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M I N U T E S 
 
12. MINUTES 
 

Confirmed: the Minutes of the meeting held 23 October 2003 subject to the 
following amendments: 
 
(a) Minute 8(c) New Core Regulations Noted (iii) that some members 

the majority of Faculty TLC would like to see compensation 
allowed for Level 3 and Level 4 of integrated Masters programmes. 

 
Noted: that the Minutes of the above meeting were forwarded to TLC for 
consideration at its meeting held 17 November 2003. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/23 – filed with the minutes) 
 

13. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 4(c): Matters Arising from the Minutes – QAA Code of Practice on 
Placement Learning 

 
Reported: that the Deputy Dean had taken action to approve a policy 
statement on Placement Learning from the Department of Chemistry. 

 
(b) Minute 4(d): Matters Arising from the Minutes – Reports from TLC: Key 

Skills Working Group 
 

Reported: the current status of the PDP pilot scheme involving the 
Department of Earth Sciences: 
 
(i) that the department’s PDP website had received 1000 hits after 

the first session; the department had followed this with a 1 hour 
tutorial on learning at University. Further interest was expected at 
Easter when a session on examinations would run. It had been 
difficult, however, to encourage students to follow up on the initial 
interest they had shown; 

 



(ii) that the University had developed its own generic PDP programme 
and Earth Sciences had developed its own academic key skills 
programme. Some Colleges were also running pilots. 

 
Noted: 

 
(i) that Dr T J L McComb would be responsible for providing staff 

development related to PDPs. This was expected to be available 
between May and September 2004; 

 
(ii) that some members of Faculty TLC felt that the Colleges would be 

the most appropriate vehicle for the delivery of PDPs; 
 

(iii) that the University’s development of PDPs was a response to the 
Deering Report. 

 
(c) Minute 4(e): Matters Arising from the Minutes – Reports from TLC: 

University Review of Music 
 

Reported: that the Deputy Dean had taken action to approve a policy 
statement on the training of postgraduates to teach and demonstrate 
from the Department of Chemistry. 

 
(d) Minute 4(i): QAA Institutional Audit 

 
Received: TLC Minutes 6 and 43(a) detailing the University’s 
preparations for the Audit; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/24 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported: that the Discipline Audit Trails and audit team members have 
now been confirmed as follows: 
 
(i) core auditor: Professor Terry Kemp, Warwick; 
 
(ii) DATs: Computer Science (Professor Paul Luker, Bournemouth), 

Music (Professor Mark Everist, Southampton) Anthropology 
(Professor John Baldock, Kent) Theology and Ministry (NEITE) 
(Dr Patsy Campbell, Edinburgh). 

 
Noted: 
 
(iii) that the Audit would take place in the week beginning Monday 23rd 

February; 
 
(iv) that Dr R G Dominy would represent the Faculty as a member of 

Faculty TLC; 
 

(v) that many departments within the Faculty were involved in the 
Audit. 

 



(e) Minute 6(f): Reports from TLC – Use of a Standard Module Outline 
 

Received:  
 
(i) TLC Minute 20(b) detailing confirmation of progress to implement a 

standard module outline; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/25 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(ii) a response from the Head of the Undergraduate Section clarifying 

details of the new module outline procedure. 
(Document TLC SSC/03/26 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that TLC has accepted the clarification provided by the Head of the 

Undergraduate Section (TLC Minute 41(a) refers); 
 
(ii) that TLC has agreed the proposal be progressed (TLC Minute 20(b) 

refers); 
 

(iii) that this revision would go ahead. Full module outline revisions were 
acceptable, but not essential; 

 
(iv) that it had been the feeling of the whole Faculty that the database 

should include, for each module, the list of programmes to which it 
was tied; 

 
(v) that most of the information required for module outlines would be 

collected over the Summer. Further information would be 
communicated to Faculty TLC representatives by the Secretary. 

