
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

31 May 2017 
 

A meeting of Education Committee was held 2.00 pm on Wednesday 31 May 2017, in the Anne 
Galbraith Boardroom (room D/PCL216), in the Palatine Centre. 
 
Present: Professor A Houston (Chair), Dr T Fawcett (Deputy Chair), Professor M Allen, Professor 
A Darnell, Dr M Gilmore, Professor P Heslin, Professor G Love, Professor S Weeks, Dr I Whitfield,  
Miss L Whiting, with Dr Toby Watson (vice Dr V Kind), Mrs C. Dower (Minute 92 only), Mr J. 
McKim (Minute 92 and 96 only), Mr A Rennie (Secretary) and Miss A Bird (Minute Secretary). 
 
Apologies: Miss A Greenall and Dr V Kind. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic Issues 

 
87. PGR Representatives 
 

Considered: proposed best practise guidelines for the management of postgraduate 
representation;  

Document EC/16/77 
 
Reported: that the Students’ Union had developed proposed best practice guidelines for the 
management of postgraduate representation, drawing upon student feedback which had 
highlighted inconsistencies in departmental approaches to postgraduate representation 
structures. The proposals had been amended in response to consultation with Faculty 
Education Committees (Postgraduate);  
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the representative from the Students’ Union clarified that the guidelines were not 

designed to be prescriptive but to provide support and guidance to departments on how 
best to operate postgraduate student representation structures. The guidelines were felt to 
permit sufficient flexibility for departments and their students;  
 

(b) that the proposal outlined that the number of PGR representatives within a department 
should be dictated by the total number of postgraduate students within a department. The 
recommendation was that no less than 5% of the postgraduate population be 
representatives. It was clarified that this was intended to refer to postgraduate students in 
residence and that the key message for departments was to ensure adequate 
representation for the different demographics of students; it was important that all students 
felt represented;  
 

(c) that the committee felt that there would be greater value in identifying  the guidelines as 
good practice, rather than best practice;  

 
(d) that there would be a value in publishing the good practice guidelines in Section 5 of the 

Learning and Teaching Handbook. The guidelines could also be usefully published on the 
Students’ Union website;  
 

Agreed:  
 



(a) that the committee was supportive of the good practice guidelines and agreed that these 
should be published in Section 5 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook, subject to the 
minor clarification as outlined in Noted (b) and (c);  

Action: AB 
 

(b) that departments would be alerted to the introduction of the good practice guidelines via 
Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) and via the annual summary of key 
educational policy changes;  

Action: AB 
 
88. Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 

Considered: the final report from the Module Evaluation Questionnaire (MEQ) Task and Finish 
Group; 

Document EC/16/78 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) that the final report from the MEQ Task and Finish Group had been presented to Faculty 
Education Committees, QSSC, SESC and the Learning Resources Management Group, 
prior to final consideration at Education Committee;  
 

(b) that the Group had proposed a hierarchical approach to MEQs with University, department, 
and module level questions providing scope to seek feedback on a range of issues; 
 

(c) that consequential changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook might be required, 
should the committee support the proposals;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that whilst the report had made reference to the National Student Survey, it was unclear 

why consideration had not been given other existing surveys in the development of the 
questions, for instance, the Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) but that this 
was not felt to take anything away from the proposals presented;   
 

(b) that the committee felt that the proposals provided an appropriate balance between 
standardisation and customisation;  
 

(c) that the revised policy provided guidance for the operation of both MEQs and programme-
level questionnaires. It was clarified that students would only take one programme-level 
questionnaire; combined honours programmes would be organised as a distinct 
programme;  
 

(d) that it was recommended that every module questionnaire should include a single free text 
comment encouraging students to highlight any positive or negative aspects of the module. 
The committee felt that it would be more appropriate to invite students to provide positive 
and negative comments separately so as to ensure that students were also encouraged to 
provide positive feedback on their module, recognising that there might be a tendency for 
respondents to focus on the negative;  

 
(e) that the Task and Finish Group did not have responsibility for the pilot of the eXplorance 

