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M I N U T E S 

 
25. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting held 18 October 2006;       (Document TLC/SSC/06/33) 
 

Reported:  that the minutes of the above meeting were forwarded to TLC for consideration at 
its meeting held 15 November 2006; 
 
Received:  TLC Minute 45, detailing TLC’s consideration of the minutes of the meeting. 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/34) 
 
26. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 4(a): Science into Schools 
 
 Received: an update on the status of the proposals for a faculty-wide series of Science 
 into Schools modules; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/35) 
 
(b) Minute 5: Graduate Destinations 
 
 Considered: any issues arising from the further data provided to departments following 
 the last meeting of Faculty TLC; 
 
 Reported: that, following further consideration of the data over a number of years, 
 departments had noted that the statistics for both male and female unemployment 
 fluctuated significantly on a year-by-year basis, and confirmed that there were no consistent 
 issues  to raise regarding the employment of male graduates; 
 
(c) Minute 8(b): Exams Across Two Campuses 
 
 Reported:  
 

(i) that following the concern expressed by Science Faculty TLC that it was not always the 
case that a module taught on both campuses was being examined on both campuses, 
SPA had confirmed that in 2006 all modules taught on both campuses were examined 
at both Durham and Queen’s. There were modules taught at one campus and taken by 
students primarily based at the other campus, and SPA policy in such circumstances 
was that modules taught at one campus were examined once, at the campus at which 
they were taught; 
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(ii) that this issue was the subject ongoing discussion between the Chair of TLC and the 
Senior Deputy Dean of Science; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that SPA had confirmed that exams would not be scheduled across two campuses for 

modules taught in only Durham or Stockton; 
 
(ii) that the lack of cross-campus scheduling caused students unacceptable stress; 

 
(iii) that the Department of Psychology was exploring the possibility of providing transport 

to and from exams. However, there were further issues associated with this solution, 
such as the action that should be taken if students had not turned up at the meeting 
point at the allotted time; 

 
(iv) that it was not clear why SPA could not schedule exams across the two campuses. The 

TLC minutes had simply stated that SPA would not do it. Faculty TLC believed that 
SPA was a support department and should seek to alleviate the reasonable concerns 
of departments and students where possible. This did not appear to be happening in 
this instance; 

 
(v) that Psychology would forewarn students that they would have to travel between 

campuses for their exams when they were choosing their third year modules; however, 
there were some concerns that this could have a negative impact on NSS scores; 

 
(vi) that it might be possible for departments to take on some responsibility for scheduling  

exams where those exams would be held on two campuses; 
 

(vii) that it was not clear how many students would be affected. Natural Sciences and 
Psychology students could both take modules across campuses, as could a number of 
students in Social Sciences departments such as Anthropology and Human Sciences; 

 
Agreed: that this was an issue for the faculty, not just one department. Faculty TLC felt the 
response of SPA was unacceptable and urged further consideration of the issue; 

(Action: MJE) 
 

(d) Other Matters 
 
 Reported: that no further matters were arising from the minutes of the meeting held 18 
 October 2006.  
 

27. CHAIR’S BUSINESS 
 
(a) Excellence in Teaching & Learning Awards 
 
 Reported: that the following people were successful in receiving an Excellence in Teaching 
 Award: 
 

(i) Dr Stuart-Jones and Dr Paula Martin (Earth Sciences); 
(ii) Dr Steven Abel (Mathematics); 

 
 Noted: 
 

(i) that Dr. Abel had received his award for developing a system for identifying 
weaknesses in incoming students’ core mathematical skills, and then supporting those 
students with an extra-modular programme where key maths skills were taught (BUYS: 
Brush up Your Skills); 

 
(ii) that the breadth of study at A-level meant that some core maths skills were not being 

developed by all students; 
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(iii) that students were sent workbooks following their A-level results. These workbooks 

highlighted any significant areas of core maths which students had not covered in their 
A-level syllabus; 

 
(iv) that on arrival at Durham, students attended a series of workshops where their core 

skills were further developed; 
 

(v) that, in the future, Dr. Abel would like to extend this project to students across the 
faculty. Many departments already offered some tutoring in basic maths skills, and 
might usefully share this good practice;  

 
Agreed: that the faculty was supportive of these proposals and recommended that they be 
considered in more detail at a later date; 

(Action: AR) 
 
(b) Postgraduate Demonstrators 
 
 Reported:  that departments were reminded of the need to ensure that all Postgraduate 
 Demonstrators completed both the on-line and face-to-face training sessions before they 
 began demonstrating. Over 50 postgraduates in the faculty had not done so and 
 consequently could not be paid; 
 

Noted: that some representatives felt that this problem might be alleviated if more face-to-
face training sessions were offered. It was possible that students were unable to attend 
these sessions; however, this did not explain why a large number of students had failed to 
complete the on-line training.  

