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

TEACHING & LEARNING COMMITTEE

12 January 2001

Present: Professor A Bilsborough (Chairman), Professor R D Boyne, Dr G N Bromiley, Dr P J Gates,
Professor B S Gower, Mr R Hall, Dr H J Harris, Mr A J Heesom, Dr E Kirkman, Professor P D
Manning, Dr N Martin, Dr K J Orford, Mr V E Watts with Mrs B Hone (Secretary).

In Attendance: Dr V Shelley (item 69)

The Chairman welcomed Dr Kirkman to his first meeting of TLC.

MINUTES

58.       MINUTES

Confirmed:

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 14 November 2000;

Document TLC/00/50 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 14 November.

Document TLC/00/51 – filed with the Minutes

59. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Gender Balance of TLC Membership (Minute 29(a))

Reported:  that Nominating Committee had already discussed the concern raised at
Senate regarding the gender balance of TLC membership, shared TLC's concerns and
would endeavour to rectify the position for 2001/02.

(b) Professor E Meyer (Minutes 29(b))

Considered: a proposal from the Chairman that Professor Meyer be co-opted onto
TLC with immediate effect.

Agreed: that Professor Meyer be co-opted onto the TLC with immediate effect.

(c) Recruitment of QAA Institutional Reviewers (Minute 38)

Reported: that following consultation with Deans, Professor Roy Boyne had been
nominated as a QAA Institutional Reviewer.

(d) Admissions Review Meeting (Minute 41)

Reported:

(i) that Deans had nominated the following members of their Faculties to serve
on the Admissions Advisory Group (AAG) for the current academic year:
- Arts: Dr G Scarre
- Social Sciences - Dr Emma Murphy
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- Science: Dr D Robson
- Health, Medicine & Environment: tbc

(ii) that Professor T Burt was to serve as the representative of the Colleges.

(e) Faculty of Science TLC Sub-Committee

Confirmed: approval of the terms of reference of the Management Committee for the
BSc in Natural Sciences as attached to the minutes of the Science Faculty TLC Sub-
Committee received at the previous meeting of TLC.  A further copy of the terms of
reference was received.

Document TLC/00/52 – filed with the Minutes

60. REPORT FROM SENATE

Received: an extract from the minutes of the Senate meeting held on 28 November 2000.

Document TLC/00/53 – filed with the Minutes

61. MATTERS OF REPORT

(a) Issues referred to Graduate School Committee

Reported: that Graduate School Committee would meet on 18 January - therefore a
report on matters referred to it by TLC would come to the next meeting of TLC.
These matters were:

(i) external examiners' report form (Minute 31);

(ii) policy on quality assurance of assessment (Minute 32);

(iii) inclusion of postgraduate programmes in annual review (Minute 35);

(iv) training postgraduates for teaching and demonstrating (Minute 36).

(b) Membership

Reported:

(i) that Catherine Hyde-Wesson would be the representative of the Foundation
Year on the Faculty of Science TLC Sub-Committee;

(ii) that Dr Emrys Kirkman would be the representative on TLC of the Faculty of
Health, Medicine & Environment for three years with immediate effect.

62. CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS

Reported:

(a) that Dr Harris, the representative on the TLC of the Faculty of Social Sciences TLC,
would be on research leave after Easter and therefore wished to be replaced on the
TLC in advance of the termination of his period of office at the end of the academic
year;

(b) that the Dean was considering an appropriate nomination to Nominating Committee;

Noted:
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(a) that Dr Harris’ responsibility for examinations and assessment would have to be
assigned to another member of TLC, ideally someone with  some experience of TLC’s
activities;

(b) that this might provide an opportunity to begin to redress the gender balance on TLC;

Agreed:  that the Chairman and Secretary consult regarding a replacement for Dr Harris as the
member of TLC responsible for examinations and assessment and report back to the
Committee.

(Action: AH; BH & AB)

63. INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE FOR QAA REVIEWS 2002-03

Reported: that an initial institutional profile had been received from QAA which would help to
determine the 'lightness of touch' given in respect of reviews for 2002-03.

Received:

(a) the initial profile;
Document TLC/00/54 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the covering letter and an update on the preparations for the new review process
(attention was drawn in particular to section 4 of the update, referring to the need for
self-evaluation documents to be evaluative);

Document TLC/00/55 – filed with the Minutes

(c) an oral report from the Chairman on how discussion of the Profile was being
progressed.

