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MINUTES 

108. MINUTES 
Confirmed: 

(a) the Minutes of the meeting held on 27 March 2006;  
Document TLC/05/214 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) the Report to Senate from the meeting held on 27 March 2006. 
    Document TLC/05/215 – filed with the Minutes 

109. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
(a) National Student Survey 2006 (Minute 88(a)) 

 Received: the final data for responses to the 2006 survey; 
    Document TLC/05/216 – filed with the Minutes 

 Reported: 

(i) that the overall response rate of 62.2% compared with a response rate 
of 56.89% in 2005; 

(ii) that only the JACS code subject areas of Social Work (ie CYW) and 
Performing Arts (ie Music) would not reach the reliability threshold for 
publication; 

Noted: 

(i) that Music could make a point of asking students to complete the NSS 
in future to ensure publication of the results but that students who felt 
under pressure to participate might give unduly negative responses; 

(ii) that there were only a few students in Social Work who were being 
taught-out of CYW programmes which had been withdrawn; 

(iii) that in the national review of TQI the Deputy Academic Registrar had 
suggested that subjects areas meeting an agreed threshold of 
responses but below that required for publication be given a final 
opportunity to encourage students to respond; 

 (b) Community Engagement (Minute 91(c)) 

 Received: an oral report from the Chairman on the progress of discussions;  

 Reported: that he had discussed this with Professor Jones as the DVC with 
responsibility for regional affairs.  It would be necessary to decide how 
different levels of engagement with the community might be evaluated and 
compared if the University was to reward students equitably and the 
Academic Registrar had expressed concerns abut the proposals.  The issue 
was being progressed by Professor Jones; 
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(c) Review of Core Regulations (Minute 95) 

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

Reported: that the revisions to the regulations had been agreed by Senate. 

110. MATTERS OF REPORT 
(a) UUK Consultation on a National Credit Framework 

Reported: that, to meet the deadline for responses, the Chairman had taken 
action to approve a response to the UUK consultation on a national credit 
framework; 

Received: 
(i) the consultation document;    

Document TLC/05/218 – filed with the Minutes 
(ii) the response; Document TLC/05/219 – filed with the Minutes 

(b) QAA consultation on the revised draft Handbook for Audit 

 Reported: that to meet the deadline for responses, the Chairman had taken 
action to approve a response to the QAA consultation on a revised draft 
handbook for Audit; 

 Received: 

 (i) the draft handbook;     
Document TLC/05/220 – filed with the Minutes 

 (ii) the response; Document TLC/05/221 – filed with the Minutes 

 Noted: concern that the QAA had ignored the views of Durham and of other 
universities about the chairmanship of audit teams, the need for an 
institutional facilitator and the need for oral feedback at the end of the visit, 
and that the current proposals made inappropriate recommendations on the 
role of the audit secretary who was not a peer reviewer; 

 (c) Review of the Honours Degree Classification System 

 Reported: that following consultation in the autumn of 2005 on alternatives to 
the Honours degree classification system in the wake of the Burgess Report, 
UUK and SCOP had reported that the sector had rejected the alternative 
proposed.  However there was sufficient agreement that it would be 
appropriate to review the current system to justify continued work.  A further 
consultation document would therefore be issued later in 2006; 

(d) Revisions to Regulations 

 Reported: that the Chairman had taken action to approve:  

 (i) the withdrawal of programmes;   
Document TLC/05/222 – filed with the Minutes 

 (ii) changes to regulations;    
Document TLC/05/223 – filed with the Minutes 

 with effect from October 2006; 

(e) Exchanges Sub-Committee 

 Reported:  

(i) that the Exchanges Co-ordinator in the International Office who was to 
service the Exchanges Sub-Committee of TLC, established to 
formalise arrangements for monitoring exchange partnerships and to 
advise on good practice, had left the University.  Despite several 
meetings with the Secretary of TLC she had not convened a meeting 
of the sub-committee and it now seemed unlikely that such a meeting 
would take place this academic year; 
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(ii) that the Chairman had discussed this with the Director of the 
International Office who had agreed that this would be a priority for the 
new postholder, who would take up her post on 1 June; 

