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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

18 May 2011 
 
1. Minutes of Meeting 
 

To report:  that the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 18 May are 
attached.                 Attachment I 
[Secretary’s note:  the full documentation for this meeting can be found at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2
010-11/2011_05_18/ .]      
 

2. Items recommended to Senate for approval 
 

To report:  that the following items are recommended for approval; 
 
(a) Minute 99 Curriculum Review 

revisions to core regulations to support the implementation of the Principles for the 
development of the taught curriculum previously approved by Senate; 

Attachment II 
 

(b) Minute 104 University Code of Practice for Research Degree Programmes 
revisions to the Code, and associated documentation; 

Attachment III 
 

(c) Minute 108 Compensation in Taught Postgraduate Programmes 
revisions to the provision for compensation and resits within the core regulations for 
taught postgraduate programmes; 

Attachment IV 
 
(d) Minute 113 Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

(i) a new University strategic framework for collaborative provision; 
Attachment V 

 
(ii) revising the core regulations for undergraduate and taught postgraduate 

provision, and the University policy on the use of discretion by boards of 
examiners, with effect from 2011/12 to introduce a zone of discretion and a 
University-defined list of reasons for exercising academic discretion to promote 
students from one degree classification to another. 

Attachment VI 
 

(e) Minute 114 Student Experience Sub-Committee 

for recommendation to Council revisions to the University’s Code of Practice on 
Respect at Work and Study. 

Attachment VII 
3. Items for noting by Senate 
 

To report:  that Senate is asked to note the following; 
 

(a) Minute 100 Student Support 
approval of an implementation plan for the Principles for student support previously 
approved by Senate; 
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(b) Minute 102 Admissions 
discussion of the annual report on the implementation of the Undergraduate 
Admissions Strategy, and a revised approach to international marketing and 
recruitment; 

 
(c) Minute 110 College Membership for Part-Time Postgraduate Students 

the discussion of the proposal to extend college membership to part-time 
postgraduate students and the agreement that the PVC – Education would take 
Chair’s Action to recommend revised regulations to Senate, subject to the Deputy 
Warden’s confirmation that the agreed resourcing package was in place; 

 
(d) Minute 113 Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 

(i) the completion of the processes for overseeing annual reviews, external 
examining and the conduct of boards of examiners; 
 

(ii) the approval of the following new programmes:  BSc Accounting (with effect from 
2011/12);  BA Chinese Studies (with effect from 2011/12);  MEng/BEng 
Computer Science (with effect from 2012/13);  MSc Evolutionary Medicine (with 
effect from 2011/12);  MSc Archaeological Science (with effect from 2011/12). 
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

18 May 2011 
 

Present: Professor A Forster (Chair), Professor EL Burd, Professor J Long, Professor CM 
Gerrard, Professor SD Kunin, Dr. T Fawcett, Mr. AC Baker,  Professor SL Morris, Professor I 
Shennan, Professor NDB Saul, Dr. J Imber, Dr. M Gilmore, Mr. J Wanless, Dr. AK Hughes, 
Mr. RD Harrison, with Mr. R Emborg (items 102-112 only) and Mr. A Rennie (minute 
secretary). 
 
Apologies: Dr. C Augarde, Dr. J Phoenix, Dr. N Mears, Dr. I Greener, Professor G Towl, 
Professor T Clark, Professor JHK Meyer, Dr. PB Wilson.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 MINUTES 

(Copies of all documents listed in the minutes were filed with the minutes) 
 

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 

99. Curriculum Review 
 
Considered:  a final report from the Curriculum Review Working Group, on the 
implementation of the Principles for the development of the taught curriculum approved 
by Senate; 

Document EC/10/132 
 
Reported: that the implementation report had been drafted following extensive 
consultation; 
 
Noted:  that the paper could be interpreted to suggest that the University had only two 
teaching terms (specifically paragraph 35 of the report). This was not the intended 
interpretation: the critical issue regarding 'short fat modules' was not about equivalency 
of terms or weeks, but equivalency of contact; 
 
Agreed: that the recommendations proposed in paragraph 34 be approved; 

Action: RDH 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the action proposed in paragraph 35, 
subject to clarifications to the wording as noted above. 

Action: RDH 
 

100. Student Support 
 
Considered:  a final report from the Review of Student Support Working Group, on the 
implementation of the Principles for student support approved by Senate; 

Document EC/10/133 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that the implementation report had been drafted following extensive consultation; 

 
(b) that UEC had agreed the release of resource in principle, subject to confirmation of 

the University budget by Council; 
 

(c) that Education Committee was asked to comment specifically upon the timescale 
for the implementation and introduction of an academic adviser system; 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that it was necessary to ensure that the full implementation of academic advisors 

was timed to coincide with the availability of the resource to support that 
implementation in October 2012; 
 

(b) that confirmation of resource would be made available to departments, and this 
information would be used to inform departmental proposals which should come 
forward to FEC for discussion in Michaelmas Term; 

 
(c) that while the focus on outcomes relating to the academic adviser system was 

valuable, it would be helpful to establish a small number of potential models for 
such systems that could provide a reference point relating to the deployment of the 
additional resource available and provide a sense of institutional expectation ahead 
of the drafting of departmental statements; 

 
(d) that the academic adviser system would require more than just face-to-face contact 

time if staff were to be able to provide advice and guidance that was of genuine 
value to students. Preparation costs should be recognised within departmental 
models, thereby ensuring that staff would be able to prepare appropriately for 
meetings with students, and that the academic adviser system would provide the 
proposed benefits to students; 

 
(e) that departmental proposals would be published and made publicly available, and 

these statements would rightly become commitments which staff were obliged to 
meet; 

 
(f) that it was important to note the Committee had also revised processes to reduce 

the administrative burden upon departments, and it would continue to purse this 
matter with vigilance; 

 
(g) that the College Mentor system implementation was scheduled for October 2011; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the paper would be revised to stress the fact that implementation of academic 

advisers would be in October 2012. Confirmation of resource would be made 
available to departments ahead of Michaelmas 2011, and this information would be 
used to inform the departmental policies which would come forward for discussion 
and approval in Michaelmas 2011 and, if necessary, Epiphany 2012; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that a small number of potential models for academic advisers, that would act as 
reference points for departments, should be developed and made available; 

Action:  RDH/MG 
 

(c) that resourcing issues relating to academic advisers should be discussed 
specifically at the individual departmental level as part of the overall planning 
round; 

Action: SK/TF/AB 
 

(d) that the remaining proposals in Document 133 be approved. 
Action: RDH 

 
101. Academic Contact 
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Considered:  a paper on the extent and nature of academic contact within programmes 
of study; 

Document EC/10/134 
[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/10/134 was strictly private and confidential for EC 
members only] 
Reported:  
 
(a) that HEFCE would require contact hours to be published by programme type from 

2012 onwards. HEFCE generally determined programme types by JACS code; 
 

(b) that this paper provided a broad outline of contact across the University. The data 
was provisional, and although departments had been invited to comment on the 
data, there remained a concern about its accuracy. This paper was therefore a 
closed paper, and was not available for circulation beyond Education Committee; 

 
(c) that it was appropriate for there to be significant variation in contact based upon the 

needs of different disciplines, and the different approaches adopted by Durham 
departments; 

 
(d) that it would be necessary for departments to articulate clearly the academic 

rationale for why curricula were designed and delivered in a particular way; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that, given the variation in contact hours across the sector, the issue of Durham 

departments’ relative position within the sector would most likely be raised. Without 
access to full sector data, it was not clear what Durham departments’ relative 
position would be; however, departments did not design curricula based on choices 
made by other institutions. The University needed to justify the quality of the 
experience which it provided with reference to the underlying academic rationale 
which underpinned the design of programmes, not on the relationship of a 
programme to an alternative offered elsewhere; 
 

(b) that the issue of contact quantity would nonetheless inform the discussion on 
quality, and it would be useful for Durham to consider contact in light of sector 
equivalents.  Document 134 provided some comparator data, but departments 
should also consider other means of obtaining such data (for example discussions 
with external examiners); 

 
(c) that departments should continue to review the data within the module outline 

system to ensure that it was accurate, and that the rationale for contact was clear; 
 

(d) that some members felt that there would be value in creating prescriptive 
categories of activity to use within the module outline system, so that departments 
were required to choose activities from an agreed list; 

 
(e) that within Arts and Humanities, discussions on the rationale and narrative for 

curriculum design were already taking place, primarily in response to the proposals 
for Curriculum Review; 

 
(f) that the process for implementing the Curriculum Review would be a key 

mechanism for taking the issue of contact forward. The rationale for contact should 
be considered alongside learning outcomes, assessment and those other core 
aspects of curriculum design. This would ensure that discussions on contact were 
located appropriately within a broader consideration of departmental curricula, 
rather than simply in response to metrics published by HEFCE; 

 
(g) that the principles of Curriculum Review, including the issue of contact hours, 

should be central to the consideration of educational provision within the 
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University's periodic review process. Given the longer timescale of periodic review, 
it would also be appropriate to ensure that the principles were embedded within the 
annual review processes; 

 
(h) that special consideration should be given to the multi-disciplinary programmes 

within Natural Sciences and Combined Honours; 
 

(i) that consideration of taught postgraduate contact hours would be of value as an 
exercise in its own right. They could also be compared with and contrasted to 
undergraduate contact hours, providing useful information on the differentiation of 
the two levels of study. Given the greater variation in the design of taught 
postgraduate provision, there were distinct challenges associated with the collation 
and consideration of the data. However, it would be helpful to sample some 
departments within the different faculties; 

 
(j) the importance of departments working with students when considering these 

issues; 
 

(k) that, the added value provided by the Colleges at Durham was significant; 
however, while colleges played a vital role in the overall student experience at 
Durham, they were not currently involved in the direct delivery of undergraduate 
programmes; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) the proposal to require departments to provide statements on the academic 

rationale for contact, based on a template to be developed following the meeting; 
Action: RDH/AF 

 
(b) that the issue should be further considered as part of the implementation of 

Curriculum Review, and reviewed thereafter via existing mechanisms for 
considering learning and teaching issues, as indicated above; 

Action: RDH 
 

(c) that a small number of sample departments should be identified to develop the 
methodology for calculating average contact hours for taught postgraduate 
programmes. 

Action:  JJL/CA/CMG/RDH 
 

102. Admissions 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the annual report on the implementation of the Undergraduate Admissions 

Strategy; 
Document EC/10/135a-b 

 
[Secretary’s Note: Document EC/10/135b was strictly private and confidential for 
EC members only] 

 
(b) the a paper on including A* grades at A-level in undergraduate entry requirements 

for 2012 entry; 
Document EC/10/136 

 
(c) a report on the revised approach to international marketing and recruitment. 

Document EC/10/137 
Reported: 
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(a) that the annual report on the implementation of the Undergraduate Admissions 
Strategy provided an update on activity undertaken over the previous 12 months. 
All actions contained within document EC10135a were on target to be completed 
within the agreed timescale; 
 

(b) that document EC10135b summarised progress made against agreed KPIs; 
 

(c) that admissions processes were subject to ongoing review to ensure improvements 
in application processing time. The reviews focussed specifically on performance 
against KPIs, and recommendations had been made to improve performance 
against agreed KPI targets in future; 

 
(d) that Natural Sciences and Physics have requested that they be permitted to require 

A* grades of potential applicants. These requests were accompanied by clear 
rationale, and have been recommended by Admissions Sub-Committee for 
approval; 

 
(e) that the Committee was asked to consider a number of recommendations relating 

to the University’s current approach to international marketing and recruitment; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the figures were Banner-derived rather than HESA-derived. While work had 

been undertaken to match internal methodology against external methodology, 
there was likely to be some small variation in numbers; 
 

(b) that the report indicated that the University performed well on converting applicants 
into registered students, and therefore implied that increasing the number of 
applications from target groups would be critical to improved performance against 
KPIs; 

 
(c) that, in light of this, work was being focussed on open days, application information, 

with feedback sought of those factors which may dissuade potential applicants from 
applying; 

 
(d) that one issue for consideration would be travel bursaries for target students who 

were not otherwise able to travel to open days.  It was, however, difficult to 
determine to whom any bursary should apply.  The issue was, however, worthy of 
further consideration, and had already been identified by the group reviewing pre-
application open days; 

 
(e) that the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health was making use of student 

ambassadors with a specific focus on international student conversion. There might 
be value in extending this scheme to cover other student groups; 

 
(f) that undergraduate students were interested not only in their prospective 

department and programme, but also the overall student experience. This was not 
always widely understood within academic departments, who often focussed, 
understandably, on departmental provision. It would be helpful to provide 
departments with briefing notes covering University issues more broadly, to ensure 
that all were promoting the University as a whole; 

 
(g) that parents often played a critical role in the decision making process. There was a 

need to ensure that appropriate, targeted information was available to parents; 
 

(h) that presentations would be delivered by the PVC (Education) to parents as part of 
the open days.  Committee members would be welcome to offer input to these 
presentations, or to undertake some presentations themselves; 
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(i) that every department had been invited to raise entry requirements. There would 
be value in asking some highly selective departments why they were not proposing 
to raise entry requirements. Many departments already had difficulty in choosing 
between large numbers of excellent applicants. Entry requirements for 2012-2013 
entry must be agreed by 31 August 2011, which would require approval by Senate 
at the meeting schedule for 21 June 2011. This timescale permitted faculties to 
take this discussion back to departments, to ensure that the issue had been 
considered in full by all departments; 

 
(j) that, in a new fees era, there was a need to pro-actively market the University 

internationally, and particularly within the EU; 
 

(k) that the first recommendation within document EC/10/137 suggested that the 
University focus on PGR recruitment and marketing, rather than Undergraduate 
recruitment and marketing.  The committee felt that this was not an either/or option, 
and that the recommendation should be revised to remove the phrase ‘rather than 
focusing on undergraduate marketing and recruitment activities’; 

 
(l) that the third recommendation within document EC/10/137 focussed on agents, but 

should also refer to targeted school counsellors; 
 

(m) that, in respect of the sixth recommendation within document EC/10/137, the 
Committee would be interested in receiving feedback on the progress and/or 
success in seeking resource to improve international marketing in relating to the 
University webpages; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that general progress was being made in relation to the objectives of the 

Undergraduate Admissions Strategy; 
Action: RE 

 
(b) that Pre-Application Open Day Group should provide departments with briefing 

notes covering University issues more broadly, to ensure that they had access to 
the broader information which students were seeking; 

Action: RE 
 
(c) that the Pro-Vice Chancellor (Arts and Humanities), Professor Kunin, and Chair of 

Admission Sub-Committee, Dr. Hughes, would be able to take on responsibility for 
some presentations delivered to parents on open days; 

Action: RE/AH/SK 
 

(d) to approach highly selective departments to look again at the A* grade, and to 
make a recommendation to Education Committee, providing a rationale if they were 
not to recommend the use of A*; 

Action: RE/SK/TF/AB 
 

(e) that proposals to raise A level requirements in the Faculty of Social Sciences & 
Health be returned to the Chair of FEC (Undergraduate), and a proposal be 
resubmitted to Education Committee;  

Action: AB 
 

(f) that the recommendations within document EC/10/137 were supported, subject to 
the amendments noted above. 

Action: SP 
 

Recommended:  that Senate approve the proposals to raise entry requirements 
for Physics and Natural Sciences. 
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103. Education Strategy and Postgraduate Strategy Action Plan, 2011/12 
 
Considered:  a draft Education Strategy and Postgraduate Strategy Action Plan for 
2011/12. 

Document EC/10/138 
 

Agreed: that Education Committee approved the proposed action plan. 
Action: RDH 

 
104. University Code of Practice for Research Degree Programmes 

 
Considered:  the annual update on the University Code of Practice for Research 
Degree Programmes;                                                                    Document EC/10/139 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the annual update on the University Code of Practice for Research Degree 

Programmes combined a number of changes which had been initially 
recommended or agreed at previous meetings of Education Committee, and then 
considered by Faculty Education Committees. Specific amendments had been 
made in relation to Higher Doctorates, statements on Supervisory Responsibilities, 
and clarification provided around the training of academic staff new to the 
supervision of research degree students; 
 

(b) that the document proposed that two additional pieces of work be undertaken over 
the summer: a mapping of currently trained supervisory staff against currently 
active supervisors (to identify any staff who may need training); a full review of the 
current outcomes available to examiners of research degrees, in light of issues 
raised at QSSC and subsequently with FEC (Postgraduate); 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that QSSC had considered a request to extend the period allowed for minor 

corrections from 1 months to up to 3 months, as had been the case prior to 2007. 
QSSC had endorsed this request, and had recommended that the categories 
relating to resubmissions within 6 months be removed, on the grounds that this 
category was effectively covered by relevant outcomes for resubmission with 12 
months; 
 

(b) that, while there was support from some FECs (Postgraduate), it was felt that the 
advantage of the change had not been clearly articulated, and that it could cause 
confusion in light of issues already identified within the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Health – specifically, that Durham did not permit an outcome of ‘major 
corrections’, where more substantial corrections may be required but a full re-
examination was not. It was also noted that current figures on the number of 6 
months resubmissions had not been provided, and that it was not clear what the 
practice currently was at comparator institutions; 

 
(c) that Education Committee was supportive of the proposal to remove the 

resubmission within 6 months category. Rather than have further work undertaken 
over the summer, the option could be reconsidered by FECs (Postgraduate) by 
circulation following the meeting. To avoid the confusion highlighted by the initial 
feedback, it would be necessary to redefine the Minor Corrections category. This 
represented a significant change in the criteria for different outcomes, and would 
require revisions to report forms and examiner guidance, as well as to the Code of 
Practice itself; 

 
Agreed: that the Assistant Registrar should produce a revised report for consideration 
by FECs (Postgraduate) following the meeting. It could then be considered by the 
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Chair of behalf of Education Committee, and be incorporated into the annual update on 
the University Code of Practice for Research Degree Programmes ahead of Senate; 

Action: AR 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the revision to the Code of Practice for 
Research Degree Programmes and associated documentation. 
 

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

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 16 March 2011; 

Document EC/10/140 
(a) the report to Senate from the meeting of 16 March 2011; 

Document EC/10/141 
 

Received:  the extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 3 May 2011, 
detailing consideration of the reports from the meetings of Education Committee held 
14 February and 16 March 2011. 

Document EC/10/142 
 
106. Matters Arising from the Minutes 

 
(a) Action Log 

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

Document EC/10/143 
 

(b) Matters of report 
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information; 
Document EC/10/144 

 
(c) Matters for further consideration 

 
Considered:  a report on progress in approving the remaining Foundation 
Programme progression routes (Minute 58a refers); 

Document EC/10/145 
 

Noted:  that Foundation Routes to all appropriate programmes would be in place 
for 2011-2012. 

 
107. Chair’s business 
 

Reported: that there were no items of Chair’s Business not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 

 
108. Compensation in taught postgraduate programmes 

 
Considered: a report on compensation in taught postgraduate programmes; 

Document EC/10/146 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that feedback from the three faculties indicated support from two but concerns from 

the third.  The proposals had been supported by QSSC.  In light of the balance of 
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feedback received, the proposals had been brought forward for approval, and 
Education Committee was asked to recommend them to Senate; 
 

(b) that in light of the concerns raised by Arts and Humanities, and the need to work 
through programme regulations, it was proposed that the change be introduced 
with effect from 2012-2013 entry; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that departments would have responsibility for determining what a core module 

was, based on the contribution of module learning outcomes to programme 
learning outcomes, and therefore which modules a student would not be permitted 
to compensate. Exemptions would be added to the programme regulations and 
approved by the appropriate Chair of FEC (PG); 
 

(b) that the core regulations had been amended to refer to the proportion of modules 
which could be compensated, rather than to a number of credits which could be 
compensated. This would account for both the varying size of modules, and range 
of total credits in postgraduate programmes; 

 
(c) that the issue of the timing of resits had not been addressed by this paper; 

however, the possibility of a formal postgraduate resit period was proposed during 
2009-2010, but the proposal had not been supported by departments.  
Departments could, however, specify within programme regulations variations from 
the standard University timing of resits for taught postgraduate programmes; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that Education Committee supported the proposed amendments, to be introduced 

from 2012-2013; 
 

(b) that, subject to Senate’s approval, departments would be asked to reconsider 
existing programmes to identify modules to be deemed non-compensatable and, if 
necessary, specify appropriate earlier resit opportunities; 

Action: SG/EA/AR, CA/CG/JL 
 

Recommended:  that Senate approve the revision to the core regulations for 
taught postgraduate programmes to take effect in 2012-2013. 
 

109. Appeals, Discipline and Complaints 
 

Considered:   
 
(a) the annual report from Senate Academic Appeals Committee; 

Document EC/10/147 - tabled 
 

(b) the annual report from Senate Discipline Committee; 
Document EC/10/148 – not received 

 
(c) the annual report on student complaints; 

Document EC/10/149 
 
Reported:  
 
(a) that the first two pages of document EC/10/147, which contained the 

recommendations, had not been printed out; 
 

(b) that documents EC/10/149 would be considered by Student Experience Sub-
Committee in the first instance; 
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Agreed: that document EC/10/147 should be considered by circulation following the 
meeting. 

Action: RDH 
 

110. College Membership for Part-Time Postgraduate Students 
 
Considered:  a proposal to extend college membership to part-time postgraduate 
students; 

Document EC/10/150  
 
Noted: that the proposals were welcomed and supported; 
 
Agreed: that the PVC – Education take Chair’s Action to recommend revised 
regulations to Senate, subject to the Deputy Warden’s confirmation that the agreed 
resourcing package was in place. 

Action: GT/AF/RDH 
 

 
111. Excellence in Learning and Teaching Awards 
 

Considered: the outcomes of the 2010/11 Excellence in Learning and Teaching 
Awards; 

Document EC/10/151 
 
Noted: that a number of departments offered prizes for postgraduate students 
demonstrating excellence in teaching, for instance in Psychology and Earth Sciences. 
Any good practice from departmental prizes could usefully inform the development of a 
comparable institutional award. 
 
Agreed: that this information would be passed to the Academic Staff Development 
Office. 

