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MINUTES 

43. MINUTES 
Confirmed: 

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 14 November 2005 with the correction of 
‘to receive’ in minute 31 to read ‘received’;  

Document TLC/05/086 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 14 November 2005. 
    Document TLC/05/087 – filed with the Minutes 

44. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
(a) The Future of Quality Assurance (Minute 20(d)) 

 Received: an oral report from the Chairman on the nomination of colleagues 
by Research Committee to participate in a joint working group on the 
development of University Review; 

 Reported: that the Chairman of Research Committee had identified three 
colleagues and was consulting them to determine whether they were willing; 

(b) International Students (Minute 25) 

 Considered: feedback from Phase 1 of the ‘International Student Barometer’ 
on the experience at Durham of international students;  

Document TLC/05/088 – filed with the Minutes 

(i) that the data did not disaggregate responses from Durham City and 
Stockton; 

(ii) that the responses from Phase 1 were mixed and that the University 
could not feel complacent about the level of satisfaction expressed.  
However, it was understood that presentation of a Phase 2 survey 
indicated much more positive feedback about Durham; 

(iii) that at a meeting attended by the Dean of Colleges and Student 
Support Services it had been suggested that the spread of scores 
between the best and worst performing institutions was very limited; 

Agreed: 
(i) that the International Office be asked to provide a commentary on the 

data giving more detail about Durham’s performance relative to other 
HEIs surveyed and, if possible, disaggregating responses for Durham 
City and Stockton; 

(ii) that a member of the International Office be asked to attend the next 
meeting of TLC to discuss the feedback further.  It would be preferable 
to be able to consider Phase 2 responses as well as those from Phase 
1; 

 



(c) Examinations and Assessment Report (Minute 30) 

Considered: a report on further discussion with the Head of SPA on issues 
raised in the EAR report;     

Document TLC/05/089 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(i) that the further clarification of the recommendations was helpful but 
that there was concern that decisions about examination timetabling 
were being made on the basis of staffing in SPA rather than on the 
basis of the most suitable venues; 

(ii) that SPA staff were under intense pressure given the wide range of 
activities for which the section was responsible and found it difficult to 
service remote examination venues.  This would include Elvet 
Riverside when the Academic Office moved to Mountjoy, 
compounding the problem; 

(iii) that the recommendation in respect of talking in examinations needed 
to make it clear that the existing rule that if only a few individuals were 
talking they would be expelled from the room and achieve a mark of 0.  
The new provision would apply only if the problem was so widespread 
that individuals could not be identified; 

(iv) that the attendance of a member of academic staff from the 
department concerned would be required only if a potential problem 
had been identified in advance on the basis of previous experience.  
This reflected the fact that it was the responsibility of academic staff to 
make sure that international students in particular understood the 
protocols for examinations; 

Agreed: 
(i) that the recommendations be progressed subject to the comments in 

(iii) above; 
(ii) that support be given to bids for additional staffing in SPA; 

(Action: AB) 
 (d) Revisions to Annual Review (Minute 31) 

 Reported:  
(i) that the header to the departmental teaching and learning strategy 

template had been amended to make reference to the role of the 
strategies in the new Annual Review process; 

   Document TLC/05/090 – filed with the Minutes 
(ii) that at the request of the Director of Planning a note had been added 

to the Annual Review documentation to remind departments to bring 
the outcomes of the teaching review forward into their planning 
process; Document TLC/05/091 – filed with the Minutes 

(e) Counselling of Students Taking a ‘Year Out’ 

 Considered: an oral report from the Dean of Colleges and Student Support 
Services on discussion at COSSS of arrangements for supporting students 
taking a ‘year out’; 

 Reported: 
(i) that COSSS had supported the proposals put forward by the Deputy 

Academic Registrar and Head of Counselling but wished other support 
services to be included in it (especially DUSSD and the International 
Support Office); 

(ii) that colleges would need to make a case for support beyond the 
minimum and that this would be expected to be approved in 
exceptional circumstances only; 
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Agreed: that the Deputy Academic Registrar work with the Dean of Colleges 
and Student Support Services and the Faculty Offices to finalise information 
for students and a form for colleges to request additional support. 
        (Action: BO) 

