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U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  D U R H A M

TEACHING & LEARNING COMMITTEE,
FACULTY OF SCIENCE SUB-COMMITTEE COMMITTEE

14 February 2001

A meeting of the Teaching and Learning Committee Faculty of Science Sub-Committee was
held at 9.30am on Wednesday 14 February 2001 in the Council Room, Old Shire Hall.

Present: Dr K J Orford (Dean and Chairman), Dr M J Eacott, Dr D J Robson, Dr M Watson,
Dr E J F Ross, Mr B M Hodgson, Dr A R Selby, Dr P J Atkins, Dr D G Pearson, Dr I
MacPhee, Prof R Abram, Mr J M M Good, Dr T C Rae, Mr D Kleinman, Ms G Campling, Mr
M J Alexander, Ms C Hyde-Wesson, with Dr J P Pearson (in attendance).

M I N U T E S

1. MEMBERSHIP

Welcomed: Ms Catherine Hyde Wesson as a new member of the Faculty of Science
Sub-Committee and a representative of the Foundation Year.

2. MINUTES

Confirmed: the Minutes of the previous meeting, held on 19 October 2000.

(Document TLC SSC/00/18 filed with the minutes)

Reported: that the Minutes of the above meeting had been considered by TLC, at its
meeting held on 14 November 2000.

3. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Minute 1 (b): Terms of Reference for the Management Committee for the degree
of BSc with Honours in Natural Sciences

Reported: that the terms of reference for the Management Committee for the
degree of BSc with Honours in Natural Sciences had now been approved by
TLC.

(b) Minute 7: Chairman’s Business: Festival of Science

Noted:

(i) that the Festival of Science was extremely important to the University;

(ii) that any residual shortfall in funding for the Festival of Science would be
met by the University;

(iii) that there would be a shortfall because of a number of reasons.  One of the
most significant had been the change in status of the funding bodies.  They
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had decided to wait until the end of the year to see what money they had to
apportion and had therefore been unable to provide funding at the right
time;

(iv) that the Vice-Chancellor had been the Dean’s last resort and the University
had agreed to pick up the difference;

(v) that the timing of the event precluded it from funding for other reasons:
because it was tied into Open Days and did not coincide with National
Science Week it was ineligible for national funding;

(vi) that the Dean had asked Mr Matthew Andrews to rearrange this
relationship to benefit the Festival;

(vii) that this would also enable the University to tap into the associated
publicity.

4. REPORT FROM THE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE FOR THE DEGREE OF
BSc IN NATURAL SCIENCES

Considered:

(a) a report from the meeting held on 29 November 2000;

(Document TLC SSC/00/19 filed with the minutes)

(b) a report from an extraordinary meeting held on 31 January 2001.

(Document TLC SSC/00/20 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(a) that point three of the report from the meeting held on 29 November 2000 was a
change to increase the flexibility of the programme;

(b) that Year 2 module choice had been considered restrictive and would be
amended so that up to 4 modules could be taken;

(c) that there had been an extraordinary meeting on 31 January 2001 to consider a
new 4 year MSci degree programme;

(d) that this had discussed an outline programme specification that could be mapped
on to a variety of Natural Sciences combinations and specifically a named route
in Chemistry and Mathematics;

(e) that this proposed 4 year MSci Natural Sciences would be the only one of its
kind in the UK.  There were, however, other 4 year Joint Honours programmes;

(f) that this level of flexibility appeared unprecedented.

Agreed: to recommend the following to TLC:
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(a) that, with effect from October 2001, the Named Route title ‘Electronics
Engineering’ be withdrawn from the Natural Sciences programme;

(b) that, with effect from October 2001, the Named Route title ‘Applied Physics’ be
withdrawn from the Natural Sciences programme;

(c) that, in view of (a) and (b) above, the Terms of Reference for the Management
Committee be amended accordingly;

(d) that, with effect from October 2001, Management should be a permitted subject
with the Natural Sciences programme and that the Terms of Reference for the
Management Committee be amended accordingly (subject to approval by the
Business School);

(Attachment 1)

(e) that the Regulations for Natural Sciences be amended as set out in Attachment 2;

(Attachment 2)

(f) the programme framework for MSci Named Route degrees within the Natural
Sciences degree programme with effect from October 2001;

(Attachment 3)

(g) subject to approval of the Special Regulations for the MSci framework,
Regulations for an MSci Named Route degree in Chemistry and Mathematics to
take effect from October 2001 for students entering year 1 in October 2001 and
for any student entering year 2 and who would meet the prerequisites for
progression into year 2 of the programme.

