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

TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE

13 November 2001

Present:  Professor A Bilsborough (Chairman), Dr G Bromiley, Dr H J Harris, Mr A
Heesom, Mrs A MacNamara, Professor P D Manning, Dr N Martin, Dr K J Orford, Dr C
Peirce, Ms H Richardson, Dr B Watson with Ms B Ollerenshaw (Secretary).

MINUTES

25. MINUTES

Confirmed:

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 11 October 2001;
Document TLC/01/34 – filed with the Minutes

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 11 October 2001.
Document TLC/01/35 – filed with the Minutes

26. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

(a) Course Review Advisory Meeting (Minute 3(d))

Reported:

that Professor Bilsborough had taken Chairman’s action to approve the
outstanding points in respect of the Faculty Review of Community and Youth
Work held on 20 May 1999 and that the review had been satisfactorily
completed;

Document TLC/01/36 – filed with the Minutes

(b) Excellence in Teaching and Learning Awards (Minute 3(a))

Reported:  that the ILT had issued details of the 2001/02 NTFS awards
(available on the ILT website, http://www.ntfs.ilt.ac.uk). The closing date for
applications was 15 February 2002;

(c) Irregularities in Assessment (Minute 12)

Reported:  that Senate had rejected the recommendation to amend the
General Regulations defining plagiarism (cf. Document 38, Minute 73);

Document TLC/01/37 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  whether to propose alternative revised wording;

Noted:

(i) that Senate had expressed concern that differences in students’
cultural backgrounds were relevant to the charge of plagiarism; that if
reference were made to ‘deliberate plagiarism’ it would be necessary
to prove intent on the part of the student; that it would be necessary
to distinguish ‘dishonest plagiarism’ from the more restricted
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technical definition of a ‘dishonest practice’ as set out in the
University regulations;

(ii) that faculty TLCs had already been asked to discuss how students
might be enabled to understand the difference between good and bad
practice.  This should help to address unwitting plagiarism including
that associated with cultural differences;

(iii) that some universities had abandoned any attempt to define cases of
plagiarism as deliberate or inadvertent and had opted instead for
graded penalties including a warning for a first offence which would
provide an honest student with a final opportunity to adopt good
academic practice;

Agreed:  that Deans and the DSU representative meet to discuss this further.
(Action: BO)

27. REPORT FROM SENATE

Received: an extract from the minutes of the Senate meeting held on 23 October
2001.

Document TLC/01/38 – filed with the Minutes

28. MATTERS OF REPORT

(a) Graduate School Committee

Received:  extracts from the minutes of GSC of 4 October 2001 regarding
issues of mutual concern to TLC and GSC;

Document TLC/01/39 – filed with the Minutes

(b) UDSC Core Regulations

Reported:  that a consequential change had been made to the UDSC Core
Regulations for the median degree classification scheme to bring them in line
with the regulations for progression from Stage 2 to Stage 3 as detailed in the
attached document.  This takes immediate effect and course leaders affected
have been informed.

Document TLC/01/40 – filed with the Minutes

29. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS

There were no items of Chairman’s Business.

30. WORKING GROUP ON LEARNING OUTCOMES AND RELATED
QUALITY ASSURANCE MATTERS

Considered:

(a) an interim report from the Working Group including proposals for level
descriptors and qualification descriptors for the University;

Document TLC/01/41 – filed with the Minutes

(b) consultation with faculties on the proposed descriptors;

Noted:
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(a) that the level descriptors and qualification descriptors represented a threshold
standard and were consistent with the National Qualifications Framework;

(b) that the detail of what was meant by terms such as ‘understand’ or ‘evaluate’
would need to be supplied at departmental level;

(c) that it was intended that students who did not complete their degree
programme could be awarded a Certificate or Diploma on the basis of
successful completion of one or two years’ work respectively, as currently
happened at UDSC;

(d) that the threshold standards implied by the descriptors would be more
realistic once the regulations were changed to prevent students from
graduating carrying failed modules;

(e) that in practice there was often little difference between final-year
undergraduate work and Masters work: special subjects at Level 3 were
taught at a level comparable with Masters study and dissertations at both
levels had been published.  There was no problem if achievement surpassed
the threshold requirements provided that appropriately high marks were
awarded for such work;