 
(f) Minute 6(j): Reports from TLC – Faculty of Science TLC Sub-Committee 

 
Received and Considered: TLC Minute 35 detailing TLC’s responses to 
queries raised by the Sub-Committee at its meeting held on 23 October 
2003. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/27 – filed with the minutes) 
Noted: 
 
(i) that a concession could be sought to exempt a student from the 

need to resit a particular element on medical grounds. If 
departments wished to apply MEH against an element they would 
need to raise the matter at the Preliminary Board of Examiners; 

 
(ii) that the Working Group on Learning Outcomes had explicitly 

addressed the possibility of compensating failure at Level 3 in 
respect of students on undergraduate masters programmes and had 
rejected this option, seeing such awards in the context of traditional 
Master programmes which had a 50% pass-mark and required 180 
credits at Level 4 (not 120); 

 
(iii) that the outcome of the new Core Regulations would be monitored 

but that Senate had approved the new framework and Boards of 
Examiners retained the right to exercise discretion. Marks should 



not be altered and any discretion, where used, should be carefully 
minuted; 

 
(iv) that there was a discussion about integrated Masters programmes 

across the sector as a whole and the University needed to retain 
strict control over the quality of such programmes; 

 
(v) that the regulation of integrated Masters programmes was relevant 

to a number of departments within the Faculty and their 
representatives were keen to be involved in any future discussions. 

 
(g) Minute 8(c) New Core Regulations  
 

Noted: that subsequent communication with the department had clarified 
that none of the students in the calculations put forward by the 
Department of Physics had failed modules at Level 2 and so the provision 
of resits was not an issue that needed to be factored in the calculations 
presented. 

 
14. ANNUAL REVIEW REPORTS 
 

Received: reports from the Deputy and Associate Deans on the Annual Review 
Reports submitted by departments in the Faculty of Science for 2002/2003. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/28 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Considered: any items of good practice identified by the Deputy and/or 
Associate Dean. 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that the Faculty supported the comment raised by one department 

regarding the “paperwork associated with QA”; 
 
(b) that it was good practice to involve students in the Annual Review if 

possible. In some cases departments paid for the travel costs incurred by 
students if the Annual Review was held outside of term time. 

 
15. STUDENT EXPERIENCE OF INDUCTION 
 

Received and Considered: comments from departmental staff-student 
committees on the induction process. 

(Document SSC/03/29 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the current system for registration would be used for June and 

October 2004 but would be revised for June 2005. While any new system 
would hopefully reduce the amount of queuing there would still need to 
be people available to deal with student queries; 

 
(b) that the information provided to students at induction needed to be 

carefully targeted and reduced if possible to prevent overloading 
students. It would be useful to consider what information students felt 
was essential; 

 



(c) that the accuracy of the timetable information was particularly important 
to students. It was important that departments provided up-to-date and 
accurate timetabling information to SPA. Once Syllabus Plus was 
implemented Mr B M Hodgson would continue to liaise with SPA to 
produce an online timetable. 

 
16. REPORTS FROM TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE 
 

[Secretary’s note: the full minutes of the Teaching and Learning Committee are 
available at http://www.dur.ac.uk/Committees/Teaching-and-Learning-
Committee] 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) Minute 7: Developmental Engagement in Environmental Sciences 
 

Received: prompts on the use of performance indicators in Annual 
Review for use at the end of 2003/4.  

(Document TLC SSC/03/30 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: that TLC has approved the prompts for departments on the use of 
performance indicators in Annual Review for use at the end of 2003/4. 
 
Considered: the format and range of statistics provided for Annual 
Review.  
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the data held by departments could vary from that held 

centrally in terms of methods of aggregation, eg. by cohort vs year 
of graduation; 

 
(ii) that Faculty TLC had previously commented that they would like to 

be able to request that information on programmes was provide 
separately or compounded; 

 
(iii) that Departments would like to see information correlating entry 

qualifications and achievement made available; 
 

(iv) a query as to whether the data currently provided, or held, by SPA 
would be able to answer all of the questions raised in the prompts. 

 
Agreed: that the representative from Physics would establish what 
information was available from HESA that might be of use to departments. 

(Action: TS) 
 

(b) Minute 10: Assessment Issues 
 

Received: TLC Minute 10, detailing TLC’s consideration of assessment 
issues. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/31 – filed with the minutes) 
 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/Committees/Teaching-and-Learning-Committee
http://www.dur.ac.uk/Committees/Teaching-and-Learning-Committee


Noted:  
 
(i) that the investigation of several appeals had revealed that a 

number of Boards of Examiners were inquorate. There was 
concern that this situation would be exacerbated for resit boards 
in September as few departments were seeking permission to 
operate a reduced quorum. This was an issue which would 
become more important from September 2004 when resit boards 
would also consider Level 2 marks which would contribute to final 
degree classification; 

 
(ii) that TLC had noted the need for information on practice at other 

institutions (See Document TLC SSC/03/38 for details); 
 

(iii) that the External Examiner should be consulted especially if a 
student has failed a Level 2 resit. 

