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MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
55. LEARNING AND TEACHING STRATEGY 
 

Reported:  by the Chair: 
 
(a) that the draft University Learning and Teaching Strategy discussed by TLC last term 

had been considered at a recent meeting of UEC, and she had been asked by UEC 
to re-examine this strategy in order to ensure that it aligned closely to, and was 
focussed on, the University’s strategic aims and priorities as detailed in the University 
Strategy 2005-2010; 

 
(b) that she was therefore drafting a revised University Learning and Teaching Strategy, 

which would be circulated to all members of TLC for comment at the end of January.  
Faculty TLCs would also be asked to consider this draft at their Epiphany term 
meetings.  The results of this consultation would be considered alongside the 
comments of members of TLC, with a view to bringing a draft University Learning and 
Teaching Strategy to the March meeting of TLC for consideration for 
recommendation to Senate; 

 
(c) that she had also been asked to make a submission to the review of Senate and its 

sub-committees regarding TLC and its sub-committees.  The issues that needed to 
be addressed in such a submission linked closely with the development of the 
University Learning and Teaching Strategy, and she was currently working on this 
submission.  This would be circulated to members of TLC for comment as soon as 
possible; 

 
(d) that in accordance with its role as a major strategic committee of the University, the 

structure of the TLC agenda had been amended to increase the focus on strategic 
issues.  Future agendas would follow this format, and over time the intention was to 
devolve more routine business to faculties where appropriate. 

 
56. WORKING GROUP ON UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meetings of the joint TLC/Research Committee Working Group on 

University Review held 30 October and 4 December 2006; 
(Document TLC/06/103 – filed with the minutes) 
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(b) the consultation document on the principles of a joint teaching/research review 
process; 

(Document TLC/06/104 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported:  that in addition to consideration by TLC and Faculty TLCs, Document 104 
would be subject to consultation with Research Committee, Graduate School Committee 
and Faculty Boards; 
 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the comments of TLC would be passed on to the joint TLC/Research Committee 

Working Group on University Review, for consideration together with the other 
responses to the consultation; 

 
(b) that the experience of those involved in the teaching-only review process was that 

securing the trust of departments in relation to reviews had not been a significant 
issue; 

 
(c) that one of the main concerns of colleagues in departments regarding a joint 

teaching and research review was that it should be strategic in focus, and that it 
should not lead to the development of unnecessary processes and bureaucracy in 
relation to the management of research; 

 
(d) that during teaching-only reviews some departments had questioned some of the 

data which had been provided centrally for the review process.  Agreement as to the 
accuracy of the data considered by the review would be important in securing trust in 
a joint teaching-research review process, but it was acknowledged that this might not 
simply be a matter of ensuring that data was correct but also that it was clear to all 
participants precisely what the data represented and for what purpose, and how, it 
had been collected; 

 
(e) that clarity as to the extent of the remit of review teams in respect of research would 

be important to ensure that reviews took place within an atmosphere of trust and 
openness; 

 
(f) the importance of student involvement in the review process.  It was suggested that 

consideration might be given to including a student representative (e.g. DSU 
sabbatical officers or college sabbatical officers) as a member of review teams, 
although there was a view that this might detract from research element of the joint 
review process.  It was noted that within the current Enhancement Led Review 
process review teams met with representative groups of undergraduate and 
postgraduate students, so that teams met with many more students than they did 
members of staff in the department under review; 

 
(g) the importance of ensuring that the membership of review teams included the senior 

officer of the faculty responsible for resourcing issues, as well as the senior faculty 
officers with particular responsibilities for teaching and research; 

 
(h) that while the inclusion of a member of another faculty on the review team gave an 

important opportunity for good practice to be disseminated across faculties, and 
helped to ensure that issues that might be implicit to subject specialists were made 
explicit in the review process, the inclusion on the review team of a member of staff 
from a department in the faculty other than the one under review would increase the 
proportion of the review team with experience of teaching and research in a subject 
area cognate to the one under review; 
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(i) the logistical problems identified by the consultation document if PVCs were to be 

asked to chair review teams, and that Deans, not least as members of UEC, had a 
significant strategic element to their role that would allow them to ensure that joint 
teaching-research reviews had a strategic focus; 

