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MINUTES 

136. MINUTES 

Confirmed: 

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 9 June 2003;   
Document TLC/02/211 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 9 June 2003.  
     Document TLC/02/212 – filed with the Minutes 

137. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

(a) Degree Classifications (Minute 117) 

Received: 

(i) a further copy of the data on the classification of degrees requested by TLC; 
    Document TLC/02/213 – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) data from the Statistics Book 1999/2000 showing ‘A’ Level entry scores for 
1999/2000 and 1998/1999;    

Document TLC/02/214 – filed with the Minutes 

(iii) comments on the data from the Deputy Dean of Science;  
Document TLC/02/215 – filed with the Minutes 

 (iv) comments on the data from the Chairman of TLC; 

Considered: the implications of the data and any further analysis needed; 

Noted: 

(i) that the Science Faculty awarded the most firsts and Social Sciences the 
fewest.  Social Sciences also awarded more thirds than Arts; 

(ii) that these differences were evident across faculties even between cognate 
disciplines; 

(iii) that the higher numbers of firsts in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities were 
clustered in a small number of departments (History, English, Modern 
European Languages); 

(iv) that the pattern of degree classifications was very disappointing in the light of 
the high entry qualifications and competition for places; 

(v) that the higher numbers of firsts awarded in Science was evident even in BSc 
programmes, despite the fact that many of the most able students took 
undergraduate Masters programmes; 

(vi) that it was impossible to see from centrally produced data how individual 
students’ Level 2 marks related to their Level 3 marks, but this could be 
considered at departmental level.  The Department of Geography had 
undertaken such an analysis this year; 

 

 



(vii) that the Department of Music had noticed that average marks dropped from 
62% in Level 2 to 59% in Level 3.  They had worked with their external 
examiners to recalibrate marks which had resulted in more 2:1s and fewer 
2:2s but no more firsts.  This suggested that the real problem was failure to 
use the top of the marking scale above 70% which would ensure that 
averages fell into the first-class range; 

(viii) that external examiners in Mathematics had indicated that standards were 
very high and possibly too high, to the point of disadvantaging students.  The 
demands made on students could be reduced without compromising 
standards.  Similar feedback had been received in other subject areas but 
externals still endorsed the marks awarded internally which was unhelpful; 

(ix) that the Department of Music had revised its curriculum to ensure that 
students were not being assessed across too wide a range of areas.  
Mathematical Sciences had made similar adjustments to its curriculum; 

(x) that some markers might not be using the full mark range when marking 
summative coursework because the tradition of marking formative 
coursework had not required this; 

(xi) that students had to perform to a high standard across 6 modules in each of 
two years.  However many universities used a smaller module valency (10, 
12 or 15 credits) which would require performance across a larger number of 
modules.  In some universities not all Level 2 and 3 module marks 
contributed to the degree classification; 

(xii) that information on degree classifications at competitor universities was not 
available below JACS code level which was unhelpful for comparing results 
for individual programmes or subject areas.  However some subject 
associations held this information and it was clear from the overall league 
tables that Durham awarded fewer firsts and 2:1s than competitor 
universities; 

(xiii) that the data suggested that students taking a year abroad performed less well 
on their return (with lower average marks than in the year before they went 
abroad); 

Agreed: 
(i) that departments be asked to review their degree classification data; to obtain 

comparative data from subject associations and external examiners if 
possible; and to consider whether the classes of degree awarded might be 
adversely affected by: 
• failure to use the full range of marks above 70%; 
• requiring students to perform effectively across a wide curriculum range; 
• the modes of assessment employed; 
• any other factors associated with teaching and learning; 

(ii) that feedback be sent to faculty TLCs to discuss in detail and report to TLC; 
(iii) that TLC consider the 2002 degree classification data as soon as it is 

available in the autumn. 

(b) Use of a Standard Module Outline (Minute 125) 
Considered: detailed proposals for the introduction of a standard module outline 
prepared by the Deputy Academic Registrar.   

