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MINUTES 

19. MINUTES 
Confirmed: 

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 13 October 2003  
Document TLC/03/40 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 13 October 2003 
     Document TLC/03/41 – filed with the Minutes 

20. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
(a) Terms of Reference and Membership (Minute 1) 

Considered: proposals from the Admissions Officer and the TLC Advisor for 
Admissions for the revised role of the Admissions Advisory Group as 
indicated in the statement on the oversight of TLC for admissions and related 
policies;   Document TLC/03/42 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: that referral to TLC of issues raised by AAG would not be solely 
dependent on the Admissions Officer but could also be brought by the TLC 
Advisor on Admissions.  This would allow AAG to become an operational 
discussion forum.  Strategic issues would be referred to TLC Strategy Sub-
Committee; 

Agreed: that the proposed remit of AAG be accepted subject to: 

(i) the requirement that appointments of members of AAG be reported to 
TLC; 

(ii) amendment of the number of meetings in section 3 (4 meetings per 
year, not 5). 

(b) Use of a Standard Module Outline (Minute 3(a)) 

 Received: the comments of the faculty TLCs on the proposals: 

 Faculty of Arts and Humanities  
Document TLC/03/43 – filed with the Minutes 

 Faculty of Social Sciences and Health    
Document TLC/03/44 – filed with the Minutes 

 Faculty of Science  Document TLC/03/45 – filed with the Minutes 
 (A further copy of the proposal was attached for reference.) 

Document TLC/03/46 – filed with the Minutes 
Considered: any issues raised by the faculties and whether to progress the 
development; 

Noted: 

(i) that faculties were generally supportive of the proposals but had 
different preferences with regard to phasing in the new database of 
module information; 



(ii) that the Head of the Undergraduate Section had proposed that any 
phasing-in should be by database field rather than by level of module.  
It was important to minimise the need to operate two databases in 
parallel within the Undergraduate Section; 

(iii) that some departments would wish to revise their module outlines in 
full at the outset rather than phasing-in the information; 

(iv) that it would be helpful to students if the database could go live at 
Easter 2005 rather than in June but that this was unlikely given the 
amount of work involved following the curriculum change deadline in 
mid-January.  A June target date was also consistent with the current 
policy in respect of the on-line Faculty Handbook; 

(v) that it would be helpful to Natural Sciences and Combined Honours 
students if the database included, for each module, the list of 
programmes to which it was tied; 

Agreed: that the proposal be progressed subject to clarification from the Head 
of the Undergraduate Section of: 

(i) whether departments who chose to do so could submit full module 
revisions at the outset; 

(ii) whether the go-live date for the database could be brought forward. 

(c) Part-Time Provision (Minute 149) 

Received: an oral report from the Chairman on the discussion of this issue at 
Senate; 

Reported: that Senate had invited the Head of the Department of History to 
provide TLC with a suggested revised wording for paragraph 3(d)(ii) of the 
information on which TLC had made its decision but no such revision had 
been received. 

(d) Centres for Excellence in Teaching and Learning 

Received: the response to the consultation sent to HEFCE following 
amendments by members of TLC;  

Document TLC/03/47 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: possible areas in which a CETL bid might be made; 

Noted: 

(i) that the criteria for the award of CETL status had not yet been 
finalised; 

(ii) that subject communities might be reluctant to bid against an HEI with 
a known strength in the area, for example the base for the LTSN 
centre; 

(iii) that thematic bids for a particular type of teaching and learning could 
be submitted.  Durham could consider a bid associated with the use of 
DUO, although this would be problematic following the loss of Dr 
Newland; 

(iv) that some HEIs were involving NTFS award-holders in the preparation 
of bids; 

Agreed: that Deans/Deputy Deans consult with departments, in particular to 
establish whether there was scope for a thematic bid across several 
departments.      (Action: AH, SC, MJE) 

(e) Committee for the Oversight of Student Support Services 

Received: a paper sent to UEC making a case for establishing DUSSD as a 
Disability Assessment Centre under the new rules;  

Document TLC/03/48 – filed with the Minutes 
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Noted: that this would raise the profile of DUSSD, generate income and be of 
advantage to Durham students. 