 
SECTION A 

 
28. NSS DATA 
 

Received:  
 
(a) an oral presentation from the Deputy Academic Registrar; 
 
(b) analysis of the nature of ‘student satisfaction’; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/32) 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that the Survey was to take place from 22 January 2007; 

 
(b) that Durham was participating in sections 6 (feedback from students), 9 (workload), 10 

(assessment) and 11 (learning community) of the additional survey questions; 
 

(c) that departments were to encourage students to complete the survey but not, in any way, 
seek to influence their responses; 

 
(d) that the two key benefits of a successful drive to increase NSS scores would be more 

content students, and an increase in the external perceptions of the value of the Durham 
student experience; 

 
(e) that focussing purely on league table results was neither desirable nor sensible. It was not 

clear that any changes would have short-term benefits in terms of NSS scores, as it was 
estimated that it would take 2-3 years for innovations to produce significantly improved 
results; 
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(f) that the sector as a whole was concerned with the comparatively low scores for feedback 
and assessment. This area was likely to be the main focus for enhancement within Higher 
Education as the lowest scores were the easiest to improve upon; 

 
(g) that Durham had performed comparatively well in the survey, as had been expected. The 

University had to continue to drive enhancement; however, as innovations and 
developments across the sector were likely to push the benchmarks for good and 
acceptable indicators of student satisfaction ever higher;   

 
(h) that Professor Mike Prosser, Director of Research at the HEA,  had argued that the key to 

the issue of student satisfaction was aligning what a department did with what students 
perceived they did. This position was clarified in the supporting documentation; 

 
(i) that instances where this did not occur could be demonstrated as much by the ‘outliers’, 

those students giving scores of 1 or 2 out of 5, as by the average spread of all scores; 
 

(j) that Professor Prosser preferred to term the NSS a survey of the student experience, rather 
than one of student satisfaction; 

 
(k) that when taking an overview of the student learning perspective, the starting point was a 

combination of the starting characteristics of the student, and the programme and 
departmental learning context. The end point was the student learning outcomes; however, 
the route between the two took into consideration both students’ approaches to, and 
perceptions of, the learning process. It was important to note that there was no direct line 
from the departmental learning context to the student learning outcomes, and that the two 
stages would always be filtered by student perceptions. If students did not understand why 
they were doing what they were doing, they would not fully understand what they were 
doing;  

 
(l) that if the student perception of feedback was a significant contributory factor to the 

relatively low NSS scores that the sector had received in this area, then increasing the 
amount of feedback would not necessarily yield an equivalent increase in the NSS scores; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that if students did not understand why they were doing what they were doing, they might 

adopt a surface learning approach. Alternatively, students might not have understood why 
they were doing what they were doing because they had adopted a surface learning 
approach; 

 
(b) that students could demonstrate deep learning in one module or context, and surface 

learning in another. This was a problem necessarily exacerbated by the discrete modular 
system, and it meant that while it was possible to test students to see whether they were 
predominantly deep or surface learners in any one context, it was difficult, and potentially 
unfair, to the use this information as the basis for any wider conclusions about students’ 
general or predominant learning styles; 

 
(c) that some methods of assessment tended to encourage surface learning. At Level 1 it was 

sometimes necessary to test surface learning, for example, to ensure that the knowledge 
required to underpin further study had been successfully developed. This was particularly 
important for those departments which did not require students to have an A-level in their 
chosen subject of study. However, this was supported to some extent by the University’s 
degree weighting structure, as Level 1 modules did not count towards a student’s final 
degree classification unless they were taken after the first year of study; 

 
(d) that it was possible to develop most types of assessment to ensure that deep learning was 

encouraged and examined. MCQs, for example, could include questions on the 
relationships between statements, such as whether two statements had a relationship and, 
if so, whether that relationship was true or false. The preparation of these questions was 
not straightforward, but they did allow lecturers to compare student marks on surface and 
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deep learning aspects of the assessment. Such information could form the basis of the 
further development of the module concerned; 

