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

TEACHING & LEARNING COMMITTEE

1 May 2001

Present:  Professor A Bilsborough (Chairman), Dr P J Gates, Professor B Gower, Mr R Hall,
Professor A Harding, Mr A Heesom, Dr E Kirkman, Professor P D Manning, Dr N Martin, Professor
E Meyer, Dr K J Orford, Dr B Watson, with Ms B Ollerenshaw (Secretary).

In Attendance:  Mr Peter Grundy (item 3)

The Chairman welcomed Dr Barbara Watson and Professor Anthony Harding to their first meeting of
TLC.

MINUTES

124. MINUTES

Confirmed:

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 20 March 2001 subject to the amendment of
Minute 107(e) to read ‘reviewed’ instead of ‘received’;

Document TLC/00/121 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 20 March 2001.
Document TLC/00/122 – filed with the Minutes

125. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Documentation for Senate (Minute 103(c))

Considered:  a proposal for Senate (to be considered also by Graduate School
Committee) regarding the submission of documentation in respect of new programme
approval and changes to regulations;

Document TLC/00/123 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) that as Senate’s overall responsibility for the approval of new programmes
was unchanged, there were no implications for Standing Orders;

(ii) that the views of the Graduate School Committee on these proposals were not
yet known;

Recommended:  that Senate approve the proposals for the submission of
documentation;

(b) Membership of TLC (Minute 104)

Reported:  that Dr Watson had agreed to become a co-opted member of TLC with
immediate effect;
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(c) QAA Code of Practice on Assessment (Minute 108)

Received:  a revised statement of the Policy on the Quality Assurance of
Examinations and Assessment following discussion at the previous meeting of TLC;

Document TLC/00/124 –filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) that Faculty TLC Sub-Committees had expressed concern about the current
version of the policy document which made requirements in response to the
concerns expressed by the Visitor which seemed at variance with the intention
to allow departments flexibility regarding the methods chosen to assure the
quality of their assessment processes;

(ii) that concern had been expressed about the desirability of anonymous marking
of major projects and dissertations (paragraph 2.4).  However, this was only
required ‘wherever possible’ and not as an absolute rule.  Paragraph 3.4 did
not conflict with this as it dealt with whether double marking, if used, should
be blind or seen;

(iii) that the requirement to double mark projects and dissertations which were not
marked anonymously was a matter of concern, especially to departments
which had marking strategies in which a range of markers assessed different
aspects of the work.  This could be addressed by amending 2.4(a) to require
‘double marking or an equivalent such as multiple moderation’;

(iv) that paragraph 5.2.4 was felt to devalue work contributing a smaller
percentage of the marks for a module, which did not need to be double-
marked in full.  However, this was a minimum requirement which attempted
to balance the need to assure the quality of assessment with the need to avoid
over-burdening examiners;

(v) that the requirement to use a mark proforma (section 6) would be unworkable
where a large number of small pieces of work were submitted (e.g. in
laboratory subjects);

(vi) that departments would need to discuss particular circumstances in their own
policy statements.  This would include, for instance, cases in which
anonymous marking was impossible, such as musical performance.  This
would be consistent with section 4.1 of the policy document;

Agreed:

(i) that Deans inform the Secretary of specific examples of assessment which
would be problematic in the context of the current document;

(Action:  All Deans)

(ii) that the Chairman and Secretary revise the document in consultation with the
Deans, the Vice-Provost of UDSC, the Chairman of the Senate Appeals
Committee and Professor Manning, and bring a revised draft back to TLC;

(Action:  AB, BO)

(d) Faculty of Social Sciences TLC Sub-Committee (Minute 113)

Reported:  that following consultation with the School of Education it appeared that
the reference to resits at Level 2 in the BSc(Ed) had been included because the
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relevant module was usually taken at Level 1 where resits were allowed.  This,
however, was inconsistent with University regulations regarding resits at Level 2 and
was therefore deleted from the regulations.  The remaining regulations were approved.