Blue software in the Business School. It was reported however, that it had been requested 
by the IT Business Partner for Education, that Education Committee consider approving the 
purchasing of the software to support delivery of MEQs. A representative from the Business 
School reported that the software had permitted a degree of flexibility that had not been 
possible with the existing software and that it was envisaged that the work undertaken by 
the School to host the pilot could be rolled out to other departments with ease. It was 
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further reported that the system also recognised different ‘levels’ of ownership which helped 
with the distribution of the results, as appropriate;  
 

(f) that the committee was supportive of the use of eXplorance Blue to support the delivery of 
MEQs;  
 

(g) that the Group had maintained the principle that MEQs should contribute to discussions 
regarding promotion and probation but that this should not focus solely on absolute 
numbers. It was felt by the Group that scores on MEQs should be considered in the context 
of a wider range of information. The committee noted that a raw score for MEQs could be 
misleading and that it was the responsibility of the applicant and Head of Department to 
add appropriate context. It was recognised that reviewing mean scores for MEQs could 
indicate possible outliers for further investigation but that this in isolation might not 
automatically give cause for concern;  
 

(h) that there would be a value in developing guidance for colleagues on how to make effective 
use of MEQ data, with particular consideration given the limitations or opportunities 
presented for statistical analysis, via the eXplorance Blue software;  
 

(i) that the committee noted there might be value in asking specific questions within the MEQ 
framework that could support the development of Graduate Teaching Assistants (or 
similar), for instance allowing colleagues to provide references supported by MEQ data or 
free text comments, where appropriate;  
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that guidance on making effective use of MEQ data would be developed for colleagues;  

Action: AR 
 

(b) that the consequential changes to the Learning and Teaching Handbook should be 
approved by Chair’s Action;  

Action: AH 
 

(c) that the committee was supportive of the use of eXplorance Blue software to support the 
delivery of MEQs. The Chair should communicate the committee’s approval to the IT 
Business Partner for Education;  

Action: AH  
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s approval of the use of the eXplorance Blue software to 
support the delivery of MEQs was communicated by the Chair to the IT Business Partner for 
Education shortly after the meeting] 

 
 
89. Departmental Review 
 

Considered:  
 

(a) a summary report from the Departmental Review of Theology & Religion; 
Document EC/16/79a 

 
(b) proposals to extend the current interim arrangements for Departmental Review, following 

the conclusion of the review of that process. 
Document EC/16/79b 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the committee noted the summary report from the Departmental Review of Theology 

and Religion. QSSC had considered the full Departmental Review report at its meeting held 
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on 18 May 2017 and agreed that the University recommendation should be fed into the 
ongoing work regarding the Strategic Review of Admissions which was considering the 
implantation of a CRM system. QSSC had requested that specific consideration could be 
given to how any CRM system could support departments;  
 

(b) that the Review of Departmental Reviews Working Group had paused its work in light of 
changes to the external regulatory environment, and specifically the HEFCE-commissioned 
Verification process of institution’s processes for periodic review and annual monitoring. 
Notwithstanding this, the Group met again with a view to making recommendations, in 
recognition that a process would need to be place for 2017/18 academic year;  
 

(c) that the final proposals were presented to UEC in May 2017. The proposals aimed to 
ensure that the University continued to meet all assurance requirements without placing a 
significant burden on departments. The Group had initially proposed that the University 
adopt a new dedicated periodic review process focussed on education, with a reduced 
duration. This was itself based upon the interim process currently in operation (which had 
reduced the focus on Research to avoid duplication with ongoing REF reviews), but with a 
reduction in paperwork and streamlined follow up process. Whilst UEC noted the value of 
elements of the proposals, UEC had felt that there was a greater value in delaying the 
implementation of the proposals to take full account of the ongoing developments in the 
sector and within the University;  
 