Noted:

(a) that the profile would be considered by a group chaired by Professor Bilsborough and
consisting of Professor Palmer, the Deans of Faculties, the Academic Registrar,
Registrar, and Head of the Undergraduate Office;

(b) that it seemed unlikely that Durham would get the ‘lightest touch’ in view of the
weaknesses identified in the profile from previous reviews and from audit in quality
management, including inconsistencies in practice between departments.  The
University would point to the recent strengthening of Faculty Review and other
internal processes as a response to these issues;

(c) that the lightness of touch would depend on a combination of the track record of the
subject area and of the institution as a whole.  This would be especially important
where institutional developments had made it likely that subject-level problems would
have been identified and rectified;

(d) that low scores in QAA reviews at this stage would be very damaging to the
University’s case for a light touch as they would weaken the argument that we now
have robust internal quality assurance procedures;

(e) that the profile was an unimpressive document consisting mostly of extracts from the
audit and subject review reports.  However it was not inaccurate, it was transparent
and it repeated what the University already knew to be the case;

(f) that some other Universities were very much less satisfied with the accuracy of their
profiles;
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(g) that self-evaluation documents would have to be truly evaluative if departments were
to get a ‘light touch’.  This might be especially important for departments which were
last reviewed in the first phase of TQA (under the excellent/satisfactory/unsatisfactory
judgement scheme) since these reports did not seem to have been taken into account
in the profile;

(h) that the working group would report back to TLC on how it planned to approach
discussion of the profile with QAA.

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

Reported: that Senate had expressed concern about the possibility of QAA reviewers
observing meetings of Boards of Examiners (item 3 above refers) and asked for information
about how this was being addressed in other universities.

Considered:

(a) a summary of responses from colleagues in other universities to a request for
information made by the Senior Assistant Registrar through the e-mail network;

Document TLC/00/56 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the comments made by Senate;

(c) a further recommendation to Senate.

Noted:

(a) that the responses from other Universities had been very limited and inconclusive;

(b) that it seemed increasingly unlikely that attendance at meetings would be very
frequent since the pilot reviews had suggested that this was not the most effective use
of reviewers time;

(c) that the University probably had more reason to be confident about the actual
discussion taking place at meetings of Boards of Examiners than about the minuting
of those meetings and that it therefore might be prudent to allow reviewers to attend
such meetings if requested;

(d) that departments should be aware that the most effective way to dissuade reviewers
from attending meetings of Boards of Examiners or any other committee would be to
have full, clear minutes which would instil confidence in the procedures and make
further observation unnecessary;

Agreed:

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

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

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

(iii) the Subject Review Facilitator would also be present;
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(iv) the reviewers would be bound by the same rules of confidentiality as those
applying to the examiners in respect of the assessment and classification of
individual students;

* in line with QAA guidelines

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

(Action: All Deans)

65. UNIVERSITY POLICY ON QUALITY ASSURANCE

Considered: a draft policy statement on quality assurance prepared by the Chairman and
Secretary.

Document TLC/00/57 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the audit report and the institutional profile particularly noted weaknesses and
inconsistencies in quality management at departmental level;

(b) that further work was needed on mechanisms to enhance quality by sharing good
practice.  Part of the challenge was to persuade members of academic staff that this
would save them time in the long-run and enable them to carry out their
responsibilities more effectively;

(c) that the training currently available did not enhance processes or support the work of
chairmen and secretaries of departmental committees;

(d) that Blackboard was an example of an initiative which improved practice without
being time-consuming;

(e) that a robust statement of the University’s quality assurance policy might support
arguments for a light touch in QAA reviews especially where the policy helped to
address weaknesses noted in audit and subject review reports;

Agreed:  that a reference be added to interaction with the LTSN and the draft be sent to faculty
TLCs for comment, especially on items 3 and 4.

66. NATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORK

Received:

(a) documentation from the QAA following consultation on the NQF position paper
during the summer;

Document TLC/00/58 – filed with the Minutes

(b) a briefing paper from the Senior Assistant Registrar drawing attention to the main
issues;

Document TLC/00/59 – filed with the Minutes

(c) a response from the University to QAA on the latest documentation;
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Document TLC/00/60 – filed with the Minutes

Reported: that this would be considered by the Working Group on Learning Outcomes &
Related QA Matters.

Considered: any comments which TLC wished to make.

