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

TEACHING AND LEARNING COMMITTEE 
 

7 October 2005 

Present: Professor A Bilsborough (Chairman), Dr E Burd, Professor T Burt, Dr C Crowder, 
Dr M Eacott, Dr N Ellison, Mr R Freeborn, Dr D Halliday, Professor P Manning, Dr N Martin,  
Ms C Richardson, Dr R Simpson with Ms B Ollerenshaw (Secretary) 
 

MINUTES 

1. TERMS OF REFERENCE 
Considered: 

(a) the terms of reference of TLC; 
Document TLC/05/001 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) nomination of members of TLC to chair new programme approval panels and, 
if required, to act as the Examinations and Assessment representative; 

(c) the membership of TLC for 2005/6;    
Document TLC/05/002 – filed with the Minutes 

(d) the membership of sub-committees of TLC for 2005/6: 

 (i) TLC Strategy Sub-Committee;   
Document TLC/05/003 – filed with the Minutes 

 (ii) Arts Faculty TLC Sub-Committee;   
Document TLC/05/004 – filed with the Minutes 

 (iii) Social Sciences and Health Faculty TLC Sub-Committee; 
    Document TLC/05/005 – filed with the Minutes 

 (iv) Science Faculty TLC Sub-Committee;  
Document TLC/05/006 – filed with the Minutes 

 (v) Validation Sub-Committee;    
Document TLC/05/007 – filed with the Minutes 

 (vi) Exchanges Sub-Committee;    
Document TLC/05/008 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(i) that the Chairman welcomed new members of TLC; 

(ii) suggestions for nominations of members of TLC to chair new programme 
approval panels; 

(iii) that most of the responsibilities of the Examinations and Assessment 
representative were now undertaken by the Deans or their deputies and that 
administrative links with SPA were managed by the Secretary to TLC; 

Agreed: 

(i) that the membership of sub-committees be approved; 

(ii) that no appointment be made at this stage for an Examinations and 
Assessment representative but that someone be appointed if needed. 

 

 

 



 
2. MINUTES 

Confirmed: 

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 8 July 2005;  
Document TLC/05/009 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 8 July 2005. 
    Document TLC/05/010 – filed with the Minutes 

3. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
(a) NTFS Awards (Minute 146(b)) 

 Received: general feedback from the HEA on NTFS applications; 
    Document TLC/05/011 – filed with the Minutes 

 Noted: 

 (i) that the feedback was very general and, as such, relatively unhelpful; 

(ii) that the feedback made it clear that NTFS award-holders in the 
Experienced Staff category had to have made an impact nationally 
and internationally, and those in the Rising Stars category had to be 
able to demonstrate a positive influence on the wider community of 
practice; 

(iii) that it was unlikely that colleagues in a university such as Durham who 
had to maintain a subject-based research profile would be able to 
meet these criteria; 

(iv) that this had already become clear in respect of Experienced Staff and 
a decision had therefore been taken not to put forward nominations 
unless we were confident that the candidates met the criteria; 

(v) that the same policy should now also be applied to Rising Stars which 
made it likely that Durham would, in most years, not submit any NTFS 
nominations; 

(vi) that the time, effort and emotional commitment required of nominees 
was significant and it was important therefore that only genuinely 
viable nominations should be made; 

Agreed: that the Chairman make these views known to the HEA as an 
implication of their policy in respect of the NTFS awards. (Action: AB) 

(b) Admissions Selectors (Minute 156) 

 Received: a report from the Head of Undergraduate Admissions on the issues 
raised by TLC in respect of the staffing of the admissions process in some 
departments.  Document TLC/05/012 – filed with the Minutes 

 
4. MATTERS OF REPORT 

(a) Changes to Regulations 

Reported: that the Chairman had taken action to approve changes to 
regulations with effect from October 2005 as detailed on the attached paper;
   Document TLC/05/013 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) One-year-on report to QAA 

 Reported: that during the summer vacation the QAA requested a report on 
action taken in response to the Audit report and related issues.  To meet the 
deadline of 30 September the Chairman took action to approve a report which 
drew on the work of TLC’s Audit Follow-up Working Group.  Additional 
material provided reflected the guidelines for the report issued by the QAA; 

    Document TLC/05/014 – filed with the Minutes 
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 (c) JISC E-Learning Project 

Reported:  

(i) that the regional project funded by the JISC E-Learning scheme, and 
led primarily by colleagues at Newcastle University, had encountered 
difficulties.  It was intended that the project would explore technical 
and pedagogical issues around the use of e-portfolios but in practice it 
had become highly technical.  In addition the project relied on buy-out 
of institutional staff rather than providing staff centrally.  As a result 
several of the partners, including Durham, were unable to participate; 

(ii) that, with the support of HEFCE, the project was being restructured to 
take a more balanced view and to provide the necessary staffing from 
a central budget and that this would enable Durham to play a more 
active part; 

(d) QAA Collaborative Audit 

 Reported: that Alan Heesom had been appointed by the QAA as an auditor 
for the collaborative audit process; 

(e) TQI – External Examiners’ Reports 

Reported: that an external examiner for Classics and Ancient History had 
indicated concern about the quality of the assessment process because of the 
compressed time-scale for marking.  This had been discussed with the Head 
of Department who had proposed a revised procedure which the external 
examiner was satisfied would resolve the problem.  The Chairman of TLC had 
approved a text for publication on the TQI which reflected this and which had 
also been approved by the Head of Department.  