(Attachment 4)

5. REPORTS FROM THE TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE

Reported:

(a) Minute 16: Foundation Year

Received: guidance memorandum from TLC outlining the procedure for
curriculum development within the Foundation Year and the relationship
between the Foundation Year, the Faculty of Science Sub-Committee and
University TLC.

(Document TLC SSC/00/21 filed with the minutes)

Reported: that the Foundation Programme had been placed within the Faculty of
Science and has a representative, Ms Catherine Hyde Wesson, on the Faculty of
Science Teaching and Learning Sub-Committee.

Noted:
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(i) that the bulk of the take up for the Foundation Year was in the Sciences,
hence this Faculty had taken over responsibility for the programmes;

(ii) that curriculum development for subjects outside of the Science Faculty
would be approved by the relevant Faculty and the Science Faculty;

(iii) that students could apply from the Foundation Programme to degrees in
different programmes but only by concession.

(b) Minute 18: External comments on New/Changed Modules

Received: guidance notes for External Examiners commenting on new modules
or changes to modules.

(Document TLC SSC/00/22 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(i) that the subsequent ‘lightness of touch’ by QAA assessors would depend
upon how the University set up its own quality assurance procedures;

(ii) that module changes often had knock on effects, particularly upon learning
outcomes;

(iii) that departments should assume that they needed some form of external
comment, depending on the magnitude of the change;

(iv) that there was a concern that external examiners or experts would not
necessarily understand the implications of significant organisational
changes, as opposed to those of content or aims and learning outcomes;

(v) that the document gave good guidance on when an external opinion might
be sought;

(vi) that it was recognised that external examiners were paid £30 for their time.
In view of these guidelines it was questioned whether there be any
guidance as to how much externals would receive for consultation
regarding proposed modules and changes to modules;

(vii) that there was great difficulty in downloading module proforma off the
web.  Even departments who had been sent ‘Word’ copies of the proforma
had had difficulties because of the built-in macros;

(viii) that departments must demonstrate why they had not consulted external
examiners or experts.

(c) Minute 32: QAA Code of Practice on Assessment

Received: the document, ‘University Policy’ on the Quality Assurance of
Examinations and Assessment, for consultation.

(Document TLC SSC/00/23 filed with the minutes)
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Reported: that TLC had requested, that after consideration of the document,
Faculty TLC should ask departments to prepare their own policy statements on
the quality assurance of assessment and present these to Faculty TLC Sub-
Committee for consideration:

(i) in draft, in the Autumn of 2001 so that good practice could be shared;

(ii) in final version, in the Epiphany Term of 2002, for introduction in October
2002.

Noted:

(i) that quality assurance, particularly of examinations and assessment, was of
great importance and underpinned the University’s strategy;

(ii) that procedures must preclude accusations of bias or injustice;

(iii) that departments must ensure the integrity of their marking processes;

(iv) that, with particular reference to point 3 of the document, every mark that
formed part of a degree must pass through one or more of the suggested
processes;

(v) that it was believed that there was confusion within the document between
double-marking and moderation;

(vi) that double-marking was often unfair to students, and had to be done to
every script to be as fair as possible;

(vii) that, regarding sub-section 5.1.4 of the document, to double-mark
percentages of total scripts would actively discriminate against those not
being double-marked;

(viii) that many members believed that these issues made the guidelines
unworkable;

(ix) that point (iv) in sub-section 4.1 enabled departments to create their own
policy outside of these guidelines as long as they provided ‘an argument
acceptable to the Faculty Sub-Committee and TLC’;

(x) that departments needed to produce their own policy involving robust
procedures to justify marks.

(d) Minute 33: Formative Feedback on Summative Work

Received: the revised Teaching and Learning Handbook entry for the
Examination/Assessment process.