Document TLC/02/216 – filed with the Minutes 
Noted: 
(i) that colleges could send out information about modules with the relevant web 

address in the confirmation pack; 
(ii) that it was desirable to encourage in-coming students to consult the detailed 

module information available on the web but important not to put those 
without web access or IT skills at a disadvantage; 

 2 

 



 

3 

(iii) that there was no intention to change the distinction between major and minor 
module changes and the requirements for approval of major changes, 
although adjustment might be necessary to facilitate downloading from an 
on-line module outline directly into the database; 

(iv) that the current word limit on faculty handbook text would cease because it 
had been imposed to restrict faculty handbook printing costs; 

(v) that further discussion would take place regarding the time-scale for 
introducing the new module outline when the exact nature of the workload 
had become clear; 

Agreed: 

(i) that the proposals be accepted; 

(ii) that the module outline should include typical weekly commitments as well 
as SLAT hours; 

(iii) that if possible the database should be searchable on a keyword search; 

(iv) that the developments be progressed by the Undergraduate Section in 
consultation with the Deputy Academic Registrar. (Action: BO) 

138. REPORT FROM SENATE 

Received: an extract from the minutes of the Senate meeting held on 24 June 2003 (attached 
as Appendix I).    Document TLC/02/217 – filed with the Minutes 

139. MATTERS OF REPORT 

Membership of TLC 2003/4 

Reported: 

(a) that the Chairman had taken action to co-opt members of TLC whose period of co-
option terminated at the end of 2002/3 as follows: 

Dr Barbara Newland  for 3 years 
Professor Erik Meyer  for 1 year after which it was envisaged that Dr Peter 

Hughes will serve for a period of time; 

(b) that the following nominations had been submitted for members of TLC to serve for 3 
years from October 2003: 

(i) Professor Peter Manning (nominated by the Dean of Arts and Humanities as 
the faculty representative on TLC and invited by the Chairman of TLC to 
continue to serve as TLC’s representative on Graduate School Committee); 

(ii) Dr Nigel Martin (nominated by the Dean of Colleges and Student Support 
Services as the college representative with responsibility for admissions). 

140. CHAIRMAN’S BUSINESS 

Level 1 Resits 

Reported: that the Chairman of TLC had received a letter from the Chairman of the Board of 
Examiners in Law expressing concern that two students had deliberately selected papers 
which they intended to fail in June and resit in September, allowing them to focus on 
particular subjects in each occasion of assessment; 

Noted: 

(a) that this was an ill-advised strategy since if the students failed a September resit they 
would have not further resit opportunity; 

(b) that the new regulations would cap all resit marks at 40%, which would be a deterrent 
to students considering such a strategy; 
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Agreed: that no further action was required and that the Chairman would respond to the 
Department of Law.       (Action: AB) 

141. UNIVERSITY STRATEGIC IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMME 

Received: a copy of the report and recommendations to Senate and Council from the 
University Executive Committee;    Document TLC/02/218 

Considered: issues arising in relation to teaching and learning matters: 

(a) the teaching-out of programmes being withdrawn; 

(b) the requirement to continue review of programmes and modules with small numbers 
of students; 

(c) any other issues; 

Reported: 

(a) that consultation was under way on the proposals and that Deans were involved in the 
discussions with departments.  TLC would be able to consider its responsibilities in 
more detail when the outcome of the consultation was known and a final decision had 
been taken; 

(b) that the review of programmes and modules with small numbers of students was 
being progressed by the Deans/Deputy Deans; 

Noted: that the Deans/Deputy Deans were discussing with the Director of Combined Honours 
in Arts and Social Sciences the level of support which he would need to manage the student 
numbers in these programmes if they increased as a result of the Strategic Improvement 
Programme. 

142. PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION ON QUALITY AND STANDARDS IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION (HEFCE 02/15) 

Reported:   

(a) that following the ‘Cooke Report’ (HEFCE 02/15) a series of projects was 
established: 

(i) a Student Feedback Project Steering Group, to develop a national survey of a 
student feedback which would be comparable across the sector and the results 
of which would be published.  It was intended that the survey would 
commence in autumn 2003; 

(ii) a more detailed evaluation of good practice in managing student feedback 
within HEIs, commissioned from the Centre for Higher Education Research 
and Information (CHERI) at the Open University; 

(iii) a pilot of the proposed HERO website to carry quantitative and qualitative 
information about teaching issues (the quantitative material to be uploaded 
nationally from the HESA data and the qualitative material including 
summaries of external examiners’ reports and of internal reviews to be 
uploaded by HEIs); 

(b) that the Student Feedback Project Steering Group had recommended that: 

(i) a pilot be undertaken in the autumn of 2003 to explore further the detail of a 
national student survey questionnaire, the best means of eliciting a valid 
response rate and the most appropriate presentation of the information 
(including the level of aggregation of the data); 

(ii) institutions should not be required to publish their own student feedback data; 

(c) that in the wake of the CHERI report on good practice in managing student feedback 
HEFCE would produce a Good Practice Guide; 
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(d) that in the wake of the pilot of the proposed HERO website HEFCE would produce 
final guidance about publication requirements for 2003/4 in August and HESA would 
consult on the final version of the data to be published in August/September; 

(e) that HEFCE additionally requires a summary of institutions’ teaching and learning 
strategies to be included in the published information; 

Received: 

(a) a report from the Deputy Academic Registrar on a HEFCE workshop on the 
outcomes of the HERO pilot and on the CHERI report Collecting and Using Student 
Feedback on Quality and Standards of Learning and Teaching in HE;  
    Document TLC/02/219 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the recommendations of the Student Feedback Project Steering Group; 
Document TLC/02/220 – filed with the Minutes 

(c) a draft summary of the Durham teaching and learning strategy; 
Document TLC/02/221 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 

(a)  the issues raised in the Deputy Academic Registrar’s report; 

(b) whether to await the HEFCE Good Practice Guide before considering further how 
Durham collects student feedback or to proceed on the basis of the CHERI report; 

(c) the draft summary of the Teaching and Learning Strategy; 

(d) any other issues arising; 

Noted: 

(a) that representatives of the sector had continued to resist the publication of summaries 
of external examiners’ reports.  The pilot had indicated that stakeholders were 
primarily interested in statistical information (especially on wastage and graduate 
employment) and did not understand the qualitative material.  The pilot had also 
shown that this was a particularly expensive element of the publication process and 
HEFCE was concerned about the reaction of the Better Regulation Taskforce; 

(b) that Scotland and Wales were not requiring summaries of external examiners’ reports, 
simply statements confirming standards, and UUK had recently made a further 
protest against its inclusion in England; 

(c) that the HEFCE Board was to consider this further and there was hope that this 
requirement might be dropped; 

(d) that this would significantly reduce the burden on external examiners and institutions; 

Agreed: 

(a) in respect of the issues raised in the Deputy Academic Registrar’s report: 

(i) that the Chairman of TLC be authorised to take action to amend the 
addendum to the external examiners’ report form in the light of the final 
guidance from HEFCE on publication requirements; 

(ii) that if a summary of external examiners’ reports was required for publication 
this should be approved by the Dean/Deputy Dean/Associate Dean as 
appropriate who should consult with the external examiner if necessary; 

(iii) that a summary of action taken in response to the external examiners’ reports 
should not be provided in the first year of publication.  After this TLC would 
review how the summaries were routinely presented and whether a published 
response would be helpful.  However TLC/GSC should reserve the right to 
require a response which would be provided by the Chairman of the Board of 
Studies.  It was expected that this provision would be dropped if the 
requirement to publish summaries of external examiners’ reports was 
withdrawn; 
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(iv) that the names of external examiners be published; 

(b) that further consideration of student surveys be deferred until the HEFCE Good 
Practice Guide is available; 

(c) that the summary of the Teaching and Learning Strategy be approved subject to 
minor amendments (revised copy attached as Appendix I). 

