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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

16 May 2012 
 
1. Minutes of Meeting 
 

To report:  that the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 16 May 2012 
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
011_12/05_16/]. 
 

2. Items recommended to Senate for approval 
 

To report:  that the following items are recommended:  
 

(a) Minute 101 Language Provision 
 
approval of final proposals from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
(Secretary’s note: Attachment II includes the revisions requested by Education 
Committee); 

Attachment II 
 

(b) Minute 103 College Learning Resources 
 
approval of final proposals from the College Learning Resources Task and Finish 
Group; 

Attachment III 
 

(c) Minute 104 University Code of Practice on Research Degree Programmes; 
 
approval of proposed revisions to the University’s Code of Practice on Research 
Degree Programmes, and associated regulations;                 

Attachment IV 
    

(d) Minute 105 Education and Postgraduate Strategies 2012/13 Action Plan 
 
approval of a proposed action plan for the implementation of the Education and 
Postgraduate Strategies for 2012/13;               

Attachment V 
 
[Secretary’s Note: Education Committee requested further consideration as to 
whether this action plan needed to be revised in light of the Queen’s Campus action 
plan for 2012/13. This issue has been discussed with the Dean of Queen’s Campus 
and no amendment was necessary] 
 

(e) Minute 109 Appeals Complaints and Discipline 
 

(i) recommending to Council a proposed amendment to section 5 of the General 
Regulation VII – Academic Appeals for 2012/13;       Attachment VI 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2011_12/05_16/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2011_12/05_16/�


Document S/11/108 

 
Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 2 of 2  
 16 May 2012 

(ii) recommending to Council proposed amendments to the membership of Senate 
Discipline Committee and Council Student Appeals Committee; 

Attachment VII 
 

(f) Minute 110 Term Dates 
 
proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 2017/18;       Attachment VIII 

 
(g) Minute 111 Admissions Sub-Committee 

 
proposals to increase the entry requirements for 2013 entry for the MEng Computer 
Science and MEng Engineering programmes from AAA to A*AA (Secretary’s note: 
Attachment IX includes the revisions requested by Education Committee).  

Attachment IX 
 

3. Items for noting by Senate 
 

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

(a) Minute 109 Appeals Complaints and Discipline 
 

the annual report on student complaints;         Attachment X 
 

(b) Minute 112 Quality and Standards Sub-Committee; 
 

(i) approval of revisions to University policy on the involvement of external 
examiners in summative coursework assignments;  

 
(ii) approval of a proposal that the movement of programmes between boards of 

examiners should be subject to approval by the chair of the relevant FEC;  
 

(iii) approval of a collaborative partnership between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Rennes 1; 

 
(iv) approval of revisions to the Stage 1 of the new programme approval process; 

 
(v) approval of revisions to the annual review process for taught and research 

degree programmes; 
 

(vi) approval of revisions to University policy Code of Practice on External 
Examining; 

 
(vii) the completion of the processes for overseeing external examining for taught 

postgraduate programmes and the conduct of boards of examiners for taught 
postgraduate programmes; 

 
(viii) QSSC’s approval of new BSc in Physics (Shandong) and MPhys (Shandong) 

programmes, and of a range of postgraduate programmes within the School 
of Education; 

 
(ix) the signing-off of the Enhancement-Led review of Theology and Religion;     

 
(c) Minute 113 Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
the approval of the full implementation of the Skills Audit from 2012/13.    



Attachment I 
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

16 May 2012 
 

Present: Professor A. Forster (Chair), Mr A. C. Baker, Professor T. Clark, Professor A. 
Darnell (vice Professor G. Towl), Professor D. Donoghue, Dr T. Fawcett, Dr M. Gilmore, Dr 
P. Harrison, Dr A. K. Hughes, Mr M. King (vice Mr S. Parker), Professor J. J. Long, 
Professor J. Phoenix, Professor S. Ross, with Professor D. Cowling (Minute 101), Dr D. C. 
Gent (Minute Secretary), Dr R. D. Harrison (Secretary) and Mr A. Rennie (Minute 104).  
 
Apologies: Dr C. Augarde, Professor I. Greener, Dr J. Imber, Mr S. Kirk, Professor S. 
Kunin, Mr S. Parker, Revd Dr M. Threlfall-Holmes, Professor G. Towl and Dr J. Wright.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

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

Part A:  Strategic and Policy Issues 
 
98. Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the proposed University Employability 
and Enterprise Skills Strategy; 

Document EC/11/128 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy for 2012-2017 built 
on work undertaken under the current Employability Skills Strategy, and broadened 
the scope of this strategy to include enterprise. The Employability and Enterprise 
Skills Strategy Task and Finish Group had also produced an action plan for 
2012/13 setting out how the Strategy would be implemented, and the implications 
of this for departments and professional services; 

 
(b) that the proposed Strategy was very strongly endorsed by DSU, which had 

conducted market research that demonstrated that employability was a key 
concern among our students; 

 
(c) that paragraph nine of the Strategy should be amended to refer to the important 

role played by DSU in contributing to students’ personal and skills development; 
 

(d) that action four in the action plan for 2012/13 was to ‘embed new forms of 
entrepreneurial behaviour within mainstream academic programmes’. This was 
contingent upon the availability of funding. This action should thus be amended to 
state ‘Identify sources of funding to seek the means to embed entrepreneurial 
behaviour within mainstream academic programmes’; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee expressed its thanks to the Employability and Enterprise Skills 

Strategy Task and Finish Group for its work in producing the Strategy; 
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(b) that the Academic Registrar should consider the resource implications of the 
proposed Strategy, and work with the Registrar to ensure that sufficient resources 
were available within the Academic Office to deliver the proposed actions in 
respect of the Strategy for 2012/13; 

Action: MG 
 

(c) that the Strategy and the proposed action plan for 2012/13 should be amended as 
indicated in Noted (c) and (d), and was otherwise supported by the Committee; 

Action: CLR 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments outlined in Agreed (c), Senate 
approve the proposed Employability and Enterprise Skills Strategy 2012-2017, 
and the action plan for the implementation of the Strategy in 2012/13.  

 
99. Diversity in the Curriculum 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the Diversity in 
the Curriculum Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/129 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that it was proposed to raise awareness of diversity issues relating to the 
curriculum by embedding this within the PG CAP programme; by developing a 
training programme on diversity in the curriculum via CARD; and by requiring that 
chairs of FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate) and chairs of departmental 
Education Committees complete this training, which would provide a grounding in 
the legal and pedagogical issues around diversity in the curriculum;  

 
(b) that whilst the Task and Finish Group had previously recommended the 

appointment of an academic Diversity Champion or Dean of Diversity, this proposal 
had not been supported in consultation. The Task and Finish Group had 
nevertheless recommended appointing a Diversity Champion on the basis of 
broader issues that went beyond the curriculum. Education Committee were not 
persuaded by the arguments in relation to education issues but noted that it was a 
matter for UEC to consider the appointment of a Diversity Champion; 

 
(c) that the Task and Finish Group proposed that the consideration of diversity issues 

be mainstreamed in curriculum review and development processes. This would be 
supported by the development of specific content in the Learning and Teaching 
Handbook relating to diversity and the curriculum, and by web resources to which 
these processes would refer. This would require modest amendments to policy, 
procedures and documentation relating to curriculum development and review. 
Some of these processes (such as programme approval) already contained 
requirements to address diversity issues. Whilst the Task and Finish Group had 
suggested that all curriculum review and development processes should 
demonstrate consideration of seven criteria relating to inclusive curriculum design 
developed by the Higher Education Academy, it was important that these were not 
simply added as additional criteria to existing processes, as this might prove overly 
burdensome. Rather, consideration of diversity issues should be streamlined with 
existing processes in a way that did not lead to departments being asked to reflect 
upon an excessive range of criteria. The paper should be revised to this effect; 
 

(d) that it was proposed that all programmes incorporate (or, where already present, 
map) into the first term of teaching instruction on disciplinary and generic academic 
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conventions, assessment criteria and academic and disciplinary skills. This could 
be incorporated into an existing module or in a single skills or introductory core 
module, and might also be partly delivered via e-learning tools. The Committee 
supported this proposal, but noted that it might cause specific problems in 
implementation for Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes. It was 
necessary to avoid a situation where students taking multiple subjects on such 
programmes were asked to do separate skills training in each department. 
Paragraph 25 of the paper should be amended to more explicitly state that this 
recommendation was for every programme, rather than every department; 

 
(e) that the proposals referred to in Noted (d) were consistent with principles on 

induction within the Principles for Development of the Taught Curriculum and the 
Principles for Student Support, and the Principles for Induction. The proposals in 
the report should sit in or alongside these existing principles, and be implemented 
as part of a broader, gradual process of induction within the first term of teaching, 
rather than in Induction Week itself; 

 
(f) that the paper erroneously referred to a ‘Diversity Adviser’ rather than the ‘Diversity 

Officer’, and should be amended accordingly;  
 

(g) that references within the paper to Deputy Heads of Faculty should be amended to 
refer to Chairs of FECs (Undergraduate and Postgraduate); 

 
(h) that the paper suggested that a sub-group of the Task and Finish Group would 

work with CARD, DUSSD and ASO to implement the proposals, if these were 
approved by Senate.  It was envisaged that all necessary actions would be 
complete by the start of the 2014-15 academic year. It was important that a 
schedule of work and reporting be developed for this sub-group, and an interim 
progress report should be made on this work to Education Committee during the 
Michaelmas Term 2012;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (b) to (h), and was 

otherwise supported by the Committee; 
Action: ACB 

 
(b) that the Task and Finish Group’s views on the appointment of a Diversity 

Champion should be submitted for consideration by UEC; 
Action: ACB 

 
(c) that a schedule of work and reporting should be developed for the implementation 

of the proposals as indicated in Noted (h), and that this should be incorporated into 
Education Committee’s schedule of business for 2012/13; 

Action: ACB / RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments indicated in Agreed (a), Senate 
approve the proposals of the Diversity in the Curriculum Task and Finish Group. 

 
100. Strategic Management of the Taught Postgraduate Portfolio 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed principles for the strategic 
management of the taught postgraduate portfolio; 

Document EC/11/130 
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Noted:  
 

(a) that at the request of UEC the Dean of Graduate School had developed two 
principles to strengthen the strategic management of the taught postgraduate 
portfolio;  
 

(b) that at present the University had no clear mechanism for reviewing whether a 
programme had met the objectives of the business case made at the time the 
programme was approved. The first principle aimed to amend this, proposing that 
all new taught postgraduate programmes should be reviewed after a period of 
years against the business plan presented as part of Stage 1 of the programme 
approval process. This dovetailed with separate proposals to improve the 
programme approval process (Minute 112 below refers); 

 
(c) that the second principle proposed that any taught postgraduate programme 

identified within the planning process as experiencing a significant (i.e. greater than 
20%) shortfall of recruitment against target should be recommended for withdrawal 
through the University’s established process for withdrawing programmes, unless 
the department was able to make a case for retention of the programme and this 
case was accepted by the Faculty PVC. This principle was designed to strengthen 
the link between the programme withdrawal process and the planning round; 

 
(d) that at its meeting of 16 March 2011 Education Committee had considered 

proposals on the strategic development of the taught portfolio, designed to 
strengthen mechanisms for professional services (such as the International Office 
and Marketing) to suggest potential new taught postgraduate programmes in 
conversation with faculties and departments (2010/11, Minute 75 refers). These 
proposals had not yet been fully implemented. It was important that they were 
implemented in full prior to the 2012/13 academic year in order to feed into ongoing 
discussions at faculty and departmental level about the development of the taught 
postgraduate portfolio. Chairs of FECs (Postgraduate) constituted a useful conduit 
through which professional services could communicate potential opportunities for 
new programmes to departments; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Committee supported the proposed principles for the strategic 

management of the taught postgraduate portfolio; 
 

(b) that the proposals for the initiation of new taught postgraduate programme 
proposals referred to in Noted (d) and outlined in document EC/10/96 should be 
implemented over the summer 2012; 

Action: TC/SP/AB 
 

(c) that the outcome of the process for initiating new taught postgraduate programmes 
referred to in Noted (d) should be discussed at the first meetings of FECs 
(Postgraduate) in Michaelmas Term 2012; 

Action: JJL/CA/DNMD   
 

Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed principles for the strategic 
management of the taught postgraduate portfolio.  
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101. Language Provision 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the Language 
Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/131 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum, approved by 
Senate in 2011, included the Principle that ‘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’. The Task and Finish Group had developed 
proposals to address this Principle, designed to remove barriers to language 
learning whilst not making this compulsory for students. This would help to support 
the University’s strategic priorities around employability and internationalisation; 
 

(b) that the proposals referred specifically to language provision within the curriculum. 
Language provision outside programmes would continue to be accessible via the 
Languages for All scheme; 
 

(c) that the references to credit-bearing language modules within the Group’s 
proposals referred exclusively to those offered by the Centre for Foreign Language 
Study (CFLS) and not to modules offered by the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures within the BA Modern Languages. The explanatory note to this effect on 
page four of the paper should be incorporated into the main body of the text to 
provide greater clarity on this matter; 

 
(d) that the Task and Finish Group had proposed that credit-bearing language modules 

should be offered outside of standard timetabled hours, in addition to the current 
provision of such modules within standard hours. Although the Group had not set 
out precise options for when credit-bearing language modules should be offered 
outside the standard timetable, it was felt that Wednesday afternoons should be 
avoided if possible in order to avoid clashes with University and college sport; 

 
(e) that the proposals would apply to students undertaking Natural Sciences and 

Combined Social Sciences, and to those students undertaking Combined Arts who 
were not undertaking language modules offered within the BA in Modern 
Languages as an integral part of their programme. The Task and Finish Group was 
aware that this might pose specific issues in relation to implementing its proposals 
in Combined Arts, and that this required further discussion with Combined Arts; 

 
(f) that the proposals did not encompass Level 0 programmes. Students would be 

given the opportunity to take up to 40 credits of language modules at Levels 1 to 3 
once they had progressed from the Foundation Centre to their major department; 

 
(g) that the CFLS currently offered modules in British Sign Language. The paper 

should be revised to indicate that such modules were included in the proposals;  
 

(h) the importance of offering credit-bearing language modules at post A-Level 
standard, in order to allow students to progress from previous language learning. 
The CFLS currently offered a number of post A-Level modules, and it was 
anticipated that its provision in this area would expand. The Task and Finish Group 
had recommended that the CFLS work with colleagues in departments to identify 
how to prioritise developments in its provision in relation to student needs;  



Academic Support Office Education Committee Page 6 of 17 
 16 May 2012 

 
(i) that it was anticipated that the additional resources needed to implement the 

Group’s proposals would be funded via the additional income that would result from 
increased student take-up of CFLS modules, and possibly also via a bid from the 
CFLS for increased funding in the 2012/13 planning round. The Director of the 
CFLS was confident that these mechanisms would provide the necessary 
resources. This should, however, be confirmed with the Faculty PVC for Arts and 
Humanities; 

 
(j) that it was envisaged that the Group’s proposals would be implemented for the 

start of the 2013/14 academic year. This timescale was necessary given the 
changes that would be required to programme regulations;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Committee expressed its thanks to the Language Provision Task and 

Finish Group for its work on this important issue; 
 

(b) that the Task and Finish Group should liaise with the Director of Combined 
Honours to discuss the implementation of its proposals within Combined Arts; 

Action: DC/RDH/CC 
 

(c) that the Task and Finish Group should liaise with the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Arts and 
Humanities) to confirm its understanding of the resourcing issues set out in Noted 
(i); 

Action: DC/RDH 
 

(d) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (c) and (g), and was 
otherwise supported by the Committee; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendments outlined in Agreed (d), Senate 
approve the proposals from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group.  

 
102. Module Evaluation Questionnaires 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed principles for the use of 
MEQs; 

Document EC/11/132 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the proposed principles for the use of MEQs had been developed in light of 
consultation with FECs. It was proposed to introduce a standard question set and a 
common grading scale, which would allow greater comparability of MEQ results 
within and across departments. If the principles were approved, further work would 
need to take place on the implementation of the proposals. It was important that 
CIS were consulted as part of this work; 
 

(b) that it was proposed that the standard grading scale for use in all MEQs should be 
based on that used in the National Student Survey. The Committee supported this 
proposal, but felt that a ‘no opinion’ option should also be introduced. This would 
help to provide higher quality data for departments;  

 
Agreed:  
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(a) that CIS should be consulted on the implementation of the proposals; 

Action: RDH 
 

(b) that the paper should be amended as indicated in Noted (b), and was otherwise 
supported by the Committee; 

Action: RDH 
 

Recommended: that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (b), Senate approve 
the proposed principles for the use of MEQs. 

 
103. College Learning Resources 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the final proposals from the College 
Learning Resources Task and Finish Group; 

Document EC/11/133 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that learning resources in colleges provided a very important means of supporting 
the broad educational experience of students, and underlined the importance of 
colleges to the University’s academic community;  
 

(b) that at present the standard and extent of college learning resources varied across 
the colleges, and were funded through a combination of central and private 
resources (for instance, alumni donations). The paper proposed to establish a 
common core and standard of learning resources across all colleges, which when 
articulated would help to inform students about the resources available and 
manage expectations in respect of those resources. The paper further proposed 
that this common core should be centrally resourced and not subject to college 
income such as alumni donations, which was inherently variable;  

 
(c) that students had requested that the mechanism for accessing books held in 

colleges libraries be improved. The Task and Finish Group was confident that this 
could be established across all colleges (including independent colleges);  

 
(d) that if approved further work would be needed on the implementation of the 

proposals, including discussions with CIS and Estates and Buildings; 
 

Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Committee supported the proposals; 

 
(b) that the resourcing implications of the proposals should be discussed with CIS and 

Estates and Buildings; 
Action: GW/AD  

 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposals on College Learning 
Resources. 

 
104. University Code of Practice on Research Degree Programmes 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate proposed revisions to the University’s 
Code of Practice on Research Degree Programmes, and associated regulation 
changes;  
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Document EC/11/134 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that it was proposed to amend the University’s residence regulations to move 
responsibility for granting permission for a postgraduate student to live at a 
distance from the student’s college to the chair of the relevant FEC (Postgraduate); 
and to change the locus of responsibility for approving requests for a leave of 
absence for undergraduate students from colleges to departments. This reflected 
that these decisions were primarily academic matters;  
 

(b) that it was proposed to amend the Code of Practice for Research Degree 
Programmes to provide clearer guidance for progress reviews beyond those 
conducted at nine months, and to strengthen the requirements of such reviews in 
respect of completion and submission. This had also been suggested by the 
Research Student Annual Report Task and Finish Group, which would make 
separate recommendations to the June 2012 meeting of Education Committee; 

 
(c) that the paper set out proposals to strengthen policy on submission deadlines for 

research students who entered into the continuation period; for the process for 
dealing with requests to extend submission deadlines; and for instigating 
withdrawal when students did not submit before the final deadline. The paper also 
proposed to introduce more explicit guidance on the process for dealing with 
requests from students who withdrew during continuation and wished to return; 

 
(d) that it was intended that further proposals on issues relating to continuation would 

be submitted to a future meeting of Education Committee. There was a need to 
clarify terminology around continuation; to review the fees charged during 
continuation; and to review arrangements for student support in this period. Action 
on this issue had been deferred until 2012/13 in light of the fact that HEFCE had 
significantly changed the methodology used for calculating completion rates;  

 
(e) that it was proposed to amend the Core Regulations for Professional Doctorates 

and Integrated PhDs to make progression from the taught to the research phase on 
these programmes conditional on having an average weighted mean of 60% 
across all modules (with individual module pass marks at 50%). These proposals 
had previously been considered at Education Committee (Minute 87(c)(i) refers), 
and were designed to support progression and completion on these programmes;   

 
Agreed: that the Committee supported the proposals outlined in the paper; 

 
Recommended:  

 
(a) that Senate approve the recommended changes to the Code of Practice for 

research degrees set out in Annex 1 of Document 134; 
 

(b) that Senate and Council approve the proposed changes to residence 
regulations set out in Annex 2 of Document 134; 

 
(c) that Senate approve the proposed revisions the Core Regulations for 

Integrated PhDs and Professional Doctorates set out in Annex 3 of Document 
134.  

 
105. Education and Postgraduate Strategies 2012/13 Action Plan 
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Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the proposed 2012/13 action plan for 
the implementation of the Education and Postgraduate strategies;  

Document EC/11/135 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that Document 135 set out an action plan based on key strategic priorities for 
2012/13, which had been identified in the context of the Education and 
Postgraduate strategies and the University Strategy; 
 

(b) that the Dean of Queen’s Campus had developed a Queen’s Campus action plan 
for 2012/13, which would be submitted for consideration by Council. Consideration 
should be given as to whether the Education Strategy action plan needed to be 
amended in light of the Queen’s Campus action plan; 

Action: RDH / JP 
 

Agreed: that, subject to the caveat in Noted (b), the Committee supported the action 
plan; 
 
Recommended: that, subject to any amendments necessary as a result of the 
issue identified in Noted (b), Senate approve the 2012/13 action plan.   

 
Part B:  Routine Business 

 
106. Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 

Confirmed: 
 

(a) the minutes of the meeting of Education Committee held 14 March 2012; 
Document EC/11/136 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of 14 March 2012; 

Document EC/11/137 
 

Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 1 May 2012, 
detailing consideration of the report from the meetings of Education Committee held 13 
February and 14 March 2012; 

Documents EC/11/138 
 

Noted: that Senate had approved the proposals on graduate qualities and (subject to a 
minor amendment) college communities recommended by Education Committee.  

 
107. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 

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

Document EC/11/139a 
 

(b) Matters of report  
 

Received:  a report of matters arising for information.  
Document EC/11/139b 

 
108. Chair’s Business 
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Reported: 
 
(a) that the University had achieved a response rate of 79.6% in the National Student 

Survey 2012, the highest of any university of significant size. The Committee 
expressed its gratitude to colleagues in departments, colleges and DSU for their 
work in encouraging participation in the NSS;  

 
(b) that the revised Student Experience Survey had been launched with the assistance 

of DSU and Marketing. Student participation had thus far exceeded expectations.  
 

109. Appeals, Complaints and Discipline 
 

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

Document EC/11/140 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that responsibility for managing academic appeals had moved from the 

Governance Support Unit to the Academic Support Office in November 2011, 
alongside responsibility for managing student complaints and supporting 
Senate Discipline Committee. This would support the University in enhancing 
consistency in responding to these three types of student cases; 
 

(ii) that it was proposed to amend the University’s Academic Appeals Regulations 
to remove a paragraph stating that students should use the University’s 
complaints procedure to make complaints about a concession decision. This 
would help produce clarity for students, as some concession decisions (being 
academic matters) would come under appeals regulations. The question of 
whether to address cases involving concession decisions via the complaints or 
appeals procedures needed to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis; 

 
(iii) that it was suggested that a section on the academic appeals process should 

be included in the training for chairs and secretaries of boards of examiners; 
 

[Secretary’s Note: this had already been incorporated into the training for chairs 
and secretaries of boards of examiners by the Academic Support Office] 

 
Agreed: that the Committee supported the proposed amendment to the University’s 
Academic Appeals Regulations; 

 
Recommended: that Senate and Council approve the proposed amendment 
to section 5 of General Regulation VII - Academic Appeals for 2012/13; 

 
(b) Student Complaints 

 
Considered: the annual report on student complaints; 

Document EC/11/141 
 

Noted: that the number of formal complaints received by the University in 2010/11 
was relatively low, both in comparison to the sector average and in comparison to 
the number of complaints received in 2008/09. The University sought, where 
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possible, to resolve student complaints informally, and was committed to 
implementing alternative dispute resolution methodologies when appropriate;  

 
(c) Senate Discipline Committee 

 
Considered: the annual report from Senate Discipline Committee; 

Document EC/11/142 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) that Senate Discipline Committee (SDC) had recommended that consideration 

be given to requiring all incoming students to complete the online Epigeum 
tutorial on plagiarism. This issue had been considered by the Induction 
Implementation Working Group, which felt that the difficulties of monitoring such 
a requirement made this impractical. Nevertheless, as was currently the case 
students would be strongly encouraged to complete the tutorial. This would be 
promoted to departments by the Induction Implementation Working Group;  
 

(ii) that SDC was working to resolve three discipline cases referred to it prior to 
2010/11. This was a result of the complexity of the issues. The University’s 
ability to effectively respond to discipline cases would be enhanced by the fact 
that responsibility for this was now located alongside that for complaints and 
appeals within the Academic Support Office;  

 
(iii) the importance of communicating to students the seriousness of disciplinary 

offences and the possible outcomes resulting from such offences. It was felt 
that consideration should be given to whether it would be possible, if a student 
was proved guilty of a disciplinary offence (whether at college or department 
level or via Senate Discipline Committee), of publicising the (anonymized) 
outcome to other students as a means of encouraging good behaviour; 

 
(iv) that it was intended that the University’s approach to assessment regularities 

and college discipline procedures would be reviewed during the 2012/13 
academic year;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) that consideration should be given as to whether proven disciplinary offences 

could and should be publicised to other students, if anonymized; 
Action: MG 

 
(ii) that the amendments to the membership of Senate Discipline Committee and 

Council Students Appeals Committee proposed in Document 142 be supported;  
 

Recommended: that Senate and Council approve the recommended 
amendments to the memberships of Senate Discipline Committee and 
Council Student Appeals Committee. 

 
110. Term Dates 

 
Considered: proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 2017/18; 

Document EC/11/143 
 

Noted:  
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(a) that the paper proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 2017/18, in the light of 
discussions at UEC over the shape and length of the academic year. UEC had 
agreed that the University should maintain its current term structure and the current 
duration of term-time, and not revisit this issue for at least a three year period, but 
that departments should be encouraged to develop ways of making better use of 
the three weeks of the Easter term post examinations for learning and teaching; 
 

(b) that the issue of how the post-examination period in the Easter term should be 
used was felt to be a matter for departments to decide upon in discussion with 
faculties. Differences between subject areas meant that it would be inappropriate to 
set rigid central requirements in this area. The paper suggested that the period 
after the summer examinations might be used for undergraduate students moving 
into Level 3 to begin work on dissertations or projects. There was also a need for 
departments to ascertain how this period might be best used for the teaching of 
undergraduate students entering into Level 2;   

 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the proposed term dates be supported by the Committee; 

 
(b) that chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) should consult departments on the use of the 

post-examination period of the Epiphany term for teaching, and discuss this issue 
and examples of current good practice at FECs (Undergraduate). The outcome of 
this consultation should be reported to Education Committee by the end of the 
Michaelmas Term 2012; 

Action: SDK/ACB/TF     
 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed term dates for 2015/16 to 
2017/18.  

 
111. Admissions Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the report from the meeting of the Admissions Sub-Committee held 25 
April 2012; 

Document EC/11/144 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that following discussion at UEC there had been a small number of changes to the 

proposals contained in Document 144 relating to admissions requirements.  
Education Committee noted these, and the importance of ensuring that all 
proposals submitted to Senate were checked to ensure that they reflected these 
changes;  
 

(b) that UEC had encouraged all departments in the University to raise their standard 
entry requirements. Proposals to increase entry requirements from AAA to A*AA 
were currently subject to approval at Senate. This mechanism had been designed 
when the grade of A* was first introduced, reflecting the uncertainty at that time 
regarding its operation. However, the A* grade was now well-established, and it 
would be appropriate for consideration to be given as to whether Senate, rather 
than UEC, should continue to approve such proposals; 

 
(c) that the changes to student number controls, alongside the revisions to University 

funding, had altered the parameters within which the University’s admissions 
process took place. The University needed to review some aspects of its 
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admissions procedures (including associated documentation) and make revisions 
as necessary to reflect this change (for example the nature of the paperwork 
required when departments wished to amend their entry requirements). This work 
should take into account the need to support departments and the University’s 
commitments around the diversity of its student intake;  
 

(d) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of proposals designed to improve the 
undergraduate admissions process; of a report on feedback from the post-
application Open Days held in March 2012; the fact that refresher training for 
postgraduate admissions selectors had been scheduled; and the fact that the 
University needed to submit an updated Access Agreement for 2013 entry;  

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the changes to entry requirements set out in Document 144, as amended by 

UEC, were supported by the Committee; 
Action: DCG 

 
(b) that a final check should be performed to ensure that the documentation on entry 

requirements was fully accurate in light of the changes described in Noted (a); 
Action: RE 

 
(c) that the University’s admissions procedures should be reviewed as indicated in 

Noted (b) and (c), prior to the start of the 2012/13 academic year.  
Action: MG/ RE/AKH 

 
Recommended: that, subject to the amendment in Agreed (a), Senate approve 
the proposed increases in entry requirements for the MEng Computer Science 
and MEng Engineering programmes.  

