
UNIVERSITY OF DURHAM

TEACHING & LEARNING COMMITTEE

10 July 2000

Present: Professor B S Gower (Chairman), Dr G N Bromiley, Professor A Unsworth, Mr A J
Heesom, Dr H J Harris, Dr V M Shelley, Dr P J Whyte, Professor A Bilsborough,
Professor R Boyne with Mrs B Hone (Secretary)

M I N U T E S

121. MINUTES

Confirmed:

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 13 June 2000
Document TLC/99/141 - filed with the Minutes

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 13 June 2000
Document TLC/99/142 - filed with the Minutes

122. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Minutes 77, 85(c) & 100(a): Programme Approval Process

Reported: that Graduate School Committee had agreed the Programme Specification
template for taught postgraduate programmes.

(b) Minute 86(b): National Teaching Fellowship Scheme (NTFS)

Reported: that Dr P Gates, the nominee from Durham, had not been successful in gaining
a fellowship.

(c) Minute 100(b): Core Regulations for Part-time Degrees

Reported: that Senate had raised questions about:

(i) regulation 5(a) requiring a pass at 40% in 3 modules at Level 2 for the award of
Diploma;

(ii) regulation 9 stipulating that part-time students at the Durham site should normally
be members of St Cuthbert's Society.  Other Colleges and Societies would be
willing to admit such students.

Considered:

(i) a paper from the Senior Assistant Registrar explaining the rationale for the
regulations for the award of a Diploma;

Document TLC/99/143(a) - filed with the Minutes

(ii) requesting the Vice-Chancellor to take Chairman's action on behalf of Senate to
confirm the current provision of regulation 5(a) so that the Calendar could be
finalised for printing, subject to any comment which Senate may wish to make in
the Michaelmas Term;
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(iii) a revised wording for regulation 9.
Document TLC/99/143(b) - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) the importance of ensuring that no student could progress to Level 3 unless they
were qualified both to receive a Diploma as an exit qualification should they
subsequently fail at Level 3 and to proceed to a degree if they completed Level 3
satisfactorily;

(ii) the difficulties of sustaining regulations which allowed awards to be made to
students who had failed modules in the context of an outcomes-based approach to
the definition of standards.  It might be necessary for the University to consider the
use of resits at final honours level rather than to permit compensation or the
carrying of failed modules;

(iii) that Senate had been concerned about inconsistency between the Diploma-level
pass specified for part-time students and that specified for other programmes
already offering a Diploma-level award at Durham.  There were also
inconsistencies between the Diploma regulations for full-time students at UDSC
and those proposed for part-time students;

(iv) that these were important issues which needed to be addressed but that it would not
be helpful to attempt to do so before the final version of the Qualifications
Framework was clear.  In the meantime it would be necessary to accept the
anomalies;

(v) in respect of college/society membership, that the regulation regarding membership
of St Cuthbert's Society was designed primarily to ensure that part-time students
could not register without being a member of a college or society.  This was to
ensure that part-time students had access to the same level of pastoral support as
full-time students.  St Cuthbert's Society had experience of supporting such
students whose needs were often different from those of full-time students;

(vi) that if part-time students applied to other colleges this would be considered
individually, as with full-time students.  It would be necessary to be sure that the
college concerned could offer appropriate support;

Agreed:

(i) that the paper explaining the rationale for the regulations for the award of a
Diploma be welcomed and the original proposals for regulation 5(a) endorsed;

(ii) that the revised wording for regulation 9 regarding membership of a college/society
be recommended for approval by Senate;

(iii) that the Vice-Chancellor be requested to take Chairman's action on behalf of
Senate to approve the original wording of regulation 5(a) and the revised wording
of regulation 9.



3

(d) Minute 104(d): Timetable for Module Changes

Considered: proposals for the consideration of changes to modules outside the usual
timetable.