 
(j) that there was little support for including on the review team a senior administrator; 

 
(k) the importance of ensuring that the terms of reference of joint teaching-research 

reviews gave appropriate balance to both areas under review; 
 

(l) that there could be departments where the appointment of only one external subject 
specialist to a review team would be necessary, although there would be others 
where the appointment of two would be important given the breadth and nature of the 
discipline under review.  Given this, it might be appropriate to suggest that there 
would normally be two external subject specialists.  If more than one external subject 
specialist was appointed, they should both have responsibility for reviewing teaching 
and research in order to ensure the holistic review of activity; 

 
(m) that it would be important carefully to define the role of the external subject specialist 

in respect of research.  If external reviewers were to look in detail at research outputs 
in addition to research management and culture, and this consideration was to be at 
the level of detail that would be necessary for it to be useful, this would demand 
significantly more time from them and would lead to a corresponding rise in the fee 
that would need to be paid; 

 
(n) a concern that it would be difficult for departments to identify as many as five external 

nominees to serve on review teams; 
 

(o) that it would be useful for joint teaching-research reviews to include consideration of 
workload models, to ensure that a strategic and holistic approach was being taken to 
balancing the workloads of all staff in departments; 

 
(p) that some members of the Committee were concerned that asking departments to 

prepare an additional overarching document that would be submitted by the 
department to the review process might represent a duplication of existing 
documentation (e.g. departmental plan, learning and teaching and research 
strategies, the annual review narrative).  However, others felt that such a document 
would provide review teams with a starting point for conducting reviews, and 
departments with an important opportunity to draw together and comment on this 
extant documentation.  Additionally, it would provide departments with the 
opportunity to reflect on the full range of its activity and might thereby assist 
departments to feel that the review was being conducted as a partnership, and 
encourage the degree of trust that was necessary for a joint teaching-review process 
to operate effectively; 

 
(q) that while it was difficult to require departments to adopt a reflective approach to 

preparing an overarching document for a joint teaching-research review, such a 
document would nevertheless provide important information to review teams and 
over time increased reflexivity might develop as the process became fully embedded; 

 
(r) the importance of ensuring that effective and detailed follow-up of review 

recommendations was undertaken; 
 

 3



 

(s) that the Committee had some concerns regarding the proposals for following up 
report recommendations that were detailed in the consultation document.  While 
review reports could be received by UEC and Senate, it would seem appropriate for 
the detailed follow-up of recommendations relating to resources be progressed 
through the development of departmental and then Faculty plans.  Additionally, the 
expectation of QAA would be that the consideration of review recommendations 
relating to learning and teaching were considered by TLC and its sub-committees; 

 
(t) that the detailed reports that were written as part of the current teaching-only review 

were very useful in ensuring that commendations and recommendations were clearly 
evidenced and the issues identified by the review team were addressed.  However, in 
considering how reports might be written for a joint teaching-research review process 
thought would need to be given as to how the reports could also ensure that the key 
themes and strategic issues emerging from the review were clearly identified and 
signposted in review reports, and how these should be responded to.  The University 
already drew together examples of good practice emerging from teaching-only 
reviews on the good practice webpages, but thought might be given to how these 
could be enhanced.  Consideration could also be given as to whether and how 
generic issues emerging from joint teaching-research reviews could be identified and 
addressed. 

