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M I N U T E S 

 
28. MINUTES 
 

Confirmed: the Minutes of the meeting held 23 February 2005, subject to the 
following amendment: 
 
(a) Minute 16(a) Noted (a) to read: Noted: that the following departments 

make use of viva voce examinations at undergraduate level: 
Mathematical Sciences, Earth Sciences, Physics, Chemistry, Biological 
and Biomedical Sciences; 

(Document TLC SSC/04/89 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: that the Minutes of the above meeting were forwarded to TLC for 
consideration at its meeting held on 25 April 2005. 
 

29. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 16(c): Degree Classification 
 

Received:  
 
(i) a report on the consideration of degree classification from the 

Department of Chemistry; 
 
(ii)  a document from the Department of Chemistry illustrating 

performance in Level 1 examinations compared with A-level points 
on entry. 

(Document TLC SSC/04/102 – Tabled at the Meeting and Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: that the department’s consideration of results at Level 1 was part 
of its comprehensive review of student performance, which would 



include degree classification, and would be completed in June 2005. 
Faculty TLC looked forward to receiving this report in due course. 

 
(b) Minute 16(h): New Core Regulations 

 
Received and considered: reports from departments who offer 
Undergraduate Masters degrees on Boards of Studies’ views on the 
progression requirements for such degrees at the end of Level 2. 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that progression regulations, giving exceptions to the Core 

Regulations,  for the School of Engineering had been approved, 
only after the School had demonstrated that they were essential 
for accreditation. The School did not, therefore, feel able to 
support the proposal from the Department of Physics; 

 
(ii) that the Department of Chemistry had found comparator 

departments required 50%, 55% and 60% to progress from Level 
2 to 3 of an integrated Masters. However, in one case (55%) 
discretion could be used if a student fell below the threshold. The 
Department did not feel an increase in the threshold at Level 2 at 
Durham would be necessary but would support the request for 
compensation being allowed at Level 3 in integrated Masters; 

 
(iii) that the Department of Earth Sciences had found comparator 

departments required 40%, 55% and 60% to progress from Level 
2 to 3 and in one case 60% to progress from Level 3 to 4. The 
Department felt that with the research-intensive orientation of 
Level 4 of their programme a higher hurdle would ensure that 
students had the required high-level of motivation to proceed and 
succeed; 

 
(iv) that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences were 

‘interested observers’ in the discussion as they were in the early 
stages of considering offering an integrated Masters degree. They 
felt it was important to be aligned with comparator institutions; 

 
(v) that the integrated Masters in Natural Sciences were relatively 

new. The programme would support a higher hurdle at Level 2, as 
proposed by the Department of Physics, or allowing 
compensation at Level 3; 

 
(vi) that the Department of Mathematical Sciences supported the 

request for an increased progression requirement at Level 2 and 
felt that a higher hurdle would help with the spread of marks 
common in their subject area; 
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Agreed:  
 
(i) that the views of Faculty TLC should be fed into the review of the 

new Core Regulations which would take place when the first 
cohort of students on them had graduated; 

 
(ii) that department’s should look at their examination results very 

carefully this year and consider the issue of progression this 
summer to contribute to the review of the Core Regulations. 

 
(c) Minute 17: Annual Review 

 
Received and considered: the Deputy Dean’s report on Annual Review. 

       (Document TLC SSC/04/90 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: that the minutes of the Annual Review for the Department of 
Chemistry had still not been received by the Deputy Dean. The 
Departmental representative was unable to confirm when these would 
be completed. 

 
(d) Minute 18(g): Faculty of Science Teaching and Learning Sub-Committee 

 
Reported: that the Head of SPA was currently investigating the 
possibility of MEH/MEF flags being introduced at Level 2. 

 
(e) Minute 18(o): Members of University Review Team 

 
Reported: that Dr Howard Armstrong and Prof Jon Davidson have 
volunteered to train as University Review Panel members. 