45. REPORT FROM SENATE 
Received: an extract from the minutes of Senate meeting held on 29 November 
2005.    Document TLC/05/092 – filed with the Minutes 

46. MATTERS OF REPORT 
(a) Revisions to QAA Audit Procedure 

Reported:  

(i) that the QAA had circulated a revised Operational Description for the 
next cycle of audits following the QAF review; 

   Document TLC/05/093 – filed with the Minutes 
(ii) that to meet the deadline for responses, following consultation with 

colleagues who were auditors, the Chairman of TLC had approved a 
response to the consultation;    

Document TLC/05/094 – filed with the Minutes 
(b) TQI – External Examiners’ Report 

Reported: that an external examiner for postgraduate programmes in 
Computer Science had indicated concern about aspects of the assessment 
process and hence the standards of the provision.  The Chairman of TLC had 
approved a text for publication on the TQI site which reflected this and which 
had also been approved by the Head of Department;  
   Document TLC/05/095 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(i) that the external examiner had questioned a university policy which 
other external examiners did not regard as jeopardising standards; 

(ii) that some other universities required external examiners to sign a 
document agreeing to abide by key policies and procedures before 
commencing their period of service; 

(c) Colleges Review – Van Mildert 

 Reported: that the Chairman had approved the review panel for Van Mildert 
College;  Document TLC/05/096 – filed with the Minutes 

(d) University Review Teams 

 Reported: the membership of the University Review teams for reviews taking 
place in 2005/6: School of Education, Department of Archaeology, 
Department of Theology and Religion, Business School, and Politics within 
Government and International Affairs (interim review); 

    Document TLC/05/097 – filed with the Minutes 
(e) Teaching Enhancement Awards 

 Reported: that the Chairman had taken action to approve revisions to the 
scheme for making small grants for innovations in teaching, in line with 
previous discussions at TLC Strategy Sub-Committee; 

    Document TLC/05/098 – filed with the Minutes 

(f) National Student Survey 2006 

 Reported: 

(i) that students involved in the 2006 survey had been e-mailed as 
agreed.  Two had opted not to participate and one had asked that 
his/her phone number not be passed on to the survey agency; 
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(ii) that the University had been asked to participate as one of a sample 
of 13 HEIs in the review of TQI being undertaken by HEFCE as phase 
2 of the Quality Assurance Framework (QAF) review.  (Document 
tabled and filed with the minutes); 

Noted: 

(i) that the sector hoped that the QAF review would result in a 
recommendation that summaries of external examiners’ reports would 
no longer have to be published; 

(ii) that this was the most resource-intensive aspect of TQI, was unlikely 
to be of real value to prospective students, jeopardised the value and 
integrity of the external examiner process as a means of obtaining the 
constructive criticism of a peer, and was not a publication requirement 
across all sectors of the UK so that applicants could not obtain 
genuinely comparable information; 

(iii) that focus groups suggested that TQI would be used by applicants but 
that 2005/6 was the first year in which it would be available.  It was 
therefore too early to judge how important TQI would be in making 
final choices of university. 

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

48. MSci PROGRAMMES 
Considered:  

(a) a report from the UUK Europe Unit on the implications of the Bologna process 
for MSci (and similar) integrated Masters programmes; 

    Document TLC/05/099 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) any feedback from the departments concerned; 

(c) in particular, whether to award the relevant BSc at the end of Level 3; 

Noted: 

(a) that the Europe Unit note referred to the importance of the Diploma 
Supplement as a means of highlighting the academic standard of an 
integrated Masters degree; 

(b) that Durham has been unable to progress this due to lack of resource in SPA; 

(c) that if a Bachelors degree were awarded at the end of Level 3 it might be 
problematic to include marks from Levels 2 and 3 in classification at the end 
of Level 4; 

(d) that Professor Unsworth was closely involved in discussion about this on 
behalf of UK departments of engineering.  This included liaison with 
government ministers and representatives of the EU; 