 
(c) Minute 12: University Review of Mathematical Sciences 
 

Noted: that TLC had recommended to Senate the revalidation of the 
undergraduate programmes for six years with effect from October 2003. 

 
(d) Minute 13: University Review of Computer Science 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the University Review had been signed off as being 

satisfactorily completely; 
 
(ii) that TLC had thanked Dr Burd for her hard work in finalizing the 

departmental response to the review. 
 

(e) Minute 20, 41(c): Centres for Excellence in Teaching and Learning 
 

Received:  
 
(i) proposals from the HEFCE for the implementation of Centres of 

Excellence in Teaching and Learning as proposed in the White 
Paper; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/32 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(ii) TLC Minute 20(d) detailing TLC’s consideration of possible areas 

in which a bid could be made; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/33 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(iii) TLC Minute 41(c) detailing TLC’s discussion of possible bids to 

establish Centres for Excellence in Teaching and Learning. 
(Document TLC SSC/03/34 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Considered: possible areas for a CETL bid, in particular whether there is 
scope for a thematic bid across several departments. 

 



Noted: 
 
(i) the proposals outlined in Document TLC SSC/03/34. The 

University can only submit a limited number of bids and those that 
are collaborative are favoured;   

 
(ii) that the deadline for submission of applications is 23rd April 2004; 

 
(iii) that the Department of Physics was considering a bid based on 

their research-led teaching, team projects, MSci research and high 
TQA score. Dr D P Halliday was currently preparing the bid. 

 
[Secretary’s note: full information on how to submit a bid can be found at 
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/hefce/2004/cetl.asp] 
 

(f) Minute 24: Degree Classifications 
 

Received: TLC Minute 24 detailing TLC’s discussion of institutional 
degree classification procedures. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/35 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) TLC’s continuing discussion of degree classifications; 
 
(ii) that Faculty TLC would like to see further discussion on the 

weighting used for degree classification. 
 

(g) Minutes 26, 41(f): Examinations and Assessment Report 
 

Received:  
 
 
(i) the Examinations and Assessment Report from SPA for the 

assessment period 2002/3; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/36 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(ii) TLC Minute 26 detailing TLC’s discussion of the Examinations and 

Assessment report; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/37 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(iii) a table of quoracy arrangements; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/38 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(iv) TLC Minute 41(f) detailing TLC’s discussion of matters arising from 
the report; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/39 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(v) clarification from TLC’s Examinations and Assessment Adviser on 
issues surrounding anonymous consideration of students at Level 
1 by Boards of Examiners. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/40 – filed with the minutes) 
  

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/news/hefce/2004/cetl.asp


Noted:  
 

(i) that all staff, except the Professoriat, were required to participate 
in invigilation; 

 
(ii) TLC’s support for some of recommendations of the EAR. TLC had 

not approved the recommendation ‘that the new deadline [to apply 
for an examination concession], of two weeks before the end of 
the Epiphany Term, is enforced more strictly with the threat to 
students that if they fail to meet the deadline, their examination 
papers may not automatically appear in the special needs room’. 

 
(iii) that the following had submitted examinations papers more than 2 

weeks after the deadline: Biomedical Sciences (Queen’s Campus), 
Chemistry, Physics and Psychology; 

 
(iv) TLC’s concern about invigilation irregularities, late changes to the 

duration of examination papers (Chemistry, 1; Geological 
Sciences, 2) and errors in examination papers (Computer Science, 
1; Engineering, 3; Geological Sciences, 2; Physics, 1); 

 
(v) that departments should be reminded of the importance of 

continuing to make arrangements for students to obtain advice in a 
face-to-face meeting in the light of their results, now that students 
were able to obtain their results from the web. Pass lists would be 
published at noon to give students the opportunity to discuss their 
results with staff on the day that they were released; 

 
(vi) TLC’s discussion of Preliminary Board of Examiners with 

arrangements for this year and possible changes thereafter. 
Faculty TLC felt that as the Preliminary Board of Examiners was 
not using discretion that it was not necessary for the meeting to 
operate anonymously. However, TLC had ruled that all Preliminary 
Boards of Examiners must conduct their business anonymously; 

 
(vii) that departments would find it useful if they were able to enter a 

resit mark even if it was lower than the first attempt; 
 

Considered (with respect to TLC Minute 26(p) – (s)): 
 
(i) whether a reduced quoracy rule would be welcome for Boards of 

Examiners; 
 
(ii) whether that should be as a fixed percentage of the membership, 

as currently, and if so, at what percentage; 
 