 
112. Quality and Standards Sub-Committee 
 

Considered:  the reports from the meetings of the Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee held 26 March and 2 May 2012; 

Documents EC/11/145-146 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that QSSC had identified serious concerns with the management of assessment 

processes in respect of taught postgraduate provision within the Durham Business 
School, and had recommended that additional mandatory training be provided on 
such processes to the School. The Committee supported this proposal. It was 
important that quality management processes within the University were robust. In 
addition to participating in this training, the School should produce an action plan to 
address QSSC’s concerns, and implement this prior to the start of the 2012/13 
academic year. The Dean of the Business School should provide an assurance 
report to a meeting of Education Committee via QSSC on this issue after this action 
plan had been implemented; 
 

(b) that QSSC had recommended that University policy be revised to state that 
external examiners should have the right to be involved in the setting of summative 
coursework assignments if they requested such involvement; and that external 
examiners should be involved in setting a sample of summatively-assessed 
coursework on modules entirely assessed by coursework. These recommendations 
applied to both undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision (excepting 
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dissertation or major project modules). New QAA guidance on external examining 
had emphasised the utility of external examiner oversight of summative coursework 
assignments; 

 
(c) that the Committee supported QSSC’s recommendation that the movement of 

programmes between boards of examiners should be subject to approval by the 
chair of the relevant FEC. This would help ensure that similar programmes were 
considered at the same board of examiners, facilitating comparison;   

 
(d) that QSSC had recommended a revision to Stage 1 of the new programme 

approval process. This proposal resulted from a LEAN review, and in effect 
proposed to split the existing Stage 1 process in two to require a short, initial 
proposal justifying why time should be devoted to developing a full business case, 
which would only be permitted if faculty approval was given. This would save time 
in both departments and professional services by identifying weak cases at an 
earlier stage. The Committee supported the proposals, which also sought to 
strengthen the role of relevant professional services in the new programme 
approval process by ensuring that they were consulted on the initial proposal; 

 
(e) that QSSC had recommended revisions to the annual review process for taught 

and research degree programmes, based on the principles endorsed by Education 
Committee at its 14 March 2012 meeting (Minute 90 refers). The processes would 
rationalise the annual review process and encourage a more evaluative and 
forward-looking approach that was focused on key strategic issues; 

 
(f) that QSSC had proposed revisions to the University’s policy and procedure on 

external examining, designed to align these more fully against the new chapter of 
the UK Quality Code on external examining; 
 

(g) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of overview reports on external examiners’ 
reports and board of examiner reports for taught postgraduate programmes; 

 
(h) that QSSC had approved new BSc in Physics (Shandong) and MPhys (Shandong) 

programmes;  
 

(i) that QSSC had approved of a range of postgraduate programmes within the School 
of Education; 

 
(j) that QSSC had agreed that the Enhancement-Led Review of Theology and 

Religion should be signed off as satisfactorily completed; 
 

(k) the Sub-Committee’s consideration of reports on research student progression, 
submission and completion, and of action taken to address issues raised at Faculty 
Collaborative Provision Panels; 

 
(l) that Professor John Feather of Loughborough University, an experienced QAA 

auditor, had been appointed as the replacement for Professor Eric Evans as the 
University’s Chief Examiner; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Chair of Education Committee should write to the Dean of the Business 

School, copied to the Social Sciences and Health Faculty PVC and the Chair of the 
Social Sciences and Health FEC (Postgraduate), outlining QSSC’s concerns with 
the School’s management of taught postgraduate assessment processes, and 
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setting out the need for action to address these concerns prior to the start of the 
2012/13 academic year; 

Action: RDH / AF 
 

(b) that the Dean of the Business School should provide an assurance report to 
Education Committee via QSSC on how QSSC’s concerns with the School’s quality 
management processes had been addressed; 

Action: RD   
 

(c) that additional training on the management of assessment processes at taught 
postgraduate level should be delivered to the Durham Business School; 

Action: RDH 
 

(d) that the proposed revisions to University policy on external examiner involvement in 
summative coursework assignments be approved with effect from 2012/13; 

Action: RDH 
 

(e) that the proposal that the movement of programmes between boards of examiners 
should be subject to approval by the chair of the relevant FEC be approved with 
immediate effect; 

Action: RDH 
 

(f) that the proposed collaborative partnership between the Department of 
Archaeology and the University of Rennes 1 be approved, and that this should be 
reported to the Department of Archaeology; 

Action: EA 
 

(g) that the revisions to the Stage 1 programme approval process be approved and 
should be implemented for any Stage 1 proposal submitted for consideration at 
faculty level after 1 June 2012; 

Action: RDH 
 

(h) that the proposed revisions to the annual review process for taught and research 
degree programmes be approved and should be implemented with effect for the 
reports on 2011/12 due for completion in the summer and autumn 2012; 

Action: RDH 
 

(i) that the proposed revisions to University policy and procedure on external 
examining be approved and should be implemented for the 2012/13 academic 
year.  

Action: RDH 
 
113. Student Experience Sub-Committee 

 
Considered: the report from the meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee held 
23 April 2012; 

Document EC/11/147 
 

Noted:  
 

(a) that the pilot Skills Audit had proved highly successful and had been appreciated 
by students. Student Experience Sub-Committee had recommended the full 
implementation of the Skills Audit for all incoming taught students from 2012/13, 
based around the set of graduate qualities approved by Senate on 1 May 2012. 
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This would encourage a systematic approach to employability and skills across the 
University, supported by consistent use of the terminology of the graduate qualities; 
 

(b) the importance of clear guidance being supplied to departments on how they might 
support students in the use of the Skills Audit through the academic adviser 
system; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(a) that the Skills Audit should be implemented in full for incoming taught students in 

2012/13, as outlined in Document 147; 
Action: CLR 

 
(b) that further guidance should be developed for departments on the role of academic 

advisers in the Skills Audit, prior to implementation. 
Action: HS  

 
Part C:  Items for Information 

 
114. Matters of Report 

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

Document EC/11/148 
 

115. Publication of Module Outlines in duo 
 
Received: an update on the publication of module outlines in duo.  

Document EC/11/149 
 

116. Responses to QAA Consultation on the UK Quality Code 
 

Received:  the University’s responses to the consultations on the draft Chapters B5 
(Student and Engagement) and B11 (research degree programmes) of the UK Quality 
Code. 

Documents EC/11/150-151 
 

Noted: that the views of DSU had been factored into the University’s response on the 
draft Chapter B5 of the UK Quality Code.  

 
117. QAA Publications on Research Degree Programmes 
 

Reported:  that QAA had issued two publications relating to research degree 
programmes:  Doctoral degree characteristics (available at 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctoral_Char
acteristics.pdf ) and The UK doctorate:  a guide for current students and prospective 
doctoral candidates (available at 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctorate_Gui
de.pdf ).  These had been considered by the Dean of Graduate School and Assistant 
Registrar – Postgraduate Policy Support, who had confirmed that no action was 
necessary by the University in light of the contents of these documents. 

 
118. Dates of Future Meetings 
 

Reported: 
 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Doctoral_Characteristics.pdf�
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(a) that the remaining meeting of Education Committee would be held; 
 
Date Time Room 
Monday 18 June 2012 2:00pm Council Room 

 
(b) that in 2012/13 Education Committee meetings would be held as follows: 

 
Date Time Room 
Monday 8 October 2012 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 5 November 2012 2:00 To be confirmed 
Monday 10 December 2012 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 28 January 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Wednesday 13 March 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 
Monday 22 May 2013 9.15am To be confirmed 
Monday 17 June 2013 2:00pm To be confirmed 

 
 

   
 
 



Attachment II 

 

                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Final report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
 
Purpose of Communication:  In 2011 the University approved a Principle that all students 
on taught programmes should be strongly encouraged to undertake credit-bearing language 
modules, and be given the opportunity to do so.  At the start of the Michaelmas Term 2011 
Education Committee set up a Task and Finish Group to consider what action needed to be 
taken to achieve this aim.  The Group has considered this issue carefully, and in Epiphany 
Term 2012 consulted with departments through FECs on these proposals.  This report 
makes final proposals, taking into account the feedback received. 
 
Consultation to date:  An interim report from the Group was considered at the meetings of 
FECs held in Epiphany Term 2012.  This feedback is considered in this report, and the 
recommendations take this feedback into account. 
 
Action Requested:  Members of Senate are asked to consider the action requested in 
paragraph 27. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the 19 June 2012 meeting of 
Senate. 
 
Contact for further information:  Professor David Cowling (extn:  43424;  email:  
d.j.cowling@dur.ac.uk );  Richard Harrison (extn. 46126;  email: r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
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Final report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
Background 
1. In March 2011 Senate approved Principles for Development of the Taught Curriculum 

that set out key characteristics that should define the curricula of all taught programmes 
(undergraduate and taught postgraduate).  The 12th Principle stated that: 

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 

Learning and Teaching Handbook, Section 3:  Principles for Development of the Taught 
Curriculum  

This Principle was included to support achievement of the strategic goals in relation to 
internationalisation as set out in the University Strategy, the Education Strategy and the 
Postgraduate Strategy.  The emphasis on language learning as part of the curriculum, as 
opposed to outside it through programmes such as Languages for All, reflected the 
conclusion of the Curriculum Review that language learning was of such importance that 
opportunities should be provided within as well as outwith the curriculum. 

2. Education Committee therefore established a Task and Finish Group at the start of the 
Michaelmas Term 2011 to consider this issue (chaired by Professor David Cowling and 
including representatives from all three faculties, the International Office and a student 
representative nominated by DSU).  The Group’s terms of reference are available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_26.pdf 
(pp.7-8).  This paper makes final proposals to Education Committee on this issue. 

3. In preparing this paper the Group is mindful of the specific wording of the Principle 
quoted in paragraph 1, that students should be ‘strongly encouraged’ and be given the 
opportunity to undertake credit-bearing modules.  The Group strongly agrees with this 
Principle that students should not be compelled to undertake credit-bearing languages. 

Context 
4. The Group’s proposals have been developed in the context of a strong conviction among 

all members of the Group in the value of language learning.  Increasing the opportunity 
for students to undertake credit-bearing language modules will play an important role, 
alongside other developments in the curriculum, in meeting the University’s strategic 
objective of providing programmes that offer students opportunities to become 
international citizens and to develop the intercultural competence that will allow them to 
contribute to and benefit from an increasingly globalised society.  Language learning 
forms an important basis for the development of intercultural competence.  Moreover 
effective foreign language teaching enhances native language communication skills as a 
by-product, and research in the US has demonstrated that foreign language learning can 
also measurably increase the creative skills of students. 

5. The Group is particularly conscious of the value that competence in a second or even 
third language provides for students in relation to their employability.  Competence in 
languages other than English is often essential for many of the graduate-level roles that 
are available to our students outside the UK, but is also an important skill sought by UK 
employers who are increasingly operating in, or with, non-English speaking 
environments.  This is relevant to all students and not just those studying foreign 
languages as their main degree subject.  Recent research by the Confederation for 
British Industry found that: 

many employers are seeking graduates who may not necessarily have advanced 
linguistic skills but who can communicate conversationally in the foreign language, 
since this helps to ‘break the ice’ with potential business partners, customers and 
clients. Indeed, according to the CBI report, the majority of employers (74%) are 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/principles/�
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seeking conversational and associated inter-cultural competences rather than full 
fluency in foreign languages, since UK firms are now much more explicitly aware of 
the importance of understanding the culture of countries in which one is operating or 
is seeking to operate – and inter-cultural competence must always be built upon 
linguistic competence. 
HEFCE 2009/41, pp.21-22, citing CBI, Emerging stronger:  the value of education and skills in 

turbulent times (2009) 

The HEFCE report from which this quotation is taken also demonstrates that this issue is 
as relevant for public and third sector employment as it is in the private sector. 

6. The value of competence in a language other than English in terms of employability is 
something of which the Durham students that the Group engaged with were well aware.  
The current economic situation has created a very challenging environment for 
graduates seeking employment.  Students are very conscious of the need to gain a 
competitive advantage in the employment market, and feel that competence in a 
language other than English can help them in gaining this advantage.  There was also a 
view among students, which was consistent with CEEC’s experience in supporting 
students and graduates in seeking work, that certificated language competence via a 
credit-bearing module was more valuable than non-certificated language learning. 

7. Despite this, however, take-up of credit bearing language modules at Durham is low.  
The Centre for Foreign Language Study is the University’s provider of credit-bearing 
modern language modules for students outside MLAC, but despite the fact that its 
provision currently includes beginners, post-GCSE and (most recently) post-A-level 
language modules no more than 270 students each year undertake its modules.  The 
Group’s view is that the low proportion of students undertaking credit-bearing language 
modules is due in part to barriers within the University to students undertaking such 
modules. 

Consultation exercise 
8. In February 2012 the Group issued an interim report, including a number of proposals, to 

Faculty Education Committees for consultation.  The full interim report is available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/committees/FEC/AH/PG/local/EC
AHSCPG1132.pdf , but in summary the report recommended: 

a. All undergraduate programmes should provide students with the opportunity to take a 
total of at least 40 credits, across two or more separate years of the programme, of 
language modules. 

b. All taught postgraduate programmes that offer students optional module choices 
should provide students with the opportunity to take at least one credit-bearing 
language module. 

c. All credit-bearing language modules offered by CFLS should be classified as Level 1 
within the University’s modular framework, and the University’s core regulations for 
undergraduate programmes should be amended to allow students in Level 3 to take 
up to 30 credits of these modules. 

d. The delivery of credit-bearing language modules by CFLS should be extended to 
include delivery at Queen’s Campus. 

e. The range of language modules offered by CFLS should be such as to allow a 
student, if they choose to do so, to progress in their chosen language through the 
duration of their programme. 

f. Consideration should be given to developing a range of 10-credit language modules 
in order to facilitate the incorporation of such modules within the curriculum. 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2009/09_41/09_41.pdf�
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g. Consideration should be given to timetabling some credit-bearing language modules 
outside the parameters of the current teaching timetable, in order to increase the 
opportunity for students to undertake such modules. 

Results of the consultation exercise 
9. The feedback from FECs is set out in full in Annex 1. In what follows it should be noted 

that references to credit-bearing language modules are solely to credit-bearing modules 
offered by CFLS, and not language modules offered by the School of Modern Languages 
and Cultures as part of the BA Modern Languages, unless stated otherwise. It should 
further be noted that the Group’s proposals include modules in British Sign Language 
(currently offered by the CFLS).  

University regulations 

10. The Group’s recommendation that all CFLS modules be set at Level 1 within the 
University’s credit framework, and that the undergraduate core regulations be amended 
to permit students to undertake such modules while studying in Level 3, led to some 
concerns from two FECs.  The Group’s detailed consideration of these concerns 
suggested that there may perhaps have been some misunderstanding of this proposal.  
Setting all modules at Level 1 would ensure that there was the maximum opportunity for 
students to undertake credit-bearing language modules, but it would not imply that all 
these modules would be at beginners’ level.  CFLS would offer modules for a range of 
levels of language competency (with the potential for pre-requisites between different 
Level 1 modules in the same language), but the mapping of language modules to 
University (and thereby national) level descriptors was not straightforward.  The Group 
continues to believe that the most appropriate approach to addressing this, which has 
already been applied successfully at a number of Russell and 94 Group HEIs, is to 
allocate all such modules to Level 1. 

11. It also needs to be noted that the Group’s recommendation will in no way undermine the 
University’s alignment with the national credit framework for higher education, as the 
core regulations will continue to require that all programmes include at least 90 Level 3 
credits for the award of an honours degree.  Consequently the Group feels that its 
recommendation in this area should stand (noting that the concern expressed by some 
respondents that this would lead to a large number of concessions will not hold if the 
Group’s recommendations were approved, as the amendment to the core regulations will 
mean that no concession is needed for a Level 3 student to undertake a Level 1 
language module). 

12. Some concerns were also expressed regarding the impact on overall degree 
classification of students undertaking credit-bearing language modules.  Two aspects of 
this issue were raised:  students performing less well in such subsidiary modules, which 
would impact negatively on their overall degree classification;  and students undertaking 
credit-bearing language modules in specific languages, and at a level, where they were 
already highly competent, thereby gaining higher marks that would affect their degree 
classification.  The Group were keenly aware of these issues, and of the need to address 
them effectively.  This could be achieved through a combination of the provision of very 
clear information and guidance to students when selecting their modules, which would 
perhaps be supported by the introduction of academic adviser systems, and rigorous and 
robust pre-assessment by CFLS of the language capability of students prior to module 
registration to ensure that students were registering for the most appropriate level of 
credit-bearing language module (i.e. it would ensure that students were not 
unrealistically attempting a more advanced module, or were not registering on a lower 
level module that was not appropriate given their existing competence in that language).  
The Group also noted that all CFLS modules were already subject to robust quality 
management through the School of Modern Languages and Culture’s Education 
Committee. 
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13. The final regulatory issue that was raised was a concern that the proposal that 
undergraduate students be permitted to undertake at least 40 credits of language 
modules was overly ambitious, and risked undermining the disciplinary basis of degree 
programmes. The Group acknowledged that this was a concern, and agreed that this 
proposal should be amended to state that students should have the opportunity to take 
40 credits of such modules. 

Implications at programme level 

14. The major concern raised through the consultation in relation to implementation of the 
Group’s recommendations at programme level related to creating the space within 
programmes to allow students the option to take 40 credits (at undergraduate level) or 
15/20 credits (at taught postgraduate level) of language modules offered by CFLS.  
These concerns were primarily identified by the Faculty of Science.  At undergraduate 
level Science highlighted the challenges in allocating such space given the demands of 
the Professional Statutory and Regulatory Bodies that validated many Science 
programmes.  At taught postgraduate level the Faculty highlighted the desire and need 
for students to work on subject-specific issues even where such programmes offered the 
possibility of optional modules.  The Group felt that allowance had been made for such 
issues in the proposed provision for departments to make cases for exceptions to the 
normal requirement.  This provision was included in the supporting text of the Group’s 
interim report rather than the main proposals, and in response to the issues raised by 
FECs the Group is recommending that the option of requesting exceptions be elevated 
to become a formal element of the proposals. 

15. In order to facilitate more flexible provision, the Group had proposed that consideration 
be given to CFLS putting in place 10-credit language modules.  This was opposed by 
five of the six FECs, with only one supporting the proposal, on the grounds that there 
were currently so few 10- and 30-credit undergraduate modules in existence that it would 
be difficult to ‘pair’ 10-credit language modules with other modules.  The Group agreed 
that this was a significant concern, and has therefore removed this from its final 
proposals (although if at a later date a demand for such modules was identified, there 
would still be scope within the recently liberalised University modular framework to 
permit this). 

Practical implications 

16. The Group’s interim report proposed that CFLS language modules might be offered 
outside the standard timetabled hours.  Some concern was expressed that this may 
reduce take-up of such modules.  This concern appears, however, to be based on a 
misunderstanding of the Group’s proposal.  The proposal was not that all credit-bearing 
language modules be offered entirely outside standard timetabled hours, but that in 
addition to the current provision of such modules within standard timetabled hours the 
possibility of additional provision (either full modules, or parts of modules) in non-
standard slots be considered.  Non-standard timeslots would be used in addition to 
standard timetabled hours.  The Group does not feel it is appropriate to commit to 
precise timetabling options relating to such additional provision, but it does continue to 
believe that this option should be explored by the CFLS in conjunction with SPA and 
Estates and Buildings. 

17. Some responses raised issues relating to the funding of the Group’s proposals.  The 
Group’s view has been that through the allocation of teaching income according to 
module load, any increase in the take-up of credit-bearing language modules will lead to 
additional resource for CFLS that will cover the costs of additional delivery and 
assessment.  While one FEC expressed some scepticism of this view, the Group stand 
by this as it is one of the central elements of the University’s resource allocation 
mechanisms. 
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18. More substantive concerns were raised by another FEC, which expressed concerns that 
the Group’s proposals to establish progression routes within languages, and credit-
bearing language provision at QCS, would require additional funding.  Ultimately such 
provision would be funded through student take-up of these modules, but development 
of the provision would need to take place prior to any such income stream coming into 
place.  The Group felt that two responses to this were possible.  One would be for a bid 
to be made to the 2012/13 planning round for funding to support such development;  the 
other would be to wait until funds were available to CFLS from the additional income 
resulting from increased take-up of existing CFLS modules and to fund developments 
from this source.  Both approaches would recognise that these particular developments 
may not come on-stream in the first year of the full implementation of the Group’s 
proposals (i.e. 2013/14), but the Group feels that if this type of provision is not available 
until that time this would be acceptable.  The issue will require further discussion 
between the Director of CFLS, Head of MLAC and Faculty PVC for Arts and Humanities. 

Combined Honours and Natural Sciences 

19. Some consultation responses requested clarification of the implications of the Group’s 
proposals for these three programmes.  For Combined Social Sciences and Natural 
Sciences the Group would expect its proposals to be implemented in the same way as 
for single and joint honours undergraduate programmes.  The position for Combined Arts 
is less straightforward, as (unlike the other two programmes) language modules offered 
within the BA Modern Languages are an integral part of this programme.  The Group’s 
view was that its proposals would not apply to students undertaking an ‘MLAC-pathway’ 
through Combined Arts, but that for students on this programme who were not taking 
such a pathway CFLS language modules would be made available.  While the Group is 
aware that there may be issues for Combined Arts arising from this that require further 
discussion, and the chair of the Group and the Academic Support Office would be happy 
to discuss these with the programme director in detail, it is not necessary to revise the 
overall proposals at this point. 

Scope of proposals 

20. A number of responses to the consultation felt that the Group’s work was in some sense 
too limited in scope.  Three main issues were raised under this heading: 

a. Two FECs felt that consideration should be given to permitting students to undertake 
credit-bearing language modules in addition to their main programmes of study.  The 
Group, however, was clear that this lay outwith its terms of reference.  It also noted 
that if its proposals were adopted extra-curricular opportunities to study languages 
would continue through the Languages for All programme, for any students who felt 
that they did not wish to take credit-bearing languages but who wished to develop 
their language proficiency. 

b. A further FEC emphasised that the University needed to pursue its 
internationalisation agenda through broader means than solely encouraging students 
to take credit-bearing language modules.  The Group wholeheartedly agrees with 
this, and is aware of the work going on through the Diversity in the Curriculum Task 
and Finish Group, and the project the Dean of Graduate School and 
Internationalisation is leading to ensure that advantage is taken of the new flexibility 
in the modular framework at undergraduate level in order to encourage incoming and 
outgoing student exchanges, to take forward internationalisation in a range of ways.  
The Group’s work, however, has been focused on the specific aspect of 
internationalisation with which it was charged, in its terms of reference, with taking 
forward.  The Group is keenly aware, however, of the ways in which its work and that 
being overseen by the Dean of Graduate School and Internationalisation are mutually 
reinforcing. 
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c. An issue was raised by the Social Sciences and Health FEC (Undergraduate) 
regarding the Group’s decision to limit its recommendations to programmes at Levels 
1 to 4 and not to address Level 0 programmes. The Group noted, however, that 
under its proposals students on direct progression routes from the Foundation Centre 
would be given the opportunity to take up to 40 credits of language modules in Levels 
1 to 3 once they had progressed from the Foundation Centre to their major 
department.  While this would mean that students on the International Foundation 
Year, who have no right of progression to a University department, would not have 
the opportunity to study credit-bearing language modules at Durham, the Group 
believe that this is appropriate.  The focus of the International Foundation Year is 
primarily on developing students’ study skills, English language skills and subject 
knowledge so that they are prepared for Level 1 of an honours degree.  
Consequently providing language modules is unlikely to be appropriate to the 
programme’s aims and purpose. 

Proposals and implementation 
21. The Group has amended its proposals in light of the feedback received, and these are 

now set out in Annexes 2 and 3. 

22. The Group’s recommendation is that these proposals should come into effect in 2013/14.  
This will allow departments to consider during 2012/13 where and how their programmes 
would address proposals a. and b., and if necessary bring forward proposed changes to 
programme regulations during 2012/13, to take effect in 2013/14, to meet the 
expectations of these proposals.  It will also allow CFLS sufficient time to address the 
implications for its provision. 

23. If the Group’s proposals are approved, responsibility for implementation would reside in 
two locations.  Departments would be responsible for reviewing programme regulations, 
and bringing forward for consideration by the relevant FEC any changes to programme 
regulations (or requests for exceptions to the Group’s proposals) needed to bring 
programmes into line with the Group’s proposals. 

24. Other aspects of implementation would rest with the Director of CFLS and Head of 
MLAC.  The Group does not believe it is appropriate for it to specify how its proposals 
should be implemented, but has identified a number of issues that are likely to need 
consideration: 

a. The role of Marketing and Communications in raising the profile to potential 
applicants, applicants and incoming students of the opportunity to undertake credit-
bearing language study. 

b. Communication to those advising students (for example directors of undergraduate 
and postgraduate studies, DSU, CEEC, Colleges’ Division) of information on credit-
bearing language provision and the benefits of this. 

c. Raising the profile of credit-bearing language provision as part of the University’s 
Induction Week. 

d. Provision to students prior to module registration of clear guidance on credit-bearing 
language modules. 

e. Ensuring that robust pre-assessment processes are in place for students wishing to 
undertake credit-bearing language modules. 

25. While the Group does not wish to specify the detail of implementation, it does believe 
that if its proposals are approved the University should review the impact of these after 
three years.  The purpose of this review should be to consider whether the experience of 
implementing the Group’s proposals has raised any issues of concern (which could 
include a review of all those issues highlighted in the consultation on the Group’s interim 
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report), and to assess the effectiveness of the Group’s proposals in meeting the strategic 
objectives of the Education Strategy and the Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum. 

Impact assessment 
26. The additional demands arising from these proposals are likely to fall primarily on two 

parts of the University, in different ways.  Clearly additional demands will be made on 
CFLS.  The Group’s discussions with the Director of CFLS has led it to the conclusion 
that, subject to the issues highlighted in paragraphs 17 and 18, the necessary 
infrastructure is in place to manage the likely expansion in demand for credit-bearing 
language modules.  Additionally the Group’s proposals will require additional work for 
departments in reviewing and where necessary revising their programme regulations to 
address the Group’s proposals.  However, the Group believe that this additional work is 
justified by the University strategic objective that its proposals are addressing. 

Action requested 
27. Senate is asked to: 

a. approve the proposals set out in Annexes 2 and 3 (and any further consequential 
changes to University regulations or policies); 

b. subject to approval of Annexes 2 and 3, approve the approach to implementation set 
out in paragraphs 22 to 25. 



 

 

Annex 1 Feedback from Faculty Education Committees 
Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Arts and Humanities Faculty 
Education Committee (Undergraduate), held 24 February 2012 
… 

39. Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
 
Considered: a consultation paper from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document ECAHSCUG1140 
Noted:  
 
(a) that, while the Committee strongly supported the principle of encouraging more 

students to undertake credit-bearing language modules, it had significant 
concerns about the resources required to implement the proposals. The  
Committee sought assurance that, if the number of students undertaking 
language modules were to increase substantially, there would be a comparable 
increase in resources from the University to enable the Centre for Foreign 
Language Studies to deliver those modules;  
 

(b) that the Committee strongly supported the proposal set out in 10(a): that all 
undergraduate programmes should provide the opportunity for students to take a 
total of at least 40 credits of language modules; 
 

(c) that, regarding proposal 10(a), the Committee suggested that the phrase ‘a total 
of at least 40 credits’ should be defined further to include a maxima;  

 
(d) that proposal 10(b), regarding credit-bearing language modules for taught 

postgraduate students, was in line with requests from taught postgraduates in 
the Faculty; 

 
(e) that the Committee did not raise any concerns regarding the general principles 

outlined in proposal 10(c). However, the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures had recently submitted substantial curriculum development to ensure 
that its students would not undertake modules for which they were over-qualified.  
The School would need to amend its programme regulations to reflect this.  The 
Committee considered that, given the number of Combined Honours students 
who undertake language modules, it might be valuable to conduct a survey to 
identify the impact that this proposal might have on Combined Honours students; 

 
(f) that proposals 10(d)-(e) would only be possible if the University were to provide 

sufficient resources; 
 

(g) that the Committee was strongly opposed to proposal 10(f), as it was considered 
that 10 credit modules would not enable students to achieve an appropriate level 
of competence in a given language; 

 
(h) that the Committee was in agreement with proposal (g): that timetabling should 

be reviewed to increase the opportunity for students to undertake credit-bearing 
language modules. 