 
(e) that where this kind of deep learning assessment was used it was helpful to give examples 

of questions that students would face in advance of the tests themselves. In some 
departments, where open-book exams were offered it had been necessary to hold a mock 
examination to enable students to differentiate between knowledge and the application of 
knowledge; 

 
(f) that closed book exams often encouraged the regurgitation of knowledge; 

 
(g) that in closed book exams in some departments, the students who simply regurgitated 

knowledge were the ones who received pass marks at the third and threshold level. Other 
departments attempted to ensure that students did not focus on committing facts to 
memory by providing them with all of the relevant equations in exam situations.  It was not 
apparent whether regurgitated knowledge had any significant practical or academic value; 

 
(h) that some staff were aware of exams with word rather than time or equipment limits. 

Students could take as long as they wanted, and use whatever support materials they 
needed, but they could only write, for instance, 500 words. Similarly, some staff set area-
restricted questions, where the limited amount of space ensured that students had to 
synthesise their ideas mentally before committing them to paper; 

 
(i) that staff did not have the time to develop assessment-specific assessment criteria in full; 

however, this kind of development would facilitate the differentiation between surface and 
deep learning; 

 
(j) that some departments had developed detailed assessment-specific assessment criteria at 

Level 3; however, the encouragement of, and support for, deep learning needed to begin at 
Level 1. This was an important aspect of facilitating the transition from A-level to degree-
level study. A-level study tended to encourage surface learning; 

 
(k) that encouraging a deep learning approach to degree-level study was an issue that could 

usefully be explored during the departmental induction process; 
 

(l) that it was clear that there were many innovative developments within the faculty, and that 
departments had taken significant steps to promote the importance of deep learning. What 
was not clear was the extent to which students were aware of this; 

 
(m) that the issue was clearly one of quality enhancement. Durham did not have significant 

problems with regard to the student experience; however, it would like to improve its 
performance by further raising both the satisfaction levels of its students, and the external 
perceptions of the University and the quality of student experience it provided; 

 
(n) that, given the volume of students at the University, and the low range of numbers in the 

survey, relatively low increases in NSS scores would be a significant achievement; 
 
Agreed:  
 
(a) that the Deputy Academic Registrar be thanked for providing a useful presentation and 

facilitating the detailed discussion that followed; 
 
(b) that departmental representatives would further discuss some of these issues within their 

departments in order to fully make use of the insights gained. 
(Action: All Reps) 

 
29. UNIVERSITY TEACHING AND LEARNING STRATEGY 
 

Received:  
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(a) TLC Minute 55, detailing the current status of the Learning and Teaching Strategy and the 
proposed schedule for the approval of a revised Learning and Teaching Strategy; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/36) 
 

(b) a revised draft of the University Learning and Teaching Strategy; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/37) 

         
Reported: the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Student Experience) was preparing a paper for submission 
to the review of Senate on TLC and its sub-committees. This document would be circulated to 
members of TLC for comment as soon as possible; 

 
Considered: any comments arising from the revised draft of the University Learning and 
Teaching Strategy; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the purpose or content of a faculty Learning and Teaching Strategy was not clear from 

the document. The teaching and learning strategies of the departments that made up the 
faculty were understandably diverse, and it would be difficult to draw out key strategic aims. 
The document did not make it clear whether the strategy was intended to be a bridging 
document between the University and departmental teaching and learning strategies;   

 
(b) that if the faculty Learning and Teaching Strategy was to be of benefit to the faculty and the 

University it would need to contain information that was not just a cut-and-paste summary 
of the departmental teaching and learning strategies; 

 
(c) that the University Learning and Teaching Strategy did not mention departmental teaching 

and learning strategies. The faculty considered these to be valuable documents that were 
necessary to ensure the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of teaching and 
learning at a departmental level; 

 
(d) that delegating too much responsibility to faculty-level could lead to a situation where the 

three faculties were operating independently of each other. It was essential that University 
TLC continued to have overall responsibility for core University business, and that the remit 
of faculty TLCs was carefully defined to ensure that a consistent approach was maintained 
where appropriate; 

 
(e) that Faculty TLC was felt by members to be a valuable committee. If it became 

overburdened with routine business it would not have time to fully consider appropriate 
strategic issues at faculty level; 

 
(f) that section 4.1 of the document referred to the stated aim that the University would 

