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

TEACHING & LEARNING COMMITTEE

2 July 2001

Present:  Professor A Bilsborough (Chairman), Dr G Bromiley, Professor B Gower, Dr P Gates,
Mr A Heesom, Dr E Kirkman, Professor P Manning, Dr K J Orford, Dr B Watson, with
Ms B Ollerenshaw (Secretary).

The Chairman recorded the thanks of the Committee to Professor Boyne, Dr Gates and Mr Hall for
their commitment and hard work for the committee during their respective terms of office.

MINUTES

174. MINUTES

Confirmed:

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 31 May 2001;
Document TLC/00/172 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 31 May 2001.
Document TLC/00/173 – filed with the Minutes

175. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Excellence in Teaching and Learning Awards (minute 155)

Received:  minutes of the awarding panel including a list of the successful candidates
for this year’s awards;

Document TLC/00/174 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  the panel’s suggestion that guidelines on feedback from student
questionnaires be amended to facilitate the provision of evidence for such
applications;

Noted:

(i) that practice regarding the receipt and dissemination of feedback from student
questionnaires varied considerably.  In some departments the detailed
information was not seen by the member(s) of staff responsible for the
module;

(ii) that it was good practice for individual lecturers to receive as much feedback
as possible on their modules,  It was not necessarily good use of the time of
the Chairman/woman of the Board of Studies to analyse all the questionnaire
feedback for the department: this could more profitably be done by the
relevant members of staff;

(iii) that questionnaires were a source of information about good practice as well
as a means of identifying problems;
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(iv) that questionnaires could be administered with respect to the individual
teacher as well as, or in place of, the module questionnaires of a member of
staff wanted such information as evidence of excellence in teaching;

(v) that the TLC Strategy Group had agreed that the guidelines on the awards for
excellence in teaching and learning be clarified to include the suggestion that
questionnaire feedback be used as evidence of excellence;

Agreed:  that the guidelines for the implementation of student questionnaires be
revised to reflect the comments above and brought back to TLC for further
consideration.

(Action: AB, BO)

(b) Equal Opportunities in Teaching and Learning (Minute 157)

Considered:  a revised policy statement prepared by the Chairman and Secretary;
Document TLC/00/175 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(i) the difficulty of distinguishing between taking steps to ensure that students
were not discriminated against because of (for example) disability or social
background and practising positive discrimination which would disadvantage
other students.  It might be necessary to seek legal advice on this question;

(ii) that ‘academic grounds’ for making decisions on admissions should be
interpreted broadly to include personal qualities relevant to the programme of
study.  This was important in certain vocational programmes such as
medicine, education (teacher training) and social work;

(iii) that additional factors such as legislation in respect of applicants with criminal
convictions would also constrain admissions policies;

(iv) that it was helpful to distinguish between equal opportunities issues for
applicants and for registered students.  Wherever possible, issues relating to
equal opportunities should be discussed and resolved at the admissions stage.
In such cases the University could expect to admit students who would be
able to achieve, and demonstrate achievement of, the learning outcomes of the
programme in question.  This was consistent with the requirements of the
QAA Code of Practice on Students with Disabilities;

(v) that the admissions policy was being reviewed in the light of the Code of
Practice on Admissions (see minute 192 below) and would have to take
account of equal opportunities issues;

(vi) that a distinction should be drawn between disabilities which could be
accommodated to allow students to demonstrate the learning outcomes of the
programme (e.g. by allowing a student to use an amanuensis) and disabilities
which could not be accommodated in this way (e.g. where a disability
precluded a student from carrying out fieldwork);

(vii) that the University should reserve the right not to have to take responsibility
for problems known to the student at the admissions stage which might
prevent him/her from achieving the learning outcomes for the programme of
study but which were not drawn to the attention of the University until after
admission;
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(viii) that the greatest problems would be experienced where a student developed a
disability after admission and was therefore unable to achieve the learning
outcomes for his/her programme of study.  In such cases it would be
necessary to consider adapting the learning outcomes for the programme to
the needs of the student;

(ix) that students should have a ‘court of appeal’ if they felt that they had suffered
discrimination but that this should take into account the University’s declared
policy on equal opportunities;

Agreed:  that the paper be revised and brought back to the next meeting of TLC for
further discussion.