(f) that departments would need to ensure that learning outcomes were measured
by the relevant assessments.  However this was already a requirement and
was not imposed by the development of university-wide level descriptors;

(g) that ‘undergraduate Masters’ and ‘traditional Masters’ degrees had to be of
the same standard although they need not be based on the same programme
structure;

(h) that Graduate School Committee might wish to consider whether to apply the
descriptors to research Masters and PhD programmes;

(i) that resits at Level 1 were already based on alternative assessment where the
original assessment could not be replicated for a resit;

(j) that the Working Group had not recommended resits at Level 3 because it
was felt to be reasonable to require graduates to pass all modules in their final
year as part of the ‘exit velocity’ of their achievement and because it was
more problematic to permit alternative resit opportunities in the final year:
there were more modules at that level whose original assessment could not be
replicated (e.g. projects and dissertations) and the final year under the
weighted mean contributed a larger proportion of the marks for the degree
classification.  It was therefore appropriate that final-year modules should be
assessed by the mode of assessment selected to meet the learning outcomes
of the modules concerned and not by an alternative mode. Programme
learning outcomes were also likely to depend more heavily on final-year
work.  The Working Group had taken into account feedback from a survey of
all departments;

(k) that most four-year undergraduate Masters programmes did not have identical
curricula with the parallel three-year programme at Level 3.  It might
therefore be reasonable to allow resits at Level 3 of four-year undergraduate
programmes;

(l) that the Working Group intended to progress discussion of regulations for an
Ordinary degree stream for all programmes which would allow students to
graduate with passes in fewer modules.  This would allow students who
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failed modules early in their programme of study to transfer to an Ordinary
degree and then, if successful, transfer back to an Honours programme;

(m) that if resits were allowed at Level 2 (and Level 3 of four-year programmes)
it was logical to consider allowing resits at final-year level.  There were
significant problems associated with organising such resits, which included
both practicalities and issues of principle connected with the need to assess
learning outcomes appropriately (cf. (j) above).  It might be possible to allow
students to retake the final year or selected final-year modules in full so that
modes of assessment could be entirely replicated for resits;

Agreed:

(a) that the level and qualification descriptors be approved subject to the addition
in the level descriptor for Level 1 under ‘understanding’ of: ‘awareness of
basic concepts and intellectual frameworks appropriate to the subject’;

(b) that the Working Group be asked to reconsider its proposal on resits in the
light of the discussion above;

(c) that no consultation with faculties be undertaken at this stage.

31. ACCREDITATION OF PRIOR LEARNING

Considered:  full process guidelines following discussion with members of the APL
Working Group and administrators involved in relevant areas of activity
(concessions, admissions etc), consisting of:

(a) guidelines for staff;
Document TLC/01/42 – filed with the Minutes

(b) guidelines for students;
Document TLC/01/43 – filed with the Minutes

(c) an APL application form for students and concession form for the
department;

Document TLC/01/44 – filed with the Minutes

(d) draft regulations;
Document TLC/01/45 – filed with the Minutes

Reported:

(a) that this documentation was also being considered by Graduate School
Committee;

(b) that the matriculation concessions procedure would be reviewed by the
Admissions Office and AAG in the light of the APL procedures;

Noted:

(a) that some details with regard to postgraduate programmes had yet to be
finalised by the Graduate School;

(b) that the QAA was preparing a Code of Practice on APL which might be
available soon after Christmas;
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Agreed:  that the proposals be adopted for October 2002 if they accorded with the
Code of Practice.

32. PERMISSION TO COMMENCE AN ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMME OF
STUDY

Considered:  a proposal to amend the University regulations to make it possible for a
student who is not in good standing to commence an alternative programme of study
without obtaining credit for the programme in which he/she has failed (see also item
47(a)(iii) below).