… 

Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Arts and Humanities Faculty 
Education Committee (Postgraduate), held 8 March 2012 
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… 

39. Language Provision 
 
Considered: a consultation paper from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document ECAHSCPG1132 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that almost all programmes within the faculty already permitted students to take 

either an optional language module from another Board of Studies, or permitted 
language study within the programme specifically (e.g. History, Classics and 
Theology & Religion MAs all permitted language provision); 
 

(b) that one option would be to allow the expansion of the existing credit structure to 
permit students to take an additional foreign language module. It was recognised that 
this would deplete the unit of resource, and would stretch students further; however, 
any potential negative impact would be limited if 10 credit modules were developed; 
 

(c) that languages for research modules, aimed at PGR students, could be made 
available more broadly as non-credit bearing modules to MA students; 
 

(d) that there would be very significant resource implications if more students began to 
undertake language modules based within CFLS, particularly with regard to space 
and staffing. Additional resource would need to be provided to CFLS is these 
proposals were to have a genuine impact; 
 

(e) that students should be discouraged, or prevented, from taking several beginners 
modules in different languages; 

 
Agreed: that the aims of the paper were commendable and, if implemented, would 
improve the student experience, and the employability of graduates. However, the 
challenges of the impact of successful implementation should not be underestimated. 

… 

Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Science Faculty Education 
Committee (Undergraduate), held 29 February 2012 
… 

52. Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
 
Considered: a consultation paper from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document ECSSCUG1145 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in 2011 the University approved a Principle that all students on taught 

programmes should be strongly encouraged to undertake credit-bearing 
language modules, and be given the opportunity to do so; 
 

(b) that a Task and Finish Group had been established at the start of the 
Michaelmas Term 2011 to consider what action would need to be taken to 
achieve this aim and this report made a number of proposals in this area; 

 
(c) that the views of departments on the proposals were being sought through FECs 

and that this feedback would be considered by the Group prior to final 
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recommendations being made to an Easter Term meeting of Education 
Committee; 

 
(d) that the report outlined moderated ideas from the initial proposals developed by 

the Group and that there was no desire that language learning should be 
considered but that the concept of encouraging students to undertake such 
modules had been approved when the Curriculum Development Principles had 
been considered through the University’s committee structure in the 2010-11 
academic year; 

 
(e) that the proposal was intended to enable students to take modules to the value 

of 20 credits offered by the Centre for Language Studies and that departments 
would be asked to raise awareness of the provision delivered by the Centre for 
Language Studies and highlight the available choices to students; 

 
(f) that members would be interested in finding out which Russell Group and 94 

Group HEIs were referenced in Paragraph 10(c) of the proposals in terms of an 
approach already being in place; 

 
(g) that there was doubt that the resource implications of the proposal would be 

addressed through the allocation to the Centre of the teaching income for those 
students on the Centre’s module given the rapid increase in  numbers which 
might be seen; 
 

(h) that many of the programmes delivered by departments in the Faculty currently 
gave students the option to take a module from another board of studies and that 
the introduction of the proposal would not necessarily be problematic but that 40 
credits was a significant commitment; 

 
(i) that there was concern that it would be inappropriate for Level 3 students to take 

Level 1 modules, although this concern did not extend to students in Level 1 or 
Level 2 given that this would give students the opportunity to build on their 
language skills across the two years; 

 
(j) that the proposal was not clear whether the CFLS would offer modules at A-

Level equivalent and whether students would actually seek this more advanced 
level through single modules delivered by the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures which might have implications for students wishing to access such 
provision; 

 
(k) that consideration might be given to removing the level descriptors for CFLS 

provision and that departments give consideration to what level they would see 
students taking modules outside of their programme or specialism; 

 
(l) that the proposal to place some credit-bearing language modules outside the 

parameters of the current teaching timetable could result in low take-up given the 
existing commitments that students would already have within the teaching 
timetable; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the proposal that all undergraduate programmes should provide students 

with the opportunity to take a total of at least 40 credits, across two or more 
separate years of the programme, of language modules would be challenging for 
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the Faculty of Science to agree, particularly given the constraints placed on 
curriculum by accrediting body requirements for some programmes; 
 

(b) that there was no support for the proposal that all credit-bearing language 
modules offered by CFLS should be classified as Level 1 within the University’s 
modular framework, and the University’s core regulations for undergraduate 
programmes should be amended to allow students in Level 3 to take up to 30 
credits of these modules; 
 

(c) that there were no issues identified with extending the delivery of credit-bearing 
language modules to include delivery at Queen’s Campus; 

 
(d) that the proposal for the range of language modules offered by CFLS should be 

developed to allow a student to progress in their chosen language through the 
duration of their programme would be an appropriate alternative to counter the 
concerns expressed in relation to appropriateness of level descriptors and 
access to advanced level delivery; 

 
(e) that consideration of developing a range of 10 credit language modules was not 

in itself problematic but could have implications for departments who did not 
currently offer 10 credit modules and that this may impact on available options 
for students and have an adverse effect on the student experience as a result; 

 
(f) that credit-bearing modules should remain within the parameters of the current 

teaching timetable. 

… 

Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Science Faculty Education 
Committee (Postgraduate), held 28 February 2012 
… 

40. Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
 
Considered: an interim report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 

Document ECSSCPG1133 
Reported: that the paper sought comments on a series of proposals which were intended to 
address what the task and finish group felt were the main barriers to students undertaking 
credit bearing language modules.   
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the majority of principles did not explicitly apply to PGT programmes; 
 
(b) that the majority of PGT programmes in the Faculty of Science were made up of 

compulsory modules and therefore would not be required to offer students the 
opportunity to take at least one credit bearing language module as proposed in principle 
b; 

 
(c) that the Committee felt strongly that in cases where programmes offered optional 

modules within the department, this was based on an academic rationale and that these 
optional modules were not ‘free’ modules that could or should be replaced by language 
modules; subject specific optional modules usually allowed students to specialise in 
specific areas related to their own interests and the dissertation; the Committee 
therefore did not support proposal b. as it was worded and felt that language options 
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should be encouraged rather than become a requirement of all programmes with 
oprional modules; 

 
(d) that notwithstanding the comments relate to PGT programmes, the Committee felt that if 

introduced into the curriculum, languages modules should have a comparable weighting 
to other modules. The learning outcomes of a 10 credit module would be so limited as to 
have very little overall impact on a student’s experience; 

 
(e)  that concern was expressed that the proposal focussed entirely on the teaching of 

languages.  The Committee felt that there would be benefit in encouraging the provision 
of overseas placements or a year abroad which would immerse students in  culture 
beyond just a language. 
   

Agreed: that the views of the committee would be forwarded to the authors of the paper. 
[ACTION: SG] 

… 

Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health 
Faculty Education Committee (Undergraduate), held 27 February 2012 
… 

47. Language Provision Task and Finish Group 
 
Considered: the interim report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

Document ECSSHSCUG1141 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that every programme would be required to make it possible for students to take 

up to 40 credits of language modules over the course of their degree programme; 
 

(b) that current 40 credit modules offered by the School of Modern Languages and 
Cultures could be problematic as students taking these modules could not study a 
language at two levels; 

 
(c) that the potential to offer 10 credit language modules should be explored; 

 
(d) that it was suggested that the paper should be amended to specify that students 

should be able to take 40 credits of language modules over two levels of study 
(e.g. 20 credits at Level 1 and 20 credits at Level 2); 

 
(e) that allowing students to take 20-40 credits of language modules at Level 3 was 

potentially problematic and could have a significant impact on students’ overall 
degree classifications; 

 
(f) that it was suggested that students should be able to take up to 40 credits of 

language modules at Levels 1 and 2 only; 
 

(g) that some departments had external accreditation requirements that limited their 
flexibility in relation to the provision of optional modules; 

 
(h) that some students received significantly lower marks for language modules taken 

at Level 1 in comparison to the marks for their compulsory modules and that there 
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were potential progression implications of enabling all students to take a language 
module at Level 1; 

 
(i) that there was a need to ensure that all students were aware that taking an 

optional language module at Level 2 and 3 could potentially impact on their final 
degree classifications, and to consider potential ways in which to mitigate this risk 
for students; 

 
(j) that it was suggested that language modules could be undertaken outside the 

formal degree structure but formally recognised by the award of a separate 
certificate or other award; 

 
(k) that some concerns were expressed regarding the breach of the adjacent level 

rule implied by the availability of Level 1 language modules to students at Level 3, 
in particular the potential implications in terms of progression and research-led 
education; 

 
(l) that there was strong support for delivering credit-bearing language modules at 

Queen’s Campus; 
 

(m) that the paper did not address Foundation Centre provision; 
 

(n) that currently some routes within the Foundation Centre included language 
modules but that it would require significant revisions to the programmes and 
additional resource to offer a language module to all Foundation students; 

 
(o) that the inclusion of an optional language module in all taught postgraduate 

programmes had the potential to significantly dilute the subject-specific content of 
these one-year programmes; 

 
(p) that the Committee felt that the provision of optional language modules was less 

important at taught postgraduate level than at undergraduate level, and that it 
would be more appropriate to offer modules on internationalisation more generally 
at taught postgraduate level; 

 
Agreed: that clarification would be requested in relation to the requirement to make 
language modules available to students in the Foundation Centre. 

(Action: AB, EC) 
… 

Extract from the minutes of the meeting of the Social Sciences and Health 
Faculty Education Committee (Postgraduate), held 2 March 2012 
… 
44. Consultation Paper from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group 

 
Considered: an interim report from the Language Provision Task and Finish Group; 

ECSSHSC(PG)1151 
 
Noted:  

 
(a) that the Task and Finish Group had proposed that all taught postgraduate 

programmes which offered students optional module choice should provide the 
opportunity to undertake at least one credit-bearing language module. The 
Committee was supportive of this proposal, provided that there was clear evidence 
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that the level of language learning which might be undertaken within a single module 
would be sufficiently valued by both taught postgraduate students and employers; 
 

(b) that many departments were in the process of revising their programmes in response 
to the Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum, and there was thus 
some concern that the proposals would require another review of programmes after 
this work had already been undertaken; 
 

(c) that the Task and Finish Group had asked for opinions on whether 10 credit 
language modules should be developed. It was noted that the introduction of 10 
credit language modules would require the development of additional 10 credit 
modules in some departments. It was important that the Group consider how its 
recommendations would fit with the current pattern of provision in departments; 
 

(d) that it was important that the University’s academic standards were maintained 
through careful and thorough pre-assessment of students prior to allowing them to 
undertake a credit-bearing language module, in order to ensure that this took into 
account students’ existing competence in the language covered by the module;    
 

Agreed: that the Committee’s feedback on the proposals should be submitted to the Task 
and Finish Group.                                                                           Action: EA 

… 



 

 

Annex 2 Final proposals from the Language Provision Task 
and Finish Group 

a. All undergraduate programmes should provide students with the opportunity to take a 
total of 40 credits, across two or more separate years of the programme, of credit-
bearing language modules. 

b. All taught postgraduate programmes that offer students optional module choices should 
provide students with the opportunity to take at least one credit-bearing language 
module. 

c. Departments should have opportunity to seek exemptions to a. and b. above on the 
basis of making an exceptional case (for example in relation to demonstrable 
requirements from external bodies, or the disciplinary requirements of a joint honours 
degree) for consideration for approval by the chair of the relevant FEC.  At 
undergraduate level, where a department is not able to offer students the opportunity to 
undertake 40 credits of language modules the expectation is that the programme(s) 
should accommodate the opportunity to undertake 20 credits of language modules.  
Exemptions to this will only granted for exceptionally compelling cases, and these will 
require approval by the chairs of both the relevant FEC and Education Committee. 

d. All credit-bearing language modules offered by CFLS should be classified as Level 1 
within the University’s modular framework, and the University’s core regulations for 
undergraduate programmes should be amended to allow students in Level 3 to take up 
to 30 credits of these modules. 

e. The delivery of credit-bearing language modules by CFLS should be extended to include 
delivery at Queen’s Campus. 

f. The range of language modules offered by CFLS should be such as to allow a student, if 
they choose to do so, to progress in their chosen language through the duration of their 
programme. 

g. Consideration should be given to the additional provision of some credit-bearing 
language modules outside the parameters of the current teaching timetable, in order to 
increase the opportunity for students to undertake such modules. 

h. The implementation of the Task and Finish Group’s proposals, and the impact of these, 
should be reviewed after three years of operation (i.e. in 2016). 

 

 



 

 

Annex 3 Proposed revisions to the core regulations for 
undergraduate degree programmes 

Note:  Please note that the statement in 6(b) below reflects the current core regulations for 
2011/12, and will be revised in the 2012/13 University Calendar to reflect the decisions taken 
by Senate in June 2012 as a result of the Curriculum Review. 

… 

6. A student may be allowed to take a module whose Level differs from the level of study 
of the student him/herself (eg a student may take a Level 1 module as part of his/her 
Level 2 study.)  This will normally be restricted to:  

(a) adjacent Levels of study, such that a module is taken from the Level below the 
level of the student’s level of study, or a language module offered by the 
University’s Centre for Language Study; 

(b) a total of 40 credits at any one Level; 

and should not contravene the credit requirements for the programme of study 
concerned as set out in paragraphs 3 and 5 above. 

… 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Report from the College Learning Resources Task and Finish Group 
 
Purpose of Communication:  In Michaelmas Term 2011 Education Committee established 
a Task and Finish Group to consider the issue of the learning resources made available in 
the University’s colleges, with a view to supporting the implementation of the University’s 
Education Strategy.  The Group has met on a number of occasions, following which it 
circulated an interim report for consultation.  The Group has considered this feedback, 
revised its recommendations in the light of this, and is now making its final report to 
Education Committee and Senate. 
 
Consultation to date:  The report has been subject to consultation with the Dean of 
Graduate School, Colleges’ Division and DSU. 
 
Action Requested:  Colleagues are asked to consider the action requested in paragraph 
29.  
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 19 
June 2012. 
 
Contact for further information:  Professor Liz Burd (extn:  41719;  email:  
liz.burd@dur.ac.uk);  Richard Harrison (extn.  46126;  email: r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk ) 
 

mailto:liz.burd@dur.ac.uk�
mailto:r.d.harrison@dur.ac.uk�


 

 

Report from the College Learning Resources Task and Finish 
Group 
Background 
1. The Education Strategy approved by the University in 2010 includes an objective that the 

University should: 

develop a clear resources strategy that ensures the resources available for education 
and research are appropriate for a world-class university, and that appropriate 
mechanisms are in place to deliver sustainable improvements, which in respect of 
education are aligned with current and developing pedagogical approaches. 

University Education Strategy, Objective 18. 

2. The University’s approach to learning resources is to ensure that central provision meets 
the needs of students in respect of their programmes of study.  This provision is 
augmented by the learning resources made available in the University’s colleges.  The 
college-based IT provision, learning spaces and libraries available in Durham’s colleges 
provide much-valued additional learning resources that support students in both their 
academic programmes and their extra-curricular activities. 

3. Consequently the provision of learning resources within colleges makes a very valuable 
contribution to the experience of the University’s students. In Michaelmas Term 2011 
Education Committee established a Task and Finish Group to ensure that there is an 
appropriate level of equity of provision in, and access to, college learning resources 
whilst ensuring that diversity of provision is maintained and supported, with the overall 
aim of enhancing the quality of the educational experience the University provides to its 
students. 

4. The Group’s terms of reference are available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/staffonly/edcom/EC_11_45.pdf 
(pp.3-4), and the membership of the Group is: 

Chair   Professor E L Burd 
Head of College  Professor A C Darnell 
Senior Tutor  Dr J Tidmarsh 
College Librarians  Mr T Fowler 
  Mrs G Holmes 
Library representative  Mr J Purcell 
CIS representative  Ms J Lavery 
Dean of Queen’s Campus  Professor J Phoenix 
Undergraduate student representative  Mr S Parker 
Postgraduate student representative  Mr T Thorp 
The Head of the Academic Support Office (Secretary)  Dr R D Harrison 

The Group has met on three occasions. 

5. In carrying out its work, and making its recommendations, the Group has been keenly 
aware of the important contribution that college learning resources make to the overall 
experience of Durham students.  The learning resources available within college 
communities play a crucial role in the development and maintenance of these 
communities, and the Group believes that its proposals and the aspirations they embody 
will further support this role.  The Group believes that its proposals will achieve this 
through setting a broad framework within which all colleges operate, while ensuring that 
the framework allows for local decision making on the specifics of implementation. 

The Context of the Review and Recommendations 
6. The Group has considered facilities made available to students (taught and research) 

that enhance their learning opportunities. In doing so, it has drawn explicit boundaries 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/7/1/�
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around what it defines as a learning environment / resource under its remit. Within its 
remit, it has considered learning resources to include books and other reading or study 
materials (formal or informal) provided within libraries, IT equipment and associated 
peripherals (including wireless and networking) and for the physical environment, 
common areas that are accessible to students and their furnishings. Therefore, although, 
for instance, individual study bedrooms are learning environments, these were not 
considered within the remit of this group.  In addition, although data has been collected 
on college presentation facilities (i.e. conference or seminar rooms with data projection 
facilities) it is clear that such facilities are often centrally bookable and therefore are not 
for the exclusive use of colleges / students. Thus, the Task and Finish Group notes that 
the learning infrastructure of colleges may be larger than that considered in this report, 
and consequently many colleges may have additional maintenance and support 
requirements additional to those expressed here. 

Review of current provision 
7. The Group has commissioned a number of surveys and focus groups:   

a. A focus group session held for undergraduate students carried out by Mr S Parker. 

b. A focus group session held for postgraduate students (taught and research) carried 
out by Mr T Thorp. 

c. A survey of college libraries (considering holdings and spending etc) and other study 
spaces. 

d. A survey of college IT suites (considering facilities and size etc.). 

e. A condition survey of 5 typical college learning environments carried out by Mr A 
Swann (University Facilities Manager). 

The Group also had access to a survey carried out by the LTT regarding student 
ownership of mobile phones and laptops. 

Undergraduate focus group 

8. This group consisted of students from Levels 1-4, including a mix of these who lived in 
and out.  Unfortunately those from Queen’s were not able to attend, however, one of 
these students was later interviewed by phone.  Students reported that: 

a. College libraries:  these were useful quiet study spaces but sometimes contained 
outdated stock.  Undergraduate students generally expected more sharing of books 
across colleges and typically wanted colleges to buy more books.  They also had 
expectations about the design of their college learning environment that were not met 
in all colleges. 

b. Study spaces:  students distinguished this space from the library provision due to the 
style of the furnishing forming a more informal and relaxed reading environment. 

c. IT suites:  students were clear these should be separate from quiet learning spaces.  
Many students reported the college IT facilities to be below the required specification.  
Their expectations were also not met in terms of peripherals (they specifically 
requested colour printing and A3 copying).  A number of students expressed a desire 
for an e-den (1st floor Main University Library) style layout. 

Postgraduate focus group 

9. This group consisted of 10 students from Durham City and Queen’s campuses.  The 
group included home and international students, those studying PhD and master’s 
qualifications as well of those who lived within in and out of college.  Students reported 
that: 
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a. College libraries:  these were used less frequently by postgraduates than by 
undergraduates as study spaces, as postgraduate students gave preference to the 
postgraduate study space in the main library. In addition, the college library stock 
was felt to be more focused on undergraduate provision.  Postgraduate students 
expressed surprise when hearing some colleges did not have library provision.  Many 
postgraduate students welcomed the provision of fiction and DVDs by colleges. 

b. Study spaces:  students thought these study spaces had a benefit for postgraduate 
students working late at night. 

c. IT suites:  many students report college IT facilities to be below the required 
specification. 

LTT survey data 

10. The Group also considered the results of a survey carried out by LTT in 2009/10 
concerning students’ laptop and smart phone ownership.  The survey was conducted 
through DUO with 2,644 respondents across both campuses, from across all levels of 
provision (foundation, undergraduate and postgraduates).  The results included: 
Table 1:  Student ownership of mobile IT devices, 2009/10 

Do you own the following? Durham Queen’s 

Mobile device with internet access 24% 83% 

Mobile but no internet access 73% 65% 

Small laptop 11% 11% 

Larger laptop 57% 78% 

Surveys of heads of college, senior tutors and bursars 

11. Two paper-based surveys of College Learning Resources facilities were also 
administered to heads of college and college senior tutors and bursars.  The headline 
outcomes of these surveys were: 

a. Individual colleges typically held around 9,000 books, but a number of colleges do 
not have libraries. Those without libraries did not have such facilities for a variety of 
reasons, including strategic decision making, already being in close proximity to other 
University libraries, or because they catered for postgraduate students. 

b. Those colleges with libraries typically spend £4,300 p.a. on resources for their library, 
but this actually ranges from £800 to £8,500. 

c. All colleges included IT facilities, but their actual provision varied from six to 30 PCs. 

d. IT spend was typically £2,000, ranging from £350 to £9,000 for 2010/11. 

e. Most colleges used a combination of central funding and their private funding (alumni 
donations, trust funds, student contributions and fines) to furnish and equip their 
learning resource centres, with the resources made available being dependent on 
local decision making.  Colleges typically estimated that in 2010/11 they had spent 
between £6,000 and £10,100 from central funds, although at the far extremes this 
ranges from no expenditure to £15,000.  Private resources ranged from £2,000 to 
£17,000. 

f. Most of those colleges with a library retained an hourly paid librarian, typically for 
around 400 hours a year.  Most libraries were also supported by students.  Some 
students were hourly paid, but there was also evidence of many unpaid positions. 

g. Colleges typically made a variety of spaces available to students, including libraries, 
IT suites, bar areas and a variety of quite study spaces and seminar rooms.  Some 
colleges had specialist undergraduate and postgraduate facilities. 
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h. Colleges typically had a variety of equipment available for access by students 
including printers, scanners, projectors, photocopiers, laptops and other small 
devices for loan.  However, provision varied greatly from college to college. 

Condition and utilisation survey 

12. The headline outcomes of the partial condition and utilisation survey by the University 
Facilities Manager were as follows: 

a. Facilities consisted of a variety of very different environments, including library, 
reading rooms, IT suites, social spaces (bars, JCR common rooms), kitchens, 
corridors and other common areas. 

b. Many colleges demonstrated areas of innovation in design of their learning spaces, 
but generally provision was patchy, probably due to these innovations being enabled 
by opportunistic funding. 

c. Common spaces are maintained to differing standards.  Very few are suited for dual 
usage.  For instance, many of the bars had too low level lighting to be comfortably 
used for study. 

d. The physical availability and use of space varied across colleges. Some colleges 
offer considerable space for student use, others more limited. The availability of 
space typically depended on location and the size of the college, however, the 
effective use of space was not always dependent on availability.  

Inter-college access to resources 

13. Students are aware of the library holdings of other colleges through the University 
Library Catalogue.  Students have expressed a desire to borrow books from other 
colleges if they are unavailable within their college. An informal arrangement is in place 
where students can request access to a book by contacting the librarian of the college 
directly, however the majority of students are unaware of this opportunity. A clear policy 
needs to be defined and publicised as to when it is appropriate for students to request 
access to a college owned book and how students can go about making such 
arrangements. 

Defining the needs of college learning environments 
14. Student feedback delivered through a variety of forms including the NSS, the ISB 

(although at present we no longer subscribe to this survey) and the Student Experience 
Survey have all indicated our students have increasingly higher expectations of their 
learning environment. Furthermore, it must also be recognised that, in an era of 
increasing student contribution to fees, student expectations will increase. With the 
exception of postgraduates, students typically do not compare college learning resources 
across universities, but rather baseline their expectations by the facilities that were 
available to them in school, or those that are available from central facilities or those 
present in other colleges. Consequently, agreeing, clearly articulating, centrally 
resourcing and maintaining both a ‘common core’ and ‘standard’ of facilities is crucial to 
manage student expectation.  

15. A common core has the advantage of not only clearly articulating to students what they 
can expect from a college learning environment, irrespective of their choice of college, 
but it also facilitates an important principle of the Durham collegiate experience:  
difference but equivalence across all colleges. Currently colleges resource elements of 
the proposed common core through a variety of means including JCR and alumni funds. 
If a more formal approach could be adopted to funding the required elements of the 
provision then college communities could use the JCR / Alumni funding to resource 
those facilities which individual colleges identify as part of their unique offer. 
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16. The results of the Task and Finish Group’s surveys identified that the facilities available 
in colleges were highly valued by students but their inconsistent implementation across 
the colleges led to confusion.  The use of the term ‘library’ in some colleges created 
greater student expectations than were satisfied by the level of provision.  Students in 
colleges without such facilities were sometimes concerned that they were disadvantaged 
over those with college libraries.  However, even those with libraries sometimes felt 
disadvantaged when another college had exclusive access to a book that, students 
considered, was for some reason unavailable to them. 

17. A number of the college libraries had very diverse provision, ranging from highly focused 
research collections to loan opportunities for popular reading and DVDs.  A joint library 
committee of college officers and student groups often agreed the strategic direction of 
the library and so very much defined the culture and interests of the community of that 
college.  The engagement of the college community in setting the strategic direction is at 
least partly responsible for the willingness of the community (SCR, current students and 
alumni) to contribute to the funding of such facilities. 

18. The opportunity for an individual college to choose the strategic direction of their own 
college libraries is valued by the college community, as is the opportunity to put 
resources, which other colleges may dedicate to libraries, into other aspects of college 
life. For this reason a business case to promote consistency of library provision across 
all colleges is not appropriate. It is also unclear what would constitute the common core 
library provision when existing college libraries range from those containing highly 
specialised research content (for instance Chad’s has a vast and rare collection of 
theological texts) to fiction and DVD rental (for instance Trevelyan currently has over 700 
DVDs). 

19. The colleges and University Library Committee have accepted the principle that college 
libraries cannot attempt to resource the needs of their research student communities, 
however, the needs of the taught student community, taken as a whole, are equally as 
diverse and complex. Furthermore, the need of such provision would vary depending on 
many factors including that college’s registrations on degree programmes,  the module 
options that their students selected, the level of study of their students and whether they 
are resident or living close to the college or not. In addition, the usefulness of such 
provision would vary on an annual basis depending on whether a reading list has 
changed, whether that module continues to be offered and that year’s disciplinary 
composition of a college and even the module choices of that year’s taught students. 

20. One way to establish a common core for college libraries would be to require all colleges 
to hold books from required module reading lists. However, this is impractical due to the 
mixed subject composition of colleges. In Level 1 Durham offers 248 different modules, 
Level 2 405, Level 3 559 and Level 4 79 totalling 1291 modules in total at undergraduate 
level. If each college needed to purchase just one new book for each module at a very 
low estimate of £25 per copy the total annual cost per college would exceed £32K (i.e. 
nearly £0.5M across the University). 

21. While many of the students valued the access to books on their college site, often what 
was of equal or greater value was the availability of quiet study space.  Although in many 
colleges the students accessing such facilities were residents, shared bedrooms, 
insufficient bedroom space, the need for group working facilities, or a wish to demark a 
work/life balance led to the college study facilities being highly prized.  In some colleges, 
where study facilities are located more centrally, students actively selected to use 
college facilities over those that were centrally owned and managed. 

22. In the majority of colleges space was of a premium, hence students utilised a variety of 
spaces in which to conduct private or group study. This included spaces that would be 
more traditionally considered social spaces such as bars and common rooms. With 
appropriate resource put in to furnish such facilities, far better utilisation of space could 
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be managed and with agreed time-zoning of these facilities a clear separation of work- / 
social-time could be achieved. The availability of such college facilities could become a 
key element of the added value offered to students by Durham’s collegiate system, and 
increasing students’ awareness of this provision could be an important element of the 
University’s distinctive appeal to potential students. 

23. IT was consistently offered across the colleges, however the quality and quantity of the 
offering did vary. Generally, student expectations were that IT should be of similar 
standard to that offered in central facilities. Varying provision was also offered for 
students to use their own equipment, such as in the provision of power and networking 
facilities including wireless access. If students are prepared or even prefer to use their 
own IT, colleges and the University in general needs to provide such opportunities. The 
level of student ownership of laptops and other mobile equipment is currently insufficient 
to justify the removal of centrally owned IT. 

A vision for the college learning environment 
24. College Learning Environments, appropriately designed and resourced, are an important 

academic and social hub attracting students, staff and college mentors into college.  
They could also make a significant contribution to the important role colleges play in 
providing education, research and social opportunities to their members.  