 
57. REVIEW OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE FRAMEWORK 
 

Considered:  the implications of the recommendations of the report of Phase Two of the 
HEFCE/Guild UK/Universities UK review of the Quality Assurance Framework; 

(Document TLC/06/105 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  that the report’s recommendation that external examiners’ reports be shared 
with student representatives as a matter of course had already been referred to Faculty 
TLCs for consultation (Minute 29 refers); 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University had already taken action in response to the decision that 

qualitative materials would no longer be published on the TQI website (Minute 29 
refers); 

 
(b) that in light of the removal of the requirement to publish qualitative information 

relating to quality and standards on the TQI website, the report recommended that 
HEIs review the information on quality and standards that they made available to the 
public by other methods.  Annex F of the report detailed suggested information that 
might be made available either by publication or on request.  Much of this information 
was already routinely available via the University website; 

 
(c) that there were some areas where some further consideration of the approach to 

publication would be necessary (e.g. in respect of making available the details of 
accreditation from professional, statutory and regulatory bodies, the information the 
University made available regarding its links with employers); 

 
(d) that the most significant issue arose from the suggestion that HEIs might make 

available the results of internal student surveys, which the University did not currently 
do.  While there was support from some members for this suggestion, it was noted 
that it raised important issues, for example in relation to return rates;  the level of 
consistency of questionnaires that would be needed across subject areas in respect 
of the questions asked and issues addressed;  and ensuring consistency in the way 
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that the results were represented.  These were important issues regarding the 
University’s approach and policy on student questionnaires, an area that the Pro-
Vice-Chancellor intended to consider, establishing a working group of TLC if this 
proved to be necessary. 

 
58. QAA INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT 
 

Reported:  by the Chair, that following confirmation that the next QAA Institutional Audit 
of the University would be undertaken in the spring of 2009, preparations for the Audit 
would shortly be initiated.  A working group, whose membership would include senior 
representatives from the faculties, would be established to take forward the preparations.  
A paper detailing the membership and role of this working group, and the timetable to 
which it would be operating, would be brought to a future meeting of TLC. 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
59. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed: 
 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of TLC held 15 November 2006; 

(Document TLC/06/106 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of TLC held 15 November 2006. 
(Document TLC/06/107 – filed with the minutes) 

 
60. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 3(a) Matters Arising from Minutes:  Action Short of a Strike 
 

Reported:  that a paper regarding the financial implications of no longer requiring 
academic staff to invigilate examinations (while maintaining the requirement that a 
member of academic staff be present for the first 20 minutes of each examination) 
would be considered by UEC at one of its January meetings; 
 

(b) Minute 9 TQI, including NSS, 2006/7 
 

Reported:  that the four departments who received average scores of less than three 
for any question in the 2006 NSS were asked to submit responses indicating the 
action being taken to address these areas; 

 
Considered:  responses from; 
 
(i) Biological and Biomedical Sciences; 

(Document TLC/06/108 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(ii) Computer Science;                                                        
(Document TLC/06/109 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(iii) Psychology;                                                                   

(Document TLC/06/110 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(iv) Education;                                                                     
(Document TLC/06/111 – filed with the minutes) 
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Noted: 
 
(i) that some of the responses had been written in relation to NSS data for 2005, 

but where this was the case low scores had been achieved in both years so 
that the action detailed in the responses addressed the issues referred to the 
departments by TLC; 

 
(ii) that the responses from Biological and Biomedical Sciences, Computer 

Science and Psychology demonstrated that appropriate consideration of the 
issues raised by the NSS scores below three had taken place, and action had 
either been taken in response or was in train.  However, the response from 
Education did not fully address the issues raised; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the responses from Biological and Biomedical Sciences, Computer 

Science and Psychology be accepted; 
 

(ii) that the Deputy Dean for Social Sciences and Health should ask Education for 
a further response, and that this should be considered by Chair’s action on 
behalf of TLC; 

(Action:  RS) 
 

(c) Minute 12 Examinations and Assessment Report 
 

Considered:  a proposal from SPA regarding the invigilation of additional reading time 
for candidates with special needs; 

(Document TLC/06/112 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that following the decision of TLC to continue the current practice of allowing 

additional reading time for students with disabilities, with such students being 
allowed to write notes on different coloured paper to differentiate this from the 
standard examination booklet, a meeting was held between SPA and DUSSD 
to consider the implementation of this decision.  At this meeting further issues 
relating to the allocation of additional reading time had been identified, and in 
light of these it had been agreed to ask TLC to approve a revised proposal 
whereby: 