(d) that in light of this, it was recommended that Education Committee consider recommending 
to Senate that the current reduced scope of Departmental Reviews should continue during 
the 2017-18 academic year to minimise consideration of Research issues - which should be 
limited to the research environment (to provide context for the support offered for research 
degree students, which is covered under the education section of Departmental Review - 
and Research-Education links. Accordingly, it was also suggested that the membership of 
Departmental Review teams continue to operate on a reduced basis, so that the Deputy 
Head of Faculty (Research) would not be required to attend, and that only one external 
subject specialist be required as a member for the team. Reviews would continue to take 
place over a single day;  
 

(e) that the committee was supportive of the proposal to recommend to Senate an extension to 
the current, interim arrangements for Departmental Review (as outlined in the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook, Section 4.1.1) for 2017-18;  

 
Agreed: that the proposal to extend the current, interim arrangements for Departmental Review 
(as outlined in the Learning and Teaching Handbook, Section 4.1.1) for 2017-18, be 
recommended to Senate for approval;  

 
Recommended: that Senate approve an extension to the current, interim arrangements 
for Departmental Review (as outlined in the Learning and Teaching Handbook, Section 
4.1.1) for 2017-18. 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s recommendation was included in the regular report 
from Education Committee to Senate and would be considered by Senate at its meeting to be 
held on 20 June 2017] 

 
 

90. Proposals for Core Regulations 
 

Considered:  
 

(a) proposals to amend Common Awards core regulations to incorporate a Level 4 
‘Foundation Award’; 

Document EC/16/80 
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Reported: 

i. that the proposal to introduce a Foundation Award within the Common Awards suite of 
programmes has been considered and endorsed by the Common Awards Management 
Board and QSSC;  

ii. that the proposal was to develop a new 60 credit level 4 undergraduate award, which would 
be outside of the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ). The request to 
develop the award had emerged from TEIs who offered part-time study and felt that the 
award would increase accessibility and encourage a greater diversity in recruitment. The 
award could be studied part-time over one year and was therefore thought to increase 
recruitment further as the current suite of programmes within the Common Awards 
Framework could only be completed in two or more years; 

Noted:  

i. that it was confirmed that the programme consisted entirely of existing Common Awards 
modules and students completing the award would be able to exit at that point, or to 
transfer to a Certificate, Diploma or BA programme;  

ii. that QSSC had approved the programme specification for the Foundation Award and 
agreed that the consequential changes to the Common Awards Core Regulations be 
presented for approval; 

iii. that Education Committee was supportive of the changes to the Common Awards Core 
Regulations and that these should be recommended to Senate for approval; 

iv. that if these amendments were approved by Senate, the overarching agreement with the 
Church of England’s Ministry Division would be updated to reflect the new award;  

Agreed:  

i. that the amendments to the Common Awards Core Regulations, reflecting the proposed 
new award, be recommended to Senate for approval;  

Action: AB  
 

ii. that, should Senate approve the proposed changes to the Common Awards Core 
Regulations, the overarching agreement with the Church of England’s Ministry Division 
should be update to reflect the new award;  

Action: AR  
Recommended: that Senate approve changes to the Common Awards Core Regulations 
to permit the introduction of the proposed Foundation Award.  

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s recommendation was included in the regular report 
from Education Committee to Senate and would be considered by Senate at its meeting to be 
held on 20 June 2017] 

 
(b) proposals to amend core regulations to the permit the award of a Posthumous 

Degree, in addition to the current Aegrotat. 
Document EC/16/81 

 
Reported: that the paper proposed an amendment to the University’s Core Regulations for 
Undergraduate Programmes to allow provision for the award of a posthumous degree in the 
case that a student died before the completion of their studies;  
 