(e) that at present the engineers were resisting pressure to award a Bachelors 
degree at the end of Level 3 and regarded this as a line to be pursued only if 
necessary as a last resort; 

(f) that ministers had agreed to guarantee undergraduate funding for Level 4 of 
integrated Masters programmes even if a Bachelors degree was awarded at 
the end of Level 3.  This would be important for fee levels and access to 
student loans; 

(g) that if teaching or project work were extended into the summer vacation it 
would suggest that 120 Level 4 credits were not sufficient to guarantee a 
Masters-level award.  Such a move should be resisted; 
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(h) that Durham would be well placed to award a Bachelors-level award at the 
end of Level 3 as such awards were already available for students who chose 
not to progress to Level 4 and the final-year curriculum at Durham did not 
include Level 3 modules; 

Agreed: in principle to award the relevant Bachelors degrees if this became 
necessary but to take no action at this stage. 

49. NSS 2005 
Considered:  
(a) feedback from the Planning Unit on the analysis of the 2005 NSS data using 

the more detailed analytical tool;    
Document TLC/05/100 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) asking departments and faculties to consider their own data in detail, and an 
appropriate response route; 

Noted: 
(a) the significant numbers of adverse comments about the timetable in the 

example provided of a departmental report.  Since this problem had not 
recurred, feedback in 2006 might be more positive; 

(b) that the University needed to review the NSS feedback in the context of age, 
ethnicity and gender to satisfy its obligations under diversity legislation.  Such 
data would in many cases be statistically insignificant at departmental level 
and would therefore be better reviewed at university level; 

(c) that it would be appropriate for departments to review data by gender; 
(d) that departments should consider the NSS data in the light of their internal 

feedback and discuss it with Staff-Student Consultative Committees.  NSS 
data should not be dismissed because it was at variance with internal 
feedback but equally it would not carry weight against a thorough review of 
other sources of feedback; 

(e) that departments should compare the feedback for Single and Joint Honours 
students and report to the relevant Combined Honours/Natural Sciences and 
Management Committees which should consider the feedback across 
departments; 

(f) that it was not possible to distinguish between non-single Honours feedback 
in a particular subject area relating to Combined Honours and that relating to 
Natural Sciences or to a ‘free-standing’ Joint Honours degree; 

(g) that it would be helpful to have standard deviations, means and sample sizes 
for the data on age, ethnicity etc provided to TLC at university level if the 
analytical tool allowed this; 

(h) that free text comments could not be disaggregated in any way; 

Agreed: 
(a) that the proposed institutional reports for TLC were appropriate but should 

include if possible standard deviations, means and sample sizes; 

(b) that the proposals for reviewing feedback from Combined Honours and 
Natural Sciences students were appropriate; 

(c) that departments and the relevant Management Committees should review 
feedback for Joint/Combined/Natural Sciences programmes as indicated 
above;   

(d) that Dr Eacott discuss this further with Dr Dave Robson and Beatrice 
Ollerenshaw with Professor Richard Smith; 

(e) that the departmental reports were appropriate but should also be 
disaggregated by gender.  Individual requests for breakdown, eg by domicile 
for a department with a large number of overseas students, could be met if 
required; 
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(f) that departments should identify good practice which they felt might have 
contributed to high scores and areas in which action needed to be taken.  
This should be informed by discussion with students and other feedback 
available within the department; 

(g) that this year departments should be asked to include this in the Annual 
Review of teaching but as a separate report.  This timescale could be 
reviewed in 2006/7 by which time the process would be embedded and the 
analytical tool available as soon as the NSS data was published; 

(h) that the Deputy Academic Registrar attend faculty TLCs in the Easter term to 
discuss this further and include it in the information sessions on Annual 
Review and departmental teaching and learning strategies which she was 
running with the Academic Staff Development Officer. 