Document TLC/99/144 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) that the distinction between essential and desirable changes was intended to restrict
late changes to those which were particularly important, such as those designed to
improve the effective assessment of learning outcomes;

(ii) that it was important to limit changes to important ones as far as possible if the
current pattern of deadlines for faculty handbooks was to remain.  The alternative
would be to reconsider the production of handbooks;

(iii) that in the period prior to registration it would be possible to notify students
affected by a change to a module only in the case of students for whom the module
would be compulsory at the following level of study;

Agreed:  that the document be amended to include point (iii) above, approved and
forward to Faculty TLC Sub-Committees for information.

(e) Minute 107: QAA Code of Practice on External Examiners

Considered: draft revised report forms for external examiners:

(i) annual report form

(ii) final-year overview report form.
Document TLC/99/145 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) that the proposals implied a change in the role of the external examiner, to place
more emphasis on assuring the standards of the programme as a whole;

(ii) that it was not clear what the implications of this might be for the external
examining process: academics might become less willing to undertake the duties;
fees might have to be increased;

(iii) that it was a reasonable assumption that such changes might occur throughout the
sector in line with national developments in quality assurance procedures.  External
examiners would become used to considering programmes in the light of reference
points such as benchmarks.  This might therefore become a natural development of
their current role which already included commenting on curriculum development;

(iv) that some external examiners already complained about the amount of
documentation they were required to read and the University's policy on this
should be reviewed.  However it might be helpful for external examiners to receive
all the relevant material (including, for example, subject benchmarks) in a single
pack rather than being expected to supplement internal Durham material with other
documentation;
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(v) that it would be helpful to supply the report form on disk or on the web so that it
could be completed electronically.  This would make forms more legible;

(vi) that it was possible to appoint an external examiner from a professional, non-
academic background but that such an external would normally be expected to
work alongside an external from a university.  The development of more detailed
documentation on assessment criteria and standards would make it easier for
externals from outside academia to make informed comments on the standards
achieved;

(vii) that some QAA teams expressed concerns about external examiners' report forms
which permitted yes/no answers and did not ensure that such answers were
explained and the issues discussed;

(viii) that it was important that Durham's procedures for external examining should be
robust and appropriate to the outcomes-based approach to defining standards.
However, it was also desirable that Durham's procedures should be broadly in line
with those elsewhere in the sector.

Agreed:  that the Senior Assistant Registrar consult with colleagues elsewhere to discover
how comparable universities were addressing this issue and report back to TLC.

(Action: BH)

(f) Minute 111: QAA Schedule

Reported: that it had been agreed that the programmes in Environmental Sciences would
be reviewed in the QAA Unit Earth & Environmental Studies, together with Geological
Sciences but that the University would seek to submit separate self-evaluations for these
two subject areas and for QAA to make separate judgements on them.

(g) Minute 117: Diploma of Higher Education in Visual Arts (DHEVA)

Reported: that prior to the meeting of Senate on 24 June 2000, confirmation was obtained
that the School of Education would support the revised regulations for the DHEVA to
take effect from October 2000.

123. REPORT FROM SENATE

Received: an extract from the Minutes of Senate meeting held on 27 June 2000.
Document TLC/99/146 - attached to the Minutes and filed

124. MATTERS OF REPORT

Reported: that the change of title of the validated Diploma in Scientific Support Skills had been
incorrectly reported by Validation Sub-Committee as Diploma in Crime Scene Investigation.  It
should be Crime Scene Examination.

Agreed:  that the Vice-Chancellor be asked to approve the correct title on behalf of Senate.

125. CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS

(a) Special Regulations for Part-time Degree Programmes

Reported: that following receipt of the core regulations for part-time degree programmes,
the Chairman of TLC had taken action to approve special regulations for the following
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part-time programmes for October 2000, and the Vice-Chancellor was being asked to take
action on behalf of Senate:

(i) BA Sociology
(ii) BA Sociology and History
(iii) BSc Archaeology
(iv) BA Archaeology
(v) BA Archaeology and History

126. QAA METHODOLOGY FROM JANUARY 2002 - INSTITUTIONAL FACILITATOR

Considered: a paper from the Senior Assistant Registrar regarding the role of the Institutional
Facilitator (IF) in the new QAA methodology.

