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MINUTES 

 
Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 

 
63. Student Engagement 

 
(a) Principles 

 
Considered: a consultation paper from the Students’ Union on proposed changes to 
the Principles for Student Engagement; 
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Noted: 
 
(i) that the Durham Students’ Union Academic Affairs Officer (Mr David Morris) was 

in attendance to discuss the proposals; 
 

(ii) that the proposed changes were intended to facilitate more effective student 
engagement and had been endorsed by UEC, Senate, the Colleges Board and 
the Student Engagement Sub-Committee; 
 

(iii) that, if the principles were approved, Durham Students’ Union representatives 
would meet with heads of department to finalise implementation for 2014/15 (e.g. 
the roles, responsibilities and expectations of departmental student 
representatives); 

 
(iv) that a key proposed change was the University and Union would actively monitor 

and review student engagement (principle 15); 
 
(v) that there was general support for the proposed principles; 
 
(vi) that appropriate training and support should be provided for both staff and 

students involved in running Staff-Student Consultative Committees (SSCCs); 
 
(vii) that the most effective ways in which to encourage part-time student 

engagement should be given further consideration; 
 
(viii) that departments would be highly dependent on student representatives in 

relation to their ability to achieve the principles for student engagement, and it 

  



was recognised that there was significant variation year-on-year in terms of the 
effectiveness and engagement of student representatives; 

 
(ix) that it was felt that providing feedback to students on the monitoring of the 

principles for student engagement via the annual review process was not the 
most effective way, and that further consideration should be given to the ways in 
which departments provide feedback to student (in particular the potential use of 
various social media platforms); 

 
(x) that further clarity on the ways in which student representatives would interact 

with the student body would welcomed, noting the importance of accessing 
student feedback representative of the group as a whole rather than a small 
number of students within this group; 

 
(xi) that more clarity on the intended role of students in decision-making processes 

(principle 5), and what this will mean in practice at different committee levels 
would be welcomed (e.g. SSCC, departmental education committees, boards of 
studies, faculty education committees, QSSC and Education Committee); 

 
(xii) that the importance of managing student expectations in relation to their role in 

decision-making was emphasised, as was the need clearly set out the steps to 
be taken if students were in favour of a different outcome than the department; 

 
(xiii) that the Students’ Union would play a key role in ensuring that all student 

representatives were aware of their roles and responsibilities; 
 
(xiv) that some concerns were raised regarding the implicit emphasis on SSCCs as 

the formal structure through which student engagement takes place;  
 
(xv) that the School for Medicine, Pharmacy and Health (SMPH), for example, 

currently had a very active PGT student representative who did not regularly 
attend SSCC meetings due to work commitments but provided valuable 
feedback from students to the School via an active Facebook group. At PGR 
level, the most effective student engagement was via the PGR Management 
Group rather than the SSCC; 

 
(xvi) that a number of other departments used various informal methods to collect 

valuable student feedback, for example a postgraduate forum which met once pr 
twice a year (Anthropology) and weekly PGR Pizza Friday meet-ups 
(Geography); 

 
(xvii) that departments were keen to engage with students and would value more 

information on the best and most effective ways in which to do so; 
 
(xviii) that there was much current good practice within departments in relation to 

student engagement, and further consideration could be given to ways in which 
to share this good practice more widely; 

 
(b) Monitoring and Review 

 
Considered: proposed changes to mechanisms for monitoring and review of student 
engagement processes; 
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Noted: 
 
(xix) that there was overall support for the proposed ways in which student 

engagement would be monitored and reviewed, noting the suggested minor 
amendments set out below; 
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(xx) that the proposal to monitor student engagement via the annual review process 
was weighted heavily towards the SSCCs; 
 

(xxi) that the Committee strongly felt that it would be more useful to review student 
engagement periodically (e.g. every 2 to 3 years) rather than on an annual basis, 
noting that under the current proposals SSCCs would be required to review their 
effectiveness at their third meeting of each academic year on the basis of two 
meetings; 