21. REPORT FROM SENATE 
Received: an extract from the minutes of the Senate meeting held on 28 October 
2003.     Document TLC/03/49 – filed with the Minutes 

22. MATTERS OF REPORT 
(a) Academic Staff Development Officer 

Reported:  current progress in appointing to the post of Academic Staff 
Development Officer; 

Noted: that the post had been offered to a candidate who had subsequently 
turned it down.  Two candidates from the reserve list were to be interviewed 
on 1st December; 

(b) QAA Review of Politics 

 Reported: that documentation had been received from the Department of 
Politics as requested by the Faculty QA Panel providing evidence of actions 
taken in response to the QAA Subject Review of Politics in the 2000/01 cycle.  
This had been considered by the Chairman of TLC and found to be 
satisfactory; 

(c) Freedom of Information Act 

 Reported: that to meet the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act it 
would be necessary to make easily accessible information about our 
procedures in respect of teaching and learning and related matters.  The 
Teaching and Learning Handbook and Validation Handbook would therefore 
be placed on the publicly-accessible part of the University’s website; 

(d) Chair of Validation Panel 

 Reported: that in the absence of Dr Kirkman and Dr Peirce on research leave 
the Chairman of TLC had asked Professor Manning to chair the validation 
panel for the revised programmes in the Department of Classics. 

23. CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS 

(a) Review of Trevelyan College 

Reported: that Trevelyan College would be reviewed under the new 
University Review programme for colleges in early December; 

Agreed: approval of the review team.  (Document tabled) 

(b) QAA Audit 

Reported: that the Discipline Audit Trails and audit team members had now 
been confirmed as follows: 

(i) core auditor:  Professor Terry Kemp, Warwick; 

(ii) DATs: Computer Science (Professor Paul Luker, Bournemouth) 
Music (Professor Mark Everist, Southampton) 
Anthropology (Professor John Baldock, Kent) 
Theology and Ministry (NEITE) (Dr Patsy Campbell, 
Edinburgh). 

24. DEGREE CLASSIFICATIONS 
Received: 

(a) a note from the Deputy Academic Registrar of procedures for the 
classification of degrees in a selection of comparator universities;   

Document TLC/03/50 – filed with the Minutes 
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(b) responses from faculty TLCs to the request of TLC that departments review 
their profile of degree classes and report on this to faculty TLCs: 

Faculty of Arts and Humanities  
Document TLC/03/51 – filed with the Minutes 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health    
Document TLC/03/52 – filed with the Minutes 

Faculty of Science  Document TLC/03/53 – filed with the Minutes 
Noted: that some universities were not yet using standardised systems but that this 
was likely to be picked up by Audit teams as it had been at Durham and Newcastle.  
Most universities had not yet had new-style Audits using the QAA Code of Practice 
and Qualifications Framework as points of reference.  Academic Review in Scotland 
was also requiring HEIs to address differential practices in degree classifications 
across the institution. 

25. ADMISSIONS, OCTOBER 2003 ENTRY 
Considered: a report from the Undergraduate Admissions Officer on admission for 
entry in October 2003;  Document TLC/03/54 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the data provided were dated 28 August when Clearing had not yet 
finished at Stockton; 

(b) that the data were provided by the Admissions Office, not by SPA which 
would be able to provide registration data after the December census; 

(c) that several departments including History, MEL, Law and Physics had 
significantly overshot their quotas.  Some colleges had similarly overshot.  
Revised offer factors had been issued to all departments and colleges taking 
account of the pattern of acceptances this year; 

(d) that unexpectedly high levels of take-up could be generated by changes to 
degree programmes (eg the introduction of aeronautics in Engineering), by 
changes to offers and by increasing numbers of students gaining higher A 
Level grades; 

(e) that because near-miss candidates at Durham had not been admitted this 
year it had been possible to make a clearer evaluation of offer factors; 

(f) the differences between the admissions situations in Durham and Stockton; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the Admissions Office be asked for revised data as at the end of Clearing 
on both campuses and including progression of Foundation Year students; 

(b) that the Admissions Office be asked for an explanation of overshoot and 
undershoot of 15% or more in both colleges and departments. 