(f) TQI Report to HEFCE and QAA 

 Reported: that information had been sent by HERO to the QAA (and through 
them, if necessary, to HEFCE) on the University’s compliance with TQI 
requirements.  Of particular importance was the fact that no external 
examiners’ reports were outstanding at the due date for publication.  This 
related (at this stage in the year) to undergraduate reports only;  

Document TLC/05/224 – filed with the Minutes 

 (g) TQI Review 

 Reported: that the University had taken part in the HEFCE review of TQI.  
The consultant charged with the review met with the Deputy Academic 
Registrar, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor and members of DSU, Schools Liaison, 
the Planning Unit and Treasurer’s office.  She was impressed with the costing 
information provided and with the progress made to date on analysing the 
NSS data; 

 Noted: 

(i) that although the University had not appointed additional staff to 
manage TQI, unlike many institutions, the annual cost of the process 
(including FEC) was in excess of £100k; 

(ii) that this included academic staff time to review the NSS data in 
Annual Review.  Without this the cost was still in excess of £50k 
against a HEFCE prediction of £24k pa. 

111. CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS 

Action Short of a Strike 

Reported: 

(i) that Senate had approved a contingency plan for managing assessment, 
student progression, degree classification and congregations in the light of 
the AUT action short of a strike; 

(ii) that this plan was intended to safeguard academic standards by ensuring that 
the usual processes, such as double marking, would go ahead before marks 
are confirmed, while minimising disruption to students.  It was consistent with 
the guidelines given by a UUK working group and had been recognised by 
DAUT in an e-mail as maintaining the reputation of the University and the 
standards of its awards; 

(iii) that the QAA had warned universities not to make compromises in awarding 
degrees and in allowing students to progress which would threaten standards 
and had indicated that it would review the approach taken at the next audit of 
each HEI; 

(iv) that the contingency plan had been circulated to all academic staff; 

Noted: 

(i) that departments were concerned that the claim in the contingency plan that, 
if the dispute was resolved by 2 June, processes could operate normally, was 
unrealistic.  The clerical work involved in processing marks, sending papers to 
external examiners and other tasks would make it impossible for many 
departments to meet the usual deadlines in these circumstances; 

(ii) that UEC would be keeping the situation under review. 
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112. QAA AUDIT 
Reported:  

(a) that the QAA had contacted the University to inform us that our next Audit 
would be in the spring of 2008; 

(b) that this would represent 4 years (rather than 6) since the previous audit.  
Other HEIs had had only a four-year gap between Continuation Audit and 
their next Audit, while Durham had six years (1998-2004) and this may 
represent ‘spreading the burden’ while the QAA migrates to a full six-year 
cycle for all HEIs; 

(c) that the Vice-Chancellor had written to the QAA to object to this timing; 

Noted: 

(a) that a holding letter had been received from the QAA; 

(b that preparations for an audit in 2008 would clash unacceptably with 
preparations for the RAE and that, as the University had had a very good 
audit report in 2004, it was low-risk.  There therefore seemed to be no reason 
for the QAA to undertake another audit after only 4 years; 

(c) that the RAE cycle was the same across the UK and that, to avoid such a 
clash, the QAA would have to suspend all reviews over an agreed period.  
HEFCE would need to endorse this as the QAA was under contract to 
HEFCE to conduct audits on an agreed cycle and there was no indication of 
any such plan being discussed.  QAA activities had not been suspended 
during previous RAEs; 

(d) that if the University refused to have an audit, HEFCE could withdraw funding.  
If the University came into dispute with the QAA it would have to appeal to 
HEFCE; 

(e) that the Vice-Chancellor had informed the QAA that Durham would not expect 
an audit earlier than 2009/10 and that the University regarded it as the QAA’s 
responsibility to identify an acceptable timing; 

(f) that the QAA was proposing to conduct an interim review in 2007 despite 
requesting a full audit in 2008, which seemed particularly irrational; 

(g) that the QAA might respond that audit documentation should be available 
routinely and that therefore there should be no conflict with preparations for 
the RAE.  This under-estimated the work involved in preparing for an audit. 

113. PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS AND RELATED ISSUES 
Considered: a report from the Deputy Academic Registrar on the current position in 
respect of the publication of programme specification and related issues; 

Document TLC/05/225 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: 

(a) that there would be support for the development of an on-line programme 
specification template similar to that already in place for modules; 

(b) that this would provide a nexus of databases containing all the key 
programme information, stream-lining the process of up-dating material and 
giving a current version accessible to staff and students.  This had the 
potential to provide the basis for a strong, integrated set of programme 
information which would satisfy TQI requirements in respect of prospective 
students; 
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(c) that the web-team had raised concern that information provided by the 

marketing team on the web was not based on the most up-to-date 
programme listings and some departmental web-sites were also not up-to-
date.  This was a particular problem for postgraduate programmes.  It would 
be important to ensure that robust information was used and that appropriate 
links were made between the various sources, eg programme specifications, 
prospectus material and admissions data; 

(d) that the databases underlying module and programme templates could also 
be used to provide information for PDPs and to support Diploma 
Supplements; 

(e) that the UUK Europe Unit was planning to provide guidance on Diploma 
Supplements.  Durham did not conform to the national and European 
requirements in this respect and this could be a risk for the University at audit.  
Lack of resource in SPA had made it impossible to undertake the 
development work necessary; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the development of an on-line programme specification template, funded 
by TQEF money, be supported; 

(b) that a meeting be organised to progress the integration of web-based 
information for prospective students to include members of the web-team, 
colleagues from marketing, Andrew Millard, Scott Miller and Beatrice 
Ollerenshaw;       (Action: SM) 

(c) that concern be expressed that the University was not yet able to provide 
Diploma Supplements to students. 

114. TLC STRATEGY SUB-COMMITTEE 
Considered: the minutes of the meeting held on 28 April;  

Document TLC/05/226 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: 

(a) that UEC had approved the supplementary capital expenditure for 
developments in the library and IRC funded from the CETL Active Learning in 
Computing; 

(b) that expenditure in respect of the Music CETL was on target; 

(c) that Durham had advised Newcastle to be transparent with HEFCE regarding 
plans to vire some of the capital expenditure associated with the Health 
CETL. 

115. WORKING GROUP ON UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
Received: the minutes of the first meeting of the joint TLC/Research Committee 
working group;  Document TLC/05/227 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: comments on the proposals so far; 

Reported: 

(a) that the working group was exploring practice in other universities which 
operated joint teaching and research reviews and hoped to visit at least one 
to discuss the issues in detail; 

(b) that the Arts Faculty representative had been concerned that any review of 
research should focus on the management and facilitation of research rather 
than on the content and quality of the outputs.  This was, however, a matter 
for Research Committee not TLC; 
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(c) that details such as the number of externals required to undertake a joint 

review had to be considered further; 

(d) that the group would propose a three-year cycle of one-day enhancement-led 
reviews between 2006 and 2009 allowing joint teaching and research reviews 
to be introduced in October 2009 once the results of the RAE were known.  
This would allow the review schedule to be finalised in the light of that 
information; 

Noted: 

(a) that while it would be possible to continue with the current University Review 
process and to change to a new one in 2009/10, it would be preferable to 
have a consistent approach to all departments throughout the next cycle.  In 
addition, the current process would need to be revised for a second cycle to 
take account of the progress made to date, and to lighten the burden for 
departments during the RAE, and it was therefore more appropriate to take a 
radical look at the options; 

(b) that if the QAA were to insist on an audit in 2008 this would fall during the 
period of the one-day enhancement-led reviews.  There was some concern 
that this ‘lighter-touch’ process might increase the risk of a negative 
judgement but it would be important to present these reviews positively.  A 
three-year cycle was arguably more robust than a six-year cycle, and being 
enhancement-led they would provide focused consultancy on teaching and 
learning strategies and annual review.  This would help to embed the 
developments which the 2004 audit had recommended, over a reasonably 
rapid time-scale; 