Document TLC/99/147 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that despite the difficulties associated with the role of the IF in the new QAA
methodology, it was important to retain this involvement at least in the short term;

(b) that views about the future of the role varied considerably within QAA: some senior
members believed that it would be replaced by direct contact between reviewers and the
department concerned while others believed that the IF would become more important in
holding the process together as the 'visit' itself became more disparate.  However there
was no consensus among these members of  QAA about what the IF would actually do;

(c) that for the IF to retain a detailed knowledge of all aspects of the visit it would be
necessary for him/her to be involved in all discussions between reviewers and the
department.  This was unrealistic since it was expected that some of these discussions
would be informal, eg by telephone or e-mail.  The third option proposed by the paper
could entail this sort of detailed involvement: if so, this would hamper rather than support
the review process;

(d) that the clarification of the role proposed in option 2 was a more realistic way forward.  A
set of guidelines could be agreed internally and discussed with each Review Co-ordinator
to ensure that any confusion about the role of the IF was sorted out at the start of the
review;

(e) that it was essential to separate the role of an individual as IF from any other role in
respect of QAA visits which that colleague might undertake, such as acting as the main
contact for QAA with the University or disseminating good practice to help departments
prepare for QAA visits;

Agreed: that option 2 be supported and a draft protocol outlining the communication procedures
between the IF, the department and the review team and summarising the role of the IF, be
brought to TLC for further discussion.

(Action: BH)

127. QAA METHODOLOGY FROM JANUARY 2002 - OBSERVATION OF MEETINGS OF
BOARDS OF EXAMINERS

Considered: a paper from the Senior Assistant Registrar regarding the observation of meetings
of Boards of Examiners by QAA Reviewers.

Document TLC/99/148 - filed with the Minutes
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Noted:

(a) concerns sent from Professor Boyne about the possible effect of QAA observers on the
operation of a Board of Examiners, including the exercise of discretion;

(b) that if the University's procedures were fair and were applied appropriately we should
have nothing to hide and that to deny QAA teams access to meetings of Boards of
Examiners might arouse suspicion;

(c) that to allow QAA reviewers to observe meetings of Boards of Examiners might enhance
the confidence of QAA in the University's procedures and therefore ensure a 'light touch';

(d) that the responsibility for not interfering in the assessment process rested with QAA and
that QAA had acknowledged this.  However, the presence of observers at any meeting,
teaching session etc inevitably had an effect on the process;

(e) that external examiners might be reluctant to engage in detailed discussion of problems in
front of QAA reviewers but that such discussions were in any case often held informally
outside the meetings and could be summarised in their reports;

(f) that it was essential to have a University policy on this matter and not allow individual
departments to adopt different approaches.  This would be especially problematic if there
were a difference of view between several externals or between the external(s) and the
department;

(g) that the University policy would have to be made clear to external examiners in their
letter of appointment.  If the policy adopted were to allow QAA reviewers to observe
meetings of Boards of Examiners, where existing external examiners were unhappy with
this, their wishes would be respected until their term of office ended;

(h) that following a vote it was clear that TLC was minded to permit QAA reviewers to
observe meetings of Boards of Examiners.

Agreed:

(a) to ask Graduate School Committee to consider this matter and report back to TLC;

(b) that the discussion paper and the views of GSC and TLC be then reported to Senate by
TLC for further discussion.

(Action: BH)

128. QAA CODE OF PRACTICE ON PROGRAMME APPROVAL, MONITORING &
REVIEW

Considered: recommendations regarding practice at the University in the light of the Code of
Practice on Programme Approval, Monitoring & Review, prepared by the Senior Assistant
Registrar and circulated for comment to the Academic Registrar (Mrs N Parker), the Graduate
School (Ms S Turver) and Administrators in the Undergraduate Section (Mr M Andrews and Dr
J Pearson).