Document TLC/01/46 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that on occasions concessions were used to allow students to re-start
programmes even if they were not in good standing.  However this was
inequitable as it favoured students who received advice on this procedure
from their departments or colleges;

(b) that a concession would be required for an existing student to recommence an
alternative programme.  This would not be a matriculation concession and
would be handled by the Dean of the student’s original faculty and by his/her
existing college;

(c) that this provision would usually be used to allow a student to make a fresh
start in a different programme.  Students permitted to recommence study
would normally have to take 6 modules in their new programme at Level 1
which they had not taken before and would not be eligible for APL from their
previous programme;

(d) that students applying to Durham were expected to indicate if they had
previously failed to complete a degree programme at Durham or elsewhere;

(e) that five years was a reasonable period of time after having failed to complete
a degree at Durham during which a concession would have to be sought for
readmission;

Agreed:  that the proposal be approved and guidelines be provided for the Deans and
for the Teaching and Learning Handbook on the management of such concessions;

(Action: BO)

Recommended:  that Senate rescind the Regulations Governing Applications from
Students who are not in Good Standing (regulations 36 and 37 for Undergraduate
Matriculation).

33. ADMISSIONS, OCTOBER 2001

Considered:  a report from the Admissions Officer on the admissions and entry
process for the academic year 2001/02;

Document TLC/01/47 – filed with the Minutes
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Noted:  that in future it would be helpful to receive numbers of applications alongside
quota and entry figures.

34. TLC STRATEGY SUB-COMMITTEE

Received:  the Minutes of the meeting held on 23 October 2001;
Document TLC/01/48 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:  the issues raised by the report from the Learning Technologies Team;
Document TLC/01/49 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the LTT wished its work to be pedagogically as well as technically
driven;

(b) that TLC Strategy Sub-Committee had proposed that a member of TLC be
appointed to the IT Strategy Committee.  However it had subsequently
transpired that all Deans were members of the IT Strategy Committee;

(c) that the Chairman of the IT Strategy Committee did not feel that it would be
appropriate for the annual report of the LTT to be received by that Committee
as well as by TLC and that reports from the LTT to the IT Strategy
Committee should be sent via the Director of ITS;

Agreed:

(a) that Deans be asked to represent the interests of TLC on the IT Strategy
Committee;

(b) that the LTT be commended for their excellent work and thanked in
particular for the development of DUO.

35. WORKING GROUP ON TRAINING POSTGRADUATES FOR TEACHING
AND DEMONSTRATING

Considered:  a final report and recommendations from the Working Group.
Document TLC/01/50 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that it was anticipated that about 100 postgraduates might need to be trained
each year.  It was not proposed to train postgraduates who had already begun
teaching and demonstrating before October 2002.  Information from the
induction session could be made available on DUO to these postgraduates;

(b) that the Teaching Assistants who had a contract of employment were not
covered by the proposals;

(c) that some postgraduates might mark work which they had not been involved
in teaching.  The training requirements would apply equally to them;

(d) that postgraduates had expressed concern about their terms and conditions of
employment but that this should be progressed in other fora;

Agreed:
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(a) to amend the report and the Teaching and Learning Handbook section
6.1.4.18 to reflect (c) above;

(Action :BO)

(b) that the proposal be forwarded to Faculty TLCs to progress development of
departmental policies for supporting postgraduates engaged in teaching and
demonstrating;

(c) that if approved by GSC the recommendations be adapted for the Teaching
and Learning Handbook.

(Action: BO)

36. WORKING GROUP ON KEY SKILLS

Considered:  an interim report and recommendations from the Working Group;
Document TLC/01/51 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:

(a) that the Working Group had identified four options, two of which (universal
skills provision and the Durham Award model) would be prohibitively
expensive and had therefore recommended building on the skills delivered in
students’ degree programmes;

(b) that DUO could make a significant contribution to the dissemination of
information to students about key skills;

(c) that there was an opportunity to integrate the work of the Careers Advisory
Service on skills development more closely with the wider strategy of the
University;

(d) that colleges offered significant opportunities for students to develop their
skills but provision varied between colleges.  Colleges could not therefore
become the core providers of key skills development;

(e) that it was proposed that Personal Development Plans (PDPs) would support
the development of key skills for all students within and beyond their
programmes of study.  They would be departmentally based but maintained
and owned by the students;

(f) that major employers had alerted the Careers Board to the increased weight
being given to key skills when recruiting graduates.  Some other universities
were placing a major emphasis on the skills acquired by their graduates
which was giving them an advantage when seeking employment;

(g) that the Department of Geological Sciences had introduced PDPs to help
students plan their curriculum choices, taking account of pre-requisites for
likely options in future years.  However, it was proving difficult to persuade
students to take the process seriously because no modular credit was attached
to it;

Agreed:

(a) that the recommendations of the report be approved;
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(b) that the Working Group be asked to progress discussion of the
implementation of PDPs and the Chairman be authorised to extend the
membership of the Working Group as appropriate.