‘continue to ensure that all those with the ability have the opportunity to benefit from 
learning and teaching at Durham and are supported appropriately to build towards 
success.’ The faculty was concerned that this statement was misleading as Durham’s 
status as a selecting institution with a limited student intake meant that it was unable to 
ensure that all applicants with the ability could benefit from Durham. Some concern was 
also expressed that the appropriate level of support was not defined; 

 
(g) that section 5.7.2 of the document suggested that responsibility for PDPs would be passed 

to the Colleges; 
 

Agreed: 
  
(a) that the faculty was not convinced of the need for a faculty Learning and Teaching Strategy, 

and did not wish to see this document supplant the departmental teaching and learning 
strategies; 

 
(b) that the faculty did not wish to see the current valuable role of Faculty Teaching and 

Learning Subcommittee diluted by too much devolved responsibility for routine business. 
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30. WORKING GROUP ON UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
 

Received:  
 

(a) the consultation document on the principles and options for a joint teaching-research review 
process; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/38) 
 

(b) TLC Minute 56, detailing TLC’s consideration of the consultation document; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/39) 

 
Considered: the principles and options for a joint teaching-research review process; 
 
Agreed: that it would be most appropriate for the faculty to consider the principles and options 
on an individual basis and from the perspective of teaching and learning rather than research; 
 
(a) Main aims of the process: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome the views of departments and faculties 
on the issues which would make trust difficult to secure and the most appropriate means of 
address these issues; 

 
 Noted: 
 

(i) that as the University already had a system of teaching reviews, this was primarily a 
research issue. However, departments had undergone ‘mock’ RAE assessments 
without significant problems arising; 

 
(ii) that departments reviewed under the new ELR process had so far found them to be a 

non-confrontational and beneficial process; 
 

Agreed: that the faculty did not foresee significant problems arising with regard to trust; 
  
(b) Review team membership including chairmanship: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome comments on the most appropriate 
membership of review teams; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that as the current teaching-and-learning-only reviews did not require the presence of a 

Pro-Vice Chancellor, it was not clear why a review involving research would. Adding 
PVCs to the review team membership was likely to significantly complicate diary dates 
and, as the PVCs would rotate, no one person would gain a full overview of the faculty;  

 
(ii) that the Dean would have more overall knowledge of the faculty than a PVC. The Dean 

had overall responsibility for research and teaching within the faculty and was therefore 
better placed to review both; 

 
(iii) that having a senior member of another faculty on the review team brought a different 

perspective to the review and encouraged the spread of good practice throughout the 
University; 

 
Agreed: that the faculty felt that the Dean was best placed to act as Chair to the review 
team; 

  
(c) Role of the External subject specialist: 
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Reported: that the Working Group was seeking comments on the role of the external 
subject specialist; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the diversity of research interests of staff within any one department meant that it 

would be impossible to get any external, or two externals, who were qualified to assess 
all areas of research. If the main aim of the review was to assess the strategies and 
mechanisms for ensuring the development and continuance of a strong research 
environment, however, this would not be an issue; 

 
(ii) that the key aim of the process was to take a holistic approach to the core University 

activities of teaching and research. Durham was a research-led institution and one 
activity naturally informed the other; 

 
Agreed: there were benefits to having more than one external, but it would not be beneficial 
to have them each consider either research or teaching in exclusivity; 

 
(d) Documentation and data required: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome comments on the range, type and 
quantity of documentation which should be provided to review teams; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that one of the key issues to consider was to what extent the joint review process 

would be forward- or backward-looking. If it was predominantly the former, then 
documentation such as the Teaching and Learning Strategy and Departmental Plan 
would be key. The Annual Reviews and Narrative, however, were more focussed on 
recent activities. Similarly, reviews of research had traditionally been backward-looking 
in nature; 

 
(ii) that it was important that any review focussing on research considered future and 

strategic enhancement activities; 
 

(iii) that there was enough documentation already prepared in and for the University. If 
further information was required, it would be more appropriate for this to be added to 
the Departmental Plan. It might be possible to add specific teaching and learning 
strategy and research sections to the plans; 

 
Agreed: that new documentation should not be required, but that departmental plans should 
be further developed if necessary; 

 
(e) Follow-up recommendations: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would like suggestions on how follow-up was managed; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the current process for handling the review recommendations was appropriate. It 

would be logical for review recommendations concerned with teaching and learning to 
continue to go through Faculty and University TLC; 

 
(ii) that research review recommendations should go through Faculty Research 

Committee, rather than Faculty Board, as this was Faculty TLC’s equivalent; 
 