143. TLC STRATEGY SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 20 June;   

Document TLC/02/222 – filed with the Minutes 

 Considered: 

(a) the following issues referred to TLC: 

(i) revisions to the wording of the paragraph in the Teaching and Learning 
Strategy on the University’s philosophy of teaching, at the request of Senate 
(cf Minute 34(b)); Document TLC/02/223 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) any other issues of concern or interest, including: 
(i) proposals to progress the development of a Learning Resources Strategy (cf 

Minute 35);  Document TLC/02/224 – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) proposals to progress the revision of induction (cf Minute 37). 
    Document TLC/02/225 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: that in respect of the proposals to revise induction: 

(a) further discussion would be needed regarding the management of a pre-registration 
process.  This had been run effectively by the Department of History for some years; 

(b) pre-registration would give an indication of student interest in the modules and not an 
entitlement to take the modules; 

(c) the Deputy Dean of Science was exploring whether departments in Science needed 
class-lists for the Thursday morning; 

(d) it would be necessary to discuss with departments how block-timetabling of induction 
week might be managed; 

(e) there was some confusion regarding arrangements for induction in 2003 but that 
would not be affected by these proposals; 

(f) DSU regarded the induction period as too short but when this had been discussed by 
the Working Group on the Harmonisation of the Academic Year the length of 
induction had remained unchanged because: 

(i) lengthening the term overall would reduce conference income to colleges and 
increase student rents; 

(ii) research time would be reduced; 

(iii) air fares for overseas students returning home would be more expensive if 
term finished closer to Christmas; 

(g) alternative options such as moving library tours into the teaching period would 
release time during induction week and should be explored before lengthening the 
induction period and the term as a whole; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the proposals to elicit departmental comments on learning resources be approved; 

(b) that the proposals regarding induction be approved; 

(c) that departments be asked to discuss at their first SSCC of the year how induction in 
October 2003 had been received by students and report to Faculty TLCs in the 
Epiphany Term; 
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(d) that the proposals regarding induction be progressed by Dr Coleman in consultation 
with the Academic Registrar, the Dean of Colleges and Student Support Services and 
DSU.        (Action: SC) 

Recommended: that Senate approve the revisions to the Teaching and Learning Strategy. 

144. QAA CODE OF PRACTICE ON STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 
 Considered: a mapping of the QAA Code of Practice on Students with Disabilities against 

current Durham practice and any related recommendations.  
Document TLC/02/226 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: 

(a) that the mapping be welcomed as a summary of the University’s practice in respect of 
students with disabilities; 

(b) that the following amendments be made: 

(i) precept 1 (p.3):  reference could be made to the new Students with 
Disabilities Association in DSU, whose President would be a member of 
DSU Council; 

(ii) precept 7 (p.12) and precept 8 (p.14):  the requirement to inform staff of their 
responsibilities in relation to students with disabilities should be progressed 
by the circulation of a text, drafted by the Diversity Officer and Mrs Dodds, 
to all colleges and departments with a request that it be passed on to all staff; 

(iii) precept 8 (p.14):  that the suggestion that the Undergraduate Section be asked 
to provided a revised module feedback pro forma for students with 
disabilities be deleted.  This should be taken into account in the forthcoming 
review of student surveys in the University in the light of the HEFCE Good 
Practice Guide (cf minute 142 above); 

(iv) precept 8 (p.14): virtual programme specifications – delete ‘by the 
Undergraduate Section’; 

(v) precept 11 (p.17):  the draft guidelines for departments should be approved 
by the Chairman of COSSS before being circulated; 

(vi) precept 16 (p.21): ‘the highest’ should be amended to ‘very high’; 

(vii) precept 23 (p.29):  that it was not appropriate to make the Head of SPA 
responsible for encouraging students to declare their disabilities since SPA 
simply managed the registration process.  TLC understood that departments 
were responsible for asking students each year whether they had a disability.  
It was also important to continue to allow students to choose not to declare a 
disability.  In column 2 the final sentence should be amended to read ‘…to 
use this opportunity, should they wish to do so, to declare any disabilities’.  
This precept should be referred to COSSS for further consideration; 

(viii) precept 24 (p.29):  the outcome of COSSS’s discussion of this precept should 
be fed into the forthcoming TLC working party on student surveys; 