50. AWARDS FOR EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING AND LEARNING 
Received:  
(a) the guidelines for the award scheme;    

Document TLC/05/101 – filed with the Minutes 
(b) the outcomes of the judging panel held on 6 December 2005; 
    Document TLC/05/102 – filed with the Minutes 
(c) a press release relating to changes envisaged in the NTFS awards for 2006; 
    Document TLC/05/103 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: the issues raised regarding the process in Minute 6; 

Reported: that the external adviser on the panel had expressed concern that 
applicants were insufficiently aware of the implications of student-centred learning.  
However she had not appeared to take issue with the definition given in the guidance 
to applicants; 

Noted: 
(a) that TLC would not wish to place too much emphasis on publications in the 

scholarship of teaching and learning as this could deter applicants who were 
good teachers but had not published in this area; 

(b) that the internal awards deliberately did not require detailed familiarity with 
educational theory although this was important for the NTFS awards; 

(c) concern that increasing the amount of guidance might restrict the diversity of 
approach and of the supporting evidence which applicants could cite; 

(d) that details of the revised NTFS scheme would be announced on 18 January.  
Dr Armstrong, in discussion with Dr Eacott, had decided that he would not 
wish to be a candidate; 

(e) that an internal award should be seen as a spring-board to an NTFS 
application in a future year, allowing time for an applicant to develop a 
national reputation.  Some institutions provided significant resource, including 
sabbaticals, to enable colleagues to prepare an NTFS application but this 
would not be appropriate at Durham where the focus was on the RAE; 

Agreed: 
(a) that Professor Bilsborough contact the external adviser to ask for more detail 

of her concerns about student-centred learning in relation to the guidelines for 
the internal awards;      (Action: AB) 

(b) that Professor Meyer be asked to consider the comments of the external 
adviser in the context of the guidelines and advise TLC on any amendments 
which should be made.     (Action: EM) 

51. TRAINING POSTGRADUATES FOR TEACHING AND DEMONSTRATING 
Received: the university policy on training postgraduates for teaching and 
demonstrating;  Document TLC/05/104 – filed with the Minutes 
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Considered: a report from the Academic Staff Development Officer on the training 
sessions held in the Michaelmas Term 2005;   

Document TLC/05/105 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that the main concerns were the size of the group, the generic nature of the 
sessions and the need for more practical ‘survival skills’ rather than 
educational theory; 

(b) that Leicester University already covered some of the basic induction material 
in an on-line tutorial and that this would be an option at Durham.  While fraud 
was a possibility the negative attitude of some of the postgraduates who 
attended the sessions did not suggest that they had taken note of the points 
covered; 

(c) that a larger number of sessions on demonstrating, tutorial work etc could be 
provided so that the group sizes were smaller and the topics could be tailored 
to the needs of different groups of postgraduates; 

(d) that it would be essential for such sessions to be timetabled in such a way 
that postgraduates could have completed the course before they had to teach 
or demonstrate.  Science departments often required demonstrators from the 
first week of term; 

Agreed: 

(a) in principle to the proposals; 

(b) that the Academic Staff Development Officer bring detailed proposals, 
including the timescale, to the next meeting of TLC;  (Action: SET) 

(c) that faculty TLCs be asked to support this in principle so that developments 
could be progressed.  Detailed consultation could take place via the faculty 
TLC DUO module if necessary. 

52. QAA CODE OF PRACTICE ON STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES 
Reported: that following discussion of the QAA Audit report TLC asked that a report 
be brought to the January 2006 meeting on further progress in meeting the QAA 
Code of Practice on Students with Disabilities now that a Diversity Officer was in post 
(Minute 150 of the meeting of 8 July 2005 refers); 

Considered: a report from the Dean of Colleges and Student Support Services; 
    Document TLC/05/106 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: that the developments were entirely satisfactory. 

53. PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS 
Received: a consultation paper from the QAA on the development of programme 
specifications;   Document TLC/05/107 – filed with the Minutes 
Considered: a draft response prepared by the Deputy Academic Registrar; 
    Document TLC/05/108 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: that the real concern with the proposals was that they would detract from the 
HEIs as the focus of responsibility for providing information about their programmes; 

Agreed: that the draft response be approved. 