(iii) that good practice identified during former University Review process had not always 
been sufficiently disseminated within both the faculty and the University. Proper 
dissemination of good practice would support the enhancement agenda by both rolling 
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out commended practice throughout the University, and increasing the amount of 
information available to departments dealing with report recommendations; 

 
(iv) that it might be possible to report commendations and, if the individual departments 

concerned consented, recommendations through Faculty TLC; 
 

(v) that the Academic Support Office was in the process of developing proposals to ensure 
that good practice was better disseminated within the University. This included long-
term plans to restructure the good practice website, and consideration of the best way 
to present summarised review data to both University and Faculty TLC; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that the faculty felt that review recommendations were best considered by TLC and 

Research Committee at the current University and faculty levels; 
 
(ii) that the faculty would strongly support the enhancement of mechanisms for the 

dissemination of good practice within the University; 
 
(f) Interface with the Planning Process and Resource Allocation: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome suggestions on whether and how a joint 
teaching / research review process should interface with the planning and resource 
allocation process; 
 
Agreed: that this recommendation was not an issue for Faculty TLC to consider; 

 
(g) Review Report: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome comments regarding the structure of the 
Review Report in light of the sensitivities surrounding research; 
 
Agreed: that this recommendation was not an issue for Faculty TLC to consider; 

 
(h) Frequency of Reviews: 
 

Reported: that the Working Group would welcome comments regarding the frequency of 
the joint teaching and research reviews; 
 
Agreed: that the six-year cycle of the University Reviews was appropriate. 

 
31. REVIEW OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE FRAMEWORK 

 
Received:  

 
(a) TLC Minute 29, regarding the changes to TQI requirements; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/40) 
 

(b) TLC Minute 57, detailing TLC’s consideration of the report of Phase Two of the 
HEFCE/Guild UK/Universities UK review of the Quality Assurance Framework; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/41) 
 

Reported: that the steps already taken to address the recommendations of the QAF review had 
been approved; 

 
Considered: the report’s recommendation that external examiner reports were to be shared 
with student representatives as a matter of course; 
 
Noted: 
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(a) that the student representative felt that students would welcome the chance to view 
external examiners’ reports; 

 
(b) that some members of the faculty were concerned that this requirement could lead to a 

drop in the range and depth of external examiner comments. External examiners might be 
unwilling to make full and detailed comments. It was not in the University’s or the students’ 
interests for this to happen; 

 
(c) that it might be possible to allow external examiners to use a confidential or reserved 

comments section at the end of the report, or for the University to block out confidential 
comments, such as those that referred to individual or groups of students directly. 
Alternatively, departments could share the main points of the external examiners reports 
with the students, rather than give students the reports themselves; 

 
(d) that it was not clear whether the responsibility for determining what was confidential should 

lie with the external, the department, the faculty or the University; 
 

(e) that if the decision was left to the Dean or Deputy Dean it would ensure that the process 
was transparent and consistent; 

 
(f) that departments had discussed the issue with their students, and that the student 

preference for the venue for discussion of external examiner reports was the Staff-Student 
Consultative Committee. Students would prefer to consider the reports while not in the 
presence of the majority of staff members; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the faculty recommended that departments be advised by the Deans’ Offices as to 

which of the external examiners’ comments they should share with their students when the 
reports are received; 

 
(b) that the most appropriate venue for discussing external examiners reports with students 

was the Staff-Student Consultative Committee.  
 
32. KEEPING OF TERM 
 

Considered: a report from the review group looking at the Keeping of Terms process. 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/42) 

 
Noted:   

 
(a) that the faculty assumed that these proposals did not mean that the letter traditionally sent 

to departments at the end of KoT would be abolished; 
 
(b) that the faculty valued the extra flexibility offered by the proposals. It should also be 

possible to apply KoT for less than the proposed minimum of four weeks if, for instance, 
there were less than four weeks left of term; 

 
(c) that the faculty would value the opportunity to draft and then check the online forms before 

submitting them; 
 

(d) that the faculty felt that flexibility was key to any revision of grace periods. Three weeks 
might not be long enough for some students; 

 
(e) that the faculty welcomed the fact that departments would not be forced to use the central 

KoT database; however, it was not convinced of the need for that database; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(a) that the faculty supported recommendations 1, 3, 5-8, 10-11 and 13-15 in principle; 
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(b) that the faculty would support recommendations 2, 4, 9 and 12 in principle if the requests 

noted above were taken into consideration; 
 