(c) that University Review should consider how departments and colleges take account 
of the needs of students with disabilities (precept 18, p.24); 

(d) that it was not appropriate to ask SSCCs to seek disabled student representatives.  
This could identify disabled students in an inappropriate way, and would be difficult 
to sustain given the wide range of disabilities.  Student representatives should be 
sensitive to the needs of all their constituents including disabled students.  It was 
more appropriate to ensure that questionnaires and other feedback systems elicited 
information specific to students with disabilities so that concerns could be progressed 
through the usual channels (cf (b) (iii) above).  It should however be made clear that 
all students, including those with disabilities, would be welcome to serve as student 
representatives. 
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145. DEVELOPMENT OF PDPs 

Received:  

(a) a progress report on the development of PDPs in 2002/3;  
Document TLC/02/227 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the minutes of the meeting of the Key Skills Working Group held on 27 June; 
     Document TLC/02/228 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: a report to Senate on progress to date; 

Agreed: that Senate be informed that: 

(a) the development of PDPs was progressing well.  Six departments and three colleges 
were involved including provision at both Durham and Queen’s Campus.  These 
were: 

• Departments of Chemistry, Physics, Earth Sciences, Politics and East Asian 
Studies at Durham; Business and Finance programmes at Queen’s; 

• Collingwood, St Hild and St Bede, and John Snow Colleges; 

(b) a range of models of delivery of PDPs was being piloted to assess the workload for 
staff and the effectiveness for students; 

(c) a model PDP for delivery on DUO had been drafted and would be piloted with all 
Level 1 students in the participating departments and colleges during 2003/4; 

(d) other providers of support information to students, particularly the Careers Advisory 
Service and DSU, were also involved; 

(e) a full assessment of the scheme would be possible after the current pilot in 2003/4. 

146. COLLEGES’ REVIEW PROCESS 

Considered: a proposal for a review of the colleges on a six-year cycle parallel with the 
University Review of departments. Document TLC/02/229 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: that the process documentation be approved subject to the following changes: 

(a) the membership of the team be amended to read ‘and/or’ a trained QAA reviewer; 

(b) the addition of a sentence to encourage colleges to be self-critical in the production of 
their SEDs: appendix A3 to include: ‘It is expected that the SED will be self-critical 
and reflective, identifying strengths and weaknesses in the college’s provision’. 

Recommended: that with these amendments Senate approve the process documentation. 

147. VALIDATION SUB-COMMITTEE 

(a) Minutes of Meeting 

Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 16 June 2003; 
    Document TLC/02/230 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 

(i) the following items referred to TLC: 

(A) whether partner institutions should comply with university policy in 
respect of the use of the weighted mean to classify degrees or 
whether the use of the median would continue to be permitted 
(Minute 32(c) refers); 

(B) an extension of one year to the term of office of the external 
examiner for the Diploma in Health Studies (Minute 32(d) refers); 

(C) validation of the NEITE Certificate and Diploma in Higher 
Education in Theology and Ministry with effect from October 2003 
for six years (Minute 33 refers); 
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• report of validation panel:   
Document TLC/02/230a – filed with the Minutes 

• revised programme specification:  
Document TLC/02/230b – filed with the Minutes 

• comments from the external subject specialist, Professor 
Sagovsky: Document TLC/02/230c – filed with the Minutes 

 

(D) a policy statement on library and IT provision for students registered 
on validated programmes (Minute 35(a) refers); 

Document TLC/02/230d – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) other issues of concern or interest as follows: 

(A) the effect on the fee income of the possible withdrawal of the RAD 
from validation (Minute 31 refers); 

(B) discussion of issues relating to the assurance of the quality of the 
provision at Harperley Hall (Minute 32(a) refers); 

(C) revision of validated programme regulations in line with the changes 
introduced for the new Durham regulations (Minute 34 refers); 

(b) Fee for Validated NEITE Programme 

Reported: 

(i) that in discussion between the Chairman of Validation Sub-Committee and 
the Validation Administrator, when the original approach was made to the 
University in 2001 to validate the NEITE programme, the following fees 
were proposed: 