Document TLC/99/149 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that detailed consideration would have to be given in due course to a process for
reviewing procedures internally on a regular basis;
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(b) that the documentation required to assure the quality of Joint Honours programmes was
less complex than had been feared.  Aims and objectives would be needed for each
programme supported by the relevant Single Honours programme specifications.
However, where Joint Honours programmes were fully integrated they might need a
separate programme specification as an interdisciplinary programme rather than as 'two
halves' of two Single Honours programmes;

(c) that it was essential to clarify the aims and objectives of the Combined Honours and
Natural Sciences programmes in preparation for the likely inclusion of these programmes
in institutional review and to support the Academic Reviews in which the component
elements of the programmes would be reviewed;

(d) that annual review remained a matter of concern.  The current approach allowed Deans to
follow up some problems but was not regarded as sufficiently robust to assure quality.
The approach previously discussed, requiring evidence to support the claims made, would
offer a robust preparation for QAA reviews but might be felt to be intrusive and time-
consuming;

(e) that an alternative would be to provide more detailed guidelines for departments on what
an annual review of programmes should involve and to monitor this by Faculty Review
and QAA review - which would eventually mean that the process was checked every 3
years.  This would make it possible to retain a 'light touch' process for the annual review
report while also reminding the departments of good practice in this respect.

Agreed:

(a) that the requirement for aims and objectives to be produced for Joint Honours
programmes be endorsed;

(b) that a working group be established to address the quality assurance issues surrounding
the Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes, as follows:

Chairman: Dr P Manning
Members: Sub Dean of Natural Sciences

Director of Combined Honours in Arts
Director of Combined Honours in Social Sciences
A student representative from the Management Boards of each of the
Combined Honours and Natural Sciences programmes

Secretary: Mrs B Hone

(c) that the guidelines on annual programme review be revised and made more detailed and
that the annual checklist be revised to make specific reference to those guidelines.  The
revisions would be brought back to TLC for further discussion.

(Action: BH)

129. 'SCOPE & PREFERENCE FORM' FOR QAA VISITS FROM JANUARY 2002

Reported:

(a) that QAA had asked the University to complete a 'scope and preference form' indicating
the subject areas to be reviewed under the new Academic Review process;

(b) that the covering letter referred to reviews in the academic years 2001/02 and 2002/03.  It
was not clear whether 'academic year 2001/02' referred to programmes being reviewed
between January 2002 and July 2003 or implied that these reviews might be given an
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earlier starting date in October 2001.  Clarification was being sought from QAA as to
exactly what was implied;

(c) that if  'academic year 2001/02' meant that reviews may start from October 2001, it was
proposed to request that all programmes in the first tranche be reviewed in 2002/03.
However if 'academic year 2001/02' referred to reviews between  January and July 2002,
then it would be possible to divide the first tranche of reviews between:

(i) January - July 2002, and

(ii) October 2002 - July 2003;

(d) that this would be necessary in view of:

(i) the heavy load of reviews under the existing methodology in 2000/01;

(ii) the fact that the internal reviews had been scheduled throughout 2000/01 for
subject areas due for QAA review from January 2002 to July 2003.

Considered: endorsing the proposals above depending on the response from QAA to the request
for clarification.

Noted: that QAA had clarified the start-date of reviews under the new methodology in 2001/02
to the effect that institutions which wished to do so could start Academic Review in October
2001 but that there was no obligation to agree to this, and that other reviews would start in
January 2002.

Agreed: that QAA be asked to commence Academic Review in January 2002 and that the
subject areas concerned be divided between January - July 2002 and October 2002 - July 2003.

130. MEMBERSHIP

Considered: membership lists for TLC Faculty Sub-Committees and Advisory Groups to take
effect from 1 August 2000.

