

(c) that the committee had considered a review report on University and departmental 
assessment policies, with a particular focus on these mechanisms for the quality 
assurance of assessment. It was agreed that no action was required with regards to 
the institutional policy on the quality assurance of assessment and that specific 
procedures for the use of double-marking and moderation were best maintained at a 
departmental level; however, enhancements to the Learning and Teaching Handbook 
were approved;  
 

(d) that the committee had approved changes to the membership of Partnership 
Approval Panels, requiring that at least one member of the academic staff present at 
Partnership Approval Panels should be from outside of the faculty proposing the 
partnership, and for research degree collaboration, where was no requirement for a 
separate programme approval panel, at least one member from inside the faculty 
proposing the partnership should be on the membership, normally the Deputy Head 
of Faculty (PG);  
 

(e) that the committee had considered Accreditation reports within the Science and 
Social Sciences and health Faculties and a PRAP report from the Faculty of Science;  
 

(f) that the committee had approved a student exchange agreements for Tsinghua 
University; Osaka University; St Petersburg University and Financial University;  

 
 

47. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the 19 October 2015 meeting Student Experience Sub-
Committee; 

Document EC/15/57 
 

Noted:  
 
(a) that the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) was now a member, and the Chair of the 

Student Experience Sub-Committee; this required a consequential change to the 
Standing Orders;  
 

(b) that the committee had considered the final report on the actions taken in response to 
student feedback captured through the Student Barometer 2014 and the proposed 
operation of the Student Barometer 2015. The Student Barometer 2015 had closed 
on the 27 November 2015;  
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(c) that the committee had considered the report on Graduate employment including the 
most recent DLHE data. Education Committee had also considered the report 
(Minute 36 refers);  
 

(d) that the committee had considered the annual report on the Student Specialist 
Services. The report detailed the activity undertaken in 2014/15 and the planned 
objectives for 2015/16;  
 

(e) that the committee had considered the annual report from the Colleges and the 
schedule of College Reviews for 2015/16;  
 

(f) that the committee had considered the Register of University-wide Questionnaires for 
2014/15 and approved revisions to the Learning and Teaching Handbook to reflect 
the University-wide questionnaires used regularly;  
 

Agreed: that the Standing Orders for Student Experience Sub-Committee be amended to 
state the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) as a member and Chair of the Sub-
Committee.  

Action: AB 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The Standing Orders have been amended and passed on to 
Governance and Executive Support for publication in the University Calendar] 

 
48. Common Application Systems 
 

Considered: proposed changes to admissions policy regarding Common Application 
Systems; 

Document EC/15/58 
 
Reported:  

 
(a) that the University Executive Committee had approved a proposal from the 

International Office to make use of the Common Application system. The system was 
a well-established US based application system for entry to undergraduate degrees. 
Applicants from around the world could use the system; however UEC had agreed 
that the University should use the system to increase recruitment from the US market 
specifically. Applicants were permitted to apply to up to twenty different institutions at 
any one time through the Common Application system;  
 

(b) that, as a result of adopting the Common Application system, consequential changes 
to the Undergraduate Admissions Policy were required. The proposed changes had 
also incorporated other consequential changes, such as references to the 
admissions complaints process which had previously been approved by Education 
Committee (Minute 7 refers); 
 

Agreed: that the proposed amendments to the Undergraduate Admissions Policy were 
appropriate and should be recommended to Senate for approval;  

Action: AB 
 

Recommended: that Senate consider approving the proposed changes to the 
Undergraduate Admissions Policy  

 
[Secretary’s Note: This was recommended to Senate in the report from Education 
Committee to Senate] 
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Part C:  Items for Information 
 
49. Matters of Report 
 
Reported: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee. 

Document EC/15/59 
 
50. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
Reported: that further meetings of Education Committee will be held; 

 
Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 03 February 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 16 March 2016 9:15am Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 04 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
   Wednesday 25 May 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
Wednesday 22 June 2016 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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