 
(A) the current process would remain unchanged for students who had had 

their disability registered and concession approved before October 2006, 
except that the reading time would be incorporated within the allocation of 
additional time; 

 
(B) students who had not had their examination concession approved (i.e. 

those students who had commenced their registration from October 2006 
onwards) would be allocated additional time to a maximum of 25% with no 
separate reference to reading time, with DUSSD discussing with students 
how best to use this allocation; 

 
(ii) that the revised proposal was consistent with good practice in the sector; 
 
Agreed:  that the revised proposal be approved; 
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(d) Minute 26(a) Matters of Report:  Academic Infrastructure 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that analysis of the revised sections of the QAA Code of Practice relating to 

Programme Design, Approval, Monitoring and Review and Assessment of 
Students would in the first instance be undertaken by the Secretary to TLC 
(with small working groups being established to consider these sections of the 
Code if initial analysis indicated that this was necessary), and would be 
reported to TLC later in the current academic year; 

 
(ii) that the Director of Undergraduate Admissions and the Director of Graduate 

School had been asked to initiate the analysis of the revised section of the QAA 
Code of Practice on Admissions to Higher Education, and this would be 
reported to TLC later in the current academic year; 

 
(e) Minute 27 Matters of Report:  Verification of Qualifications 

 
Reported:  that the Chair of TLC and the Director of Undergraduate Admissions 
would meet shortly to clarify the outstanding details of the proposed scheme; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(f) Minute 33 Undergraduate Admissions – Decliners’ Survey 
 

Considered:  an analysis of the Decliners’ Survey, by department;  by college;  and 
by campus; 

(Document TLC/06/113 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that for some departments and colleges the Survey raised specific issues that 

they would need to address.  The Undergraduate Admissions Office would be 
passing specific comments to individual departments and colleges, which would 
also be distributed to the relevant Dean for action; 

 
(ii) that the general comments and trends identified by the Survey included 

applicants saying that being unimpressed with the college was an important 
factor in declining their offer.  This did not appear to be supported by the 
analysis of the survey by college, and the Head of Undergraduate Admissions 
had clarified that only 25% of respondents had referred to this.  Less than 20% 
of respondents had identified the failure to receive an offer from their chosen 
college as an important reason for declining an offer; 

 
(iii) that consideration could be given as to how to better inform applicants of the 

Applicant Enquiry Service, given that a high proportion of those who used the 
service found it useful but that the main reason why 62% of those surveyed did 
not use it was that they were not aware of its existence or how to log on to it; 

 
(iv) that a number of institutions conducted a survey of those students who 

accepted a place, comparing the results with the reasons why applicants 
declined offers, in order to inform recruitment and admissions strategies; 

 
(v) that if possible it would be useful to drill down into factors that laid beneath the 

two main reasons for students declining an offer from the University (i.e. 
preferring a course at another institution and that the University was not one of 

 7



 

the applicant’s two preferred institutions), to ascertain whether there was any 
action the University could take to address these factors; 

 
(vi) that information on the factors that influenced the decisions of international 

students on whether to accept a place at the University was gathered by the 
International Student Barometer survey, reports on which were received by 
TLC; 

 
Agreed:  that the Undergraduate Admissions Office be asked to consider whether it 
would be possible to investigate the factors that underlay decisions to decline a place 
at the University on the basis of preferring a course at another institution or the 
University not being one of the applicant’s two preferred institutions; 

(Action:  Undergraduate Admissions Office) 
 
(g) Minute 36 Degree Classifications 2006 

 
Considered:  a further analysis of the 2006 degree classifications, comparing these 
classifications with entry grades at University and Faculty levels; 

(Document TLC/06/114 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported:  that additional analysis at department and sub-department level was 
available from the Secretary on request, and would be passed to Faculty TLCs for 
consideration; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that a recent research for HEFCE had found no correlation between entry 

grades and degree classifications.  Although Document 114 suggested that 
there might be some correlation between entry qualifications and the award of 
firsts, there did not appear to be a statistically significant correlation; 