Action: NDB  
 

112. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered: the report from the meeting held on 13 April 2011; 
Document EC/10/152-153 

 
Reported: 
 
(a) that ASC had proposed that the Supported Progression be endorsed, expanded 

and departmental participation be mandated; 
 

(b) that ASC proposed that offers made to all students who were studying language A-
Levels be standardised, regardless of their languages background; 
 

(c) that ASC proposed that pre-arrival programme transfer be standardised, to ensure 
that the point at which applicants requested changes of programmes did not impact 
on their chances of being admitted to the revised programme; 

 
Noted: that two faculties had agreed approaches to considering students who wished 
to transfer between programmes. This ensured that requests were considered in a 
consistent fashion. Science did not currently have an agreed policy; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that Education Committee approved the policy for handling pre-arrival transfer 

requests in a fair and consistent manner; 
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Action: RE 
 

(b) that the Chair of FEC (Undergraduate) in Science should work with colleagues in 
the Faculty to develop an agreed faculty policy on programme transfers which 
would take effect, and be publicly available and published, from 2011/12. . 

Action: STF 
 
Recommended:   
 
(a) that Senate approve amendments to Supported Progression to confirm it as 

part of Durham’s standard admissions activity; to expand its geographical 
area to include the North East and Cumbria; and to require participation from 
all academic departments from the 2011/12 academic year onwards; 
 

(b) that Senate approve a policy on the treatment of native and non-native 
language qualifications, to remove the potential for inequalities that may 
result from existing guidance. 

 
 
 
 
113. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the reports from the meeting held on 28 February, 28 March and 28 April 
2011; 

Documents EC/10/154-156 
Reported: 
 
(a) that QSSC had identified a need to provide external examiners with more detailed 

information on their role in the context of marking or remarking examination or 
other assessed papers, specifically around whether or not examiners should raise 
or lower individual student marks; 
 

(b) that QSSC had considered a request to revise University regulations to allow 
articulation agreements which involved direct entry in the third year of a four year 
integrated masters programme, and had agreed to recommend that this be 
permitted; 

 
(c) that QSSC had considered a request to update Learning and Teaching Handbook 

guidance to take account of advances in technology which permitted audio 
recordings of feedback to be made and passed to students;  

 
(d) that in the light of the Chief External Examiner’s report, and the University overview 

of external examiner reports, for 2009/10, QSSC had commissioned a review on 
the use of discretion, and brought forward proposals which aimed to improve 
consistency in the use of discretion, while maintaining the principle of academic 
discretion as an action which was exercised according to the professional 
judgement of academic staff in response to the specific circumstances of an 
individual student; 

 
(e) that QSSC recommended that the University adopt a discretionary boundary of a 

defined percentage beneath any classification boundary, which would determine 
the students for whom the exercise of academic discretion must be considered; 

 
(f) that QSSC recommended that a defined set of guidelines be adopted which would 

determine the factors which should be taken into account when academic 
discretion was considered; 
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(g) that QSSC had recommend that programme approval panels should be asked to 
consider explicitly a matrix document mapping learning outcomes against 
summative assessment; 

 
(h) that QSSC had referred the issue of the naming conventions for degrees to 

Education Committee for consideration; 
 

(i) that QSSC had considered faculty reports and University overviews for 2009/10 
relating to:  the annual review of research degree programmes;  the annual review 
of taught programmes;  external examiner reports for undergraduate and integrated 
master’s programmes;  external examiner reports for taught postgraduate 
programmes;  and the conduct of boards of examiners for taught programmes; 

 
(j) that QSSC had approved the introduction of the following new programmes:  BSc 

Accounting (with effect from 2011/12);  BA Chinese Studies (with effect from 
2011/12);  MEng/BEng Computer Science (with effect from 2012/13);  MSc 
Evolutionary Medicine (with effect from 2011/12);  MSc Archaeological Science 
(with effect from 2011/12); 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the guidance to examiners would need be revised to specify that should 

examiners be unhappy with the assessment of a specific piece of work, they should 
not seek to change individual marks, but should instead review a range of work and 
then, if necessary, recommend to the board of examiners that systematic action be 
undertaken to address any problems. Similarly, clear guidance for internal 
examiners would be incorporated into the chairs/secretaries of boards of examiners 
training, and also communicated to heads of department; 
 

(b) that the proposal to permit 3+2 programmes for integrated masters was supported 
in principle. The proposals had not been considered by Faculty Education 
Committees, but the proposals did not require departments to undertake any 
specific activities, they simply permitted them to offer this type of collaborative 
agreement; 

 
(c) that some departments provided very detailed one-to-one oral feedback on 

assessed work. At present, the guidelines required that all students receive some 
written feedback in each of there modules in addition to any oral feedback. The 
proposed revision would permit departments to no longer require written feedback 
if this oral feedback was also recorded – thereby providing a permanent record of 
the feedback – however, if no recording was made written feedback would still be 
required; 

 
(d) that while some members felt that this amounted to duplication, the purpose of the 

policy was to ensure that all students had some record of feedback received that 
they could subsequently review and reflect on to support their learning; 

 
(e) that the issue of discretion had been considered at length by Education Committee, 

and those committees which preceded it. These committees had consistently and 
strongly favoured permitting departments to use their academic discretion; 

 
(f) that issues had arisen more recently with regard to the consistent use of discretion, 

and of the minuting of that discretion within Boards of Examiners. The paper 
considered and proposed parameters for the use of discretion, while retaining the 
principle of academic discretion as something exercised by professional staff in 
relation to the individual circumstances of the student in question;  

 
(g) that there was the suggestion that a smaller boundary of one percent, which would 

encourage detailed discussion on a smaller number of students, would be more 
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appropriate. Overall however, the proposed boundary of two percent was 
overwhelmingly supported by Education Committee, which noted that the size of 
the zone could be reviewed in future years if this was felt to be necessary; 

 
(h) that two percent meant 2.00: a student with a mark of 57.99 would not be included 

within the zone for discretion; 
 

(i) that to accompany the 'zone of discretion', three broad categories, incorporating 
positive and negative statements, had been recommended for introduction. 
Departments would be expected to consider the exercise of academic discretion in 
relation to these categories, for all those students within two percent of the 
classification boundary, and for those students only.  These categories were 
closely linked to student achievement of the learning outcomes, and retained a very 
clear role for the exercise of academic judgment by boards of examiners; 

 
(j) that the proposed amendments to the use of discretion applied to classification 

only, and to the exercise of academic discretion only (i.e. the use of discretion was 
not restricted with regard to progression; nor in respect of students deemed to have 
Serious Adverse Circumstances); 

 
(k) that it was critical that “predominance” focussed on learning outcomes rather than 

the weighted mean; 
 

(l) that the proposals to consider a matrix mapping document were sensible. 
Programme approval panels were also asked to consider the title of any new award 
as part of the programme approval process; 

 
(m) that a panel reporting to QSSC had expressed a desire for further guidance on the 

way that degree types (for example MA and MSc) were used in degree programme 
titles, in order to ensure that the naming of all awards remained transparent.  The 
Committee agreed that this was an important issue, but felt that rather than 
establish specific guidance a question on this issue should be incorporated within 
the report form for external subject specialists and that this would then inform panel 
recommendations to QSSC and the decisions of QSSC; 

 
 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the University Code of Practice for External Examining be revised to clarify that 

external examiners should not be permitted to recommend the amendment of 
individual marks where they had only seen a sample of the work in question, and 
that where they had concerns relating to marking they should instead recommend 
systematic action; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that the amendments incorporated into the training for chair and secretaries of 
boards of examiners and communicated to heads of department; 

Action: ELB/RDH 
 

(c) to approve a revision to current University policy to allow students direct access to 
Level 3 of integrated master’s degree programmes under a collaborative provision 
arrangement, with specific details being included in the individual arrangements 
and outlined in the Memorandum of Agreement for each partnership; 
 

(d) that the University policy on providing feedback to students on assessed work be 
amended to permit feedback on summatively assessed coursework via written 
feedback and/or an audio recording of feedback; 

Action: RDH 
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(e) that the approach to addressing disability issues in the design of new programmes 

and the review and/or revalidation of existing programmes be approved; 
Action: RDH 

 
(f) that revisions to the guidance in the Learning and Teaching Handbook on 

examination outcomes and associated documentation should be approved; 
Action: AR 

 
(g) that revisions to the new programme approval process requiring submission of a 

matrix document mapping learning outcomes against summative assessment be 
approved; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended:   
 
(a) that Senate approve the proposed strategic framework for collaborative 

provision. 
 

(b) that Senate approve the introduction of a zone of discretion and a University-
defined list of reasons for exercising academic discretion to promote 
students from one degree classification to another with effect from 2011/12 
for all taught programmes. 

 
114. Student Experience Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the reports from the meetings held on 21 February and 18 April 2011. 
Documents EC/10/157-158 

 
Noted: the proposals to amend the Respect at Work and Study policy; 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the revised proposals on Respect at Work 
and Study. 
 
 
 
 
 

Part C:  Items for Information 
 
115. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/10/159 
 

116. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

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

 Date Time Room 
Tuesday 14 June 2011 2.00pm Council Room 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  Final report of the Curriculum Review Working Group 
 
Purpose of Communication:  In March 2011 Senate approved the Principles for the 
Development of the Taught Curriculum proposed by the Working Group.  The Working 
Group therefore considered how these Principles should be implemented, and made 
proposals, contained in this paper, to achieve this in a timely way.  Education Committee has 
approved these proposals, but a small number of them (detailed in paragraph 35) require 
Senate approval to changes to core regulations.  Senate is now being asked to approve 
these changes to core regulations. 
 
Consultation to date:  The proposals in this paper have been the subject of extensive 
consultation across the University, as detailed in the attached paper.  This paper has been 
agreed by the Working Group, and commented on by Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee, prior to its submission to Education Committee. 
 
Action Requested:  Members of Senate are asked to approve the changes to core 
regulations proposed in paragraph 35. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 14 
June 2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Richard Harrison (extn. 46126;  email: 
r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 

mailto:r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk�
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Final report of the Curriculum Review Working Group 
Background 
1. At its meeting on 1 March 2011 Senate approved the Principles for the Development of 

the Taught Curriculum.  The final version of the principles approved by Senate is 
attached as Annex 1.  This paper makes a range of proposals to ensure the timely and 
effective implementation of the Principles.  These proposals are summarised in a 
proposed implementation plan attached as Annex 2, and there is an impact assessment 
attached as Annex 3. 

Consultation exercise 
2. In considering how to implement the Principles the Working Group proposed that the 

Principles be divided into two categories:  those that departments would need to 
consider and address in relation to every taught programme (Principles 1 to 3, 6 to 9 and 
11);  and those that needed to be addressed in the first instance by the development of 
University policy and procedure (Principles 4, 5, 10 and 12 to 15).  The Working Group 
also felt that wherever possible implementation should be embedded within existing 
policies and processes, to avoid unnecessary burdens on departments and professional 
support services. 

3. In the Epiphany Term 2011 the Working Group developed draft implementation 
proposals based on the approach outlined above.  The full consultation paper is 
available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/ECSSCUG
1061.pdf .  In summary the proposals were: 

a. Remove the requirement that departments develop departmental education 
strategies, and replace this with a requirement that as part of the annual review 
process over the summer and early autumn 2011 departments should develop a 
three year action plan to ensure that all their taught programmes were aligned with 
Principles 1 to 3, 6 to 9 and 11.  These would be submitted as part of the annual 
review process, and progress monitored through future annual reviews and periodic 
reviews. 

b. Revise Departmental Review and the new programme approval process, to make the 
Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum a key reference point for the 
initial approval and subsequent revalidation of programmes. 

c. Put in place processes to develop University policy frameworks and guidelines to 
support the implementation of Principles 4, 5, 10, 12, 13 and 14. 

d. Revise core regulations to permit 10 credit modules, in addition to the existing 
permitted valencies at undergraduate (20 credits) and taught postgraduate (15 
credits and 20 credits) levels. 

e. Increase the flexibility for departments to offer short-fat undergraduate modules. 

4. These proposals were circulated widely across the University, including to FECs, DSU 
Council, Faculty Boards and heads of relevant professional support services.  
Responses were also received from a number of departments.  A list of those responses 
received is attached as Annex 4.  The Working Group has found this feedback to be 
very helpful.  The following paragraphs detail the significant issues raised in the 
consultation;  the Working Group’s response to these;  and makes final proposals in the 
light of the consultation exercise.  Full details of the feedback received, and Working 
Group’s consideration of this, are available from the Head of the Academic Support 
Office on request. 

  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/ECSSCUG1061.pdf�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/ECSSCUG1061.pdf�
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Overarching issues 
5. One response to the consultation raised concerns about the breadth of the Principles 

given the expectation that all programmes would be expected to meet Principles 1 to 3, 6 
to 9 and 11, while at the same time expressing concern that the principles were too 
undergraduate in focus.  The Working Group felt that the purpose of the Principles was 
to challenge departments to reflect on their current provision, and that the Principles as 
written set a level of specificity that presented such a challenge while not being 
unreasonably prescriptive.  It is also the case that where there a compelling case can be 
made, exemptions from some of the Principles can be considered for approval by the 
chair of the relevant FEC.  As a result of this the Group felt that the Principles remained 
appropriate. 

6. There was also a concern expressed that further clarity was needed in terms of the 
expectations relating to the employability and skills principles.  Currently a Skills Audit 
Working Group is developing a list of graduate attributes for all graduates from taught 
Durham programmes, which will be brought to Education Committee for consideration in 
June 2011.  These attributes will be grouped into eight broad areas, two of which will 
relate to academic programmes.  The Group’s view was that once these graduate 
attributes were approved these would provide the sort of additional guidance on the 
employability and skills requested. 

7. Two respondents also requested further guidance on Principle 11 relating to 
internationalisation, and specifically what was meant by the development through the 
curriculum of students’ intercultural competence.  The Working Group felt that there was 
would be variation between departments arising from discipline-specific issues, and were 
therefore clear that prescriptive guidance would not be possible or appropriate.  It did, 
however, recognise that it would be helpful to provide departments with a checklist of key 
questions and prompts in this area that they could then use in considering this issue 
within their disciplinary context.  The Working Group therefore agreed to develop such a 
checklist prior to the 2010/11 round of annual reviews. 

Revisions to existing processes 
Annual review of taught programmes 

8. Generally there was a positive reception to the proposal that department’s be asked to 
focus their annual reviews of 2010/11 (to be conducted in the summer/early autumn of 
2011) on the consideration of Principles 1 to 3, 6 to 9 and 11, leading to the development 
of an action plan to ensure that by a given date (for example the start of academic year 
2013/14). 

9. There was a request that the status of these action plans in relation to departmental 
education strategies be clarified, but the Group is clear that these action plans should 
replace the requirement that departments produce education strategies.  There were 
also comments about the need for these action plans to integrate with departmental 
plans, and the Working Group agreed that this was important.  Once the action plans 
had been agreed in the summer and autumn 2011 these should inform department’s 
annual planning process in relation to education, but the monitoring of progress against 
the action plans would remain within the annual review process in order to ensure 
effective oversight of implementation by Education Committee. 

10. The Library made a specific proposal that departmental action plans should all be 
required to include a specific section or commitment relating to the development of 
library research skills.  The Group entirely agreed that it was essential that students 
received appropriate training and support in this area, but was not convinced that 
departmental action plans should be required to have a section on this issue.  It was 
crucial that departments reflect on this issue as part of the development of their action 
plan, and the Principles and the graduate attributes referred to above would ensure that 
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this was the case, but whether this required further action, and what that action should 
be, would depend on the results of that reflection. 

11. Consequently the Working Group recommends that: 

a. During the annual reviews of 2010/11 all departments should be required to reflect on 
the Principles approved by Senate, and develop a three year action plan to ensure 
that all their programmes are aligned with Principles 1 to 3, 6 to 9 and 11. 

b. Departmental action plans should replace the requirement that all departments 
develop a departmental education strategy. 

c. All departmental action plans should be considered for approval by the chair of the 
relevant FEC, with these chairs having authority to consider for approval any 
instances where a department felt that it had a strong and compelling case to vary 
from one of the agreed Principles. 

d. Progress against the action plan should be considered through future annual reviews 
and reported to FECs. 

e. Oversight of the initial approval of departmental action plans, and the monitoring of 
subsequent progress against these plans, should take place through the submission 
of faculty overviews of annual review to QSSC.  QSSC will then be responsible for 
assuring Education Committee that action plans are in place, and that appropriate 
progress is being made against this. 

f. Workshops should be provided in the Easter Term that should be led by the chair or 
deputy chair of Education Committee;  the chairs of the two FECs;  the Academic 
Staff Development Office;  and relevant members of the Academic Support Office.  
These workshops will present the key elements of the approach, explain its rationale 
and identify the key outputs expected from the process.  All heads of department and 
FEC members from the faculty will be invited to attend (with other members of 
departments able to attend if they wish to do so).  Subsequent support will be 
provided through FECs (for example through discussion of annual review reports). 

g. There be no blanket requirement that departments revise programme specifications 
by a certain date, but that programme specifications should be updated by 
departments as any changes resulting from the departmental action plans are made.  
Where appropriate ASO will provide clerical support for this by, in response to 
requests from departments, transferring any information in outdated programme 
specification templates into the current templates. 

If approved, these recommendations will lead to the amendment of the annual review 
report form. 

Departmental Review 

12. No concerns were raised in relation to the proposal that the use of the Principles be 
embedded in the Departmental Review process. 

13. As a result of this the Working Group recommends that 

a. The Principles should form one of the key reference points for the periodic review of 
a department’s educational provision, and be embedded within the guidance notes 
for Departmental Review teams. 

b. The criteria for the revalidation of programmes following Departmental Review should 
be amended to include the following additional criterion:  ‘is aligned with the 
University’s Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum’. 
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Programme approval 

14. The proposal to embed the Principles in programme approval raised no concerns in the 
consultation exercise. 

15. Consequently the Working Group recommends that: 

a. An additional criterion be added to the criteria for the approval of new programme as 
follows:  ‘that in designing the proposed programme the proposers have considered 
and appropriately addressed the University’s Principles for the development of the 
taught curriculum’. 

b. Revising the guidance to programme approval panel members to highlight the need 
for them to consider the alignment of a proposed programme to the Principles. 

c. Amending the guidance for completing the programme specification template (in 
effect the University’s guidance on curriculum design) to ensure that its detail better 
reflected the Principles. 

Policy development 
Developing a research culture at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels 

16. This objective is embodied in Principle 4.  The consultation paper had requested 
feedback from colleagues on how this could be most effectively achieved, and a number 
of examples of how this might be done were given (for example journals based on 
research undertaken by students as part of their programme;  undergraduate and taught 
postgraduate research conferences;  short-term research associate schemes).  
Responses to the consultation focused on detailed aspects of the examples, rather than 
how the wider issue embodied in the aim could be addressed.  The Working Group felt 
that examples intended to prompt discussion had curtailed the debate, and not led to the 
type of wide-ranging discussion on developing a research culture at undergraduate and 
taught postgraduate levels that was needed.  It also felt that there was an opportunity 
that had not been taken up to consider what action might be taken at faculty level in this 
area, both to address the aim itself and to help develop the academic identity of faculties. 

17. The Working Group therefore recommends that FECs be asked to reflect on this issue 
through the Michalemas Term 2011, and bring forward recommendations in this area. 

Thematic inter- and/or cross disciplinary modules 

18. There was little comment on the proposal that the PVCs for Education and Research be 
asked to consider how and on what timescale the development of a suite of these 
modules, that drew on the peaks of research excellence in the University’s research 
institutes and centres, should be taken forward.  One respondent expressed concern that 
the practical obstacles to such modules were perhaps greater than the Working Group 
had suggested, and if this is the case this will need to be addressed in the proposals 
brought forward. 

19. Consequently it is recommended that the PVC – Education bring forward proposals 
during 2011/12 on: 

a. How, and on what timescale, a suite thematic inter- and/or cross-disciplinary modules 
should be developed. 

b. Definitions for multi- and inter-disciplinary programmes (including joint honours), and 
make recommendations on what the University’s expectations are in relation to the 
extent and nature of the integration between the subjects studied in such 
programmes. 
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Recognition for credit of student employment, short-term community/work-based placements 
and short-term overseas placements 

20. This proposal led to little comment in the consultation exercise.  The Working Group 
therefore recommends that ASO and CEEC work together to develop a proposed 
framework for awarding credit in these areas, with initial proposals being taken to QSSC 
for consideration prior to them being subject to consultation with FECs and a final 
recommendation being made to Education Committee in Michaelmas Term 2011. 

Strong encouragement of students to undertake optional language modules 

21. A number of respondents expressed concerns about how Principle 12 could be 
addressed, in particular the balance between languages within and outwith the 
curriculum.  The Working Group recognises these concerns, and appreciating the 
complexity of the issues raised had recommended the establishment of a specific 
working group to consider language provision.  The terms of reference for the working 
group will be written to ensure that the concerns raised by departments are considered 
by this working group. 

22. Consequently the Working Group recommends that Principle 12 be addressed through a 
specific working group, reporting to Education Committee in Michaelmas Term 2011 
following consultation with FECs earlier that term. 

Increased flexibility to offer undergraduate modules in a short-fat mode of delivery 

23. There was support for this principle.  Whilst there was support for undergraduate 
modules being paired so that two ‘paired’ modules ran in the same timetabling slot one in 
the Michaelmas Term and the other in the Epiphany Term.  Some felt this was too 
restrictive.*

24. One response noted that if this increased flexibility to deliver undergraduate modules in a 
short-fat mode were approved, there would be a need to agree the extent of the balance 
of credits that would be permitted across the two terms.  The Working Group considered 
this issue carefully, taking into account the responsibility on the University to manage the 
move to a more mixed economy of module provision in a way that the quality students’ 
academic experience was promoted.  It was also conscious of the implications of the 
proposed permissibility of 10 credit modules.  In this context the Working Group felt that 
the permitted balances of credits across the Michaelmas and Epiphany Terms should be 
60:60, 70:50 and 50:70. 

  The Working Group were clear that pairing was important in the production 
of a viable teaching timetable for the University. 