26. EXAMINATIONS AND ASSESSMENT REPORT 
Received: 

(a) the Examinations and Assessment Report from SPA for the assessment 
period 2002/3;   Document TLC/03/55 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) a note from the Deputy Academic Registrar of quoracy regulations elsewhere 
for Boards of Examiners (based on responses to two e-mail enquiries); 

Document TLC/03/56 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 

(a) changes to the quoracy rules for Boards of Examiners for the June and/or 
September board meetings (TLC 13 October 2003 Minute 10 refers); 

(b) other issues raised in the EAR report; 
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Noted: 

(a) that the current arrangements for training postgraduates and bought-in 
invigilators but providing an information pack for established staff were 
appropriate.  However, incidents involving members of staff who did not fulfil 
their duties appropriately should be referred to the head of department by 
SPA (or by the Dean if it came to light as the result of an appeal); 

(b) that it was not clear whether charges had been levied this year on 
departments whose members of staff failed to attend for invigilation duties.  
There was also an argument for this to become a fine (perhaps £500) rather 
than a levy to cover the costs incurred (currently £100); 

(c) that changes to the duration of examination papers should be submitted for 
approval as part of the curriculum change process by mid-January of the 
previous year; 

(d) that failure to submit examination papers to SPA on time was a serious 
matter.  Where papers were very complex the department should plan ahead 
to meet the deadline; 

(e) that it was not realistic for students to expect special arrangements to be 
made at the last minute.  DUSSD should be encouraged in its efforts to 
remind students with disabilities to apply for concessions at an early stage; 

(f) that if applications for concessions were received late they would nonetheless 
need to be granted, so that recommendation (ii) regarding examination 
concessions was impracticable.  However if problems persisted it might be 
necessary to require students submitting late requests to take their 
examinations during the resit period; 

(g) that the return of marks at the level of the individual assessment had been 
introduced at the request of departments.  However some departments were 
reducing tutorial arrangements to give advice to students in the light of their 
results because the marks were available to students electronically; 

(h) that TLC was not minded to postpone the introduction of anonymous 
discussion of candidates in Level 1 Boards of Examiners, which was in any 
case already current practice in many departments; 

(i) that difficulties had been discussed with SPA in respect of the Preliminary 
Board of Examiners in Science but that: 

• it was not clear that SPA did in fact need additional time to convert pass-
lists from codes to names since this should be facilitated through the 
Banner database; 

• support could be given by the administrators in the Undergraduate 
Section who were now involved in the servicing of faculty Boards of 
Examiners; 

(j) that mistakes had been made in the pass-list for Level 1 Science this year but 
that this suggested an underlying problem not associated with anonymity; 

(k) that the timing of resits was an important issue.  The current situation allowed 
insufficient time (a weekend) for marking, double marking/moderation and 
checking; Option 1 would erode research time at the start of the resit period 
and could clash with the admissions cycle; Option 2 would restrict the time for 
students failing resits to appeal or to find a place at an alternative HEI; 

(l) that concern had been raised about the requirement that departments provide 
advice to students who have failed 60 credits at Level 2 regarding which 40 
credits should be resat.  The regulations made it clear that the decision rested 
with the student (‘the modules to be resat shall be selected by the student …. 
in the light of advice ….’) and that it was important that advice and information 
be available (for example in respect of pre-requisites for the Level 3 Ordinary 
degree); 
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(m) that if students were allowed to retake all 60 credits with the marks for the 
best 40 credits counting, they might resent taking an examination 
unnecessarily and feel that this disadvantaged them in respect of preparation 
for their other resits; 

(n) that resits had been limited to protect research time while providing students 
with a ‘second chance’; 