 
(ii) that the data supplied would be more appropriately considered at faculty and 

departmental levels, to provide additional and contextual information for the 
consideration of the pattern of degree classifications awarded.  If important 
issues emerged from analysis at these levels, these could then be referred to 
TLC for consideration; 

 
(iii) that if this information were to be considered at Faculty and departmental 

levels, it would be valuable if data could be provided for a number of years 
rather than one, so that trends could be identified and considered; 

 
(iv) that currently it was not possible for departments easily to access this data 

through the University’s management information systems; 
 

(v) that it would be useful if this type of contextual data could be provided to the 
team undertaking the Enhancement Led Review of Combined Honours in Arts 
and Social Sciences; 

 
(vi) that it would aid comparison of degree classifications between departments and 

within faculties if the table showing classifications for all departments was 
presented in terms of the percentage of students in a department attaining each 
classification; 

 
(h) Minute 37 Student Questionnaires 
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Reported:  that ITS had been investigating the development of a system for the use 
of duo to administer and manage student questionnaires within the revised policy for 
student questionnaires approved by the last meeting of TLC.  Given the issues that 
arose from the need to administer level and programme questionnaires, while duo 
operated on the basis of module registrations, ITS’s view was that it would be more 
realistic to implement such a system in 2007/8 rather than 2006/7; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that Chemistry had added to the duo question bank the questions included in 

the sample programme questionnaire appended to the revised policy on 
student questionnaires, and intended to use duo to administer and manage a 
programme questionnaire in the current academic year.  Chemistry were able 
to implement this in the current academic year as final year MChem students 
undertook 120 credits of compulsory modules which were only available to 
students on this programme.  Consequently, while Chemistry’s use of duo to 
administer a programme questionnaire would serve as useful pilot it would not 
be possible to replicate this across the University; 

 
(ii) that in many departments preparations were already underway for the 

administration and management of student questionnaires for 2006/7, and 
there were concerns about the practicality of moving to a University-wide duo 
based process so far into the academic year; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the development of a University-wide system for the use of duo to 

administer and manage student questionnaires continue, with a view to 
implementation in 2007/8; 

 
(ii) that the Head of E-learning and Web Services be asked to submit a written 

report to TLC on progress in developing such a system; 
(Action:  SM) 

 
(i) Minute 45 Faculty of Science TLC Sub-Committee 

 
Reported:  that following a concern expressed by Science Faculty TLC that it was not 
always the case that a module taught on both campuses was being examined on 
both campuses, SPA had confirmed that in 2006 all modules taught on both 
campuses were examined at both Durham and Queen’s.  There were modules taught 
at one campus and taken by students based primarily at the other campus, and SPA 
policy in such circumstances was that modules taught at one campus were examined 
once, at the campus at which they were taught; 
 
Noted:  the concern of the Science Faculty regarding SPA policy in this area; 
 
Agreed:  that this issue should be taken forward outside the meeting by the Chair and 
Senior Deputy Dean for the Faculty of Science; 

(Action:  GN/MJE) 
 

(j) Minute 52 Key Dates for Postgraduate Marks Entry 
 

Considered:  a revised proposal for the schedule of key dates for postgraduate marks 
entry; 

(Document TLC/06/115 – filed with the minutes) 
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Reported:  that the revised proposal had been considered by the meeting of 
Graduate School Committee held 9 January 2006.  The proposal had been 
supported, subject to the deadline dates for postgraduate boards of examiners 
remaining unchanged for 2006/7 and the bringing forward of these deadlines by one 
week being postponed to 2007/8 and thereafter in order to allow departments to 
make the necessary preparations; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that while it was recognised that additional demands might be made on staff 

time in respect of marking taught postgraduate work as a result of bringing 
forward the deadline date for holding boards of examiners, the current length of 
time between the submission of dissertations and the holding of boards of 
examiners, and therefore the issuing of pass lists and release of marks, 
impacted on the experience of taught postgraduate students; 

 
(ii) that the setting of an earlier, University-wide deadline for the submission of 

masters dissertations would increase the length of time between dissertation 
submission and the issuing of pass lists, unless the deadline date for boards of 
examiners was also brought forward; 