54. VALIDATION SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting of Validation Sub-Committee held on 9 
December 2005;  Document TLC/05/109 – filed with the Minutes 
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Considered: 

(a) the following items referred directly to TLC: 
(i) approval of amendments to the Terms of Reference of Validation Sub-

Committee (Minute 1);    
Document TLC/05/110 – filed with the Minutes 

(ii) concern regarding the validation of the BA in Theology and Ministry 
which had now lapsed (Minute 5(c)); 

(iii) clarification of whether partner organisations should use the 
University’s disciplinary procedures (Minute 6(a)); 

(iv) whether the full minutes of Validation Sub-Committee should be made 
available to all Management Committees (Minute 7(d), (iv)); 

(v) a proposal to introduce training for university assessors (Minute 10); 

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

(i) discussion of a progression route from the NEITE Diploma to the final 
year of the St John’s / Ushaw / Wesley Study Centre BA (Minute 4(b)); 

(ii) discussion of access for students on validated programmes to library 
and IT resources (Minute 4(c)); 

(iii) proposals for the annual monitoring of existing collaborative 
arrangements (Minute 6(b));  

   Document TLC/05/111(a) – filed with the Minutes 
   Document TLC/05/111(b) – filed with the Minutes 
(iv) discussion of access for e-journals for Cognitive Therapy (Minute 

7(b)); 

(v) discussion of the terms of reference and membership of the St John’s 
/ Ushaw / Wesley Student Centre Management Committee (Minute 
7(d)(i)); 

(vi) discussion of regulations to allow students on the St John’s / Ushaw/ 
Wesley Study Centre programmes to take modules from NEITE or 
from the University (Minute 7(d), (iii)).  

Document TLC/05/112 – filed with the Minutes 
Noted: 

(a) that the failure of the St John’s/ Ushaw/ Wesley Study Centre consortium to 
sign the Memorandum of Association was extremely serious and put the 
students at a disadvantage.  If the situation persisted the University would be 
unable to permit a further cohort of students to be admitted for a validated 
award and would oversee the teach-out of the programme to existing 
students; 

(b) that if the difficulties over learning resources could be resolved it was hoped 
that the Memorandum would be signed but that, if not, the Chairman would 
inform UEC and the partner organisations of the position; 

(c) that the University approved the partner organisations’ disciplinary 
arrangements which did not need to be the same as those within the 
University.  Non-academic disciplinary matters would not come to the 
University as validated students were not students of the University; 

(d) that partner organisations received minutes of all the generic issues 
discussed at Validation Sub-Committee and those relating to each partner’s 
own programmes.  It would not be appropriate for other matters, which might 
be confidential to the University and/or to another partner, to be disclosed; 

(e) that the request for all minutes to be circulated had resulted from an isolated 
incident in which a minute which had been overtaken by subsequent events 
had not been made available in case it caused confusion; 
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(f) that an unsatisfactory report had been received from one university assessor 
and that it was important to brief new assessors on their responsibilities.  
Those who did not fulfil the role appropriately should not be allowed to 
continue; 

(g) that a progression route was under development from the NEITE Diploma to 
Level 3 of the St John’s / Ushaw / Wesley Study Centre BA.  This would be 
subject to a sufficient level of commonality between the respective Level 2 
learning outcomes; 

(h) in respect of access to learning resources: 

(i) that validation is awarded on the basis that partner organisations can 
provide learning resources for their programmes.  It is not university 
policy to provide access to library and IT facilities free of charge since 
this would adversely affect the unit of resource available to university 
students. Validated students are offered visitor rights at the library in 
return for a fee;  

(ii) that the Dean of Arts and Humanities had identified a particular 
concern with respect to validated students who might take a university 
module, or vice versa, where equal access to the necessary resources 
would be essential; 

(iii) that the JISC contract specifically excluded partner organisation staff 
and students from access to e-journals; 

(iv) that a meeting was to be held to explore further any alternative options 
for providing access to library resources; 

(v) that the Dean was also keen to ensure that university students 
retained reciprocal access to library facilities at St John’s and Ushaw 
colleges; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the amendments to the terms of reference of Validation Sub-Committee 
be approved; 

(b) that no change be made to the arrangements for disciplinary procedures in 
partner organisations unless there were evidence that these arrangements 
were not working effectively; 

(c) that the policy with regard to minutes of Validation Sub-Committee be not 
amended; 

(d) that briefing or training be developed for university assessors; 
        (Action: BO, PM, SET) 

(e) that the Chairman and the Dean of Arts and Humanities progress discussion 
of access to learning resources;    (Action: SK, AB) 

(f) that the proposals for monitoring existing collaborative provision be approved; 

(g) that five university representatives be permitted on the Management 
Committee of the St John’s consortium. 