Document TLC/99/150 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that Deans were ex officio members of Validation Sub-Committee;

(b) that the Director of the Foundation Year had been asked to prepare a paper indicating
which Faculty TLC she believed the Foundation Year should report to;

(c) that membership of the TLC Sub-Committee for the Faculty of Health, Medicine and
Environment would be reported in due course;

(d) that the membership of AGPaTCH was not appropriate to its new role as AGPaT.  It was
envisaged that AGPaT would cease to exist once the new part-time programmes were in
place and that they would be handled through Faculty TLC Sub-Committees with
Professor Boyne taking particular responsibility for them on behalf of TLC;

Agreed:

(a) that the memberships for 2000/01 be approved;
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(b) that AGPaTCH/AGPaT be disbanded with immediate effect and that a new advisory
group be established in due course if this proved necessary.

131. MANAGEMENT OF JOINT HONOURS PROGRAMMES IN ARTS AND SOCIAL
SCIENCES

Reported:

(a) that following discussion in the Faculty of Social Sciences about the management of Joint
Honours Programmes it was suggested that these programmes might be administered
under the aegis of Combined Honours as a two-subject pathway and that consideration be
given to a similar approach in the Faculty of Arts;

(b) that a meeting was held including the Deans of the Faculties and the Directors of the
Combined Honours programmes concerned at which it was decided that this proposal
could not be progressed at this stage.

Received: notes of that meeting Document TLC/99/151 - filed with the Minutes

Considered: comments on the notes and transmission of them to Faculty TLCs.

Noted:

(a) that several Joint Honours programmes in Social Sciences would be withdrawn now that
the option of administering them through Combined Honours had been rejected;

(b) that there was a cost attached to Joint Honours programmes with small numbers of
students even if they were taking modules already running for Single Honours
programmes.  These costs included the provision of handbooks and of designated student
support procedures.

Agreed: that the notes of the meeting be received by the Faculty TLC Sub-Committees of Arts
and Social Sciences.

132. ADMISSION TO ST MARY'S COLLEGE

Received: a proposal regarding the admissions procedure in respect of St Mary's College in the
light of legal advice regarding possible discrimination.  This proposal had been brought as Vice-
Chancellor's business to the June meeting of Senate.

Document TLC/99/152 - filed with the Minutes

Noted: that it was hoped that publishing the levels of applications to each college in the
Prospectus would help restore the imbalance between applications.

Agreed:  that the Chairman check the mechanism by which colleges would ensure that St Mary's
could fill its quota on the basis of the applications sent to it, and identify any central guidance
which might be needed to facilitate this.

(Action: BSG)

133. DOUBLE-BLIND MARKING

Received: a summary of comments made by the Visitor as the result of an appeal, which
included the conclusion that in the absence of double blind marking it might not be possible to
prove or disprove a charge of bias made by a student in relation to the marking of assessed
work. Document TLC/99/153 - filed with the Minutes
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Considered: whether TLC wished to take any action on this matter.

Noted:

(a) that in previous discussions of this matter it had become clear that the difficulties
involved in double-blind marking all assessed work were insuperable;

(b) that many external examiners wanted scripts to be annotated by the first marker and
moderated by the second marker;

(c) that anonymous marking also helped guard against bias in marking.  However, in the case
referred to the Visitor this would not have helped as the work in question was a
dissertation and the supervisor had been one of the examiners;

(d) that in the case referred to the Visitor detailed marking sheets had explained fully the
reasons for the marks awarded by the first and second markers.  This practice also helped
protect against a charge of bias in marking.

Agreed:  that no action be taken but that Senate be asked to note the value of procedures such as
anonymous marking and/or the use of detailed comments on the marks awarded in cases where
double blind marking was not practicable.

134. TQEF ALLOCATIONS

Received: a summary of the Teaching Quality Enhancement Fund allocations made by the
HEFCE in response to the teaching and learning strategies of universities.