(o) that it would be important that the advice given to students in such 
circumstances was carefully recorded and that students understood that 
responsibility for the final decision rested with them; 

(p) that in comparison with quoracy rules elsewhere, Durham had very stringent 
rules for the quoracy of Boards of Examiners; 

(q) that TLC did not believe that it was necessary for external examiners to 
attend resit boards but that they should be fully consulted and their views 
recorded; 

(r) that TLC also believed that it was important for the quoracy requirements for 
internal members of the Board in June and September to be the same; 

(s) that whatever quoracy rule was finally adopted it would be expected that all 
staff involved in examining would continue to attend meetings of Boards of 
Examiners; 

Agreed: 
(a) in respect of EAR recommendations: 

(i) Invigilation: 
- that recommendations (ii) and (iii) be supported and that in respect 

of recommendation (i), it be acceptable for information and 
guidance to be disseminated to invigilators on paper; 

- that SPA be asked to report back to TLC on 
• how many charges had been levied this year on departments 

whose staff failed to attend invigilation duties; 
• whether the charge should become a fine of £500; 
• what procedures it has for reporting to head of department 

instances of inappropriate behaviour by invigilators; 

(ii) Irregularities on Examination Papers: 
- that SPA be asked to identify particular departments which had 

produced examination papers containing errors; 
- that SPA be asked to provide more detailed information on late 

changes to the duration of examinations; 

(iii) Marks Entry: 
- that recommendations (i) – (ii) be supported; 

(iv) Submission of Examination Papers: 
- that faculty TLCs be asked to highlight departments which had 

failed to submit examination papers to SPA on time; 

(v) Examination Concessions: 
- that recommendations (i) and (iii) be supported; 
- that recommendation (ii) was not realistic; 
- that the Dean of Colleges and Student Support Services liaise with 

Margaret Collins over arrangements to encourage disabled 
students to apply for concessions at an early stage;   (Action: TB) 

(vi) Disclosure of Marks: 
- that recommendation (i) be supported; 
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- that departments be reminded, via faculty TLCs, of the importance 
of continuing to make arrangements for students to obtain advice 
in a face-to-face meeting in the light of their results.  This may be 
supported by proposals to publish pass-lists at mid-day so that 
students can obtain help before the end of the day; 

- that SPA be reminded that the publication of pass-lists at Stockton 
should adhere to the timetable in the same way as those at 
Durham; 

- that Dr Gregory-Smith discuss further with SPA the issues 
surrounding the anonymity of Level 1 Faculty Boards of Examiners 
and report back to TLC;    (Action:DG-S) 

- that recommendation (ii) be not approved; 

(vii) Collection/Distribution of Examination Scripts: 

- that recommendation (i) be supported; 

(viii) Provision of Chairs in Special Needs Rooms: 

- that recommendation (i) be supported but that the attention of SPA 
and of DUSSD be drawn to the need for early notification of 
special needs (cf (v) above);   (Action: TB) 

(ix) Examination Boards: 

- that recommendation (i) be approved; 

(x) Timing of Resit Examinations: 

- that SPA be asked to consider an alternative option, starting resits 
on the Wednesday of the 7th week before the start of term; 

(b) in respect of resits at Level 2 that a pro-forma be prepared to guide 
departments on the advice to be given to students on the resit of 40 credits 
where 60 credits had been failed.  This would ensure that appropriate issues 
had been covered and provide a record of the discussion; (Action: BO) 

(c) in respect of the quoracy rules; that faculty TLCs be asked to consider: 
• whether a reduced quoracy rule would be welcome for Boards of 

Examiners; 
• whether that should be fixed as a percentage of the membership, as 

currently, and if so, at what percentage; 
• whether quoracy should be defined by a core membership and, if so, what 

that should be;  
 taking into account the views of TLC summarised in (p)-(s) above. 