Document TLC/05/015 – filed with the Minutes 

5. CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS 
There was no Chairman’s business. 

6. QUALITY ENHANCEMENT STRATEGY 
Considered: a draft Quality Enhancement Strategy prepared by the Academic Staff 
Development Officer;  Document TLC/05/016 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 
(a) the close links between quality assurance and enhancement.  In general 

quality assurance was more reactive and enhancement more proactive; 

(b) that the reference to appraisal as a means of supporting or monitoring quality 
enhancement was problematic as it was happening only patchily.  However a 
strategy to include quality enhancement in a future performance review 
mechanism was appropriate; 

(c) that heads of departments were responsible for supporting staff development 
needs which was part of quality enhancement; 

(d) that ideally a quality enhancement strategy would cover all aspects of the 
student experience but that at present it was more realistic to restrict it to 
teaching and learning; 

(e) that the strategy needed more emphasis on University Review and less 
operational detail; 

(f) that at present the revalidation of programmes as part of University Review 
was primarily backward-looking, indicating that quality and standards were 
appropriate, and did not depend on any future strategy for the programme; 

Agreed: that the strategy be revised in the light of TLC’s comments for further 
discussion at the next meeting of TLC.    (Action: BO) 
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7. NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY 
Reported:  

(a) that during the summer institutions gained access to their own feedback from 
the National Student Survey.  At this stage feedback on individual questions 
was available only at the level of the 41 subject categories which were the 
basis for publication, and comparative national data was provided only at the 
level of the medians and quartiles of the averages for the sector.  This meant 
that we could not analyse our performance in detail against particular 
institutions or in respect of particular questions; 

(b) that we now had access to the published data on the TQI site which was 
allowing us to make preliminary comparisons with other HEIs; 

(c) that during the autumn we had expected to receive raw data which would 
enable us to evaluate responses from subject areas whose overall data fell 
below the reliability threshold (50% including at least 30 responses), to 
disaggregate data for subject areas which are published as part of a larger 
subject group, to make more detailed comparison with other institutions and 
to analyse the free-text comments; 

Received: 
(a) analysis of the data prepared by the Director of Planning in consultation with 

the Deputy Academic Registrar;    
Document TLC/05/017 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) a summary chart of key data;     
Document TLC/05/018 – filed with the Minutes 

(c) a preliminary analysis of feedback on Durham in comparison with key national 
comparators and other universities in the north-east;  

    Document TLC/05/019 – filed with the Minutes 
(d) a commentary on the data which was approved by the Chairman of TLC for 

publication to meet the ‘go-live’ date of 22 September;   
   Document TLC/05/020 – filed with the Minutes 

(e) notes on the current functionality of the HERO TQI site and on the anticipated 
mechanisms for further analysis of the data; 

  Tabled – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 
(a) issues which TLC needed to address including: 

 (i) evidence which suggests good practice; 

(ii) evidence which suggests grounds for concern in particular subject 
areas; 

(iii) evidence which suggests grounds for concern across subject areas in 
particular areas of activity; 

Noted: 

(a) that the range of scores was very limited, with only 1.0 between the best and 
worst scores across the sector.  However, the NSS would be used to inform 
league tables, replacing the previous QAA scores as a metric for teaching 
quality and therefore differences in scores, however small and statistically 
insignificant, would be of concern to senior managers; 

(b) that the lowest scores, in comparison with the rest of the sector, were 
achieved by the Durham-based Biology provision and in the topics of 
Organisation and Management, Personal Development and feedback on 
assessed work (within the Assessment and Feedback topic); 
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(c) that the sector as a whole had lower scores for the questions on feedback on 

assessed work.  This might raise the possibility that students’ expectations 
were unrealistically high.  However if this were the only explanation one would 
expect to find low scores for feedback in all subject areas and this was not the 
case; 

(d) that the Deputy Academic Registrar had already discussed with the Academic 
Staff Development Officer the possibility of including specific discussion of 
feedback in the assessment workshops already scheduled for this year; 

(e) that the scores for the question on timetabling within Organisation and 
Management were not particularly low; the problem appeared to be in respect 
of communicating programme changes to students.  This might, however, be 
linked to late changes made as the result of the timetabling difficulties in 
2004/5; 