25. Finally, the Group had initially proposed that where modules are offered in a short-fat 
mode of study during the Michaelmas Term these modules should not be assessed by 
examination in the Easter Term but should instead be assessed by a form of 
coursework.  A number of respondents felt that this was unnecessarily restrictive.  The 
Working Group had initially made this proposal to promote diversification of assessment, 
but on reflection felt that there could be situations where it a good case could be made 
for assessing a module taught solely in the Michaelmas Term by examination in the 
Easter Term. 

26. The Working Group therefore recommends that: 

a. Departments should be permitted to offer undergraduate modules in a short-fat mode 
of study, where it is possible to ‘pair’ modules so that the two paired modules run in 
the same timetable slot in the two terms. 

                                                
* To be clear, this pairing would be for timetablig purposes only.  Where modules have been 

paired for timetabling students will not be required to take both modules in the pair. 
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b. The core regulations should be revised to state that where students are taking short-
fat undergraduate modules, they should be permitted to take no less than 50 credits 
and no more than 70 credits in a single term. 

c. Where departments offer short-fat undergraduate modules in the Michaelmas, the 
norm should be that such modules are assessed by coursework but that departments 
be permitted to assess such modules by examination in the Easter Term if a good 
case, judged satisfactory by the chair of the relevant FEC, could be made. 

Introduction of 10 credits modules at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels 

27. Overall this proposal was positively received.  There was initial confusion in some 
quarters as to whether this development would require programmes to move to 10 credit 
modules, but this was never the Group’s intention.  Rather it was to give departments the 
option of offering 10 credit modules if they wished to do so. 

28. A broader concern was expressed about whether allowing 10 credit modules would lead 
to over-assessment and the atomisation of the curriculum.  The Working Group accepted 
that these are the classic dangers of permitting smaller module valencies, and that there 
would be a need for the University to ensure that it did not fall into these traps.  The 
Group felt that this could be achieved through the careful scrutiny of all proposals to 
establish 10 credit modules by FEC chairs, taking into account the overall impact of such 
changes on a programme, and that this could be addressed through the curriculum 
development process. 

29. Some concern was expressed regarding the potential impact on joint honours, Combined 
Honours and Natural Sciences programmes of the introduction of 10 and 30 credit 
modules in addition to 20 and 40 credit modules.  The Working Group agreed that it was 
important that appropriate account of this issue was taken whenever a department 
moved towards the development of 10 and 30 credit modules.  To address this issue it 
therefore feels it will be necessary for any department proposing the introduction of 10 
and 30 credits module to consult with the directors of Combined Honours and Natural 
Sciences, and in respect of joint honours programmes to consult with any partner 
departments, and for the department proposing such modules to provide written 
evidence of this consultation when submitting proposals for consideration for approval by 
FECs. 

30. Issues were also raised regarding the proposal that if the University permitted 10 credit 
modules, the adjacent level rule would need to be revised for undergraduate and 
integrated master’s programmes to permit only 30 credits, rather than the current 40 
credits, to be taken from the level below the one in which a student was studying.  This 
concern was raised in particular by Science in relation to Natural Sciences and some 
integrated master’s programmes.  The Working Group recognised the issues this would 
raise, but felt that an important part of the University’s existing rationale for allowing 40 
credits from the level below rather than the 30 credits recommended in the national 
credit framework was that national requirement was not aligned to the University’s 20 
credit valency at undergraduate level.  Consequently the Group still feels that the 
adjacent level rule needs to be revised, but is proposing that the reduction be phased to 
allow affected programmes sufficient time to be amended. 

31. Consequently the Group recommends that: 

a. The core regulations for undergraduate and taught postgraduate programmes be 
amended to permit modules on a 10 credit valency. 

b. Where departments are proposing the introduction of 10 and 30 credit modules that 
will affect joint honours, Combined Honours and Natural Sciences modules, they 
must consult with the partner department or relevant programme director and provide 
evidence of this consultation. 
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c. Chairs of FECs be asked to consider the overall impact on a programme of study of 
any proposals to introduce 10 credit modules. 

d. The core regulations be revised to permit undergraduate students to take only 30 
credits from the level below which they are studying, and that this be implemented 
with effect from 2012/13 for Level 2 students;  from 2013/14 for Level 3 students; and 
2014/15 for Level 4 students. 

Management of module registrations 

32. In its consultation document the Working Group identified a need to consider the way in 
which departments manage their module registrations.  This emerged in the form of 
comments in response to last term’s consultation about the way in which departments 
had created elaborate systems of tied modules and module pre- and co-requisites that 
often limited student choice.  The underlying implication was that these systems did not 
always rest on the academic rationale that should underpin these areas, but was 
sometimes a result of attempts to manage module registrations in a way that would not 
be possible within the University’s current policy on capping the number of students on 
modules.  There was no comment on this proposal. 

33. The Working Group therefore recommends that during 2011/12 a task and finish group 
be established to consider both policy (as it will require the development of a new 
University policy on module capping) and practical issues (as the ability to manage 
module registrations effectively and efficiently will only be in place once the development 
of online module registration has been completed) in this area.  The intention is that 
recommendations would be brought to Education Committee (following consultation with 
FECs and Faculty Boards) in 2011/12. 

Action requested 
34. Education Committee is asked to approve: 

a. the requirement that departments develop action plans to implement the Principles 1 
to 3, 6 to 9 and 11, and the related changes to annual review (see paragraph 11); 

b. the proposed revisions to Departmental Review and programme approval to embed 
consideration of the Principles within these processes (see paragraphs 13 and 15); 

c. asking FECs to consider during Michaelmas 2011 what steps can be taken further to 
develop a research culture at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels (see 
paragraph 17); 

d. the proposed approach to developing thematic inter- and/or cross-disciplinary 
modules (see paragraph 19); 

e. the proposed work to develop a framework for the recognition for credit of student 
employment, short-term community/work-based placements and short-term overseas 
placements (see paragraph 20); 

f. in principle, the establishment of a working group on language provision with detailed 
terms of reference and membership to be brought to Education Committee for 
consideration for approval (see paragraph 22); 

g. the increased flexibility to permit undergraduate modules to be offered in a short-fat 
mode of delivery (see paragraph 26); 

h. arrangements for permitting modules to be offered on a 10 credit valency (see 
paragraph 30); 

i. in principle, the establishment of a working group to consider the issue of the 
management of module registrations in relation to the specification of pre- and co-
requisites, module capping and the use of the ‘tied’ module status with detailed terms 
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of reference and membership to be brought to Education Committee for 
consideration for approval (see paragraph 32). 

35. Education Committee is asked to recommend to Senate: 

a. revising the undergraduate core regulations to specify that were students take short-
fat modules they should be permitted to take no more than 70 credits in a single term 
(see paragraph 26b); 

b. revising the undergraduate and taught postgraduate core regulations to permit 
modules to be offered on a 10 credit valency (see paragraph 30a); 

c. amending core regulations to revise the adjacent level rule to reduce the number of 
credits that can be taken from the level below in undergraduate and integrated 
master’s programmes (see paragraph 30b). 
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Annex 1 Underlying principles for the development of the 
taught curriculum1

Introduction 
 

Durham University’s strategic aim is to ‘achieve the highest standards in research-led 
education for both undergraduates and postgraduates’ in a learning community ‘that 
empowers all to learn and develop to their full potential’.  To support it in achieving this aim, 
the University will develop and support curricula in accordance with the following Principles. 

Research-led education 
1. Research-led education2

2. All programmes of study will normally engage with all four of the modes of research-led 
education defined in footnote 2, and while in some cases there may be specific reasons 
why a programme(s) is not able to incorporate all four modes any exceptions will need to 
be explicitly justified. 

 will be embedded within the curriculum of all programmes of 
study, with research-led education (as appropriate to the academic community(ies) of 
practice to which the department belongs) being a coherent, progressive and explicit 
strand at all stages of a programme.  The University will expect that this begins at Level 
1 of undergraduate programmes (and Level 0 for those programmes incorporating a 
foundation year) and immediately in taught postgraduate programmes. 

3. All degree programmes will include a major research project, dissertation or equivalent 
(at undergraduate level typically 40 credits and at taught postgraduate level typically 60 
credits) where students are able to demonstrate the development of their own research 
and independent study skills, as well as their expertise in their chosen field of study.  
This major research project will provide a ‘capstone’ to their Durham education that 
allows students to demonstrate their ability as independent learners and researchers. 

4. The University will develop a research culture at undergraduate and taught postgraduate 
levels, with programmes of study ensuring that students at these levels are inducted into 
the research culture of their department.  Mechanisms will be developed for recognising 
student research in taught programmes from Level 1 onwards.  This might include 
developments such as prizes, junior research associate schemes or journals of 
undergraduate and taught postgraduate research. 

Inter- and cross-disciplinarity (also see principle 12 below) 

                                                
1 Unless otherwise stated, the principles should be understood as applying to both undergraduate and 

taught postgraduate programmes. 
2 Throughout these principles , the term ‘research-led’ should be understood in its broadest sense 

encompassing all four types of research-led education detailed in the standard definition of this term: 
‘research-led:  in the sense that the curriculum is structured around subject content, and the content 

selected is directly based on the specialist research interests of teaching staff; teaching is often based on a 
traditional ‘information transmission’ model; the emphasis tends to be on understanding research findings rather 
than research processes. Limited emphasis is placed on maximising the potential positive impacts of teaching on 
research. 

research-oriented:  in the sense that the curriculum places emphasis as much on understanding the 
processes by which knowledge is produced as on learning the codified knowledge that has been achieved; 
careful attention is given to the teaching of inquiry skills and on acquiring a ‘research ethos’; the research 
experiences of teaching staff are brought to bear in a more diffuse way. 

research-based:  in the sense that the curriculum is largely designed around inquiry-based activities, rather 
than on the acquisition of subject content; the experiences of staff in processes of inquiry are highly integrated 
into the student learning activities; the division of roles between teacher and student is minimised; the scope for 
two-way interactions between research and teaching is deliberately exploited. 

research-informed:  in the sense that it draws consciously on systematic inquiry into the teaching and 
learning process itself’. [Griffiths, 2004 quoted in A Jenkins and M Healy, Institutional strategies to link teaching 
and research (2005), p.21]. 
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5. The University should develop a suite of inter- and/or cross-disciplinary modules, 
thematic and issues-based in nature, that will draw on staff across academic disciplines 
in ways that reflect the increasingly cross- and inter-disciplinary character of the 
University’s research strategy and activity.  An opportunity to undertake one of these 
modules at some point in their studies will be available to all students. 

Employability and skills 
6. All programmes will develop a wide-range of skills in our students (also see Principles 4, 

12 and 13 in the Principles for student support), with many of these skills being acquired 
through enquiry-led activities that develop many of key attributes valued by employers 
and which prepare our graduates for further study and employment.  The skills 
developed through enquiry-led activities will be combined in all programmes with the 
development of a wide range of skills that will provide students with the competences to 
succeed in the world of work and the ability to manage their own intellectual and 
professional development. 

7. Skills acquisition and the way in which these are developed through academic content, 
modes of learning and assessment methods, will be clearly defined in module and 
programme material and effectively communicated to students. 

8. All programmes of study will provide an ongoing clearly-structured academic induction 
that provides students with a firm foundation in the writing, communication and numeracy 
skills (appropriate to their level) required in their chosen subject area so that they are 
fully prepared for their studies. 

9. All programmes of study will utilise a diverse range of modes of assessment (appropriate 
to the discipline, subject matter and learning outcomes) that support the development 
and demonstration of a broad range of competences and skills, with modes of learning 
and teaching being revised as necessary to support this diversification of assessment. 

10. The University will develop a framework that will allow academic credit to be awarded for 
student employment or short-term community/work-based placements that have involved 
the application or development of academic knowledge and skills relevant to the 
academic subject of the department offering the module. 

Internationalisation 
11. Curricula will be designed to provide students with the opportunity to develop as 

international citizens.  All programmes of study will be internationally relevant, and their 
curricula will incorporate intercultural competence (in ways that are appropriate to their 
subject area) so that they can make a positive contribution to an increasingly globalised 
society. 

12. All students will be strongly encouraged to undertake credit-bearing languages as 
optional modules within their programme of study, and will be given the opportunity to 
undertake such modules at some point during their programme of study. 

13. The framework proposed in principle 10 above will also apply to short periods of study 
abroad. 

Underpinning structures 
14. The University will retain its current academic year and modular structures, but seek to 

increase the flexibility within these structures as far as is practicable in order to 
implement effectively the Principles detailed above. It will do this through delivery of an 
increased number of modules in a short-fat mode of study and increased flexibility in the 
potential credit values of modules, in order to facilitate placements, study abroad and 
research-led education.  It will also encourage departments to make full use of the 
teaching year, including the final three weeks of the Easter Term. 



Final report of the Curriculum Review Working Group 

Academic Support Office  Page 12 of 18 

15. Key quality management processes, for example programme approval, curriculum 
development, annual review and periodic review will be used to support, and monitor, the 
implementation of these Principles. 
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Annex 2 Draft implementation plan 
 Timeline 

 Easter 2010 Summer 2011 Michaelmas2011 Epiphany 2012 Easter 2012 Summer 2012 Michaelmas 2012 

Action        

1. Revise annual review 
and require 
departmental action 
plans. 

Revised 
documentation 
developed and 
circulated, and 
faculty workshops 
held. 

Departments 
conduct annual 
reviews and 
develop three year 
action plan to 
implement the 
Principles 

Departmental 
action plan 
submitted to chair 
of FEC for 
approval. 

QSSC receives 
first assurance 
reports from FEC 
chairs, and makes 
first assurance 
report to EC and 
Senate. 

 Departments 
conduct annual 
review including 
review of progress 
against action plan, 
and update of the 
action plan. 

Departmental 
action plan 
(including report on 
progress to date) 
submitted to chair 
of FEC for 
approval. §

2. Incorporate Principles 
within Departmental 
Review process. 

 

Departmental 
Review 
documentation 
revised to 
incorporate 
Principles. 

 Implementation of 
Departmental 
Review, including 
scrutiny against the 
Principles. 

    

3. Incorporate Principles 
within programme 
approval. 

 Programme 
approval 
documentation 
revised to 
incorporate 
Principles. 

First programme 
approval panels 
held that include 
reference to the 
Principles. 

    

4. Introduce faculty and/or 
University mechanisms 
for recognising student 
research. 

  Education 
Committee to 
consider proposed 
approach and 
agree 
implementation 
schedule. 

    

                                                
§ The annual cycle detailed here would repeat in 2012/13 and 2013/14. 
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 Timeline 

 Easter 2010 Summer 2011 Michaelmas2011 Epiphany 2012 Easter 2012 Summer 2012 Michaelmas 2012 

Action        

5. Develop University 
framework for multi- and 
inter-disciplinarity. 

 Proposals to be 
developed in draft 

Proposals to be 
worked up via a 
mechanism to be 
confirmed. 

Proposals subject 
to consultation with 
FECs, and 
approved by EC 
and Senate. 

  Implementation of 
agreed proposals 

6. Develop a framework for 
awarding credit for 
student employment and 
short-term placements. 

 Proposals to be 
developed in draft. 

Proposals to be 
considered by 
QSSC, subject to 
consultation with 
FECs and 
approved by EC 
and Senate. 

Departments to 
develop proposals 
for first round of 
placements under 
this scheme to take 
effect Oct. 2012. 

  First round of 
placements under 
this scheme start. 

7. Encourage and support 
increased take-up of 
language modules. 

Working Group 
established by 
Education 
Committee. 

Working Group to 
start its work. 

Working Group to 
develop detailed 
proposals and 
consult with FECs 
on these. 

Proposals 
approved by EC 
and Senate. 

Implementation of 
proposals, 
extending to start 
of 2012/13. 

  

8. Revise modular 
structure to permit 10 
credit modules. 

EC and Senate 
approve revisions 
to core regulations. 

Administrative 
changes put in 
place (e.g. 
changes to module 
outline system). 

Departments 
develop proposals 
for any 10 and 30 
credit modules 
they want to 
introduce. 

FECs consider for 
approval any 
proposals for 10 
and 30 credit 
modules. 

  First 10 and 30 
credit modules 
delivered. 

9. Permit increased 
delivery of short-fat 
undergraduate modules. 

EC and Senate 
approve revisions 
to core regulations, 

Guidelines spelling 
out timetabling 
restrictions, and 
any QA guidance, 
developed. 

Departments 
develop proposals 
for any short-fat 
modules they want 
to deliver. 

FECs consider for 
approval any 
proposals to 
deliver short-fat 
modules. 

  First short-fat 
modules under 
new framework 
delivered. 

10. Develop new 
University policies on 

Working Group 
established by 

Working Group Working Group to 
develop detailed 

Proposals 
approved by EC 

Implementation of 
proposals, 
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 Timeline 

 Easter 2010 Summer 2011 Michaelmas2011 Epiphany 2012 Easter 2012 Summer 2012 Michaelmas 2012 

Action        

management of module 
registrations. 

Education 
Committee. 

starts its work. proposals and 
consult with FECs 
on these. 

and Senate. extending to start 
of 2012/13. 
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Annex 3 Impact assessment 
This impact assessment focuses solely on definite proposals within the main paper that it is intended to implement in 2010/11 and 2011/12.  It 
does not attempt to assess the impact in relation of areas where further detailed work is needed during 2011/12 to determine implementation in 
2012/13 (for example the working group on language provision).  Impact assessments for these areas of implementation will be brought 
forward when more concrete proposals are made. 

 Old requirement New requirement Assessment of impact 

Revise annual 
review and require 
departmental 
action plans. 

 Departments complete an 
annual review report form 
according to an annual 
template. 

 Until 2010 departments have 
been required to review and 
revise a departmental 
learning and teaching 
strategy.  Senate approved a 
requirement that all 
departments should develop 
a departmental education 
strategy from 2010, but this 
was postponed pending the 
outcome of the Curriculum 
Review. 

 Departments complete an 
annual review report form 
according to an annual 
template, which will be revised 
slightly to reflect the key 
issues in the Principles. 

 Departments develop a three 
year action plan in 2011 to 
implement the Principles, and 
in subsequent years review 
progress against this action 
plan and revise it in light of the 
review. 

 Minimal changes in relation to the annual review report. 

 Departments will need to write a new action plan in 2011 
that addresses the Principles, and subsequently monitor 
performance against this.  However, this will replace the 
requirement for departments to develop a departmental 
education strategy.  Additionally the action plans will be 
shorter and more action-focused than departmental 
learning and teaching strategies were in the past, or than 
departmental education strategies were likely to have 
been. 

Incorporate 
Principles within 
Departmental 
Review process. 

 Periodic review considered 
curricula solely in relation to 
external reference points, e.g. 
subject benchmarks, FHEQ. 

 Periodic reviews will consider 
curricula in relation to the 
Principles as well as to 
external reference points. 

 In itself minimal as departments will already be 
addressing the Principles in accordance with the 
implementation plan. 

Incorporate 
Principles within 
programme 
approval. 

 Programme approval 
considered curricula solely in 
relation to external reference 
points, e.g. subject 
benchmarks, FHEQ. 

 Programme approval will 
consider curricula in relation to 
the Principles as well as to 
external reference points. 

 Departments will need to consider an additional 
reference point when developing new programmes, but 
this will have the benefit of ensuring more consistent 
alignment between new programme provision and the 
University’s strategic aims and objectives. 
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 Old requirement New requirement Assessment of impact 

Revise modular 
structure to permit 
10 credit modules 

 Departments only permitted 
to offer modules in multiples 
of 20 credits (undergraduate), 
or 15 or 20 credits (taught 
postgraduate). 

 Departments permitted to offer 
modules in multiples of 10 
credits. 

 Provided that module and programme approval can 
ensure that this does not lead to over-assessment or 
fragmentation of knowledge within programmes, this will 
provide greater flexibility for programme design.  It will, 
however, require the University to revisit its adjacent 
level which could require the redesign of some aspects 
of a small number of programmes. 

Permit increased 
delivery of short-fat 
undergraduate 
modules. 

 Departments only permitted 
to deliver undergraduate 
modules short-fat in 
exceptional circumstances. 

 Departments permitted to be 
offered short-fat provided that 
it is practicable to timetable 
them. 

 This will provide greater flexibility in the development 
and delivery of programmes, and support half year 
student exchanges and the management of staff 
research leave.  It may, however, create timetabling 
problems which while manageable could lead to a need 
to make greater use of ‘unpopular’ timetabling slots 
within the teaching week. 
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Annex 4 Consultation responses received 
University committees 
Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
Arts and Humanities Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
Science Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
Science Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate) 
Social Sciences and Health Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 

Departments 
Archaeology 
Classics and Ancient History 
Mathematics and Statistics 

Students 
DSU Council 

Professional support services 
Library 
Strategic Planning and Change Unit 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future                                      
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  University Code of Practice on Research Degrees 
 
Purpose of Communication:  to propose revisions to the University Code of Practice on Research 
Degrees (including associated changes to the core regulations for research degrees and to the Learning 
and Teaching Handbook), in response to changes agreed during the year 2010-2011 and additional 
issues raised by departments, faculties and the University. 
 
Consultation to Date:  Faculty Education Committees (Postgraduate) have been consulted on each of 
these proposed changes. Feedback has been sought from key staff involved in processes as relevant. 
All feedback has informed the development and revision of these policies. 
 
Action Requested:   
 
Senate is asked to approve the changes highlighted in paragraphs 12a-g and associated appendices. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  oral responses at the meeting of Senate held 21 June 2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Professor Tim Clark, Andy Rennie (andrew.rennie@durham.ac.uk; extn. 
46490);  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:andrew.rennie@durham.ac.uk�
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University Code of Practice on Research Degrees  
Background 

1. The University has reviewed the Code of Practice on Research Degrees on an annual basis since its 
introduction in 2004. This document summarises the key changes to the Code, and to the associated 
documentation found within the Learning & Teaching Handbook and University Calendar. Any 
updated or additional documents are attached as appendices, as is a track changed copy of the 
Code itself. All changes have been approved by Faculty Education Committees (PG) and Education 
Committee. 

Supervisory Roles & Responsibilities 

2. Section 1 of the QAA Code of Practice states that all research students ‘will normally be part of a 
supervisory team’. This point was reinforced during the QAA Special Review of Research degree 
provision undertaken, and has been a principle within Durham’s Code of Practice since its 
introduction in 2005. 