 
(f) Minute 18(s): External Examiners’ Report Forms 

 
Considered: whether any external examiners have agreed to participate 
in the pilot for on-line submission. 
 
Noted: that there were no volunteers willing to participate in the pilot. 

 
(g) Minute 26(a): Departmental Business - Natural Sciences 

 
Reported: that the proposal from Science Faculty TLC to award the 
Ordinary Degree with merit and distinction was considered at the 
meeting of TLC held on 25 April 2005. 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that while the proposal had received some support at University 

TLC it had not been approved. There was some concern that the 
notion of an Ordinary Degree being awarded with a distinction was 
contradictory; 
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(ii) that University TLC had agreed that the proposal, based on a paper 
from Science TLC, should be considered as part of the review of 
the new Core Regulations; 

 
(iii) that Faculty TLC felt that being able to offer an Ordinary degree 

with Merit was a useful way of motivating students. 
 

Agreed: that the Sub-Dean would revise the proposal in light of the 
comments received from University TLC and submit it with the full suport 
of Faculty TLC to inform the review of the new Core Regulations. 

(Action: DJR) 
 

(h) Minute 26(b): Departmental Business - Department of Psychology 
 

Reported: that departments wishing to timetable the same examination 
at both campuses should ensure that their examination co-ordinator 
identifies this requirement in the spreadsheet that they submit to SPA in 
December. 

 
30. 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] 
 

(a) Minute 77: Undergraduate Admissions Training Programme 
 

Received:  a proposal for a training programme for undergraduate 
admissions tutors.  

(Document TLC/SSC/04/91 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted:  that the proposed programme was approved by TLC and details 
had already been circulated. It was only a requirement to train the 
admissions officer. 

 
(b) Minute 78: Level 2 Entry 
 

Received:   
 

(i) TLC minute 78 concerning Level 2 entry; 
                         (Document TLC/SSC/04/92 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

(ii) a form to request Level 2 entry which would ensure that 
departments verify that the entrant would be able to take the 
standard Level 2 programme; 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/93 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

(iii) a proposed form of words for the concession letter for Level 2 entry 
to make this clear to the student. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/94 – Filed with the Minutes) 
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Noted:  
 
(i) that Teaching and Learning Committee approved the form for 

immediate use. It would ensure that students who entered directly 
into Level 2 were able to take the normal programme at Levels 2 
and 3. This would make explicit an existing implicit assumption; 

 
(ii) that the Sub-Dean was concerned that the form would have 

consequences for Natural Sciences admissions. 
 
(c) Minute 79: Teaching Quality Information (TQI) 

 
Considered: a report from the Deputy Academic Registrar on the current 
position on TQI, including the University’s TQI site which was now live. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/95 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: that the response rate for the National Student Survey had 
exceeded 50% in many areas. 

 
(d) Minute 80: University Timetable 
 

Received: TLC minute 80 detailing discussion of the University 
Timetable. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/96 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) TLC’s discussion; 
 
(ii) that there was nothing untoward regarding Noted (e) of TLC 

Minute 80, “that the broad scope of the Natural Sciences 
programme should be reviewed”; 

 
(iii) that Biology and Chemistry did not feel that the initial timetable 

drafts that they had received were very accurate and were working 
with SPA to produce further drafts. 

 
(e) Minute 81: Joint and Dual Awards 

 
Received:  TLC minute 81 on joint and dual awards. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/97 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted:   
 
(i) TLC’s discussion of Joint and Dual Awards; 
 
(ii) that departments should talk to the Pro Vice-Chancellor for 

Teaching and Learning before initiating any discussions on joint 
and dual awards. 