(Action: AB, BO)

176. REPORT FROM SENATE

Received:  an extract from the Minutes of the meeting of Senate held on Tuesday 19 June
2001;

Document TLC/00/176 –tabled and filed with the Minutes

(a) Code of Practice on Assessment (TLC Minute 149(a), Senate Minute 523)

Noted:

(i) that Senate had requested the addition of a statement within the Policy on the
Quality Assurance of Examinations and Assessment affirming the importance
of the external examiner system;

(ii) that there was concern that the Visitor might not be satisfied with the policy
as agreed since it did not require blind double marking.  However, this would
necessitate double marking of all work, since it would be difficult to identify
an appropriate range of scripts for limited double marking purposes.  As TLC
had already discussed, the University did not have the staff time to double
mark all work and the current version of the policy was an attempt to
reconcile the demands of quality assurance with the available resources;

(iii) that anonymous classification of degrees was a feature of the policy because
TLC was aware of bad practice in some departments.  In such cases it was
evident from the Minutes of the Boards of Examiners that discussion of
students’ achievements ranged beyond the marks presented to the Board and
evidence of mitigating circumstances.  While an individual member of the
Board might be aware of the identity of a particular student during
anonymous classification this knowledge would be fragmented and so would
not distort overall discussions of students’ performance and classifications;

(iv) that departments were currently drafting their own policies on the quality
assurance of assessment on the basis of earlier drafts of TLC’s document for
submission to faculty TLCs in the autumn;

Agreed:  that the current document with the amendment requested by Senate be sent
to departments to inform the drafting of their own policies, and that departments be
made aware that revisions might be necessary in the light of consultation with the
Visitor.

(Attachment I – filed with the Minutes)
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(b) Data Protection Act (TLC Minute 169, Senate Minute 528)

Noted:

(i) that Senate had requested clarification of the definition of personal data in the
context of the Data Protection Act and information about the policy elsewhere
with regard to writing comments and marks on scripts;

(ii) that Senate had been concerned that departments would be prevented from
writing on scripts which would create particular difficulties in marking work
such as translation exercises in which errors needed to be identified on the
script as part of the marking process;

(iii) that the documentation presented to Senate had not suggested that
departments should not annotate scripts but had drawn the attention of
colleagues to the fact that any such annotations would constitute ‘personal
data’ to which students would have the right of access.  Markers should be
aware of this when making comments on scripts;

(iv) that some universities returned examination scripts to students.  However, this
was not a requirement under the Data Protection Act;

Agreed:  that Senate be informed of this in response to its concerns.

177. MATTERS OF REPORT

There were no matters of report.

178. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS

(a) University Calendar

Reported:  that progress was being made to move towards an electronic version of the
Calendar which would become the definitive version.

179. CREDIT GUIDELINES FOR NQF

Reported:  that QAA had agreed that the credit consortia (SEEC in the south and NUCCAT in
the north) would prepare guidelines for the HE sector setting out the volume and level of the
credits which a student should gain to be awarded any particular qualification;

Received:

(a) draft guidelines circulated for consultation;
Document TLC/00/177 – filed with the Minutes

(b) a response to the consultation prepared by the Chairman, Secretary and Academic
Registrar;

Document TLC/00/178 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  comments on this and any issues to be referred to the Working Group on
Learning Outcomes;

Noted:

(a) that the guidelines were intended to set parameters for the volume and level of credit
for each level of award.  Such guidelines had been included in the NQF for Scotland
and in an earlier draft of the NQF for England but had been omitted from the final
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draft.  The sector was concerned that without such guidelines there would not be
comparability between awards in different institutions at the same level as defined by
the NQF;

(b) that these parameters would have the status of guidelines only so that it should be
possible for individual institutions to adapt them to their own requirements provided
that the rationale for such adaptation was made clear;

(c) that Durham might wish to allow students to take up to 40 credits from a lower level
in any particular year (e.g. from Level 2 during the third year of an undergraduate
degree).  This would be 10 credits more than the guidelines suggested but would be
appropriate for an institution using 20-credit modules, enhancing flexibility without
jeopardising standards;

(d) that each module would have to be assigned to a particular level (e.g. level 2 or 3 but
not 2/3).  However students from different years could share lectures on a particular
topic provided that they had separate seminars, assessment and (where appropriate)
reading lists.  In such cases two modules would have to be registered, each with its
own code and learning outcomes;

(e) that compensation and condonation were problematic in this context and the Learning
Outcomes Working Group was considering the implications of introducing resits at
Levels 2 and/or 3;

(f) that the Durham regulations regarding the percentage of a programme which could be
achieved through APL were sufficiently stringent for the issues associated with the
proposed Bachelor’s/Master’s Advanced Diploma to be irrelevant.