55. POSTGRADUATE AND GRADUATE PROGRAMMES CORE REGULATIONS 
Reported: that the taught postgraduate and graduate qualifications core regulations 
state that ‘the maximum mark awarded for the re-assessment of any component of a 
taught module or for the reassessment of the dissertation shall be 50%’ (40% for 
graduate qualifications) but that in practice it was the mark for the module which was 
capped at 50%, not the mark for the component, and this was also what the Banner 
marks entry system had been designed to do; 
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− 

Considered:  
(a) whether to amend the regulation to read: ‘the mark for any module following a 

resit shall be capped at 50%’ for taught postgraduate qualifications – 
including taught doctorates – and 40% for graduate qualifications; 

(b) whether to add to the core postgraduate and graduate regulations provision 
for Boards of Examiners to exercise discretion, possibly following the formula 
used for undergraduate programmes;   

Document TLC/05/113 – filed with the Minutes 
Recommended: that Senate approve the proposed changes to core postgraduate 
and graduate regulations. 

56. REVIEW OF KEEPING OF TERMS AND RELATED PROCESSES 
Reported:  
(a) that over the last two years the Academic Office had postponed a planned 

review of issues around student attendance and progression (including 
Keeping of Terms, concessions etc) because of pressures on SPA; 

(b) that the Academic Registrar had proposed that the review go ahead focusing 
on attendance issues only (ie not concessions) and therefore not requiring the 
involvement of SPA; 

Considered: 
(a) whether TLC wished to progress this and, if so, the establishment of a 

working group; 
(b) whether the remit of any such working group should include taught 

postgraduate as well as undergraduate students and programmes; 

Noted: 
(a) that as the workload associated with Keeping of Terms was significant it 

would be appropriate to review whether this was the most effective means of 
monitoring and supporting students’ academic progress; 

(b) that the Dean of Arts and Humanities wished to propose that the Dean of 
Colleges and Student Support Services, rather than the Director of Sport, 
authorise sporting concessions; 

Agreed: 
(a) that a working group on Keeping of Terms procedures be established to 

consist of Beatrice Ollerenshaw (Chair), Dave Robson, Alan Pearson, 
Margaret Allison, Nick Ellison, Colin Crowder; 

(b) that the Dean of Arts and Humanities and the Chairman progress discussion 
of the authorisation of sporting concessions.   (Action: SK, AB) 

57. PLAGIARISM PROCEDURES 
Considered: notes provided by the Assistant Registrar (Secretariat) regarding 
plagiarism procedures, on the basis of a seminar organised by the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator; Document TLC/05/114 – filed with the Minutes 
Agreed: that as the information supplied was very general, Erica Young be asked to 
provide a commentary on Durham’s procedures informed by her experience of the 
OIA workshop, for more detailed consideration by TLC. 

58. COMPLETION OF UNIVERSITY REVIEWS 
Reported: that the following University Reviews had been signed off by the relevant 
URP as satisfactorily concluded: 
(a) CESCO: Social Sciences and Health URP 15 November 2005 

the relevant minute of the URP;    
Document TLC/05/115 – filed with the Minutes 



 

11

− the recommendations and commendations of the review report; 
Document TLC/05/116 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) Psychology: Science URP 21 November 2005 

− the relevant minute of the URP;    
Document TLC/05/117 – filed with the Minutes 

− the recommendations and commendations of the review report; 
Document TLC/05/118 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: a summary of the Psychology review report for publication, updated to 
include a note of actions taken in response to the review.  It had been agreed by the 
Head of Department;  Document TLC/05/119 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: 

(a) that the reviews be signed off as satisfactorily completed; 

(b) that the updated summary of the review of Psychology be approved for 
publication. 