 5



(f) Minute 83: New Programme Approval: BSc Molecular Medicine 
 

Reported:  that Senate had approved the introduction of the intercalated 
BSc in Molecular Medicine (as a one year programme within the MBBS 
provision) with effect from October 2005. (Senate Minute 186 refers) 

 
(g) Minute 84:  Submission of Masters Programme Dissertations 
 

Received: TLC minute 84 concerning the Submission of Masters 
Programme Dissertations. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/98 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 
Considered: whether the deadline for submission of dissertations for 
postgraduate programmes in the Faculty should be brought forward. 
 
Noted: TLC’s discussion of the Deadline, especially Noted (c), that it 
was inappropriate for an academic decision to be driven by the needs of 
college accommodation. However, it was necessary to be able to offer 
accommodation to applicants on their arrival.  

 
Agreed: that departments should consider whether the date can be 
moved. 

(Action: all departmental representatives) 
 
(h) Minute 86: Postgraduate Assessment  

 
Noted: that the Policy on the Quality Assurance of Assessment 
(Teaching and Learning Handbook Section 6.1.4.15) now covers 
postgraduate programmes. 

 
(i) Minute 88: External Examiner Reports 
 

Considered:  the proposal that the marking of Level 1 work and the 
associated Boards of Examiners meetings be completed after the end of 
the Easter term to provide more time at an earlier stage for marking 
Final Honours work. 

 
Noted:   

 
(i) that a number of external examiners have complained about the 

shortage of time to mark student work and finalise the results 
before the end of the Easter term; 

 
(ii) that it would be possible to relieve the situation by deferring the 

announcement of Level 1 examination results until after the start of 
the vacation, as is the case in many other universities. Moving the 
date would only change when the work was completed, it would 
not remove the need to do the work; 
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(iii) that academic staff acknowledged that May and June were 
extremely busy months; 

 
(iv) that Earth Sciences and Biological Sciences would not support the 

proposal as it would cause difficulties for the field trips that they 
organised. 

 
Agreed: the proposal that the marking of Level 1 work and the associated 
Boards of Examiners meetings be completed after the end of the Easter term 
was not supported. 
 

31. DUSSD 
 

Considered: a paper from Mrs H Osborne (DUSSD) on the assessment 
procedure for students with disabilities.   

(Document TLC/SSC/04/99 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that students were only known to the Service if they had made a 

declaration on their UCAS form or if they reported to the Centre when 
they were at Durham; 

 
(b) that the term dyslexia covers a wide range of difficulties; 

 
(c) that diagnoses were conducted by an educational psychologist, 

following a referral by DUSSD staff. Students would then receive a 
psychological assessment which detailed their particular strengths and 
weaknesses. DUSSD makes recommendations based on these for 
departments to consider. DUSSD was planning to revise the style of the 
assessments to make them shorter and with more specific 
recommendations; 

 
(d) that some universities, but not Durham, allow a ‘sticker system’ which 

identifies the work of a dyslexic student when it is being marked. 
Durham University’s policy is to allow extra time in examinations for 
dyslexic students. Students who do not feel that the extra time allocated 
has been sufficient to take account of their disability can submit a 
mitigating circumstances form together with appropriate evidence; 

 
(e) that departments often found it difficult to manage the expectations of 

students with dyslexia. Departments should seek to make ‘reasonable 
adjustments’ in response to the recommendations from DUSSD. Placing 
lecture slides on DUO was considered to be very helpful; 

 
(f) that dyslexic students are entitled to apply to their LEA for a disabled 

students’ allowance. These are available to help cover any additional 
costs which arise as a direct result of the disability. 
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32. PDPs 
 

Considered: feedback from departments on staff and student experiences 
with creating and using PDPs. 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Department of Chemistry had circulated a PDP questionnaire to 

all students in Levels 1 and 2. It had received only 5 replies; 
 
(b) that students in the School of Engineering were aware of the availability 

of PDPs but were not using them; 
 

(c) that the DSU representative did not feel that there was widespread use 
of PDPs by students; 

 
(d) that Earth Sciences and Physics felt that the use of PDPs this year had 

been affected by the difficulties with the timetable. The former had noted 
a great interest in them in the first year of availability; 

 
(e) that the Department of Earth Sciences had found material from their 

accrediting body very useful for PDPs; the use of PDPs was also 
supported by their industrial advisers; 

 
(f) that students needed support from their department to engage with 

PDPs. The colleges played a useful role in monitoring students’ overall 
progress and development, and some members of Faculty TLC felt that 
the colleges could play a greater role in the use of PDPs; 

 
(g) that that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences had noted 

that some of the links on the PDP website did not work with Mozilla. 
 
33. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINES 
 

(a) Module Outline Checking 
 
Reported: that the deadline for checking the Faculty Handbook drafts of 
the module outlines was midnight on Friday 6 May 2005. The tracking 
system indicated that most departments had begun looking at their 
modules. The School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences and the 
Department of Psychology had not yet begun the checking process. 

 
34. 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/04/100 – Filed with the Minutes) 
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35. TEACHING AND LEARNING FORUM 
 

Reported: that at the workshop on developing a departmental teaching and 
learning strategy a number of participants suggested that an informal ‘forum’ 
at which Faculty Teaching and Learning Committee members, or their 
nominees, could meet to discuss approaches to teaching and learning issues 
would be helpful. The Academic Staff Development Officer has proposed the 
establishment of a Faculty Teaching and Learning forum with two meetings 
over lunch per year, one towards the end of the Michaelmas term, and one 
towards the end of the Epiphany term, the meetings to be focused upon 
issues relevant to the Faculty and where appropriate to involve external 
facilitators. Where issues of generic important arise at the Faculty forums, 
they would be showcased in a University forum to be held at the end of the 
Easter term. 

 
Considered: whether the establishment of such a forum would be helpful and 
the type of issues that it might be helpful to discuss. 
 
Noted: that it would be helpful to discuss the following topics at the forum: 
 
(a) linking teaching with research; 
 
(b) effective use of postgraduate students for teaching and demonstrating; 

 
(c) efficient assessment; 

 
(d) bringing new technologies into teaching and learning; 

 
(e) efficient dissemination of good practice; 

 
(f) web-based assessment. 
 

36. DEPARTMENTAL REPRESENTATION ON PRELIMINARY HONOURS 
EXAMINATION BOARDS 

 
Received: the schedule for departmental representation for Preliminary 
Honours examination board meetings for June 2005 – September 2006. 

(Document TLC/SSC/04/101 – Filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the meetings would involve two representatives from the Science 

Faculty and one from outside; 
 
(b) that departments not represented at the actual meeting would need to 

have a representative available for contact during the meeting if queries 
arose. 
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(c) that the schedule proposed was not correct as some departments were 
unrepresented while others were attending more than one meeting   

 
Agreed: that Faculty TLC agreed with the schedule in principle but felt that 
the allocation of departments needed to be more even. 

(Action: MJE) 
 
37. DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
 

(a) University Timetable 
 

Noted:  
 
(i) deep concern from some members of Faculty TLC over progress 

with the University Timetable; 
 
(ii) that the project group, of which the Sub-Dean was a member, was 

due to meet on Monday 09 May. A clear plan with deadlines was in 
place; 

 
(iii) that the necessary data had been collected from departments. 

Where problems with the data had been identified SPA had 
contacted the departments to discuss this. Verification timetables 
were then produced for each department in isolation for checking. 
These timetables, once corrected, would then be combined to 
create the University timetable; 

 
(iv) that one member felt that some useful facilities had been removed 

from the data entry tool without consultation; 
 

(v) that a feedback questionnaire was currently being circulated; 
 

(vi) that Dr Clare Woodward was the Faculty Timetable Co-ordinator. 
 

Agreed: departments with concerns should liaise with the Faculty Timetable 
Co-ordinator. 

 
38. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported: that the next meeting of the Sub-Committee would be held in the 
Michaelmas term 2005 at a date and venue to be arranged.   
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