27. TRAINING OF EXTERNAL EXAMINERS 
Reported: 

(a) that at its meeting of 25 February 2003 (Minute 73) TLC agreed that a 
working party would need to be established by the end of the year to consider 
the training and induction of external examiners including both those 
members of university staff seeking to serve as externals elsewhere and in-
coming external examiners; 

(b) that this would need to cover both undergraduate and taught postgraduate 
provision; 

(c) that this was a significant issue in the national agenda, having been raised by 
the White Paper and the HEFCE’s Teaching Quality Enhancement 
Committee report; it was to be an issue for the Academy for Advancement of 
Teaching and Learning and was already practised in some form by an 
increasing number of universities; 
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Considered: how to progress this issue; 

Agreed: that consideration of this issue be shelved pending the outcome of a project 
group convened by UUK, SCoP, AoC, the LTSN, QAA and HEFCE to consider what 
might be provided by the Academy to support external examiners and the desirable 
balance of support at national, regional and institutional levels. 

28. EMPLOYABILITY STRATEGY 
Considered: a draft Employability Strategy following discussion at the meeting of TLC 
on 9 June 2003 (Minute 123 refers). Document TLC/03/57 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the Strategy built on activities already in place and drew on the definition 
of learning outcomes for academic programmes.  It did not require, or imply, 
that programmes should be revised to enhance employability or provide 
designated skills; 

(b) that this could be clarified further by adding ‘abilities’ to ‘skills’ in the text to 
emphasise the intellectual abilities conferred by academic study; 

(c) that the development of employability was frequently incidental to academic 
study and not an aim of an academic programme.  The first paragraph should 
draw attention more explicitly to this; 

Agreed: that the draft Strategy be amended in line with the discussion above; 

Recommended: that Senate approve the revised Strategy. 

29. TEACHING QUALITY INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS 
Received: 

(a) final guidance from the HEFCE on the requirements for the publication of TQI 
in line with the Cooke Report;  

Document TLC/03/58 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) a consultation paper from HESA regarding the publication of statistical data 
via the HERO website; Document TLC/03/59 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: 

(a) that the requirements in respect of the summaries of external examiners’ 
reports had been amended as follows: 

(i) the name of the external was not required (but his/her institution was); 

(ii) the externals were not required to provide a summary of their report.  
Comment was required where the external had expressed concern 
about the quality or standards of the award but appeared optional 
(‘where appropriate’) in respect of good practice; 

(iii) the institution was not required to add comment on the report unless 
short-comings were identified (presumably in the context of a negative 
judgement on quality and standards); 

(b) that the requirement in respect of the overview of internal review reports 
refers to ‘content and approach and notable strengths’ which was not 
reflected in our original template; 

(c) that internal review reports were not required to be published for reviews prior 
to October 2003 although ours were available for reviews from October 2002; 

(d) that members of the Academic Office were clarifying responsibility for the 
management of TQI publication; 

(e) that members of the Academic Office were discussing a response to the 
HESA consultation on the publication of statistical information which would be 
informed by the comments of TLC; 
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Considered: 

(a) a revised template for summaries of external examiners’ reports;  
    Document TLC/03/60 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) whether to revise the template for summaries of internal review reports in 
respect of the overview section; 

Document TLC/03/61 – filed with the Minutes 

(c) whether summaries of internal review reports provided during 2002/03 be 
revised for final approval by TLC in the light of (b) above; 

(d) authorising the Chairman of TLC to approve text for inclusion in the letter of 
appointment sent to external examiners outlining the situation with respect to 
the publication of their reports; 

Noted: 

(a) that the final requirements in respect of the publication of external examiners’ 
reports were less extensive than had been anticipated.  It would not be 
necessary to appoint ‘lead examiners’ to co-ordinate a summary of comments 
on programmes; 

(b) that it would be helpful if external examiners provided notes of good practice 
in the programmes concerned for publication.  However there remained 
concern about the possibility of litigation in respect of comments made and 
account would need to be taken of the implications for programmes whose 
externals chose not to provide such information; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the supplement to the external examiners’ report form be revised in line 
with the comments above; 

(b) that the template for summaries of internal review reports be amended to 
clarify the scope of the overview; 

(c) that revised summaries of the internal review reports already received be 
presented to TLC for final approval; 

(d) that the Chairman be authorised to take action to approve a letter to external 
examiners explaining the situation; 

Recommended: that Senate approve the revised templates for the publication of 
summaries of external examiners’ reports and internal review reports. 