(Action: AB)

37. QAA REVIEWS

Reported:

(a) that in the joint QAA review of Education and Sport held in the week of 15
October, the subject areas concerned scored a total of 23 points;

(b) that one point was lost under Teaching, Learning and Assessment because the
review team found evidence of inconsistencies in some of the assessment in
respect of the links between learning outcomes, assessment criteria and
feedback to students;

(c) that the review team expressed very serious concern about the adequacy of
the library provision at Stockton for Sport programmes;

(d) that the review team commended the new internal procedures for approving
and reviewing degree programmes including the use of external subject
specialists;

Received:  a summary of QAA scores to date.
Document TLC/01/52 – filed with the Minutes

38. USE OF TUTORIAL RECORDS BY BOARDS OF EXAMINERS

Reported:

(a) that it had become apparent that some Boards of Examiners made use of
tutorial records when considering the classification of degrees for borderline
students (not simply those with mitigating circumstances for whom other
evidence of achievement might be required);

(b) that Deans had been consulted by email about their views of this practice and
had expressed concerns about it including:

(i) that students should not have their learning activities imported into
their assessment;

(ii) that students may not be aware of this possible use of tutorial
records;

(iii) that not all tutorial records will be consulted which makes their use
inequitable;

(iv) that such practice could compromise the spirit of anonymous
marking;

(v) that there are no published criteria for the use of tutorial records;

Considered:  what view TLC takes of this matter and, if appropriate, what action
should be taken;

Agreed:
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(a) that Boards of Examiners be reminded that tutorial records should not be
used to inform decisions in the case of borderline candidates;

(b) that tutorial records might be used in cases where mitigating circumstances
required that alternative evidence be found of a student’s achievement in a
particular module.  Such evidence might be sought in seminar reports or
through formative work.

39. EXAMINATIONS AND ASSESSMENT REPORT

Considered:  the Examinations and Assessment Report for 2000/01;
Document TLC/01/53 – filed with the Minutes

(a) Invigilation

Noted:

(i) that it would be unnecessary and counter-productive to require many
established staff to attend invigilation training but that all new staff
as well as postgraduates should be so required;

(ii) that departments could be asked to discuss at an appropriate meeting
the concise version of the Invigilation Procedures so that all
colleagues could be reminded of current practice;

(iii) that it would not be appropriate for the Postgraduate Certificate to
cover practical training issues such as this;

(iv) concern about the use of academic staff for invigilation duties at a
time when they are already extremely busy.  Marking was
increasingly time-consuming to ensure the quality of the assessment
process;

(v) that postgraduates had not been available to invigilate at Stockton,
increasing the load on academic staff;

(vi) that it might be possible to make wider use of postgraduates or to
recruit external casual staff to undertake invigilation duties.  The 20-
minute rule would remain, which would help to ensure that correct
procedures were followed at the start of each examination;

(vii) that the burden of invigilation was exacerbated by the greater
frequency of research leave and by the increasing numbers of
colleagues promoted to Chairs;

(viii) that the ‘20-minute rule’ had operated efficiently this year;

Agreed:

(i) that the following recommendations be approved:

(a)(i) – invigilation procedures in examination rooms;
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(b)(i) and (ii) – amendments to invigilation report form;

(ii) that recommendation (a)(ii) be not approved but that all new
academic staff be required to attend invigilation training and that the
suggestion noted in (ii) above be considered by colleagues in SPA;

(iii) that recommendations (c)(i) and (ii) be not approved, and that
colleagues in SPA be asked to request whether RPG would resource
the cost of paying postgraduates or other external temporary
employees to undertake all invigilation duties.  The cost of additional
staff in SPA to manage the recruitment and training of such support
staff should be included;

(b) Reporting of Absentees from Examinations

Noted:  that the proposals would be helpful although with increasing student
numbers colleges might still not be aware until the following day that a
student had missed an examination;