Document TLC/99/154 - filed with the Minutes

135. LIBRARY COMMITTEE

Reported: that Library Committee, at its meeting on 8 June 2000, had agreed to increase the
borrowing rights of part-time undergraduates to 10, with the same borrowing periods as for full-
time undergraduates.

136. PART-TIME APPLICATIONS

Received: the procedure and related forms for applications to part-time undergraduate
programmes.

Document TLC/99/155 - filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that colleagues dealing with applications for part-time programmes should be familiar
with the University's general regulations on admission, and especially with the procedures
for matriculation concessions;

(b) that applications for all part-time programmes including DHEVA and the other Diplomas
and Certificates in the School of Education should be managed by the administrator for
part-time programmes;

(c) that the admission of graduates direct to Level 2 was standard policy;

(d) that it was not clear why the Foundation Year was restricted to UDSC applicants.

Agreed:  that these issues be discussed with Dr Reed by the Senior Assistant Registrar.
(Action: BH)
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137. QAA ACADEMIC REVIEW HANDBOOK

Reported: that the handbook for Academic Review (the QAA methodology from January 2002)
had not yet been received in hard copy but could be accessed on the web at
www.qaa.ac.uk/AcRevHbook.

138. COURSE REVIEW ADVISORY MEETING

Considered: a report from CRAM. Document TLC/99/156 - tabled & filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the concerns expressed regarding the double-marking of summative work in Human
Sciences worth less than 20% of the total mark of a final honours module might be
addressed in part by recommendations due to come to TLC in the autumn following
analysis of the Code of Practice on Assessment.  In the meantime the Course Cluster had
asked for further guidance;

(b) that the difficulties associated with the relationship of Subject Management Boards at
UDSC to Boards of Studies at Durham were acknowledged.  They had been resolved in
the case of Business Finance by the allocation of responsibility for that programme to the
Board of Studies in Economics & Finance.  The main problems were associated with
financial resources and human resource management which were outside TLC's remit.

Agreed:

(a) that Senate be informed of the following:

Department of Archaeology, 1 December 1999
Department of Sociology & Social Policy, 11 February 2000
Human Sciences Subject Management Board, 15 March 2000
Business Finance Subject Management Board, 8 May 2000

that all points raised by the Faculty Review reports were being satisfactorily addressed by
the relevant Board of Studies or Subject Management Board;

(b) that CRAM be asked to discuss further with the Human Sciences SMB the double-
marking of final honours work worth less than 20% of a module.

139. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION

(a) Erasmus Exchange in Chemistry – report from the Dean of Colleges [Minute 34 (d),
18.01.00];

(b) Annual Programme Review [Minute 59, 22.02.00, Minute 128, 10.07.00] – to be
discussed further;

(c) TLC to reconsider recommendation of Key Skills Working Group following a report
from Colleges Board on the view of the proposed role of college tutors in the
development of key skills [Minute76 (a), 21.03.00];

(d) Formative Feedback on Summative Work [Minutes 90 & 106] - further consideration
following discussion at Faculty TLC Sub-Committees Autumn 2000;

(e) Observation of Meetings of Boards of Examiners by QAA Reviewers [Minute 129,
10.07.00] - to consider further after discussion by Graduate School Committee;
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(f) Role of Institutional Facilitator in new QAA methodology [Minute 126, 10.07.00] - to
consider draft guidelines.

140. DATES FOR FUTURE MEETINGS OF TLC

Reported: the following provisional dates for meetings of TLC in 2000/01:

10 October 2000, 2.15pm
14 November 2000, 2.15pm
12 January 2001, 2.15pm
15 February 2001, 9.15am
20 March 2001, 2.15pm
1 May 2001, 9.15am

141. RETIRING MEMBERS OF TLC

The Chairman thanked the following retiring members of TLC for their hard work and
commitment to the Committee:

Professor  A Unsworth
Dr P Whyte
Mr J Ashworth
Ms R Street
Dr V Shelley

The Chairman was thanked by the whole committee for his invaluable guidance of TLC during
a period of considerable change.