30. ANNUAL REVIEW OF COLLEGES 
Considered: a revised procedure for the annual review of colleges to include issues 
surrounding the student experience. Document TLC/03/62 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the current procedure had been approved by UEC, Senate and Council; 

(b) that it did not require a clear analysis of the results of the Student Experience 
Survey (SES) with an evaluation of actions to be taken in response to it; 

Agreed: that the Dean of Colleges revise the documentation to take this into account 
and submit it to TLC for further consideration.   (Action: TB) 

31. JISC PLAGIARISM DETECTION SERVICE 
Received: 

(a) a note from the Deputy Academic Registrar on feedback from the 
departments piloting use of the JISC Plagiarism Detection Service;  

Document TLC/03/63 – filed with the Minutes 
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(b) comment from ITS on the proposal that ‘cheat-sites’ be blocked from web 
access by university PCs (TLC 13 October 2003, Minute 14 refers); 

Document TLC/03/64 – filed with the Minutes 
Considered: 

(a) the issues raised in the note on feedback on the JISC service; 

(b) whether it was feasible to block access to ‘cheat-sites’; 

(c) any other steps which should be taken to combat plagiarism; 

Noted: 

(a) the value of the deterrent effect of the system; 

(b) that support in using the system would be provided by the JISC project office.  
The ITS had indicated that it could not resource such support and the Deputy 
Academic Registrar’s Office had neither the resource nor the expertise to do 
so; 

(c) that it would be valuable to block access to some ‘cheat-sites’ even though 
this could not provide a complete barrier to students accessing them; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the system be rolled out to all departments when resource was available 
in the Deputy Academic Registrar’s Office to do so, and not later than 
October 2004; 

(b) that the web addresses of ‘cheat-sites’ be passed to the Deputy Academic 
Registrar so that the ITS can be asked to consider blocking them. 

32. ADMISSIONS ADVISORY GROUP 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 17 October;  

Document TLC/03/65 – filed with the Minutes 

 Considered:  

(a) the following issues referred directly to TLC: 

(i) Banner development issues (Minute 6 especially item (c)); 
(ii) car parking at Queen’s Campus (Minute 8) 

(b) other issues of concern or interest, including: 

(i) UCAS form criminal record disclosure (Minute 3(a)); 
(ii) near-miss candidates in August (Minute 3(d)); 
(iii) recruitment at Queen’s Campus (Minute 7); 

Noted: 

(a) that the slowness of Unisys to respond to requests for changes to and 
developments in the Banner and Banana systems was hampering activity in 
the crucial area of admissions and making it difficult to produce accurate data.  
This should be a concern when re-negotiating the contract with Unisys; 

(b) that no supporting evidence was available to TLC in respect of the possible 
impact of car-parking charges on recruitment at Stockton; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the attention of the Registrar, Academic Registrar and Director of ITS be 
drawn to the very serious concern of TLC about the slowness of Unisys to 
respond to requests for system development; 

(b) that when final arrangements for car parking charges were clear the 
departments and colleges at Stockton would be able to present a detailed 
case regarding their likely impact on recruitment. 
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33. FACULTY OF ARTS AND HUMANITIES TLC SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 24 October;  

Document TLC/03/66 – filed with the Minutes 

 Considered:  

(a) the following issues referred directly to TLC: 

(i) membership of the Sub-Committee;    
Document TLC/03/67 – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) concern about module capping (Minute 6(i)).  (TLC Minute 127 required 
departments to request module caps each year with a statement of the 
reason for the request, evidence that it had been considered by the Board 
of Studies, and confirmation that no students with an expectation of taking 
the module, including Joint and Combined Honours students, would be 
disadvantaged); 