25. The variety of study requirements of our students means that learning spaces design 
needs to be varied and highly flexible. Care needs to be taken in the design process to 
ensure that different learning styles are catered for, such as the demarcation of space for 
more noisy activity, for example, the use of IT or group work, and provision of quiet 
individual study spaces. Where locations are dual used for study and social space their 
design needs to consider the requirements of both types of activity. Students need to 
understand when this, and other space, is available to them and what form of activity the 
space is supporting at any one time. The actual needs of any college will differ, 
depending on their student cohort and their physical location. To maximise the efficient 
use of space and resource, the provision offered by any one college needs to consider 
other space that is available in close proximity to its students. However, within this 
context the design should consider how individual colleges can provide their own 
‘distinctive flavour’ on that space.  

26. Although the value of the physical library collection should not be underestimated, some 
college strategies do not prioritise such provision. Where colleges wish to offer such 
facilities they should be able to do so. Currently some colleges include library provision 
as part of their annual financial plan. Colleges Division should retain the right to allocate 
their spend according to their planning process. Consequently, in recognition of the 
differing strategic plans of Colleges, physical libraries (i.e. book loans) should not be 
classed as part of a core provision. However, each college should be required to provide 
a ‘virtual library’ and to capitalise on the e-book collection of the main library facilities.  

27. Colleges are unlikely to be able to realise these aspirations without seeking and sharing 
good practice on learning space design and receiving funding in order to implement their 
plans. 

Proposals 
28. To support the delivery of this vision, the Group are proposing the following 

recommendations: 

a. For consistency, colleges should be asked to refer to their ‘Learning Environments’ in 
all student facing materials.  IT facilities, study spaces and libraries are the 
constituents of this Learning Environment. 
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b. Colleges should be encouraged to promote the use of their Learning Environments to 
all their community, paying particular attention to those students who do not live in 
College.  This will ensure that all students understand what is available to them. 

c. There needs to be an agreed common core of Learning Environment provision 
across the colleges. This should define the features of that environment (e.g. such as 
that all colleges will have IT facilities available to students), but not the volume of 
provision (e.g. the number of PCs).  The Group recommends this common core 
consist of: 

i. At least one physical location that is IT-enabled and has some demarcation for 
various learning styles.  This should include quiet study, collaborative working 
and IT-enabled spaces.  Such space(s) should be well-maintained and subject to 
standard refresh by Estates and Buildings. 

ii. A set of IT facilities (at a minimum networked PCs and a photocopy / scanner / 
printer) with space made available for students to bring their own IT equipment 
into the environment (i.e. power, network points and/or wireless).  PCs should be 
at least at the CIS minimum specification and well-maintained.  It is advised that 
the core specification and the maintenance of this are covered by a service level 
agreement with the CIS. 

iii. All areas declared ‘College Learning Environments’ should include wireless 
access throughout. 

iv. Each college, as a minimum, should provide IT access to the University e-book 
collection. Not all materials on module reading lists are currently available 
electronically but availability is increasing rapidly. In the short term additional 
resources may be required to support the Library in enhancing this e-book 
provision.  

d. Colleges’ Division should agree the staffing requirements for their college learning 
environments and ensure the rationale is communicated to college members. 

e. The funding of such core provision should not be subject to College income such as 
alumni donations.   

f. CIS should work with the Library and colleges to help support the progress of the 
‘virtual’ element of college libraries to ensure that students maximise their opportunity 
to consult on-line materials such as the e-journal collection. 

g. Access arrangements to the Learning Environment should be made clear to 
students.  At least one physical space should be made available at all times 
throughout the standard undergraduate let including outside the normal teaching 
term.  Normally, a space should be made available for access outside of term, but at 
least some study provision should be made in colleges with postgraduate students 
outside this standard let period.   

h. The University’s formal policy for the provision of inter-college access to learning 
resources should be that where a student requires access to a book for their studies 
and where the book is only available within a College library, that college should 
provide the student with access to that text. It is however, appropriate that the 
individual college defines the terms of that access. A statement of how this policy will 
be implemented across all colleges should be developed by the Colleges’ Division 
and be clearly publicised to all students.   

i. Colleges should look towards dual usage of space such as college bars or dining 
halls when opportunities allow.  However, the high-value students place on the 
availability of social space, especially during evenings and weekends, should be 
considered in space planning arrangements. 
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j. Colleges should be able, and indeed encouraged, to fund their own xtraFactor! 
These are the elements that form unique features of the college and are important to 
colleges expressing their individuality.  Such facilities may be funded, for instance, by 
alumni gifts whose contribution should be publically recognised to both identify that 
legacy and make it clear to students that this facility is offered in addition to the core 
provision. 

k. Colleges should be encouraged to share good practice and successful innovative 
designs concepts of learning spaces. 

l. One-size will not fit all.  Colleges have different sizes of community, but this should 
not solely be used to define the volume / size of the core provision.  Other factors to 
consider include the location of the site and the proximity to other facilities offered by 
the University. 

Action requested 
29. Senate is asked to approve the proposals set out in paragraph 28. 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future                                      
 
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Changes to the University Code of Practice on Research Degrees, the 
Core Regulations for Research Degrees and related documents.  
 
Purpose of Communication:  To propose revisions to the University Code of Practice on 
Research Degrees, Core and Residence regulations. Proposals are made in response to issues 
raised by departments and faculties during 2011-2012, and following the initial report of the Task & 
Finish Group on Research Student Annual Report Progress. 
 
Consultation to Date: Each of the attached papers has been considered by FECs (Postgraduate). 
Minor amendments have been made to the documentation following the consultation; however, no 
substantive issues were raised. The proposed changes to the residence regulations (Annex 3) 
have also been considered by the Colleges, and by the FECs (Undergraduate). The paper as a 
whole was considered on 16 May 2012 by Education Committee, which supported the 
recommendations.  
 
Action Requested:  Senate is asked to: 
 

a) approve the proposed changes to the Code of Practice for Research degrees (cf. 
Annex 1, pp. 2-7); 
 

b) recommend the changes in the Residence Regulations to Council for approval (cf. 
Annex 2, pp. 8-11); 

 
c) approve the proposed changes to the Core Regulations for Integrated PhDs and 

Professional Doctorates (cf. Annex 3, pp. 12-14). 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meetings of Senate to be held 19 
June 2012. 
 
Contact for further information:  Professor Tim Clark, Dean of Graduate School & 
Internationalisation; Andy Rennie (andrew.rennie@durham.ac.uk; extn. 46490).  
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PGR PROGRESS: CHANGES TO THE CODE OF PRACTICE FOR RESEARCH DEGREES 

Background 
1. During 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, the University reviewed its progress & monitoring processes 

for PGR students. These reviews resulted in a revised structure for formal progress reviews 
(introduced 2010-2011), a revised structure for APN, and a commitment to revise the Annual 
PGR Reports conducted via DUO (an ongoing Task & Finish Group project) so that it is better 
integrated with the formal progress reviews. 

2. A fundamental driver for the reviews was the University’s desire to improve submission and 
completion for research students. Timely submission and completion ensures that students get 
the qualifications they seek within an appropriate timescale, and that the most effective use is 
made of academic staff time. The University is also measured on submission (by Research 
Councils and other sponsors) and completion (by HEFCE). 

3. The implementation of the revised proposals, and the recent reviews of PGR appeals & 
complaints, have flagged up a number of outstanding issues with regard to University policy for 
PGR students in relation to: 

a. requirements for students undertaking their studies at a distance; 

b. requirements for the format of progress reviews following the initial review at 9 months; 

c. the nature of the continuation period;  

d. requirements for dealing with students who have withdrawn but wish to return to their 
studies. 

4. Amendments have been made to relevant sections of the Code of Practice for Research 
Degrees. These changes are summarised below, and detailed in appendices 1-2. 

5. Further changes will be made to the Code of Practice for Research Degrees sections on 
Responsibilities and Institutional Arrangements, if Education Committee approves the changes 
to the Annual Review (cf. Education Committee paper EC/11/146 Attachment III). These 
changes will be consequential in nature, and are therefore not summarised here. 

Students undertaking Research Degree Study at a Distance 

6. The absence of guidance on action which should be taken where students are undertaking 
study at a distance was highlighted within the appeals and complaints process, and by the 
Faculty of Arts & Humanities. As a result of this, amendments have been proposed to the 
University’s Residence Regulations, and to guidance on concessions. In addition, minor 
amendments are proposed to the Code of Practice. These amendments are in keeping with the 
other regulatory changes, and with existing guidance on collaborative or split-site PhDs where 
research is undertaken at more than one location. These amendments are included as 
appendix 1. 

Further Progress Reviews 
7. Although the University has an agreed format for the 9 month progress review, current 

guidance for further progress reviews conducted thereafter is not prescriptive. While 
departments have been supportive of the flexibility that this offers, it has been suggested that 
the specific focus on timeliness should be emphasised within the University guidance.  

8. This issue has also been raised by the Task & Finish Group looking at the DUO Annual Report 
system, who suggested specifically that the completion review conducted towards the end of a 
student’s period of supervised study leads to more explicit requirements for submission (and 
the possibility of recommending a further period of supervised study if required), with the 
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possibility of having staggered, recommended submission deadlines of 3, 6, 9 and 12 months.  
Amendments are included within appendix 2 (cf. paragraph 57). 

The Continuation Period 
9. The continuation period is the period after the end of supervised study, during which students 

are expected to finalise the writing up of their thesis before being examined. All doctoral 
students are currently given 12 months to write up; all masters students are given 6-9 months.  

10. The University’s regulations for students on continuation have not changed substantially over 
the last ten years, and they are not felt to reflect current practice, or support the University’s 
aims to improve student submission and completion. Expectations of the continuation period 
are not always defined in detail, and there are concerns that continuation could be interpreted 
as an endless state. While this may have been understandable before 2007, when the 
continuation fee was a nominal amount charged annually primarily to maintain registration, it 
does not hold true now.  

Progress During the Continuation Period 

11. A greater, formal, focus on progress at the outset and during the continuation period, as 
considered by the Task & Finish Group (cf. 7), should be accompanied by guidance on the 
process for dealing with non-submission, with an emphasis on requiring departments and 
students to seek any extensions before the submission deadline. Where this does not happen, 
students and departments should be contacted in the short term. Extensions can be sought, if 
appropriate. Students who do not seek, or who are not granted concessions to extend their 
submission date, can be contacted and formally withdrawn (as an APN student who did not 
make Academic Progress would be), rather than considered dormant. The statement that 
supervisory teams may recommend that students submit before the end of their initial 12 month 
continuation period will make it easier for any earlier funding submission deadlines (e.g. where 
Research Councils encourage or expect students to submit within 6 months of the end of their 
period of supervised study) to be taken into account. Amendments to this effect are included in 
appendix 2 (cf. paragraphs 61-63). 

The Nature of the Continuation Period 

12. Further discussions on a number of other issues relating to continuation (including the support 
available to students on continuation, the fee charged to students on continuation, and the 
nomenclature of the continuation period itself) have taken place, and the University is 
committed to looking at: 

a.  the terminology used to describe the continuation period (as the change in wording 
between ‘supervised study’ and ‘continuation’ implies that students are not being 
supervised while writing up, which is not the case in practice); 

b. the fees charged for the continuation period (the period of time the fees cover, the process 
for charging fees and the fees themselves); 

c. the duration of the continuation period; 

d. student entitlements during the continuation period, at an institutional and departmental 
level. 

13. However, HEFCE the currently changing the methodology for completion rates, and the likely 
future use of published completion rates is unknown. Concern has been expressed that the 
University may propose changes to policy and process which could – in light of the projected 
nature of the revised methodology – impact negatively on predicted completion rates, which 
could in turn impact on future institutional performance in external surveys, bids for DTCs, or 
funding allocation. External statistical data must not drive the University’s academic policy; 
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however, it was agreed that this data should be inform any policy revision, and further action in 
relation to continuation has therefore been deferred until 2012-2013, when more information on 
the methodology, outcome and likely use of HEFCE’s revised completion rates will be known. 

Students who Withdrawn and Return 
14. A number of departments have requested further advice on how to respond to students who 

wish to return, normally after a year or more of having left. It is suggested that Departments 
provisionally assess the work of such students, and then seek a concession if they would 
support a student’s request to return, recommending a further period continuation or 
supervised study if necessary. It would be appropriate to require students to pay fees for any 
additional periods of study, and it may be appropriate to request an examination fee to cover 
the basic costs associated with the examination process (modelled on the current fee charged 
to students who are required to resubmit). The former is included in appendix 2 (cf. 
paragraph 64); the latter will be considered when continuation fees are reviewed during 2012-
2013. 

Consultation 
15. These recommendations have been considered by FECs (Postgraduate), who were supportive 

of the proposals, and did not request substantial changes. Minor typographical amendments 
have been made to the Code of Practice, and the proposals regarding the continuation period 
have been clarified.  

Action Requested 
16. Senate is asked to consider approving the proposed amendments to the Code of 

Practice (cf. appendices 1-2) in light of the issues noted above (paras. 6-14).  
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Selection, Admissions & Induction: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/3/   
-- 
Selection 

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

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. During the application process students who will not reside in commuting distance of their place of 
learning will be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of departmental admissions staff that they will 
have appropriate access for the duration of their studies to library, computing and other resources and 
research facilities required to successfully undertake their programme of research. 

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

1920. 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. 

-- 
Induction 
-- 

2829. 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.  

2930. 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. 

3031. 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. 

Students at a Distance 

32. Students who are not resident at Durham – either part-time students or full-time students who have been 
granted a concession to reside elsewhere – will normally be expected to attend induction events, and must 
be provided with comparable induction information if they have been exempted from attendance at such 
events.   

33. As part of the induction process for students studying at a distance, a format and frequency of 
supervisory meetings must be agreed between the student and supervisory team, and departments should 
confirm either that students will be able to attend departmental events (e.g. seminar series), or have 
alternative access to appropriate research culture. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/3/�
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Progress and Review Arrangements: http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/5/  
-- 
Further Progress Reviews 

5456. 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.  

5557. The University requires departments to have a statement on the structure and design of the further 
progress reviews within their policy on research student progress and review. The University does not have a 
prescriptive format for further progress reviews; however: 

• all reviews should focus on whether the candidate’s progress is appropriate, and whether the 
candidate is on track to submit their thesis in advance of their final submission deadline; 

• the completion review include confirmation of an explicit timescale for submission (and the 
possibility of recommending a further period of supervised study if required)with a target of 
submission within either 3, 6, 9 or 12 months; 

• This the format of further progress reviews must be approved by the appropriate Chair of the Faculty 
Education Committee (PG).  

58. 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 
Review at 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 
Review at 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 
Review at 9 months, two further Confirmation reviews at 21 and 33 months, and a further 
Completion review at 45 months.  

5659. 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 Review at approximately 21 months, with further progress reviews 12 months thereafter. 

5760. Students not deemed to be making good progress at further reviews may be subject to Academic 
Progress Procedure (as noted in paragraph 4446) if appropriate. 

Progress During the Continuation Period 

61. Students enter the continuation period once their period of supervised research study is completed, 
typically after three years of study for a full-time PhD. Students are encouraged to submit their thesis as 
soon as possible after then end of their period of supervised study, and are required to submit by their 
submission deadline. Submission deadlines will be: 

• for PhD students, no more than 12 months after the end of supervised study; 

• for students undertaking a two-year full-time Master’s programme (or part-time equivalent), no more 
than 9 months after the end of supervised study; 

• for students undertaking a one-year full-time Master’s programme (or part-time equivalent), no more 
than 6 months after the end of supervised study. 

62. Students are not subject to the Academic Progress Procedure during the continuation period; however, if 
a student requests an extension to the final submission deadline, a review should be conducted to consider 
any relevant medical or other evidence, and to agree a revised schedule for completion.   

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/8/1/5/�
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63. Students who do not submit by their final submission deadline, and who are not granted an extension to 
the deadline, will be withdrawn. 

Students who Withdraw and Return 

64. A student who withdraws from their studies during the continuation period, or who is withdrawn for non-
submission, may seek permission to return. Students who wish to return must be formally assessed by their 
Department, who may recommend a further period of supervised study or continuation before the student 
proceeds to examination. Any decision on whether to re-admit a student who has withdrawn will be taken by 
the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee (PG). 
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RESIDENCE REGULATIONS 

Background 

1. The appeals and complaints process highlighted an anomaly within the current regulations for 
residence in respect of postgraduate students, regarding the authority for permitting a student to reside 
away from Durham. The decision to permit a full-time research degree student to reside and study 
away from Durham is clearly an academic decision, where access to supervisory support, appropriate 
facilities and resources, and an active research environment are critical factors which must be 
considered. Under the current residence regulations, however, this responsibility rests solely with the 
student’s College.  

2. This issue was further highlighted within the faculty Annual Review reports as having the potential to 
impact negatively on student progression, with the Arts & Humanities FEC (PG) requesting that 
Education Committee take action to revise the regulations. 

3. Initial discussions with Colleges Division indicated that Colleges were supportive of an immediate 
change to residence regulations. Colleges Division took the opportunity to recommend further 
amendments to the residence regulations in respect of undergraduate students, taking account of 
changes in practice. All amendments are summarised below. 

4. Revised regulations are attached as Appendix 1. 

Proposed Changes to Residence Regulations (regarding Postgraduate Students) 

5. The main change to the Residence regulations, as indicated above, is to move responsibility for the 
granting of permission to live elsewhere from the student’s College, to the relevant Chair of FEC (PG). 
This change is supported by existing wording of the Core Regulations for Research Degrees by Thesis 
or Composition, and will be accompanied by more specific guidance on action to be taken to support 
students studying at a distance. 

6. It is proposed that the following further changes be made to the Residence regulations with regard to 
postgraduate students: 

a. removing the requirement for postgraduate students to inform their Head of College if they intend to 
be absent from their accommodation (College-owned or otherwise) overnight; 

b. clarifying that some students’ programme regulation state alternative locations of study (e.g. for 
specifically collaborative or distance taught programmes). 

7. Departments may continue to agree student field work and other events which result in students 
spending time away from Durham on a temporary basis, in line with the core regulations. These 
changes will not apply to students during the continuation period. A revised Learning and Teaching 
Handbook concession summary is attached as Appendix 2. 

Proposed Changes to Residence Regulations (regarding Undergraduate Students) 

8. It is proposed that the following four changes be made to the Residence regulations with regard to 
undergraduate students: 

a. removing the requirement for students to gain permission from their Head of College to reside 
outside of College accommodation; 

b. changing the locus of responsibility for approving requests for a leave of absence from Colleges (in 
consultation with Departments) to Departments, in keeping with other concessions relating to 
academic study. 
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c. consequential changes to remove references to the separate residence regulations for students 
based at Queen’s Campus, in response to the withdrawal of those regulations in 2003; 

d. clarifying that students will normally be members of a College located at their primary site of 
learning and teaching; 

e. clarifying that some students’ programme regulations state alternative locations of study (e.g. for 
specifically collaborative or distance taught programmes). 

Consultation 

9. FEC (PG) were generally satisfied with the proposals. The Science FEC (PG) expressed concern that 
the removal of the definition of reasonable distance from the University would cause confusion, would 
render the regulations less robust, and would mean that the regulations could not be used in practice, 
as reasonable could be interpreted as a student saw fit. Reasonable is used elsewhere, within the 
University (e.g. within staff contracts) and externally, to determine something appropriate in relation to 
the circumstances of the situation. The intention is that students reside close enough to pursue their 
course of study at the University (e.g. attend all relevant sessions and undertake work as required). If a 
student was unable to attend classes and or other sessions at an appropriate time, their location would 
not be reasonable. As this issue was not raised by the other FEC (PG), an amendment has not been 
made. 

10. FEC (UG) were typically satisfied with the proposals; however, the Science FEC (UG) was concerned 
with the removal of the reference to the requirement for students to seek a concession from their 
College if they wished to be absent from the University. However, as the requirement is also contained 
within the Learning and Teaching Handbook, removing the statement from the residence regulation 
simply clarifies that the responsibility for granting permissions rests within the department(s) in which 
the student is studying. 

Action Requested 

17. Senate is asked to consider recommending to Council the proposed amendments to the 
Residence Regulations (cf. appendix 1), in light of the issues noted above (cf. 5-8), and the 
consequent amendment to the Learning & Teaching Handbook guidance (cf. appendix 2). 
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General Regulation III - Residence† 

1.    Undergraduate members of the University shall reside within the precincts of their College or Licensed Hall of 
Residence unless , within College managed accommodation or otherwise within a reasonable distance of the 
University+leave to reside elsewhere has been given by the Head of College concerned.  During term time, 
undergraduates who wish to be absent overnight, or for longer periods, must obtain leave of absence from their 
Head of College, who in cases where such absence involves the missing of any formal academic commitment must 
be satisfied that the agreement of the Head of the appropriate Department has already been obtained. Students 
shall be members of a College at the primary site of their learning and teaching. 
 
2.    Except with the permission of the Head of College concerned, postgraduate students registered for full-time 
study or research are required to reside within a reasonable distance of the University; that is to say a distance 
which can normally be covered in the available public transport in approximately half an hour.  All such students are 
required to ensure that the address of their current place of residence is notified to their Head of College, and they 
are expected to inform him or her if they are going to be absent overnight or for longer periods during term time. 

2. Postgraduate students registered for full-time study are required to reside within a reasonable distance of the 
University. + Exceptions may be granted by the Chair of the relevant Faculty Education Committee following the 
submission of a concession request endorsed by the student’s Department and College. 
 
3.    No student may migrate from one College or Licensed Hall of Residence to another during a programme of study 
unless such migration is approved by the Vice-Chancellor and Warden. 
 
4.    In normal circumstances the University shall not withhold permission for a student to live out of College 
provided:- 

(a)    Sufficient notice is given to prevent the College concerned from being left with an empty residential place. * 
(b)    The student is also able to find accommodation in lodgings. 

5.    A student who withdraws from the University, or migrates from residence in a College during the course of a 
term, will be required to pay a sum as specified in the occupancy agreement.  This payment may be varied at the 
discretion of the Head of College according to circumstances.  See also General Regulation IX B Payment of Charges. 
 
6.    Where the University terminates an applicant’s application prior to the programme start date or requires a 
student to withdraw under the terms of its Notification of Academic and Personal details for Admission, 
Matriculation and Registration Purposes Regulation, we may retain any fees paid on or on behalf of the applicant. 

 

†Separate regulations on Residence apply to students of Colleges based at the Queen’s Campus, Stockton. 
+ Or other approved location of study as defined in the programme regulations. 

*Normally, by the last day of February in the academic year preceding that in which the student wishes to live out of 
College 
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PGR508 Reside Elsewhere – research degree 

Code Concession 
Type 

Level Concession 
raised by 

Concession 
approved by 

Concession 
processed by 

Guidance 

PGRxxx Full-time 
PGR 
Reside 
Elsewhere 

 

PGR Department 
(Supervisor) 

Chair of Faculty 
Education 
Committee 
(Postgraduate) 

ASO Consideration of the case and determination of outcome by Faculty. 

Permission for a full-time PGR student permanently to reside away from the 
University during their period of supervised study will only be granted where 
Departments can demonstrate: that the student will have access to facilities 
and resources appropriate to their studies; that a format and frequency of 
supervisory meetings has been agreed; that the student will attend key events 
(e.g. induction, progress review) in person. 
 
It is preferable that students are able to attend departmental events (e.g. 
seminar series) on a regular basis or have alternative access to appropriate 
research culture. Permission will be granted subject to the student making good 
progress. 
 

Supporting Evidence Required 

Evidence submitted by the Department must include: 

• medical evidence (if relevant) for which medical report is required 
Standard Wording for concession letter: 

On …………… grounds, the above named student be permitted to reside away from Durham. Permission is granted subject to the student continuing to make good 
progress, and the permission may be revoked as a result of APN or as the outcome of a departmental progress review. 
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PROGRESSION WITHIN PROFESSIONAL DOCTORATES AND INTEGRATED PHDS: 
CHANGES TO THE CORE REGULATIONS 

Background 
1. On 7 November 2011, Education Committee considered a report on rates of qualification for 

Professional Doctorates offered in the School of Education, the Business School, and the 
Department of Theology and Religion. The report noted that professional doctorates at the University 
typically have significantly lower completion rates, and higher rates of withdrawal than conventional 
doctorates taken on a part-time basis. The University is required to review its rates of submission, 
completion and withdrawal by the QAA. The lower rates of submission/completion, and higher rates 
of withdrawal, represent a reputational risk for the University. 

2. Education Committee asked that the relevant departments reviewed their professional doctorate 
programmes to ensure that there was a clear rationale for the programmes in respect of profile and 
the use of resource; that effective support and supervisory structures were available for students; 
that recruitment and selection procedures were robust; that examination boards during the taught 
phase were used to monitor performance; and that there were procedures in place to support the 
transition between the taught and research phases.  

3. These reviews took place, and an overarching report was made to Education Committee by Chairs of 
FECs (PG) in Arts & Humanities and in Social Sciences & Health. The report made a number of 
recommendations, including a proposal to review current regulations for Professional Doctorates to 
see whether progression hurdles should be built into the core regulations. Revised regulations were 
duly drafted and considered by FECs (PG).  

Proposed Changes to Core Regulations 
4. Professional Doctorates and Integrated PhDs are integrated programmes which blend taught 

postgraduate provision with advanced research study. While all such degrees aim to engage 
students in preparatory research study from the outset, each current degree nonetheless has a 
distinct taught phase (over the first year or first two years of study). There is a structural risk inherent 
in Professional Doctorates in particular, namely the difficulty faced by candidates in balancing 
professional and academic commitments and the consequences of this for completion rates. Since 
these difficulties are not entirely foreseeable, there is a limit to which this risk can be mitigated. 

5. It was agreed that these degrees would benefit from an increased hurdle to progression from the 
taught to the research phase of study, based on the enhanced progression hurdle within regulations 
for Integrated Masters programmes, and with reference to the typical entry requirements for PhD 
study, from Masters degrees. It was felt that an enhanced progression hurdle would better ensure 
that students moving on to the wholly research phase of study were fully prepared for doctoral level 
work. 

6. It is therefore proposed that, while the pass mark for individual postgraduate modules should remain 
at 50%, progression from the taught to the research phase should be conditional on students having 
achieved a mean weighted average of 60% across all modules. Revised core regulations are 
included as appendices 1-2. 

FEC (PG) Consultation 
7. The proposals were supported by the faculties of Arts & Humanities and Social Sciences & Health. 

The FEC (PG) in Science did not object to the proposals in principle, but noted that EPSRC favoured 
an EngD model which spread taught content out over the full 3-4 years of study. This would make it 
difficult to identify a point of progression from a taught to a research phase of study, and therefore 
difficult to implement a directly comparable process for an EngD, were one to be introduced. 

Action Requested 
18. Senate is asked to consider approving the proposed amendments to the Core Regulations for 

Professional Doctorates (appendix 1), and the Core Regulations for Integrated PhDs 
(appendix 2). 
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CORE REGULATIONS FOR PROFESSIONAL DOCTORATES 
 
-- 
 
25. The pass mark for Professional Doctorates, Masters programmes, Postgraduate Diplomas and Postgraduate 
Certificates is 50% which must be achieved overall in each of the taught modules.   A student wishing to progress 
to the research phase of a Professional Doctorate degree must obtain an overall average mark of at least 60% in 
the assessment of their taught modules, after resits if necessary as set out below. Any student who does not obtain 
an overall average mark of at least 60% will be required to withdraw from their Professional Doctorate. 
 
26. Notwithstanding the requirements detailed in paragraph 25 above up to 45 credits for a Professional Doctorate 
or 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; 
the overall average for all the modules taken including the module(s) to be compensated is at least 50%; 
 
b) 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. 
 
c) the module(s) to be compensated are not identified as pre-requisite(s) for progression.  The regulations for each 
programme indicate which module(s) may not be passed by compensation because failure in those modules would 
prevent progression. 
 
d) 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. 
 
-- 
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CORE REGULATIONS FOR PhD WITH INTEGRATED STUDIES 
 
-- 
 
25. The pass mark for PhD with Integrated Studies, Masters programmes, Postgraduate Diplomas and 
Postgraduate Certificates is 50% which must be achieved overall in each of the taught modules.  A student wishing 
to progress to the research phase of a PhD with Integrated Studies must obtain an overall average mark of at least 
60% in the assessment of their taught modules, after resits if necessary as set out below. Any student who does 
not obtain an overall average mark of at least 60% will be required to withdraw from their PhD with Integrated 
Studies. 
 