3. Two key issues were highlighted during Michaelmas 2010: 

a. some departments – particularly those where historically supervision had been undertaken by 
only one staff member, or where there was limited specialist expertise in areas popular with 
students – would welcome further guidance on different models for team supervision; 

b. some students were unclear about the benefits of the supervisory team, and others felt that the 
more supervisors one had the better the supervision. 

4. It was agreed at Education Committee agreed that additional information should be provided. This 
information – strongly supported by FEC (PG) – comprises the following: 

a. student-facing guidance, including an initial FAQ to be developed over time (cf. appendix 1). This 
will be made available within the Postgraduate Student Guide (for new students), and on the 
revised Graduate School webpages (for current students); 

b. an explicit statement on the purpose of the Supervisory Team within Durham, and revised lists of 
Supervisor and Student Responsibilities, to be included within Learning and Teaching Handbook 
as supporting documentation to the Code of Practice (cf. Appendix 2). 

Higher Doctorates 

5. The University currently offers four Higher Doctorate awards (DMus, DLitt, DSc, DD). Durham current 
charges the fee in one block, at the point of examination. A number of institutions split the fee, 
charging an initial application/registration fee, and a secondary examination fee. The application fee 
both ensures that costs are covered for the initial assessment of work required to determine whether 
a candidate should be accepted for examination, and discourages speculative or inappropriate 
applications. The latter is an issue which has been raised by some departments previously. 

6. Education Committee agreed that guidance and regulations should be revised.  These have been 
made, stressing the importance of the application process as a means of mechanism for ensuring 
that potential candidates are appropriately qualified: 

a. the revisions to regulations clarify the role of the Chairs of Faculty Education Committee (PG) in 
the process, and recommends a change in name to avoid confusion with other types of research 
degree (cf. appendix 3); 

b. the revisions to the guidance make it clear that an applicant is not guaranteed to be admitted to 
the degree, in line with current and comparator practice (cf. appendix 4). 
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Amendments to Examination Outcomes 

7. Departments and examining teams had expressed a preference for an examination outcome which 
currently does not exist: specifically, an outcome which would give a student a longer period in which 
to make corrections more significant than the current definition of Minor Corrections (1 month), but 
which would not require a full re-examination, and could be confirmed only by the Internal Examiner 

8. After consultation with FEC (PG) and QSSC, Education Committee agreed to recommend changes 
to the current PGR examination outcomes. The changes remove the category Resubmit within 6 
months and amend the Pass with Minor Corrections category to return the normal time limit for minor 
corrections from 1 to 3 months, and to make it clear that Minor Corrections can include more than 
simply the correction of grammatical and typographical errors.  

9. These changes are reflected in the revised guidance for examiners (appendix 5), and joint 
recommendation form (appendix 6). 

General Changes to the Code of Practice on Research Degrees 

10. The Code was revised substantially last year. Changes recommended for consideration for 2011-
2012 are comparatively minor and editorial. The only substantive alterations are amendments to the 
section of examination (reflecting the amendments proposed in paragraphs 7-9) and a clarification of 
the requirements for the training of new research degree supervisors, to remove an unnecessary 
duplication, and to articulate more clearly which staff are expected to undertake training. The revised 
Code is included as appendix 7. 

11. In addition, Education Committee agreed that a mapping exercise should be conducted over the 
summer to confirm that staff currently supervising have been trained or are otherwise experienced. It 
is proposed that this mapping is conducted alongside the review of the Register of Approved 
Supervisors, and is then circulated to departments, to ensure accuracy. Any matters arising from the 
review would be reported back to QSSC.  

Recommendations 

12.  Senate is asked to approve: 

a. student-facing guidance on Team Supervision at Durham (cf. 2-7; appendix 1), to be made 
available in the (institutional) Postgraduate Handbook (for new students), and on the revised 
Graduate School webpages (for current students); 

b. revised guidance on supervisory & student responsibilities to be made available via the Learning 
& Teaching Handbook (cf. 2-7; appendix 2); 

c. revisions to the Core Regulations for Higher Doctorates (previously Core Regulations for Higher 
Degrees by Published Works) (cf. 8-12; appendix 3); 

d. revisions to the Learning & Teaching Handbook Extract for Higher Doctorates (cf. 8-12; 
appendix 4); 

e. revised guidance for research degree examiners (appendix 5); 

f. a revised joint recommendation form (appendix 6); 

g. revisions to the University’s Code of Practice on research Degrees (appendix 7). 
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Institutional Statement for Students - APPENDIX 1 

The Supervisory Team 

All students at Durham have a supervisory team, normally two members of staff. Between them, the 
members of your supervisory team will have both subject expertise and expertise in supervising research 
students. They will guide and oversee your research, and support your personal development as an 
independent researcher. 

The roles undertaken by individual members of your supervisory team will differ depending on your 
department, discipline, and the nature of your particular research project. However, there are some 
general principles which underpin supervisory teams at Durham: 

• Usually you will have one main supervisor, who will have research expertise in your area of 
study, and who will be your first point of contact. Other supervisors will play a supporting role, by 
bringing additional or different subject expertise, or by providing more general support as you 
progress and develop as a researcher. 
 

• If your research is highly interdisciplinary or brings together methodologies from different areas, 
supervision may take the form of a joint supervisory relationship where both supervisors have 
equal weight. One supervisor – the supervisor based in your ‘home’ department if your 
supervisors are from different disciplines – will be nominated as your main point of contact.  
 

• In some cases you may find that one of your supervisors works outside the university but is 
considered the most appropriate person for the role, having a particular expertise. If this is the 
case, you will also have at least one internal supervisor at Durham.  

FAQ (Students) 

Does having more supervisors mean more support? 

No. The supervisory team between them will provide support as outlined in the Responsibilities of the 
Supervisory Team. A larger supervisory team means that the supervisors will share their responsibilities 
between more people, but it will not increase the amount of support available. 

Having more than one supervisor ensures that you will have input on your project and your development 
from more than one perspective.  However, there is a risk that a very large supervisory team can lead to 
conflicting advice or fragmented support. For these reasons, most supervisory teams are composed of 
two or three staff members. 

How much contact should I have with my second supervisor? 

It depends on the make-up of your supervisory team, your discipline and the nature of your project.  

If you have a very interdisciplinary project, or otherwise have joint supervisors, you may have equal or 
almost equal contact between the two staff members. If, however, you have one main supervisor and a 
secondary supervisor who is less of a subject specialist, or who is there to provide more generic support, 
you may have very limited contact with your secondary supervisor. 

Because it can vary so much, the University does have specific expectations of the second (or third) 
supervisor – all students should have some contact with their second supervisor, but what matters is that 
the supervisory team between them provide the support outlined in the Responsibilities of the 
Supervisory Team 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/5/2/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/5/2/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/5/2/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/5/2/�
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Learning and Teaching Handbook Extracts- APPENDIX 2 

The Supervisory Team 

A majority of students have a supervisory team comprising two staff members, though a minority may 
have three or more, depending upon the discipline or the needs of the specific project.  

At Durham, members of the supervisory team are allocated a supervisory weighting percentage. This 
determines the approximate expected division of workload between supervisors and ensures, where 
supervision is split between departments, that the allocation of resource is shared appropriately. The 
total weightings for a supervisory team will always add up to 100. The minimum weighting is 10, and 
weightings increase by 5 thereafter (e.g. 15, 20, 25 etc). However, specific weightings will vary 
depending on the nature of the supervisory team, and the roles each member will play. 

The weighting is underpinned by one of the core principles of team supervision: that the support 
available from all supervisory teams should be comparable. All supervisory teams must provide students 
with the support outlined in the Responsibilities of the Supervisory Team, though the support provided by 
each team member will vary depending on the roles they undertake, and the number of supervisors in 
the team. A team with three or four members does not provide more support that a team with two. 

Membership of a student’s Supervisory Team, and the respective weightings of individual supervisors, 
are specified by Departments as part of the admissions process. Departments may request changes to 
the make-up of the supervisory team once a student has been admitted by contacting the Academic 
Support Office. Departments are responsible for agreeing changes in the Supervisory Team with 
students. 

External supervisors – supervisors who are not members of Durham staff – are permitted, and some 
teams may include representatives from industry, or staff from another University. External supervisors 
often play a valuable role, and will be expected to make a real contribution to the supervisory team. 
However, their supervisory weighting should be set at zero, in recognition of the fact that formal 
responsibility remains with Durham staff. 

Models for Supervisory Teams 

Three broad models exist for supervisory teams: 

• teams which are composed of two (or more) subject experts 
• teams which are composed of one (or more) subject experts, and one (or more) subject 

generalist s 
• teams which are composed of one (or more) subject expert(s), and one (or more) experienced 

supervisor(s) 

In each model, all staff who are members of a supervisory team bear responsibility for that student’s 
progress, and all team members will play some role in the supervision of that student. 

The Code of Practice for Research Degrees requires at least one member of the supervisory team to 
meet specified criteria. 

Teams composed of Subject Experts 

The use of two subject experts is generally recommended when the research project is highly 
interdisciplinary or brings together methodologies from different areas. In these circumstances, the 
supervisory team is often comprised of two (or more) joint supervisors, each with equal weight. In such 
situations, one supervisor will still be defined as a nominal ‘lead’ supervisor, and will be the student’s 
main point of contact. Where supervisors are based in different departments, the ‘lead’ supervisor will be 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/4/�
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based in the student’s home department (as this department has administrative responsibility for 
conducting formal progress reviews etc). 

Common weightings in such situations are often 50-50, where two supervisors are used, or 40-30-30, 
where three supervisors are used (with the first supervisor taking more responsibility as the ‘lead’). 
These weightings are not prescriptive, and may vary where one discipline forms a smaller part of the 
overall project. 

Two subject experts may also be appointed for a disciplinary research project based within one 
department. Such teams may follow the model above, or model in which greater responsibility, and a 
larger weighting, is placed upon the ‘lead’ supervisor. 

There are advantages to this model – for instance, a second subject expert will be able to provide an 
additional specialist perspective on the research topic, and it will be easier for a second supervisor to 
take more responsibility from the first in cases of research leave or unavailability – however, it is not a 
requirement.  

This model should be considered in the context of the overall availability of subject experts in that area of 
research, departmental staff workloads, and the advantage of having subject experts available for the 9 
month progress review (to provide independent and critical analysis on the project), and the eventual 
examination of the student. 

Teams composed of Subject Experts & Subject Generalists 

This model may consist of a subject expert, and one or more subject generalists – supervisors who often 
have expertise in closely related areas, but perhaps a less specialised understanding of the topic. This 
model ensures that there is a subject expert to lead on the research project, and further supervisors who 
can provide both cover for the subject expert during periods of absence or leave, and more general 
advice on the broader topic. 

This model is also common where the research takes place in the context of well-defined research 
groups, where there will be a team (often comprising several academic staff as well as post 
docs/research fellows and a number of research students) working in the same general area. Here, the 
supervisory team will often consist of an expert supervisor with additional supervisors drawn from the 
research team (both academic staff and post docs/research fellows) who will have particular detailed 
knowledge of some aspects of the student's research project. 

Teams composed of Subject Experts & Experienced Supervisors 

Supervisory teams may be composed or one (or more) subject experts, supported by one (or more) 
experienced supervisors. This model is typically used in research areas where student demand is high, 
in narrow or very specialist areas, and where the subject expert(s) may have relatively limited 
supervisory experience.  

Typically, the subject expert will be the ‘lead’ supervisor, with the experienced supervisor providing more 
generic support – for instance, on methodology, progress, the nature of research or presentation and 
publication. Typical weightings for supervisory teams with two supervisors are often between 70-30 and 
90-10. 

This model provides clarity to students in terms of who to go for subject specific advice and, in specialist 
areas where only a small number of subject experts are active, it helps to ensure that workload is spread 
more evenly within departments. It can also provide a useful support mechanism for staff new to 
supervision, and help to share good practice in research supervision. 
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Responsibilities of the Supervisory Team 
 
Each member of the supervisory team will: 
 

• have relevant expertise, experience and/or have completed initial training for the role. All staff are 
encouraged to undertake continued professional development sessions as provided by the Academic 
Staff Development Officer; 
 

• be familiar with: 
 

o the University's Code of Practice for research degrees 
o the relevant University and Programme Regulations 
o departmental procedures and processes for supporting Research Degree Students; 

 

• be responsible for keeping fellow team members, and the academic department in which the student 
is based, appraised of the student's progress. 

 

At the Beginning of the Research Project: 
 
At Induction, the supervisory team are responsible for: 

 
1. ensuring that the student attends central and departmental induction events including, where 

appropriate, University and departmental sessions on teaching and assessing. 
 

2. completing, at an early supervisor meeting (or meetings), and no later than three months from the 
start of supervised study, an individual Induction. This induction should include:  

 

If not covered in Departmental Induction: 
 

a. an outline of key departmental contacts (e.g. postgraduate administrator, Director of Postgraduate 
Research), sources of information (e.g. student handbooks) and feedback processes (e.g. the 
SSCC);  

b. information on University and Departmental health and safety regulations and requirements; 
c. information on departmental facilities (lab or study rooms; building access; file storage; IT; pigeon 

holes) and any policies on their use; 
d. information on working arrangements (out-of-hours access; action taken in case of illness; holiday 

entitlements); 
e. departmental and institutional requirements for progress (9 month review etc); 
f. draw the student’s attention to plagiarism awareness training available within the University, and 

to the nature, unacceptability and consequences of plagiarism. 
 
For all Students: 
 

g. the supervisory arrangements (e.g. confirming the supervisory team and field of study; the 
frequency of meetings and the system of their recording); 

h. the consideration of the student’s generic and subject-specific training needs (including the 
completion of Training Needs Analysis form, and the discussion of relevant departmental training 
events, seminars and other postgraduate activities); 

i. an agreed initial timetable for the research project with indicative deadlines for completion of 
distinct stages of the research, and for completion of written work; 

j. checking that appropriate financial support, living accommodation and health registration is in 
place. 

 
3. ensuring that, for part-time and, in particular, students not based in Durham, that the induction  

includes a further confirmation of the appropriateness of the facilities and training provision available 
to the student, and of the timing, frequency and format of supervisory meetings. 
 

During the Research Project 
 
Regarding the Research Project, the supervisory team are responsible for: 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumeii/postgraduate.programmes/�
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4. maintaining contact through regular personal supervision and seminar meetings in accordance with 
departmental policy, and in the light of discussion of arrangements with the student, and be 
accessible to the student at other times with reasonable notice; 
 

5. giving guidance on matters including: the choice of research topic; the planning of the research 
programme; appropriate literature and sources; and attendance at classes, events or training related 
to the field of study; 
 

6. discussing with the student the agreed timetable for the research project (with indicative deadlines 
for completion of distinct stages of the research and for completion of written work), reviewing and 
revising it as necessary, to ensure that the thesis is submitted in good time within the period specified 
by the University and, where possible, by the end of the period of supervised study; 
 

7. requesting written work as appropriate to the project, returning it with constructive criticism within an 
agreed timeframe. 

 
8. offering the student advice and constructive criticism on the preparation of the research project, and 

of the resulting thesis. One, or more of the, supervisor(s) will read and comment on the thesis as it 
develops, without compromising the independence of the candidates work. 

 
Regarding Personal & Skills Development, the supervisory team are responsible for: 
 
9. giving guidance on matters including: the nature of research; the standard expected at the level of 

study; attendance at generic Doctoral Training Programme or other relevant classes; requisite 
techniques and methods of work; the presentation of data, footnotes and bibliography; the issue of 
plagiarism; and other ethical and legal issues as appropriate (e.g. copyright, Data Protection); 
 

10. helping the student identify his or her specific training needs on an ongoing basis, both in relation to 
research skills and to the development of other transferable skills; Inform the student of the means to 
develop these skills, and monitor the student's progress in these areas; 

 
11. encouraging the student to present his or her work to staff/graduate seminars, and in other public 

forums (poster sessions, conference papers etc.), and where possible to put the student in touch with 
other members of the academic community both inside and outside Durham, who may be able to 
give helpful advice and assistance; 

 
12. encouraging the student where possible and appropriate, to gain experience necessary for an 

academic career, such as teaching, publication and conference participation; 
 

13. providing the student with support and guidance in relation to employability and careers more 
generally or, if necessary, directing the student to the appropriate professional support service; 

 
14. helping the student interact with other researchers by making him or her aware of other research 

work in the School and University, and by encouraging attendance at conferences. Support the 
student in seeking funding. Where appropriate supervisors should advise on the submission of 
conference papers and article to referred journals. Supervisors should obtain the agreement of the 
student for any publication of work contained in the thesis and the inclusion of the student as co-
author; 

 
15. advising the student on matters relating to intellectual property rights and ensure adherence to the 

University's policy. 
 
16. ensuring that appropriate insurance cover is in place to cover any work undertaken outside the 

University. 
 
Reading the Monitoring of Progress, the supervisory team are responsible for: 
 
17. keeping agreed written records of progress and a projection of activity resulting form supervision. 

 
18. completing annual reports on the student's progress as specified within the Code of Practice, and in 

line with departmental policy; 
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19. reporting on progress as required by grant awarding bodies and sponsors, and by the Board of 
Studies and the University, and to ensure that the student also does so. 

 
20. making the student aware of inadequacy in progress or standard of work, in writing and offer 

constructive advice to correct any such deficiencies; 
 
21. should the student fail to make sufficient progress, and should informal steps fail to bring about the 

required improvement, invoking the formal Academic Progress Procedure through the Board of 
Studies. 

 
At the End of the Research Project  
 
Where Students register ‘On Continuation’, the supervisory team are responsible for: 
 
22. ensuring that the student has completed all research and is prepared to finalise the thesis or,  where 

the supervisory team or student is of the opinion that substantial further research is needed, making 
a recommendation to the Departmental Board of Studies, and thereafter to the Chair of the 
appropriate Faculty Education Committee (PG), for a further period of full or part-time supervised 
study, for which tuition fees will be payable; 
 

23. agreeing with the student a final schedule for completion of the thesis before the end of the 
continuation period. 
 

As students prepare for Examination, the supervisory team are responsible for: 
 
24. arranging for the department to nominate examiners for the student's thesis at least three months 

before the student is due to submit, after discussion with the student. The team must ensure that 
the proposed examiners have not had, and do not have, a significant input into the project, a 
significant personal, financial or professional relationship with the student, and meet the criteria 
specified in the Code of Practice. Examiners must be nominated in good time so that the 
examination can go ahead as soon as possible after submission 
 

25. reading a final draft of the thesis before it is prepared for submission, to offer an opinion to the 
student and, if appropriate, to advise that modifications are made, making the student aware that the 
final decision rests with the examiners and that the supervisor's opinion is not part of the examination 
process; 

 
26. if the supervisor considers that a thesis has serious shortcomings which will jeopardise its likely 

success, confirming that opinion in writing to the student; 
 
27. supporting the student’s preparation for the oral examination and, if necessary, arranging practice in 

oral examination techniques; 
 
28. if invited by the examiners, attending all or any part of the oral examination; 
 
Following the Examination, the supervisory team are responsible for: 

 
29. advising the student subsequently of the implications of the examiners' recommendations; 

 
30. providing advice and guidance on the examiners' requirements, should the thesis be referred for 

revision or resubmission, or if minor corrections to it are necessary. 
 

Responsibilities of the Student 
 

Throughout their studies, all students will: 
 

1. be familiar with the University's Code of Practice for postgraduate research degrees, relevant 
University and Programme Regulations, and relevant departmental policies and procedures; 
 

2. conduct their work at all times in accordance with these procedures, and with University and 
departmental requirements on health and safety, respect at work and study, and other relevant codes 
of conduct and practice;  
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3. take responsibility for their own personal and professional development; 
 
4. make satisfactory academic progress in accordance with University regulations. Students will provide  

progress reports as required by the Board of Studies and the University, and grant 
awarding/sponsoring bodies, until the thesis is submitted, and will engage in research and /or 
advanced study to a standard satisfactory to their supervisor; 

 
5. attend and participate fully in any training and development opportunities, research related and other, 

that have been identified when agreeing their training needs with the supervisor. They will contribute 
to the research environment of the department as appropriate by taking up opportunities to represent 
work at departmental seminars etc. and by engaging with other researchers; 

 
6. commit to complete the research project and submit the thesis on the timescale agreed with the 

supervisory team. Where possible, this will be by the end of the period of supervised study. 
 

In addition, all students are expected to: 
 

7. attend relevant University and departmental induction events; 
 

8. maintain contact with the supervisor and to attend regular meetings as agreed between the 
supervisor and the student in accordance with departmental policy, throughout the period of 
supervised study and any period of continuation; 

 
9. be adequately prepared for meetings with supervisors, and keep agreed written records of progress 

and a projection of activity resulting from supervision; 
 

10. present material in accordance with the agreed timetable, and in sufficient time to allow for 
comments and discussion before proceeding to the next stage of work; 

 
11. take the initiative in raising problems or difficulties, informally with the supervisors in the first 

instance, however elementary they may seem; 
 

12. inform their supervisor in good time, of any intention to take holiday and discuss the timing of the 
intended holiday in relation to academic holidays; 

 
13. devote appropriate time and effort to their studies and inform their supervisor of any paid or unpaid 

work they are carrying out or wish to carry out in addition to their full-time study; 
 

14. provide the supervisor with a complete draft of the thesis in an agreed reasonable time to provide 
comment and feedback; 

 
15. decide when the final thesis should be submitted, within the constraints of the Regulations, taking 

due account of the supervisor's opinion, which is advisory only. 
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Core Regulations - APPENDIX 3 

CORE REGULATIONS FOR RESEARCH DEGREES BY  
SUBMISSION OF PUBLISHED WORKSHIGHER DOCTORATES 

 
Doctor of Divinity (DD), Doctor of Letters (DLitt),  
Doctor of Music (DMus), Doctor of Science (DSc)  

 
ADMISSION 
 
1. Candidates must be either: 
 

a.  a Master or Doctor of Philosophy of this University of at least four years standing from either of those degrees, or a 
Bachelor of this University of at least seven years standing from the award of that degree; 
 

b.  or, a member of staff of the University, or a person engaged on academic work within the University, or any of its 
recognised Colleges or Societies. 