 
(iii) that increasing the size of the postgraduate student body was a key element of 

the University’s strategic plan, and in a context where many other HEIs, 
including comparator institutions, were able to confirm awards and release 
marks significantly earlier than the University, it was important that the 
University take steps to improve the quality of the postgraduate student 
experience in this area; 

 
(iv) that although the length of time taken to process results and issue pass lists 

detailed in Document 115 exceeded the period taken to carry out the same 
process at undergraduate level, this was largely due to the relative quality of 
the undergraduate and postgraduate student record in Banner.  This meant that 
it was not at this point possible to reduce the proposed period for the production 
of pass lists, but steps were being taken to improve the quality of the 
postgraduate student record that it was hoped would lead to a year on year 
reduction of the turnaround time for pass lists; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) to approve the proposals made to TLC in Document 115, subject to the bringing 

forward of the deadline date for boards of examiners being implemented in 
2007/8 instead of 2006/7; 

 
(ii) that a review of the impact of the bringing forward the deadline date for boards 

of examiners be undertaken at the end of the first year of implementation. 
(Action:  MPA) 

 
61. REPORT FROM SENATE 
 

Received:  an extract from the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 28 November 
2006. 

(Document TLC/06/116 – filed with the minutes) 
 
62. CHAIR’S BUSINESS 
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Noted:  that there were no items of Chair’s business. 

 
63. VALIDATION SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

Considered:  the minutes of the meeting held 8 December 2006; 
(Document TLC/06/117 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that although a significant number of the recommendations relating to the periodic 

review of CENTREX still needed to be addressed, appropriate progress was being 
made by CENTREX in relation to the approved action plan in response to periodic 
review; 

 
(b) the issues discussed by VSC regarding the operation of boards of examiners at 

CENTREX for cohorts admitted January 2005 to July 2006, and VSC’s 
recommendation that in respect of these cohorts the board of examiners receive two 
runs of marks according to the pre-modular and modular regulations, classify 
students under the modular system and use its discretion to make awards based on 
the non-modular system where individual students were disadvantaged by the 
application of the modular system; 

 
(c) that there was ongoing work on the development of a proposal to establish a 

progression route from the NEITE diploma to Level 3 of the BA Theology and 
Ministry offered by St John’s/Ushaw/Wesley Study Centre; 

 
(d) that VSC was progressing the implementation of the confirmation by TLC that the 

University and its partners should be equally represented on management 
committees; 

 
(e) that a request from St John’s/Ushaw/Wesley Study Centre for a continued exemption 

to the University’s adjacent level rule had not been approved by VSC; 
 

(f) the absence of University Assessors from the MA Theology and Ministry Board of 
Examiners, and that VSC had taken action to address this; 

 
(g) that a proposal had been agreed to phase out the marking of modules on a pass/fail 

basis by NEITE; 
 

(h) the successful conclusion of the teach-out of the Diploma in Health Studies offered 
New College Durham; 

 
Agreed:  to approve the recommendation of VSC regarding the operation of boards of 
examiners at CENTREX for cohorts admitted January 2005 to July 2006. 

 
64. AWARDS FOR EXCELLENCE IN TEACHING AND LEARNING 
 

Received: 
 
(a) the guidelines for the award scheme;                                     

(Document TLC/06/118 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) the outcomes of the award panel held on 1 December 2006; 
(Document TLC/06/119 – filed with the minutes) 
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Considered:  the issues referred to TLC by the award panel; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) the outcomes of the current round of the Excellence in Teaching Awards; 

 
(b) that as the University’s Learning and Teaching Strategy was developed and agreed it 

would be necessary to consider the operation of the Excellence in Teaching Awards 
in light of this, and the issues referred to TLC by the award panel would be 
considered as part of this with any amendments being referred back to TLC in due 
course. 