126. ITEM DEFERRED FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING OF TLC

Working Party on the Year Abroad (Minute 111)

Considered:  a report from the Arts Faculty TLC Working Group on the Assessment and
Accreditation of the Year Abroad;

Document TLC/00/125 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that it was not clear whether QAA intended to publish a Code of Practice on the Year
Abroad in addition to that on Placements, a draft of which had already been
circulated;

(b) that some ‘with’ degrees including years abroad under the Socrates exchange
arrangement took marks derived from assessment by the university abroad into the
classification process at Durham.  These programmes followed the ‘year 2 abroad’
pattern as defined in the report but the students went abroad in year 3 (cf.
recommendation 9).  It was not clear how the portfolio approach advocated for year 3
abroad would apply to such students, although a portfolio requirement could be
devised to cover the learning outcomes which would be tested by the assessment set
by the university abroad;

(c) that DUO could help students who had Internet access during their year abroad with
support during that time.  It could also provide materials for preparation and
reintegration (recommendations 13-16);

(d) that students failing the year abroad should be able to transfer to an alternative
programme.  There were, however, issues to be resolved regarding this:

(i) if students had to pass both the Preliminary Year at Durham and the year
abroad to progress to Final Honours this gave them two hurdles – a ‘double
jeopardy’.  If the year abroad was to be regarded as part of a two-year
Preliminary Honours it was reasonable to offer students a resit opportunity;

(ii) it was not feasible to offer students a resit opportunity in November regarding
their achievement in the year abroad (recommendation 7).  Progression had to
be assured before registration for the following year;

(iii) many students did not return from their year abroad until September, making
it difficult to set an assessment in July with a September resit;

(iv) in a few cases (e.g. where students abroad had experienced particular
difficulties) a concession would be required to provide an appropriate
assessment opportunity;

(v) students could be registered for a less linguistically challenging degree if they
did not pass their year abroad, but be allowed to transfer back if they
performed during the next year of study;

(e) that it would not be possible to include details of performance in the portfolio on the
degree certificate (recommendation 11) although this would be included in any
transcript if the year abroad was recorded on Banner following submission of a
proforma (recommendation 17);
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(f) that it was important to progress this to ensure that issues arising from external
teaching quality assessments regarding the management of the year abroad had been
fully addressed;

Agreed:

(a) that Peter Grundy be thanked for the work which he and the Working Group had
undertaken on this;

(b) that the Working Group be asked to reconvene to revise their report in the light of
TLC’s discussion, with the addition of the Dean of Arts to the Working Group.

127. MATTERS OF REPORT

(a) Pass Lists for Postgraduate Students in Debt

Reported:  that Graduate School Committee had agreed to extend to taught
postgraduates the regulations regarding the publication of pass lists for students in
debt, as suggested by TLC (Minute 74 refers);

(b) Institutional Reviewers

Reported:

(i) that Professor Roy Boyne had been accepted by QAA as an Institutional
Review team member for the 2002/06 cycle of Institutional Reviews (the
successor to Audit);

(ii) that Professor Gower had been invited to continue in that capacity in the next
round;

Agreed:

(i) that Professor Gower and Professor Boyne be congratulated on their
appointments;

(ii) that given the enhanced importance of institutional review in the new QAA
review method, it would be important for the University to utilise Professor
Gower’s and Professor Boyne’s expertise in this area.

128. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS

(a) Chairman’s Action

Reported:  that Chairman’s action had been taken to approve revisions to regulations
for the following programmes:
(i) BA in Latin and Music;
(ii) BA in Sport and the Community;
(iii) BA in Business Finance;
(iv) Foundation Year;
(v) BSc in Computer Science;
(vi) BScs in Geography and Environmental Management and in Geography,

Environment and Development;
(vii) BSc programmes in Biology;
(viii) MSci in Mathematics and Physics;
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(b) APEL Procedures

Reported:

(i) that the Chairman had taken action to convene a working group to consider
the development of more standardised approach to APEL.  The working
group includes representation of both undergraduate and taught postgraduate
provision, and of all four faculties.  The membership follows consultation
with the Chairwoman of GSC and Deans of faculties;