(f) that the student representative present was sceptical of the value of the 
survey and that there was concern about the very general nature of the 
questions.  However the QAA, HEFCE and DfES would expect universities to 
take the results seriously as part of their quality enhancement strategy.  
Future audits would take account of how universities responded to feedback 
from the NSS as well as from internal questionnaires; 

(g) that departments would need to review the correlation between NSS results 
and feedback from other sources; 

(h) that later in the autumn more detailed analytical tools would be made 
available which we hoped would allow us to disaggregate feedback in 
combined subject groups (such as sociology and anthropology); to analyse 
feedback by programme, including Natural Sciences and Combined Honours; 
to re-aggregate split subject areas (such as geography and 
business/management) and to view data for the subject areas which had not 
reached a 50% response rate and had therefore not been published; 

(i) that until the new analytical tool was made available it was not possible to be 
absolutely certain what analysis could be made.  All the national NSS 
deadlines had so far slipped and it was therefore not possible to be certain 
that the analytical tool would be delivered during October as promised or to 
give a definite date by which further analysis could be undertaken; 

Agreed: that faculty TLCs be informed of the current position but that departments 
should not be asked to respond to the survey until the more detailed analysis was 
available. 

8. TQI OF VALIDATED PROVISION 
Received: a further document from HERO/HEFCE regarding the obligations in 
respect of TQI for collaborative provision;    

Document TLC/05/021 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: that the Validation Administrator had attended a CVU/HEFCE seminar in 
June on TQI at which she asked about requirements in respect of non-HEFCE-
funded provision.  The HEFCE representative was unable to answer the question 
and the impression remains that HEFCE had not understood the range of 
collaborative provision in the sector. 

9. THE FUTURE OF QUALITY ASSURANCE 
Received:  

(a) a HEFCE report reviewing the Quality Assurance Framework – in particular 
the audit process.  A further review (Phase 2) was now being undertaken of 
TQI;   Document TLC/05/022 – filed with the Minutes 
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(b) a paper from the Deputy Academic Registrar which built on aspects of the 

QAF review and other information to make preliminary proposals for the 
review of the University Review process;    

Document TLC/05/023 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: in addition the following points from the QAF review: 

(a) that the report anticipated that it may be necessary to review approaches to 
quality assurance in the future if the cap of £3,000 on differential fees was 
lifted because this would lead to significant variation in the resource available 
for taught programmes; 

(b) that the report linked the student experience with quality enhancement; 

(c) that the review group had decided against introducing enhancement ‘themes’ 
(as in Scotland) but referred in this context to the activities of the HEA and 
had asked the HEA and QAA to work together; 

(d) that the report expressed concern about the possibility of pressure from 
Europe for the extension of programme accreditation procedures; 

(e) that there may be a risk-based approach to the identification of audit trails; 

Considered: 

(a) issues arising from the papers; 
(b) a process for reviewing and developing the University Review procedure; 

Noted: 

(a) that the removal of DATs from the audit process was very welcome but that 
the introduction of more thematic audit trails was likely to impact on a larger 
number of departments, albeit in a more limited way; 

(b) that it was not clear how institutions could be obliged to share information 
about audit preparations with one another; 

(c) that a number of developments were coinciding: the end of the first round of 
University Review; the introduction of a new audit methodology with an 
additional emphasis on quality enhancement; the development of a more 
structured approach to the internal planning process; the need to review the 
balance of research and teaching; the introduction of departmental teaching 
and learning strategies.  This provided a good opportunity to review the 
procedure with the possibility of a combined review process for teaching and 
research; 

Agreed: that the Chairman discuss this with the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research to 
see whether a joint working group of TLC and Research Committee could be 
established.        (Action: AB) 

10. STUDENT FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRES 
Considered: proposals from the TLC Working Group for the development of a revised 
strategy and procedures for the management of student feedback questionnaires;
    Document TLC/05/024 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the proposal would rebalance feedback on modules and on the 
programme overall.  It would also reduce administration in departments by 
using DUO; 

(b) that the common questions were similar to those in the NSS and would 
therefore provide an indication of the likely outcome of the NSS; 
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(c) that generic questions would not allow for separate feedback on, for example, 
different learning resources or on different modes of teaching (eg lectures, 
seminars, practicals) within one module; 

(d) that departments could add their own questions to the common set; 

(e) that incentives would need to be given to students to complete questionnaires 
on DUO.  Printer credits were effective in this respect but were of only limited 
value to finalists at the end of their course; 

(f) that the proposal would resolve the difficulties currently encountered where 
feedback on subject areas was obtained separately by Combined Honours or 
Natural Sciences questionnaires, as the same feedback could be sorted 
according to the programme of study and made available to more than one 
stake-holder (eg the subject department and Director of Combined Honours); 