180. WORKING GROUP ON APL

Considered:  proposals from the Working Group on the Accreditation of Prior Learning;
Document TLC/00/179 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the emphasis on learning outcomes had increased demand for APL from students
who could already demonstrate achievement of some of the learning outcomes in a
programme;

(b) that the working group wished to retain the absolute discretion of the University to
grant APL and the responsibility of the student to demonstrate his/her eligibility for it;

(c) that this could act as a benchmark for validated programmes.  As with other university
policies validation partners would be made aware of their obligations in relation to
this policy in the Validation Handbook;

(d) that a policy was required regarding remission of fees for modules achieved by APL.
Currently remission was granted at the full rate for the module where students paid by
the module (e.g. the MA(Ed) and part-time undergraduate programmes).  It was
important not to compensate for this by charging for the APL process as this would
raise expectations about the support available for preparing evidence for an APL
request; it was also important not to adopt a policy which would damage recruitment
in a particular area;

Agreed:  that the working party be thanked for its work, Senate be informed of the report and
progress be continued on the procedural implications of the recommendations.

(Action: BO)
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181. WORKING GROUP ON THE STRUCTURE OF THE ACADEMIC YEAR

Received:  the final report of the Working Group on the Structure of the Academic Year
established by Senate on the advice of TLC.  The report had been considered by Senate at its
meeting on 19 June;

Document TLC/00/180 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  issues arising from this including the implications for managing intercalated
years or terms abroad, e.g. on an Erasmus exchange;

Noted:

(a) that many exchange students at UDSC returned home at the end of the Michaelmas
Term and therefore undertook assessment at that time rather than in January;

(b) that in Durham exchange students staying for one term undertook a half-module and
were given a customised assessment on the work completed;

(c) that special arrangements also had to be made for students returning to Durham during
the Epiphany Term after spending a semester on exchange;

Agreed:

(a) that the International Office be asked for details of current practice;
(Action: BO)

(b) that the Deans inform the Secretary of an examples of practice in their own faculties;
(Action: All Deans)

(c) that the information gained be brought back to TLC for further discussion.

182. MEMBERSHIP OF TLC

Reported:

(a) that Dr Phil Gates’ term of office would finish at the end of the current academic year;

(b) that the Dean of Science had proposed that Dr Christine Peirce, Geological Sciences,
be nominated as Dr Gates’ successor in representing the Faculty of Science on TLC;

(c) that Professor Manning had kindly agreed to be the TLC representative on Graduate
School Committee for 2001/02 in place of Dr Gates;

(d) that TLC would need to identify a member of the Committee to chair validation
panels for new degree programmes following the departure of Dr Gates;

(e) that Professor Roy Boyne would no longer be an ex-officio member of TLC from
October 2001.  It would therefore be necessary to identify an elected or co-opted
member of TLC to take oversight of part-time programmes;

(f) that formal provision needed to be made for TLC to co-opt members to regularise the
co-options already made and to permit further co-options if necessary;

(g) that the Dean of Colleges wished to nominate Mrs E A MacNamara, the Vice-
Principal designate of John Snow College at UDSC, to serve as his representative on
TLC;
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(h) that the term of office of Dr Jane Keithley, the representative of the Faculty of Social
Sciences on Validation Sub-Committee, was coming to an end;

Received:  a copy of the current Standing Orders of TLC;
Document TLC/00/181 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) the following amendments to Standing Orders:

(i) insertion of a new (ii) to read:

The Committee may co-opt up to 5 members at any time for a period of up to
3 years.  Co-opted members will be eligible for re-appointment;

(ii) amendment of (v) to delete (A) Faculty Review (which referred to the
Chairmanship of the previous CRAM) and add:
•  new A:  Validation of new programmes;
•  D:  part-time provision;

(b) nomination of members of TLC to take responsibility for:

(i) validation of new programmes;

(ii) part-time provision;

in 2001/02;

Recommended:  that Senate approve the amendments to Standing Orders as proposed (see
also Minute 189 below);

Agreed:

(a) that Dr Emrys Kirkman be nominated to take responsibility for the validation of new
programmes in 2001/02;

(b) that Mrs Anne MacNamara be nominated to take responsibility for part-time provision
in 2001/02;

(c) that Dr Keithley be reappointed as the representative of the Faculty of Social Sciences
on Validation Sub-Committee for three years.