26. Notwithstanding the requirements detailed in paragraph 25 above up to 45 credits for a PhD with Integrated 
Studies or 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; 
the overall average for all the modules taken including the module(s) to be compensated is at least 50%; 
 
b) 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. 
 
c) the module(s) to be compensated are not identified as pre-requisite(s) for progression.  The regulations for each 
programme indicate which module(s) may not be passed by compensation because failure in those modules would 
prevent progression. 
 
d) 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 
 
31. Students who achieve an average mark of less than 50% in any taught module are allowed one further 
attempt to pass the module. The total number of taught modules which a student may resit must total no more than 
half the total credit value of their programme’s taught modules, excluding the dissertation/thesis proposal/major 
project module. Students who achieve a mark of less than 50% in the dissertation/thesis proposal/major project 
module at the first attempt are allowed one further opportunity to resubmit. The resit or resubmission (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.  
 
32. The mark for any module following a resit shall be capped at 50%. 
 
-- 
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                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Education and Postgraduate Strategies Action Plan, 2012/13 
 
Purpose of Communication:  When the Education and Postgraduate strategies were 
approved by Senate, it was agreed that their implementation would be supported by annual 
action plans identifying strategic priorities for each academic year.  This paper proposes 
strategic priorities for 2012/13. 
 
Consultation to date:  The proposed action plan was developed by the DVC, deans of 
Undergraduate Education and Graduate School, the Deputy Head of the Colleges’ Division 
(Student Experience), the chair of Admissions Sub-Committee and the Academic Registrar.  
In addition to consideration at Education Committee, the action plan has also been endorsed 
by UEC. 
 
Action Requested:  Members of Senate are asked to consider the action requested in 
paragraph 5. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 19 
June 2012. 
 
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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Education Strategy Action Plan, 2012/13 
Background 
1. When the Education and Postgraduate strategies were approved by Senate, it was 

agreed that implementation of the strategies and their objectives would be achieved 
through annual action plans.  The role of the action plan is to detail the priority activities 
for the forthcoming year in relation to those issues for which Education Committee is 
responsible to Senate.  The process agreed by Senate was that each annual action plan 
should be approved by Education Committee.  Education Committee would then be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring progress against the action plan, reporting on 
this to the first Senate meeting of each academic year. 

2. Members of Senate should note that the report on the implementation of the 2011/12 
action plan will be considered at the 18 June 2012 meeting of Education Committee. 

2012/13 Action Plan 
3. A proposed action plan for 2012/13 is attached for consideration as Annex 1.  This has 

been developed following discussion between the DVC, the deans of Undergraduate 
Education and Graduate School, the Deputy Head of the Colleges’ Division (Student 
Experience), the chair of Admissions Sub-Committee and the Academic Registrar.  For 
each of the proposed actions an academic and an administrative lead have been 
nominated who will be responsible for ensuring that the action is addressed in 2012/13.  
Almost all of the proposed actions will report directly back to Education Committee, with 
items being referred on to Senate as appropriate, and once the action plan has been 
approved this will be used as the basis for developing a detailed business schedule for 
Education Committee in 2012/13.  

4. When considering the proposed action plan, members of Senate are asked to note the 
following: 

a. The proposed action plan covers both the Education Strategy, and those elements of 
the Postgraduate Strategy that relate to areas under Education Committee’s remit.  It 
is not intended that there will be a separate action plan for the Postgraduate 
Strategy, but rather that postgraduate actions are incorporated within Annex 1. 

b. Annex 1 does not attempt to cover all developmental activity that will be undertaken 
during 2012/13.  It instead, details the strategic priorities for Education Committee in 
2012/13. 

c. Although not mentioned specifically in Annex 1, the implementation and embedding 
of the outcomes of the Curriculum Review and Review of Student Support will 
continue to be progressed during 2012/13.  This will mean that each of the key areas 
in the Education and Postgraduate strategies (research-led education;  student 
experience;  employability and skills;  and internationalisation) will continue to be 
addressed through core processes (for example annual and periodic review), as well 
as through the specific actions detailed in Annex 1. 

Action requested 
5. Members of Senate are asked to approve the action plan for 2012/13 attached as Annex 

1. 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/7/1/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/7/2/�
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Annex 1 Education Strategy Action Plan, 2012/13 

 Comment Education 
Strategy 
objective(s) 

Academic 
lead 

Administrative 
lead 

1. Consider the current provision of initial and 
continuing professional development to 
enhance alignment of this activity to the 
Education Strategy 

The University has developed extensive provision for 
supporting its academic staff in developing their 
academic practice in relation to learning, teaching 
and research supervision, in terms of both initial and 
continuing professional development.  There is a 
need to consider whether further action is necessary 
to align this activity to the very ambitious objectives 
relating to this area contained in the Education 
Strategy, and that the University appropriately 
rewards and recognises excellence and innovation in 
these areas.  This will involve both central support 
services, and the Director, Centre for Learning, 
Teaching and Research in Higher Education. 

O7, O8, O9, O10, 
O39, O40 

PVC – 
Education 

Director, Centre 
for Academic and 
Researcher 
Development 

2. Develop proposals to extend the availability 
of placements within academic 
programmes, and extra-curricular 
placements and internships 

Undertaking placements either within academic 
programmes or on an extra-curricular basis very 
significantly enhances the employability of students, 
and increasing this activity is a crucial element of the 
University’s Employability and Enterprise Skills 
Strategy.  A task and finish group will therefore 
consider what action should be taken to encourage 
and facilitate an increase in this activity across the 
University. 

O32, O38, O44 Dean of 
Undergradu
ate 
Education 

Director, Careers, 
Employability and 
Enterprise Centre 

3. Develop a framework and structure for the 
delivery of credit-bearing summer schools 

While the University provides facilities for other HEIs 
to offer credit-bearing summer schools at Durham, 
there is currently no framework for Durham 
departments to do this for the award of Durham 
credit.  This is a significant lost opportunity in terms 
of raising the profile of the University overseas, not 
least with potential applicants to postgraduate 
programmes, and the Dean of the Graduate School 

O41 Dean of 
Graduate 
School and 
International
isation; 
Principal St 
Aidan’s 

Director, 
International 
Office 
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 Comment Education 
Strategy 
objective(s) 

Academic 
lead 

Administrative 
lead 

will bring forward a framework to support and 
facilitate Durham credit-bearing summer schools. 

College. 

4. Work with faculties and departments to 
develop a coherent package of modules 
that will facilitate incoming and outgoing 
part-year student exchanges 

The University has not yet taken a co-ordinated 
approach towards the new flexibility within the 
undergraduate module structure in order to promote 
student mobility.  A small group consisting of the 
Dean of Graduate School and Internationalisation 
and the chairs of FECs (Undergraduate) will work to 
establish a strategic approach that takes advantage 
of the recently created opportunities for part-year 
student exchanges. 

O37 Dean of 
Graduate 
School and 
International
isation 

Director, 
International 
Office and Head 
of the Academic 
Support Office 

5. Develop a statement on the key elements 
of a Durham University college 

Durham University’s collegiate system is a crucial 
and distinctive element of the Durham educational 
experience, and within that the diversity of the 
college system is one of its strengths.  There are, 
however, key characteristics that should be common 
to all Durham University colleges, and the Colleges’ 
Division will work to agree a statement of these for 
consideration for approval by Education Committee 
and Senate. 

O17 Deputy 
Head of 
Colleges’ 
Division 
(Student 
Experience) 

Assistant 
Registrar – 
Colleges and 
Student 
Experience 

6. Review the University’s approach to 
published information relating to its 
educational provision 

In order to ensure that this area presents the 
University’s provision as effectively as possible, and 
is aligned with the new expectations set out by 
HEFCE and QAA, a task and finish group will be 
established to review this area and make 
recommendations for enhancement. 

O12, O27 PVC – 
Education 

Head of 
Academic 
Support Office 

7. Develop a new undergraduate admissions 
strategy 

The existing undergraduate admissions strategy 
covers the period 2008-13.  There is therefore a 
need to develop a new strategy document, alongside 
which the undergraduate admissions policy will be 

O20 PVC – 
Education 

Director of 
Student 
Recruitment and 
Admissions 
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 Comment Education 
Strategy 
objective(s) 

Academic 
lead 

Administrative 
lead 

reviewed. Office 

8. Review the implementation of the 
University’s Access Agreement 

By the spring of 2013 there will be a significant 
amount of evidence available relating to the effect of 
the new Access Agreement approved by OFFA in 
2011.  A review of the impact of the Agreement will 
therefore be undertaken, leading where necessary to 
revisions to the Agreement being proposed to OFFA. 

O26 PVC – 
Education 

Academic 
Registrar 

9. Review and make recommendations on the 
University’s current approach to 
undergraduate and postgraduate student 
recruitment 

Over the last year the University has invested 
significant additional resource within the Access and 
Student Recruitment Team, and this will be used to 
review current activity and make recommendations 
for future activity.  This will result in two sets of 
recommendations, one for each level of provision. 

O26 PVC - 
Education 

Director of 
Student 
Recruitment and 
Admissions 
Office and Head 
of Marketing 

10. Take forward the review of the University’s 
foundation-level provision 

During 2011/12 a review of foundation-level 
provision was undertaken, in relation to provision for 
both home and international students.  During 
2012/13 this review will be taken forward and final 
recommendations made. 

O20 PVC – 
Education 

Academic 
Registrar 

11. Consider current access to prayer facilities 
for students of non-Christian faiths on the 
University’s campuses, and bring forward 
proposals to enhance this 

While there have been important advances in the 
University’s management of faith facilities, there 
remain issues relating to the provision of prayer 
facilities to support the increasing diversity of the 
University’s student body.  The Academic Office will 
work with the College’s Division to bring forward 
proposals to enhance this aspect of provision. 

O21 Deputy 
Head of 
Colleges’ 
Division 
(Student 
Experience) 

Deputy Academic 
Registrar  

12. Review and revise the University’s quality 
management processes in line with the 
new UK Quality Code 

QAA is currently undertaking an extensive and rapid 
overhaul of the national reference points for quality 
management.  This will require the review during 
2012 and 2013 of almost all of the University’s 

O12 Dean of 
Undergradu
ate 
Education 

Head of the 
Academic 
Support Office 
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 Comment Education 
Strategy 
objective(s) 

Academic 
lead 

Administrative 
lead 

quality management processes. 

13. Review the University’s current policies and 
processes for dealing with assessment 
irregularities 

The University’s current policies and procedures for 
dealing with issues such as plagiarism have been 
regularly updated over the last 10 years, but not 
systematically reviewed.  There have been 
significant developments in this area over this 
period, and the University needs to ensure that its 
policies and processes for taught and research 
degrees to address these developments. 

O12 Dean of 
Undergradu
ate 
Education 

Assistant 
Registrar – 
Student Appeals, 
Complaints and 
Discipline 

14. Review college discipline procedures to 
enhance consistency and ensure a more 
effective link between these and  

A number of recent disciplinary cases have 
demonstrated that there is a lack of consistency 
across college disciplinary regulations in different 
colleges, and that the way in which these link with 
the University’s General Regulation on Discipline 
could be more effective.  The Colleges’ Division will 
work with the Academic Office to consider and 
address these issues. 

O12 Deputy 
Head of 
Colleges’ 
Division 
(Student 
Experience) 

Deputy Academic 
Registrar and 
Assistant 
Registrar – 
Student Appeals, 
Complaints and 
Discipline 

15. Commission and support an external 
review of progress against the objectives 
set out in the University Education Strategy 

By 2013 the University will be half-way through the 
period for its current Education Strategy.  To ensure 
that the University is making progress against this, 
and to prepare for the development during 2014 of 
the next Education Strategy, in summer 2013 two 
external reviewers will be asked to undertake an 
assessment of the effectiveness of the Strategy and 
make recommendations on future developments. 

 PVC – 
Education 

Head of 
Academic 
Support Office 
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Purpose of Communication: The Report sets out the number and nature of academic appeals 
investigated by the University in accordance with General Regulation VII - Academic Appeals during 
the 2010/11 academic year.  It also reports on strategic issues emerging from the appeals process 
and makes recommendations and describes action to be taken to improve practice. 
 
Consultation to date:  The report was approved by the Chair of Senate Academic Appeals 
Committee (Professor Emma Murphy) and the Deputy Chair (Professor Seth Kunin).  Comments 
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also factored into the report. 
 
Action Requested: Senate is asked to consider the action requested in paragraph 29.  
  
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 19 June 2012.  
 
Contact for further information:  Mr Joshua McKim, Assistant Registrar, Academic Support Office, 
joshua.mckim@durham.ac.uk, ext: 46488 
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Annual report of Senate Academic Appeals Committee (SAAC) 2010/11 
Background 
1. The University’s Senate Academic Appeals Committee operates in accordance with General 

Regulations VII - Academic Appeals 
www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/.  Students who are dissatisfied 
with an academic decision made by a Board of Examiners or other decision making body or 
Officer may appeal that decision to their Faculty.  If, following the decision of the Faculty, the 
student remains dissatisfied with the outcome they may appeal to the Senate Academic 
Appeals Committee (SAAC).  If a student is dissatisfied with the outcome of the SAAC appeal, 
they may complain to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) for Higher Education. 

2. This report provides an overview of the operation of the Academic Appeals Regulations during 
2010/11, and identifies issues of University policy or practice that require further consideration.  
This report was considered by Education Committee at its meeting of 16 May 2012, which 
endorsed the recommendations. Senate is asked to consider the report and make the 
recommendation listed in paragraph 29 to Council for approval. 

3. It should be noted that part-way through the current academic year, in November 2011, the 
responsibility for managing the Academic Appeals Regulations moved from Governance 
Support Unit (GSU) to the Academic Support Office (ASO).  At the same time responsibility for 
managing Senate Discipline Committee was transferred from GSU and the Complaints 
Procedure for Students was transferred from the Office of the Deputy Academic Registrar.  This 
will support the University in enhancing the consistency of its approaches to managing these 
three types of student cases, and efficiently and effectively identifying institutional learning and 
emerging trends raised by these cases. 

Methodology 
4. This report sets out the number and nature of academic appeals received by the University in 

relation to General Regulation VII - Academic Appeals in effect for 2010/11.  Academic appeals 
are reported as received for the academic year in which the academic decision being appealed 
by the student was made.  In some cases the academic decision being appealed may be made 
during the current academic year but the academic decision will have been made in, and based 
on the Regulations in effect for, the prior academic year.  

5. Each year, in a few cases, the academic appeals process will not have completed by the time 
of the annual report.  These cases have been reported as received in the tables in Annex 1 but 
any issues raised by the processing or the outcome of the appeal will be discussed in 
subsequent reports. 

6. The report was informed by statistical data in appeals in the faculty overview reports submitted 
to the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee earlier in 2011/12. 

7. This report does not include statistics on less formal inquiries made by students to academic 
departments, colleges or administrative offices about academic decisions.  It is assumed that a 
significant number of potential academic appeals are resolved informally at these levels. 

Overview and Analysis of Academic Appeals Cases in 2010/11 
8. The number of Faculty Academic Appeals (FAA) received remained steady with 182 received 

in 2010/11 as compared with 176 in 2009/10 and 170 in 2008/09.  There is some year-on-year 
fluctuation in the number of appeals received by each Faculty but the data do not support any 
particular conclusions.  

9. The number of Senate Academic Appeals (SAA) received remained steady with 19 in 2010/11 
as compared with 19 in 2009/10 and 22 in 2008/09.  The distribution of SAAs received across 
faculties also remained steady with the majority (14) originating from Social Sciences and 
Health.   

10. The outcomes of SAAs also remained steady with 7 upheld (with 5 concessions) in 2010/11 
and 6 upheld (with three concessions) in 2009/10.  In the 12 cases dismissed during 2010/11, 
the additional information, if any, provided by the student did not amount to substantial 
evidence to support their grounds for appeal. 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/�
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11. A detailed breakdown and analysis of academic appeals is set out in Annex 1. 

Main issues of policy recommendations 
Amendment to General Regulations VII section 5 – Decisions that can be appealed 
12. Section 5 of the Academic Appeals Regulations states that there are two types of decisions that 

can be appealed: 

“(a) a confirmed decision of a Board of Examiners or the Examiners of a higher degree. 
 
“(b) a decision of a University Committee or a University officer on any academic matter 
affecting the student appealing (eg a decision regarding Academic Progress).” 

This is followed by a paragraph stating that students with complaints against concession 
decisions that do not arise from the decision on an academic appeal should use the 
University’s Complaint Procedure for Students. 

“You should normally use the University’s Complaints Procedure for Students to make 
complaints about a Concession decision.  If you are dissatisfied about a concession 
offered as the outcome of a Faculty Appeal, you may appeal to Senate Academic 
Appeals Committee as indicated in Section 8(a). If you are dissatisfied with a concession 
offered as outcome of a Senate Academic Appeals Committee appeal, you have the right 
to complain to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator under 8(l) of these regulations, 
since this would be the University’s final decision on your case.” 

This paragraph was added to the Academic Appeal Regulations for the 2009/10 academic 
year. 

13. As concession decisions are academic decisions that affect a student, it is not clear why this 
paragraph was included.  Directing students down a separate process for addressing 
concessions decisions (but only those that are not the result of an academic appeal decision) 
may confuse or frustrate students and complicate efforts to find an informal resolution. 

14. Senate is therefore asked to recommend to Council that section 5 of General Regulations VII - 
Academic Appeals be amended for 2012/13 to omit the paragraph starting “You should 
normally use…” and ending “…final decision on your case.”  

Faculty issuance of Completion of Procedure letters 
15. In the 2009/10 SAAC Annual Report, it was proposed that a fast-track system be investigated 

as part of the review of academic appeals during 2011/12.  During the 2010/11 academic year 
one such system was piloted whereby Faculty Academic Appeals which were clearly 
inadmissible under Academic Appeal Regulations could be dismissed and the student issued a 
Completion of Procedures (COP) letter thereby removing the option for a student to appeal to 
SAAC and allowing the student to appeal directly to the OIA.  Faculties issued COP letters in 
response to about 20 academic appeals.  In four of these cases, students issued with COPs at 
Faculty stage expressed confusion over why, as specified in Regulations, they were not able to 
initiate a second stage appeal and in three cases took advantage of the opportunity to complain 
directly to the OIA. 

16. While the OIA supported our approach in relation to one of the complaints they received, in two 
other cases the University agreed to rescind the COP and reconsider the academic appeal 
anew.  Even in the one case where the OIA supported our approach as not procedurally 
irregular they still recommended that regulations could more clearly specify that COPs may be 
issued at the Faculty appeal stage.  Due to the high proportion of complaints made to the OIA 
and the confusion expressed by students, Faculties were advised in the 2010/11 Michaelmas 
term that, for the time being, COPs should only be issued at Faculty level in consultation with 
the Chair of SAAC and generally would be most best used for instances where receipt of an 
academic appeal significantly exceeded prescribed deadlines. 

Review of academic appeals 
17. A review of the University’s academic appeal process was commissioned from an external 

assessor.  In December 2011 the external assessor attended two days of meetings with staff 
from across the University involved in the academic appeals process.  Staff contributed their 
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experiences with the operation of the academic appeals process including what works well and 
what does not.   

18. It is expected that the Review Report from the external assessor will incorporate suggestions 
based on the experiences reported by staff.  In addition the Review Report is expected to 
investigate the foundation principles of the academic appeals regulations as well as any 
external drivers or best practice that affect how it operates. The Review Report will be 
submitted to Education Committee in June for consideration.  

19. The SAAC Annual Report for 2010/11 does not make any assumptions about the outcome of 
the review but some of the same issues raised by staff during the review meetings are 
addressed as the deal with themes or issues raised in relation to individual academic appeals.  

Training 
Faculty Officers training 

20. In 2010/11 SAAC continued to deliver training sessions for faculty and professional support 
staff.  The training, in addition to ensuring that attendees directly involved in processing and 
investigating academic appeal do so in a procedurally correct manner, also aims to promote 
fairness, consistency and good judgement in the handling of appeal cases.  Further, a major 
emphasis in the past two years has been to promote the use of concessions to resolve appeal 
less formally where appropriate.  Appeals resolved less formally lead to more timely resolutions 
for students and more efficient use of staff resources on academic appeals.  

21. Following submission of the Review Report to the June Education Committee, SAAC will 
develop the training programme to incorporate any endorsed recommendations and continue to 
offer academic appeal training to new and returning faculty officers in the 2012/2013 academic 
year.  

DSU, college and academic support staff training 

22. On several occasions, DSU, college and academic department staff have requested advice on 
how to assist students who are considering whether to submit an academic appeal and what 
information is required to support the appeal.  The academic appeals proformas specifically 
encourage students to contact their college or DSU for advice on completing the proformas.  In 
addition, many students seek feedback from academic department staff on academic decisions 
and advice on whether they should appeal.  Some staff were particularly concerned about how 
to advise students who they considered to have weak grounds for appeal or wished to appeal 
on ineligible grounds (e.g. academic judgement).  These concerns were also raised during 
meetings with the external assessor during the academic appeal report review meetings in 
December 2011.   

23. Following submission of the Review Report to the June Education Committee, SAAC will 
consider what training should be able offered for DSU and University staff advising students 
about the academic appeals process and how best to offer and administer the training. 

Minuting of Board of Examiners (BOE) meetings 

24. In 2010/11, there were two academic appeal cases which concerned the minuting of 
discussions and decisions at board of examiners following an academic appeal decision to 
refer the case back to the BOE for reconsideration.  In both cases, the academic appeals have 
been upheld under grounds that a procedural irregularity occurred and the appeals again 
referred back to the BOE to reconsider the student’s case as the discussion and use of 
discretion were not fully minuted.  In both cases, this required an additional, extraordinary 
meeting of the BOE.  

25. To address this issue, the Academic Support Office has included in its training of Chairs and 
Secretaries of BOEs a section on the academic appeals process and specifically the particular 
requirements for minuting any BOE decisions that relate to an academic appeal decision to 
refer an appeal back to a BOE for reconsideration. 

Standard template for SAAC and Faculty appeal review reports 
26. SAAC’s Annual Report on Academic Appeals from the 2009/2010 academic year noted that 

each Faculty reported on academic appeals in different ways.  This made comparison of 
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statistics and analysis of key issues difficult.  SAAC proposed to set up a working party to agree 
a standard template for future SAAC and Faculty appeal review reports.  Staffing changes and 
the transfer of responsibility for academic appeals within the Registrar’s Division meant that this 
work was only partially advanced during 2011/12.   

27. As a result of consultation by SAAC, a core set of data was identified to be compiled and 
included in future Faculty and Senate academic appeal reports and this was approved by 
Education Committee in February 2012.  Further consultation between SAAC and Faculties will 
investigate how to enhance reporting on academic appeals with a focus on outcomes and 
identify key issues raised, and this will form part of a broader review that ASO will undertake in 
2012/13 on the format and approach of annual reports to Education Committee on appeals, 
complaints and discipline.  

28. In addition, as identified in last years report, SAAC will begin to report on a three year statistical 
cycle as these data become available.  This will enable SAAC to assess longer term data and 
better identify and address emerging trends. 

Action requested 
29. Senate is asked to recommend to Council that section 5 of General Regulations VII - Academic 

Appeals is amended for 2012/13 to omit the paragraph starting “You should normally use…” 
and ending “…final decision on your case.” (paragraphs 12 to 14 refer).   
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Annex 1 Academic Appeals statistics 
 
Table 1: Appeals by SAAC/Faculty for 2010/11 versus 2009/10 and 2008/09 
 Faculty of Arts & 

Humanities 
Faculty of 
Science 

Faculty of Social 
Sciences & Health 

Totals 

 2010/
11 

2009
/10 

2008
/09 

2010
/11 

2009
/10 

2008
/09 

2010
/11 

2009
/10 

2008
/09 

2010
/11 

2009
/10 

2008
/09 

SAAC 
appeals 

1 3 0 4 6 7 14 10 15 19 19 22 

Faculty UG 
appeals 

18 15 15 62 65 42 49 54 67 129 134 124 

Faculty PGR 
appeals 

1 0 0 1 0 0 5 4 6 7 4 6 

Faculty 
PGT 
appeals 

2 2 2 2 3 3 42 31 35 46 38 40 

 
Table 1a: Student numbers 2008/9 to 2010/11 
 Faculty of Arts & 

Humanities 
Faculty of 
Science 

Faculty of Social 
Sciences & Health 

 UG PGT PGR UG PGT PGR UG PGT PGR 
2008/09 2578 208 312 3918 105 521 4579 1898 664 
2009/10 2590 230 349 3946 133 537 4615 1996 719 
2010/11 2550 254 336 4002 116 511 4683 2066 724 

 
Student number data has been taken from the online student handbook published by SPA. 
 
Table 1a: Number of students per faculty appeals 2008/9 to 2010/11 
 Faculty of Arts & 

Humanities 
Faculty of 
Science 

Faculty of Social 
Sciences & Health 

 UG PGT PGR UG PGT PGR UG PGT PGR 
2008/9 172 104 N/A 93 35 N/A 68 54 111 
2009/10 173 115 N/A 61 44 N/A 85 64 180 
2010/11 142 127 336 65 58 511 96 49 145 
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This figure has been calculated by dividing the number of students in each category by the number of faculty 
appeals, with the result being rounded to the nearest whole number.  Consequently higher numbers suggest a 
lower frequency of appeals, and vice versa. 
 
Analysis of Table 1 
1. The data demonstrate that overall receipt of academic appeals has remained steady for the past three 

years.  Slight rises in one area of appeals are balanced by falls in others. 
2. For SAAC appeals, 7 were from undergraduates, 2 postgraduate research and 10 postgraduate taught 

students. 
3. The decision in relation to one SAAC appeal has not yet been issued due to the complexities of the appeal.   
4. For one appeal, SAAC reached a decision to refer the case back for reconsideration but due to scheduling 

difficulties the BOE has not yet met. 
5. There is no clear trend of increasing or decreasing levels of appeals over the past three years. 
6. In all three faculties, the frequency of appeal is higher among taught postgraduate students than 

undergraduate students.  Appeals are least frequent among research students. 
 
 
Table 2: Number of academic appeals upheld 2010/11 versus 2009/10 
 Faculty of Arts & Humanities Faculty of Science Faculty of Social 

Sciences & Health 
Totals 

 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 
SAAC 
appeals 

0 out of 1 
upheld [0 
concessions 
awarded] 

3 out of 3 
upheld [0 
concessions 
awarded] 

2 out of 4 
upheld [2 
concession
s awarded] 
[1 case 
pending 
decision] 

3 out of 6 
upheld [1 
concession 
awarded] 

5 out of 14 
upheld [3 
concession
s offered] [1 
appeal 
withdrawn] 

3 out of 10 
upheld [2 
concessions 
awarded] 

7 out of 19 
upheld [5 
concessions 
awarded] 

6 out of 19 
upheld [3 
concessions 
awarded 

Faculty 
UG 
appeals 

14 out of 18 
upheld [5 
concessions 
awarded] 

9 out of 15 
upheld [2 
concessions 
awarded] 

29 out of 62 
upheld [17 
concession
s awarded] 

26 out of 65 
upheld [23 
concessions 
awarded] 

11 out of 49 
upheld 
[16 
concession
s awarded] 

9 out of 54 
upheld [14 
concessions 
awarded] 

54 out of 129 
upheld [38 
concessions 
awarded] 

44 out of 134 
upheld [39 
concessions 
awarded] 

Faculty 
PGT&R 
appeals 

1 out of 3 
upheld [1 
concession 
awarded] 

1 out of 2 
upheld [0 
concessions 
awarded] 

1 out of 3 
upheld [1 
concession 
awarded] 

1 out of 3 
upheld [1 
concession 
awarded] 

15 out of 47 
upheld [2 
concession
s awarded] 

17 out of 34 
upheld [2 
concessions 
awarded] 

17 out of 53 
upheld [4 
concessions 
awarded] 

19 out of 39 
upheld [3 
concessions 
awarded] 
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[3 case 
pending 
decision] 

 
Analysis of Table 2 
7. There was a significant increase in Faculty Academic Appeals from students on PG Teaching or Research 

programmes with 14 more in 2010/11 versus 2009/10.  However the number of upheld appeals fell by two 
in the same time period.  If this trend continues and is not just a product of year-on-year fluctuation more 
analysis will be required to consider the students’ reasons for submitting and the Faculties reasons for 
dismissing postgraduate faculty appeals.  

8. While overall the number of appeals upheld and dealt with by awarding concession does not appear to 
have increased, many concessions have been awarded at earlier in the appeals process thus decreasing 
staff time on appeals and increasing student satisfaction.  