Agreed:  that recommendations (a) (amend invigilator report to include
student ID for absentees) and (b) (email list of college contacts) be approved;

(c) Marks Entry

Noted:

(i) that the proposed changes to the marks entry system on Banner
would require departments to enter marks for module components
separately.  Hitherto departments had had the option of entering only
total marks for the module;

(ii) that this requirement could cause difficulties in some departments but
would ensure that marks for resits of module components were
accurately factored into the total mark.  This might also allow for
more detail to be provided in transcripts:  some employers required
marks for module components not simply for whole modules;

Agreed:  that recommendations (a) – (c) be approved;

(d) Submission of Examination Papers to SPA

Agreed:  that recommendations (a) – (c) be approved;

(e) Resit Examination Arrangements at Stockton

Noted:  the actions taken;

(f) Publication of Pass Lists

Noted:
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(i) that the change was occasioned not by the introduction of the Faculty
of Health, Medicine and Environment but by the mainstreaming of
all UDSC programmes into faculties including provision at both
Stockton and Durham;

(ii) that an alternative option was to publish all preliminary honours pass
lists on the same day but that it was also desirable to give students
their results as quickly as possible;

Agreed:  that the proposed dates for the publication of Preliminary Honours
pass lists be approved;

(g) Examination Concessions

Noted:

(i) that SPA wanted to anticipate arrangements for examinations for
students with disabilities or medical problems.  However, it seemed
likely that ball-park figures could be rolled forward from previous
years;

(ii) that it might be difficult to know whether some medical conditions
were on-going from year to year, and problems could be encountered
deciding which students should receive a three-year concession;

(iii) that even if a medical condition did not itself change, its implications
with respect to examinations might alter as the mode of assessment
or academic demands altered from year to year;

(iv) that it was reasonable for students claiming disability or other
medical problems to be seen by colleagues in DUSSD on an annual
basis to monitor their situation;

(v) that DUSSD did not support a ‘block concession’ for the duration of
a student’s period of study for the reasons indicated in (iii) and (iv)
above;

(vi) that it was not realistic to impose an absolute deadline on students for
such concessions although those with known problems should be
encouraged to apply for a concession as early as possible;

(vii) that the University did not have a ‘position’ on awarding examination
concessions since each one had to be considered individually;

Agreed:

(i) that recommendation (i) (seeking concessions early in the academic
year) be approved;

(ii) that recommendations (ii) (on deadlines) and (iii) (on the
University’s position on concessions) be not approved;

(h) Concessions for Extra Time

Agreed:  that the recommendation be not approved as invigilation should be
managed centrally to ensure that procedures are followed;

(i) Irregularities
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Noted:

(i) extreme concern about the irregularities recorded;

(ii) that students needed to retake all Level 1 module components which
they had failed.  Departments should not advise them to retake only
some components in the hope of ‘pulling up’ another failed mark by
an improved performance in the element retaken.  Nor should
students be promised that one fail mark would be condoned if a resit
in another element of the module was satisfactory.  The convention
was reaffirmed whereby a student who resat a failed module
component and gained a lower mark at the resit would have the
higher mark counted towards the final total mark for the module;

(iii) that Preliminary Examination Boards should not change the marks
approved by Subject Boards but might allow a student to progress
notwithstanding a failed module if there were extenuating
circumstances;

(iv) that there were no modules in which a failed mark was ‘less
important’ and could therefore be ignored;

(v) that the progression regulations were clear but that they were not
always complied with;

Agreed:  that the recommendation to amend the progression regulations be
not approved but that these issues be considered when progression
regulations were revised in light of the work of the Working Group on
Learning Outcomes.