 
(xxii) that student representatives could change on an annual basis and it would 

not be appropriate to ask current representatives to reflect on the effectiveness 
of the previous year’s student representatives; 

 
(xxiii) that the proposed monitoring of the effectivess of SSCCs via annual review 

(document 58 annex 1, paragraph 12(e)) included a mixture of factual and 
subjective judgements. The Committee was strongly of the opinion that there 
should be a clear distinction between the two, for example that monitoring should 
based on factual judgements only, with departments also asked to reflect on 
SSCC effectiveness separately; 

 
(xxiv) that it was proposed that SSCCs could be required to maintain a formal action 

log, which could then be submitted as evidence as part of the annual review 
process. 

 
64. Education Strategy 2015-2020 

 
Considered: a consultation paper on the draft Education Strategy 2015-2020; 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that the Communities section of the draft Education Strategy was vague and unclear, 

while the Transitions section was more focussed, instrumental and student-facing; 
 

(b) that some concerns were raised regarding the use of the terms ‘academic community 
of practice’ and ‘social entrepreneurship’, as these terms had very particular 
meanings which were not necessarily suitable or applicable, and which could result in 
very specific issues in terms of implementation across the University; 

 
(c) that it would be useful to include specific definitions of  what was meant by ‘academic 

community of practice’ and ‘social entrepreneurship’ in the context of the Education 
Strategy; 
 

(d) that the Strategy should refer to plural academic communities of practice, rather than 
a single community; 
 

(e) that the use of the term ‘academic communities of practice’ appeared to exclude the 
important role played by professional and accrediting bodies; 
 

(f) that it would be appropriate for a University-level review of research-led education to 
be carried out as this had been a key part of the Education Strategy 2010-2015, 
covering what the term means in practice, what students understand by the term and 
how they engage with it; 
 

(g)  that the Committee would welcome further clarification on the role and purpose of 
the University Education Strategy, for example is it intended as a marketing tool or a 
set of objectives for departments to meet; 
 

(h) that the University’s strategy in relation to taught and research postgraduate 
programmes was not clearly articulated in the draft Education Strategy; 
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(i) that while it was acknowledged that this reflected current uncertainty in relation to 

these areas, it was strongly felt that there should be greater emphasis on the 
postgraduate community in the Education Strategy; 
 

(j) that the draft Education Strategy did not include cross references to the separate 
International Strategy or the e-learning Strategy; 
 

(k) that the section on diversity was heavily focussed on home students rather than 
international students; 
 

(l) that concerns were raised regarding paragraph 14 (‘we see our students as the next 
global drivers of social change whose education experience will enable them to be 
social entrepreneurs creating solutions for the world’s most urgent social problems’) 
and it was queried whether this a suitable strategic objective for all programmes; 
 

(m) that the draft Strategy did not currently include any acknowledgment of potential  
issues related its implementation, for example in relation to student engagement; 
 

(n) that concerns were raised regarding the statement that the University goes beyond 
the legal requirements set out in Equality Act 2010 (paragraph 18), noting that there 
are some areas in which the University does not currently meet these requirements; 
 

(o)(n) that employability was currently referenced in relation to graduates of 
undergraduate programmes only; 
 

(p)(o) that the potential to include more links with scholarships in relation to the 
transition to taught or research postgraduate programmes and an emphasis on 
quality rather than quantity was discussed; 
 

(q)(p) that the term ‘creative complementarity’ was problematic and should be 
rephrased to provide greater clarity in terms of meaning; 
 

(r)(q) that there was strong support for the proposal that the Education Strategy 
should be shorter and more focussed on the fundamental educational strategic goals 
of the University; 
 

(s)(r) that it was felt that the Transtions section was implicitly focussed on campus-
based full-tim students, and that the experience of part-time and distance-learning 
students could be better reflected by the Strategy;  
 

(t)(s) that it would be appropriate for a subsequent draft of the Education Strategy 
to be circulated for discussion at departmental education committees; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee’s discussion of the draft Education Strategy would be reported to 

Education Committee; 
 

(b) that further clarification on the next steps in the development and approval of the 
2015-2020 Education Strategy would be requested from Education Committee. 