 
65. LEARNING RESOURCES STRATEGY COMMITTEE 
 

Received:  the minutes of the meeting held 24 November 2006. 
(Document TLC/06/120 – filed with the minutes) 

 
66. PDPs STEERING GROUP 
 

Received:  the minutes of the meeting held 20 November 2006. 
(Document TLC/06/121 – filed with the minutes) 

 
PART C:  ITEMS FOR APPROVAL 

 
67. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL:  MSc COGNITIVE NEUROSCIENCE 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the approval of a new MSc Cognitive 
Neuroscience with effect from October 2007: 
 
(a) programme specification;                                                       

(Document TLC/06/122 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) programme regulations;                                                         
(Document TLC/06/123 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(c) departmental statement;                                                        

(Document TLC/06/124 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(d) learning resources forms;                                                      
(Document TLC/06/125 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(e) minutes of the validation panel;                                              

(Document TLC/06/126 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(f) programme approval form.                                                     
(Document TLC/06/127 – filed with the minutes) 

 
 

Recommended:  that Senate approve the introduction of the proposed programme with 
effect from October 2007. 

 
68. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL:  MA CULTURAL LANDSCAPES OF EURASIA AND 

MSc HUMAN PALAEOECOLOGY 
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Reported:  that a Validation Panel was held 7 December 2006 to consider a proposal 
from Archaeology to introduce two new programmes, MA Cultural Landscapes of 
Eurasia and MSc Human Palaeoecology, with effect from October 2007.  The Panel 
agreed to recommend the approval of these programmes to TLC, subject to a number of 
revisions being made to the programme documentation.  This documentation would be 
submitted shortly, and considered by the Validation Panel by circulation; 
 
Considered:  whether to authorise the Chair to consider taking action on behalf of TLC to 
recommend the introduction of these proposed programmes to the January meeting of 
Senate, subject to the revised documentation being approved by the Chair of the 
Validation Panel; 
 
Noted:  that Archaeology had decided not to progress at this time the proposal to 
introduce the MA Cultural Landscapes of Eurasia; 
 
Agreed:  that the Chair be authorised to consider taking Chair’s action on behalf of TLC 
to recommend to Senate the introduction of the MSc Human Paleoecology from October 
2007. 

 
69. COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP APPROVAL:  ABU DHABI UNIVERSITY 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the approval of a collaborative 
partnership with Abu Dhabi University for the delivery of the Executive Masters in 
Enterprise Management; 
 
(a) memorandum of association;                                                 

(Document TLC/06/128 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(b) business plan;                                                                        

(Document TLC/06/129 – filed with the minutes) 
 
(c) minutes of the partnership approval panel;                            

(Document TLC/06/130 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  that following the meeting of the Partnership Approval Panel, the Durham 
Business School carried out a site visit to Abu Dhabi University.  The report of this visit 
had been considered and approved by the Chair on behalf of the Panel; 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the establishment of a collaborative partnership 
with Abu Dhabi University for the delivery of the Executive Masters in Enterprise 
Management. 

 
70. UNIVERSITY REVIEW:  BIOLOGICAL AND BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES 
 

Reported:  that the University Review of the School of Biological and Biomedical 
Sciences had been recommended by the Science URP for signing off as having been 
satisfactorily completed; 
 
Received:  the relevant minute extract from the Science URP; 

(Document TLC/06/131 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Agreed:  that the University Review of Biological and Biomedical Sciences be signed off 
as satisfactorily completed. 
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PART D:  ITEMS FOR INFORMATION
 
71. MATTERS OF REPORT 
 

Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of TLC. 
(Document TLC/06/132 – filed with the minutes) 

 
72. UNIVERSITY REVIEW AND COLLEGE REVIEW 
 

Received:  details of the University Review and College Review teams established for 
2006/7. 

(Document TLC/06/133 – filed with the minutes) 
 
73. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported: that the dates of the remaining meetings of TLC for the academic year 2006/7 
were as follows: 

 
Monday 19 February 2007, at 2:15pm 
Monday 26 March 2007, at 2:15pm 
Monday 14 May 2007, at 2:15pm 
Wednesday 4 July 2007, at 2:15pm 
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