Noted:

(a) that the use of 3 levels instead of 4 as a framework for HE was to be welcomed;

(b) that the Science Faculty was pleased with the final statements about undergraduate
Masters programme.  It was clear that undergraduate-level funding would be secure
for these programmes.  However, QAA was clearly sceptical as to whether the
learning outcomes of a Masters programme could be met in full in such degrees: the
implication was that only half of the final year would consist of Masters-level work.
Departments would have to justify the Masters ‘label’ to review teams;

(c) that ‘conversion’ Masters programmes would be permitted provided that the students
reached full Masters-level outcomes at the end of the year.  It was not clear what
qualification could be offered for a full year of study which was postgraduate in time
but not in level since qualification titles had only been identified for the Graduate
Certificate and Graduate Diploma which amounted to less than a year’s work;

(d) that it would be important for the sector not to downgrade the definition of a first
degree to ensure that Masters programmes could be differentiated from it;

(e) that the application of the Masters title was important in the context of the Bologna
Declaration;

(f) that the Working Group on Learning Outcomes would address issues of
compensation, condonation and resits arising from, but not addressed by, the
Framework.

67. TEACHING AND LEARNING STRATEGY GROUP

Received:  the unconfirmed minutes of the meeting of the Teaching & Learning Strategy
Group held on 7 December 2000.

Document TLC/00/61 – filed with the Minutes

Reported: that the Open University Centre for Higher Education Practice was seeking
permission to add our Teaching and Learning Strategy to its web-site in connection with a
HEFCE-funded research study;

Noted:

(a) that the one compulsory module in the Certificate in Teaching and Learning in Higher
Education would carry ILT accreditation during the current validation period but that
it was possible that this would not be sufficient for revalidation;

(b) that members of TLC were doubtful of whether colleagues who were good teachers
were also aware of developments in pedagogy in their subject.  If this remained a
criterion for the award for excellence in learning and teaching it might be difficult to
make the awards;

Agreed:
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(a) that the Strategy Group be made aware of the concerns in (b) above regarding the
award for excellence in teaching and learning;

(b) that the Teaching and Learning Strategy be placed on the OU website if it were being
cited as an example of good practice.

(Action: BH)

68. NATIONAL TEACHING FELLOWSHIP SCHEME

Received:  documentation from the ILT regarding a further round of NTFS applications for
2001

Document TLC/00/62 – filed with the Minutes

Reported:  that the Teaching & Learning Strategy Group hoped to align the schedule for
applications for the University's award for excellence in teaching with that for the NTFS
awards so that the University could select a nomination for the NTFS awards at the same time
as judging applications for the internal awards.

69. DURHAM AWARD

Considered:  a report on the Durham Award.
Document TLC/00/63 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the management committee had not sent minutes routinely to TLC for faculty
TLCs as agreed;

(b) that a forum in which all those in the University working on key skills issues could
share practice would be valuable;

(c) that the target student numbers had been met but that the low levels of registration for
the Award in some programmes would be investigated;

(d) that funding was secure to December 2002 only.  This meant that recruits could not be
taken from the 2001 and 2002 entry cohorts as there would be no-one in post to assess
their portfolios when they were submitted.  It had been agreed that the course team
would seek external funding for the continuation of the Award and TLC had decided
not to support key skills initiatives which required significant financial support.  At
present, the unit cost was approximately £1000 per student. However, key skills was
an increasingly important agenda in a range of fora and the University might need to
fund this (or a similar scheme) in the medium term;

(e) that the course team felt that the QCA level descriptors would form a valuable basis
for the production of descriptors and assessment criteria for the elements of the
Award.  The course team had intended to seek TLC’s advice on this but it was more
appropriate for the course team to submit recommendations or proposals to TLC or to
a validation panel acting on behalf of TLC;

(f) that decisions would need to be taken about the procedures for making the Award;

(g) that no budgetary information had been submitted to TLC;

(h) concern that Level 4 might not be realistic for key skills which were not covered in
student’s degree subject;

Agreed:
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(a) that a budget statement and a business plan be submitted to TLC;
(Action: Dr Shelley)

(b) that the Management Committee minutes to be submitted to TLC;
(Action: Dr Shelley)

(c) that the course team prepare a Programme Specification to the University template
(using those elements of it which were relevant), level descriptors and assessment
criteria;

(Action: Dr Shelley)

(d) that an informal meeting be set up between Professor Bilsborough, Mrs Hone, Dr
Shelley and Lowry McComb to consider a timescale and a procedure for validating
the award;

(Action: BH)

(e) that the report be received and the course team thanked.

70. QAA REVIEW OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Reported:

(a) that the QAA had reviewed provision in the Department of Archaeology in the week
of 27 November 2000 and awarded grade 3 in Curriculum Design, Content &
Organisation and grade 4 in all other aspects, a total of 23 points;

(b) that the lost point reflected lack of clarity in the learning outcomes in some
programmes and some modules;

(c) that the review team had sought assurance during the visit that the University was
taking steps to address certain issues which materialised as potential weaknesses at
departmental level, ie:

(i) lack of detail in the reports of external examiners, especially in relation to
comments on the curriculum and the students' learning experience;

(ii) the absence of a coherent approach to annual programme review;

(iii) the absence of level descriptors.