(ii) that the membership is as follows:
- Professor Roy Boyne (Chairman);
- Dr Steven Bradley (Science);
- Dr Philip Cheung (HME);
- Mr Peter Grundy (Arts);
- Mr Peter Morgan (Social Science);
- Dr Ian Lyne (Graduate School);
with Ms Beatrice Ollerenshaw;

(c) Appointment of Lecturers in Sport

Reported:

(i) that the Faculty TLC Sub-Committee for Health, Medicine and Environment
had contacted the Chairman to express concern that delays in appointing three
members of staff to teach Sport were jeopardising the delivery of the
programmes in Sport in the Community and Sport, Health and Exercise for
2001/02.  These programmes would be subject to QAA review in the
Michaelmas Term of that year;

(ii) that the need for the new staff had arisen from:
•  staff resignation;
•  the evolution of the new programme Sport, Health and Exercise to a

full three-year span which required an additional 700 hours of
teaching;

(iii) that the delay was caused by waiting for a report from a consultant advising
on the development of research in physiology which is relevant to the sports
curriculum;

Noted:

(i) that RPG had in the past taken into account the need for additional staffing in
departments preparing for QAA reviews;

(ii) that there was an on-going problem for validation panels which were asked to
approve programmes in the expectation that the full staffing complement
would be appointed as the programme evolved;

(iii) that these problems were not unique to Sport;

Agreed:  that TLC express its serious concern on this matter and ask RPG to resolve it
as rapidly as possible.

(Action:  BO)
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129. PROCEDURES FOR DEALING WITH PLAGIARISM

Considered:  current guidelines in the light of concerns raised at TLC that departments
differed significantly in their treatment of suspected plagiarism, especially in relation to the
definition of it as a major offence (Minutes 107 & 108 refer);

Document TLC/00/126 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that it was clear from the Minutes of meetings of Boards of Examiners that
departments handled these matters in very different ways;

(b) that since students had to sign a declaration stating that they would abide by the
University Regulations with regard to plagiarism it was possible to regard any case of
plagiarism as a major offence;

(c) that departments varied in the information which they gave to students regarding
plagiarism and good practice in academic referencing.  Level 2 of Blackboard could
be used as source of examples of good and bad practice;

(d) that one difficulty for departments was the lack of flexibility in the penalties available
to Senate Discipline Committee.  This made departments reluctant to refer cases to
that committee;

(e) that opinion varied as to whether all plagiarism was to be regarded as a major offence.
Section 4.2.1 suggested that only extreme cases counted and Section 4.3.3.1.3 referred
to ‘sufficient … evidence’ of ‘a significant level’ of plagiarism.  It might also be felt
to depend on the percentage contribution of the work concerned to the module in
question;

(f) that collusion should be added to the reference to plagiarism in the General
Regulations;

(g) that problems were also experienced in postgraduate work and with overseas students
whose culture included a different approach to the use of seminal literature;

(h) that the extent of the problem was not clear because reports on plagiarism cases
handled at departmental level were not sent to Deans;

(i) that there were practical problems with the current procedure which required students
accused of plagiarism to attend a panel meeting.  It was not desirable to ask for such
attendance immediately before a student sat examinations; in some cases students
were no longer in residence when the problem was detected.  However it was
important to allow students the opportunity to clear their name in person;

Agreed:

(a) that the TLH guidelines needed to be re-drafted to take into account and clarify:
(i) internal inconsistencies in the document;
(ii) inconsistencies in departmental procedures;
(iii) the level at which plagiarism should be regarded as serious;
(iv) appropriate levels of penalty for various degrees of plagiarism;
(v) procedural problems;

(b) that departments be asked to send Deans copies of all plagiarism panel reports for
1999/2000 and 2000/01 to enable them to identify the nature and extent of the
problems associated with plagiarism;

(Action: BO)
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(c) that Deans prepare a summary of their findings for discussion at a meeting to be
arranged for September.