(iii) a request that TLC consider the CHERI report on student feedback (this 
was a report to HEFCE which would inform the HEFCE Good Practice 
Guide due for publication this autumn) (Minute 7 (b)); 

(b) other issues of concern or interest, including: 

(i) that a complex system of co- and pre-requisites and tied modules 
enabled a department to exclude students from other subjects (Minute 
7(c)); 

(ii) a request for two different Keeping of Term letters for different 
circumstances (Minute 7(d)); 

Noted: 

(a) that the new module pro forma arrangements would clarify the procedure for 
module capping; 

(b) that the CHERI Report was a report to HEFCE which would produce a Good 
Practice Guide which would be considered by TLC in due course.  The 
CHERI Report would be available as background information; 

(c) that arrangements for defining co- and pre-requisite modules would be 
clarified by the new module outline process; 

(d) that TLC had in the last academic year revised the Keeping of Term process 
and decided against differentiating between students who were defaulting on 
academic commitments as a result of personal problems and those whose 
default was a disciplinary matter.  This was because many situations 
represented a mixture of both and it was often impossible to determine at the 
outset which would be applicable to any given student; 

Agreed: that the membership list be approved. 

34. FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH TLC SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 28 October;  

Document TLC/03/68 – filed with the Minutes 

 Considered:  

(a) the following issues referred directly to TLC: 

(i) membership of the Sub-Committee;    
Document TLC/03/69 – filed with the Minutes 

 (b) other issues of concern or interest, including: 

(i) module capping (Minute 6(g)); 
(ii) statistics provided for Annual Review (Minute 6(h)); 
(iii) difficulties in respect of the Queen’s Campus timetable (Minute 10); 
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Noted: 

(a) that the Deputy Dean would follow up the request for examination data to be 
available electronically to departments for Annual Reviews; (Action: SC) 

(b) regret at the difficulties encountered in implementing Syllabus Plus at 
Stockton and the thanks of TLC to departments for their support for the 
process; 

(c) that SPA had established a working group with representation from all 
faculties to support the implementation of Syllabus Plus in Durham this year; 

Agreed: that the membership list be approved. 

35. FACULTY OF SCIENCE TLC SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 23 October;  

Document TLC/03/70 – filed with the Minutes 
 Considered:  

(a) the following issues referred directly to TLC: 

(i) membership of the Sub-Committee    
Document TLC/03/71 – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) continued request for clarification of the rules applying medical evidence 
to students’ module marks (Minute 6(j)); 

(iii) concern about the new core regulations (Minute 8(c)); 

(b) other issues of concern or interest, including: 

(i) comments on Annual Review Statistics (Minute 4(g)); 
(ii) discussion of module capping (Minute 6(g)); 
(iii) discussion of registration and induction arrangements (Minute 6 (n)); 

Noted: 

(a) that TLC had already made clear the position with regard to registering 
medical evidence.  In addition a concession could be sought to exempt a 
student from the need to resit a particular component on medical grounds; 

(b) that the estimates made by the Department of Physics of the qualifications 
which past students might have achieved on the basis of the new regulations 
were flawed because the students concerned had not had the opportunity to 
resit examinations at Level 2; 

(c) that the Working Group on Learning Outcomes had explicitly addressed the 
possibility of compensating failure at Level 3 in respect of students on 
undergraduate Masters programmes and had rejected this option.  Such 
awards had to be seen in the context of the standard of traditional Masters 
programmes which had a 50% pass-mark and required 180 credits at Level 4 
(not 120).  There was still concern at national level, exacerbated by 
discussion in relation to the Bologna Agreement, that undergraduate Masters 
programmes would not be recognised as Masters awards; 

(d) that the outcome of the new regulations would be monitored but that Senate 
had approved the new framework and Boards of Examiners retained the right 
to exercise discretion; 

Agreed: that the membership list be approved. 