(Action: EC) 
 
65. Taught Postgraduate Review 

 
Considered: a paper on the review of taught postgraduate programmes; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1360 [STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL] – tabled 
 

Noted: 
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(a) that a summary of the review of taught postgraduate programmes looking at whether 
these programmes were meeting their recruitment targets was tabled at the meeting 
for information; 
 

(b) that it was emphasised to departmental representatives that this document was 
stricty confidential and should not be circulated more widely within departments; 
 

(c) that those programmes flagged as red would be withdrawn, while programmes 
flagged as yellow would be reviewed further; 
 

(d) that the Chair of FEC (PG) would contact departments individually in the near future 
to discuss the results of the review and to ask for comments on those programmes 
flagged as red or yellow; 
 

(e) that it was important to ensure that a clear narrative on the strategic purpose and 
importance was in place for all taught postgraduate programmes; 
 

(f) that the data in document 60 was based on offer factors rather than conversion 
factors; 
 

(g) that it was felt that conversion factors were more important than offer factors at 
taught postgraduate level; 
 

(h) that it was reported that both applications and offers for PGT programmes were up 
this year in most departments, and that there was concern regarding over-recruitment 
to some programmes.  

 
66. Annual Review of the Code of Practice for Postgraduate Research Students 

 
Considered: the following proposals arising from the annual review of the Code of 
Practice for Postgraduate Research Students: 
 
(a) Changes to Core Regulations for Postgraduate Research Degrees; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1361 
 

(b) Including Published Work(s) within Research Degree Theses; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1362 

 
(c) Examination Outcomes for Research Degrees; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1363 
 

Reported: that earlier versions of documents 61 and 62 were considered at the 19 March 
2014 meeting of the Social Sciences and Health FEC (PG); 

 
Changes to Core Regulations for Postgraduate Research Degrees 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Committee expressed uncertainty as to whether the proposed changes 

would mean that a second oral examination would be required for all resubmissions 
or that a second oral examination would be required only in cases where the 
resubmitted thesis was deemed not to be of PhD standard (leading to the award of a 
lower degree or an outright fail); 

 
(b) that the Committee felt that the proposed changes to the core regulations should be 

further clarified in order to ensure that there was no ambiguity; 
 

(c) that there was qualified support for a second oral examination being required for all 
resubmissions, noting that this would remove the potential for discretion and 
uncertainty; 

Academic Support Office  Page 5 of 12 
  



 
(d) that there was felt to be a need to further clarify the role and purpose of the oral 

examination and the specific areas it was intended to examine, and that further 
guidance on this topic should be provided to students, examiners and supervisors 
(for example via appendix A8.05 of the Learning and Teaching Handbook); 
 

(e) that it was suggested that a small working group could be established to review and 
revise the guidance provided to students and examiners on the role of the oral 
examination. It was proposed that membership of this group should include the 
Academic Registrar, Head of Academic Support Office, and selected departmental 
representatives from each Faculty; 
 

(f) that it was rare that a student would produce a satisfactory thesis but fail the oral 
examination; 
 

(g) that some concerns were expressed regarding the role of the oral examination in 
assessing the quality of supervison and availability of resources in cases where the 
thesis and/or the candidate clearly does not meet the criteria for the award 
(see appendix A8.05), noting that any such deficiencies should be identified via the 
annual progress reviews carried out by departments; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that clarification would be sought from the author of the paper as to whether it was 

proposed that a second oral examination would be required for all resubmissions; 
(Action: EC/ DD) 