 
 
Table 3: SAAC appeals 2010/11 and 2009/10 Diversity Statistics 
Age and Gender Ethnicity Disability status 
Age M F     
 10/

11 
09/
10 

10/
11 

09/
10 

 10/
11 

09/
10 

 10/
11 

09/
10 

20-24 8 7 3 5 White  13 11 Not disabled 14 13 
25-30 5 1 2 2 Chinese 1 2 Unseen or other 

disability 
2 3 

30-34 0 0 0 2 Other Asian 
background 

1 2 Specific learning 
disability 

3 1 

Over 35  0 1 1 1 Asian or Asian 
British Pakistani 

3 2 Information 
refused 

0 2 

     Information 
refused  

1 2    

Total 13 10 6 9  19 19  19 19 
 
Analysis of Table 3 
9. Due to the very small number of students involved in Senate Academic Appeals the data indicate no bias 

against any particular group of students and remain steady with 2009/10. 
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Table 4: Legal claims and Academic Appeals to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator 
 10/1

1 
Notes on cases 09/1

0 
Notes on cases 08/0

9 
 

Complaint to 
the Office of 
the 
Independent 
Adjudicator 
(OIA) 

3 • One appeal described 
in 9 below. 

• One appeal the 
University has agreed 
to take case back and 
reinvestigate at 
Faculty appeal stage.  

• One appeal ongoing. 

5 • One appeal 
described in 9 below. 

• One appeal ongoing 
with preliminary 
decision—“Justified” 

• One appeal—“Not 
Justified” 

• 3 appeals ongoing. 

2 • One appeal—
“Not Justified” 

• One appeal 
ongoing with 
preliminary 
decision—“Not 
Justified” 

Legal claims  0  0    
 
Analysis of Table 4 
10. There are eight academic appeals being reviewed by the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA). 

Preliminary decisions of Justified and Not Justified have been issued in two of these cases  
11. Eight SAAC decisions were issued in February and March and it is not known whether complaints to the 

OIA will be made within the three-month timeframe. 
12. Two appeals were considered Not Justified by the OIA during 2010/11.  
13. One student has completed internal procedures in relation to two academic appeals (one each for 2009/10 

and 2010/11) and two complaints (both 2009/10).  The OIA have received complaints in regards to all four 
cases and have consolidated them into one as they have common themes.  Any outcome from these OIA 
appeals will be reported on in next year’s annual academic appeals report and the annual complaints 
report. 

14. There are no legal claims currently in process in relation to academic appeal cases.  
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Annual report of Senate Discipline Committee (SDC) 2010/11 
Background 
1. The University’s Senate Discipline Committee operates in accordance with General 

Regulations IV — Discipline 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/. Central to the Discipline 
Regulations are section 5 which sets out the types of “major” offences, section 6 on the “other” 
offences procedure, and section 4 which identifies the Authorised University Officers (AUO) 
responsible for assessing whether an alleged offence could be “major” and should therefore be 
referred to the Chair/Deputy Chair of SDC for further consideration.  It is important to note that 
for any case heard by SDC, if the allegation of a major offence is proved, the normal penalty is 
expulsion from the University.  If a student is found to have committed a major offence, they 
may submit an appeal against this judgment to the Council Student Appeals Committee 
(CSAC).  If a student remains dissatisfied with the outcome of the disciplinary process after the 
CSAC stage, they may submit a case to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) for 
Higher Education 

2. This report provides an overview of the operation of the Discipline Regulations and cases 
referred to SDC during 2010/11, and identifies issues of University policy or practice that 
require further consideration by the University.  This report was submitted to Student 
Experience Sub-Committee on 23 April 2012 which noted the contents and endorsed the 
recommendations contained in paragraph 23.  This report was also considered by Education 
Committee at its meeting of 16 May 2012. Senate is asked to consider the report and make 
recommendations to Council.  

3. It should be noted that part-way through the current academic year, in November 2011, the 
responsibility for managing the Discipline Regulations moved from Governance Support Unit 
(GSU) to the Academic Support Office.  At the same time responsibility for managing Senate 
Academic Appeals Committee was transferred from GSU and the Complaints Procedure for 
Students was transferred from the Office of the Deputy Academic Registrar.  This will support 
the University in enhancing the consistency of its approaches to managing these three types of 
student cases, and efficiently and effectively identifying institutional learning and emerging 
trends raised by these cases. 

Methodology 
4. This report is based on the operation of the Discipline Regulations and any student discipline 

cases referred or heard in relation to them during the 2010/11 academic year.  The time 
required to conclude some discipline issues may stretch over two or more academic years.  For 
the purposes of reporting, such discipline cases are normally included in the report for the 
academic year in which the discipline issue arose (although in some cases where there are 
general issues raised by the nature or outcome of the discipline process they may be discussed 
in subsequent reports).  

5. This report does not include statistics on minor or other discipline issues that are dealt with at 
local Departmental, College and Office levels.  It is assumed that a significant number of cases 
are dealt with at these levels. 

Overview and Analysis of Discipline Case in 2010/11 
6. Overall there were five more discipline cases heard by SDC in 2010/11 than 2009/10 (12 in 

2010/11; 7 in 2009/10). This is greatly reduced from the 21 cases heard in 2008/09 although 
this number includes 13 cases relating to students involved in a single incident.  The increase 
in cases between 2009/10 and 2010/11 is mostly attributable to increases in misconduct and 
cheating in exam cases.  A detailed breakdown and analysis of these cases is set out in Annex 
1.  Due to the very small number of students involved in discipline proceedings the statistics 
indicate no bias against any particular group of students. 

7. The number of CSAC appeals has remained at a steady state the past two years (3 in 2010/11; 
2 in 2009/10).  

8. There are currently no discipline cases being reviewed by the Office of the Independent 
Adjudicator (OIA) or legal claims in relation to discipline cases.  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/general_regulations/�
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Main issues of policy recommendations 
Academic Offences (Plagiarism) 
Review of the University’s plagiarism procedures 

9. In its 2009/10 Annual Report, SDC noted Education Committee’s proposals to review the 
University’s plagiarism procedures. Staffing changes and the transfer of responsibility for 
discipline issues within the Registrar’s Division meant that this review was not advanced as 
planned during 2011/12, and it is now scheduled for the 2012/13 academic year with a view to 
changes being implemented in time for 2013/14.  SDC understands the reason why the review 
was delayed, but feels that it is important that this is taken forward during 2012/13 in order to 
address emerging academic misconduct issues (particularly contract cheating), and to make a 
broader and more robust range of sanctions available to Departments, to ensure lower levels of 
plagiarism can be dealt with proportionately, effectively and in accordance with Discipline 
Regulations.  

Completion of Epigeum online plagiarism tutorial by new students during induction 

10. In its 2009/10 Annual Report, SDC noted that the Durham Business School had started to 
address the number of serious plagiarism cases it referred to SDC by strongly encouraging all 
DBS students to complete the Epigeum tutorial relating to plagiarism in 2010/11, prior to 
submitting assessed work.  Education Committee subsequently supported SDC’s 
recommendation that all departments strongly encourage their students to complete the 
Epigeum tutorial online, with effect from 2011/12 and that consideration would be given to 
whether, as part of an extended induction period, to make completion of the tutorial compulsory 
for 2012/2013.  SDC continues to believe that completion of this online course should be 
compulsory for all students. 

11. Education Committee considered this issue and noted that whilst (as was currently the case) 
students should be strongly encouraged to complete the online tutorial, making this mandatory 
would be impractical due to the difficulties of monitoring such a requirement.   

Review of Acute Misconduct Cases 
12. A key outcome from the 2008/09 and 2009/10 reports on discipline cases was a need to 

support academic departments and colleges with management of acute misconduct cases.  
Some recent incidents of poor student behaviour were escalated to SDC inappropriately where 
the department or college could have managed the student’s misconduct more formally at a 
lower level.  Early formal disciplinary action reduces the number of allegations referred to SDC 
and ensures that those referred are more appropriate for consideration as major offences by 
SDC.  SDC has committed itself to provide support to colleges and departments to manage 
acute serious misconduct cases and to offer training to staff involved in managing disciplinary 
cases in order that they better understand the Discipline Regulations, when allegations should 
be referred to SDC and the evidence necessary for a case to be referred to SDC. 

13. There was a slight rise in the number of cases proactively supported by SDC (25 in 2010/11, 21 
in 2009/10) and this is likely attributable to SDC’s commitment to provide support and training 
to departments and colleges to manage acute misconduct cases.  A detailed breakdown and 
analysis of these cases is set out in Table 4 of Annex 1. 

Use of the “other” offences procedure under s. 6 General Regulations IV — Discipline 
14. The University, at present, does not consistently compile centrally the number or types of 

disciplinary cases processed by colleges and departments under the “other” offences 
procedure.  The “other” offences procedures exist to deal with misconduct that does not 
amount to a major offence and should be considered, with reference to the broad principles set 
out in s.6 of the Discipline Regulations, by the AUO or body concerned.  Students should be 
informed that any decision or punishment imposed in relation to an “other” offences procedures 
may be appealed to SDC. 

15. SDC has received only one appeal in the past three years in relation to “other” offences 
procedures.  The reason for this low number is unknown, although it is suspected that this is 
because the “other” offences procedure is rarely used.  Wider use of the “other” offences 
procedure may assist the University to manage incidents of serious misconduct that are not 
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considered major offences in a fair and transparent manner that discourages further offences 
by emphasising that any future serious misconduct issues could result in allegations being 
referred to SDC for which, if proved, expulsion would be the normal punishment.  It is important 
to note that one of the examples of a major offence is a student’s failure to comply with a 
punishment or ruling under the “Other Offences” Procedure. 

16. At its meeting on 23 April 2012, Student Experience Sub-Committee recommended that the 
secretary to SDC be a member of a Colleges Division panel that will review College discipline 
procedures and clarify the interface between these procedures and Discipline Regulations 
resulting in Colleges Division recommendations to establish a unified approach to dealing with 
student misconduct. 

Enhancing practice 
Training for key staff involved in serious student discipline cases 

17. During the 2010/11 academic year SDC conducted two training courses (September 2010 and 
July 2011) with support from the University’s legal services provider that focussed on 
addressing the legal risks of student cases, the correct implementation of the University’s own 
student discipline procedures, and the broader context in which they operate (e.g. OIA and 
possible reputation risks of inappropriate decisions reached.)  The two courses were attended 
by staff and student members of SDC.  Following endorsement from SESC and Education 
Committee the July 2011 training session was also attended by academic department and 
college staff with key involvement in discipline matters.   

18. The course will run again during the summer 2012 with a priority for new staff and student SDC 
members and Heads of House, Senior Tutors and Chairs of Boards of Examiners.  A further 
training course early in 2012/13 will be considered depending on availability and demand for 
the earlier courses.  SDC will also investigate what resources are available to offer staff 
development workshops for departments and colleges that focus on the management of acute 
misconduct cases and use of the “other” offences procedure. 

Committee Membership 
Amendments to rules relating to Student members of SDC 

19. Due to a high volume of potential cases in the summer of 2011, in addition to the four Durham 
Student Union (DSU) sabbatical officers, SDC trained additional DSU-nominated students in 
order to have a sufficient pool of nominated student representatives available for SDC 
hearings.  Additional trained students allowed SDC greater flexibility when scheduling cases, 
especially over the summer holiday period, and in cases where student members were 
ineligible as they knew or knew of students involved in cases before SDC.  In order to maintain 
such a panel of student members for SDC, it has become apparent in discussions between the 
Chair and Secretary of SDC and the Education and Welfare Officer of DSU that the current 
wording of General Regulation IV, and consequential changes to Standing Orders for SDC, 
need to be amended as set out in Annex 2.  This amendment will allow DSU to nominate and 
the University to train a sufficient number of student members of SDC in time for the 
subsequent academic year.  Senate is asked to recommend this amendment to Council. 

Addition of a second Deputy Chair of SDC 

20. Cases referred to SDC and meetings of SDC do not occur on a regular schedule.  In addition, 
some acute misconduct cases require immediate consideration by the Chair or Deputy Chair of 
SDC especially with regards to General Regulations VI - Suspension.  Also, prior involvement 
in a student case or other potential conflict of interest may make the Chair and Deputy Chair 
ineligible to be involved in a particular case.  Finally, the Chair and Deputy Chair are research 
active members of staff and may be away from the University and out of contact for periods of 
time.  Consequently it has become evident that in order to support the effective and timely 
operation of SDC a second Deputy Chair (from the existing panel of 15 staff members) is 
needed.  Consequentially, Nominations Committee will be asked to nominate a second Deputy 
Chair of SDC. 

Membership of Council Student Appeals Committee (CSAC) 
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21. Membership of CSAC currently specifies a Chair who is the Chair of Council or a Vice-Chair of 
Council nominated by the Chair of Council.  CSAC appeals are not received on a regular 
schedule and several appeals may be received in close succession.  Some CSAC appeals 
raise complex issues that require legal advice prior to a decision being reached.  Discipline 
Regulations state that CSAC Appeals should be considered within six weeks (twelve during 
vacation periods), but this timescale can be challenging given that CSAC members and the 
Chair of CSAC are lay members of Council and have many additional commitments.   

22. In order to keep to prescribed timelines and increase the flexibility of CSAC to consider student 
appeals it is proposed to allow the Chair of Council to nominate either themselves or another 
lay member of Council to serve as Chair of CSAC with regards to a particular student appeal 
received by the Committee.  The amendments to General Regulation IV - Discipline, and 
consequential changes to Standing Orders for CSAC are set out in Annex 3.  Senate is asked 
to recommend this amendment to Council.  

Action requested 
23. Senate is asked to: 

a. note this report, and to comment on any issues arising from it; 

b. recommend to Council the changes in student membership on SDC described in p.19 and 
detailed in Annex 2; 

c. recommend to Council the changes in membership of CSAC as described in p.21-22 and 
detailed in Annex 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Annex 1 Student discipline statistics 
 
Table 1: Comparison of type and outcome of cases SDC considered 10/11 versus 09/10 and 08/09 

 Plagiarism Cheating in exams Misconduct Totals 
 10/11 09/10 08/

09 
10/11 09/10 08/09 10/11 09/10 08/09 10/

11 
09/
10 

08/
09 

UG 0 0 0 3 1 6 5 2 15 8 3 21 
PGT 3 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 
PGR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 3 4 0 4 1 6 5 2 15 12 7 21 
Outcome • All 3 

students 
found 
guilty. 

• All 3 
students 
expelled. 

• All 4 
students 
found guilty. 

• 3 students 
expelled. 

• 1 student 
allowed to 
resubmit 
after 
completing 
DUO 
plagiarism 
training due 
to 
Exceptional 
Mitigating 
Features 
(EMF). 

N/a  • All 4 
students 
found 
guilty. 

• 3 students 
expelled. 

• 1 student 
module 
score was 
reduced to 
40%. 

• Student 
found 
guilty. 

• Student 
expelled.  

• All 6 
students 
found 
guilty. 

• All 6 
received 
0 for the 
module 
due to 
EMF. 

• All 5 students 
found guilty. 

• 3 students 
expelled. 

• 1 student 
signed an 
undertaking. 

• 1 student 
rusticated 
until October 
2012 due to 
EMF and to 
write apology 
and undergo 
counselling. 

• 1 student 
found 
guilty and 
rusticated 
for 1 year, 
due to 
EMF. 

• 1 student 
case 
ongoing 
pending 
receipt of 
further 
medical 
evidence. 

• All 15 
students 
found 
guilty. 

• 1 student 
expelled. 

• 1 student 
rusticated 
for 1 year 
due to 
EMF. 

• 2 students 
fined and 
required to 
undertake 
1 year’s 
communit
y service. 

• 11 
students 
fined. 

   

Note: Exceptional Mitigating Features (EMF) 
 
1. In Table 1, for all 12 cases formally heard by SDC in 2010/11, the allegations of a major offence were proved.  In 10 of the cases it was decided that the 

normal penalty of expulsion was appropriate.  In two cases, due to the presence of exceptional mitigating features, SDC determined that expulsion was 
inappropriate and a lesser penalty was imposed. 



 

2. For two discipline cases referred to SDC in 2010/11, SDC made its decision but the final 
meeting notes and right of appeal to Council Student Appeal Committee (CSAC) have not been 
communicated to the student. 

3. Due to the complexities of the allegations, SDC is still working to resolve three discipline cases 
referred to it prior to 2010/11.  These cases are expected to be concluded by the end of 
2010/11. 

4. Table 2 suggests that due to the very small number of students involved in discipline 
proceedings the statistics indicate no bias against any particular group of students. 

 
Table 2: SDC Diversity Statistics 10/11 Cases SDC considered 
Age as of 01/10/10 
& Gender 

Ethnicity Disability Status 

Age M F White  4 Not disabled 12 
18-24 6 4 Chinese 2 Unseen disability 0 
25-30 1 1 Other Asian background 2 Specific learning disability 0 
30-34   Asian or Asian British Indian 3 Information refused 0 
Over 35    Other Mixed 1   
   Information refused 0   
       
Totals 7 5  12  12 

 
5. The number of complex cases requiring proactive support from SDC has increased from 

2009/10 to 2010/11. There are no comparable statistics for 2008/09 available.  
 
Table 3: Cases referred to SDC and not heard or otherwise proactively supported by SDC. 
Major theme or issue  10/

11 
Outcomes 10/11 to date 09/

10 
Outcomes 09/10  

Alleged Harassment  5 One case was resolved by 
an apology. The other 
complainants declined to 
pursue the matter formally. 

2 In view of their documented 
mental health issues, both 
students were offered and 
accepted a voluntary 
undertaking as to their future 
behaviour. 

Alleged misconduct: 
elections 

0  1 The student withdrew rather 
than face discipline 
proceedings 

Plagiarism 1 As 09/10 cases 3 Referred back to the 
Department for action, as the 
level of plagiarism fell below 
the threshold for referring to 
SDC. 

Various forms of 
misconduct including 
public order offences, 
anti social behaviour or 
misuse of University 
facilities  

14 6 offences involved drunk 
and disorderly behaviour 
and resulted in police action 
and sanctions under 
College regulations. The 
remainder were dealt with 
under College regulations. 

11 Resolved at College or 
Departmental level, with 
facilitation from GSU and the 
Academic Office, where 
appropriate 

On going monitoring of 
compliance with SDC 
discipline or other 
sanctions, or 
suspension terms. 

4 1 student withdrew 
temporarily from the 
University voluntarily. The 
remainder are complying 
with the sanctions imposed. 

3 All students complied with the 
sanctions, and had no further 
discipline offences referred to 
SDC. . 

Appeal against Head of 
House’s discipline 
sanction  

0  1 Appeal dismissed. 

Falsification of 
information when 
applying for College 

1 Case dealt with at College 
level 

0  



 

accommodation 
 25  21  

 
6. The number of CSAC and OIA appeals remains at a low rate.  No issues arose from theses 

cases. 
 
Table 4: Cases considered by Council Student Appeals Committee and the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator 10/11 in comparison with 09/10 
Type of Case 10/

11 
Outcomes 10/11  09/

10 
Outcomes 09/10 

Appeal to Council 
Student Appeals 
Committee (CSAC) 
against SDC’s decision  

3 Three students appealed 
against expulsion.  All 
cases were dismissed. 

2 One student appealed against 
expulsion, the other against 
exclusion from the University for a 
year.  Both cases were dismissed. 

Complaint to the Office 
of the Independent 
Adjudicator (OIA) 

0 No cases appealed to 
OIA. 

2 The same two students who 
appealed to CSAC complained to 
the OIA. The complaint against 
expulsion was dismissed and the 
excluded student withdrew his OIA 
complaint, before the OIA reached 
its decision. 

Legal claims  0  0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Annex 2 Specified Amendments to General Regulations IV - Discipline 
and Standings Orders for Senate Discipline Committee 
 
General Regulations IV - Discipline 
 
Action: Amend General Regulations IV - Discipline 5) b) iv) 
(Additions in bold) 
 

“(iv) The membership of the Discipline Committee is as set out below; the quorum of the 
Committee is three members: 
• The Chair or Deputy Chair.  
• Two members of staff drawn from a panel of fifteen, comprising five members of staff per 

Faculty. 
• Two student representatives nominated by DSU, who are to be either students 

serving on DSU/University Committees or Sabbatical Officers who are members of 
DSU. 

• At least one member of the Committee shall be a man and one a woman.” 
 
Standing Orders for Senate Discipline Committee 
 
Action: Consequential changes to standing orders in light of changes to General Regulations IV. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Annex 3 Specified Amendments to General Regulations IV - Discipline 
and Standing Orders for Council Student Appeals Committee 
 
General Regulations IV - Discipline 
 
Action: Amend General Regulations IV - Discipline 8) o) 
(Omissions in strikethrough, additions in bold) 
 

Membership of Council Student Appeals Committee 
 
o) The membership is as set out below, the quorum is three members: 

• Chair to be the Chair of Council or a Vice-Chairman an appointed lay member of 
Council, nominated by the Chair. 

• Two appointed lay members of Council appointed by the Chair as the need arises.  
These members shall not be members of staff or students of the University or any 
persons employed by the University in any capacity.” 

 
Standing Orders for Council Student Appeals Committee 
 
Action: Consequential changes to standing orders in light of changes to General Regulations IV. 
 



Attachment VIII 

                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title: Term Dates for 2015-16 to 2017-18 

Purpose of Communication: Senate is asked to note a UEC discussion about the shape 
and length of the academic year and to consider approving the proposed term dates for 
2015-16 to 2017-18. 
 
Consultation to date:  UEC has considered questions concerning the shape and length of 
the academic year which underlie these term date proposals. 
 
Action Requested: Senate is asked to consider approving the term dates as set out in the 
document. 
 
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting of Senate on 19 
June 2012. 
 
Contact for further information:  Michael Gilmore, email: academic.registrar@dur.ac.uk 
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SENATE 

TERM DATES FOR 2015-16 TO 2017-18 

Introduction 

1. At its meeting on the 12 March 2012, the University Executive Committee discussed the 
shape and length of the academic year.  The agenda item arose from three questions 
that had been posed by the Faculty of Science: 

a) whether to extend the length of the University’s academic terms to allow delivery of 
the existing volume of undergraduate teaching to take place over a longer period, 

b) whether to deliver more of the existing volume of undergraduate teaching during the 
summer term, 

c) whether to move from a term-based year to a semesterised year. 
 

2. The Faculty of Science raised these questions for two reasons.  Firstly, it suggested that 
extending the academic year and using a greater part of the academic year for teaching 
would make the academic year feel less compressed.  This would enable academic staff 
to spend more time on research during term time, and avoid the concentration of 
research activity in the vacation periods.  Secondly, it suggested that semesterisation 
would facilitate increased incoming and outgoing student exchange. 

3. It was necessary to conclude discussion of these questions before dates could be 
proposed for the academic years 2015-16 to 2017-18. 

4. The latter two questions (a and b) have been the subject of discussion at meetings of the 
Education Committee. 

Education Committee’s Previous Discussion of the Questions 

5. In 2007/8 Learning and Teaching Committee established a working group to consider the 
University’s modular structure.  This group consulted widely across the University, and 
whilst there was no support for a University-wide move to semesters, there was some 
support for creating greater freedom within the existing structure to allow departments to 
deliver undergraduate modules in a short-fat mode.  In 2010/11 the Curriculum Review 
Working Group returned to this issue, and came to a view that while semesterisation 
would not be appropriate, steps needed to be taken to maximise flexibility within the 
existing academic year.  Education Committee subsequently endorsed the following 
principle: ‘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.’ 

6. The Curriculum Review therefore significantly liberalised the University’s modular 
framework in order to permit the delivery of short-fat undergraduate modules.  
Accordingly, Senate recently approved Education Committee’s recommendation that a 
strategic approach to developing a portfolio of ‘short-fat’ undergraduate modules be 
developed to create international pathways in the University’s programmes.  This is 
being taken forward by the Dean of Internationalisation. 
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7. The Curriculum Review also led to Senate’s adoption of the Principle that teaching can 
be delivered in the last three weeks of the summer term.  However, there remains a 
question of whether it is feasible to offer a fuller diet of teaching during the final three 
weeks of the summer term given the assessment demands on staff during this period. 

UEC’s Discussion of the Questions 

8. To support UEC’s recent consideration of the shape and length of Durham’s academic 
year, a comparator analysis was undertaken, the comparator group comprising: Bath, 
Bristol, Edinburgh, Exeter, Lancaster, Newcastle, Nottingham, Warwick, and York. 

9. When the length of the Durham academic year is set in the context of the comparator 
analysis, the following features are evident: 

a. At a total of 29 weeks, Durham’s academic year is the shortest in the comparator 
group.  Five comparators offer one further week;  a further three have 31 week long 
academic years;  and one has a 32 week academic year. 

b. The total time available to induction and teaching at Durham (26 weeks) is at the top 
of the comparator group.  Five comparators are also at 26 weeks.  Two institutions 
make 25 weeks available for these activities, two make 24 weeks available. 

c. Durham allocates by far the lowest amount of time to examinations:  three weeks, 
compared to one HEI that has four weeks; five HEIs that have five weeks of 
examinations; and three that have six weeks. 

d. Only one other HEI in the comparator group has the three weeks of term time after 
examinations that exists in Durham’s academic year.  Two have two weeks; four 
have only one week; and two have none at all. 
 

10. While Durham has the shortest academic year in the comparator group, it offers the joint 
highest number of teaching weeks.  The reason for this is that significantly less time is 
allocated to examinations than at any other comparator.  The view that Durham’s 
teaching year is too compressed seems likely, therefore, to be due as much to the fact 
that the University has the joint largest allocation of term-time weeks to the post-summer 
examination period, as it is to the total number of weeks available for teaching. 

11. Moving the examination period later in the summer term would require the University to 
move its summer congregations to later in the summer, but in view of the Cathedral’s 
timetable this would mean that the University could not use the Cathedral for its degree 
congregations.  It would also mean that not all student results would be confirmed and 
released prior to the end of term.  

12. Consequently, UEC agreed that the University should maintain its term structure and the 
current duration of term-time, but look to deliver some kinds of teaching in the period 
after the summer examinations.  For example, students moving into their final year could 
begin to work on their final year dissertations and projects. 

13. Several of the comparator HEIs have adopted a semesterised academic year, but with 
only one exception these HEIs have overlaid a semester structure on top of a traditional 
three-term year.  First semesters are therefore split by a Christmas vacation, and second 
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semesters by an Easter vacation.  Edinburgh is the exception because, not being 
constrained by the timing of English A Level results, it can commence the first semester 
early enough to end it before Christmas.  Moreover, the semesterised institutions have to 
contend with an additional assessment period in January, which has a distorting effect 
on the shape and length of the academic year. 

14. In addition to these practical considerations, UEC was not persuaded that 
semesterisation would solve the underlying issue, i.e. the desire to facilitate student 
exchange.  The solution assumes that exchange students would be coming from or 
going to similar enough semester patterns for them to fit with a Durham’s semesterised 
regime, whereas in practice different countries and different institutions have different 
semester arrangements.  The recent developments in module flexibility should deal with 
the underlying issue much more effectively.  

Conclusion of UEC’s Discussion 

15. In the light of all the above, UEC concluded that: 

a) adopting a semesterised academic year would not address the issues highlighted by 
the Faculty of Science; 

b) it would not therefore be cost effective or appropriate for the University to move to a 
semesterised year and the issue should not be revisited for a period of 3 years; 

c) departments should be encouraged to take advantage of the current flexibility which 
had been introduced by last year’s Curriculum Review; 

d) to this end, a junior year abroad programme should be developed to facilitate the 
delivery of the University’s objectives in relation to internationalisation and  this 
development should be led by the Dean for Internationalisation, assisted by Chairs of 
Faculty Education Committees, with the University Education Committee ensuring 
appropriate coordination; 

e) the current examination period and timing of Congregation should be retained; 
f) ways of accommodating research needs during term time already existed and this 

flexibility should be better used; 
g) departments should be encouraged to develop ways of making better use of the 

three weeks of the Easter term post examinations.  

Proposals for Term Dates in the period 2015/16 and following 

16. In 2010/11 the University agreed that Durham would move to a full induction week at the 
start of the academic year.  This results in a three-term academic year, of 11 weeks (10 
weeks teaching plus induction), nine weeks (all teaching) and nine weeks (three weeks 
teaching, then three weeks of examinations, followed by a further three weeks available 
for teaching activity).   