36. CONCESSIONS AND APPEALS 
Received: a summary of concessions and appeals for 2002/3 from each faculty: 
Arts and Humanities   Document TLC/03/72 – filed with the Minutes 
Social Sciences and Health  Document TLC/03/73 – filed with the Minutes 
Science    Document TLC/03/74 – filed with the Minutes 
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37. INDUCTION OF POSTGRADUATES ENGAGED IN TEACHING AND 
DEMONSTRATING  
Considered: a report from Professor Meyer on the October 2003 induction sessions 
for postgraduates engaged in teaching and demonstrating.   

Document TLC/03/75 - filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that feedback had been gathered systematically this year.  The general 
impression was that the programme had been more positively received than 
in 2001/2; 

(b) that there had been a very positive level of discussion among the participants; 

(c) that departments had submitted policies to faculty TLCs for the continued 
support of postgraduates engaged in teaching and demonstrating, designed 
to follow on from the central sessions; 

(d) that it was inevitable that participants would not find all aspects of a generic 
session applicable to their circumstances but that it was appropriate for them 
all to gain an overview of pedagogical matters as well as of legal 
requirements such as health and safety and diversity; 

(e) that overlap between these sessions and postgraduate induction would be 
avoided in future years; 

(f) that CLTRHE did not have the resource to repeat the sessions or to split the 
participants  into small groups; 

(g) that the majority of participants were involved in marking or demonstrating; 

(h) that, given the generic nature of the programme, the satisfaction level was 
remarkably high; 

(i) that teaching and demonstrating and the associated training were valuable to 
PhD students as part of their overall development and the importance of this 
in the light of the increasing requirements of HEFCE and the Research 
Councils; 

Agreed: 

(a) that departments be made aware, via Faculty TLCs, of the content of the 
central programme to enable them to follow it more effectively with support for 
departmental postgraduates engaged in teaching and demonstrating; 
        (Action: EM) 

(b) that departments be asked, via faculty TLCs, to bring to the attention of 
postgraduates, the discussion of their feedback on the programme; 

(c) that the Postgraduate Dean would consider the programme in discussion with 
Associate Deans as an aspect of PhD training.  (Action: SS) 

38. COLLEGES STUDENT EXPERIENCE SURVEY 
Considered:  a summary of feedback from the 2002/03 Colleges’ Student Experience 
Survey.   Document TLC/03/76a – filed with the Minutes 
    Document TLC/03/76b – filed with the Minutes 
    Document TLC/03/76c – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) the strong scores of the colleges overall in respect of their sense of 
community, the JCR and the sense of belonging engendered; 

(b) that opportunities for personal development scored highly and the tutorial 
system was strongest at Level 1 where there was provision for all students; 

(c) that the Dean of Colleges and Student Support Services intended to continue 
with the survey in future years to build up trend data; 
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(d) that each college received a summary of the feedback including the written 
comments.  TLC should have access to this feedback if required to discharge 
effectively its responsibility for oversight of the student experience.  In 
practice it would be exceptional for this right to be exercised but this would be 
in line with the right of TLC to review the student feedback obtained by 
academic departments; 

(e) that Colleges Review teams should also have access to this information, as 
University Review teams did in departments.  In most cases this would be 
confined to review of the summary of the data, including student comments, 
rather than reviewing the questionnaire returns individually; 

(f) that colleges should have standard means of reviewing and responding self-
critically to the feedback received.  This would be comparable with 
departments where the outcomes of questionnaires were made known to 
students together with the actions taken in response, either through SSCCs 
or via the web or by oral feedback in lectures; 

(g) that personally offensive comments could be removed but that comments 
which were out of line with the general trend of the statistical summaries of 
the feedback should be retained as they might reflect the concerns of a 
minority student group (eg disabled students); 

Agreed: that the Dean of Colleges and Student Support Services discuss this with 
Heads of Houses.       (Action: TB) 

39. DATES OF MEETINGS FOR 2003/4 
Reported:  

(a) that meetings of TLC for 2003/04 were scheduled as follows: 
 Monday 17 November 2003 2:15pm 
 Monday 19 January 2004 10:00am 
 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. 