Noted:  
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i. that students who were too ill to complete their studies could currently receive classified 
degrees under the 75% rule (where 75% of assessments had been completed), or an 
unclassified degree under the rules for an Aegrotat, as per the University’s Core 
Regulations for Undergraduate Programmes;  

ii. that it was felt that in some instance the term Aegrotat (literally ‘he is sick’) might be 
considered inappropriate in the case of a student who had died. It was therefore proposed 
that provision be made for the award of a Posthumous degree; 

iii. that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce a Posthumous degree and 
that, as a principle, the committee felt that it would be more appropriate to recognise the 
work that had been completed by the student, rather than to award an honorary degree, for 
instance;  

iv. that the committee therefore considered whether there should be a threshold requirement 
for such an award, and whether this should differ from the 75% currently used for the 
Aegrotat;  

v. that, as a principle, the committee felt that there would be a value in recognising students 
as a member of the Durham University community if the student had died in the first year of 
an undergraduate degree - as this year of study did not contribute to the classification of an 
award - but that this might not necessarily result in a Posthumous award. The committee 
agreed to recommend the introduction of the Posthumous award to Senate (and the 
consequential changes to the Core Regulations) and to defer the secondary discussion on 
setting a threshold for the Posthumous award to the next meeting of Education Committee;  

Agreed:  

i. that the committee was supportive of the proposal to introduce a Posthumous Award and 
recommended that this reference to be added to the Core Regulations with immediate 
effect, following approval from Senate;  

ii. that the committee would consider the matter of setting a threshold for the Posthumous 
Award at the 21 June 2017 meeting of Education Committee;  

Recommended: that Senate approve a minor amendment to the Core Regulations for 
Undergraduate Programmes to permit a Posthumous award as an alternative to the 
current Aegrotat. 

[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s recommendation was included in the regular report 
from Education Committee to Senate and would be considered by Senate at its meeting to be 
held on 20 June 2017] 

 
91. Durham Award Summary 

 
Considered: a briefing report on the implementation of the Durham Award;  

Document EC/16/82 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that Education Committee had approved the structure and timeline for implementation of 
the Durham Award at its 22 June 2016 meeting (Minute 118 refers). It was agreed that the 
College Award (previously referred to as the Professional Skills Award) and the Durham 
Award would be launched in Epiphany Term, 2016/17 to first and second year students. 
The Departmental Award (previously referred to as the Academic Skills Award), College 
Award and Durham Award would be launched in Michaelmas Term, 2017/18 to all first year 
students;  
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(b) that the development of the Durham Award was closely aligned with the employability 
agenda, which aimed to produce graduates with the skills, understanding and attributes 
which were valued both by academics and employers. The Departmental Award in 
particular had been designed to help students develop and reflect on the key skills needed 
to succeed in their discipline and was closely aligned to the Transitions theme of the 
Education Strategy;  
 

(c) that students would be provided access to interactive workbooks on PebblePad to support 
each Award. For instance, the Departmental Award would be divided into a skills audit, 
activity log and reflection section and customised to reflect each academic discipline. It was 
envisaged that Academic Advisors would be asked to discuss students’ workbooks, before 
signing these off as satisfactorily complete, in order to verify students’ engagement with the 
Award;  
 

(d) that an alternative version of the Durham Award Summary report had been presented to 
Faculty Education Committees (Undergraduate), specifically outlining the deadlines for 
departments with respect to customising the interactive workbooks, as outlined in Reported 
(c). The Dean and Deputy PVC (Education) had held two workshops in each Faculty during 
2016/17 to support departmental engagement with this process;  
 

(e) that the feedback from Faculty Education Committees had been broadly positive, with 
departments demonstrating a willingness to engage; however the Social Sciences and 
Health Faculty Education Committee had raised particular concerns with the deadlines 
outlined in the report. Education Committee was therefore asked to consider and approve 
the next steps with respect to the implementation of the Departmental Award;  
 

(f) that the report indicated that the College Award had been successfully introduced to 
students in 2016/17;  

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that three potential options were presented to Education Committee for consideration with 

respect to the implementation of the Departmental Award: CEEC could be asked to work 
specifically with departments in Social Sciences and Health to implement the Departmental 
Award in 2017/18; departments could be offered the opportunity to opt-out of the 
Departmental Award for 2017/18 but full implantation would be expected in 2018/19; or, 
that the Departmental Award could be implemented in three departments in 2017/18 to 
inform implementation for all departments in 2018/19 onwards;  
 