17. Term dates for the period 2012-13 to 2014-15 have already been set by Senate.  The 
standard vacation periods are four weeks at Christmas and five weeks at Easter, 
although in 2013-14 the Christmas vacation has been extended by one week, in order for 
the overall pattern of the year to accommodate a late Easter Monday bank holiday. 
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18. The agreed term dates for the period 2012-13 to 2014-15 are as follows: 

  2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 
Induction Week start 01-Oct-12 30-Sep-13 29-Sep-14 
Induction Week end 07-Oct-12 06-Oct-13 05-Oct-14 
        
Michaelmas Term start 08-Oct-12 07-Oct-13 06-Oct-14 
Michaelmas Term end 14-Dec-12 13-Dec-13 12-Dec-14 
        
Christmas Vacation start 15-Dec-12 14-Dec-13 13-Dec-14 
Christmas Vacation end 13-Jan-13 19-Jan-14 11-Jan-15 
        
Epiphany Term start 14-Jan-13 20-Jan-14 12-Jan-15 
Epiphany Term end 15-Mar-13 21-Mar-14 13-Mar-15 
        
Easter Vacation start 16-Mar-13 22-Mar-14 14-Mar-15 
Easter Sunday 31-Mar-13 20-Apr-14 05-Apr-15 
Easter Vacation end 21-Apr-13 27-Apr-14 19-Apr-15 
        
Easter Term start 22-Apr-13 28-Apr-14 20-Apr-15 
Easter Term end 21-Jun-13 27-Jun-14 19-Jun-15 

 

19. Following the same pattern, the proposed term dates for the period 2015-16 to 2017-18 
are: 

  2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
Induction Week start 05-Oct-15 03-Oct-16 02-Oct-17 
Induction Week end 11-Oct-15 09-Oct-16 08-Oct-17 
        
Michaelmas Term start 12-Oct-15 10-Oct-16 09-Oct-17 
Michaelmas Term end 18-Dec-15 16-Dec-16 15-Dec-17 
        
Christmas Vacation start 19-Dec-15 17-Dec-16 16-Dec-17 
Christmas Vacation end 17-Jan-16 15-Jan-17 14-Jan-18 
        
Epiphany Term start 18-Jan-16 16-Jan-17 15-Jan-18 
Epiphany Term end 18-Mar-16 17-Mar-17 16-Mar-18 
        
Easter Vacation start 19-Mar-16 18-Mar-17 17-Mar-18 
Easter Sunday 27-Mar-16 16-Apr-17 01-Apr-18 
Easter Vacation end 24-Apr-16 23-Apr-17 22-Apr-18 
        
Easter Term start 25-Apr-16 24-Apr-17 23-Apr-18 
Easter Term end 24-Jun-16 23-Jun-17 22-Jun-18 
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Action requested from Senate 

20. Senate is asked to note the discussion at UEC and to approve the above term dates. 

Michael Gilmore  
Academic Office 

9 May 2012 
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

SENATE 
 

ADMISSIONS SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

25th April 2012 
 
1. Minutes of meeting 
 

To report: that the unconfirmed minutes of the meeting of the Admissions Sub-
Committee held 25th April 2012 are attached. 

                  Annex I 
 
2. Items for consideration by Senate 
 

To report: that Senate is asked to consider the following: 
 

(a) Minute 2: MEng Entry requirements              Annexes IIa and IIb 
 
SRAO have received a request from the School of Engineering and Computing 
Sciences to increase entry requirements for 2013 entry. ASC has considered these 
and asks Senate to approve these requests. 

 
3. Items noted by Education Committee 

 
To report:  that Education Committee noted the following: 
 

(a) Minute 3: Review of the Undergraduate Admissions Process 
 
SRAO have identified some improvements that could be made to their processes 
to aid faster processing of decisions.  
 

(b) Minute 4: Postgraduate Admissions Refresher Training 
 
Compulsory training for Postgraduate Admissions selectors has been scheduled 
at the request of EC.  
  

(c) Minute 11: Post Application Open Days March 2012 
 
An initial report on the feedback from March Open Days.  
 

(d) Minute 13: Access Agreement 
 

The University must submit an updated Access Agreement for 2013 entry. 
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Annex I 
 

DURHAM UNIVERSITY  
 

Admissions Sub Committee 
 
Present: Dr Andy Hughes (Chair), Dr James Blowey, Dr Gillian Campling, Dr Paula 
Chadwick, Mr Sam Dale (on behalf of the Academic Registrar), Mr Richard Emborg, Mrs 
Lynsey Finnemore (on behalf of Mrs Sharne Procter), Professor Chris Hutchison, Dr Derek 
Kennet, Dr Theresa McKinven (up to and including item 3) and Ms Alana Sellers (Secretary). 
 
In attendance: Ms Margret Rowe (Item 6), Mrs Claire Smiles Harrison (Item 11). 
 
 
 

MINUTES 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

Mr Adam Brown, Professor Liz Burd, Dr Colin Crowder, Professor Anthony Forster, Dr 
Michael Gilmore, Dr Johannes Haubold, Mr James Lake (undergraduate representative), 
Mr Steve Leech and Mrs Sharne Procter 

 
Section A:  Strategic Issues 

 
2. 2013 UNDERGRADUATE ENTRY REQUIREMENTS  

Received: Document ASC/11/12/52 
 

Reported: Mr Richard Emborg:  
a) that SRAO have received several requests from departments to increase entry 

requirements for 2013 entry; 
b) the most important issue for consideration is whether these departments have 

enough suitably qualified applicants to deliver planned quota; 
c) that the Deputy Head of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities supports the 

proposed increase to MLAC; 
 
Noted: In discussion: 

a) that University policy dictates that departments can only vary their offer by one 
grade, therefore the lowest offer Earth Science would be permitted to make if 
they were to increase their requirements would be AAB; 

b) that anecdotal evidence suggests that increasing entry requirements results in an 
increase in applications; 

c) that information on how changes in entry requirements would affect diversity 
could be included in the pro forma in future; 

d) that international recruitment would not be adversely affected by an increase in 
entry requirements for Computer Science; 

e) that the difference in entry between Anthropology at Durham and Anthropology at 
Queen’s may confuse potential applicants as the courses appear side-by-side in 
the prospectus; 

f) that a more holistic approach to entry, especially where different courses within 
one department have different requirements, would be beneficial when 
considering an increase in entry; 
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g) that a significant number of current applications to Business at Queen’s Campus 
are applying with predicted grades of ABB; 

h) that the International Office are supportive of an increase in entry to Business; 
i) that given the number of students taking Economics as part of joint and combined 

courses, it is essential that all parties are consulted before an increase is 
approved; 

j) that Economics may first wish to increase their AS level Maths requirement from 
a ‘B’ grade to an ‘A’ grade before requiring an A Level in Mathematics (Grade A); 

k) that Education Studies receives a number of referrals from other departments; 
 
Agreed: 

a) ASC supported the following requests unconditionally: 
i. To raise the standard offer for Modern Languages from AAB to AAA; 
ii. To raise Engineering’s standard offer for the MEng from AAA to A*AA 

and for the BEng from AAB to AAA; 
b) ASC supported the following requests, but was concerned that there would be 

only just enough applications to deliver quota: 
i. To raise the standard offer for Earth Sciences from AAB to AAA; 
ii. To raise the Business School’s standard offer at Queen’s Campus from 

ABB with GCSE Mathematics at Grade B or above to AAB with GCSE 
Mathematics at Grade A or above; 

c) ASC concluded that there would be insufficient applications in the system to 
deliver quota if increases were made to the following entry requirements, and 
therefore recommended that if the increases to entry standards were agreed then 
there should be a corresponding reduction in quota: 

i. To raise Computer Science’s standard offer for the MEng from AAA to 
A*AA and for the BEng from AAB to AAA; 

ii. To raise the standard offer for BA Anthropology from AAB to AAA, for the 
BSc Anthropology from BBB to ABB, and for the MAnth from ABB to 
AAB, noting incidentally that this would result in a lower entry requirement 
for the MAnth than the BA; 

iii. To raise the standard offer for BA Education Studies from AAB to AAA; 
 

[Secretary’s Note: subsequent to the meeting of ASC, UEC agreed to support the 
requested increases to entry requirements in Computer Science and Anthropology with 
no current revision to quota. However, recruitment would be reviewed in January 2013 
and if necessary quota would be redistributed by UEC if applications were insufficient to 
issue the required number of offers. The recommendations to Senate have been revised 
to reflect UEC’s decision] 

 
d) ASC did not support the request to raise the entry standards for BA Primary 

Education from ABB to AAB. Durham’s entry requirements are already the 
highest in the sector for this subject, and applications across the sector are 
currently 9.2% down when compared to the same point in the previous 
admissions cycle.  Moreover, a risk over the supply of applicants at a higher entry 
standard cannot be mitigated by a reduction in quota, because the quota is set 
externally by the Teaching Agency (formerly the TDA). 

e) That ASC support Earth Science’s request to increase their entry grades on the 
condition that they understand they may only adjust their offer by one grade and 
acknowledge the potential risk that they may not receive enough applications 
from three ‘A’ candidates; 

f) In its consideration of the request from Economics to raise the mathematical 
entry requirement from a Grade B in Maths at AS level to a Grade B at A Level, 
ASC agreed that the directors of the relevant joint honours and combined 
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honours programmes and the Director of the International Office should be 
consulted before the request was approved; 

g) In all of the above cases, ASC did not identify any potential undesirable 
consequence for the diversity of the student population 

 
 
3. REVIEW OF THE UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS PROCESS 

Received: Document ASC/11/12/53 
 

Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: 
 

a) that SRAO have identified some improvements that could be made to their 
processes to aid faster processing of decisions.  

b) that the paper proposes a pre-determined date for releasing UCAS forms so that 
departments could receive forms one month earlier than they were released in 
the current cycle; 

c) that releasing applications to departments before offer factors are finalised will 
reply on departments being careful about the number of early gradings; 

d) that SRAO plan to revise public information to assist in managing applicants’ 
expectations; 

e) that SRAO are receiving increasing numbers of email enquiries. That future 
correspondence with applicants will include information aimed at better targeting 
any email enquiries; 

f) that fee status enquiries took up a significant amount of SRAO’s time; 
g) that SRAO will sample check offers next cycle; 
h) that recurring issues highlighted by SRAO will be covered in the admissions 

refresher training. 
 
Noted: In discussion: 

a) that the International Office are concerned that if the University were to publicise 
the message that applicants may not receive a decision until March, the 
University will lose a significant share of overseas markets (such as the USA): 

b) that instead of publicising a final date that applicants should expect to receive a 
decision, we may wish to publicise a graph to report on the profile of decision 
making throughout the admissions cycle;  

c) that a CRM system would be beneficial to SRAO, colleges and departments to 
manage enquiries and distribute key messages throughout the year; 

d) that UCAS is currently discussing the possibility of introducing a defined date 
from which applicants will be informed of decisions on their applications. Before 
that date any university decisions will be received at UCAS but held until the 
defined date when applicants will be advised. UCAS are also considering a 
separate application process for international students aimed at meeting their 
distinct needs; 

e) that the guidance for admissions selectors should be reviewed against 
admissions statistics; 

f) that the International Office have requested they receive UCAS forms as early as 
possible; that as they are taking part in the paperless pilot, any processes 
associated with printing forms (such as the provision of the DDS) should not 
affect international applications;  

g) that as turnaround times are crucial to international applicants, these forms have 
taken priority within SRAO; 

h) that the Deputy Head of Natural Sciences suggested there may be an electronic 
application which could help manage email enquiries; 
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i) that the accuracy of grading information on the DDS may be increased by having 
a minimum of two members of staff within each department looking over each 
form; 

j) that DDS forms are representative of the information which comes via UCAS, 
which can be incomplete and unclear, but this is an area that UCAS is actively 
working on improving. 

 
Agreed: 

a) that ASC approve recommendations as outlined in the paper, subject to consultation 
with the International Office and other key stakeholders; 

b) That Director of SRAO and the Director of IO will meet to discuss the possibility of 
releasing UCAS forms earlier in the admissions cycle. 

 
 
4. POSTGRADUATE ADMISSIONS REFRESHER TRAINING 

Received: Document ASC/11/12/55 
 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: 

a) that a request was made to SRAO by Education Committee to introduce 
compulsory training for Postgraduate Admissions selectors; 

b) that introductory sessions commenced in Michaelmas Term 2011; 
c) that this paper details the plans for annual refresher training; 
d) that Faculties have been invited to suggest individual strategic objectives that 

they would like discussed to highlight examples of good practice within 
departments. 

 
Noted: In discussion: that there are a limited number of dates available and many of 
the selectors’ diaries will already be booked up, therefore additional dates should be 
considered. 

 
5. GRAHAM AND JOANNA BARKER SCHOLARSHIPS  

Received: Document ASC/11/12/56 
 
Reported: Mr Sam Dale: that the proposals are designed to give the scholarships a 
higher profile and to ‘dovetail’ the scholarship with the Vice Chancellor’s Scholarships for 
Sport, Music and the Arts. 
 
Agreed: the recommendations to improve the process of applying for the Graham and 
Joanna Barker Scholarships as outlined in the paper. 

 
 

 
6. EXCELLENCE IN SPORT, MUSIC AND THE ARTS SCHOLARSHIPS                                      

 
Received: Document ASC/11/12/57 
 
Reported: Ms Margret Rowe: a summary of the Vice Chancellor’s Scholarships in 
Sport, Music and the Arts from 2011 to 2012. 
 
Noted: In discussion:  

a) that the scholarship panel makes decisions on the scholarship application.  That 
scholarship recipients, who are predicted to meet the standard entry criteria, 
automatically receive an academic offer from the University. That unsuccessful 
scholarship applicants would have their academic application considered by 
departments as part of the standard admissions process; 
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b) that Team Durham had previously indicated that they would like the Deputy Vice 
Chancellor’s letter to be sent to some additional schools and academies however 
they recently confirmed that they were happy with the current process; 

c) that there may be a number of elite athletes who choose not to apply for the 
sports scholarships. 

 
Agreed: 

a) that the Vice Chancellor’s Scholarships ought to be publicised more widely to 
ensure a greater number of schools are aware of the opportunity; 

b) that there should be a more targeted approach to publicising the scholarship; 
c) that once further consultation has taken place, a paper will be submitted to ASC 

with recommendations. 
 

 

 
Section B:  Routine Business 

7. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
Received: Document ASC/11/12/58 

 
Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting held on 22nd February 2012. 

 
 
8. MATTERS ARISING 

 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: that the planned BANNER upgrade was successful 
and caused minimal disruption to departments and colleges. 
 
 

Section C:  Matters to report 
 
9. UNDERGRADUATE MONTHLY STATISTICS   

 
Received: Document ASC/11/12/59 (Closed) 
 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: a summary of the Undergraduate Monthly Statistics as 
at 1st April 2012. 
 
Agreed: due to the significant increase in the number of offers and acceptances for 
international applicants, further offers and near miss acceptances will be temporarily 
suspended until the early May response deadline at UCAS. At this point the final 
recruitment position from offers already issued will be more certain. 
 

 
10. POSTGRADUATE MONTHLY STATISTICS  

Received: Document ASC/11/12/60 (Closed) 
 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: a summary of postgraduate admissions statistics as at 
1st April 2012. 
 
 

11. POST-APPLICATION OPEN DAYS MARCH 2012 
Received: Document ASC/11/12/61 
 
Reported: Mrs Claire Smiles-Harrison: a summary of attendance rates and feedback 
at the Post Application Open Days 2012. 
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Noted: In discussion: 

a) that provisional feedback shows some students felt some of the activities within 
colleges were not inclusive enough; 

b) that progress has been made with colleges on the range of activities they offer on 
Open Days, but further improvements can be made; 

c) that whilst the introduction of the Pre-Application Open Days last year may have 
affected the slight decrease in attendance, the delay students experienced in 
receiving decisions via UCAS may also have been a factor; 

d) that staff at Queen’s Campus have received several requests from students 
wishing to visit the campus who were unable to attend the Open Day and SRAO 
is running Campus Tours in response to this demand; 

e) that a more sophisticated online booking system will be developed to capture 
more comprehensive data; 

f) that despite staffs’ preferences that an Open Day not run on  Monday, the 
evidence clearly shows there is a high demand for an Open Day at the start of 
the week; that the University must ensure applicants are at the heart of these 
events. 

 
 
12. UCAS CONSULTATIONS 

 
Received: Document ASC/11/12/62  
 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: a summary of the outcomes of the UCAS APR 
consultation and the University’s responses to the consultations on a single admissions 
process for Postgraduate ITT and the Qualifications Information Review. That further 
discussions regarding the APR outcomes are promised.  
 

 
13. ACCESS AGREEMENT  

Received: Document ASC/11/12/63 (closed) 
 
Reported: Mr Richard Emborg: 

a) that the University has been required to confirm its fees and bursaries 
arrangements for PGCE programmes in 2012 that includes a £1000 bursary for 
Home fees students resident in the UK satisfying certain household income 
criteria; 

b) that the guidance notes for the 2013 entry Access Agreement have recently been 
published by OFFA; 

c) that due to the tight turnaround time, the new Access Agreement will be agreed 
by consultation via electronic circulation; but the changes required by OFFA this 
year are relatively minor. 

 
 

14. CHAIR’S BUSINESS 
 

Reported: Professor Chris Hutchison: that the process of undergraduate college 
allocation is undergoing review, following which a paper will be submitted to ASC. 

 
 
15. NEXT MEETING 
 

9.15am to 12pm, 30th May 2012 in the Council Room.  
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                Shaped by the past, creating the future                                      

 

 

SENATE 

Communication Title: 2013 Undergraduate Entry Requirements 

Purpose of Communication:  This paper presents requests to increase 2013 entry 
undergraduate degree entry requirements to include an A* at A Level or equivalent for MEng 
programmes in Engineering and Computer Science. 
 
Action Requested: Senate is requested to: 

a. approve an increase from AAA to A*AA for the MEng in Engineering (H100); 
b. approve an increase from AAA to A*AA for the MEng in Computer Science 

(G406).  
 
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting to be held on 19 
June 2012.   

Contact for further information: Richard Emborg, Director of Student Recruitment & 
Admissions (ext 46149, or e-mail richard.emborg @durham.ac.uk). 
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2013 UNDERGRADUATE ENTRY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Introduction  
 

1. In 2010, UEC agreed to encourage departments across the University to raise their 
standard entry requirements, including the introduction of A* grades at A level for 
entry to programmes with the strongest applicant profile.  In making this decision, 
UEC aimed to cement the University’s position as one of the most highly selecting 
institutions.  Since that original decision, the raising of entry standards  has become 
even more of an imperative  because HEFCE has excluded from the student number 
control undergraduates with entry qualifications equivalent to grades AAB at A-level, 
or higher.  
 

2. In considering requests to increase entry requirements, UEC and Senate agreed that 
the following factors should inform the decision1

a. The entry requirements of major competitors (market imperative); 
: 

b. Evidence that enrolled students who entered with higher grades than 
currently required in standard offers perform better than their lower entry 
grade peers; 

c. Evidence that there is a sufficient supply of applicants with the necessary 
grades to achieve the department/school’s quota; 

d. Evidence that a proposed change would be unlikely to have an undesirable 
consequence for the diversity of the student population. 

 
3. The School of Engineering and Computer Science has submitted requests to 

increase MEng undergraduate degree entry requirements for 2013 entry from AAA to 
A*AA. Combined with these were requests to increase entry requirements for their 
BEng and BSc programmes from AAB to AAA. 

 
4. The requests were considered by the Admissions Sub-Committee (ASC).  Its 

consideration was supported by an analysis of the applications to the relevant 
programmes, which was provided by the Student Recruitment and Admissions Office 
(SRAO).  Both the requests and the analysis are attached to this paper. ASC’s 
conclusions are reported below. 
 

5. The final approval on increases that include an A* at A Level rests with Senate.    
 

Recommendations of ASC 
 

6. When ASC considered these requests at its meeting on the 25th April 2012, it paid 
particular attention to the potential impact of the requested changes on recruitment.  
The Committee reached the following conclusions: 

a. The Committee supported the request to raise Engineering’s standard offer 
for the MEng (H100) from AAA to A*AA unconditionally; 

b. The Committee concluded that there may be insufficient applications in the 
system to deliver quota if increases were made to Computer Science’s 
standard offers (for the MEng (G406) from AAA to A*AA and for the BEng 
(G400, G401) from AAB to AAA). UEC agreed to support the proposed 

                                                           
1 For A* at A Level requirements there has previously been a public concern about the accuracy of A* 
predictions when this new grade was introduced. This is no longer a concern. 
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increases, but noted that recruitment would be reviewed in January 2013 and 
if necessary quota would be redistributed by UEC if applications were 
insufficient to issue the required number of offers; 

c. In all of the above cases, ASC did not identify any potential undesirable 
consequence for the diversity of the student population. 

 

Action requested from Senate 
 

7. Senate is asked: 
c. To approve an increase from AAA to A*AA for the MEng in Engineering 

(H100); 
d. To approve an increase from AAA to A*AA for the MEng in Computer Science 

(G406). 



RECOMMENDATION TO INCREASE ENTRY REQUIREMENTS FOR 2013 UG ENTRY 
 
This form is to be completed in order to recommend an increase in UG entry requirements for 2013 
entry. For the avoidance of doubt, ‘an increase in entry requirements’ means the grades required in 
A levels or GCSEs. As with all entry requirements, equivalent increases for other qualifications will be 
based on the equivalency table published on the website.  
 
In order to be approved for 2013 entry any recommendation must be submitted electronically to 
Liz Dodds (e.a.dodds@durham.ac.uk) by midnight on 2 April 2012. All fields must be completed. 
Boxes can be expanded to include the required information. Additional information to support the 
recommendation can be submitted, but should be sent electronically along with this form. 
 

Department/School School of Engineering and Computing Sciences 

UCAS code(s) H100 (MEng) and H103 (BEng) 

Current entry requirement for 2012 
entry (A levels and, where appropriate, 
GCSEs) 

A levels GCSE 

H100 (MEng): 
AAA Including Maths & Physics 
 
H103 (BEng): 
AAB Including Maths & Physics 

 

Recommended entry requirement for 
2013 entry (A levels and, where 
appropriate, GCSEs) 

A levels GCSE 

H100 (MEng): 
A*AA Including Maths & Physics 
 
H103 (BEng): 
AAA Including Maths & Physics 

 

Reason for recommendation This recommendation is the culmination of 
consideration of factors including predicted grades 
of applicants, actual attainment of current cohorts, 
competitor tariffs and proportions of offers 
receiving firm and insurance acceptances. 
 
The ECS Board of Studies approved this 
recommendation unanimously and it has faculty 
support. 

What are the current entry 
requirements for the main competitor 
universities for this/these 
programme/programmes. Please state 
whether these requirements are for 
2011 or 2012 entry? 

2012 Entry Tariffs: 
Imperial   A*A*A – A*A*Pass 
Cambridge  A*AAA – A*AA 
Oxford     A*AA 
Loughborough      A*AA-AAB 
Bristol          A*AA-AAB 
UCL           A*AA-AAB 
Southampton  AAA 
Warwick  AAB 
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What evidence is there that current 
students with this increased grade 
profile perform better in undergraduate 
studies than those who do not? 
Recommendations will not be 
considered without quantitative and 
qualitative data being provided. 
Recommendations that include an A* 
grade at A level

We have tracked the correlation between A-Level 
entry and degree classification attainment and 
see a consistent correlation, with the expected 
time offset. 

 will require further 
evidence from the department 
presenting evidence from end of first 
year results. 

What percentage of current applicants 
meet or exceed this recommended 
entry requirement (to the nearest 5%)? 

 
80% of applicants who received an offer for 2012 
admission (including MEng and BEng programmes) 
were predicted to achieve at least A*AA. 
92% of those who received offers were predicted to 
achieve at least AAA. 

Are there sufficient numbers of current 
applicants who meet this 
recommended entry requirement to 
enable all available offers to be issued? 

Yes, including MEng and BEng programmes which 
share a combined quota. 

For recommendations that include an 
A* grade at A level only
Does this recommendation have 
support from the Faculty? If so, please 
attach email evidence of this. 

: 
Yes. 

 
Submitted by: 
 
Name: Dr David Sims-Williams 
 
Admissions role: Admissions Tutor for Engineering Programmes 
 
Date: 16/3/2012 
 
Approval proces s :  
 
For increases  in requirements  tha t include  the  introduction, or addition, of A* grades  a t A level recommendations  will be  
cons idered through the committee s tructure (Admiss ions  Sub-Committee , Education Committee  and Senate). 
 
For increases  in requirements  that do not include  the introduction, or addition, of A* grades  at A level recommendations  will be 
cons idered by Faculty PVCs  and approved a t UEC, with input from Admiss ions  Sub-Committee . 
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Engineering -2011-12 admissions cycle - A-level and IB applications Home-EU (Direct and Deferred Entry)
Programme: H100
Summarised Data

Predicted: Already Achieved: Total:

A*AA or above A*AA or above A*AA or above
All 228 9 237
State 114 50.2% 6 85.7% 120 51.3%
Independent 113 49.8% 1 14.3% 114 48.7%

AAA or above AAA or above AAA or above
All 254 9 263
State 132 52.2% 6 85.7% 138 53.1%
Independent 121 47.8% 1 14.3% 122 46.9%

A*AA or above with offer A*AA or above with offer A*AA or above with offer
All 195 8 203
State 99 51.0% 0 0.0% 99 49.5%
Independent 95 49.0% 6 100.0% 101 50.5%

AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer
All 215 8 223
State 112 52.3% 0 0.0% 112 50.9%
Independent 102 47.7% 6 100.0% 108 49.1%

Total Applications Received (all qualification combinations): 324
Total Considered in analysis: 287 88.6%
Total Offers at UCAS to date (all qualification combinations): 261
Total Considered in analysis: 237 90.8%

*State figures include all age groups

Programme: H103
Summarised Data

Predicted: Already Achieved: Total:

AAA or above AAA or above AAA or above
All 63 3 66
State 36 58.1% 0 0.0% 36 56.3%
Independent 26 41.9% 2 100.0% 28 43.8%

AAB or above AAB or above AAB or above
All 91 4 95
State 55 61.1% 1 33.3% 56 60.2%
Independent 35 38.9% 2 66.7% 37 39.8%

AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer
All 44 1 45
State 28 63.6% 0 0.0% 28 62.2%
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Independent 16 36.4% 1 100.0% 17 37.8%

AAB or above with offer AAB or above with offer AAB or above with offer
All 52 2 54
State 36 69.2% 1 50.0% 37 68.5%
Independent 16 30.8% 1 50.0% 17 31.5%

Total Applications Received (all qualification combinations): 131
Total Considered in analysis: 111 84.7%
Total Offers at UCAS to date (all qualification combinations): 59
Total Considered in analysis: 58 98.3%

*State figures include all age groups

2011-12 Admissions Cycle Offer Factors and Quotas

Quota 151
C offer factor 3.6
U offer factor 2.762
Offer range 417.062 to 543.6

For 2012 entry, Engineering have 8 deferred entry applications and 4 Foundation Progression students.

Summary

This is just two of several engineering programmes. Remaining Engineering programmes currently at AAA. Overall number of Engineering 
applications to date:  788; overall number of offers to date: 520. Of these, H100 makes up 41% applications and 50% offers; H103 makes up 
17% applications and 11% offers. 
 
Assuming the offer factor is applied equally across the programmes: 
 
For H100, taking up 50% offers would provide an offer range of 209 to 272 offers 
For H103, taking up 11% offers would provide and offer range of 46 to 60 offers 
 
The figures above for A-level/IB applications suggest there would be enough A*AA applications for H103 and AAA applications for H100 to 
make the appropriate number of offers. In addition, the department may have applicants they wish to make 'merit and potential' offers 
and will still have the flexibility of their other programmes remaining at AAA. 
 
The changes slightly favour independent school applications, from the figures analysed - more so for H103. 
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RECOMMENDATION TO INCREASE ENTRY REQUIREMENTS FOR 2013 UG ENTRY 
 
This form is to be completed in order to recommend an increase in UG entry requirements for 2013 
entry. For the avoidance of doubt, ‘an increase in entry requirements’ means the grades required in 
A levels or GCSEs. As with all entry requirements, equivalent increases for other qualifications will be 
based on the equivalency table published on the website.  
 
In order to be approved for 2013 entry any recommendation must be submitted electronically to 
Liz Dodds (e.a.dodds@durham.ac.uk) by midnight on 2 April 2012. All fields must be completed. 
Boxes can be expanded to include the required information. Additional information to support the 
recommendation can be submitted, but should be sent electronically along with this form. 
 

Department/School Engineering and Computing Sciences 

UCAS code(s) G400, G401, G406 

Current entry requirement for 2011 
entry (A levels and, where appropriate, 
GCSEs) 

A levels GCSE 

G400/G401 AAB (incl. Maths) 
G406 AAA (incl. Maths) 
 

 

Recommended entry requirement for 
2012 entry (A levels and, where 
appropriate, GCSEs) 

A levels GCSE 

G400/G401 AAA (incl. Maths) 
G406 A*AA (incl. Maths) 
 

 

 

Reason for recommendation Engineering and Computing Sciences Board of 
Studies have approved the increase inline with 
those from other Science departments in Durham.  
Main competitors are asking for these grades in 
2012. 
 