130. RETENTION OF EXAMINATION SCRIPTS AND ASSESSED WORK

Received:  a copy of current guidelines on the retention of examination scripts;
Document TLC/00/127 – filed with the Minutes

Reported:

(a) that this covered the retention of work for appeals and quality assurance purposes;

(b) that this offered little guidance on the retention of coursework or dissertations;

(c) that the Policy on the Quality Assurance of Assessment required mark pro formas to
be retained for a year.  This requirement came from discussions with the Visitor of
appeal cases (see Document TLC/00/124);

Considered:

(a) whether to extend the guidelines for retention of examination scripts to include all
assessed work;

(b) the implications of this for returning work to students:

(i) coursework:  feedback would have to be provided on separate sheets or
students would need to submit two copies or a photocopy would have to be
made by the department;

(ii) projects/dissertations:  some of this work (e.g. where complex mapping is
involved) could not realistically be duplicated, and was required by students
for job interview purposes.  It therefore needed to be returned to students after
the appeal period;

(c) whether to retain the current guidelines, ie:

(i) for appeals:  3 months (all work);

(ii) for QA:  1 year (all work), 3 years (sample).

Noted:

(a) the practical difficulties of retaining certain types of work;

(b) that some subject areas require large numbers of small pieces of on-going coursework
which it would be impracticable to retain;

(c) that retention of work for QAA purposes was less of a problem in practice because
departments sought advice in this situation;

(d) that the current guidelines required retention of examination scripts only in relation to
appeals:  this was unsatisfactory;

Agreed:  that the Chairman and Secretary consider this further and bring it back to TLC.
(Action: AB, BO)



8

131. THE FUTURE OF QAA REVIEWS

Received:

(a) a DfEE press release proposing radical changes to the QAA review process;
Document TLC/00/128 – filed with the Minutes

(b) a briefing note from HEFCE, UUK and SCoP;
Document TLC/00/129 – filed with the Minutes

Reported:

(a) that it had been expected that eventually teaching quality assessment would move
towards an approach based on only sample visits but that this was not expected before
2006;

(b) that this approach was likely to result in a strong focus on institutional procedures
which would help to guarantee the quality of provision throughout the University;

(c) that it was not yet clear how this sampling approach would apply to provision
assessed under the original ‘satisfactory/excellent’ methodology;

(d) that it was suggested that all subject areas should produce SEDs and Programme
Specifications, whether they were to be visited or not;

(e) that it was also suggested that final versions of institutional profiles and programme
specifications be published (what this meant in the latter case was not clear);

(f) that it was proposed that institutions produce publishable summaries of SEDs;

Noted:  that the Chief Executive of HEFCE had written to the Chairman of the QAA
indicating the strong commitment of the sector to move to a sampling approach to reviews
with effect from January 2002.

132. TLC STRATEGY GROUP

Received:  the draft Minutes of the meeting of the TLC Strategy Group of 2 April 2001.
Document TLC/00/130 – filed with the Minutes

Reported:  that colleagues had now been invited to apply for the University’s award for
excellence in teaching.  Awards would be made by the end of May.

133. SCIENCE FACULTY QA PANEL

Received:  the minutes of the Science Faculty QA Panel meeting of 23 March to consider the
QAA reports for Biomedical Sciences and Biology and the BPS accreditation report for
Psychology;

Document TLC/00/131 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  whether TLC wished to comment on the concerns expressed with regard to the
provision of staff development on teaching matters (see also Minute 132 above);

Agreed:

(a) that Professor Meyer be asked to take these concerns into account in drafting the plan
for the Centre for Learning, Teaching and Research and Higher Education;
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(b) that Professor Meyer’s attention also be drawn to the comments made about staff
development by the TLC Strategy Group and to concerns expressed in the Faculty
Review of Environmental Sciences that staff development sessions were not provided
at the Stockton campus.