(c) that the faculty did not feel that the database suggested in recommendation 16 was 
required; 

 
33. DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 

 
(a) Enhancement-led Review 
 
 Considered: feedback from the Earth Sciences and Computer Science representatives on 
 the Enhancement-led Review process; 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the two representatives had found their respective reviews positive and 

constructive experiences; 
 
(ii) that the students had valued the opportunity to discuss the departments and their 

programmes with the review team; 
 
(iii) that the ‘light touch’ approach had ensured that the workload for the majority of 

departmental staff had been relatively minimal. While the reviews entailed a larger 
workload for key staff, this had still significantly reduced from the previous review; 

 
(iv) that the departments would both have welcomed the chance to discuss any concerns 

raised by the students during the review itself. This could have been accomplished if 
the meeting with key staff had taken place after the meetings with students; 

 
Agreed:  
 
(i) that this feedback from the departments was helpful and should inform future practice; 
 
(ii) that the Faculty Support Administrator would contact the School of Engineering to 

inform them of the likely change in the review timetable;  
(Action: AR) 

 
(b) Advice on providing academic references for students  
 
 Considered: a draft document from the Department of Physics regarding the writing of 
 references for students with disabilities; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/43) 
 

Reported: that the Department of Physics wished to discuss this issue with the faculty with 
a view to forming a wider faculty-level policy regarding this issue; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that each student requesting a reference would be required to fill out this form; 
 
(ii) that it was not clear whether a referee would be expected to provide information on a 

disability on the grounds of their knowledge of the disability, or of the University’s 
knowledge. This was a significant issue;  

 
(iii) that the student representative felt that it should be the student’s choice whether or not 

their disability was disclosed; 
 



 12

(iv) that this could put staff in an awkward position as there were some positions, e.g. 
working as a carer, where referees were required to declare relevant mental health 
issues; 

 
(v) that a refusal to write a reference in such circumstances could hinder students, as 

could refusing to discuss disabilities in references for all students; 
 

(vi) that it would be beneficial for the University to develop an official policy on this issue; 
 

Agreed: that the matter be referred to University TLC for further discussion; 
(Action: AR, MJE) 

 
(c) Teaching Associates 
 

Reported: that the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences used ‘Teaching 
Associates’, experts in delivering practical classes, to help deliver its teaching provision. In 
developing its use of Teaching Associates, the School would appreciate knowing of the 
experience of other departments with similar roles; 

 
Considered: the use of departmental Teaching Associates in the Faculty of Science; 
 
Noted:  
 
(i) that the Department of Computer Science used both Teaching Fellows, as lecturers, 

and Teaching Assistants, to offer support during practicals. Teaching Assistants were 
effectively part-time PhD students; 

 
(ii) that Teaching Associates in the School of Biological and Biomedical Sciences were 

involved in teaching only. They taught part-time during term-time only. As such they 
had limited opportunities for career progression; 

 
(iii) that Teaching Fellows were recognised in the University Learning and Teaching 

Strategy; 
 

(iv) that Teaching Fellows were currently appointed on the understanding that their role 
would not include any research activity, including research into teaching and learning; 

 
(v) that using Teaching Associates had positive financial implications; however, there was 

concern that it promoted an artificial divide between teaching and research. Durham 
was a research-led institution and it was imperative that this was not allowed to occur, 
particularly as the number of teaching-only staff grew; 

 
(vi) that it was believed that other institutions had professors of teaching. 

 
SECTION B 

 
34. ON-LINE REGISTRATION PROJECT 
 

Received: TLC Minute 35, detailing discussion of the on-line registration project; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/44) 

 
Considered: any further comments arising from the discussion; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that funding was being sought for the further development of the project; 
 
(b) that the Department of Physics felt that it was imperative that on-line registration should be 

fully automated. The Department believed that it would be possible to do this. 
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35. UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS – DECLINERS’ SURVEY 
 

Received:  
 

(a) a more detailed analysis of the Decliners’ Survey; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/45) 

 
(b) TLC Minute 60(f), detailing TLC’s consideration of the more detailed analysis of the 

Decliners’ Survey; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/46) 

 
Reported: that the Undergraduate Admissions Office were to investigate the factors that 
underlie decisions to decline a place at the University on the basis of preferring a course at 
another institution, or the University not being one of the applicant’s two preferred institutions; 

 
Considered: any comments arising from the analysis; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were no significant issues arising from the analysis. The number of rejections 

was low, and the percentage of those rejections which were due to factors within the 
University’s control was minimal; 

 
(b) that Durham was a selecting rather than a recruiting institution and, as such, the value of 

the Decliners’ Survey was unclear. 
 

36. STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES 
 

Received: 
 

(a) a further copy of the proposal for a revised policy on student questionnaires endorsed by 
TLC; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/47) 
 

(b) TLC Minute 37, detailing TLC’s discussion of the Student Questionnaires; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/48) 

Reported: 
 

(a) that the development of a University-wide system for the use of duo to administer and 
manage student questionnaires was continuing, with a view to implementation in 2007/08; 

 
(b) that while it was not possible for a system to be established in duo for administering and 

managing level and programme questionnaires until 2007/08, duo could be used for 
module questionnaires this year; 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the Department of Chemistry had set up their own programme questionnaire in duo. 

The questions were available for other departments to use, should they wish to do so; 
 
(b) that the Department of Earth Sciences also intended to run their own programme 

questionnaires; 
 
37. KEY DATES FOR POSTGRADUATE MARKS ENTRY 

 
Received: a revised proposal for the schedule of key dates for postgraduate marks entry; 
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(Document TLC/SSC/06/49) 
 
 
 

Reported:  
 

(a) the approval of the proposals made to TLC, subject to bringing forward of the deadline date 
for boards of examiners being implemented in 2007/08 instead of 2006/07; 

 
(b) that a review of the impact of the bringing forward the deadline date for boards of 

examiners is to be undertaken at the end of the first year of implementation. 
 

Considered: any comments arising from the documentation. 
 
Noted:  
 
(a) that it would be simpler if marks could be transferred electronically rather than re-inputted 

by hand; 
 
(b) that the approved proposals put further pressure on academic staff. 

 
38. ASSESSMENT ISSUES 
 

Reported: that a paper regarding the financial implications of no longer requiring academic staff 
to invigilate examinations (whilst maintaining the requirement that a member of academic staff 
be present for the first 20 minutes of each examination) was to be considered by UEC; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that some departments and individual staff members might wish to continue to invigilate 

examinations in full; 
 
(b) that some departments did not feel that all examinations would require staff for even 20 

minutes; 
 
(c) that invigilating staff from departments with non-essay-based examinations had found 

errors in papers; 
 

(d) that it might be more appropriate for departments to ensure that the module leader was 
available by telephone for the duration of all examinations associated with that module. 
Module leaders would have further contact details for individual members of staff should 
further information be required. 

 
39. DEGREE CLASSIFICATIONS  
 

Received:  
 

(a) TLC Minute 60(g), detailing TLC’s consideration of the further analysis of the 2006 degree 
classifications; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/50) 
 

(b) summarised analysis of the 2006 degree classifications; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/51) 

 
(c) the University’s response, drafted by a working group of TLC and approved by UEC, to the 

UUK/Guild HE consultation paper on revisions to the honours degree classification system; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/52) 

 
Reported:  
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(a) that the original UUK/Guild HE consultation paper was available electronically:  
 
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/consultations/universitiesuk/downloads/UKHonoursDegree2.pdf
 
(b) that further analysis and data was available on request, and department-specific data was 

circulated via email; 
 
Considered: any comments arising from the documentation; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that when classifications below the II.2 mark were discounted, there was some correlation 

between A-level points scores and degree classifications; 
 
(b) that, with the exception of Biological Sciences and Engineering, departments where 

students were required to have studied the subject at A-level had a higher percentage of 
students graduating with firsts when compared to those departments where there was no 
such requirement. 

 
40. EXAMINATIONS AND ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 
Received:  

 
(a) TLC Minute 12, detailing discussion regarding the Examinations and Assessment Report 

from SPA on the assessment period, summer 2006; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/53) 

 
(b) TLC Minute 60(c), detailing the discussion regarding the invigilation of candidates with 

special needs; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/54) 

 
Reported:  
 
(a) that TLC had approved a revised proposal from SPA regarding the invigilation of additional 

reading time for candidates with special needs. The revised proposal was consistent with 
good practice in the sector; 

 
(b) that the departments of Mathematical Sciences, Engineering and Physics were reminded of 

the need to ensure that examination papers were error-free when they were submitted for 
printing;  

 
Considered: any comments arising from the above discussions; 
 
Noted: that the departments with errors in their examination papers were the departments 
where the largest amounts of data were included in the questions. All departments would 
endeavour to ensure that future papers submitted for printing were error free. 