(c) that it would not be realistic to finalise the joint teaching and research process 
by 2008 or to expect any department to trial it at that stage; 

(d) that the University should not be diverted by the QAA from a course of action 
which it believed to be right, and that it would have to manage any risk 
associated with audit in that context; 

(e) that while the one-day enhancement-led reviews would be as ‘light-touch’ as 
possible for the departments concerned, substantial documentation could be 
provided centrally to form a secure basis for quality assurance and 
enhancement and for revalidation of the programmes.  NSS data would be 
included in the review.  Departments would need to provide minimal material, 
including the latest programme specifications and handbooks; 

(f) that University Review already monitored research programmes against the 
institutional code of practice, dividing the review team to create additional 
time, and this would continue; 

Agreed: that the thrust of the proposals to date be supported. 

116. KEY SKILLS WORKING GROUP 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 6 April 2006.  

Document TLC/05/228 – filed with the Minutes 

117. STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES 
Considered: proposals from the Working Group on Student Questionnaires following 
feedback from faculty TLCs and discussion with faculty representatives; 

Document TLC/05/229 – filed with the Minutes 
Noted: 

(a) that free text boxes should be a requirement of module questionnaires; 

 

 

 



 

7 

 

(b) that in some cases it might be possible to identify individual students at 
module level by a range of variables (eg a student who was female, overseas 
and disabled).  However it would be necessary to be able to analyse data by 
these variables if there was evidence, eg from progression data, the NSS or 
from level or programme questionnaires, that students in particular groups 
were being disadvantaged; 

(c) that it might be possible to block response summaries based on a very small 
number of respondents; 

(d) that if 50% of the modules were to be questionnaired each year it would be 
necessary to set a time-period within which any module should be 
questionnaired.  This process might be difficult to manage and, with DUO to 
support data analysis, departments might prefer to review all modules each 
year; 

(e) that if module feedback was collected each year it would be easier to identify 
trends in student satisfaction.  This would also be more likely to satisfy QAA 
requirements; 

(f) that if all modules were not questionnaired each year, free text boxes in level 
and programme questionnaires could allow students to comment on individual 
modules; 

(g) that it would be necessary to share good practice in persuading students to 
complete on-line questionnaires; 

(h) that level or programme questionnaires were intended to provide an indication 
of how students saw the coherence and progression of their studies.  This 
would also offer an ‘early warning’ of NSS outcomes; 

(i) that many students did not understand the coherence and progression of their 
programme until the final year.  Level questionnaires could be used to identify 
these problems and address them, either by explaining the rationale to 
students more effectively or by reviewing the curriculum.  Alternatively 
departments might prefer to wait until the final year to ask these questions; 

(j) that if level questionnaires were not to be used, module questionnaires could 
include a question about how the module fits into the programme of the study 
overall; 

(k) that the target response rate would be 50%, in line with the NSS, as 
previously agreed, not 66%; 

Agreed: 

(a) that the proposals be revised in line with the discussion above including: 
 (i) all modules to be reviewed every year; 

(ii) level questionnaires to be optional but final-year programme 
questionnaires to be compulsory; 

(b) that Professor Meyer amend the draft questionnaire; (Action: EM) 

(c) that the revised proposals be considered by faculty TLCs in the Michaelmas 
Term. 

118. CAREERS ADVISORY BOARD 
Considered: proposals for changes to the arrangements for the Careers Advisory 
Board;     Document TLC/05/230 – filed with the Minutes 

Noted: that the proposals would give a more strategic focus to the role of the Careers 
Advisory Service Board, based on the DLHE data, the expertise of the careers 
advisers and the experience of employers; 

Agreed: that the proposals be approved. 
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119. VALIDATION SUB-COMMITTEE 
Received: the minutes of the meeting held on 3 March 2006; 
    Document TLC/05/231 – filed with the Minutes 

Considered: 

(a) the following issue referred to TLC: 

− a request that Cognitive Therapy be permitted to hold an interim Board of 
Examiners’ meeting in the absence of the external examiner (Minute 
14(a)); 