 
2. Candidates may be admitted to a research degree by submission of published worksHigher Doctorate on complying with the 
requirements of these regulations. 
 
3. An applicant must be considered and approved by the Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate),  in consultation with an 
appropriate academic department(s), as a candidate for the degree. No candidate is allowed to submit work for this degree if that same 
work has been successfully submitted, or is being submitted for any degree of this or any other University or degree awarding body. 
 
ASSESSMENT REGULATIONS  
 
4. The degree shall be awarded in consideration of work which is of high distinction, constituting a substantial and original 
contribution to scholarship in the field and which has already been published or accepted for publication, or in the case of musical 
compositions, of outstanding merit. Recordings of compositions on tape or in electronic format may be submitted in addition to the 
scores of the works.  
 
5. Published works submitted as part of the examination may be submitted as individual volumes/papers for examination 
purposes. However, the complete work(s) must be submitted in accordance with the "Rules for the form of Compositions and the 
Submission of Work for Higher Degrees". 
 
6. The work(s) submitted will be examined by three examiners, of whom at least two shall be external examiners. Candidates who 
are members of the staff of the University shall be examined by three external examiners.  
 
7. An oral examination on the subject of the published work may be required by the Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate) 
after consultation with the examiners. 
 
8. A candidate registered for a research degree by submission of published works has the right to appeal against academic 
decisions relating to his or her candidature in accordance with the Academic Appeals Procedures contained in Section VII of the 
General Regulations printed in the University Calendar. 
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Learning and Teaching Handbook Extract - APPENDIX 4  

Higher Doctorates:  

1. A Higher Doctorate is awarded in consideration of work which is of high distinction, constituting a substantial 
and original contribution to scholarship in the field and which has already been published or accepted for 
publication, or in the case of musical compositions, of outstanding merit. Higher Doctorates are normally 
awarded only to those with distinguished work of considerable scholarly impact. 

2. The  University's Core Regulations for Research degrees By Submission of Published Works which specify the 
Higher Doctorates currently awarded by the University: 

•  Doctor of Divinity (DD)  

• Doctor of Letters (DLitt)  

• Doctor of Science (DSc)  

• Doctor of Music (DMus) 

Submission 

3. Candidates complete the Entry Form (Appendix A8.07) and send it with an "Unbound" copy of the work which it 
is intended to submit for consideration.  Publications must be either in English or accompanied by a translation, 
unless permission to submit work in a foreign language has been obtained from the University. If work accepted 
for publication is submitted at e.g. page proof stage, it will be necessary later to provide a published copy of the 
work for deposition in the Library, should the candidate be successful in obtaining the degree. 

4. Work submitted for consideration must include the following: 

• a statement indicating the original contribution to the subject in which it is considered that the work 
submitted has made, and that the same work has not been successfully submitted, or is not being 
submitted, for a similar degree to any other University or a degree awarding body; 

• a numbered list of publications submitted, with each publication correspondingly numbered. Publications 
which are considered to be particularly significant to the context of the submission should be indicated; 

• where any joint publications are included in the submission, the contribution of joint authors should be 
indicated in terms of percentages, and in the case of publications which are considered to be key 
publications in the context of the submission, the nature of that publication;  

• an application fee. 

It is helpful where practicable to provide a summary title for the work, but it is recognised that this may not be 
possible where the submission covers a diversity of subject matter. 

Initial Consideration of a Submission 

5. When the submission is received a preliminary examination consideration of it is made by the authorised 
appropriate chair Chair of Faculty Education Committee (PG), in consultation with appropriate members of staff of 
the University, to see whether, in principle, the work is compatible with the criteria for the degree.  

6. If they report favourably to the chairthe initial consideration suggests that the candidate may be registered for 
the degree, the candidate is asked to submit two further copies  (three copies if a staff candidate) of the work 
already submitted bound in the manner prescribed in the Rules for the Form of Compositions and the Submission 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumeii/postgraduate.programmes/�
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of Work for Higher Degrees. The examination fee is then requested, and the submission forwarded to the 
examiners for formal examination and assessment. 

67. If the preliminary examinationinitial consideration suggests that the degree may not be awardedwork 
submitted does not in principle meet the criteria, the candidate will be advised of this so as to provide the 
opportunity of withdrawing at that stagenot be permitted to register for the degree. 

Examination 

78. Three examiners will be appointed. At least two of the examiners will be external to the University; candidates 
who are members of staff of the University will be examined by three external examiners. 

89. Examiners are asked to send their reports and recommendations to the Academic Support Office within six 
months from the date on which the material is received by the Examiners. If an Examiner is unable to send the 
report within this period, he or she should communicate with the Academic Support Office as early as possible. 

910. Following review of the work submitted for consideration, each of the three examiners is required to submit 
a report consisting of two sections: 

a) a specific recommendation either that the degree be awarded or that it be not awarded; this recommendation 
should be made on the Examiner's Report Form 

b) a General Report on the work submitted by the candidate, giving detailed reasons for the Examiner's 
recommendation 

1011. No Examiner shall recommend that the degree be awarded unless this report includes a statement that, in 
his or her opinion, the work is of high distinction, constituting a substantial and original contribution to 
scholarship in the field and which has already been published or accepted for publication, or in the case of musical 
compositions, of outstanding merit. 

1112. The University does not require unanimity between the Examiners for the award of the degree. However, in 
the case of disagreement between Examiners, in which two out of three recommend the award of the degree with 
one dissenting, the examiners may contact the Academic Support Office to request that the an oral examination 
be arranged for the candidate. The chair of the appropriate Faculty Education Committee (PG) will appoint an 
independent chair to chair the oral examination. 

123. If for other reasons the examiners wish to hold an oral examination, the examiners may contact the Academic 
Support Office to request that an oral examination be arranged for the candidate. The chair of the appropriate 
Faculty Education Committee (PG) will appoint an independent chair to chair the oral examination. 

1314. The reports and recommendations of the Examiners must be sent to the Academic Support Office for 
consideration by the appropriate chair of Faculty Education Committee (PG). The chair, after considering the 
reports, may authorise the publication of the result or may recommend that an oral examination be held (if not 
held already), or take such other action as may be deemed appropriate 
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Learning & Teaching Handbook Extract: APPENDIX 5 

GUIDANCE TO EXAMINERS 

Recommendations available to Examiners 

1. The following recommendations are open to examiners: 

• that the candidate be admitted to the degree: 
A:         Unconditionally 

B:        after minor corrections have been made to the thesis as specified by the Examiners and subsequently 
approved by the Internal Examiner. Candidates will be given 3 months to complete minor corrections. 

• that the candidate not be admitted to the degree: 
C:        that the candidate be permitted to submit the thesis in a revised form, within 6 months, for the degree for 
which they are registered and, if the Examiners so require, be re-examined orally; 

DC:        that the candidate be permitted to submit the thesis in a revised form for re-examination, within 12 
months, for the degree for which they are registered and, if the Examiners so require, be re-examined orally. 

• that the candidate be admitted to a lower degree: 
ED:         that the degree of [lower award] be awarded unconditionally; 

FE:         that the degree of [lower award] be awarded after minor corrections have been made  to the thesis as 
specified by the Examiners and subsequently approved by the Internal Examiner. Candidates will be given 3 
months to complete minor corrections. 

• that the candidate be not admitted to a lower degree: 
G:        that the candidate be permitted to submit the thesis in a revised form, within 6 months, for a lower degree 
of [lower award]; 

HF:        that the candidate be permitted to submit the thesis in a revised form for re-examination, within 12 
months, for a lower degree of [lower award] and, if the examiners so require, be re-examined orally.; 

IG:          that the candidate be deemed to have failed outright. 

The recommendation should be consistent with the comments made in the joint report Appendix A8.06  

Rationale for different Recommendations 

Unconditional Award 

2.  Recommendation (A) should be chosen if the candidate has met all the requirements for the degree for which 
they are registered and the thesis is free of typographical errors. 

Minor Corrections 

3. Recommendation (B) should be chosen if the candidate has met all the requirements for the degree for which 
they are registered subject to minor corrections of the thesis. Such minor corrections should require no further 
research by the candidate, and the corrected thesis should not require re-examination to ensure that it fulfils the 
criteria required for a doctorate. They shall be largely mechanical in nature, such as typographical and 
grammatical corrections and/or rewriting of small sections of a thesis to clarify issues, particularly in response to 
material provided by the candidate to the examiners at the oral examination (if one is required). Where a 
candidate has satisfied the examiners orally on points not included in the written thesis, but which in the 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/learningandteaching.handbook/Section8/A8.06.doc�
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examiners' view should be so included, these must be subsequently incorporated in the thesis as 'minor 
corrections'. 

4. The minor corrections should be indicated on a sheet accompanying the joint report and recommendation so 
that it can be detached by the Academic Support Office and sent to the candidate with the result of the 
examination or marked up on a copy of the thesis which will be returned to the candidate. Minor corrections 
should be made within one three months of the formal notification of the result of the examination. 

5. The normal procedure for checking that the corrections have been made to the satisfaction of the examiners is 
to obtain confirmation from the internal examiner, or where two external examiners have been appointed, to 
obtain confirmation from one of them, although in exceptional circumstances the supervisor Independent Chair 
may be requested to act on behalf of an external examiner. 

6. Alterations of a more substantial nature would require resubmission and re-examination of the thesis either by 
both examiners within six months or twelve months. In both cases aA second oral examination may or may not be 
required. 

7. In the case where the candidate's thesis is satisfactory but he or she has failed to satisfy the examiners in the 
oral examination - the candidate is allowed a second oral examination within six months. Any such 
recommendation must be accompanied by a full statement of reasons on a separate sheet. 

Resubmission within 6 or 12 months 

8. Recommendation (C) should be chosen if the thesis contains work which is adequate in substance but requires 
greater revision than permitted by minor corrections and that, in the examiners judgement, the candidate would 
be in a position to comply with the requirement that a thesis presented in revised form must be submitted within 
six months. 

98. Recommendation (DC) should be chosen if the thesis contains work which is adequate in substance but 
requires greater revision than permitted by minor corrections and that, in the examiners judgement, the 
candidate would be in a position to comply with the requirement that a thesis presented in revised form must be 
submitted within one calendar year. 

10. Re-submission requires further examination of the thesis by both examiners. This category represents a set of 
changes that, in the view of the examiners, makes substantive changes to the work and the nature of these 
changes is such that re-examination is required to ensure that the thesis fulfils the criteria required for a doctorate. 
 Re-examining the candidate orally should be requested either when the candidate’s performance in their first oral 
examination was not of an appropriate standard; or when, in the view of the examiners, it would help clarify further 
questions arising from the re-submission. 

Admitted to a Lower Award1

10. Recommendation (ED) should be chosen if the candidate HAS NOT met all the requirements for the degree for 
which they are registered, and where the quality of the thesis is such that it could not reasonably be revised in 12 
months in a way that would meet the criteria for the award for which the thesis was submitted, but the candidate 
has met the requirements for a lower degree  and the thesis is free of typographical errors. 

 

11. Recommendation (FE) should be chosen if the candidate HAS NOT met all the requirements for the degree for 
which they are registered, and where the quality of the thesis is such that it could not reasonably be revised in 12 
months in a way that would meet the criteria for the award for which the thesis was submitted, but the 

                                                           
1 See Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition: http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumeii/postgraduate.programmes/  
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candidatebut has met the requirements for a lower degree subject to minor corrections (as defined in paragraphs 
3-5) of the thesis.  

Resubmission within 6 or 12 months for a Lower Award2

12. Recommendation (G) should be chosen if the candidate HAS NOT met all the requirements for the degree for 
which they are registered and HAS NOT met the requirements for a lower degree but the thesis contains work 
which is adequate in substance but requires greater revision than permitted by minor corrections and that, that in 
the examiners judgement, the candidate would be in a position to comply with the requirement that a thesis 
presented in revised form must be submitted within six months. 

 

1312. Recommendation (HF) should be chosen if the candidate HAS NOT met all the requirements for the degree 
for which they are registered and HAS NOT met the requirements for a lower degree but the thesis contains work 
which is adequate in substance but requires greater revision than permitted by minor corrections and that, that in 
the examiners judgement, the candidate would be in a position to comply with the requirement that a thesis 
presented in revised form must be submitted within one calendar year. 

13. Re-submission requires further examination of the thesis by both examiners. This category represents a set of 
changes that, in the view of the examiners, makes substantive changes to the work and the nature of these 
changes is such that re-examination is required to ensure that the thesis fulfils the criteria required for the lower 
award. Re-examining the candidate orally should be requested either when the candidate’s performance in their 
first oral examination was not of an appropriate standard; or when, in the view of the examiners, it would help 
clarify further questions arising from the re-submission. 

Failed Outright 

14. This recommendation should be chosen if the candidate is deemed to have failed to fulfil the requirements of 
any research degree and would not be able to fulfil the requirements even if given the opportunity to submit his 
or her thesis in a revised form, i.e. that the failure be complete. 

Recommendations Available at Resubmission 

15. Only one resubmission of a thesis is permitted and therefore the recommendation of examiners of a 
resubmitted thesis can only be (A), (B), (ED), (FE) or (GI). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                           
2 See Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition: http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumeii/postgraduate.programmes/  
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APPENDIX 6 
Joint Recommendation: CANDIDATE'S NAME  
Guidance on completing this form can be found at: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/6/3/ 
 

 (tick) 
The candidate be admitted to the degree of PHD: 
A Unconditionally  

B 

With minor corrections  
 
Minor corrections are defined as changes that do not require the candidate to conduct further research, and should 
be used where the thesis does not require re-examination to ensure that it fulfils the criteria for the award. Such 
changes should be specified by the Examiners and subsequently approved by the Internal Examiner within 3 
months. 

 

The candidate be NOT ADMITTED to the degree of PHD:  
C The candidate should re-submit the thesis in a revised form, within a 12 month period.  

 
In this case changes are deemed substantive in nature requiring the candidate to conduct further research and/or 
where the thesis requires re-examination to ensure that it fulfils the criteria required for the award. Examiners 
should identify required changes in their joint report. 
 
Additionally, examiners are requested to confirm their expectation of the time, in months, changes are 
likely to take:  
                       the candidate should re-submit the thesis in a revised form within ……… months 

 
Note: This information is requested to give the candidate an indication of the work required to bring the thesis to the 
required standard and to identify candidate’s examination and further fees requirements. If no number is stated the 
candidate will be given 12 months.  

 
 
 

The candidate be admitted to a LOWER DEGREE than PHD: 
D That the LOWER degree of ….................* be awarded unconditionally 

 
 

E That the LOWER degree of ….................* be awarded after minor corrections  
 
Minor corrections is defined above under ‘B’ 

 

The candidate be NOT ADMITTED to a LOWER DEGREE than PHD: 
F The candidate should re-submit the thesis in a revised form, within a 12 month period for a lower 

degree. 
 
The candidate should re-submit the thesis in a revised form within ……… months for the 
LOWER degree of….....................*.  
 
Resubmission is defined above under ‘B’ 

 
 

G That the candidate be deemed to have FAILED outright  

* Please insert Degree i.e. MPhil, MLitt, MMus, MEd, MTheo, MJur, MA or MSc. Examiners should refer to the 
criteria for research degree awards: http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/university.calendar/volumeii/2010.2011/coreregsrdtc.pdf  

Signed Internal Examiner (NAME):       Date: 

 

Signed External Examiner (NAME):       Date: 

 
For Office Use Only: Recommendation approved on behalf of FEC (PG): 

 

Signature:            Date: 

     
Issues to note  ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/6/3/�
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 Learning & Teaching Handbook Extract - APPENDIX 7 

Code of Practice on Research Degrees 

Institutional Arrangements: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/1/  

1. The University will regularly review the quality and standards of its Postgraduate Research Programmes 
through: 

• an annual review of its Code of Practice on Research Degree programmes by the Education Committee;  

• the Annual Review of Research Degree Provision;  

• an annual review, at institutional level, of appropriate indicators and targets as listed in section 2 by the 
Education Committee with specific departmental issues of concern raised with academic departments 
through the Annual Review process;  

• the six year cycle of the University Review process which includes external reviewers;  

• the postgraduate research student annual reporting exercise;  

• the administration of questionnaires completed by postgraduate research students.  

2. As part of the Annual Review process, the Academic Office will provide academic departments with appropriate 
indicators and targets as follows: 

• submission and completion times and rates;  

• pass, referral and fail rates;  

• withdrawal rates;  

• the number of appeals and official complaints, the reasons for them, and how many are allowed;  

• analysis of any issues raised in the examiners reports;  

• recruitment profiles;  

• feedback from research students, supervisors, sponsors and other external funders;  

• information on employment destinations taken from publicly available information taken from the UK 
GRAD first destination survey;  

• an analysis of completion rates as supplied to the institution by HEFCE.  

3. The Education Committee requires academic departments to consider the information provided and to submit 
an Annual Review of Research Degree Provision Postgraduate Research Programmes report. 

4. The Chairs of Postgraduate Faculty Education Committees are responsible for reviewing the Annual Reports 
and for taking up with Boards of Studies any questions arising from the documentation. The Chairs are 
responsible for providing a summary on the outcome of the review of the Annual Reports to their Postgraduate 
Faculty Education Committees during the Epiphany Term.  

The Research Environment: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/2/  

5. The University will only accept research students into academic departments where it is confident that 
students can be trained and supported within an environment which is supportive of research. 

6. The University defines such an environment as one where facilities and equipment necessary to enable 
students to complete their research programmes successfully are available, and where an academic department 
or school: 

• has been successful in the University Review Process;  

• is able to demonstrate significant international research excellence as judged by a national or 
international assessment process e.g. RAE, REF)  

• where staff, including post-doctoral researchers, and research students provide a robust, invigorating and 
sustainable research community;  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/1/�
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• has suitable academic staff who are available to act as supervisors;  

• has acceptable submission and completion rates in line with Research Council guidelines.  

Selection, Admission and Induction: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/2/  

Pre-entry Information 

7. The University will make clear and accurate admissions information readily available to applicants and staff 
involved in the admissions process. 

8. The University requires all departments to have at least two designated Postgraduate Admissions Advisers who 
must be academic members of staff. Each Postgraduate Admissions Adviser is required to undertake appropriate 
initial training on selection and admissions procedures and encouraged to undertake continued professional 
development. 

9. The University will provide staff involved in the Admissions process with guidance on selection and admissions 
procedures. 

10. Departments must provide clear, accurate and comprehensive pre-entry information to potential applicants.  
This should include: 

• information on research opportunities;  

• training;  

• resources;  

• completion times;  

• expectations and demands upon research students;  

• entry requirements;  

• admissions process;  

• financial information including information on funding opportunities and costs;  

• appropriate contacts.  

11. The University requires all academic departments to have clearly defined admissions and selection criteria for 
each programme of study. 

12. The University will publish clear and accurate information on postgraduate admissions on its website and in 
printed form. 

13. The University will provide applicants with a declared medical condition or disability with appropriate 
information and a contact in Durham University Service for Students with Disabilities (DUSSD). 

Entry Requirements 

14. The University will normally admit only those students who meet the entry requirements as outlined in: 

• the Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition,  

• or the Core Regulations for Doctor of Philosophy with Integrated Studies,  

• or the Core Regulations for Professional Doctorates.  

• and/or the Programme Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition,  

Exceptions to this are dealt with by concession as considered by the relevant Chair of the Postgraduate Faculty 
Education  Committee (PG). 

15. The University requires all applicants to submit the names of two referees, normally academic referees, who 
can comment knowledgeably upon their suitability to undertake research in the relevant field. 

Selection 

16. The University requires academic departments to operate rigorous selection policies and procedures. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/2/�
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17. The criteria for selection should be put in writing.  They should include: 

• evidence of the suitability of the candidate to undertake research in the relevant field, including, where 
appropriate, proficiency in the English language;  

• evidence of the suitability of the candidate to undertake a research project in the proposed field of study 
within the allotted time span;  

• evidence of the availability of a supervisory team which is qualified to supervise the candidate in the 
research project;  

• evidence of the availability of resources to support the candidate's research project to a successful 
conclusion.  

18. The University requires that all academic departments maintain up-to-date selection policies. 

19. All decisions related to the admissions of applicants to Postgraduate Research Degree programmes will 
normally be taken by the Supervisor(s) and a Departmental Postgraduate Admissions Adviser. 

Admission 

20. The Academic Office will issue the formal offer letter to applicants which contains information on the 
postgraduate research programme, the fees, the field of study, the plan of study and arrangements for 
supervision.  This formal offer letter will be supplemented by an offer booklet containing a range of general 
information on postgraduate study at Durham. 

Induction 

21. The Academic Office and Postgraduate Training Team will provide an Induction programme at the beginning 
of the Michaelmas and Epiphany terms.  

22. The Induction programme includes: 

• general information about the institution and its postgraduate portfolio in the relevant subject(s);  

• the institution's registration, enrolment, appeals and complaints procedures plagiarism procedures, 
assessment requirements and research degree programme regulations;  

• information about how supervisory arrangements work;  

• the institution's research ethics and codes and those of relevant professional bodies and discipline 
groups, including general information on intellectual  property and intellectual property rights, University 
regulations on ownership, awareness of commercial considerations, confidentiality agreements and 
information on where to obtain help and advice;  

• the institution's expectations of the independence and responsibilities of the student;  

• student support and welfare services such as counselling and advice centres;  

• a summary of the facilities that will be made available to the student, including the learning support 
infrastructure;  

• relevant health and safety and other legislative information;  

• where appropriate, a brief outline of the proposed research programme(s), together with the normal 
length of study and the facilities that will be made available to the student;  

• reference to the challenges that will typically face research students during the course of their studies 
and where guidance may be sought in the event of difficulties;  

• any opportunity for the student representative body to introduce themselves, including specific 
postgraduate representation;  

• social activity, including that provided specifically for postgraduates;  

• opportunities for postgraduates to be represented by the student body;  

• details about opportunities and requirements for skills development.  
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23. The Academic Office will make available on the web, information provided at the Induction programme. 

24. The Academic Office will provide all new students with a postgraduate information pack at the start of their 
studies. 