The review team had been informed of the steps TLC was taking in respect of these
matters and was reassured by that.  The team also saw the relevant current TLC
documentation on revisions to the external examiners' report form and to the annual
programme review process as well as the new Faculty Review and programme
approval procedures, and commented informally that they believed that TLC was
taking appropriate action on all these matters.

Received:  an updated record of QAA scores.

Document TLC/00/64 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that average scores for each unit of assessment for the whole sector were not readily
available;

(b) that it might be more appropriate to monitor Durham’s performance against that of a
limited number of typical comparators;
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Agreed:  that the Deputy Registrar be asked to monitor this as part of the routine assembling
of comparative performance indicators.

(Action: BH)

71. MEMBERSHIP OF FACULTY TLC SUB-COMMITTEES

Reported:  that some members of Faculty TLC Sub-Committees were non-academic staff
rather than academics.

Considered:  whether TLC considered this to be appropriate in a forum for discussion of
academic matters.

Noted:

(a) that it was important that the most appropriate colleagues were involved in
determining academic policy.  Faculty TLCs were increasingly being consulted by
TLC on policy issues and were not simply concerned with procedural matters.  The
experience of purely administrative staff was valuable but decisions should be taken
by those actively involved in delivering the programmes;

(b) that some members of non-academic staff, especially those in ALC posts, were
involved in teaching and learning activities;

(c) that administrative staff were often more efficient than academics about taking TLC
matters back to the department but this could be overcome by copying faculty TLC
papers to support staff for reference when preparing departmental agendas;

Agreed:  that membership of faculty TLCs be defined as ‘normally academic or academic-
related staff currently making a significant contribution to teaching.  Cases for exceptional
appointments should be made to the Dean’.

72. EXAMINATIONS IN COLLEGES

(See also Minute 51, TLC 14 November 2000)

Reported:

(a) that Colleges Board had received proposals regarding students sitting examinations in
colleges;

Document TLC/00/65 – filed with the Minutes

(b) that Colleges Board had asked TLC to consult departments and colleges about the
costs of invigilation arrangements for students sitting their examinations in colleges.

Considered: a summary of feedback from colleges and departments.

Document TLC/00/66 – tabled and filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that Colleges Board had misunderstood what TLC had agreed: TLC had considered an
EAR report which had recommended that arrangements for invigilation in colleges
and departments should be made jointly by the colleges and departments.  No
reference had been made in the report to the cost.  TLC had noted that cost might be
an issue but had made no recommendation in respect of the cost;
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(b) that a survey of colleges and departments suggested that costs were low and in most
cases zero;

(c) that it was important to cut down as much as possible on the use of special rooms
other than those arranged by the SPA staff.  It was not a right for students to be
invigilated in college;

Agreed:  that Colleges Board be informed of these views and of TLC’s proposal that the cost
of such invigilation be borne centrally.

(Action: BH)

73. MEDICAL CERTIFICATION OF STUDENTS

Considered:  at the request of the Committee of Heads of Houses:

(a) a draft protocol for medical certification;

Document TLC/00/67 – filed with the Minutes

(b) a draft special protocol for medical certification for the examination period;

Document TLC/00/68 – filed with the Minutes

prepared by the University's Medical Officer.

Noted:

(a) that self-certification had been introduced to cover cases which did not affect the
submission of assessed work or an examination.  The proposed protocols seemed not
to have taken this into account;

(b) that the current pattern created difficulties for programmes in which large numbers of
small items of routine work (such as lab reports) contribute to the assessment of the
module.  It would be helpful for limited self-certification to be permitted to cover such
examples of summative work;

(c) that the protocol should distinguish between:

(i) cases in which the student loses marks directly or could benefit directly (eg by
gaining extra time for submitted work) from the absence, which should be
countersigned;

(ii) cases in which the student could be advantaged or disadvantaged indirectly (ie
Keeping of Terms matter rather than a specific mark) which could be self-
certified;

(d) that it was not clear what had prompted the draft protocols;

(e) that a parallel document would be needed for UDSC;

Agreed:  that the Committee of Heads of Houses be asked what had prompted this
development and be informed of TLC’s concerns.