(b) other issues of concern or interest including: 

(i) proposals to establish a progression route from the NEITE Diploma to 
the St John’s consortium BA in Theology and Ministry (Minute 14(b)); 

(ii) continued discussion of access to library resources (Minute 14(c)); 

(iii) termination of the appointment as university assessor of a colleague 
who had not fulfilled his responsibilities in that role (Minute 14(i)); 

(iv) concern that Centrex had continued to fail to make appropriate 
arrangements for a marking assessment exercise with the Academic 
Staff Development Officer (Minute 17(a)); 

(v) concern that an annual report for 2004/5 had not been received for 
Cognitive Therapy (Minute 17(b)); 

(c) validation fees for 2006/7;     
Document TLC/05/232 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed:  

(a) that Cognitive Therapy be permitted to hold an interim Board of Examiners’ 
meeting in the absence of the external examiner; 

(b) that the fees be received. 

120. PERIODIC REVIEW OF CENTREX 
Received: the report of the Periodic Review held on 21-22 February 2006 for the 
provision offered by Centrex, the Diplomas in Crime Scene Examination and in 
Fingerprint Examination; Document TLC/05/233 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: 
(a) that serious short-comings were identified in the provision which the review 

team believed posed a threat to quality and standards.  As a result, 
revalidation and renewal of the Memorandum of Agreement were 
recommended for two years only.  Further renewal would be conditional on 
the issues being satisfactorily addressed; 

(b) that TLC should be aware that continued involvement with Centrex posed a 
potential risk to the University and that a disproportionate amount of 
academic staff time was likely to be required to support Centrex if they were 
to address the report effectively; 

Considered: 
(a) the issues arising from this; 
(b) recommending to Senate revalidation of the programmes and renewal of the 

Memorandum of Agreement for two years from October 2006; 
Noted: 
(a) that the Periodic Review had allowed the University to take an overview of the 

Centrex provision in the light of current developments in quality assurance 
and of the changes made to the provision since the last review; 
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(b) that in taking this overview serious short-comings in the quality and standards 
of the provision had been identified and that this was a matter of grave 
concern; 

(c) that in the past Centrex had expected an unreasonable level of support from 
university staff and that it was important that Centrex took responsibility for 
the developments which had to be put in place if validation was to continue; 

(d) that the recommendation of the review report had significant resource 
implications which Centrex might be unable to meet.  The review team was 
also doubtful as to whether they could meet the academic requirements; 

(e) that if Centrex continued to admit students during the proposed two-year 
revalidation period, and then failed to address the recommendations of the 
report, the teach-out period would extend validation further.  This was a 
matter of concern in the light of the perceived risk to the University; 

(f) that the Chairman of Validation Sub-Committee and others were planning to 
meet with Centrex staff as soon as possible to progress consideration of the 
review report; 

Agreed: 
(a) that revalidation for two years only was appropriate; 
(b) that Centrex be required to submit a detailed action plan to the July meeting 

of TLC; 
(c) that if the action plan did not give TLC confidence that the recommendations 

of the report would be satisfactorily addressed, TLC would require that 
recruitment to the programmes be suspended with immediate effect; 

Recommended: 
(a) that Senate approve revalidation of the Diplomas in Crime Scene 

Examination and in Fingerprint Examination and renewal of the Memorandum 
of Association for two years only with effect from October 2006; 

(b) that Senate endorse TLC’s proposals above and empower the Chairman of 
TLC to require Centrex to cease recruitment to the programmes if a 
satisfactory action plan is not received. 

121. COMPLETION OF THE UNIVERSITY REVIEW OF CLASSICS 
Reported: that the Arts and Humanities URP at its meeting on 21 March 2006 agreed 
to recommend that the University Review of provision in the Department of Classics 
and Ancient History be signed off as satisfactorily completed; 

Received: 
(a) the commendations and recommendations of the review report; 
    Document TLC/05/234 – filed with the Minutes 
(b) the relevant minute of the URP;    

Document TLC/05/235 – filed with the Minutes 
Considered: 
(a) signing off the review process; 
(b) an updated summary of the report for publication.  This had been approved 

by the Head of Department;    
Document TLC/05/236 – filed with the Minutes 

Agreed: that the review be signed off as satisfactorily completed and the revised TQI 
report be approved. 

122. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL: BA IN CRIMINOLOGY 
Considered: recommending to Senate approval of a new BA in Criminology with 
effect from October 2006: 
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− programme specification;     
Document TLC/05/237 – filed with the Minutes 

− regulations;  Document TLC/05/238 – filed with the Minutes 
− departmental statement;     

Document TLC/05/239 – filed with the Minutes 
− learning resources form;     

Document TLC/05/240 – filed with the Minutes 
− minutes of the validation panel;    

Document TLC/05/241 – filed with the Minutes 
− programme approval form;     

Document TLC/05/242 – filed with the Minutes 

 Recommended that Senate approve the introduction of the BA in Criminology with 
effect from October 2006. 

123. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL: EXECUTIVE MA IN LEADERSHIP AND 
MANAGEMENT (EDUCATION) 
Reported: that documentation was awaited as follows: 

(a) to recommend to Senate approval of a new Executive MA in Leadership and 
Management (Education) with effect from January 2007; 

− programme specification;   Document TLC/05/243 
− regulations;    Document TLC/05/244 
− departmental statement;   Document TLC/05/245 
− learning resources form;   Document TLC/05/246 
− minutes of the validation panel;  Document TLC/05/247 
− programme approval form;  Document TLC/05/248  

(b) to approve a partnership agreement to deliver the programme in Gibraltar.  
This represents an extension of the existing agreement with the Gibraltar 
government: 

− Memorandum of Association;  Document TLC/05/249 
− business plan;    Document TLC/05/250 
− minutes of partnership approval panel; Document TLC/05/251 

Agreed: that as the full documentation had not been received, including in particular 
a financial agreement between the Business School and the School of Education, 
this item could not be progressed.  The Chairman was authorised to take action to 
forward the proposals to Senate if the documentation was completed in time. 

124. OUTSTANDING APPLICANTS – SPORT AND MUSIC 
Considered: a process for considering applications from students with particular 
abilities in extra-curricular music and sport;    

Document TLC/05/252 – filed with the Minutes 

Reported: that it was not intended that this process would impinge upon academic 
decisions in respect of admissions but that it would help persuade outstanding 
sportsmen/women and musicians to apply to Durham; 

Noted: 

(a) that the inclusion of music in the scheme would be within the spirit of the 
CETL which focused on inclusivity in musical cultures; 

(b) that the paragraph on music could be revised to make it more attractive to 
students and avoid any implication that students who were not studying music 
would be directly resourced by the Music Department for their musical 
activities; 
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(c) that if the intention was not to impinge on academic decisions in respect of 
admissions, it was unclear why the SAMOA documentation should be sent to 
departments.  It would be difficult to persuade external audiences that the 
information was not intended to influence departments’ admissions decisions 
in the light of excellence in sport or music;  

(d) that the personal statement on the UCAS form or the reference were 
sufficient to make departments aware of students’ excellence in these areas; 

(e) that it would be more appropriate for colleges to see the SAMOA forms or for 
them to be retained by the Admissions Office so that the Director of Sport or 
Head of Music could be alerted as soon as an offer had been made.  Contact 
could then be made to encourage the student to accept the offer; 

(f) that the process would be problematic if the ‘sport/music’ side of the process 
did not take place at exactly the same time as the ‘college/department’ side, 
as described in the flow-chart; 

(g) that the University wished to support excellence in activities beyond the 
purely academic and that the ability to excel in and beyond the student’s 
degree programme suggested that the student also had personal skills in 
areas such as time management; 

Agreed: that this be considered further and brought back to the next meeting of TLC.  
If approved by Senate in October the process could be introduced immediately for 
the 2006/7 admissions cycle.      (Action: TB, AB) 

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

3 July 2006 2:15pm 