(b) that the committee recognised that piloting the Departmental Award in some departments, 
in the first instance, could minimise the risk of poor implementation, and provide 
opportunities for departments to adopt good practice at the point of university-wide 
implementation. However, the committee felt that there was a greater benefit in ensuring 
parity of opportunity for students and felt that there should be a consistent roll out of the 
scheme across the University as it was intended that the Departmental Award would be a 
central part of the academic programme in Year 1; 
 

(c) that the creation of the new Durham Award (and its component parts) had developed from 
the transitions work undertaken in the last academic year; the transitions theme remained a 
central focus for the scheme. It was reported that the Vice Chancellor had a revised vision 
for a ‘Durham Award’ which would be implemented in full for the 2019/20 academic year. 
The committee felt that there would be an opportunity to separate the Departmental Award 
and College Award from the Vice Chancellors vision of a new Durham Award and further 
reinforce the Departmental Award and College Award in supporting students’ transitions 
into and through Durham University. The committee noted that the opportunity to link the 
Departmental Award and College Award to the new Durham Award would remain in the 
future;   
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(d) that the Departmental Award relied upon Academic Advisors for its implementation. The 
committee recognised the added complexity of using Academic Advisors for combined 
honours programmes. A review of the operation of Academic Advisors in the Social 
Sciences and Health Faculty had been presented to Education Committee at its 26 October 
2016 meeting, where it was agreed that there would be value in reviewing the Academic 
Advisor system at Durham University; the committee reinforced its commitment to 
reviewing the Academic Advisor system during the 2017/18 academic year;  
 

(e) that the committee felt there was a value in aligning full implementation of the Departmental 
Award with the new Durham Award for 2019/20. The committee wished to avoid the delay 
of the Departmental Award in departments who would be in a position to offer this to their 
students earlier, but reinforced the need for a consistent approach across the University. It 
was therefore agreed that in 2017/18 all departments would undertake the work necessary 
to enable them to fully pilot the Departmental Award in 2018/19. Full implementation, 
across the University, would be required in 2019/20. It was reiterated that whilst the 
terminology ‘pilot’ had been used, all departments would be required to undertake the work, 
as outlined by the committee;  
 

(f) that Heads of Department would be responsible for ensuring the timely completion of this 
work. CEEC would continue to provide support as required;  
 

Agreed:  
 

(a) that in 2017/18, departments would undertake the work necessary to enable a full  pilot of 
the Departmental Award in 2018/19. Full implementation would be required for the 2019/20 
academic year;  

 
(b) that Heads of Departments would be responsible for ensuring the timely completion of this 

work; 
Action: Heads of Department  

 
(c) that the committee reinforced its commitment to reviewing the Academic Advisor system in 

2017/18, in support of the ‘pilot’ for 2018/19;  
Action: AH 

 
 

92. Fitness to Study/Mental Health Policy 
 

Considered: a proposed Fitness to Study Policy and revised Mental Health Policy; 
Document EC/16/83 

Reported: 

(a) that the proposed Fitness to Study Policy and revised Mental Health Policy had been 
considered previously by Education Committee. UEC had also been consulted on the 
proposals and agreed that Education Committee could recommended these to Senate for 
approval, as appropriate;  

(b) that the key revisions following the consultation process were the clarification of a number 
of procedural issues and clarification of the intersection of the Fitness to Study with 
Academic Progress Notice procedures and Fitness to Practice frameworks. The revised 
documents retained the guidance for requests for, and the preparation of medical evidence 
- which would represent a significant improvement on current processes - but 
simultaneously increased the role for University Mental Health Advisors in the interpretation 
of medical evidence in complex cases. There was also a change in the process of 
assessment for Return to Study to include the submission of a personal statement and an 
assessment meeting with a Mental Health Advisor;  

Noted:  
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(a) that the Fitness to Study policy was an addition to the existing Fitness to Practice policy 
and was not a replacement. It was reported that departments/schools who made use of the 
Fitness to Practice policy had welcomed the introduction of the Fitness to Study policy;  