59. UNIVERSITY REVIEW OF APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Reported: 

(a) that the Social Sciences and Health URP had received documentation 
addressing the recommendations of the Applied Social Sciences review in 
respect of the MA/Diploma in Post Qualification Child Care and was able to 
recommend revalidation of this programme; 

(b) that the Chairman took action to forward this to Senate as part of the TLC 
report of 14 November 2003 so that revalidation could be confirmed for the 
January 2006 entry cohort. 

60. UNIVERSITY REVIEW OF CHEMISTRY 
Reported:  

(a) that the URP remained concerned about the attitude of the Department of 
Chemistry to the recommendation of the University Review report that the 
hand-in date for the Level 3 dissertation should be amended to avoid 
disadvantaging students who were unable to study during the summer 
vacation, due to personal circumstances; 

(b) that, despite this, the review of Chemistry had been signed off as satisfactorily 
completed; 

Received: the relevant minute of the URP;   
Document TLC/05/120 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: that the Chairman write formally to the Department of Chemistry to express 
TLC’s concerns. (Action: AB, MJE) 

61. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL: MA IN POLITICS 
Considered: recommending to Senate the introduction of a new MA in Politics with 
effect from October 2006: 
− programme specification; Document TLC/05/121 – filed with the Minutes 
− regulations;  Document TLC/05/122 – filed with the Minutes 
− departmental statement; Document TLC/05/123 – filed with the Minutes 
− resources forms;  Document TLC/05/124 -  filed with the Minutes 
− validation panel minutes; Document TLC/05/125 – filed with the Minutes 
− the validation form; Document TLC/05/125(a) – filed with the Minutes 
Recommended: that Senate approve the introduction of a new MA in Politics with 
effect from October 2006. 
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62. LEARNING RESOURCES ISSUES 
Considered: a request from the Learning Resources Strategy Committee that TLC 

(a) consider the problems associated with food and drink in lecture theatres 
(mess, and the risk to AV equipment, especially the control panels); 

(b) ask faculty TLCs to provide feedback on the newly refurbished rooms in Elvet 
Riverside; 

Agreed: 

(a) that faculty TLCs be asked to remind colleagues of the need to set a good 
example by not taking food and drink (except water if needed) into teaching 
rooms; 

(b) that faculty TLCs be asked for feedback on the Elvet Riverside refurbishment. 

63. FACULTY TEACHING AND LEARNING FORUM WORKSHOPS 
Reported: that attendance at the faculty Teaching and Learning Forum meetings, for 
which topics were nominated by the faculties, had been disappointing; 

Considered: what steps could be taken to improve this situation; 

Noted: 

(a) that where predicted attendance had been very low, sessions had 
successfully been opened up to other faculties; 

(b) that it would be possible to ask departments rather than faculties to nominate 
topics, in the hope of focusing ownership and attendance.  Where more than 
one department nominated the same topic a joint session would be run; 

(c) that it was not inevitable that this would increase attendance and it would 
decrease the opportunity for cross-departmental discussion; 

(d) that, within finite resources, departments could be invited to nominate topics 
only on a rota basis, but a ‘mixed economy’ of faculty and departmental 
sessions might be effective; 

(e) that the ASDO should also review the way in which information about the 
sessions was disseminated. 

64. CREDIT FRAMEWORK FOR ACCESS TO HE PROGRAMMES 
Received: the QAA’s summary of responses to the consultation document on a credit 
framework for Access to HE programmes;   

Document TLC/05/126 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: 

(a) that this indicated that key areas of concern noted by TLC in their response 
had not been taken into account.  This includes the credit volume of the 
qualification, the title, and the absence of any sort of grading; 

(b) that this may have serious implications for the use of access qualifications to 
give entry at Level 1 rather than to a foundation year; 

(c) that further consideration would have to be given to this when final 
parameters for Access courses were published. 

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

20 February 2006 2:15pm 
27 March 2006 2:15pm 
15 May 2006 2:15pm 
3 July 2006 2:15pm 