25. The Academic Office will record attendance at the Induction programme. 

26. The Academic Office will collect feedback from students and other stakeholders on the Induction programme 
which will be used to evaluate the programme.  A report on this evaluation will be considered by the Education 
Committee. 

27. The University requires all academic departments to have in place an agreed induction programme for new 
students, attendance at which should be monitored. 

28. The departmental Induction programme should include: 

• the academic standards of the programme;  

• standards and skills as outcomes of the programme including the learning outcomes of any taught 
modules;  

• the curriculum including the skills training programme and the research element;  

• methods of teaching and learning;  

• plagiarism;  

• assessment;  

• regulations governing progression;  

• subject related research codes and ethics and IPR;  

• programme related health and safety requirements.  

29. The University requires all supervisory teams, at an early supervisor meeting, no later than three months from 
the start of supervised study, to have completed an Induction with each of their new students. 

30. The supervisory Induction should include the completion of a checklist which is filed in the student's 
departmental file and the completion of a Training Needs Analysis. 

Appointment of Supervisors: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/4/  

31. The University requires that all research degree students are supervised by a team made up of at least two 
supervisors. At least one member of the supervisory team must be on the current register of approved 
supervisors. Supervisors on the register will be members of academic staff of the University, and must normally: 

• be post probation;  

• have gained a doctoral degree or have equivalent experience of research;  

• be demonstrably research-active;  

• where appropriate, have completed initial training and development (cf. 36)  

• have a good record of successful supervision, including at least one recent successful supervision.  

32. The Academic Office will maintain the register of approved supervisors.   

33. The University requires that supervision should be undertaken by those staff who have appropriate skills and 
subject expertise. 

34. At least one member of the supervisory team will be engaged in research in the relevant field of research. 

35. Supervisors for all approved candidates are formally appointed by, and are responsible to, the University as 
well as to their Board of Studies or Board of School. 

36. The University requires thatexpects staff who have not previously supervised a research student to successful 
completions to undertake appropriate initial training and development. Experienced supervisors are encouraged 
to undertake continued professional development. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/4/�
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Management of Supervision 

37. The University requires each academic department to have a departmental policy on the management of 
supervision.  Departmental policies must be forwarded to the Academic Office for approval by the relevant Chair 
of the Faculty Postgraduate Education Committee (PG).  Any subsequent changes to this policy must also be 
forwarded to the Academic Office for approval. 

38. The University requires the policy on the management of supervision to include the following: 

• departmental structure and lines of responsibility for overseeing the management of supervision.  This 
could be undertaken by the Head of Department or by other specifically agreed arrangements such as by 
a Departmental Postgraduate or Research Committee;  

• a clearly defined policy which states the maximum number of research students which a supervisor may 
supervise at anyone time. The case for taking on a student above the maximum number must be made to 
and approved by the relevant Chair of the Postgraduate Faculty Education Committee;   

• procedures for checking that supervisors and students comply with University requirements;  

• a clearly defined policy to ensure that adequate progress is being maintained;  

• a clearly defined policy on the minimum frequency of scheduled meetings;  

• a clearly defined policy to ensure that if a supervisor ceases to be available to a student under supervised 
study, for a period of more than 3 months e.g. while on extended leave away from Durham or due to 
retirement or ill-health, that arrangements are made for continued academic supervision to be given.  

39. If a student has any worries about his or her supervision which it is not possible to discuss with the supervisor, 
he or she can approach the Director of Postgraduate Research/Chair of the Departmental Postgraduate or 
Research Committee, Head of Department, or the Chair of Postgraduate Faculty Education Committee (PG). 

40. The University has clearly defined responsibilities for supervisory team and student which are made available 
to all staff and Postgraduate Research Degree students. 

41. At the beginning of each year, the Academic Office will provide an information pack including this document, 
a copy of the Postgraduate Student Guide, the responsibilities of supervisor and student and details of training 
opportunities for staff and students. 

42. The University requires that all research supervisors and students adhere to these defined responsibilities of 
supervisor and student. 

Progress and Review Arrangements: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/5/  

Continuous Monitoring of Progress 

43. Supervisors and students are required to keep agreed written records of progress, and a projection of activity 
resulting from supervision. This is of particular importance in the first year of study (or part-time equivalent) 
when candidates will be expected to, in conjunction with their supervisor(s): complete the induction process; 
have their training needs analysed; and, for those candidates on a research programme lasting more than one 
full-time year, prepare for the Formal Progression Review typically held at approximately 9/21 months (full-
time/part-time). 

44. All students are required to make appropriate academic progress, in accordance with University General 
regulations, which state that postgraduate students are required to engage in research and/or advanced study, to 
a standard satisfactory to their supervisory team, throughout their period of supervised study. Students who fail 
to make academic progress without good cause, and who fail to respond to departmental warning(s), will be 
issued with a formal warning from the relevant Chair of the Faculty Education Committee (PG) , and may be 
required to withdraw from the University. 

45. The University requires all research students to complete, in conjunction with a designated member of their 
supervisory team, an Annual Report on progress each summer, for the duration of their registration – this 
includes the time when they are on continuation, i.e. writing up their thesis following the end of supervised study. 
Annual Reports should also be completed by students under examination, with the exception of those who have 
just received a positive recommendation from the examiners. Students registered for professional doctoral 
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programmes are only required to complete an Annual Report on progress once they have registered for the 
period of independent research under supervision. 

46. The Annual Reports will be reviewed by the Director of Postgraduate Research in the student’s Department 
(or the Head of Department if the Director of Postgraduate Research is the student’s supervisor) and then, if 
necessary, by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) . Faculty Education Committees (PG) 
are responsible for reviewing the Annual Reports and for taking up with Boards of Studies any matters arising.  A 
summary of the outcome of the Annual Report exercise will be considered by the relevant Faculty Education 
Committee (PG) , and following this by Quality and Standards Sub-Committee, during the Michaelmas Term.  

47. The University requires all research students to undertake a series of more formal progress reviews. These 
reviews will be administered by the student’s academic department (or the department of their primary 
supervisor, if the supervisory team comprises staff from more than one academic department). The review 
schedule and structures are outlined in principles in paragraphs 48-57. In addition, all departments are required 
to have a clear policy on Research Student Progress and Review made available to all staff and research students. 
Departmental policies provide specific guidance on the timing, format and assessment for each review, in line 
with the principles defined below, and will be discussed in detail with students prior to the first progress review. 
All departmental policies require the approval of the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) . 

Formal Progression Review 

48. All students who are registered on programmes lasting more than one full-time year must take part in a 
departmental Formal Progression Review approximately 9/21 months (full-time/part time) after the beginning of 
their research programme or, for those students registered on professional doctoral programmes, approximately 
9/21 months after the beginning of their period of independent research.  These timescales are indicative – it is 
likely that there may be some variation between different disciplines, however, any variation will be clearly 
indicated in the departmental policy on Research Student Progress and Review. 

49. The Formal Progression Review is designed to ensure that candidates are making good progress, working at 
the correct level, and demonstrating the potential for success doctoral study (or master’s-level study for those 
students on master’s programmes lasting more than one full-time year). The Formal Progression Review will 
normally require the candidate to submit for assessment a substantive piece of work as defined by the 
department, to be considered by a panel of at least two members of academic staff who are not part of the 
student’s supervisory team and, if appropriate, the student’s main supervisor (appointed by the Head of 
Department). The student will normally be required to make an oral presentation of his/her work, with questions 
put by panel members. In some disciplines, the candidate may be required to undertake an equivalent activity 
(for instance, an examination) which will similarly be considered by staff independent of the supervisory team. 

50. Following the panel meeting an appropriate recommendation will be made to Board of Studies: either that 
the candidate has demonstrated the potential for doctoral study, and should be allowed to proceed, or that the 
candidate has not demonstrated the potential for doctoral study, and may not proceed on a doctoral level 
programme. The Board of Studies will consider whether to endorse the recommendation. Any negative 
recommendation from the Board of Studies will be considered by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education 
Committee (PG) . 

51. A candidate who has not demonstrated the potential for doctoral study will be required to transfer to a 
master’s-level (normally MPhil or MLitt) programme in the first instance. A candidate may be required to, and will 
be given the opportunity to, be assessed for a second attempt, normally taking place within two months. A 
second recommendation will be made following this reassessment: that the candidate should be allowed to 
proceed to doctoral study, permitted to continue on to a master’s level programme, or required to withdraw. The 
recommendation will be considered by the Board of Studies and, if it requires a further change in student status, 
by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) . 

52. Boards of Studies may recommend that a candidate registered in the first instance on a research master’s 
programme lasting more than one full-time year be upgraded to PhD as part of a Formal Progression Review, if 
the candidate demonstrates the potential for doctoral study. Any such recommendation will be made to the Chair 
of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) . 
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53. All departments are required to have, within their policy on Research Student Progress and Review, a clear 
statement on the format and operation of the Formal Progression Review, and the criteria against which the 
student submission is to be assessed. 

Further Progress Reviews 

54. For students registered on research programmes lasting more than one full-time year, the University requires 
all academic departments to have further progress reviews at intervals of approximately 12 months after the 
Formal Progression Review. There are two specific types of further progress review: 

• Confirmation reviews, which take place during a student’s period of supervised study, and which are 
designed to ensure that students continue to make good progress;  

• Completion reviews, which take place towards the end of a student’s period of supervised study, for 
which students are expected to submit a plan for completion indicating how they propose to finish their 
thesis, and which are designed to ensure that students are ready to complete the period of supervised 
study.  

55. The number of reviews which a student will undertake depends upon the length of their programme. For 
instance: 

• a student undertaking a two-year full-time MPhil programme would have one Formal Progression 
Reviewat 9 months, and a further Completion review at 21 months;  

• a student undertaking a three-year full-time PhD programme would have one Formal Progression 
Reviewat 9 months, a Confirmation review at 21 months, and a further Completion review at 33 months;  

• a student undertaking a four-year full-time PhD programme would have one Formal Progression Reviewat 
9 months, two further Confirmation reviews at 21 and 33 months, and a further Completion review at 45 
months.  

56. Part-time students undertaking research degree programmes lasting longer than one full-time year are 
required to undergo a Confirmation review after approximately 9 months, before undertaking their Formal 
Progression Reviewat approximately 21 months, with further progress reviews 12 months thereafter. 

57. The University requires departments to have a statement on the structure and format of the further progress 
reviews within their policy on research student progress and review. This must be approved by the appropriate 
Chair of the Faculty  Education Committee (PG). Students not deemed to be making good progress at further 
reviews may be subject to Academic Progress Procedure (as noted in paragraph 44) if appropriate. 

Research & Other Skills: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/5/  

58. The University provides a Postgraduate Training Programme consisting of an Induction Day followed by a 
series of courses over the academic year. The learning outcomes of this programme are consistent with sections C 
to G of the Joint Research Councils Skills statement. 

59. The University requires academic departments to provide training opportunities consistent with sections A 
and B of the JRC Skills statement, and to have an up-to-date policy statement outlining this departmental 
provision. 

60. The University requires all postgraduate research students to complete a Training Needs Analysis in the first 
month of their studies, a copy of which should be maintained on the student's departmental file. 

61. Students will choose appropriate courses from those available to meet the needs identified in their Training 
Needs Analysis. 

62. Students will review their training needs on an annual basis. 

Feedback Mechanisms: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/7/  

63. The University requires that all postgraduates employed in teaching be inducted, trained and monitored.  
Students are also encouraged to participate in other activities in their department.  Additional duties must be 
negotiated between the students and the supervisory team. 
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64. The University will collect feedback from current Postgraduate Research Degree students via a variety of 
student surveys and questionnaires. 

65. The University will consider feedback from other stakeholders, including: supervisors, ; review panels and 
internal examiners; and external parties including such as external examiners, sponsors and collaborating 
organisations, as appropriate. 

66. The Chairs of Faculty Education Committees (PG) are responsible for reviewing all internal and external 
examiners reports.  Any strategic issues arising from this reviewing will be reported to Education Committee. 

Appointment of Examiners: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/8/  

67. The University requires that all research degrees are examined by an Internal Examiner and an External 
Examiner. Where a candidate is also a member of staff within the University, or where appropriate examining 
expertise cannot be found within the University, a second External Examiner will replace the Internal Examiner. 
Staff candidates include those who have become staff since completing supervised study. 

68. The University will offer training and guidance to internal and external examiners of research degrees. 

69. All examiners: 

• must normally be post probation, (members of staff who are on probation may be nominated if they have 
had previous appropriate examining experience);  

• must normally be a current member of academic staff of a University or Research Institute;  

• must normally have gained a doctoral degree or have equivalent experience of research.  Experienced 
members of staff who do not themselves hold a PhD qualification may be considered as examiners 
provided they have the relevant subject expertise;  

• must have subject expertise;  

• must be demonstrably research active;  

• staff who have acted in any formal supervisory capacity for a candidate cannot be considered for 
appointment as examiners;  

• are nominated by the Board of Studies on the forms issued by the Academic Office (Appendix A8.03). 
Supervisors should be consulted about the nominations.  

In addition to the above, external examiners must have standing within their own academic community. 

70. The two examiners must normally between them have experience of at least three successful supervisions 
and have examined three students at postgraduate research degree level. 

71. An Independent Chair may be appointed to advise the two examiners during the examination process if the 
Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) approves the nomination from the Board of Studies. 

72. The Board of Studies is required to provide the Academic Office with a nomination for the appointment of 
examiners three months prior to the submission of the thesis, for the consideration of the Chair of the relevant 
Faculty Education Committee (PG).  The nomination should include confirmation from the Head of Department 
(or nominee) that the examiners meet the criteria as outlined in section 6369. 

73. If an examiner, or the examining team, does not meet these criteria, a case must be made by the head of 
department/school which will be considered by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG) and, 
if support by that Chair, referred for approval  to the Chair of Education Committee. 

74. Once nominations are received and approved (where appropriate), the Academic Office will notify academic 
departments. A letter of appointment to the Examiners will be sent to examiners with the thesis once it is 
submitted. 

The Thesis 

75. A thesis is expected to form a coherent whole, with a consistent argument or series of arguments running 
through it.  The incorporation of material written and published by the candidate during the period of registration 
for the degree is permitted, but the footnoting/end noting must make clear which sections of the thesis are based 
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on published material and how much individual responsibility the candidate has for any jointly authored work.   
Such material must be properly and stylistically incorporated into the thesis, and will be subject to the 
presentation and assessment requirements defined in the Rules for the Forms of Compositions and the 
Submission of Work for Higher Degrees and the Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition 
respectively. 

76. During the continuation period, the supervisor is expected, as part of their normal duties, to offer the student 
advice and constructive criticism on the preparation of the thesis without compromising the independence of the 
candidate's work.  

77. The supervisor is expected to read the final draft of the thesis before it is prepared for submission, to offer an 
opinion to the student and, if appropriate, to advise that modifications are made.  However the supervisor is not 
an examiner and the student should be made aware that the final decision rests with the examiners and that the 
supervisor's opinion is not part of the examination process.  If the supervisor considers that a thesis has serious 
shortcomings which will jeopardise its likely success, he or she should put that opinion in writing to the student.  
The decision on when to submit a thesis is however entirely the student's own. 

Submission 

78. When the thesis is ready, the student must submit two copies to the Academic Office with the submission 
documents and two loose copies of the abstract (one copy of the abstract should also be bound with each copy of 
the thesis). 

79. The Academic Office will send the copies of the thesis to the appointed examiners with the Guide to 
Examiners and Internal Advisors and the Report Forms.    

Oral Examination (viva voce) 

80. Preparation for the oral examination should be given via the supervisor.  The supervisor should ensure that 
the student understands the requirements and purpose of the oral examination and is prepared for this.   

Examination      

81. The criteria and requirements by which a candidate is assessed are specified in the Core Regulations for 
Research Degrees by Thesis or Composition, and/or the Programme Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis or 
Composition, or the Core Regulations for Professional Doctorates.   Examiners are requested to complete the 
examination within three months of their receipt of the thesis, and to contact the Academic Office if this is not 
possible. 

82. An oral examination is required for all Doctoral degree candidates and higher Master's degrees (MLitt, MPhil, 
MEd), but is at the examiners' discretion for first Master's candidates. 

83. After reading the thesis, each examiner should independently write an individual report (available from 
pg.admin@durham.ac.uk) answering some specific questions designed to emphasis the criteria for the award of 
the degree and provide a general report of his or her opinion of the thesis. 

84. A copy of the individual report should be sent to the Academic Office in advance of the oral examination. 

85. The arrangements for an oral examination will be made by the internal examiner, or the 
supervisor/Independent Chair where there are two external examiners; this will include notification of the details 
to the candidate and the Academic Office.  In all cases where an oral examination is held, the supervisor will be 
consulted by the two examiners, and should be available for the oral examination, and may, at the invitation of 
the examiners, attend all or any part of the oral.  

86. The University requires that oral examinations should be conducted in accordance with the procedures as set 
out in the Guide to Examiners and Internal Advisors of Research Degrees in Section 8.6 of the Learning and 
Teaching Handbook. 

87. The oral examination may be held outside the University with the approval of the Chair of the relevant Faculty 
Education Committee (PG).  If the circumstances require it, the candidate's expenses should also be refunded. 

Outcome of the Examination 
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88. The recommendations of the examiners may, at their discretion, be reported informally to the candidate at 
the oral examination.   

89. Report Forms (available from pg.admin@durham.ac.uk) are completed by the Examiners and returned to the 
Academic Support Office for final approval by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG). 

90. Candidates will receive a letter notifying them of the result of the examination. If unsuccessful, students will 
be referred to their supervisor for information on what further action is required or available to them.  

91. If the decision is that the degree be awarded forthwith, the candidate should submit one hardbound and one 
electronic copy of the thesis to the Academic Support Office. 

92. Where minor corrections are required, these must be completed, normally within one three months of 
notification. 

93. Where the examiners consider that a thesis is unsatisfactory the following options are open: 

• to recommend that the candidate should fail and should not be permitted to resubmit, i.e. that the failure 
be outright (this would be where the thesis falls very short of the required standard);  

• where the shortcomings are considered capable of correction within either six months or twelve months, 
and when it is the first examination of the thesis, they may recommend that the candidate should be 
permitted to resubmit the thesis for re-examination in a revised form;  

• that they be awarded a lower degree forthwith on the basis of the thesis as submitted, or that the thesis 
be resubmitted for second re-examination for a lower degree;  

• in cases where the thesis was satisfactory, but the oral examination was not, the candidate will be 
allowed to have a second oral examination or take a written examination within six months.  

94. The procedures for submission for re-examination are similar to those for the original examination.  In 
addition, candidates have to pay the appropriate resubmission and continuation fee at the time. 

Conferment of the Degree 

95. Once the final, approved copies of the thesis have been submitted to the Academic Office students will be 
issued with a letter and Pass List confirming that they have met the requirements of the degree, subject to 
conferment at congregation and being free from debt. Until the degree has been officially conferred, the 
Academic Office can provide successful candidates with a statement confirming that they have satisfied the 
examiners, should copies of the Pass List not be considered adequate by other authorities. 

96. Students with any outstanding debts to the University (e.g. tuition fees, accommodation charges, library fines, 
overdrawn printer credit account) will not be able to go through congregation until the debts have been settled. 
Students can not claim to have been awarded the degree until they have gone through congregation, either in 
person or in absentia. 

Student Representation: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/9/  

97. Senate Standing Orders require academic departments to have in place staff student consultative committees 
and where there are postgraduate students, at least one postgraduate student must be elected to represent their 
views. 

Complaints and Appeals: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/10/  

Complaints 

98. The University has a comprehensive Complaints procedure for students. The procedure clearly defines the 
various stages of the procedure including who is involved at each stage. The Complaints procedure is available in 
the University Calendar. 

Appeals 

99. The University has comprehensive Appeals Regulations for all students.  These regulations clearly define the 
grounds for appeal, and clearly define the stages of an appeal process including who is involved at the various 
stages. The Appeals regulations are available in the University Calendar, and further information on the appeals 
and complaints process is available from the University's webpages on appeals and complaints. 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  Compensation in taught postgraduate programmes 
 
Purpose of Communication:  In Michaelmas 2010 Social Sciences and Health FEC 
(Postgraduate) asked Education Committee to consider whether the University’s current 
approach to compensation for taught postgraduate programmes remained appropriate, in 
the light of comments from some departments that they felt that practice differed from that in 
comparable HEIs. 
 
A consultation paper on this issue was circulated earlier this term 
(http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/FLTC/ECAHSCPG1048.pd
f ), indicating that the University’s current provision in this area was different to that in 
comparator HEIs and recommending that core regulations be amended to address this.  This 
recommendation was circulated to all FECs (Postgraduate) and QSSC for consideration.  
The response received was broadly supportive, and following consideration of this feedback 
Education Committee agreed to recommend to Senate that the core regulations for taught 
postgraduate programmes be revised with effect from 2012/13 to permit a limited amount of 
compensation, in defined circumstances, and to reduce the proportion of a taught 
postgraduate programme that can be resat.  Fuller details of the proposal are available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_10_146.pdf .   
 
Detailed amendments to the relevant core regulations are therefore attached, with the 
proposed changes highlighted. 
 
Consultation to date:  The proposed changes result from an extensive consultation 
process, involving all departments via FECs, and the proposed changes have been 
recommended to Senate by Education Committee. 
 
Action Requested:  Senate’s approval of the attached revisions to the core regulations for 
taught postgraduate programmes, to take effect 2012/13. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting to be held 14 June 
2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Richard Harrison (extn. 46126;  r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
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Proposed revisions to the core regulations for modular taught 
master’s degrees, postgraduate diplomas and postgraduate 
certificates 
The proposed revisions are given in italics. 

… 
14. A student must gain credits as follows subject to the requirements of the relevant programme 
regulations:  

a) for the award of a  Masters degree: a total of 180 credits including at least 150 at Level 4 and up 
to 30 at Levels 1-3; 

b) for the award of a Postgraduate Diploma: a total of 120 credits including at least 90 at Level 4 and 
up to 30 at Levels 1-3; 

c) for the award of a Postgraduate Certificate: a total of 60 credits including at least 40 at Level 4 
and up to 20 at Levels 1-3. 