 
(b) that the Committee’s request for further clarification on the role of the oral 

examination and the specific areas it was intended to examine, and the suggestion 
that a small working group should be established to discuss the guidance provided to 
students and examiners on the oral examination, would be reported to Education 
Committee; 

(Action: EC) 
 

Including Published Work(s) within Research Degree Theses 
 
Noted: 
 
(h) that the Committee fully supported the approach outlined in document 62, subject to 

some minor amendments to the wording of paragraphs 5 and 7(m); 
 

(i) that there was a typographic error in paragraph 5 (‘included’ should be replaced with 
‘including’); 
 

(j) that the Committee felt that paragraph 7(m) should be amended so that the 
development of departmental-specific guidance on the inclusion of published works 
within theses was optional rather than required (amend paragraph to state that 
departmental guidance will be approved by the relevant Chair of FEC (PG), rather 
than must be approved); 

 
Agreed:  
 
(c) that the Committee’s support for the proposed approach, and suggested minor 

amendments, would be reported to the author of the paper; 
 (Action: EC) 

 
(d) that departments would submit existing departmental-specific guidance on the 

inclusion of published works to the Secretary for review and approval by the Chair, 
and circulation to all departmental representatives in order to share good practice; 

(Action: EC) 
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Examination Outcomes for Research Degrees 
 
Noted: 
 
(k) that that Committee supported the proposal to introduce the category of ‘Major 

Corrections’ and to restate the differences between corrections and re-examination; 
 

(l) that the Committee supported that amendments made to policy and report forms in 
light of the above; 
 

(m) that it was strongly felt that the wording of option D (resubmission) should be such 
that candidates were able to submit at any point within a 12 month maximum 
resubmission period (e.g. amended revised text to state that ‘The candidate will 
undertake a further period of up to 12 months’ continuation…’); 
 

(n) that it was felt that the proposed revised text for option D could currently be read as 
stating that candidates could not be re-examined until the end of the 12 month 
resubmission period; 
 

(o) that it was felt that the period for minor corrections should remaine as ‘normally within 
3 months’, rather than reducing this period or requiring examiners to specify 1, 2 or 3 
months; 
 

(p) that the Committee was strongly in favour of the development of revised guidance for 
examiners if the proposed changes to examination outcomes were approved by 
Education Committee; 

 
Agreed: that the Committee’s discussions, and its strong support for the development of 
revised guidance for examiners if the proposed changes were approved, would be 
reported to Education Committee. 

(Action: EC) 
 

Part B:  Routine Business 
 
67. Review of Student Working Hours  

 
Considered: a review of student working hours, setting out proposals for the maximum 
number of working hours per week for undergrauduate, taught postgraduate and research 
postgraduate students; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1364 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that research postgraduate students highly valued opportunities to deliver 

undergraduate teaching, as highlighted in the most recent PRES results; 
 

(b) that some students needed to undertake paid work in order to support themselves 
and the Committee felt that further consideration of the impact of the proposed 
maximum hours would have on students should take place; 
 

(c) that it was suggested that students should also be given an opportunity to consider 
the proposal and provide comments and feedback, for example via departmental 
SSCCs or the Student Experience Sub-Committee; 
 

(d) that it was not clear how the proposed maximum hours could be enforced in cases 
where students did not work for the University, particularly as departments did not 
always know how many hours students were working; 
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(e) that there was strong support for the proposed maximum working hours to be applied 
as an average, rather than a fixed weekly maximum, noting that the amount of hours 
per week students worked was likely to vary across the academic year; 
 

(f) that it was noted that international students had a strictly enforced maximum number 
of hours they could work which was set as part of their visa requirements. Some 
international students therefore undertook voluntary work which could potentially total 
significantly more than 15 hours per week; 
 

(g) that the Committee was strongly in favour of the proposals being communicated to 
students as a set of guidelines, which would set out that working 15 hours per work 
was compatible with full-time study; 
 

(h) that the Committee felt that a statement should be added to the guidelines to the 
effect concessions for a suspension of studies or to extend submission deadlines 
would not normally be granted to students who took on more than 15 hours work per 
week; 
 

(i) that the Committee would welcome guidance on what actions could be taken by 
departments where a student was working significantly more than the recommended 
maximum hours per week without departmental approval, e.g. issuing departmental 
warnings or APNs; 
 

(j) that it was suggested that a process for reviewing research students’ progress in 
relation to their hours of non-PhD work to take place before the 9 month formal 
progression review could be built into the University guidance for supervisors. 