(iii) whether quoracy should be defined by a core membership and, if 
so, what that should be. 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that some members of Faculty TLC felt if meetings were to be 

conducted anonymously then perhaps there was no longer a need 
for such an extended membership. It was proposed that the 
quoracy could be reduced to a lower percentage or defined as a 



subset of staff, including the Chair, the External Examiner and the 
Secretary, and that this could reduce the problems of inquorate 
meetings. Alternatively the subset could be 3 from 4, selected from 
the Chair, the Secretary, the Director of Undergraduate Studies 
and the Head of Department; 

 
(ii) that other members of Faculty TLC felt that Boards of Examiners 

were very important events, central to the teaching and learning 
activities of the University, and as such all members should be 
both expected and required to attend. Attendance could in fact be 
increased by insisting that quoracy was 100% of membership. The 
level of the quoracy could be considered indicative of the 
importance of the meeting and if the quoracy was divorced from 
the requirement to attend this could devalue the process for the 
majority of staff. A low quoracy could also bring into question the 
effectiveness of the anonymity of the process as the small subset 
would likely be aware of any illness or good cause affecting 
individual students; 

 
(iii) that many members of Faculty TLC act as external examiners at 

comparator universities and could enquire as to the practice at 
these institutions; 

 
(iv) that it was possible to apply to the Deputy Dean to operate with a 

reduced quoracy at the September Resit Board. The issue of 
quoracy could be considered more important at this meeting as 
decisions could be made that resulted in students being asked to 
withdraw from the University. 

 
(h) Minute 28, 41(h): Employability Strategy 
 

Received:  
 
(i) TLC Minute 28, detailing TLC’s consideration of a draft 

employability strategy; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/41 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(ii) TLC Minute 41(h), detailing TLC’s consideration of how to 

progress the implementation of the University’s Employability 
Strategy; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/42 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(iii) a copy of the University’s Employability Strategy. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/43 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Considered: what action can be taken by departments to support the 
strategy. 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the University was required to have in place an employability 

strategy; 
 
(ii) that the Strategy built on activities already in place and drew on 

the definition of learning outcomes for academic programmes. It 



did not require, or imply, that programmes should be revised to 
enhance employability or provide designated skills. 

 
Agreed: that it was important that colleagues were made aware of the 
strategy. 

(Action: all Faculty TLC representatives) 
 
(i) Minute 29: Teaching Quality Information Requirements 

 
Received:  
 
(i) TLC Minute 29 detailing TLC’s discussion of the final position on 

the publication of teaching quality information in line with the 
Cooke report; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/44 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(ii) a revised template for summaries of external examiners’ reports; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/45 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(iii) a revised template for summaries of internal review reports; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/46 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(iv) revised information to be sent to external examiners regarding 

requirements for publication of teaching quality information. 
(Document TLC SSC/03/47 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) the final position as detailed in TLC Minute 29; 
 
(ii) that the final requirements in respect of the publication of external 

examiners’ reports are less extensive than had been anticipated. It 
will not be necessary to appoint ‘lead examiners’ to co-ordinate a 
summary of comments on programmes; 

 
(iii) that external examiners would be asked to sign-off the standards 

in a department as acceptable. It would be helpful if external 
examiners provided notes of good practice in the programmes 
concerned for publication. 

 
(j) Minute 31: JISC Plagiarism Detection Service 

 
Received:  
 
(i) TLC Minute 31 detailing TLC’s discussion of the JISC service; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/48 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(ii) a note from the Deputy Academic Registrar on feedback from the 

departments piloting use of the JISC Plagiarism Detection Service. 
(Document TLC SSC/03/49 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) the value of the deterrent effect of the system, even though it 

would not be able to prevent all cases of plagiarism; 



(ii) that support in using the system would be provided by the JISC 
project office; 

 
(iii) that TLC agreed that the system be rolled out to all departments 

when resource was available in the Deputy Academic Registrar’s 
Office to do so, and not later than October 2004; 

 
(iv) that it would be valuable to block access to some ‘cheat-sites’ 

even though this could not provide a complete barrier to students 
accessing them; 

 
(v) that the web addresses of ‘cheat-sites’ should be passed to the 

Deputy Academic Registrar so that the ITS can be asked to 
consider blocking them. 

 
(k) Minute 45: Awards for Excellence in Teaching and Learning 

 
Reported: that awards for excellence in teaching and learning have been 
made to: 
 
(i) Dr J Fox, Department of History; 
 
(ii) Dr R Deazley, Department of Law; 

 
(iii) Dr I Hughes, Department of Physics; 

 
(iv) Dr S Jones, Department of Earth Sciences; 

 
(v) Dr K Boardman, ITS (Learning Technologies Team). 