… 
18. The pass mark for Masters programmes, Postgraduate Diplomas and Postgraduate Certificates is 
50% which must be achieved overall in each of the taught modules and in the dissertation. There is no 
compensation between modules. 
19. Notwithstanding the requirements detailed in paragraph 14 above up to 45 credits for a Masters 
degree, up to 30 credits for a Postgraduate diploma and up to 20 credits for a Postgraduate Certificate may 
be gained compensation provided that: 

a) a mark of not less than 40% has been obtained in each of the modules to be compensated; 
b) the overall average for all the modules taken including the module(s) to be compensated is at 

least 50%; 
c) the achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme is not compromised by failure in the 

module(s) concerned.  The regulations for each programme indicate which module(s) may not be 
be passed by compensation because failure in those modules would compromise the 
achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme. 

The actual mark received for modules passed by compensation will be taken forward to the averaging 
process for the classification of the degree and will be entered on the student’s transcript. 
… 
Re-examination 

 
32. Students who achieve an average mark of less than 50% in any taught module at the first attempt are 
allowed one further attempt to pass the module.  The total number taught modules which a student may 
resit must total no more than half the total credit value of their programme’s taught modules.  The resit 
(without repeating the module itself) shall normally be at the time of the next normal assessment of the 
module component(s) concerned.  Any alternative arrangements for re-examination shall be as specified in 
the Programme Regulations of the programme.  

 
33. Students who achieve a mark of less than 50% in the dissertation at first attempt are allowed one 
further opportunity to resubmit the dissertation.  The resubmission (without further supervision) shall 
normally be at the next dissertation submission time, unless otherwise specified in the Programme 
Regulations of the programme. 

 
34. The mark for any module following a resit shall be capped at 50%. 

 

… 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  Collaborative provision – a strategic approach 
 
Purpose of Communication:  The Education Strategy Action Plan for 2010/11 included the 
development of an updated collaborative provision strategy for the University, to take 
account of the University’s Strategy 2010-20.  A paper proposing the approach to be taken 
to replacing the existing collaborative provision strategy, and proposing a draft strategic 
approach consistent with that approach, was developed by the PVC – Partnerships and 
Engagement, Director of the International Office and the Head of the Academic Support 
Office and considered by QSSC.  The full proposal considered is available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/qssc07/QSSC_10_125.pdf .  
This was recommended to Education Committee, which in turn agreed to recommend the 
attached strategic framework to Senate to come into immediate effect. 
 
Consultation to date:  This paper has been developed by the PVC – Partnerships and 
Engagement, Director of the International Office and the Head of the Academic Support 
Office.  The proposed strategic framework for collaborative provision was considered at the 
meeting of QSSC on 28 April 2011, and by Education Committee on 18 May 2011. 
 
Action Requested:  Members of Senate are asked to approve the attached strategic 
framework, with immediate effect. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting of Senate EC on 
14 June 2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Richard Harrison, Head of the Academic Support Office 
(extn. 46126; email: r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
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Proposed new strategic framework for collaborative provision 
Strategic framework 
1. The University's strategy for collaborative provision is underpinned by the principles and 

policy detailed above, and it will only consider entering into collaborative partnerships 
which will support it in achieving its strategic objectives as defined in its Strategy 2010-
20, and key sub-strategies such as the Education Strategy, Research Strategy, 
Postgraduate Strategy and Internationalisation Strategy. 

2. The University will consider entering into collaborative partnerships that are national or 
international in nature, but all such partnerships must address the University’s 
overarching strategic objectives. 

All collaborative partnerships 

3. The University will only enter into collaborative partnerships where: 

a. The status and standing of the partner institutions are consistent with the University’s 
ambition to be an ‘international exemplar of the best in research and research-led 
education’ (Strategy 2010-20, Context and ambitions). 

b. The programme(s) offered through such a partnership includes an opportunity for 
students to spend some time studying and learning at the University, in line with the 
belief expressed in the University Strategy that in order to benefit fully from the 
Durham educational experience all programmes must include ‘time spent as 
residents within our communities’ (Strategy 2010-20, Education Aim 1). 

National 

4. Collaborative partnerships with organisations within the UK will be expected to support 
the University in meeting its strategic objectives relating to Education, Research and 
Community and Place.  The University will consider entering into such partnerships 
where they meet one or more of the following strategic objectives: 

a. Provide programmes of study that give students a high quality, research-led*

Strategy 2010-20
 

academic experience ( , Education Aim 1). 

b. Increase the number and proportion of postgraduate students (taught or research) 
studying for University degrees, while continuing to provide a high quality educational 
experience for all such students (Strategy 2010-20, Research Aim 2). 

c. Support and/or facilitate the development of research links with other organisations 
that either contributes to the achievement of demonstrable international research 
excellence and/or the setting of academic agendas within or across disciplines 
(Strategy 2010-20, Research Aim 1). 

d. Address national or international initiatives that are closely aligned to the University’s 
mission and strategy. 

International 

5. All international collaborative partnerships must demonstrate how they will meet one or 
more the strategic objectives outlined in paragraph 5 above.  In addition, they must also 
meet one or more of the following objectives: 

a. Support the internationalisation of the University’s educational provision through an 
increase in the number and proportion of international students (Strategy 2010-20, 
Education Aim 3). 

                                                
* Research-led defined broadly, as detailed in the University’s Principles for the development of the taught 

curriculum. 
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b. Provide opportunities for cohorts of students to study overseas at partner institutions 
(Strategy 2010-20, Education Aim 3). 

c. Increase the University’s profile in key global regions, to enhance the University’s 
global standing and position (Internationalisation Strategy, Objective 1.2). 

d. Provide opportunities for Durham staff to draw on and learn from international best 
practice in education and research (Strategy 2010-20, Education Aim 3, Research 
Aims 1 and 3). 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/about/strategy/Finalfullstrategydocument.pdf�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/international/Internationalisation_Strategy_2010.doc�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/about/strategy/Finalfullstrategydocument.pdf�


Attachment VI 

S:\Academic Support Office\Committees\Education Committee\2010-11\2011_05_18\Follow 
up\Senate\attachmentVI.doc  

                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  Proposed revisions to the University’s policy and regulations on the 
use of discretion by boards of examiners 
 
Purpose of Communication:  At its meeting on 28 February 2011, QSSC considered the 
report of the University’s Chief Examiner on the operation of boards of examiners for 
undergraduate and integrated master’s programmes 2009/10.  This report raised issues 
relating to the University’s current policy on the use of discretion by boards of examiners.  
QSSC undertook further research on this issue, including consideration of practice at 
comparator HEIs, which is available for consultation at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/local/qssc07/QSSC_10_138f.pdf .  In 
the light of this QSSC agreed that: 
 
a. Current University policy should be maintained, i.e. that boards of examiners should 

exercise discretion in respect of the individual circumstances of a given student, 
exercising their professional judgment to do so. 
 

b. Parameters should be established within which discretion would be exercised in relation 
to raising a student’s degree classification for academic factors.  This would be achieved 
by establishing a zone of discretion of 2%, and defining at a University-level the reasons 
why discretion might be used for academic factors to raise a student’s degree 
classification. 

 
c. These parameters would apply to the exercise of academic discretion, and not to the use 

of discretion in respect of a student’s Significant Adverse Circumstances. 
 
Education Committee agreed on 18 May 2011 to recommend these proposals to Senate to 
take effect from 2011/12, and revisions to the core regulations and the University policy on 
discretion to implement these proposals to effect this are attached. 
 
Consultation to date:  These proposals result from extensive discussion at two meetings of 
QSSC, and were approved by Education Committee for recommendation to Senate. 
 
Action Requested:  Members of Senate are asked approve the attached changes to core 
regulations, and the University policy on the use of discretion by boards of examiners, with 
effect from 2011/12. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 14 
June 2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Richard Harrison (extn. 46126;  email: 
r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
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Annex 1 Proposed revisions to core regulations 
Undergraduate programmes 
… 
89. After the final year examinations, a Board of Examiners will classify the performance of students using 

the general University conventions as guidelines.  A Board of Examiners has the power to exercise 
discretion to take account of particular circumstances if it considers it right to do so in the proper 
discharge of its duties.  Such circumstances shall include, but not be restricted to, personal mitigating 
circumstances.  Boards of Examiners may also take into account academic factors such as the overall 
pattern of marks gained by a student and the relative significance of various modules for the learning 
outcomes of the programme.  The views of an External Examiner must be particularly influential in the 
case of disagreement within the Board of Examiners on the mark to be awarded for a particular unit of 
assessment, or on the final level of award to be derived from the array of marks of a particular 
student. 

89.90. Where a student’s arithmetic means falls no more than 2% below a classification boundary, the 
board of examiners must consider whether to award the higher classification by the exercise of 
discretion.  Boards of Examiners may only consider exercising discretion to raise a classification for a 
student whose arithmetic mean falls outside this 2% range where there are personal mitigating 
circumstances, or a combination of personal mitigating circumstances and academic factors, that 
warrant such consideration. 

… 

Graduate certificates and diplomas 
… 
20. A Board of Examiners has the power to exercise discretion to take account of particular 

circumstances if it considers it right to do so in the proper discharge of its duties.  Such circumstances 
shall include, but not be restricted to, personal mitigating circumstances.  Boards of Examiners may 
also take into account academic factors such as the overall pattern of marks gained by a student and 
the relative significance of various modules for the learning outcomes of the programme.  The views 
of an External Examiner must be particularly influential in the case of disagreement within the Board 
of Examiners on the mark to be awarded for a particular unit of assessment, or on the final level of 
award to be derived from the array of marks of a particular student. 

20.21. Where a student’s arithmetic means falls no more than 2% below a classification boundary, the 
board of examiners must consider whether to award the higher classification by the exercise of 
discretion.  Boards of Examiners may only consider exercising discretion to raise a classification for a 
student whose arithmetic mean falls outside this 2% range where there are personal mitigating 
circumstances, or a combination of personal mitigating circumstances and academic factors, that 
warrant such consideration. 

… 

Taught master’s degrees, postgradautepostgraduate diplomas and 
postgraduate certificates 
… 
22. A Board of Examiners has the power to exercise discretion to take account of particular 

circumstances if it considers it right to do so in the proper discharge of its duties.  Such circumstances 
shall include, but not be restricted to, personal mitigating circumstances.  Boards of Examiners may 
also take into account academic factors such as the overall pattern of marks gained by a student and 
the relative significance of various modules for the learning outcomes of the programme.  The views 
of an External Examiner must be particularly influential in the case of disagreement within the Board 
of Examiners on the mark to be awarded for a particular unit of assessment, or on the final level of 
award to be derived from the array of marks of a particular student. 

22.23. Where a student’s arithmetic means falls no more than 2% below a classification boundary, 
the board of examiners must consider whether to award the higher classification by the exercise of 
discretion.  In order to be considered for the award of distinction by discretion a student must have 
obtained either a mark of 70% in their dissertation or an arithmetic mean of 70%, and a mark of at 
least 68% and less than 70% in relation to the other criterion for the award of a distinction.  Boards of 
Examiners may only consider exercising discretion to raise a classification for a student who does not 
meet these criteria where there are personal mitigating circumstances, or a combination of personal 
mitigating circumstances and academic factors, that warrant such consideration. 

… 
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Annex 2 Proposed revisions to the University policy on the 
use of discretion by boards of examiners 

6.2.3: Discretion of Boards of Examiners 
1. Marking conventions and schemes are for the guidance of the Board of Examiners which 

retains the right to exercise discretion if it considers it right to do so in the proper 
discharge of its duties, (for example, in taking account of significant adverse 
circumstances medical or other circumstances in respect of an individual student's 
performance and/or academic factors). 

2. Any guidelines detailing the procedures for the disclosure of marks should not impair the 
ability of the Boards of Examiners, up to the point where confirmed marks are disclosed, 
to exercise discretion in the case of individual students where the performance of a 
student is affected by illness or other good cause. 

3. Once confirmed by the Board of Examiners marks on papers assessments contributing 
towards Final Honours classificationdegree classification should not be altered to reflect 
the degree class awarded (this includes the award of a merit or distinction for taught 
postgraduate programmes) or, progression decisions or the award of a distinction at 
Masters level. This includes cases where Examiners have used discretion concerning 
serious adverse special circumstances that may have affected a student's performance. 

4. Boards of Examiners should not attempt to define rules for the operation of discretion, 
since discretion is, by its very nature, particular to the circumstances of the student 
concerned. Boards of Examiners should, however, ensure an equitable approach to the 
operation of discretion and minute the reasons why discretion has (or has not) been 
exercised in any given case. 

5. Where a Board of Examiners is considering exercising discretion in the light of academic 
factors alone (i.e. not in relation to serious adverse circumstances) to award a different 
degree classification to that indicated by the standard application of the relevant core 
regulations, it may only do so for one or more of the following reasons: 

a. Predominance:  considering the balance of higher marks for those modules that: are 
core to a programme; between them demonstrate a breath of the programme 
learning outcomes; and take into account student achievement (for example offering 
specific consideration, for instance, where a high proportion of a module mark may 
be weighted to group work, and/or the positioning of students module mark(s) relative 
to each module’s standard deviation). 

b. Dissertation/major project/fieldwork:  considering a mark within the higher 
classification for those modules that are synoptic of the programme learning 
outcomes and may involve the student in independent thought and the personal 
management of the work’s direction.  Boards may take into account student 
achievement making specific consideration to the positioning of the student’s module 
mark relative to the module’s standard deviation. 

c. Trajectory:  it is important to take into consideration that for undergraduate 
programmes this factor has already been taken into account by higher weightings in 
later years for calculation of the AWM. However, consistent with Durham’s approach 
Boards of Examiners may consider trajectory by taking into account student 
achievement where lesser performance related to a specific program learning 
outcome is demonstrated by a student through a higher performance at a later level 
or stage of study. 

Boards of Examiners should not seek to define rules on the basis of these factors.  
Instead they should consider each individual student case in relation to these factors. 
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6. The relevant core regulations define the parameters within which a Board of Examiners 
should consider whether to exercise discretion in the light of academic factors to award a 
different degree classification to that indicated by the standard application of the core 
regulations.  There is no requirement that discretion be exercised in respect of such 
students, only that Boards of Examiners consider whether discretion should be 
exercised.  Where students fall outside these parameters discretion may only be 
exercised where a Board of Examiners believe that either serious adverse 
circumstances, or a combination of serious adverse circumstances and academic 
factors, justify the use of discretion. 

7. Boards of Examiners should consider whether to exercise discretion for any student who 
falls within the parameters defined in the relevant core regulations.  There is no 
requirement, however, that consideration should or must lead to the award of discretion.  
Reasons why a Board of Examiners might not choose to exercise discretion might 
include the following (this list is intended to be illustrative, not prescriptive or 
comprehensive): 

a. Predominance:  When in the view of the Board of Examiners the student’s poor 
performance in one or more modules significantly impacts on the student’s ability to 
demonstrate one or more of the programmes learning outcomes at a level 
appropriate to the proposed classification, and that this outcome(s) has not been 
demonstrated by higher performance later in the programme. 

b. Dissertation/major project/fieldwork: When the considered module’s mean is higher 
than other modules within the programme so significantly contributing towards the 
better performance. So for example, the BoE may decide not to apply discretion 
despite the mark being in a higher classification where the student’s rank in the 
cohort is not significantly higher for the dissertation (or other considered) module 
than their overall cohort rank based on their arithmetic mean. 

c. Trajectory: When a single or small number of modules disproportionately contribute 
to a higher level 3 (or 4) AWM and in the view of the Board of Examiners these 
modules do not provide significant coverage of the overall programmes learning 
outcomes. 
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title: Proposed Amendment to the Respect at Work and Study Policy and 
Code of Practice. 
 
Purpose of Communication: This document proposes amendments to the Respect at 
Work and Study Policy and Code of Practice.  The amendments seek to clarify the process 
when a member of staff wishes to complain about a student and to ensure a fair approach 
for both the complainant and respondent.  The amendments have been recommended by 
the Student Experience Sub-Committee, following which Education Committee agreed to 
recommend them to Senate. 
 
Consultation to date:  The proposed amendments have been discussed with Ms Sarah 
Winship, the University’s Diversity Adviser and Mrs Erica Young, the Assistant Registrar as 
they are actively involved in supporting staff and students who bring forward complaints of 
harassment.  The amendments come forward with their support.  
 
Action Requested: Senate is asked to recommend to Council the proposed amendments to 
the Respect at Work and Study Policy and Code of Practice to Senate for approval. 
  
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 14 
June 2011. 
 
Contact for further information:  Mr Sam Dale, Deputy Academic Registrar (ext: 46120; 
email: depacademic.registrar@durham.ac.uk) 
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 

THE ACADEMIC OFFICE 
 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE UNIVERSITY’S RESPECT AT WORK AND STUDY 
POLICY AND CODE OF PRACTICE 

 
1. Introduction 

1.1 This document proposes amendments to the University’s Respect at Work 
and Study Policy and Code of Practice.  The proposed amendments aim to 
clarify the process for a member of staff who wishes to bring forward a 
complaint of harassment against a student and to ensure a fair approach for 
both the complainant and respondent. 

1.2 At present the code of practice states: “This policy and code of practice 
relates to allegations of harassment by staff v staff, staff v students, students 
v students and students v staff’’.  However section 3, ‘’Procedures for Staff to 
make a complaint about harassment’’ is worded for staff making a complaint 
about other staff.  Uncertainty regarding the correct process to follow has 
been raised in relation to cases of staff wishing to bring forward complaints of 
harassment in relation to students.   

1.3 It should be stressed that there is no sense that the University has a 
disproportionate number of students or staff wishing to make complaints of 
harassment about each other.  Indeed the latest Student Complaints report 
produced by the Deputy Academic Registrar’s Office for the 2009/10 
academic year highlighted that no formal student complaints of harassment 
were investigated during that year.  However the issue of the need for greater 
clarity in respect of the mechanism for staff to bring forward complaints of 
harassment has been highlighted in a small number of cases referred to the 
Deputy Academic Registrar.  To date these cases have been resolved without 
the need for a formal investigation (through, for example, the student 
withdrawing for the University and taking action via the Student Mental Health 
Policy) but they have exposed that the mechanism for undertaking such an 
investigation is not transparent in the Policy and Code as currently written.  
The proposed amendments set out below seek to address this ambiguity. 

1.4 The opportunity is also taken to bring forward a minor amendment to the 
investigatory process as it relates to formal complaints about harassment 
relating to students.  The amendment set out under Section 3(c), paragraph 
1.11 introduces a meeting with the alleged harasser at which the procedure 
and the allegations are confirmed and they are given an opportunity to 
respond verbally.  Such meetings do take place as part of the investigation 
into allegations of student-related harassment but this formalises the 
requirement which ensures parity of treatment for the complainant and the 
alleged harasser. 

1.5 The full code of practice is attached as Appendix 1 with amendments shown 
in section 3 as follows: 

New text 

Text to be removed 
 

2. Action Requested 
2.1 Senate is asked to recommend to Council the amendments proposed to the 

Policy and Code of Practice and to approve these.
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         Appendix 1 

Respect at Work and Study:  Policy, Code of Practice and Procedures for Staff and 
Students to make a Complaint about Harassment 

1) Policy 

We are fully committed to eliminating discrimination and actively promoting equality 
of opportunity for our staff and students in line with our University Strategy.  We 
believe that where equality of opportunity exists all staff and students work in a more 
rewarding and less stressful environment, one where discrimination, prejudice and 
harassment are not accepted, and one more likely to enhance performance and 
achievement. 

We will seek to promote and maintain an inclusive and supportive work and study 
environment that respects the dignity of staff and students and assists all members of 
our University community to achieve their full potential.  This policy has been written 
in support of developing and encouraging a work and study environment in which 
personal harassment of any kind is known to be unacceptable, and one in which 
individuals have the confidence to complain without fear of reprisals.  No-one in our 
University community is expected to endure offensive, intimidating or bullying 
behaviour and the University will not tolerate the harassment of one member of our 
community by another. 

We are fully committed to investigating complaints and taking appropriate action.  
This policy and code of practice relates to allegations of harassment by staff v staff, 
staff v students, students v students and students v staff. 

It is the responsibility of every member of our University community to help achieve 
this inclusive and supportive environment, and to promote good relations between 
groups by being tolerant and having respect for diversity.  You can do so by making 
sure that your own conduct does not cause offence or misunderstanding. Managers 
have the responsibility to take complaints seriously and carry out investigations in 
line with University procedures.  Individuals have a responsibility to bring forward 
issues in a timely manner in order that any investigation is carried out at the earliest 
opportunity. 

Where there are instances of activity on campus which may undermine good campus 
relations, and to assist staff and students in maintaining a balance between individual 
freedoms and expectations of conduct, the University has policies in place to address 
such matters.  The Code of Practice on Freedom of Speech Relating to Meetings or 
Other Activities on University Premises and the Code of Practice on Notification of 
Misconduct to the Police and Internal Action can both be found in the University 
Calendar Volume 1. 

Guidance on maintaining professional relationships and the principles of public life 
are included on the University's website at www.durham.ac.uk. 

2) Code of Practice 
This Code of Practice is intended to: 

• Facilitate the development of a study, learning and working environment in which 
harassment is known to be unacceptable and where students and staff can be 
confident enough to bring complaints, made in good faith, without fear of ridicule 
or reprisal.  

http://www.durham.ac.uk/�
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• Explain the procedure for making a complaint about harassment, discrimination 
or bullying by or towards a member of staff of a registered student of Durham 
University.  

a)        Guiding Principles 
Appropriate members of the University community will receive training in 
dealing with cases of harassment, and will be available to any student or 
member of staff to offer advice or information in confidence, help to resolve 
issues if the complainant wishes, and act as a channel for complaints.  
(Individual or collective complaints about terms and conditions of employment 
which do not involve harassment are dealt with under the established 
grievance procedures for academic and support staff.)  We will aim to recruit 
Harassment contacts from a diverse range of people. 

Where an individual wishes to make a complaint against his\her Manager, 
then the complaint should be addressed to a more senior manager, e.g. a 
Head of Faculty. 

When reported, complaints of harassment will be dealt with as quickly as 
possible.  Though some forms of harassment may be resolved informally, 
there may be occasions when a formal approach is required from the onset.  
It is important that individuals bring forward complaints at the earliest 
opportunity and within a reasonable time frame in order that a thorough 
appreciation of all the circumstances can be gained.  