(Action: BO)

134. QAA REPORT ON POLITICS

Reported:  that the University had written to QAA to express concern about the QAA report of
the Department of Politics and as a consequence of this, to question the score awarded for
Curriculum Design, Content and Organisation;

Received:  a copy of the letter sent to QAA;
Document TLC/00/132 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:  that no reply had as yet been received from the QAA.

135. COURSE REVIEW ADVISORY MEETING

Received:  the Minutes of the meeting of CRAM held on 15 March;

Document TLC/00/133 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) the satisfactory conclusion of the reviews for:

(i) Anthropology (23 November 1998);

(ii) the Business School (15 May 1998);

(iii) European Studies (10 March 1999);

(iv) Archaeology (1 December 1999);

(b) progress in discussion of the report for Philosophy;

(c) receipt of the one-year-on report for  Economics and Finance (6 December 1999);

Agreed:  that CRAM’s progress in respect of these reports be noted and Senate be informed of
the satisfactory conclusion of the reports listed above.

136. FACULTY REVIEW PROCEDURES

Considered:

(a) proposals for the revision of the CRAM procedures to follow up the recommendations
of the Faculty Review reports;

Document TLC/00/134 – filed with the Minutes

(b) if these proposals were approved, whether the successor(s) to CRAM should continue
to consider the reports of Deans on the annual review reports or whether these should
be considered by an alternative body, probably faculty TLCs or TLC itself;

Agreed:

(a) that the proposals for faculty-specific Review Panels in place of CRAM be approved;
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(b) that the name Faculty Review be changed University Review;

(c) that from October 2001 the Deans’ comments on the annual report procedure be
submitted to their respective Faculty TLCs to facilitate the sharing of good practice.
Issues of concern would be referred to TLC from Faculty TLCs.

137. PART-TIME DEGREES

Considered:  a report from Professor Roy Boyne on the mainstreamed part-time degree
programmes;

Document TLC/00/135 – filed with the Minutes

Deferred to the next meeting of TLC.

138. SCHOOLS LIAISON REPORT

Considered:  a report from the Head of Marketing, Richard Taylor, on school liaison and
recruitment activities;

Document TLC/00/136 – filed with the Minutes

Deferred to the next meeting of TLC:  Mr Richard Taylor to be invited to attend to discuss
the issues raised.

139. ADMISSIONS – WIDENING PARTICIPATION

Considered:  a summary from the Admissions Officer of the status and number of Widening
Participation applications in:

(a) the 1999/2000 cycle;
Document TLC/00/137 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the current cycle;
Document TLC/00/138 – filed with the Minutes

Deferred to the next meeting of TLC:  Mr Richard Taylor to be invited to attend to discuss
the issues raised.

140. ADMISSIONS – MEDICINE

Considered  the latest figures for offers and acceptances to the Medicine programme
(quota:70) for 2001 entry;

Document TLC/00/139 –filed with the Minutes

Reported:

(a) that 40 offers for Medicine had now been accepted;  69 offers were still outstanding;

(b) that Newcastle was planning to relax its high hurdle of 56 points (including grade As
at GCSE) for entry to Medicine with effect from October 2003;

Agreed:  that thanks be recorded to all those involved in the procedure for admission to
Medicine at UDSC this year.

141. FOOT AND MOUTH OUTBREAK

Received:  guidelines for departments which had to cancel fieldwork because of the foot and
mouth outbreak;

Document TLC/00/140 – filed with the Minutes
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Reported:

(a) that this had been approved by Chairman’s action on behalf of TLC and Senate;

(b) that Graduate School was being consulted on whether this should be extended to
postgraduate programmes.