 
Noted:  
 
(i) that Dr Fox, Dr Deazley and Dr Boardman have been invited to 

apply for NTFS awards in the categories of established staff, 
‘rising stars’ and learning support respectively; 

 
(ii) the congratulations to all award winners, especially Dr I Hughes 

and Dr S Jones from the Faculty of Science; 
 

(iii) that there had been a large number of excellent applications and 
people should be encouraged to apply for next year’s awards. 
Those considering applying are advised to talk to previous 
winners, of which there are many within the Science Faculty, for 
guidance. 

 
(l) Minute 54: Suspended Modules 

 
Reported: that TLC has requested that Faculty TLCs consider possible 
procedures for suspending modules. 
 
Consider: possible procedures for suspending modules. 
 



Noted: 
 
(i) that if modules where not taught for a long time and then 

reintroduced there could be quality assurance issues with the 
relevance and currency of the aims and learning outcomes; 

 
(ii) that a range of options could be employed to tackle the 

suspension of modules ranging from the automatic deletion of 
modules not running for a defined period to the automatic 
notification of modules that had not run for a defined period to the 
department. The latter could operate with departments either 
expected to confirm the withdrawal or to justify the retention of a 
module. 

 
Agreed: that Faculty TLC would support a procedure whereby 
departments would be sent a list of modules that had not run for two 
years and would then be expected to respond. 
 

(m) Minute 55: Resits at Level 2 
 

Received: TLC Minute 55 detailing TLC’s discussion of the issues 
surrounding resits at Level 2. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/50 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Considered: a draft Level 2 resit advice form. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/51 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) the amendments to the placement regulations and approval form 

with effect from October 2004 as detailed in TLC Minute 55; 
 
(ii) that students who failed 60 credits at Level 2 would be eligible to 

resit 40 credits chosen, according to the Core Regulations, “in light 
of advice from the department concerned and taking into account 
prerequisites for Level 3 of the Ordinary degree if required”. An 
amendment to the Core Regulations was necessary to enable 
those students who spent Level 2 studying away from the 
University to be offered the same resit opportunities as their peers 
who had not; 

 
(iii) that the resit advice form had been designed to guard against 

students appealing citing poor, or insufficient, advice. The number 
of students who would need to select modules to resit was 
expected to be very low; 

 
(iv) that the draft advice form incorrectly referred to the Sub-Dean as 

the Director of Natural Sciences; 
 

(v) that the majority of Faculty TLC felt that the use of such a form 
was being overly cautious and that it set a dangerous precedent in 
having a form for recording advice given to students. It was 
suggested that the confirmation that suitable advice had been 
given or declined, to indicate adherence to the Core Regulations, 
could be included as part of the resit registration form. 



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

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the report from the Natural Sciences Management Committee was 

included on the agenda as a standing item because TLC had decided 
that while the Management Committee should no longer be a sub-
committee of Science Faculty TLC, it should still report to the 
committee; 

 
(ii) that the Sub-Dean felt that the Management Committee held no status if 

it was not a sub-committee of Faculty TLC and that such a decision did 
not reflect the importance of Natural Sciences to the Science Faculty. 

 
Agreed: that in future the Sub-Dean would like to see Natural Sciences issues 
raised under Departmental Business. 

 
18. INDUCTION OF POSTGRADUATES ENGAGED IN TEACHING AND 

DEMONSTRATING 
 

Received:  
 
(a) a presentation from Mr Peter Hughes on the Induction of Postgraduates 

engaged in Teaching and Demonstrating; 
 
(b) TLC Minute 37 detailing TLC’s discussion of a report from Professor 

Meyer on the October 2003 induction sessions for postgraduates 
engaged in teaching and demonstrating; 

(Document TLC SSC/03/52 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(c) a feedback report from Professor Meyer on the induction programme; 
(Document TLC SSC/03/53 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(d) a report from Professor Meyer on the content of the programme. 

 (Document TLC SSC/03/54 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: by Mr P Hughes: 
 
(a) that the central induction provided presentations from various university 

services as well as sessions on assessment and learning and teaching to 
a large number of students with a breadth of disciplinary interests. It was 
difficult, however, to encourage students to engage in a process where 
they were forced to sign in and out and the large numbers prevented 
interaction; 

 
(b) that new students often found it difficult to comprehend the distinction 

between assessment and feedback; 
 

(c) that some feedback had suggested that Health and Safety issues were 
being replicated, and were more effective, at departmental training. 
However, departments should consider how they can augment, 
complement or build upon the central sessions, which provide essential 
information, as these were compulsory for all students. 