 

What are the current entry 
requirements for the main competitor 
universities for this/these 
programme/programmes. Please state 
whether these requirements are for 
2011 or 2012 entry? 

 
The current entry requirements (2012) published by 
competitors for both BSc and MEng Computer 
Science are A*AA – AAA.  The competitors used are 
Bristol, Cambridge, Oxford, Imperial, Southampton, 
UCL, Warwick 
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Is there a market imperative (e.g. the 
entry requirements of competitors) for 
this increase? If so, what is it? 

It is important the Computer Science entry 
requirements are in line with our competitors.  The 
expectation of the potential student body is that the 
higher the entry requirements the better the quality 
of the course.  We need to try and ensure we are 
not put as insurance and this can be helped by 
having the same offer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What evidence is there that current 
students with this increased grade 
profile perform better in undergraduate 
studies than those who do not? 
Recommendations will not be 
considered without quantitative and 
qualitative data being provided. 
Recommendations that include an A* 
grade at A level

Our current number of students is relatively 
small therefore making statistics generally 
meaningless.  Anecdotal evidence points to those 
students with higher grades generally having 
fewer problems academically.  Those students 
currently taking Computer Science (G400/G401 
AAB with Maths) are performing better than 
students on G403 and G601 (AAB without 
Maths).  We do not have end of year marks for 
this current 1

 will require further 
evidence from the department 
presenting evidence from end of first 
year results. 

st

What percentage of current applicants 
meet or exceed this recommended 
entry requirement (to the nearest 5%)? 

 year cohort. 

There are 61% of A-level students currently holding 
offers for 2012 entry who have predicted grades 
A*AA or AAA  
 
 

Are there sufficient numbers of current 
applicants who meet this 
recommended entry requirement to 
enable all available offers to be issued? 

Currently there are insufficient applications to 
satisfy our entry quota.  However it is anticipated 
that the increase in entry requirements will increase 
the application numbers. 

For recommendations that include an 
A* grade at A level only
Does this recommendation have 
support from the Faculty? If so, please 
attach email evidence of this. 

: 
This recommendation has been discussed at length 
at various BoS with the directive for an increase in 
entry grades flowing down from the VC, PVC of 
Science and the School Head – Prof Roger Crouch.  If 
evidence is required please contact Prof Roger 
Crouch 
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Submitted by: 
 
Name: Sarah Drummond 
 
Admissions role:  Computer Science Admissions Tutor 
 
Date:  15th March 2012 
 
Approval proces s :  
 
For increases  in requirements  tha t include  the  introduction, or addition, of A* grades  a t A level recommendations  will be  
cons idered through the committee s tructure (Admiss ions  Sub-Committee , Education Committee  and Senate). 
 
For increases  in requirements  that do not include  the introduction, or addition, of A* grades  at A level recommendations  will be 
cons idered by Faculty PVCs  and approved a t UEC, with input from Admiss ions  Sub-Committee . 
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Computer Science -2011-12 admissions cycle - A-level and IB applications Home-EU (Direct and Deferred Entry)
Programme: G406
Summarised Data

Predicted: Already Achieved: Total: Total

A*AA or above A*AA or above A*AA or above
All 15 1 16 54
State 11 73.3% 1 100.0% 12 75.0% 38 73.1%
Independent 4 26.7% 0 0.0% 4 25.0% 14 26.9%

AAA or above AAA or above AAA or above
All 20 1 21 84
State 15 75.0% 1 100.0% 16 76.2% 60 75.0%
Independent 5 25.0% 0 0.0% 5 23.8% 20 25.0%

A*AA or above with offer A*AA or above with offer A*AA or above with offer
All 15 0 15 53
State 11 73.3% 0 0.0% 11 73.3% 37 72.5%
Independent 4 26.7% 0 0.0% 4 26.7% 14 27.5%

AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer
All 20 0 20 83
State 15 75.0% 0 0.0% 15 75.0% 59 74.7%
Independent 5 25.0% 0 0.0% 5 25.0% 20 25.3%

Total Applications Received (all qualification combinations): 35
Total Considered in analysis: 26 74.3%
Total Offers at UCAS to date (all qualification combinations): 28
Total Considered in analysis: 20 71.4%

*State figures include all age groups

Programmes: G400 and G401
Summarised Data

Predicted: Already Achieved: Total:

AAA or above AAA or above AAA or above
All 38 0 38
State 26 72.2% 0 0.0% 26 72.2%
Independent 10 27.8% 0 0.0% 10 27.8%

AAB or above AAB or above AAB or above
All 61 2 63
State 44 74.6% 0 0.0% 44 74.6%
Independent 15 25.4% 0 0.0% 15 25.4%

AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer AAA or above with offer
All 38 0 38
State 26 72.2% 0 0.0% 26 72.2%
Independent 10 27.8% 0 0.0% 10 27.8%

AAB or above with offer AAB or above with offer AAB or above with offer
All 61 2 63
State 44 74.6% 0 0.0% 44 74.6%
Independent 15 25.4% 0 0.0% 15 25.4%

Total Applications Received (all qualification combinations): 118
Total Considered in analysis: 94 79.7%
Total Offers at UCAS to date (all qualification combinations): 87
Total Considered in analysis: 80 92.0%
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*State figures include all age groups

2011-12 Admissions Cycle Offer Factors and Quotas

Quota 25
C offer factor 6.168
U offer factor 2.003
Offer range 50.075 to 154.2

Note: 25 is a reduced quota which has been recruited to this cycle
Computer Science have 0 deferred entry and 4 Foundation Progression students for 2012 entry.

Summary

As the department has a big difference in conditional and unconditional offer factors, the department would need to make unconditional 
offers for almost all applications (and it is more likely that the majority of applications would qualify for conditional offers instead).   
 
In terms of the impact on school type, the change would slightly disadvantage (albeit not significantly) state school applications in terms of 
both application numbers and offers, however the numbers are quite small which will inflate the difference slightly.  
 
In terms of raw numbers of qualified applications, the increase to A*AA for G406 has less of an affect (only 5 applications and offers dall 
into the AAA category), whereas the increase to AAA for G401 and G400 reduces the pool of qualified A-level applications by  40%. 
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Attachment X 
 

                                 Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
SENATE 
 
Communication Title:  Annual Report of Student Complaints 2010/11 
 

Purpose of Communication: The report sets out the number and nature of student 
complaints acted upon in accordance with the Complaints Procedure for Students during the 
2010/11 academic year.  It also reports on the general issues raised in complaints. 
 
Consultation to Date: The views of the Deputy Academic Registrar were factored into the 
final version of this report. Student Experience Sub-Committee noted the content of the 
paper at its meeting on 23 April 2012. 
 
Action Requested: Senate is asked to note this report, and to comment on any issues 
arising from it. 
 
Deadline for action/response required: Oral responses at the meeting of Senate held on 
19 June 2012. 
 
Contact for further information:  Mr Joshua McKim, Assistant Registrar, Academic Support 
Office, joshua.mckim@durham.ac.uk, ext: 46488
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Annual report of student complaints, 2010/11 
Background 
1. In common with other HEIs the University has in place an institutional Complaints 

Procedure for Students (CPS) (available at 
www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/codes_of_practice/complaints_procedure_for
_students/).  Student complaints can be made informally and formally, and the 
University’s procedure includes an expectation that before a formal complaint is made 
students should have taken steps to raise their concerns informally.  The formal stage is 
only invoked when the informal procedures have been exhausted, and the complainant 
remains dissatisfied with the outcome.  This report provides an overview of the operation 
of the CPS during 2010/11, including any issues of policy or practice that require further 
consideration by the University. 

2. This report was submitted to Student Experience Sub-Committee on 23 April 2012 and 
to Education Committee on 16 May 2012, which noted the contents. This report will be 
submitted to the 3 July 2012 meeting of Council for information. 

3. It should be noted that part-way through the current academic year, in November 2011, 
the responsibility for managing the University’s CPS moved from the Office of the Deputy 
Academic Registrar to the Academic Support Office.  This has had two benefits.  The 
first is that it allows the Deputy Academic Registrar (a trained mediator) to be involved as 
required at formal stages of the complaints procedure.  The second is that at the same 
time responsibility for managing Senate Academic Appeals Committee and Senate 
Discipline Committee was transferred from the Governance Support Unit to ASO.  This 
will support the University in enhancing the consistency of its approaches to managing 
these three types of student cases, and efficiently and effectively identifying institutional 
learning and emerging trends raised by these cases. 

Methodology 
4. This report is based on the consideration of student complaints acted upon in 

accordance with the CPS during the 2010/11 academic year.  The time required to 
resolve some complaints may stretch over two or more academic years.  For the 
purposes of reporting, such complaints are normally included in the report for the 
academic year in which the complaint was received (although in some cases where 
there are general issues raised by the outcome of such a complaint they may be 
discussed in subsequent reports). 

5. This report does not include complaints raised by students informally at local 
Departmental, College and Office levels.  It is assumed that a significant number of 
cases are resolved informally at these levels. 

Overview and analysis of complaints in 2010/11 
6. Overall, in 2010/11 the number of formal complaints investigated by the University 

remained steady in comparison with the previous year (6 in 2010/11; 5 in 2009/10), and 
greatly reduced from the 25 received in 2008/09.  

7. Past annual student complaint reports included the number of complaints that were 
investigated at a formal stage only.  This year’s annual report also notes that 7 
complaints were resolved informally following receipt of a complaint form without need 
for a formal stage investigation. 

8. It is difficult to explain fully the reasons behind the significant reduction in investigations 
resulting from formal student complaints from 2008/09 and the past two academic years, 
but it may reflect that students were more satisfied with how concerns are being 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/codes_of_practice/complaints_procedure_for_students/�
http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/codes_of_practice/complaints_procedure_for_students/�
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addressed when they are initially raised (either prior to or during the submission of an 
informal complaint).  

9. Of the 6 formal complaints investigated in 2010/11, 1 was upheld and 1 partially upheld.  
The remaining 4 were dismissed and required no further action.  A detailed statistical 
breakdown is provided in Annex 1, and a number of issues emerge from this data that 
deserve noting. 

Informal resolution of complaints 

10. The number of complaints forms received in 2010/11 was higher than in 2009/10 but 
seven of these complaints were resolved informally by the Office of the Deputy 
Academic Registrar and did not require a formal investigation.  This type of early 
intervention ensures that students have the opportunity to raise matters of concern, and, 
if appropriate, allows remedies to be applied, while removing the need for a formal 
investigation that can delay an appropriate resolution of concerns. 

11. The University believes that addressing student complaints early and informally can 
significantly reduce the number of formal complaints requiring investigation and lead to 
outcomes and actions satisfactory to all parties involved. The University is committed to 
exploring and implementing alternative dispute resolution methodologies where 
appropriate. 

12. It is recognised that not all cases are appropriate for informal resolution (for example 
complaints of sexual harassment) and students are advised, in such circumstances, to 
proceed directly to a formal complaint stage.  The CPS is explicit on this point. 

13. Nationally, the number of student cases referred to the Office of the Independent 
Adjudicator (OIA) is rising:  in 2009 there were 1,007 such cases, in 2010 there were 
1,341.  There is a common view in the UK higher education sector that such rises are 
related to the increased level of tuition fees, and that this trend will accelerate with the 
rise in undergraduate fees from 2012.  In this context, it should be noted that the number 
of formal complaints received and investigated by Durham has fallen, which suggests 
that Durham’s approach to informal resolution is having a positive effect in this area.  
However, we will need to actively monitor this trend following the changes to the tuition 
fee regime with effect from October 2012. 

14. Starting in 2012, the OIA will release data about the receipt and outcome of appeals on 
an institution-by-institution level.  Subsequent annual complaint reports will consider 
Durham’s record against comparator HEI’s. 

Reasonable adjustments 

15. The University has made significant improvements in recent years to its processes for 
considering and addressing the need to make reasonable adjustments for students with 
disabilities.  However, this remains a challenging and contentious area and during 
2010/11 a formal complaint relating to the provision of reasonable adjustments for a 
disabled student was considered and dismissed.  To ensure that the University’s 
processes in this area remain robust, and where possible are improved, during 2012 the 
Deputy Academic Registrar, DUSSD and SPCU’s Change Team are working together to 
review this area using the LEAN methodology. 

Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) 
16. During 2010/11, the OIA solicited responses from the HEI sector in relation to its 

Pathway 3 Consultation.  The University’s response to this consultation is attached as 
Annex 2.  The response emphasised the University’s efforts to incorporate alternative 
dispute resolution methodologies into its CPS, but did not support the requirement by 
OIA of any mandatory alternate systems (e.g. campus ombudsman, use of mediation 
services).  The University’s response also supported the adoption of standards relating 
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to the handling of complaints (including keeping students reasonably informed on 
progress) and 3-4 month timescales for investigation of complaints but advocated that 
any standards be introduced after further consultation with HEI sector.  

Action requested 
17. Senate is asked to note this report, and to comment on any issues arising from it. 
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Annex 1 Student complaint statistics 
1. During 2010/11, the Office of the Deputy Academic Registrar provided assistance on 

numerous occasions in relation to matters raised by students or on their behalf that 
were informally resolved to the satisfaction of all parties without receipt of a formal 
complaint.  

2. In addition, on 7 occasions students submitted formal complaints but, following 
assistance from the Office of the Deputy Academic Registrar, were resolved informally. 

3. During 2010/11, 6 formal complaints were submitted and investigated after efforts to 
resolve them informally were not successful.  Of these complaints, 2 were resolved 
following an investigation at the first formal stage. The remedies offered in the cases 
which were: 

a. For a student who was dissatisfied with the time taken to process his 
postgraduate application, the department paid the fees difference between the 
student’s MA Research and Taught programmes.  The department undertook a 
review of how it manages conversion to PGT programmes. 

b. A student was dissatisfied with the supervision and marking of his dissertation.  
The remedy was to allow an alternate member of staff and external examiner to 
remark the work without jeopardy to the original mark. 

4. In 4 formal complaints, the student remained dissatisfied after the conclusion of the first 
formal stage and requested a review of their complaint at the second formal stage.  In all 
4 cases the result of the review upheld the original decision to dismiss the complaint and 
advised the student to appeal to the OIA within three months. 

5. One of the dismissed cases is described in paragraph 16 of the annual report and is 
currently under appeal with the OIA.  The other three cases required no further action 
and to date the University is not aware of appeals to the OIA.  

Table 1: Types of Complaints received 

 
2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 

Facilities and Services 5 1 3 
Disability issues 1 1 5 
Supervision 1 0 1 
Other 0 2 5 
Academic 
Provision/Progress 6 1 8 
Harassment/discrimination 0 0 3 
Totals 13 5 25 

 

Table 2: Complaints by student demographics and outcome 

 UG PGT PGR Total Home 
White 

Home 
Ethnic 
minority 

Home 
Ethnicity 
not 
known 

International 

Resolved 
Informally 

5 2 0 7     

Upheld 0 1 0 1     

Partially 0 1 0 1     
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upheld 

Dismissed 1 2 1 4     

Total 6 6 1 13 9 0 0 4 

Number of formal complaints received (4 Female, 9 Male): 

6. Not included in the statistics in Tables 1 and 2 are two complaints made by one student 
both of which have finished internal processes and are now under review by the OIA.  
The same student also has two academic appeals under review by the OIA.  The OIA 
have consolidated all four cases into one as they have common themes.  The issues 
raised in the complaints relate primarily to the 2009/10 academic year and were included 
in last year’s annual complaints report.  Any outcome from these OIA appeals will be 
reported on in next year’s annual complaints report. 

7. The University is not aware of additional outstanding appeals with the OIA.  
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Annex 2 

                              Shaped by the past, creating the future  
 
 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 
Communication Title:  Response to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) 
Pathway 3 consultation 
 
Purpose of Communication:  This paper consists of the University’s response to the OIA’s 
Pathway 3 consultation paper, which sets out a series of questions and proposals for the 
higher education sector to consider with regard to developing more effective strategies to 
promote early resolution of student complaints and better case handling in universities.   
 
Consultation to date:  The response was organised in partnership with Durham Students’ 
Union. DSU’s Education and Welfare Officer and the Membership Services Manager 
confirmed that they are supportive of the content. Prior to submission the response was 
considered at the 22 November 2011 meeting of Student Experience Sub-Committee.  
 
Action Requested:  Members of Education Committee are asked to note the response 
submitted. 
 
Deadline for action/response required:  None required;  item for information only. 
 
Contact for further information:  Mr Sam Dale, Deputy Academic Registrar, 46120, 
depacademic.registrar@durham.ac.uk. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:depacademic.registrar@durham.ac.uk�
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DURHAM UNIVERSITY AND DURHAM UNIVERSITY STUDENTS’ UNION 
 
Response to the questions set out in the OIA Pathway 3 Consultation 
 
Question 1: Alternative Dispute Resolution 
 
Question 1(a): Please describe your experience and view of the nature and extent of existing 

campus ombudsman services provided by or through universities and students’ 
unions in England and Wales. 

 
Response: Durham University and Durham Students’ Union have had no direct experience of 

existing campus ombudsman services. 
 
Question 1(b): Should each university provide access to a campus ombudsman to resolve 

complaints at an early stage? 

Response: No.  We note that the proposed role for a campus ombudsman is to be an 
independent third party who promotes and delivers early resolution of complaints 
before a university’s formal processes have been initiated.  However, the University 
already adopts approaches that allow for the use of alternative dispute resolution 
methodologies including conciliation and mediation with the intention of resolving 
complaint matters quickly and within the University.  The Senior Officer with 
responsibility for student complaints also filters student complaints when they are 
received and identifies opportunities for adopting quick and early resolution of 
complaints if this is possible and appropriate.  Similarly we resolve some academic 
appeals quickly and easily by treating them as an application for a concession1

In addition the University advocates informal dispute resolution by requiring 
students to raise their concerns (if appropriate) directly with those about whom 
they are complaining to try and determine resolution at a local level before it will 
consider investigating a formal complaint.  This approach resolves many complaints 
that are brought forward and ensures that the total number of formal complaints 
dealt with by the University on an annual basis are currently low.  We consider 
therefore, that considerable effort is already expended by the University to resolve 
complaints early and before formal procedures are initiated.   

 
avoiding the need for a lengthy appeal investigation.   

Given the points noted above and the very low numbers of formal student 
complaints investigated as a result of our current approach to early resolution (25 in 
2008/09 and 5 in 2009/10) we are not persuaded of the benefits of providing access 
to a campus ombudsman at this point.  We recognise, however, the concern 
expressed in the consultation document about the potential for the number of 
student complaints to rise as a consequence of the new student funding regime that 
will be in place with effect from October 2012 and this is a situation that should be 
kept under review. 

 The University acknowledges that the primary benefit of engaging a campus 
ombudsman would be the students’ perception of their independence from the 
University.  However, it should be noted that concern about the independence of 

                                                
1 A concession at Durham is special permission for a student to take a course of action that is not 

ordinarily permissible within the University’s regulations. 
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those investigating complaints has not been consistently aired by complainants at 
Durham and Durham Students’ Union have not challenged the University on this 
point.  The University is sensitive, at all times, to perceptions of independence 
within student complaint matters and we have sufficient numbers of staff 
experienced in student matters to ensure that investigations or mechanisms for 
informal dispute resolution are administered by people with no prior knowledge or 
involvement with the complaint in question.  For example, the University has a bank 
of trained mediators upon whom it can draw to try and resolve student complaints if 
all parties agree to adopting this approach.  A number of these trained mediators 
are based within the Human Resources Department and therefore, have no day-to-
day involvement in student affairs.  The University is also able to utilise its staff 
based within its Colleges who are often perceived by students to have a quasi-
independent role. 

We presume too that the cost of employing a campus ombudsman would fall upon 
the University.  This would involve some form of financial contribution towards the 
work of the campus ombudsman and students could as easily call their 
independence into question on this point as a member of staff within Durham 
dealing with their complaint (but with no prior knowledge of the case).  It is 
recognised that the University already makes a contribution to the office of the OIA 
which is funded by the higher education sector but separate (and independent) from 
it.  A campus ombudsman model with direct affiliation and a financial link to named 
institutions is however, much more susceptible to claims of a lack of autonomy and 
independence.    

 In summary, Durham already seeks to resolve complaints as early as possible and 
engages a range of techniques to do this including the dispute resolution 
methodologies advocated in the consultation paper.  There is currently no sense 
that Durham students are dissatisfied with the approach to complaint resolution 
adopted by Durham on the grounds of a lack of independent or impartial decision 
making.  Finally, there is unlikely to be sufficient supply in terms of the number of 
student complaints that would make the appointment of a campus ombudsman for 
Durham students worthwhile at the current time.   

Question 1(c): How should these campus ombudsmen be appointed? 

Response: This question implies support for the appointment of campus ombudsmen and we 
would refer to our response to question 1(b) above. 

Question 1(d): The OIA welcomes offers from universities prepared to participate in a pilot 
scheme in which a small number of universities/students’ unions sharing the same 
metropolitan area or region join together to appoint for a limited period, a part-
time, independent office-holder, whose role is to assist in the provision of early 
dispute resolution between students and universities in advance of complaints 
being taken to a formal stage.  Would your institution be prepared to join such a 
pilot? 

Response: No.  As noted in our response to question 1(b) above, the University is not 
persuaded at the current time of the value of appointing a campus ombudsman.  We 
already employ a range of early dispute resolution methodologies and we think it is 
unlikely that we will have sufficient cases to make a meaningful number of referrals 
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to an independent person.  We are also concerned about contributing financially to 
a pilot that seeks to address a problem that we don’t see in evidence at Durham at 
the current time.     

Question 1(e): Is there value in the creation of regional networks for campus ombudsmen, 
organised and supported by the OIA, to promote good practice? 

Response: We consider there is value in creating an informal, regional network composed of 
staff from local universities with significant involvement in processing or managing 
student cases, to share experiences and promote best practice.  This network could 
build on the informal network that already exists amongst some of the north east 
universities.  We see value in these networks being organised and supported by the 
OIA thereby creating a further opportunity for dialogue with representatives from 
the sector. 

Question 1(f): Please describe your experience and view of the nature of existing mediation 
services provided by or through universities and students’ unions in England and 
Wales. 

Response: We have no direct experience of existing mediation services provided by universities 
and students’ unions in England and Wales.  Our experience is limited to engaging in 
external mediation with a disabled student co-ordinated by the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission and from engaging in informal dispute resolution methodologies 
internally.   

Question 1(g): What is the most effective way of delivering authoritative and accessible 
mediation services on campus? 

Response: We believe that the best way to do this is to ensure that alternative dispute 
resolution methodologies are incorporated within an institution’s student 
complaints procedure as a possible mechanism for resolving complaints.  Having 
done this it is incumbent on universities to ensure that access to mediation services 
are provided.  At Durham we have ensured this by developing a bank of professional 
staff who are trained mediators and are able to provide this service locally.  To date 
there has been very little demand from students for this particular service but we 
are well placed to respond to any potential increase.   

 
 At Durham we view mediation as one tool available alongside others to try and 

resolve complaints.  It is important that senior professional support staff with 
oversight of the student complaints procedure are aware of the use of mediation as 
a mechanism for resolving complaints and for highlighting this possibility to student 
complainants when appropriate.   

 
We do not however, view mediation as a panacea for resolving student complaints.  
Mediation can be a costly process in terms of staff and student time commitment 
and it does not provide a guaranteed outcome that will be satisfactory for all parties.  
We also believe that, to be successful, mediation has to be a process which all 
parties enter into willingly in an attempt to resolve a complaint.  By necessity 
therefore, it is an optional process and consequently there has been very low take 
up of this service amongst Durham students to date.   
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Question 2: A Standard Framework of Complaints Handling Procedures  
 
Question 2(a): Should universities adopt standards around the handling of complaints and 

appeals and keep students up to date on handling progress? 
 
Response: Yes.  While the University agrees with the principles underpinning the question, it 

should be noted that the University already has timescales for the completion of 
complaints and appeals processes explicitly stated within its procedures.  The 
professional support staff overseeing these processes seek to ensure that, wherever 
possible, these timescales are adhered to.  We welcome the OIA’s recognition that 
delays in resolving appeals and complaints are often caused by factors beyond an 
institution’s control.  We consider that it is best practice to keep students informed 
at regular intervals with regard to the progress of their complaint or appeal and 
those with responsibility for investigating these matters are encouraged to do this.  
The importance of timescales and of keeping students informed of progress is 
addressed during the appeals and complaints training delivered by the University in 
these areas. 

 
Question 2(b): If so, what standards should be specified besides timescales? 
 
Response: The University has identified a series of key principles that underpin its complaints 

and appeals processes.  These include fairness, reasonableness, proportionality and 
independence.  These are the types of standards that we believe should underpin 
the handling of complaints and appeals matters but we recognise that they are more 
difficult to measure than adherence to timescales.  The University has benchmarked 
its complaints and appeals procedures against the precepts for this area of business 
set out by the QAA.  By undergoing this process we have sought to reassure 
ourselves that our current policies and procedures are fit for purpose and aligned 
with best practice across the sector.  

 
 We note that the OIA has raised the possibility of producing a good/best practice 

guide for universities with regard to complaints and appeals.  Whilst we 
acknowledge the intention to do this in consultation with the sector we are 
concerned about the possible creation of multiple external reference points against 
which institutions would need to benchmark their approach and procedures.  We 
would strongly advocate the OIA working in partnership with the QAA to revise the 
code of practice in this area rather than producing a further document.  Ultimately, 
the University has to demonstrate to the QAA, via Institutional Review, that we have 
effective complaints and appeals procedures and it makes sense therefore, for the 
OIA to dovetail their efforts with the QAA given their expertise and oversight of 
student cases and the issues arising from the management of these.  As an example 
of partnership working with the QAA we would refer to the development of a single 
framework for research degree supervision which was produced by HEFCE and the 
QAA jointly.  This single framework negated the need for a separate HEFCE 
document that stood alone from the QAA code pf practice which had originally been 
proposed.     

 
Question 2(c):   Should this framework be set by the OIA? 
 
Response: We would be happy to support OIA involvement in establishing a framework but this 

must be done via open and transparent consultation with the higher education 
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sector.  It is likely that the Academic Registrars’ Council Practitioner Group for 
appeals and complaints could make a significant and active contribution to this 
work. 

 
Question 3: Time Targets 
 
Question 3(a): Should universities set time targets for resolution of cases and/or provide 

information to students on the average time taken? 
 
 Yes.  The University already has timescales articulated within its appeals and 

complaints procedures and is mindful of these when handling cases.  We would be 
willing to disclose the average time taken for the completion of cases as a 
mechanism for increased transparency in this aspect of our business. 

 
Question 4: Kite-marks 
 
Question 4(a): Should the OIA develop a kite-mark system for the accreditation of university 

complaints processes? 
 
Response: No.  As noted above, the University already benchmarks its complaints and appeals 

processes against the QAA precepts in this area and we see no particular benefit of 
developing a separate system at this time especially one that we would have to 
contribute financially towards.  We are concerned that this would add an extra layer 
of bureaucracy and external accountability in this area of our business.   

 
Question5: Funding model 
 
Question 5(a): The OIA is developing its core financial model to take account of the new ‘level 

playing field’ between public and private providers as set out in the White Paper.  
Do you agree that a model combining both a core subscription and a case-fee 
element is the best option? 

 
Response: Yes.  We are confident, given our efforts to resolve student cases at the earliest 

opportunity and the low number of cases going forward to the OIA at the current 
time, that a model incorporating a core subscription and case-fee element would be 
a fairer approach for Durham. 

   
 However, it is the University’s experience that individual students can be responsible 

for making multiple complaints to the OIA which would distort the number of cases 
received from a particular institution.  Over the last two years, two Durham students 
have been responsible for bringing forward multiple complaints to the OIA.  We note 
from the OIA’s consultation paper that they are sensitive to frivolous and vexatious 
complaints but we have not yet seen any firm action taken in this regard and all of 
the complaints submitted by the two students concerned required a response from 
the University.  Given that small numbers of students can be responsible for bringing 
forward multiple complaints to the OIA this factor needs to be borne in mind when 
determining the case-fee element of the model. 

 
Author Mr S Dale, Deputy Academic Registrar.  

Paper developed in consultation with Mr 
S Parker, DSU Education and Welfare 
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Officer and Mrs S Elliott, DSU 
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