• a set-up fee of £5000; 
• a fee of £13,940 for 2003/4 rising by 5% increments over the next 3 

years; 

(ii) that this would result in a deficit on minimum actual costs as follows: 
2003/4 £240 
2004/5 £115 
2005/6 £292 
2006/7 £229 

While this would be covered by surplus from the set-up fee if this was carried 
forward, validation was intended to be cost-neutral and other partners whose 
fees do not cover their costs were migrating to a cost-neutral position by 
2006/7; 

Considered: whether, if the NEITE programme is validated, to inform NEITE that the 
fee in 2004/5 would be increased by £300 to ensure that costs are covered; 

(c) Considered: validation of the programmes offered by the RAD for six years from 
October 2003 in the light of the Periodic Review report:    
    Document TLC/02/230e – filed with the Minutes 

PGCE: Dance-Teaching (initial validation) 
BA Art and Teaching of Ballet (revalidation) 
BA Dance Education (including Certificate and Diploma awards) (revalidation). 

Noted:  
(a) that the proposed new NEITE programmes were parallel to but distinct from those 

already validated at St John’s College and Cranmer Hall and had previously been 
validated by the University of Sunderland; 

(b) that various historical anomalies in access to library and IT resources were being 
addressed.  The University was clear that it only validated properly resourced 
programmes and was not funded by HEFCE to provide resources for students on 
validated programmes; 
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(c) that validation was established to cover its costs; no additional charge was made for 
the use of the name of the University although this was clearly of great value to the 
partner organisations.  If the University was to make a profit from the exercise the 
current partners would probably withdraw from validation; 

(d) that there had been serious concerns for some time about the management of quality 
and standards at Harperley Hall; 

(e) that the University engaged in validation as a contribution to regional activity and in 
particular to widening participation locally; 

Agreed: 
(a) that partner institutions be required to use the weighted mean to classify 

undergraduate degrees unless there were compelling reasons to the contrary.  Such 
reasons had not been presented in this case; 

(b) that the term of office of the external examiner for the Diploma in Health Studies be 
extended for one year; 

(c) that validation of the NEITE programmes be withheld until the issues raised by the 
external subject specialist had been addressed.  The Chairman of TLC would be 
authorised to take action to approve the programmes when this had been done and to 
recommend validation to Senate; 

(d) that the policy statement on Library and IT provision be approved; 

(e) that a letter be sent to Harperley Hall from TLC expressing serious concern about the 
management of the quality and standards of their provision and making it clear that if 
the problems identified were not rectified, validation would be at risk;  

(Action: BO, AB) 

(f) that the NEITE validation fee be raised by £300 in 2004/5 in addition to the 5% 
annual increment already proposed to ensure that it covered its costs; 

(g) that the Periodic Review of the RAD be received but that the following issues be 
addressed before the PGCE: Dance-Teaching could be validated: 

(i) it appeared that modules would be awarded at Level 4 with a default award at 
Level 3 (paragraph 2.4.8).  This was problematic in terms of defining the 
learning outcomes of the modules and clarification was required as to how 
this would be managed;    (Action: AH, AB, BO) 

Secretary’s note: following the meeting it was confirmed that the default 
Level 3 award was made by the RAD and not validated by Durham.  The 
modules were confirmed at Level 4 for the Durham award. 

(ii) module information had not yet been received and was required for 
validation; the Chairman of TLC would be authorised to take action to 
approve the programmes when this had been done to recommend validation 
to Senate; 

Recommended: 

(a) subject to Chairman’s action, that the NEITE Certificate and Diploma in Higher 
Education in Theology and Ministry be validated for 6 years with effect from October 
2003, with NEITE as a new validated partner; 

(b) subject to Chairman’s action, that the RAD PGCE: Dance-Teaching be validated for 
6 years with effect from October 2003; 

(c) that the RAD programmes be revalidated for 6 years as follows: 

(i) BA Art and Teaching of Ballet 

(ii) BA Dance Education (including Certificate and Diploma awards). 