183. MODULE PRO FORMAS

Reported:

(a) that Jonathan Pearson, the administrator responsible for Faculty TLCs, had devised an
on-line module pro forma which would:

(i) be easier to complete than the current electronic version in the Teaching and
Learning Handbook;

(ii) automatically ensure that all boxes are completed before accepting
submission;

(iii) automatically calculate total SLAT hours;
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(iv) enable text from the pro formas to be copied electronically into the database
which serves the faculty handbooks (both the on-line version and the material
for the printed copies);

Document TLC/00/182(a) – (c) – filed with the Minutes

(b) that minor amendments had been made to the pro forma as part of this process;

(c) that the on-line submission of the pro forma would mean that pro formas would not be
signed;

Considered:

(a) approval of the principle of on-line submission of module pro formas;

(b) approval of the minor changes introduced;

(c) a solution to the problem of absence of a signature.  Options included:

(i) requiring a signed hard copy to be submitted in addition to the on-line copy
(which might be felt to defeat the object of using an on-line submission
system!);

(ii) replacing the requirement for a signature with:
•  the requirement that a member of staff supply his/her name on the pro

forma;
•  a statement that the name denotes that he/she has obtained approval through

the usual departmental channels from the Chairman/woman of the Board of
Studies;

•  a requirement that the signatory email a copy of the pro forma to the
Chairman/woman of the Board of Studies who should contact the
Undergraduate Office immediately if he/she does not accept the pro forma
as submitted;

Agreed:

(a) that this was an extremely valuable development for which Dr Pearson should be
thanked;

(b) that the problem of a signature be resolved by making it clear that the person
appending his/her name to the pro forma was responsible for ensuring that the module
had been properly approved within the department.  A link could be added to the pro
forma so that the named individual could send an email from his/her address to
confirm the authenticity of submission;

(c) that the amendments made to the new module pro forma be approved as follows (with
consequential changes to the significant change and withdrawal pro formas):

(i) sections 16 and 17: word limits approved, but section 16 to be amended to
clarify that the limit applied to boxes (a) and (b) only;

(ii) section 23: this section should make it clear that responsibility for identifying
resourcing implications rested with the proposers of the module in
consultation with the library and ITS.  The current wording was ambiguous.
Boxes (b) and (c) should be deleted and box (d) amended to require either an
explanation of the resources required and how these would be met or an
explanation of why there were no resource implications.  (This might occur
where a new module replaced an existing one and would draw on the same
resource requirements);
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(iii) section 24: make the submission of comments from an external examiner
compulsory; clarify how documentation should be submitted; link through to
the guidelines in the Teaching and Learning Handbook on the comments to be
sought from external examiners;

(iv) section 26: amendment approved;

(v) additional section requiring a statement about the quality assurance of the
assessment for the module;

(d) that subject to these changes the on-line pro formas be approved for use from October
2001.

(Action: BO)

184. CORE PART-TIME REGULATIONS

Reported:

(a) that the core part-time regulations had been drafted to make provision for students to
receive, successively, awards at Certificate, Diploma and degree levels.  Such students
would return the award for the lower-level qualification when receiving a higher
award;

(b) that this was proving logistically difficult;

Considered:

(a) amending the regulations so that students:

(i) do not receive the lower-level certificate if they progress immediately to study
at a higher level;

(ii) receive the lower-level certificate retrospectively should they fail to complete
study at the higher level successfully;

(b) revised regulations to implement this change with immediate effect;
Document TLC/00/183 – filed with the Minutes

Recommended:  that Senate approve the revised regulations.

185. COURSE REVIEW ADVISORY MEETING

Received:  Minutes of the final meeting of CRAM on 20 June 2001;
Document TLC/00/184 –tabled and filed with the Minutes

Agreed:  that satisfactory completion be reported to Senate of the Faculty Reviews for:
- Philosophy – 17 February 1999;
- European Studies – 10 March 1999;
- Economics and Finance – 6 December 1999;
- Centre for Applied Social Studies – 20 May 1999;
- Human Sciences – 15 March 2000;
- Business Finance – 8 May 2000.

186. DURHAM AWARD

Received:  the Minutes of the meetings of the Management Committee for the Durham Award
for 6 February 2001 and 15 March 2001.

Document TLC/00/185 – filed with the Minutes
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187. REVISIONS TO REGULATIONS

Considered:  revisions to regulations as follows approved by the Dean on behalf of the
relevant Faculty TLC:

- BA in Business Finance and BA in Finance with a European Language with effect
from October 2001;

Document TLC/00/186 – filed with the Minutes

Agreed:  that the revisions to the regulations be approved.

188. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL

Considered:  approval of a new degree programme, the BA Ed (Hons) with QTS, with effect
from October 2002;

Document TLC/00/187 –filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that QTS was not awarded by the University and the degree of BA(Ed) could be
gained without QTS (either because a student failed QTS or because he/she withdrew
from the QTS element).  Such a graduate would not be qualified to teach;

(b) that the programme specifications covered only the BA(Ed) and not the QTS course;

(c) that it was important to clarify this in the regulations and that it might be appropriate
to remove ‘with QTS’ from the title of the degree;

Agreed:  that this be discussed further with the School of Education and the Chairman take
action on behalf of TLC to approve the final version of the documentation.

(Action: BO)

189. TEACHING AND LEARNING STRATEGY GROUP

Received:  minutes of the meeting held on 20 June 2001;
Document TLC/00/188 –tabled and filed with the Minutes

Considered:  establishing clearer rules for the membership of the Strategy Group, perhaps as a
Sub-Committee of TLC, to clarify the period of service on the Sub-Committee and whether
members of the Sub-Committee should be current members of TLC.  A proposal from the
Secretary was received;

Document TLC/00/189 – filed with the Minutes

Recommended:  that the proposed membership and terms of reference be approved and
TLC’s Standing Orders be amended accordingly;

Agreed:  that the Chairman consider further the nomination of a second appointed member to
the Strategy Sub-Committee for 2001/02.

(Action: AB)

190. RETENTION OF STUDENT WORK

Considered:  a proposal from the Chairman and Secretary following discussion at TLC on 1
May 2001 (Minute 130 refers) regarding the policy for the retention of student work;

Document TLC/00/190 – filed with the Minutes
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Agreed:

(a) that the definition of formative work be clarified;

(b) that a provision be added so that departments wishing to retain work for longer
periods of time be required to clarify the purpose for which it was being retained, to
comply with the Data Protection Act;

(c) that the Graduate School Committee be asked for comments and the proposal be
brought back to TLC.

(Action: BO)

191. INFORMATION ABOUT DISSERTATIONS

Reported:

(a) that the Visitor had recommended that all departments be asked to produce clear
descriptions for students in respect of dissertations and major projects stating:

(i) the expected format and presentation of the piece of work;

(ii) arrangements for its submission;

(iii) the assignment and role of the supervisor;

(iv) grade descriptors/criteria for assessment;

(v) arrangements for the approval of the topic of the piece of work;

(b) that this had been brought to the attention of the Head of the Graduate School;

Considered:

(a) whether TLC wished to add to this list;

(b) whether to ask faculty TLC Sub-Committees to progress this;

Agreed:

(a) that the following be added to the list:

(i) guidance on correct referencing;

(ii) a reminder of the University policy on plagiarism;

(iii) the involvement of the supervisor, including the number of meetings between
supervisor and student;

(b) that departments be asked to ensure that such statements were in place for the start of
the academic year 2001/02 and to send copies to faculty TLCs so that good practice
could be shared.

(Action: BO)

192. ADMISSIONS ADVISORY GROUP

Received:  the Minutes of the meeting held on 29 May 2001;
Document TLC/00/191 –tabled and filed with the Minutes
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193. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION

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

(b) Part-Time degrees: monitor recruitment (Minute 153(a), 31 May 2001);

(c) Anonymous Marking of Students with Disabilities:  consider further when
information on practice elsewhere has been received (Minute 158, 31 May 2001);

(d) Classification of degrees including a year abroad (Minute 159, 31 May 2001) – review
in light of experience;

(e) Working Group on the Structure of the Academic Year – discuss implications for
exchanges further in the light of information about current practice (Minute 189, 2
July 2001);

(f) Retention of Student Work – discuss further in the light of amendments and
comments from GSC (Minute 198,2 July 2001).

194. DATES OF MEETINGS IN 2001/02

Reported:  that meetings of TLC had provisionally been arranged for:
•  Tuesday 9 October 2001at 2.15pm;
•  Tuesday 13 November 2001at 9.15am;
•  Friday 11 January 2002 at 2.15pm;
•  Thursday 14 February 2002 at 9.15am;
•  Tuesday 19 March 2002 at 2.15pm;
•  Tuesday 30 April 2002 at 9.15am;
•  Tuesday 4 June 2002 at 2.15pm;
•  Monday 1 July 2002 at 9.15am.