142. SELF-CERTIFICATION OF ILLNESS

Considered:  a document from the Academic Registrar recommending changes to the rules for
self-certification by students when a deadline for summative coursework occurs during a
period of illness;

Document TLC/00/141 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that similar problems to those outlined in the Academic Registrar’s memo had been
reported by the medical services at UDSC;

(b) that mature and part-time students living at home who remained with their ‘home’ GP
practice had to pay £12 for each medical certificate;

(c) that GPs were concerned that this devalued other medical certificates granted in cases
of real need;

(d) concern that the proposed system was open to abuse or could be used by students who
should in reality be seeking medical advice.  It would be important to manage the
process in a way which minimised such occurrences;

(e) that it was essential that students submit the self-certification form as soon as
possible;

Agreed:

(a) that a revised procedure be approved by which students could self-certificate up to
twice per term for up to 5 days on each occasion, including periods which covered
deadlines for assessed work;

(b) that the Senior Tutors’ Committee be asked to considered how the system could be
managed most effectively.

143. RESEARCH LEAVE AND STUDY LEAVE

Considered:  a request from Senate that TLC comment on the implications for teaching of a
proposal to extend research leave and study leave from 1 term in 9 to 1 term in 7;

Noted:

(a) that if arrangements for teaching and assessment could be secured it would be in the
interests of both staff and students for research leave to be increased to 1 term in 7;

(b) that it might be difficult for small departments to offer this to all staff.  However, this
was a maximum entitlement and not an automatic right;
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(c) that it would be essential for Boards of Studies, when considering requests for
research leave, to ensure continuity of teaching and assessment, and to maintain
adequate option choice for students;

(d) that where research leave resulted in modules being withdrawn for one academic year,
departments did not need to submit pro formas to withdraw and/or reinstate these
modules.  They should, however, put to Faculty TLC, by the usual deadline, a
regulation change to indicate in their degree frameworks which modules would be
unavailable in the coming year;

(e) that study leave was more complex, and members of TLC were divided on the most
appropriate approach.  This did not apply to colleagues who were research-active but
had not been entered for the RAE, since they would be eligible for research leave.  It
applied to colleagues who were not research-active and who therefore had vacation
time to engage in developmental work associated with teaching. Whilst parity
between teaching and research might suggest a cycle of 1 term in 7, a study leave
cycle of 1 term in 9 seemed realistic for such colleagues.  To extend the study leave
entitlement to 1 term in 7 would exacerbate difficulties for organising teaching and
ensuring adequate student choice, and would further increase the teaching loads of
research active staff.

Agreed:

(a) that a cycle of 1 term in 7 for research leave be supported;

(b) notwithstanding (d) above, that a cycle of 1 term in 9 for study leave be supported.

144. VALIDATION PANELS

Reported:

(a) that the Chairman had been asked by TLC to consider an appropriate means of
validating the Durham Award for students due to obtain the Award in the next year;

(b) that a similar issue had arisen in respect of the Certificate and Diploma in Lifelong
Learning which were also part of a pilot scheme.  This scheme was a joint venture
including all the regional universities and had ear-marked funding to approximately
Easter 2002.  A sheet of information was attached for reference;

Document TLC/00/142 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  a proposal from the Chairman that a cross-faculty validation panel be established
as follows to consider these proposals:

Dr Phil Gates;
Professor Roy Boyne;
Dr Nigel Martin;
Dr John Weste;

Agreed:  that the proposed panel membership be supported.

145. CONCESSIONS REPORTS

Received:  reports on concessions granted in 1999/2000;
Documents TLC/00/143(a) – (d) – filed with the Minutes

Agreed:  that any issues of concern be brought forward under Matters Arising at the next
meeting.

(Action: All TLC Members)
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146. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION

(a) Equal Opportunities in Teaching & Learning – Review further in light of feedback
from DSU, COSSS and GSC (Minute19, 10.10.00);

(b) Consider pre-application open days further in the light of Faculty TLC responses
(Minute 118, 20.03.01);

(c) Revised document on the quality assurance of assessment to be considered (Minute
125(c), May 2001);

(d) Revised proposals on plagiarism to be considered following discussion of reports
from Deans in September (Minute 129, 1 May 2001);

(e) Revised proposals for retention of examination scripts and assessed work to be
considered (Minute 130, 1 May 2001).

147. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Reported: that the next meeting of TLC would be held on Thursday 31 May 2001, at 9.15am
in Committee Room 1, Old Shire Hall.