148. ADMISSIONS ADVISORY GROUP 

Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 25 June 2003;  
Document TLC/02/232 – filed with the Minutes 
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 Considered: 

(a) a summary of current practice in the admission of part-time students in the light of the 
QAA Code of Practice on Student Recruitment and Admissions and any 
recommendations arising; Document TLC/02/233 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) other issues referred to TLC; 

(c) further issues of concern or interest; 

Noted: 

(a) that UCAS was considering removing the criminal record disclosure from UCAS 
forms (Minute 2(a) refers); 

(b) that the University was to comply fully with the revised UCAS deadline of 15 
January (Minute 3 refers); 

(c) that Deans were to meet with the Admissions Officer to clarify data on 
successful/near-miss/rejected students before the August confirmation period (Minute 
4 (a) refers); 

Agreed: that the mapping of practice against the QAA Code of Practice be welcomed and the 
recommendations endorsed subject to the following: 
(a) clarification that the Undergraduate Admissions Officer would progress the action 

points for precepts 1.6 and 2; 
(b) deletion of the reference to non-degree provision in precept 4. 

149. PART-TIME PROVISION 
Reported: that TLC at its meeting of 31st May 2001 agreed to continue to monitor recruitment 
to part-time programmes (Minute 153 (a) of 31 May 2001 refers); 

Considered: 
(a)  a summary of part-time student numbers over the last three years;  
     Document TLC/02/234 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) a request from the Department of History to withdraw from part-time provision. 
    Document TLC/02/235 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that part-time students amounted to very few student FTEs; 
(b) that the Department of History had been given a full-time post to support the 

recruitment and teaching of part-time students when part-time provision was 
mainstreamed.  It was therefore a matter of concern that recruitment had not been 
more successful; 

(c) that TLC would not wish the Department of History to take low-quality students but 
did not necessarily wish to support the Department withdrawing from part-time 
provision entirely; 

(d) that the University of Newcastle had transferred its CLL work to Sunderland but had 
retained part-time degree provision; 

Agreed: that the Head of the Department of History be asked to clarify the relationship of the 
ear-marked post to the proposal to withdraw from part-time provision. (Action: BO, AB) 

150. ANONYMITY IN LEVEL 1 BOARDS OF EXAMINERS 
Reported: 
(a) that the University’s Policy on the Quality Assurance of Assessment required 

examination marking and the classification of degrees to be undertaken with the 
candidates remaining anonymous; 

(b) that most departments extended this to discussion of Level 1 candidates but this was 
not universal, nor did it extend to the Faculty Level 1 Boards of Examiners; 
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Considered: whether to extend this requirement formally to all Level 1 Boards of Examiners; 

Agreed: that all Level 1 Boards of Examiners be conducted anonymously. 

151. QAA AUDITORS 
Reported: that the QAA had called for nominations of institutional auditors for England and 
Northern Ireland; 

Considered: whether TLC wished to nominate any members of the University; 

Noted: that QAA required nominees who had both current subject experience and 
involvement in institutional-level policy-making; 

Agreed: that members of TLC forward any suggestions to the Secretary. 

152. AGREEMENT WITH THE HONG KONG BAPTIST UNIVERSITY 

Considered: an articulation agreement between the Business School and Hong Kong Baptist 
University to allow Hong Kong students direct entry to Level 2 of the BA in Business. 
     Document TLC/02/236 – filed with the Minutes 
Agreed: that the agreement be approved. 

153. DATES OF MEETINGS FOR 2003/4 

Reported:  

(a) the following provisional dates of meetings for 2003/4: 
 Monday 13 October 2003 2:15pm 
 Monday 17 November 2003 2:15pm 
 Monday 19 January 2004 2:15pm 
 Thursday 25 March 2004 2:15pm 
 Friday 30 April 2004  9:15am 
 Monday 7 June 2004  2:15pm 
 Monday 5 July 2004  2:15pm 

(b) that there would be no meeting in February 2004 because of the Audit scheduled for 
the week of 23 February. 

154. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION 

(a) establish working party on the training of external examiners not later than 
Michaelmas Term 2003 (Minute 73, 25 February 2003). 

  