(b) that Education Committee had previously queried the interaction of the Fitness to Study 
policy with the existing Academic Progress Notice procedures. This was now referenced 
more clearly within the Policy and in the flowchart diagram of intersections. The Counselling 
Service would continue to work proactively with Academic Departments and Faculties to 
ensure that academic and administrative staff were fully informed about the policy 
frameworks and the direct mechanisms for addressing early concerns about potential 
mental health concerns with the Mental Health Advisors of the Counselling Service;  

(c) that the committee reconfirmed its commitment to undertaking a wider review of Academic 
Progress Procedure policy, in 2017/18, in light of the developments and changes within the 
sector and to ensure a seamless interaction with the Mental Health and Fitness to Study 
polices. In the meantime, it was agreed that the Head of the Counselling Service would 
liaise with Deputy Heads of Faculty to ensure departments were clear on the processes for 
2017/18;   

(d) that it was clarified that the reference to the single session assessment could be 
undertaken at a distance (for instance over Skype, or similar) to avoid the need for students 
to return to Durham, if overseas, for example. It was also reinforced that in the vast majority 
of cases, the student would be known to the Mental Health Advisor and whilst the 
assessment was a single sessions, it was highly likely that communication would have 
taken place over a longer period of time leading up to the assessment;  

(e) that, in the case of the return to study process, the Mental Health Advisor would produce a 
summary report and recommendation to the Fitness to Study Standing Group who will be 
responsible for making a decision. It was confirmed that should a student be dissatisfied 
with the decision, an Appeal can be made to the Academic Registrar who would review the 
decision to ensure that it was a reasonable assessment reached in accordance with the 
University Policy; and in the light of all relevant information;  

(f) that it was confirmed that the Fitness to Study Standing Group would meet in mid-
September, and at least once per term, to review the recommendation and make a decision 
on fitness to study; it was agreed that this should be clarified within the policy;  

(g) that the procedure for a fitness to study meeting had outlined that students under review 
would be permitted the opportunity to be appropriately supported at the meeting by a 
member of the University community or by a medical practitioner, if appropriate. It was 
further noted that the role of this person was to provide support to the student through their 
presence and that they would not be expected to contribute to the meeting, nor to speak on 
behalf of the student unless the medical need for such a role arises from the condition of 
the student, at the discretion of the convener of the meeting. The committee considered 
that there might be instances where the student under review might experience difficulties 
in presenting their case and which were not directly related to a medical condition. It was 
recognised that students might be anxious about the outcome of the meeting (given its 
implication for the continuation of study) and thus request assistance in presenting 
information. The committee felt that removing the need for a medical rationale for the 
supporting member of the University committee to speak on behalf of the student would still 
permit sufficient discretion to the convener of the meeting;  

(h) that it was clarified that the medical practitioner in such instances would be required to have 
been engaged in the current support of the student and that this could therefore not be a 
family member or friend with a medical background;  

(i) that it was currently proposed that the decision to  convene a Fitness to Study Meeting 
must be made in consultation with the Deputy Academic Registrar and a senior 
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representative from the Counselling Service or Disability Support. The committee felt that 
there was also a value in consulting with the relevant Deputy Head of Faculty on the 
decision to convene a Fitness to Study Meeting;  

(j) that feedback from students had suggested that the number of members of the Fitness to 
Study Meeting would not be off-putting but instead provide confidence to the student that 
this was a formal meeting and taken seriously by the University. It was noted that this would 
continue to be monitored;  

(k) that guidance and support mechanisms for staff was crucial to the success of the policies;  

Agreed:  

(a) that the committee was supportive of the new Fitness to Study policy, and changes to the 
Student Mental Health Policy, subject to the agreed amendments, as outlined in Noted (f), 
(g) and (i);   

(b) that the new Fitness to Study policy, and changes to the Student Mental Health Policy 
should be recommended to Senate for approval;  

(c) that the committee reconfirmed the value in undertaking a wider review of Academic 
Progress Procedure policy, in 2017/18, in light of the developments and changes within the 
sector and to ensure a seamless interaction with the Mental Health and Fitness to Study 
polices; 

Action: AH  
(d) that the Head of the Counselling Service would liaise with Deputy Heads of Faculty to 

provide advice and guidance on the interaction of the APN procedure and policies for 
2017/18;  

Action: CD 

Recommended: that Senate approve the new Fitness to Study policy, and changes to 
the Student Mental Health policy.  