(Document TLC SSC/00/24 filed with the minutes)
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Reported: that TLC had agreed that the document be adopted and departments be
asked to submit their own policy statements on feedback to the Summer
meetings of Faculty TLC Sub-Committee for consideration, followed by
implementation from October 2001.

Noted:

(i) that there was a concern that giving students feedback at registration was
too late.  It would be preferable to give it a week or two in advance to
enable more informed choices;

(ii) that general feedback could be given at any time;

(iii) that clearer details of this could be written into departmental policy;

(iv) that, under sub-section 3.4, reference to the Foundation Year level should
be included.

Agreed: that departments would submit their policies to Faculty TLC on 28
March 2001.

(e) Minute 35: Performance Indicators Template

Received: the ‘Annual Programme Review Aide-Memoire and Report Form’.

(Document TLC SSC/00/25 filed with the minutes)

Reported:

(i) that TLC had agreed to adopt the performance indicators template;

(ii) that TLC had recommended to Senate that the new procedures be
introduced from October 2001;

(iii) that, at this stage, the documentation had been sent to Faculty TLC Sub-
Committee for information.

Noted: that this document was an aide-memoire, non-prescriptive and intended
to help departments.

(f) Minute 52: Faculty Handbooks – Module Aims

Reported: that TLC had approved a proposal to amalgamate the current texts in
the Faculty Handbooks of aims and syllabus under the heading ‘synopsis’ to
remove it from the vocabulary of aims, objectives and learning outcomes.  A
note would be included in the handbooks to explain that more detailed
information would be made available in departments.  This practice would
become effective from October 2001.

(g) Minute 63: Institutional Profile for QAA Reviews 2002-03

Reported: that the profile has been received and TLC wished to reiterate
document’s importance in terms of the forthcoming QAA reviews.



7

Noted: that departments involved in a QAA Review would work with this
document.

(h) Minute 64: QAA Methodology from January 2002 – Observation of Meetings of
Boards of Examiners

Reported:

(i) that TLC had recommended that Senate approve the observation of Boards
of Examiners by QAA reviewers on the basis of a protocol stating that:

(A) no fewer than two reviewers should attend any meeting;*

(B) the reviewers would have observer status only;*

(C) the Subject Review Facilitator would also be present;

(D) the reviewers would be bound by the same rules of confidentiality
as those applying to the examiners in respect of the assessment and
classification of individual students.

* in line with QAA guidelines

(ii) that Deans would organise meetings for secretaries and chairmen of
Boards of Examiners in advance of the assessment period in the summer
to make them aware of good practice in minuting discussion of individual
cases. This would save time for Deans and examiners in cases of appeal.

Noted:

(i) that Senate had now approved the observation of Boards of Examiners by
QAA reviewers;

(ii) that if the minutes were written in a fuller format it would preclude the
need for QAA reviewers to sit in on Examination Board Meetings;

(iii) that it would also improve the procedure and time taken to deal with
appeals;

(iv) that fuller minutes did not mean providing details that would breach
confidentiality;

(v) that the meeting intended to share good practice and had been arranged for
Wednesday 9 May 2001;

(vi) that this meeting would also include information about the Data Protection
Act;

(vii) that there was a request from departments for an example of good practice;

(viii) that shaming departments by revealing and associating bad practice would
be avoided but that departments could share experiences and practices.
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(j) Minute 65: University Policy on Quality Assurance

Received:

(i) a draft policy statement on quality assurance;

(Document TLC SSC/00/26 filed with the minutes)

(ii) TLC’s detailed comments.

(Document TLC SSC/00/27 filed with the minutes)

Considered: the draft policy, particularly items 3 and 4, in light of TLC’s
comments.

Noted:

(i) that, with reference to Section 3, paragraph 3, it was difficult to get in
touch with many graduates;

(ii) that the relevance and benefit of collating information regarding students’
career destinations was unclear;

(iii) that Section 3 was an area in which departments had lost QAA points in
the past;

(iv) that departments must address the issues raised by Faculty Review, student
feedback and other monitors of quality assurance;

(v) that some departments believed that information regarding ‘quality
enhancement’ could be disseminated in more varied ways to improve its
success;

(vi) that some departments also believed that long sessions were not always the
best vehicle for disseminating this information.