(g) that ideally the SSCC to which the questionnaire feedback would be 
presented would represent the same cohort of students as those who had 
completed the questionnaire.  However it was difficult to persuade SSCCs to 
meet after Easter; to send the data to an SSCC before Easter would require 
the questionnaires to be set unrealistically early in the academic year; 

(h) that mid-year evaluations provided useful feedback on the basis of which 
changes could be made for the cohort of students concerned.  However they 
were additional to end-of-year questionnaires, were very labour-intensive and 
did not typically reveal issues which were not also coming forward through 
other mechanisms such as the SSCC; 

(i) that additional time would be required in departments to agree which modules 
would be the subject of questionnaires in any given year; 

(j) that a four-point scale, which did not offer a neutral ‘middle’ option, might be 
preferable to a five-point scale; 

(k) that a revised target response rate of 50% was proposed; 

Agreed: that the proposals be sent to faculty TLCs for discussion. 

11. THE TIMES LEAGUE TABLES 
 Received: a report on the University’s position in the Times league tables prepared 

by the Director of Planning; Document TLC/05/025 – filed with the Minutes 
 Considered: whether there were any issues for TLC to address; 

 Noted: 

(a) that SSRs were a particular area of concern.  This was one reason why entry 
quotas for October 2006 were being reduced to balance over-shoots in entry 
in October 2005; 

(b) that it was pleasing to see that the number of first-class and 2:1 degrees had 
increased and that departments were to be congratulated on this; 

(c) that the first destination data was disappointing.  The coding of jobs was not 
clear-cut, depending particularly on how the respondent viewed his/her post 
and how the Careers Service staff interpreted the information; 

Agreed: that faculty TLCs be provided with this analysis for information. 

12. HEA STRATEGIC PLAN 
Received: the HEA Strategic Plan for 2005-2010.   

Document TLC/05/026 – filed with the Minutes 
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13. UNIVERSITY REVIEW OF THE SCHOOL OF APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCES 

Reported: that a University Review of Applied Social Sciences had been undertaken 
on 9-10 May 2005; 

Received: 

(a) the review report; Document TLC/05/027 – filed with the Minutes 
(b) the revalidation proposal for undergraduate and taught postgraduate 

programmes;  Document TLC/05/028a – filed with the Minutes 
    Document TLC/05/028b – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 

(a) recommending to Senate revalidation of the programmes listed for six years 
with effect from October 2005.  A recommendation in respect of the MA/PG 
Diploma in Child Care Social Work would be brought forward once the 
necessary changes had been made to the programme documentation; 

(b) approval of the summary of the report for publication; 
    Document TLC/05/029 – filed with the Minutes 
Recommended: that Senate approve the validation of the programmes as indicated 
and the summary of the report for publication. 

14. COMPLETION OF UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
Reported: that the University Review of the Department of English Studies had been 
signed off by the Arts and Humanities URP as satisfactorily concluded; 

Received: 

(a) the relevant URP minute of 8 July 2005;   
Document TLC/05/030 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) summary of recommendations and commendations; 
    Document TLC/05/031 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: a summary of the review report for publication, updated to include a note 
of actions taken in response to the completed review.  It had been agreed by the 
Head of Department;  Document TLC/05/032 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: that the signing-off of the review be approved. 

15. UNIVERSITY REVIEW – RESEARCH STUDENTS 
Reported: that in the light of the new QAA Code of Practice on Research Student 
Supervision it seemed appropriate to revise the questionnaire which departments 
complete for University Review on research student supervision to cover all the 
elements of the University Code of Practice approved by Senate; 

Considered: a revised questionnaire for use in 2005/06;  
Document TLC/05/033 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the topics covered followed the sections in the QAA and institutional 
Code of Practice; 

(b) that as appeals were covered by university regulations it was not necessary 
to request documentation on appeals from departments; 

(c) that an introduction would be helpful to explain that the intention was to 
discover how departments were implementing university policy; 

(d) that the revised questionnaire would apply only for 2005/6 pending the review 
of the University Review process; 
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Agreed: that the questionnaire be modified by the Acting Postgraduate Dean in 
consultation with the Deputy Deans of the other faculties, for approval by Chairman’s 
action.        (Action: DH, CC, RS) 
 

16. KEY SKILLS WORKING GROUP 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 1 September 2005. 
    Document TLC/05/034 – filed with the Minutes 

17. SPORTING CONCESSIONS 
Received: a summary of sporting concessions granted in 2004/05. 
    Document TLC/05/035 – filed with the Minutes 

18. DATES OF MEETINGS 
 Reported: that TLC meetings for 2005/6 were scheduled for: 

14 November 2005 2:15pm 
16 January 2006 2:15pm 
20 February 2006 2:15pm 
27 March 2006 2:15pm 
15 May 2006 2:15pm 
3 July 2006 2:15pm 