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s recommendation was included in the regular report 
from Education Committee to Senate and would be considered by Senate at its meeting to be 
held on 20 June 2017] 

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
93. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 26 April 2017; 
Document EC/16/84 

 
Received: the report to Senate from the meeting of Education Committee held 26 April 2017.  

Document EC/16/85 
 
94. Matters arising from the Last Meeting 
 

(a) Action Log 
 

Received: the action log from the previous meetings of Education Committee; 
Document EC/16/86a 

 
(b) Matters of report 

 
Received: a report of matters arising from previous meetings of Education Committee;    

Document EC/16/86b 
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95. Chair’s business 
 

Considered: an update on the proposals with respect to revising the Academic Year;  
 
Reported:  

 
(a) that Professor Alan Houston (PVC Education) had collated the additional consultation 

feedback received on the proposals to revise the structure of the Academic Year and 
presented this to Education Committee for consideration; 

 
(b) that the document had summarised the feedback received from academic departments, 

colleges, the Students’ Union and individual responses;  
 

(c) that in response to the consultation a revised proposal had been developed. The revised 
proposal had recommended that two 10 week terms be introduced for Michaelmas Term 
and Epiphany Term, and that the 4 week Christmas break and 5 week Easter break be 
retained, as was currently the case. Easter Term would be arranged into 2 weeks for 
classes and revision immediately following the Easter break, a 4 week examination period, 
followed by a 3 week post-examination period;  
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the committee remained supportive of the introduction of two teaching terms of equal 
length;  

 
(b) that the committee felt that there was a value in terming the weeks immediately preceding 

the Examination period as ‘revision and classes’ as this would provide a greater steer 
departments of the primary purpose of these weeks, whilst still permitting the flexibility of 
offering classes, if needed. It was confirmed that classes would still be officially timetabled 
in this period, if requested; 

  
(c) that Education Committee was supportive of this revised proposal and endorsed this for 

recommendation to Senate and Council;  
 

Agreed: that Education Committee was supportive of this revised proposal and endorsed this 
for recommendation to Senate and Council;  

 
Recommended: that Senate consider approving the revised proposals for the structure 
of the Academic Year 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the committee’s recommendation was included in the regular report 
from Education Committee to Senate and would be considered by Senate at its meeting to be 
held on 20 June 2017. This was considered as a substantive item by Senate] 

 
96. Student Discipline and Complaints 
 

Considered: 
 

(a) Annual Report of Senate Discipline Committee 
Document EC/16/87a 

 
Reported: that the annual report provided an overview of the operation of the Discipline 
Regulations and cases referred to the Senate Discipline Committee during the 2015/16 
academic year. Senate Discipline Committee (SDC) operated in the context of General 
Regulations IV – Discipline. This included, but was not limited to, serious academic offences 
such as cheating in examinations and plagiarism. The report did not incorporate minor or other 
discipline issues dealt with at department or college levels; 
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Noted:  
 
i. that following consultation with SESC and Faculty Education Committees, revisions to 

Discipline and Suspension Regulations were endorsed by Education Committee, Senate, 
and Council in the 2015/16 academic year. The revised regulations took effect at the start 
of the 2016/17 academic year;  
 

ii. that in 2015/16, 24 discipline cases were received, of which 10 cases related to behavioural 
misconduct issues and 14 cases related to academic misconduct. This represented an 
increase in the number of behavioural misconduct cases on previous years and that a 
proportion of these related to matters of sexual violence specifically; 
 

iii. that certain demographics of students appeared to be over represented within the 
academic misconduct data and that this was likely a result of cultural differences. The 
committee recognised that departments often approached the matter of informing students 
about plagiarism in different ways – which was appropriate to do so, in order to take 
account of disciplinary differences -  however, it was reported that some departments had 
had particular success in raising awareness with students by highlighting the impact on the 
student of committing an academic misconduct offence; 