 



Noted:  
 

(a) the discussion of TLC;  
 
(b) that departments are requested to disseminate feedback to 

postgraduates and maintain follow-up support;  
 
(c) that the Postgraduate Dean would consider the programme in discussion 

with Associate Deans as an aspect of PhD training; 
 

(d) a query from one member of Faculty TLC about the procedure for 
students who arrive in January. Postgraduates are able to teach and 
demonstrate by concession if they have not attended the central 
induction. However, the concession request would need to include details 
of other suitable training; 

 
(e) that the central programme does not cover fieldwork specifically and so 

departments may want to provide their own sessions, either 
independently or collaboratively; 

 
(f) that there was a concern that the material covered could be seen as 

defensive, where for example it covered legal issues, while other aspects 
could be dealt with more appropriately later on when the postgraduates 
had a better understanding of their role. It was important to remember 
that the central sessions were induction, and not training, and that there 
were other sessions available to those doing a significant amount of 
teaching. The induction session on teaching was mainly aimed at student 
learning but does include some practical advice; 

 
(g) that it was important that the names of only those students who would be 

teaching were put forward for the course. In some departments 
postgraduates are expected to participate in demonstrating as part of 
their general training and so the names of all students would be put 
forward for the course. 

 
19. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Module Capping 
 

Reported: that module caps must be approved annually and that any 
department wishing to cap a module should send their application to the 
Faculty Support Administrator, together with a rationale and an 
explanation of how any approved cap would be filled. 
 
Agreed: that a list of approved caps for each department from the current 
academic year would be sent to the relevant Faculty TLC representative 
asking if the cap was to remain for the next academic year. 

(Action: AU) 
 



20. REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN BY THE DEPUTY DEAN AND ASSOCIATE 
DEAN 

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

(Document TLC SSC/03/55 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Sub-Dean would like to see summary information of the new and 

change module proformas approved by the Deputy and Associate Deans; 
 
(b) that all departments were reminded that they were responsible for 

communicating the impact of any curriculum development to the relevant 
department(s); 

 
(c) that the information supplied in the field ‘reason for change’ was not 

intended for publication and often gave contextual information such as 
staff research leave or quality assurance matters that would provide little 
information as to the nature of the change. 

 
Agreed: that the Secretary would make enquiries regarding the provision of 
increased information in the Dean’s action report. 

(Action: AU) 
 
(Secretary’s Note: that the majority of curriculum development had now been 
received and entered onto the Undergraduate Section’s tracking database. It 
would therefore not be possible to publish more detailed information regarding 
the nature of change module proformas for the current cycle. However, the 
Undergraduate Section would need to be able to identify the fields in the 
database which had been amended once the module outline system had been 
implemented and it could then be possible to provide any interested parties 
with management information reports on the types of changes made.) 

  
21. DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
 

(a) Free Electives 
 

Considered: a letter from Prof Unsworth regarding ‘free-electives’ at Level 
1. 

(Document TLC SSC/03/56 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that students should not be required to study more than modules to 

the value of 80 credits from a single department during Level 1. 
Some departments required students to take specified further 
modules outside the department because of accreditation 
requirements. However, all departments offer at least 20 credits of 
free choice; 

 
(ii) that it was often difficult to find ‘elective’ modules that fit with a 

science-subject timetable; 
 



(iii) that in Syllabus Plus it would be possible to request timetable 
compatibility for certain modules; 

 
(iv) that it was difficult to ascertain what students would like to study 

given that their choices have previously been restricted. 
 

Agreed:  
 
(i) that information was needed on those modules which were ‘suitable 

for all’; 
(Action: all Faculty TLC representatives) 

 
(ii) that Faculty TLC affirmed their support for the principle that students 

should be able to study outside their home department in Level 1. 
 

(b) Concessions and Pre-Requisites 
 

Noted: that Departments should ensure that their pre-requisites are 
correct and truly reflect the requirements of the module. In considering 
requests for concessions for students wishing to take modules for which 
they had not studied the necessary prerequisite modules, the Deputy 
Dean would seek evidence that the students had otherwise met the 
required learning outcomes. 

  
22. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported: that the next meeting of the Committee would be held at 9.15am on 
05 May 2004 in the Council Room, University Office.   
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