40. RETENTION OF STUDENT WORK

Reported:

(a) that following discussion at TLC during 2000/01 revised guidelines for the
retention of student work were drafted and referred to GSC for consideration
with a view to implementation for undergraduate and taught postgraduate
programmes;

(b) that GSC had indicated that it finds the proposals acceptable (cf. Document
TLC/01/39 above);

Considered:

(a) the revised guidelines for the retention of student work following discussion
at TLC on 2 July 2001 (Minute 198 refers);

Document TLC/01/54 – filed with the Minutes

(b) any amendments to the text in the light of changes in the QAA review
procedure (see especially section 1.2, second bullet-point) and approval of
the guidelines for the Teaching and Learning Handbook (see also Minute
45(a)(i) below);

Noted:

(a) the difficulty of storing scripts and assessed work;
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(b) that the work of students who had taken a year out or were studying part-time
would need to be separated from that of the rest of the cohort and retained
after other students’ work had been destroyed;

(c) that 1.1, second bullet point referred to summatively assessed work;

(d) that preliminary honours work might be required in the context of degree
classification to provide evidence of potential achievement for a student who
had subsequently become ill or in the case of an appeal at a later stage in the
student’s period of study;

(e) that all work should be retained for a fixed period of time after graduation to
provide evidence in case of an appeal.  The ‘appeal period’ had hitherto been
three months but a full year would allow for late appeals and for appeals
which were subsequently taken to the Visitor;

(f) that the expected changes to the QAA review process made it unnecessary to
retain samples of work for 3 years;

Agreed:

(a) that all examination scripts and summatively assessed coursework be retained
for a year following graduation.  This should include preliminary and final
honours work;

(b) that the recommendation to retain samples of work for three years be
withdrawn;

(c) that the guidelines be amended accordingly and departments informed.
(Action: BO)

41. PART-TIME PROVISION

Received:  a report from Alison Reed who was the co-ordinator of the administration
of part-time provision until the end of August 2001 when the administration was
mainstreamed within the appropriate areas (admissions, student support, colleges etc)
(see also Minute 45(a)(ii) below);

Document TLC/01/55 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:  that the outstanding issues listed in the report were being addressed by the
Academic Office.

42. EMPLOYMENT OF TEACHING STAFF

Considered:  a letter from the Deputy Director of Personnel regarding the terms of
employment of ‘OR’ staff employed on a teaching-only basis;

Document TLC/01/56 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:  that the same concerns applied to ALC staff engaged in teaching;

Agreed:  that all probationary OR and ALC staff substantially involved in teaching
duties should be required to pass the first module of the Postgraduate Certificate in
Teaching and Learning in Higher Education in the same way as newly-appointed
lecturers.

43. ARTS FACULTY TLC SUB-COMMITTEE
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Received: the Minutes of the Arts Faculty TLC Sub-Committee meeting held on 19
October 2001;

Document TLC/01/57 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) the following points referred to TLC:

(i) Minute 6 (g): Self-Certification of Illness:

a request that the Senior Tutors’ Committee reconsider the
management of the system of self-certification;

Noted:  that Faculty TLC had been concerned that students might
abuse the self-certification system and that colleges might on
occasions be aware that a student had not in fact been ill.  However
the previous system had been no more robust as medical certificates
were often issued on the basis of students’ reports of illnesses;

(ii) Minute 6(h):  Research Leave and Study Leave:

that the Faculty TLC Sub-Committee was unclear how TLC felt
about the timetable implications of such leave which might result in
teaching modules over a term as ‘short fat’ modules;

Noted:  that TLC was not happy for ‘short fat’ modules to be
timetabled.  This could make the choice of other optional modules
difficult for students.  Departments might wish to consider their
general approach to the delivery of teaching: team teaching made it
possible for modules to continue as scheduled even if one colleague
was on research leave;

(iii) Minute 6(l):  Pre-Application Open Days:

that the Faculty TLC Sub-Committee would like funding to be found
to support centrally-organised open days;

Noted:  that this had been explored and funds were not available;

(iv) Minute 8(a):  Attendance at Lectures:

whether students on Keeping of Term were required to attend all
lectures if these were not normally compulsory;

Noted:  that ‘usual academic commitments’ did not include lectures if
these were not normally compulsory but that attendance at lectures
could be specified by the department as part of the Keeping of Term
requirement;

(v) Minute 10(b):  Student Registration:

concern about the requirement to pass all Level 1 modules for
progression to Level 2 and in particular whether:

(A) students could make up for failed modules in their second
year;

(B) a non-honours route could be made available to all students;
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(C) concessions could be handled jointly by the college and the
department, with the department assuming responsibility for
the student;

Noted:

(A) that students could not be allowed to take more than 6
modules in a year and could not retake failed modules;

(B) that a non-honours route for all degree programmes was
being discussed by the Learning Outcomes Working Group;

(C) that the colleges were responsible for concessions;

(vi) Minute 10(c):  Fee-paying Procedures:

concern about the ‘good standing’ regulation in respect of students
seeking to transfer to Durham to commence a programme at Level 1
following failure at another University;

Noted:  that changes were being recommended to the ‘good standing’
regulation (see Minute 32 above).