 
68. Annual Report on Taught Postgraduate Completion 

 
Considered: the annual report on taught postgraduate completion; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1365 
 
Agreed: that the data on taught postgraduate completion would be reviewed by relevant 
departmental committees in order to consider whether any actions should be taken to in 
response to this data. 

(Action: FEC) 
 

69. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health Education 

Committee (Postgraduate) held 19 March 2014; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1366 

 
(b) the report to Education Committee from the meeting of 19 March 2014. 

Document ECSSHSCPG1367 
 
70. Matters Arising from the Minutes 

 
Considered: 
 
(a) the action log from previous meetings of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

Education Committee (Postgraduate); 
Document ECSSHSCPG1368 

 
(b) Minute 3: Intellectual Property Rights 

 
Noted: 
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(xxv) that Education Committee had assigned an action to Tess Mantzoros (Head 
of Legal Support) to update University guidance on intellectual property rights to 
be completed during the 2013/14 academic year; 
 

(xxvi) that the FEC was strongly in favour of the inclusion of updated guidance on 
intellectual property rights in 2014/15 research postgraduate student handbooks; 

 
Agreed: that an update on the progress of the action assigned to Tess Mantzoros 
would be sought from the Secretary to Education Committee; 

(Action: EC) 
 

(c) Minute 7: Key Milestones for Successful and Timely Submission  
 
Considered:  
 
(i) an overview of information on key stages within the PhD lifecycle including within 

departmental PGR handbooks; 
Document ECSSHSCPG1369 

 
(ii) the potential to develop departmental-specific statements on key milestones 

(similar to the key milestones document developed by the HaSS Faculty at 
Newcastle University and considered by this Committee at its 16 October 2013 
meeting as document ECSSHSCPG1247); 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the School of Medicine, Pharmacy and Health had circulated an amended 

version of the key milestones documents to both research postgraduate students 
and academic staff for comment: the student response was very positive while 
the staff response was more mixed; 
 

(ii) that all departments were encouraged to consider developing an amended, 
departmental-specific version of the key milestones set out in document 
ECSSHSCPG1247 for inclusion in PGR student handbooks; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that document ECSSHSCPG1247 would be recirculated to all Committee 

members; 
 

(ii) that the overview would be amended in line with comments received from 
departmental representatives at the meeting. 

(Action: EC) 
 
71. Chair’s Business 
 

(a) PGR reinduction workshops 
 
Considered: the potential to develop faculty-level or DTC re-induction sessions for 
PGR students on their return from fieldwork or similar long periods of time away from 
the University; 
 
Reported:  
 
(i) that feedback had been received from Anthropology, DUBS, and SMPH; 

 
(ii) that opinion was mixed as to whether there was a need for faculty-level or DTC 

re-induction sessions in addition to the (re)induction sessions delivered by 
departments; 
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Noted:  
 
(i) that Anthropology delivered departmental-level re-induction sessions to research 

postgraduate students on their return from fieldwork; 
 

(ii) that, while the Committee felt that it was good practice for re-induction sessions 
to be delivered to returning research postgraduates at departmental-level or via 
individual supervisors, there was no support for the introduction of a faculty- or 
University-level re-induction session for research postgraduate students on their 
return from fieldwork; 

 
(b) Doctoral Training Partnerships 

 
To receive: an update on the outcome of studentship allocations to the Doctoral 
Training Partnerships; 
 