(k) Minute 66: National Qualifications Framework

Received:

(i) the final documentation;

(Document TLC SSC/00/28 filed with the minutes)

(ii) a guidance note on the key issues.

(Document TLC SSC/00/29 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(i) that this was formal notification that mixed level modules, i.e. 2/3 or 3/4,
would be abolished by October 2003;
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(ii) that this would create problems for MSci degrees.

(l) Minute 69: Durham Award

Received: the Durham Award end of year report.

(Document TLC SSC/00/30 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(i) that the Committee should have received minutes from meetings regarding
the Durham Award but these had been unforthcoming;

(ii) that the Durham Award was a pilot project set to run for three years.

(m) Minute 71: Membership of the Faculty TLC Sub-Committees

Reported: that TLC had agreed that membership of faculty TLCs be defined as
‘normally academic or academic-related staff currently making a significant
contribution to teaching. Cases for exceptional appointments should be made to
the Dean’, from October 2001.

6. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS

(a) Resource Implications for New Modules

(i) that there had been complaints from the ITS and Library that new modules
had been approved which carried resource implications but that
departments had not indicted as such on the proforma;

(ii) that, potentially, these modules could be refused ITS and Library
resources;

(iii) that there was concern that some departments had been told that they
could not buy books for UDSC with Durham ‘centred’ money.

(b) Accommodation Review Committee

(i) that departments did not use the lecture theatres efficiently;

(ii) that HEFCE expected that the occupancy rate of lecture theatre seats
should be 30% of the optimum.  Currently, the occupancy rate of Durham
lecture theatre seats was c.15% of the optimum;

(iii) that there were too many cases where lecture theatres were block booked
for the whole year but departments were only using them for a proportion
of this time;

(iv) that some departments believed that many of the lecture theatres were of
an inappropriate size.  The smallest bookable lecture theatre held 40
students;
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(v) that the Dean asked departments not to block book on the off-chance of
potential need;

(vi) that those people accepting lecture theatre bookings accepted departmental
information in good faith;

(vii) that departments needed to plan in advance their needs and relevant
timetabling;

(viii) that some lecture theatres were avoided because they were of poor quality;

(ix) that departments needed to address the broader issue of more fully
utilising available lecture theatre space otherwise the situation might
jeopardise the proposed bid to increase lecture theatre provision.

(c) Admissions

(i) that it was likely that there would be a hard line taken with ‘near misses’
this year;

(ii) that the pressure to fill places would not exist to the same extent this year;

(iii) that the University faced increasing pressure over accommodation and
where to house students;

(iv) that it was unlikely that departments would be allowed to go over quota.

7. SUB-DEAN’S BUSINESS

Honours’ Offers

(a) that the Faculty had a tradition at the end of Year 1 of explicitly listing offers
that students could take in Year 2;

(b) that this assumed a large amount of work;

(c) that modularisation had restricted the number of offers;

(d) that the regulations had been changed regarding modules that must be passed to
proceed and this had also limited the number of offers;

(e) that the Faculty Office did not feel the need to keep producing these lists;

(f) that there was a downside to abolishing the list of honours’ offers.  It was
implicit that Physics and Computer Science students could get honours’ offers
despite not taking the standard first year modules.  This problem and any similar
would need addressing.  Potentially, this could mean granting concessions;

(g) that students must be made aware of their options, possibly through posters and
handouts sent to departments.

Agreed: to abolish the list of honours’ offers and replace this by publishing details of
offers with immediate effect.
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8. REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN BY THE DEAN AND DEPUTY DEAN

Received: a report of action taken by the Dean and Deputy Dean, acting on behalf of
the TLC Faculty of Science Sub-Committee since its last meeting.

(Document TLC SSC/00/31 filed with the minutes)

9. TRANSFER OF MODULES

Considered: transferring the following modules from the Department of Biological
Sciences to the School of Health, within the Faculty of Health, Medicine and the
Environment:

Basic Physiology for Sport;
Human Physiology for Sport II;
Exercise & Stress Physiology.