44. SCIENCE FACULTY TLC SUB-COMMITTEE

Received: the Minutes of the Science Faculty TLC Sub-Committee meeting held on
16 October 2001.  No items were directly referred to TLC.

Document TLC/01/58 – filed with the Minutes

45. SOCIAL SCIENCES FACULTY TLC SUB-COMMITTEE

Received: the draft Minutes of the Social Sciences Faculty TLC Sub-Committee
meeting held on 25 October 2001;

Document TLC/01/59 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) the following points referred to TLC:

(i) Minute 6(e):  Retention of Examination Scripts and Assessed Work

a recommendation that departments be required to retain comments
on formative work but not the work itself;

Noted:  that departments were required to keep samples of formative
work in the year before an internal or external review (see Minute 40
above);

(ii) Minute 6(k):  Part-Time Degrees

concern that fewer initial enquiries for the Community and Youth
Work degree were converting to applications since the
mainstreaming of the management of part-time degree programmes;

Noted:  that no changes had been made as a result of the
mainstreaming of part-time admissions to the information sent out
centrally to students.  This included departmental contact details.
The Dean would progress this issue with the colleagues concerned;
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(iii) Minute 10:  Keeping of Term

the suggestion that separate procedures be used for Keeping of Term
depending on whether the case was ‘disciplinary’ or ‘pastoral’;

Noted:

(A) that there was often significant overlap between
‘disciplinary’ and ‘pastoral’ issues in respect of students
failing to fulfil their academic commitments;

(B) that Keeping of Term was perceived as a punitive process,
not least because of the use of the term ‘warning’;

Agreed:  that a single process be retained but the Head of the
Undergraduate Section consider how the Keeping of Term
documentation could be amended to make it more appropriate for
pastoral as well as disciplinary situations.

(Action: BO)

46. HEALTH, MEDICINE AND ENVIRONMENT FACULTY TLC SUB-
COMMITTEE

Received: the draft Minutes of the Health, Medicine and Environment Faculty TLC
Sub-Committee meeting held on 22 October 2001. No items were directly referred to
TLC.

Document TLC/01/60 – filed with the Minutes

47. ADMISSIONS ADVISORY GROUP

Received: the Minutes of the Admissions Advisory Group meeting held on 18
October 2001;

Document TLC/01/61 – filed with the Minutes

Considered:

(a) the following points referred to TLC:

(i) Minute 7:  Acknowledgement Letter

arrangements to send an acknowledgement letter to all applicants
explaining the Durham selection process;

(ii) Minute 9(a):  Matriculation Concessions

a proposal that the Faculty Dean or Deputy Dean (not the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor) consider matriculation concessions;

(iii) Minute 9(b):  Students not in Good Standing

see Minute 32 above;

Agreed:  that the Faculty Deans consider matriculation concessions in future.

48. ARTS QA PANEL
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Received:  the Minutes of the Arts QA Panel meeting held on 5 October 2001;
Document TLC/01/62 – filed with the Minutes

Noted:  concern that the Department of Theology was proposing to rely heavily on
traditional examinations in final-year assessment despite the comments of the QAA
review team.

49. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Reported:  that the next meeting of TLC would be held on Friday 11 January at
2.15pm in the Council Room, Old Shire Hall.

50. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION

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

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

(c) Irregularities in Assessment (Minute 26(c), 13 November 2001)
- further consideration of plagiarism procedures;

(d) Accreditation of Prior Learning (Minute 31, 13 November 2001)
- confirm APL regulations and procedures and circulate when Code of

Practice is available;

(e) Training Postgraduates for Teaching and Demonstrating (Minute35 , 13
November 2001)
- confirm Teaching and Learning Handbook guidelines on training

postgraduates once GSC has approved the report of the Working Group.