Reported: that this information would be circulated to departmental representatives 
following the meeting; 
 

(c) Admissions Pilot 
 
Received: an update on the admissions pilot; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that an admissions pilot was under development and would be implemented for 

either the 2015/16 or 2016/17 admissions cycle; 
 

(ii) that the pilot was intended to build on good practice in departments with large 
taught postgraduate programmes to provide an electronic admissions system 
with a high level of automation to enable standard messages to be sent out to 
applicants at key stages of the admissions process; 

 
(iii) that the pilot departments in the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health would be 

the Business School, Law and SGIA.  
 
72. Departmental Business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of departmental business not itemised elsewhere on 
the agenda. 

 
73. Student Business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of student business not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 

 
74. Report from Education Committee: 12 March 2014 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of Education Committee held on 12 March 
2014; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1370 
 
Reported: that FECs (PG) were asked to note the following: 
 
(a) Minute 51: Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

The approval of a standard question set for module evaluation questionnaires 
(MEQs) to be piloted in selected departments in 2014/15; 
 

(b) Minute 52: Implementation of the Principles for the Development of the Taught 
Curriculum 
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The committee’s consideration of the progress report on the implementation of the 
principles for the development of the taught curriculum; 

 
(c) Minute 53: Education Strategy 2015-2020  

The committee’s further discussion of the development of the next Education 
Strategy, 2015-2020; 
 

(d) Minute 56(c) (ii): Postgraduate Employability Action Plan 
The committee’s endorsement of a postgraduate employability plan from the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities; 
 

(e) Minute 58: Faculty Education Committees 
The committee’s consideration of the report from the 19 March 2014 meeting of the 
FEC (PG) and its discussion of policy around SACs and religious belief; 

 
(f) Minute 60(b): Student Experience Sub-Committee (24 February 2014) 

The approval of a Statement of Core Provision in relation to student support in 
Colleges. 

 
75. Report from Quality and Standards Sub-Committee: 26 February 2014 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of Quality and Standards Sub-Committee held 
on 26 February 2014. 
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Reported: that FECs (PG) were asked to note the following: 
 
(a) Minute 59: Annual Reviews of Research Degree Provision 

The committee’s consideration of the University and Faculty overviews of the 
annual reviews of research degree provision and the agreed actions; 
 

(b) Minute 61: Taught Postgraduate Completion and Classification 
The committee’s consideration of the analysis of taught postgraduate completion 
and classification, and the agreed actions; 
 

(c) Minute 62: Programme Withdrawal  
The revisions to the process for the withdrawal/ suspension of programmes, noting 
that departments must now reflect on the impact of withdrawal on strategic 
objectives, the operation of Queen’s Campus, and any impact on the Foundation 
Centre; 
 

(d) Minute 64(c)(ii): Matters for Consideration: Minute 24 Accredited Provision 
The key risks identified by departments and faculties in the registered of accredited 
provision. 

 
76. Research Postgraduate Students who Teach 

 
Considered: the information provided to PGR students by the Department of 
Anthropology on the application and allocation process for part-time teaching 
opportunities. 

Document ECSSHSCPG1372 
 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 

77. Matters of Report 
 
Received: a report of action taken by the chair on behalf of the Committee since its last 
meeting; 

Document ECSSHSCPG1373 – not available 
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Reported: that the deadline for submission of taught postgraduate curriculum 
development for the 2014/15 academic year was Monday 28 April 2014; 
 
Agreed: that the report of action taken by the chair on behalf of the Committee in 
relation to curriculum development would be circulated as soon as possible. 

(Action: EC) 
 

78. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported: that the 2014/15 meetings of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
Education Committee (Postgraduate) would be confirmed in the near future. 
 
Agreed: that the dates of the 2014/15 meetings of the Committee would be circulated to 
all members once confirmed. 

(Action: EC) 
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