 
41. WORKING GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS 

 
Received: a report to TLC from the Working Group on International students, which highlighted 
key issues for international students; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/55) 
Reported:  

 
(a) that Graduate School was improving the processes for recruitment and admission of 

postgraduates; 
 

(b) that the International Office was focusing its recruitment efforts on postgraduates. This 
made the quotas for undergraduate international students unrealistic. 

 

http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/consultations/universitiesuk/downloads/UKHonoursDegree2.pdf
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Noted:  
 
(a) that the faculty was pleased to note that Graduate School was improving its processes for 

the recruitment and admission of postgraduate students; 
 
(b) that the reported point (b) did not come directly from the Working Group’s report and its 

precise origin was not clear. 
 
[Secretary’s note: the reported comments came from the minutes of the meeting of University 
Teaching and Learning Committee held on 13 November 2006] 

 
42. DIVERSITY AND EQUALITY REPORT 

 
Received: TLC Minute 10, detailing discussion of the Diversity and Equality Report. 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/56) 
 
43. PLAGARISM ‘COURSE’ AND ASSESSMENT IRREGULARITIES  
 

Received: 
 

(a) TLC Minute 4(c) detailing advance details of the plagiarism ‘course’; 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/57) 

 
(b) TLC Minute 13, detailing discussions regarding assessment irregularities; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/58) 
 
Reported: that Dr. Paul Callaghan of the Department of Computer Science had developed an 
induction session taking students through the nature and consequences of plagiarism. A 
powerpoint presentation was available from:   
 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/cs.internal/taughtpg/msc-standards.pdf; 

 
Considered: the extent of the problem regarding assessment irregularities at undergraduate 
and taught postgraduate levels; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Biology, Chemistry and Physics used JISC software on all electronic submissions and 

had not found any significant issues with regard to the problem of plagiarism; 
 
(b) that Physics had noted that there had been Natural Sciences students self-plagiarizing 

similar projects they had submitted to other departments; 
 

Agreed: that the representatives for Physics and Chemistry would discuss this issue further 
with the Deputy Dean (Natural Sciences). 

(Action: DR, SM, AKH) 
 

SECTION C 
 
44. ‘CHANGE ACADEMY’ PROJECT  

 
Received:  

 
(a) a report on the Change Academy project from the Chair of TLC; 

(Document TLC/SSC/06/59) 
 

(b) TLC Minute 41, detailing the response to the report. 
(Document TLC/SSC/06/60) 

 
45. QAA AUDIT 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Teaching-and-Learning-Committee/2006-11-13m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/Teaching-and-Learning-Committee/2006-11-13m.pdf
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/cs.internal/taughtpg/msc-standards.pdf
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Received: TLC Minutes 6 and 58, detailing discussion regarding the Spring 2009 Audit.  

(Document TLC/SSC/06/61) 
 
 
 
46. VERIFICATION OF QUALIFICATIONS 
 

Reported: that a process had been introduced by the Undergraduate Admissions Office to 
verify the qualifications of undergraduate applicants who were holding unconditional offers on 
the basis of qualifications previously received. This process was to reduce fraudulent entry.  

 
47. POSTGRADUATE MODULE OUTLINES 
 

Reported:  
 
(a) that during 2005-06 TLC Faculty Sub-Committees supported the proposal that departments 

be asked to ensure that all the taught postgraduate module outlines held in the central 
module outline database were up to date and accurate by the end of the 2006/7 academic 
year in order to allow the publication of this information, online, for 2007/8;  

 
(b) that all proposals for new taught postgraduate modules, and to amend existing taught 

postgraduate modules and programmes, should be forwarded to the Faculty Support 
Administrator by Friday 16 March 2007; 

 
48. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL 
 

Reported: that the MSc Cognitive Neuroscience had been recommended to Senate. 
 
49. UNIVERSITY REVIEW OF BIOLOGICAL AND BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES 
 

Reported: that TLC had signed-off the review as satisfactory. 
 
50. REPORT OF ACTION BY DEANS AND DEPUTY DEANS 
 

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

(Document TLC/SSC/06/62) 
 

51. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported:  that the next meeting of the Sub-Committee would be held on Wednesday 2nd May 
2007, 2.15 pm, Venue TBC. 
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