 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to Senate for consideration;  

Action: JMK 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the report was submitted to Senate for consideration at its 20 June 2017 
meeting] 
 
(b) Annual Report of Senate Academic Appeals Committee 

Document EC/16/87b 
 

Reported: that the report had outlined the number and nature of academic appeals investigated 
by the University in accordance with the General Regulation VII - Academic Appeals during the 
2015/16 academic year; 
 
Noted:  
 
i. that in 2015/16, 238 Faculty Academic Appeals and 35 Senate Academic Appeals were 

received. Overall, 80 of the 238 Faculty Academic Appeals s were upheld, with 50 
concessions awarded. Of the 35 Senate Academic Appeals, 8 were upheld, with 2 
concessions awarded. Members of the committee were reminded that the decision to 
uphold an appeal did not necessarily result in a changed academic decision;  
 

ii. that a higher proportion of appeals were dismissed than in previous years. The reason for 
the decrease in the number of upheld appeals was not known; however the committee 
noted the value in undertaking further analysis in the future, should a similar pattern be 
revealed in 2016/17;  
 

iii. that following Education Committee’s endorsement of the recommendation presented in 
last year’s annual report, the nomination process for a second Deputy Chair of SAAC was 
underway;  
 

Agreed: that the report should be submitted to Senate for consideration;  
Action: JMK 

 
[Secretary’s Note: that the report was submitted to Senate for consideration at its 20 June 2017 
meeting] 
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(c) Annual Report of Student Complaints 
Document EC/16/87c 

 
Reported: that the report provided an overview of the number and nature of student complaints 
acted upon informally or in accordance with the ‘Complaints Procedure for Students’ during the 
2015/16 academic year and complaints made under the ‘Respect at Work and Study: Policy, 
Code of Practice and Procedures for Staff and Students to make a Complaint about 
Harassment’. The report also highlighted general issues raised through the complaints 
process; 
 
Noted:  
 
i. that 26 formal complaints were made by students, of which, 22 were submitted under the 

Complaints Procedures for Students, and 4 as Respect at Study complaints. The majority 
(10) of complaints continued to be resolved informally;  
 

ii. that where a complaint was upheld or partially upheld, in addition to measures to put in 
place for the student, recommendations may have been made for procedural or policy 
changes to be instituted by a department;  

 
Agreed: that the report should be submitted to Senate for consideration;  

Action: JMK 
 

[Secretary’s Note: that the report was submitted to Senate for consideration at its 20 June 2017 
meeting] 

 
(d) Annual Report of OIA Complaints 

Document EC/16/87d 
 

Reported that the Annual Report of OIA Complaints was a new report that provided an 
overview of the number and types of complaints made to the OIA, in context of the number of 
complaints received by the OIA, across the sector;  

 
Noted: 
 
i. that two complaints had been closed to date in 2017 with both cases found ‘Not Justified’. 

Four cases were currently ongoing;  
 

ii. that of the 8 complaints regarding Durham University closed by the OIA in 2016, 6 were 
found to be ‘Not Justified’ and 2 were ‘not eligible’; 
 

iii. that of the 11 complaints regarding Durham University closed by the OIA in 2015, 7 were 
found to be ‘Not Justified’, whilst 2 were ‘Justified’ and 2 were ‘Partly Justified’;  
 

iv. that the number of student cases referred to the OIA nationwide fell in 2016 to their lowest 
level since 2010. It was not clear to the committee whether this was an effect of the OIA’s 
decision to extend the length of time permitted for students to refer cases to the OIA; 
students now had 12 months to refer their case to the OIA following the receipt of a 
University Completion of Procedures letters. 

 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

97. Matters of Report 
 

Received: a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of Education Committee.   
Document EC/16/88 
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98. Dates of Future Meetings 
 
To report: that further meetings of Education Committee will be held; 

 
Date 
 

Time Room 

Wednesday 21 June 2017 2:00pm Palatine Centre, Room D/PCL216 
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