(Action: BH)

74. PASS LISTS FOR STUDENTS IN DEBT

Received:  correspondence from the examinations administrator, Ms Denise Ward, regarding
inconsistencies between the regulations regarding the publication of pass lists referring to
students in debt and the treatment of such students at undergraduate and postgraduate levels.
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Document TLC/00/69 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) a proposal that the rubric at the top of the pass lists be amended as indicated in the
Attachment I to state that 'all candidates must be free of debt before their degree can
be conferred';

(b) recommending to Senate amendment of General Regulation III (f) (Attachment II) to
delete the reference to undergraduates in line 2 and add the following sentence:

'Pass lists for undergraduates in debt to the University will be issued but their degrees
will not be conferred until the debt has been cleared';

(c) recommending to Senate amendment of General Regulation IX item 3 (Attachment
III) by the addition of the following sentences:

'Pass lists will be issued for undergraduates in debt to the University but such students
will not have their degrees conferred until the debt has been cleared.  A statement to
this effect will be included in the rubric of the pass lists';

(d) recommending to Senate that it be agreed that pass lists should be issued for all
undergraduate students, notwithstanding debt to the University, in June/July 2000,
consistent with existing practice, prior to the amendments above being included in the
Calendar from October 2001.

Noted:

(a) that the procedure detailed in the regulations was unworkable for the SPA office, but
did not create problems for the Graduate School because of the different numbers of
undergraduate and postgraduate students respectively;

(b) that all undergraduate debt was checked by the Chief Clerk’s office before graduation
but that checking at an earlier stage would seriously delay the issuing of pass lists;

Agreed:

(a) that approval of the proposed changes as detailed above be recommended to Senate;

(b) that Graduate School Committee be made aware of this and asked to consider whether
to make practice for taught postgraduates consistent with that for undergraduates.

(Action: BH)

75. FACULTY REVIEW

Reported:  that Faculty Reviews had been conducted for the following subject areas:

- History
- Geological Sciences
- Anthropology

Received:  revalidation recommendations in respect of the following programmes (including
Joint Honours programmes for which the department under review was the lead department):

•  BA in History
•  BA in History and Politics
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•  BA in History with French
•  BA in History with German
•  BA in History with Russian

Document TLC/00/70 – filed with the Minutes
•  BSc in Geology
•  BSc in Geology and Geophysics
•  BSc in Environmental Geosciences and Geophysics
•  BSc in Earth Sciences
•  MSci in Geological Sciences
•  MSci in Geophysical Sciences

Document TLC/00/71 – filed with the Minutes

•  BA in Anthropology
•  BA in Anthropology and Archaeology

Document TLC/00/72 – filed with the Minutes

Considered: recommending to Senate revalidation for a further 6 years of the programmes
listed above.

Noted:

(a) that the revalidation of a programme was based on the reviews as a whole and not just
the programme specification;

(b) that programme specifications were currently in the process of development; Faculty
Review teams had seen first drafts;

Agreed:

(a) that in future programme specifications would be made available to members of TLC
on request in connection with revalidation;

(b) that revalidation of all the programmes listed be recommended to Senate for a further
six years.

76. ERASMUS EXCHANGE IN CHEMISTRY (Minute 34 (d) of TLC 18 January 2000
refers)

Reported:  that Colleges Board at its meeting of 15 November 2000 agreed that students
taking part of their study abroad (eg on an ERASMUS exchange) be required to pay the
college residence charge (less food costs) for that period and that students in hardship as a
result could apply through their college to the HEFCE Hardship Fund.

77. PART-TIME DEGREE REGULATIONS

Considered:  recommending to Senate the following change to the part-time regulations,
paragraph 30 (Calendar Volume II, page 28):

'A student who has obtained a mark of at least 40% in each of the six* assessment marks of
the modules studied** has passed the examination for the Certificate in Higher Education.

*delete 'six' which refers to Durham not UDSC practice.
**add (ie six marks at Durham and twelve at UDSC).

Agreed:  that the proposed changes be recommended to Senate.
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78. USE OF BLACKBOARD

Reported:

(a) that the Learning Technologies Team was assisting departments in implementing a
web-based learning environment called Blackboard which was proving very popular;

(b) that the Academic Registrar had asked that guidelines for the use of such materials be
produced.

Considered:  draft guidelines prepared by the Senior Assistant Registrar.

Document TLC/00/73 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:  that Dr Barbara Watson of the Learning Technologies Team had commented on the
guidelines;

Agreed:  that the guidelines be approved for circulation to departments and inclusion in the
Teaching and Learning Handbook.

(Action: BH)

79. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION

(a) 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 [Minute 76(a), 21.03.00];

(b) Equal Opportunities in Teaching & Learning - Review further in the light of feedback
from DSU, COSSS and GSC [Minute 19, 10.10.00].

80. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Reported: that the next meeting of TLC would be held on Thursday 15 February 2001, at
9.15am in Committee Room 1.