The possibility that complaints might be brought with vexatious or malicious 
intent is also recognised by the University and may provide grounds for 
disciplinary action. 

All records concerning allegations or complaints of harassment will be treated 
as confidential and in line with the provisions of the Data Protection Act. 

Cases of alleged harassment will be investigated impartially by the University, 
which will ensure that the alleged harasser has the opportunity to be 
represented and to be given a clear account of the allegation so that he/she 
may state his/her case. 

Unless incidents of harassment are notified in a timely manner, the University 
may find itself unable adequately to take steps to prevent or eliminate 
harassment.  It is therefore important that staff and students use the channels 
provided (see 'sources of help' at the end of this document) as set out in this 
document.  We will monitor reported cases of harassment and report the 
results of our monitoring in the Diversity Annual Report on an annual basis.  
This monitoring will be carried out anonymously, and the statistical data 
collected will be used to inform policy reviews. 

b)        Harassment Definitions Personal Harassment?  
Personal harassment is difficult to define in terms of acceptable or 
unacceptable behaviour.  It is important to understand that even behaviour 
which is not intended to cause offence or distress may do so.  Differences of 
attitude or culture and the misinterpretation of social signals can mean that 
what seems like harassment to one person may not seem so to another.  The 
defining features, however, are that the behaviour is offensive, hostile or 
intimidating to the recipient and would be regarded as harassment by any 
reasonable person.  It may consist of behaviour taking place over a period of 
time or a single incident, but in all cases it involves an unwanted, unwelcome 
or uninvited act which makes the recipient feel uncomfortable, embarrassed, 
humiliated, unsafe or frightened. 
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It should be noted that incidents outside of normal hours and not on 
University premises might still require investigation and action where 
incidents involve members of the University community. 

Any difficulty in defining personal harassment should not deter a member of 
staff or a student from seeking support or complaining of behaviour which 
causes them distress.  They should also not be deterred because of 
embarrassment or fear of intimidation or publicity.  The University will respect 
the particular sensitivity of harassment complaints and their consequences, 
and will treat any complaint with the utmost confidentiality.  Complaints will 
not normally be taken further than the complainant wishes. 

(i)   Sexual Harassment involves unwanted sexual attention which 
emphasises sexual status over status as an individual, colleague or 
student, or unwanted conduct on the grounds of a persons sex which 
violates their dignity, or creates an intimidating, hostile, degrading, 
humiliating or offensive environment.  We tend to think first of women 
being harassed by men, but it may also occur between members of the 
same sex or of men by women.  Harassment is especially serious when 
the alleged harasser is in a position of power to the person complaining 
of the harassment. 

     Harassment on the grounds of a person's sexual orientation is 
unwanted conduct that violates a person's dignity or creates an 
intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive environment.  
Such conduct may be aimed at heterosexuals, particularly, but not 
exclusively, when individuals are perceived to be gay men and lesbians, 
transgender or bisexual (LGBT), but is more usually experienced by 
LGBT people.  The European Commission code of practice on sexual 
harassment points out that lesbians and gay men often encounter 
disproportionate levels of harassment relating to their sexuality.  The 
response of LGBT people to harassment may also be complicated by 
the fact that in order to complain about it or confront it, they may have to 
be open about their sexuality or gender identity with colleagues 
(perhaps for the first time). Legislation to protect LGBT people 
employees was introduced in December 2003. 

(ii)   Racial and Religious Harassment occurs when someone's actions or 
words, based on race, religion, colour, ethnic or national origins, are 
unwelcome and violate another person's dignity or create an 
environment that is intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or 
offensive.  (Note: the MacPherson report which followed the Stephen 
Lawrence Inquiry defined a racist incident as "any incident which is 
perceived to be racist by the victim or any other person".) 

(iii)  Disability Harassment may be defined as behaviour, deliberate or 
otherwise, relating to a person's disability, which violates a disabled 
person's dignity or creates an intimidating, hostile, degrading, 
humiliating or offensive environment for the individual.  Disability 
harassment can occur in situations such as undue pressure or 
intimidation, impractical work expectations or offensive language or 
jokes. 

(iv)  Age harassment may be described as treating a person differently 
because of his/her perceived youth or mature age, which violates a 
person's dignity, or creates an intimidating, hostile, degrading, 
humiliating or offensive environment.  For example, in applying age 
limits in recruitment and selection, training and promotion opportunities.  
The University has for some time removed age bias in employment, by 

Comment [S A M D1]: The Diversity 
Adviser has advised that this reference 
is no longer applies. 
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removing age requirements and 'age for wage' salary scales (except for 
Government sponsored Modern Apprenticeships). 

(v)   Bullying may be defined as offensive, abusive, intimidating, malicious 
or insulting behaviour and abuse of power which makes the recipient 
feel upset, threatened, humiliated or vulnerable.  As with all forms of 
harassment, it is the impact on the individual and not the intention of the 
perpetrator which determines whether bullying has occurred. 

Bullying is most commonly associated with an abuse of power, most 
typically by a manager in an employment relationship or Lecturer/tutor in 
a staff/student relationship (see also guidelines on consensual 
relationships).  However, other power relationships may equally lead to 
bullying by colleagues or a group of people who target an individual. 

c)        Firm, Fair Management  
Effective leadership and management is based on respect, trust, support and 
encouragement.  Managers are responsible for ensuring that staff who report 
to them perform to an acceptable standard.  Legitimate monitoring of an 
employee's behaviour or job performance does not, therefore, constitute 
bullying. 

It is reasonable to expect a manager to carry out these functions in a fair, firm 
and consistent manner. Carrying out these functions does not constitute an 
act of bullying or harassment, although some staff may feel anxious whilst the 
procedures are ongoing. 

It is important to differentiate between firm, fair management and bullying 
behaviour.  It is in the interests of the University that managers should be able 
to carry out their duties without threat of ill-intentioned, malicious, vexatious or 
unreasonable complaints. 

It is not always easy to differentiate between firm, fair management and 
bullying and harassment, but some examples of what is considered firm/fair 
management are as follows: 

 Consistent and fair.  
 Determined to achieve the best results, but reasonable and flexible.  
 Knows own mind and is clear about own ideas, but willing to consult with 

colleagues before drawing up proposals.  
 Insists upon high standards of service in quality of and behaviour within 

the team.  
 Will discuss in private any perceived deterioration before forming any 

views or taking action, and does not apportion blame on others when 
things go wrong.  

 Asks for people's views, listens and assimilates feedback.  
 Consistently demonstrates sensitivity to the behaviour of others and 

adapts own behaviour to get the optimum work outputs.  
 Consistently demonstrates behaviour irrespective of where work takes 

place and regardless of numbers of staff present.  

d)     Policy on Maintaining Professional Relationships 
Members of staff may be faced with situations where personal interest may 
conflict with their duties and might be uncertain about how to deal with them. 
This guidance sets out some principles to help staff avoid conferring unfair 
advantage or disadvantage on students, staff or other individuals because of 
personal relationships, i.e. friendships of different types where one party may 
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be in a position to secure advantage for the other in areas of employment and 
academic life. 

The underlying principle of maintaining professional relationships is that all 
members of staff should adhere to the "Seven Principles of Public Life" drawn 
up under the Nolan (now Neill) committee to which this guidance relates. 

(i)   Relationships between Staff and Students 

The University values good professional relationships between staff and 
students. 

The University is committed to an environment for staff and 
undergraduate and postgraduate students where decisions about 
assessment, selection and access to resources are based on merit. 

Members of staff should recognize a professional and ethical 
responsibility to protect the interests of students, to respect the trust 
involved in the staff/student relationship and to accept the constraints and 
obligations inherent in that responsibility. 

Students who are, or who have been, involved in an intimate relationship 
with a member of staff, and who do not consider their involvement to be 
truly consensual have the right of complaint under the University's 
harassment procedure. 

The establishment of an academic relationship with family members or 
with friends or associates who become students may also raise ethical 
and professional issues. 

Professional responsibilities of staff towards students may be academic 
(including assessment), administrative or advisory. If there are concerns 
about the nature of a relationship, a member of staff must inform his/her 
head of department without undue delay and ensure that there is a clear 
separation from such responsibilities. Failure to do so may lead to 
complaints of bias and possible disciplinary action. 

(ii)  Relationships between members of staff  

Where intimate relationships occur between members of staff, it is the 
responsibility of both individuals to deal appropriately with any potential 
conflicts of interest. For example, it may be necessary to review the 
relevant reporting structure if the relationship is between a line manager 
and a member of staff. 

Staff should take care that financial, family or personal relationships are 
entered into on a consensual basis and do not advantage or unfairly 
disadvantage any member of staff, or other individuals, e.g. in dealing 
with applications for jobs. 

Where relevant, the Head of Department should be immediately informed 
if a relationship is causing concern at work.  The matter will be treated in 
absolute confidence and, in consultation with the member(s) of staff, ways 
sought to avoid conflicts of interest. 

Members of staff who have close personal or familial relationships with an 
applicant for employment must declare their interest and avoid any 
involvement in the appointment process, either as a member of an 
appointment panel or in the short listing process.  It is acceptable to act as 
a referee for an applicant in this situation provided the interest is made 
clear in the letter of support. 
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A member of staff who is, or who has been, involved in an intimate 
relationship with another member of staff, who does not consider their 
involvement to be truly consensual and where the relationship is causing 
problems at work, will have the right of complaint under the University's 
Respect at Work and Study Policy and Code of Practice procedure. 

e) Sources of Help: 
   Help and advice, including guidance leaflets, is available from: 

Students 
• DSU Welfare Department Staff  
• College Tutors  
• University Counselling Service  
• Heads of Houses  
• Harassment Network contacts *  
• Nightline  
• LGBT Association  
• Chaplains  

Staff 
• Director of Human Resources  
• Staff Trade Union Representatives  
• Heads of Sections  
• Occupational Health Adviser  
• Harassment Network contacts *  
• Chaplains  

*Names of Departmental Harassment Network contacts will be displayed on 
notice boards. We recognise that you may prefer to speak to a network 
member from outside of your own department. The Diversity Office will 
maintain a full list of internal network members and will advise you in total 
confidence of alternative members of the network. 

If you are the victim of rape or other physical assault, seek help immediately.  
The attack should be reported to the police as soon as possible, and you will 
be able to choose to see a female or a male officer.   

Any of the named contacts in annex 3 will willingly give support and help you 
decide what to do.  You will be given advice but what further action is to be 
taken, if any, will be your decision.  For your own protection and the 
protection of others, it is important that the offender is dealt with.  If you 
decide to go to the police, you will not be left to go alone, unless you so wish. 

Other advice and help centres are: 

Tyneside Rape Crisis Centre (sexual assault counselling & information 
service): www.tynesidercc.org.uk 

Women's Support Network and Jigsaw (Middlesbrough based 
counselling, advisory & support service for sexual abuse and rape): 
www.wsnsupport.org 

MESMAC NE (gay & bisexual men's support service): 
www.mesmacnortheast.com 

Samaritans:  www.samaritans.org 

http://www.tynesidercc.org.uk/�
http://www.wsnsupport.org/�
http://www.mesmacnortheast.com/�
http://www.samaritans.org/�
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3)        Procedures for making a complaint about harassment 
a)       General principles 

If you feel that you are being subjected to personal harassment in any form, 
do not feel that it is your fault or that you have to tolerate it.  In order to 
maintain normal relationships matters should be dealt with by an informal 
intervention wherever possible. 

b)       Procedures for Staff to make a complaint about harassment 
Informal Action for Members of Staff 

1.1     Discuss the matter with a trusted colleague, harassment contact or 
Trade Union representative.  You should be aware that the alleged 
harasser may raise a counter-accusation, and so it may be wise to 
alert someone else to your concern.  (It may be helpful for you to keep 
a note of the details of any relevant incidents which cause offence, 
including the names of any witnesses.) 

1.2     Speak to the person concerned or write a letter to the person causing 
offence to let them him\her know that his\her behaviour is 
unacceptable to you.  "I think your behaviour\remark is offensive and I 
want you to stop".  In some circumstances this may be sufficient. 

1.3     Speak to your Manager or offending person's Manager and ask that 
they speak to the person concerned.  Alternatively, write an 
explanatory letter to your Manager. 

1.4     If you are not satisfied, you may request an informal investigation to 
be carried out by your Manager who will be supported by a 
representative from the Human Resources Department.  The outcome 
of this investigation may be: 

• Complaint not founded.  

• Situation mutually resolved.  

• Complaint founded in which case action short of disciplinary action 
may be taken which could include:  
-     The offending person offering a written apology and agreeing 

to undertake a training course or receive personal counselling 
by an appropriate body (i.e. Race Equality Council). 

-     Both parties agreeing to work with a conciliator who may be 
internal or external to the University. 

Formal stage for staff 

1.5     Where the informal approach is unsuccessful, or you wish to move 
straight to a formal stage, and the complaint is against another 
member of staff the appropriate Grievance/Complaint Procedure will 
be followed.  Staff should contact the nominated Faculty/Division 
representative in Human Resources for information about the correct 
Grievance Procedure to be followed.  (Your Human Resources 
contact can be found at http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/contacts/). If the 
complaint is about a student the Formal Stage for Students should be 
followed and is initiated through a formal complaint to the Deputy 
Academic Registrar. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/contacts/�
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c)        Procedure for Students to make complaint about harassment 

Informal Action for Students of the University  

1.1     You, as the complainant should discuss the matter with a fellow 
student, your College Tutor, harassment contact or a DSU 
representative.  You should be aware that the alleged harasser may 
raise a counter-accusation, and so it may be wise to alert someone 
else to your concern.  (It may be helpful for you to keep a note of the 
details of any relevant incidents which cause offence, including the 
names of any witnesses.) 

1.2     Speak to the person concerned or write a letter to the person causing 
offence to let him\her know that his\her behaviour is unacceptable to 
you.  "I think your behaviour\remark is offensive and I want you to 
stop".  In some circumstances this may be sufficient. 

1.3     Speak to the Principal or Master of your College or your Senior Tutor 
and ask that they speak to the Head of House or Manager of the 
person concerned.  Alternatively, write an explanatory letter to the 
Principal, Master or Senior Tutor of your College. 

1.4     If you are not satisfied, you may request an informal investigation to 
be carried out by the Principal, Master or Senior Tutor of your College 
who will be supported by a representative from the Academic Office.  
The outcome of this investigation may be: 

 Complaint not founded.  

 Situation mutually resolved.  

 Complaint founded in which case action short of disciplinary 
action may be taken which could include:  
-    The offending person offering a written apology and 

agreeing to undertake a training course or receive personal 
counselling by an appropriate body (i.e. Race Equality 
Council). 

-    Both parties agreeing to work with a conciliator who may 
be internal or external to the University. 

Formal stage for students 

Introduction 

1.5     If it has not been possible to resolve the matter informally, or it was 
not appropriate, or you did not feel able to try to come to an informal 
resolution, you as the complainant have the right to seek redress 
through the formal procedure. 

1.6 Information and advice is available from any of the following: 

 The Senior Tutor of your College. 
 The DSU Advice Centre. 
 The harassment contact in your academic department. 
 The office of the Deputy Academic Registrar or the Office of 

the Deputy Warden. 
 A Trade Union representative 
 The Human Resources Departmental Contact 
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Procedure 

1.7    To initiate a formal complaint of harassment, bullying or discrimination 
you should write to the Deputy Academic Registrar within one month 
of the events complained of, or one month after the end of the informal 
process, providing as much information as possible of the events 
complained of, and clear indication of the outcome you seek. 

1.8     The Deputy Academic Registrar will acknowledge receipt of the 
complaint and will determine who should conduct the investigation.  
The Investigating Officer will be a senior member of the University and 
may be drawn from the following: 

                                                           i.     A Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor 
                                                           ii.         A Deputy Head of Faculty 
                                                           iii.      A Head of an Academic Department 

iv. The Registrar or their nominee 
                                                     iv. v.     A Head of House 
                                                           v.  vi.    A Senior Tutor 

1.9     Anyone dealing with the formal complaint must be independent of the 
source of the complaint.  In any situation where the complaint is 
against a member of staff, the Investigating Officer will consult the 
appropriate HR Departmental Contact to discuss how the case should 
proceed.  It is expected that in these circumstances the Directorate of 
Human Resources would be involved in the investigation from the 
outset. 

1.10  Investigations will be undertaken as quickly as possible, in confidence 
and will normally begin within 5 working days of receipt of the 
complaint.   

1.11  Before the investigation begins you as the complainant will be asked 
to attend a meeting during which the procedure will be explained and 
discussed, and the details of the allegation will be confirmed.  You, 
and any potential witnesses of the alleged offence, will be required to 
attend an interview as part of the investigation. You and anyone else 
asked to attend a meeting may be accompanied by a friend who is a 
member of the Durham University community.  The alleged 
harasser(s) will also be informed of the substance of the complaint 
against them and will be given the opportunity to respond.  The 
alleged harasser(s) will then be asked to attend a meeting during 
which the procedure will be explained and discussed, and the details 
of the allegation against them will be confirmed. He or she will then 
have the opportunity to respond. If you (as the complainant) are 
unwilling for the alleged harasser to be informed of the substance of 
the complaint against them, the investigation cannot proceed. 
Similarly, evidence from a witness can only be used with the witness’ 
consent. Notes of any interviews will be made and will be signed by 
the interviewee as accurate and reflecting the discussion.  The 
interviewee may make any written comments about any section of the 
notes that they do not agree with.  Copies of the signed notes, with 
any comments, will be retained by both the interviewee and the 
investigators. 

1.12  Any student involved in interviews under this procedure may be 
accompanied at all stages by a member of staff, a Students' Union 
representative or a fellow student. Members of staff may be 
accompanied by a trade union representative or a work colleague. 
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1.13  On the basis of interviews and statements received, the Investigating 
Officer will decide wither or not further action should be taken. 

1.14  It is expected that the formal procedure should normally be completed 
and a written response provided within twenty working days of the 
receipt of a formal complaint received within the University's term 
time.  Where, for reasons of complexity, it is not possible to complete 
the formal procedure within this time scale the parties will be kept 
informed. 

Outcomes 

1.15  Each party involved in the complaint about harassment, discrimination 
or bullying will be informed individually in writing of the outcome.  If no 
further action is to be taken, you will be given reasons for this 
decision. 

1.16   If the Investigating Officer concludes that the conduct of the student or 
member of staff against whom the complaint was made does 
constitute misconduct, then the matter will be referred for 
consideration under the appropriate disciplinary procedures. 

1.17  Where the harasser is a student and the Investigating Officer 
considers the misconduct is of so serious a nature that the penalty of 
expulsion from the University should be considered, he or she may 
refer the matter to the Chair or Deputy Chair of Senate Discipline 
Committee as an alleged breach of the University's General 
Regulation IV Discipline. 

1.18  Where the Investigating Officer considers that the student's 
misconduct does not amount to a major offence as defined in the 
University's General Regulation IV Discipline, the Investigating Officer 
may impose one or more sanctions from the list: 

an order of exclusion from College or restricting access to the 
University or College or part thereof or restriction on contact with a 
named person(s); 

a requirement to make and attend an appointment for counselling 
or medical treatment; 

a requirement to undertake community service; 

a reprimand; 

any or all of these sanctions or any punishment (other than 
expulsion) as deemed reasonable by the Investigating Officer; 

a requirement to change College membership (with consent of the 
relevant Heads of House and the Deputy Warden). 

[Failure to comply with any of the above sanctions put in place by an 
appropriately would constitute a major offence and the matter could 
therefore by referred to Senate Discipline Committee.] 

1.19  Where the harasser is a member of staff, further action may be taken 
in accordance with the appropriate staff training or discipline 
procedure. 

1.20  Victimisation or retaliation which occurs as a result of the application 
of this procedure is unacceptable and may lead to disciplinary action 
being taken under the appropriate disciplinary procedures. 
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Request for a Review 

1.21  If, once a final decision on a complaint of harassment, discrimination 
or bullying has been given, you believe that the matter has not been 
handled fairly or properly in accordance with these procedures, you 
can request a review by writing to the Registrar and Secretary within 
10 working days of receipt of the outcome.  The request should 
include details of why you are dissatisfied and what resolution is 
sought, and should include copies of correspondence exchanged 
during the preceding stages, and any other relevant papers. In cases 
in which the matter is referred to a Senate Discipline Committee 
hearing, the review procedure may not be used. Instead, you have the 
right to appeal to Council Student Appeals Committee under General 
Regulation IV 8, after receiving notification of the outcome of a Senate 
Discipline Committee hearing.  

 1.22  Receipt of the request for Review will be acknowledged in writing 
within 5 working days.  The Registrar and Secretary  or his or her 
delegated nominee, (hereafter called "the Reviewer") will then review 
the case on the basis of the documentation you provide and that made 
available by those who dealt with the formal complaint.  The Reviewer 
may decide to seek further information from you and/or others 
concerned.  If the Reviewer concludes that the case has not been 
handled fairly or properly, he/she will decide on an appropriate course 
of action, which may include: 

 specific action to resolve the matter  
 referral for a new investigation.  

 1.23  If the Reviewer concludes that the case has been handled fairly and 
properly the appeal will be dismissed and reasons given in writing.  If 
the Reviewer dismisses the complaint there shall be no further 
opportunity for you to pursue this within the University. 

 1.24  You will be notified of the Reviewer's decision within 20 working days 
of receipt of the request for review. 

[Note: if you are a student and you believe that your case has not 
been dealt with properly by the University or that the outcome is 
unreasonable, you can make a complaint to the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education (OIA), if the complaint is 
eligible under its rules and once all internal procedures have been 
concluded.  Information about the role of the OIA and the procedure 
for submitting complaints can be obtained from the Office of Student 
Support and Services, from the Students' Union Advice Centre, or 
from the OIA website:  www.oiahe.org.uk.] 

1.25  The number and nature of formal harassment, discrimination and 
bullying cases and any subsequent reviews shall be included in the 
Annual Report to Learning & Teaching Committee and Senate on 
Student Complaints, Appeals and Discipline cases. 

 

http://www.oiahe.org.uk/�
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