Noted:

(a) that there could be possible implications for Joint Honours students;

(b) that the Department of Biological Sciences was happy to relinquish control of
the modules.

Agreed: to transfer the modules to the Faculty of Health, Medicine and the
Environment subject to satisfactory arrangements being made for Joint Honours
students.

10. DEPARTMENTAL MATTERS

(a) Department of Geological Sciences

Received: a letter from Dr D G Pearson to the Dean of the Faculty of Science
concerning undergraduate concessions.

(Document TLC SSC/00/32 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(i) that fieldtrips should not be scheduled during normal module timetabled
hours;

(ii) that the fieldwork was formative but students could be disadvantaged by
not taking it;

(iii) that it would be ‘good practice’ for departments to consult over these
issues and avoid conflicting timetables.
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(b) Department of Education

Received: a letter from the Chair of the Board of Studies in Education bringing
Faculty members attention to proposed changes to the School’s undergraduate
provision.

(Document TLC SSC/00/33 filed with the minutes)

Noted: that there were implications for Foundation Year students.

(c) School of Engineering

Received:

(i) a copy of the Assessment and Disclosure of Academic Performance
Document for the Honours degree of MEng and Honours and Ordinary
BSc in Engineering;

(Document TLC SSC/00/34 filed with the minutes)

(ii) a proposal for a new BEng Engineering degree programme;

(Document TLC SSC/00/35 filed with the minutes)

(iii) a proposal to revise the Special Regulations for the MEng degree
Programme.

(Document TLC SSC/00/36 filed with the minutes)

Noted: that because of its size and nature as a report, the documentation
‘Assessment and Disclosure of Academic Performance Document for the
Honours degree of MEng and Honours and Ordinary BSc in Engineering’ was
best dealt with by the Dean outside of the meeting.

Agreed:

(i) to recommend the B.Eng. proposal to the Validation Panel;

(ii) to recommend the amendments to special regulations of the M.Eng. to
TLC, to take effect from October 2001.

(d) Biomedical Sciences – UDSC

Considered: a proposal to revise the Special Regulations for the degree in
Biomedical Sciences, creating two new pathways.

(Document TLC SSC/00/37 filed with the minutes)

Noted:

(i) that there was implicit compensation within the triple modules;

(ii) that this would avoid problems for accreditation;
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(iii) that there was surprise that accreditors would accept the possibility,
however unlikely, that a student might get 70% in half the module and
30% in the other half;

(iv) that it should be possible to pass a degree but fail accreditation but that
this principal had already been rejected by TLC;

(v) that special regulations might include references to accreditation;

(vi) that shadow parallel non-accredited programmes could be offered.

Agreed: to recommend to TLC that the proposal take effect from October 2001.

(e) Department of Chemistry

Considered: a proposal to cap student numbers.

Noted:

(i) that this was a warning from the Department;

(ii) that it was reaching the limit of the number of students it could deal with
in one ‘room’ before there were health and safety issues;

(iii) that the situation could be helped by the proposed building programme;

(iv) that there was concern over the potential effect of the Department’s
proposal on Natural Sciences students;

(v) that if this were a longer term problem it might require the creation of a
different Core Chemistry (2) module;

(vi) that Chemistry was one of the most popular subjects for Natural Scientists;

(vii) that the University could be in a position whereby near misses wanting to
take Chemistry would have to be rejected;

(viii) that if there were enough students then another module could be taught;

(ix) that this was preferable to turning students away;

(x) that a parallel module could be created that relied upon less laboratory
space;

(xi) that this could have resource implications;

(xii) that the Department would not hold back places for single honours
students;

(xiii) that it was argued that they would have to because they could not turn
away single honours Chemists;

(xiv) that the Department hoped that none of this need be implemented;
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(xv) that the Sub-Dean and Department would continue these discussions.

(Document TLC SSC/00/38 filed with the minutes)

11. DUO (DURHAM UNIVERSITY ONLINE)

Received: a summary and report from Dr Barbara Watson updating information
regarding DUO.

(Document TLC SSC/00/39 filed with the minutes)

12. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS

Reported: that the next meeting of the Committee will be held at 2.15pm on 11 April
2001.  Further meetings will be held as follows: 18 October 2001.


